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ABSTRACT

INVESTIGATING COGNITIVE MECHANISMS OF OFFENDING AMONG
ADULT AND JUVENILE MALE PRISONERS: SUGGESTIONS FOR
INTERVENTION

Onciil, Oznur
PhD., Department of Psychology - Clinical Psychology
Advisor: Prof. Dr. Tiilin Gengoz
January 2014, 402 pages

The present study generally aimed to explain the cognitive mechanisms of offending
within the framework of transtheoretical model, by providing differences according
to the motivational stages. In doing so, the purpose was to develop suggestions for
further interventions. Accordingly, four subsequent studies were conducted. After the
adaptation of the questionnaires to Turkish, the second study aimed at determining
the factors associated with offence-supportive assumptions, defensive strategies, pros
and cons of offending, and stages of change. In the third study, the psychometric
properties of the adapted instruments were investigated in the juvenile sample. In the
final study, comparisons were employed between adolescent, young adult and adult
participants. The findings generally revealed good psychometric properties for the
instruments in the adult sample. However, in the juvenile sample, certain flaws were
observed for the criminal thinking scale. Regarding the hypothesis testing, the
findings generally supported the distinction between offence-supportive assumptions
and defensive strategies. In addition, decisional balance was observed to be varying
according to the motivational stages. Regarding stages of change, contemplation and
action stages were observed to share much in common. However, considerable
amount of differences were obtained between these two stages and the initial
precontemplation stage. Taking into account the specific characteristics obtained for

each stage, a treatment plan is figured out at the end of the study. Finally, it is



observed that, concerns that are specific to adolescence had a strong impact on how

the variables were displayed.

Keywords: Criminal Thinking, Decisional Balance, Stages of Change,
Transtheoretical Model.
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SUC DAVRANISI iLE ILISKILI BILISSEL MEKANIZMALARIN YETISKIN VE
GENC ERKEK MAHKUMLAR ORNEKLEMLERINDE ARASTIRILMASI:
REHABILITASYON CALISMALARI iCIN ONERILER

Onciil, Oznur
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii - Klinik Psikoloji
Danisman: Prof. Dr. Tiilin Geng6z

Ocak 2014, 402 sayfa

Bu caligsmada, genel olarak, teoriler {istii model ¢ergevesinde sucu destekleyen
bilissel mekanizmalarin farkli degisim basamaklarinda nasil etkili olduklar
incelenmistir. Bu inceleme sonucunda, terapotik miidahaleler igin 6neriler sunulmasi
amaclanmistir. Bu amag dogrultusunda dért ¢alisma uygulanmustir. 11k olarak,
yetigkin 6rnekleminde 6lceklerin Tiirkge’ye adaptasyon ¢alismast
gerceklestirilmistir. Ikinci calismada ise, sugu destekleyen varsayimlari, sucu
savunucu stratejileri, suga yonelik olumlu ve olumsuz atiflari ve degisim
basamaklarini aciklayan faktorler belirlenmistir. Uciincii calismada 6lgeklerin geng
mahkumlar 6rnekleminde psikometrik 6zellikleri belirlenmis, son ¢alismada ise
gelisimsel donemler dikkate alinarak ergen, geng yetiskin ve yetiskin katilimcilar
arasinda karsilagtirmalar yapilmistir. Adaptasyon caligsmalari 6lgeklere dair genel
olarak kabul edilebilir psikometrik 6zellikler ortaya koymustur. Ancak, sugu
destekleyen diistinceler 6l¢egi, genc mahkumlar 6rnekleminde bir takim eksik
sonuglar vermistir. Bu bulgu, genglerin bilissel yapilarinin esnekligi ¢ergevesinde
tartisilmistir. Hipotez testi bulgulari, sucu destekleyen varsayimlar ve sucu savunucu
stratejiler arasinda ayrim yapmay1 destekler niteliktedir. Ayrica, katilimcilarin farkl
motivasyonel basamaklarda farkli kararsal denge siireclerine girdikleri
gozlemlenmistir. Suga dair olumsuz atiflar genelde degismemekle birlikte, suga dair
olumlu atiflarin katilimcilarin duygu durumlariyla birlikte degiskenlik gostermesi

dikkat ¢ekicidir. Degisim basamaklar1 dikkate alindiginda, bulgular, “niyet” ve

Vi



“harekete gegme” basamaklarinin genelde ortak 6zellikler sergiledikleri fakat her iki
basamagin da “niyet 6ncesi” basamaktan dnemli derecede ayristigi ortaya
konulmustur. Her bir basamag1 aciklayan faktorler dikkate alinarak, ¢alismanin
sonunda bir klinik miidahale plani sunulmustur. Son olarak, altta yatan psikolojik
mekanizmalarin yetigkinler ve gengler i¢in ortak oldugu, ancak gelisimsel
donemlerin gerektirdigi ihtiyaclar ¢cer¢evesinde biligsel yapilarin sergilenis

bi¢cimlerinde farkliliklar oldugu belirlenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sucu Destekleyen Diisiinceler, Kararsal Denge, Degisim

Basamaklari, Teoriler Otesi Model.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The literature of criminal behavior is basically dominated by the studies that
seek to explain why people commit crime. Accordingly, in order to understand the
complex nature of criminal behavior a wide range of theoretical models, each
bringing its unique perspective, have been used. Besides, a number of factors were
depicted to be associated with criminality; for instance, age and criminal history were
consistently found to predict future recidivism (Bonta, Law, & Hanson, 1998;
(Loeber, Farrington, & Stouthamer-Loeber, Moffit, Caspi, White et al., 2003). In
addition to the historical, static variables, a number of dynamic factors that were
amenable to treatment were also figured out (e.g., substance misuse, deviant peer
relations) (Andrews & Bonta, 2006). Recent studies that investigate the causes of
criminality gave particular importance to these factors, indicating that mapping out
individual criminogenic needs will enhance risk assessment and prevention strategies
(Andrews & Bonta, 2006). However, the mechanism through which these factors
interact and lead to the criminal behavior is still unknown (Polaschek, 2012).

In an attempt to understand the psychological mechanisms of criminality,
cognitive-behavioral accounts proposed the concept of “criminal thinking” (or
cognitive distortions) indicating that the criminal behavior is initiated, maintained,
and justified through associated pro-criminal beliefs and attitudes (Walters, 2009).
Therefore, criminal thinking is defined as one the criminogenic factors that motivate
criminal behavior by interacting with other variables (Walters, 2011).

The concept of criminal thinking (or cognitive distortions) have been
frequently emphasized as one of the etiological factors basically in the sexual-
offending literature (Feelgood, Cortoni, & Thompson, 2005). There are relatively
fewer studies in terms of general offending behavior, yet there is a growing interest
in investigating the predictive role of criminal thinking on recidivism (Walters,
2011). Besides, the therapeutic interventions within the cognitive-behavioral

framework particularly assume that, the change in criminal thinking and the decrease



in the justification of criminal behavior will inevitably lead to reduction in recidivism
(Walters, 2006).

The concept of criminal thinking received considerable interest, taking into
account both risk assessment and consequent interventions (Walters, 2006).
However, at the same time, there are serious controversies in the literature. These
debates can be classified under three groups: (1) conceptual, (2) timing, and (3) the
extent to which the process of criminal thinking is abnormal.

Regarding the conceptual debate, “antisocial attitudes”, “offence supporting
beliefs”, “criminal thinking”, “cognitive distortions”, “offence-supporting
motivations”, and “pro-criminal justifications™ are frequently used interchangeably
(Wallinius, Johansson, Lardén, & Dernevik, 2011). Although, by definition, these
concepts possess similar functions (e.g., reduction of guilt), as indicated by (Maruna
& Mann, 2006), the level of cognitive structures the utilized concept refers to should
be particularly made clear. It’s commonly accepted that beliefs, assumptions and
justifications are, although inter-related, organized in different levels of the cognitive
system (Beck, 1995; Young, 1999; Young, Klosko, & Weishaar, 2003). Accordingly,
attitudes, beliefs, and the assumptions are rather enduring patterns while justification
is a temporal strategy (Maruna & Mann, 2006). Although they might convey similar
meanings, they develop at different time sequences, and they operate on different
mechanisms. Correspondingly, in terms of the “timing” debate, it is not clear in the
literature whether offence-supportive cognitions and justifications lead to criminality
or vice versa (Stanko, 2003). Walters (2009) further anticipated that the criminal
thinking process might change according to the temporal context, thus it is highly
probable that people might engage into different cognitive processes before and after
the criminal event and/or imprisonment. In fact, theories have been criticized for
explaining the role of cognitions on the development of criminal behavior but
lacking explanations for the maintenance of (Walters, 2006) and desistance from
criminality (Giordano, Cernkovich, & Rudolph, 2002; Maruna, 2001). Maruna and
Mann (2006) asserted that it is methodologically impossible to test the impact of
criminal thinking in the initiation of criminal activity. Still, it seems highly
reasonable to organize the theoretical explanations according to different time
sequences (i.e., before and after criminal event) in order to have a better



understanding of the role of cognitions on the initiation to, maintenance of, and
desistance from criminality.

The final controversy that is related to the cognitions associated with
criminality is the extent to which the process of criminal thinking is abnormal.
Accordingly, giving reference to the basic work of Yochelson and Samenow (1977),
the psychiatrists who listed 52 thinking errors related to violence and criminality,
criminal thinking process is commonly cited as “distorted” or “impaired” (Hoffmann,
2011; Sharp, 2000 as cited in Maruna & Mann, 2006). However, there are
challenging oppositions stating that these processes are normal information-
processing mechanisms operating in the context of crime (Maruna & Mann, 2006;
Stanko, 2003). It is noteworthy to quote from Maruna and Mann (2006) at length
here in that, how a pathologizing point of view might overlook the problem is better

illustrated:

(...) criminological psychology may be guilty of committing
something akin to the “fundamental attribution error” (Jones &
Harris, 1967) writ large. That is, many of the rationalizations
and minimizations offered by offenders may be situational
rather than dispositional (see Heckert & Gondolf, 2000). When
challenged about having done something wrong, all of us
reasonably account for our own actions as being influenced by
multiple, external and internal factors. Yet, we pathologize
prisoners and probationers for doing the same thing (...) that
places them in a no-win situation: If they make excuses for
what they did, they are deemed to be criminal types who
engage in criminal thinking. If, however, they were to take full
responsibility for their offences — claiming they committed
some awful offence purely ‘because they wanted to’ and
because that is the ‘type of person’ they are — then they are, by
definition, criminal types as well (p.158).

Stanko (2003) further reported that having a phenomenological perspective
(that takes individual perceptions and experiences into account) rather than a
psychopathological point of view to criminality will enhance our understanding of
the mechanisms through which people engage in criminal behavior. The debate of
“abnormality” becomes more challenging when taking into account the goals of the
rehabilitation programs. By way of illustration, it is frequently recommended that the

aim of intervention programs should be to identify and challenge the cognitive



distortions and justifications for offending (Butler & Maruna, 2009) with the
assumption that for the person to be treated (and not to re-offend), s/he should
undertake the responsibility of his/her behavior (Maruna & Mann, 2006). However,
it is not clear in the literature whether reduction in criminal thinking consequently
leads to reduction in recidivism rates (Walters, 2012). As also stated by Maruna and
Mann (2006) there is no clear answer to the questions related to how this change
occurs and which mechanisms are involved within the process.

It is beyond the scope of the present study to fully answer the aforementioned
controversies. Still, in order to make a clear picture of the issue, the introduction
section is organized accordingly. Therefore, the cognitive structures of criminal
thinking (i.e., beliefs and justifications) will be mentioned distinctively within a
chronological framework. In particular, the first section of the introduction part
begins with the theoretical accounts that explain the development of possible beliefs
that reinforce the criminal behavior in the long run. Secondly, the decision-making
process of criminality will be mentioned and the roles of the existing schemata will
be exemplified. Then, the justification process after the criminal event will be
explained. The second section will elaborate the issue in terms of juvenile criminality
and finally, the cognitive mechanism associated with the desistance process will be
mentioned in the third section.

1.1. Cognitive Mechanisms Associated with Adult Criminality
1.1.1. Offence-Supportive Beliefs: The Mechanism

According to the cognitive-behavioral framework, a particular behavior is
characterized and maintained by attitudes, values, and the assumptions that are
generated by the core beliefs (Beck, 1995). According to the cognitive-behavioral
approach, core beliefs are developed through early childhood experiences, when the
child develops assumptions about the self, the others, and the world while s/he is
interacting with his/her parents, as well as other people in the meso (e.g., home,
school) and macro environments (e.g., culture). These self-conceptions continue
developing through adolescence and become relatively stable during adulthood in
order to form “a theory of the self” (Moshman, 2004). The criminal behavior hasn’t
been investigated within a comprehensive cognitive framework hitherto (Walters,

2009), yet the cognitive model of antisocial personality disorder (ASPD) could be
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considered as beneficial in understanding the belief system underlying criminality
(Beck, Freeman, & Davis, 2004). Accordingly, the core beliefs of ASPD patients
generally reflect a preoccupation with self-enhancement and malevolent aspects of
other people as well as the world (Beck et al., 2004; Rasmussen, 2005). These beliefs
in turn lead to certain assumptions that justify the antisocial behavior in the future
(e.g., personal infallibility, Beck et al., 2004).

According to the lifestyle theory of crime, Walters (2006, 2009) further
claimed that the belief system organizes the information related to criminality,
through schemes (basic knowledge units) and schematic sub-networks (through
which the schemes interact with each other). Accordingly, schemes convey
information related to the process (i.e., motivations, opportunities, outcome
expectancies) and the content (i.e., the act, the target) of the criminal behavior
(Walters, 2006, 2009). In addition, a number of researchers mentioned about
“implicit theories” particularly in the context of sexual offenders (e.g., Ward, 2000).
Implicit theory is a highly related concept to “schema” or “core-belief”, indicating
that when they are activated, they guide the information processing in a self-fulfilling
nature (Gannon, 2009; Polaschek, Calvert, & Gannon, 2009). Gannon (2009) further
noted about an important caveat that, although there seems to be evidence related to
the higher-order cognitive mechanisms of sexual offending, it is still not clear in the
literature that the statements uttered by the offenders might also reflect a deceptive
attitude rather than underlying schemas.

In order to grasp the mechanism of cognitive processes associated with
criminality, it is important to understand the context in which the offence-supportive
core beliefs are developed. Several researchers noted the importance of the elements
within the family and social environment that has a long term impact on offending.
Accordingly, for example, one might be interested in examining how an abusive
family environment (e.g., Schema Therapy Approach, Young et al., 2003),
perception of the environment as “deprived” (e.g., Relative Deprivation Theory,
Young, 2001), or the inequalities between the classes as well as the ethnicity and
gender issues (Critical Criminology, Matthews, 2012) lead to the generation of
particular core beliefs. In the next section, the possible contents of these beliefs, as
well as their association with criminality will be described in the light of literature.



1.1.2. Offence-Supportive Beliefs: The Content

As indicated before, the cognitive model of criminal behavior is not fully
developed and empirically studied yet (Walters, 2009). Still, various theoretical
explanations of criminality mention about the role of cognitions (Walters, 2006).
Related to the content of these cognitions, it is possible to group the studies under
three broad titles: (1) Power, (2) Justice, and (3) Security.
1.1.2.1. Power

Studies investigating cognitions among sex offenders frequently make a
distinction between “offence-specific cognitions” and “general, pro-criminal
cognitions” (Gannon, 2009), suggesting a causal link between both of these cognitive
structures and offending (Ward, 2000). Furthermore, there is strong support in the
literature claiming that offence-specific attitudes are linked to “power-related
beliefs” in terms of sexual offences (DeKeseredy, Rogness, & Schwartz, 2004;
Gannon, 2009) and general offending behavior (Barry, 2007).

The issue of power and its association with offence-supportive cognitions is
predominantly proposed by the “Masculinity Approach” to criminality. Taking into
account that the majority of criminal acts are committed by men, Masculinity
approach emphasizes certain themes embedded in male gender roles and their
contribution to offending. Accordingly, exercising “power”, “domination”, and
“control” appears to be common motivations in various types of criminal acts
(Messerschmidt & Tomsen, 2012), particularly in violence against women (Lindsey,
1997 as cited in Bouffard, 2010). Besides, researchers signalized “threats to
masculinity” (i.e., protecting honor, verbal assaults against female spouses) as a
triggering factor of violence among different men (Messerschmidt, 2000; Mullins,
2006; Polk, 1994). Masculinity theory suggests that the power theme in male gender
roles doesn’t appear only with respect to “domination of women”, but also in terms
of “economic and social power” that could be challenged with perceived economic
and social weakness (Messerschmidt & Tomsen, 2012). Furthermore, in an
ethnographic study conducted with non-violent street offenders, Copes and
Hochstetler (2003) described “autonomy’ as another power related theme attached to

masculinity. Accordingly, “being capable of providing for oneself”, but at the same



time “being unrestricted from the concerns of routine daily life” were defined as
basic motivations through which the participants valued impulsivity, risk-taking, and
“making easy money”. The authors further claimed that there is an age difference in
terms of meanings attached to autonomy; while the older participants emphasized
“opposition to the passive acceptance of a mundane and humble daily existence and
juvenile styles of acting out” the younger participants “focused on distinguishing
themselves from cautious and weak qualities stereotypically attributed to women”
(Copes & Hochstetler, 2003, p. 294). Therefore, “strength” seems to be another
meaning attached to masculinity, though its definition might vary according to age. It
Is obvious in these studies that, the elevated themes of power are apparent not only in
“how offenders construct” but also in “how they justify” their criminal acts (Willott,
Griffin, & Torrance, 2008 as cited in Messerschmidt & Tomsen, 2012).

Power related beliefs are partly related to the characteristics of narcissistic
personality. In fact, there is sound evidence supporting the notion that an inflated
self-esteem and view of personal superiority makes the person vulnerable to the
threats directed at the self, which in turn might generate aggressive responses
(Baumeister, Bushman, & Campbell, 2000). Also, in their study Butler and Maruna
(2009) stated that individuals highly value being treated fairly and being respected.
This study is important in that they investigated the impact of disrespect on
prisoners’ aggression, and they further suggested that when people perceived an
obvious disrespect and unfair treatment from others, through the operation of
neutralization and justification strategies, they come to a belief that they are “right”
to engage in violence. Butler and Maruna also claimed that when people did not
perceive an open threat to their self-worth, their justifications diminish and they
resort less to violence (2009). In parallel with these suggestions, Howells (2009)
indicated that the link between disrespect and aggressions is highly relevant to the
“themes of shame, need for dominance, defending honor, and anger responses to
self-esteem threats in narcissism” (p. 287). Therefore it is reasonable to assume that a
view of self as “powerless”, together with the view of world as “having power is an
inevitable necessity for survival” might be an underlying core belief. However, there

is no empirical research that tested this assumption.



1.1.2.2. Justice

Issues related to justice are another theme that appears to be common among
offenders. Accordingly, view of self as the object of unfair treatment and view of
others and/or the world as unjust are frequently reported to be associated with
criminality (Lovas, 1995, as cited in Zitny & Halama, 2011). Rattner, Yagil, and
Sherman-Segal (2003) further mentioned that, aside from a general belief of
injustice, for the person to break the law s/he must also be holding a belief that s/he
is entitled to break it. Hence, the person might have selected “administering justice”
(via criminality) as a strategy to deal with his/her feeling of “being object of
injustice”.

Zitny and Halama (2011) elaborated associated factors with “sensitivity to
injustice”. Accordingly, individuals with high level of sensitivity to injustice were
observed to be feeling themselves as more open to threats and that they were unable
to cope with their negative emotions. Moreover, Zitny and Halama reported that
people with low self-esteem tended to perceive unfair treatments more frequently
(2011), possibly because of their victimization schema (Baumeister, Campbell,
Krueger, & Vohs, 2003). On the other hand, although people with high self-esteem
reported fewer injustices, when they did, they were found to react with more anger
(Zitny & Halama, 2011). The authors further found out that high level of neuroticism
and low level of agreeableness were associated personality traits with sensitivity to
injustice. However, locus of control moderated this relationship, indicating that while
external locus of control increased the effects of neuroticism and low level of
agreeableness, internal locus of control had a buffering role (Zitny & Halama, 2011).

1.1.2.3. Security

Perception of others and the world as malevolent, dangerous, and not
trustworthy and perception of the self as unable to cope with this insecurity is
another theme that consistently emerges in studies investigating cognitive structures
of various offenders (Ward & Keenan, 1999). In fact, these beliefs are commonly
cited as the main content of antisocial schemas (Beck et al., 2004). It’s assumed that,
when the person has a belief regarding others and the world as dangerous, s/he might
develop certain attitudes (e.g., perception of others as deceptive) (Malamuth &



Brown, 1994) and defensive strategies to deal with the insecurity and self-protection
(e.g., “beat or be beaten”) (Polaschek et al., 2009). These assumptions and rules
might also be related to (or learned within) a particular context. For instance, Irwin
and Cressey (1962) reported that within the norms of prison culture, individuals learn
“not to inform or exploit another inmate” and “be weak or be a sucker” (p. 145).

In a series of projects that aimed to investigate the meanings attached to
violence in different contexts (Stanko, 2003), the authors generally discussed that
there is not a single definition or hierarchical classification of violence (i.e., verbal
assaults, bullying, physical harm, intimidation, spreading rumor) and each individual
might experience and define it differently. Moreover, the authors drew attention to
their observation that most of the perpetrators of violence perceived themselves as
“victims” who were ruled by circumstances in engaging violence (Stanko, 2003).
This suggestion is highly related to the themes generated from the “power”,
“justice”, and “security” schemas (that the person is powerless, object/victim of
unfair treatment, defenseless, and disadvantaged). Besides, it is suggested in one of
these studies that, when violence is viewed as a norm in a given context and becomes
a strategy for solving problems or self-protection, the other party will be in a position
of victim, who in turn considers that s/he has to (and is right to) defend
himself/herself through violence. Thus, the process inevitably leads to a vicious
circle and normalized in advance (Edgar, Martin, & O’Donnell, 2003). Similar
situation is also mentioned by Polizzi (2011) in the context of urban gang violence.

Proponents of Implicit Theory (Gannon, 2009; Polaschek et al., 2009)
provided support for the presence of offence-supportive beliefs that have contents
related to issues of “power” (e.g., preoccupation with gaining status and power),
“justice” (e.g., sense of being entitled to administer justice and to judge and punish
others), and “insecurity” (e.g., beat or be beaten). However, it is not clear whether
these themes are derived from relatively stable beliefs or utilized as temporal
strategies. Besides, since the literature lacks systematic empirical studies related to
the cognitive mechanisms of offending, it’s highly possible that there might be other

core-beliefs as well, aside from issues of power, justice, and security.



1.1.3. A Threat to the System: Activation of Beliefs

Cognitive-behavioral psychology presumes that for the core beliefs (and
related rules and the assumptions) to become activated and subsequently generate the
behavior, an internal or external stimulus (i.e., threat) must be perceived and
interpreted in parallel with the associated beliefs (Beck, 1995). Therefore, in the
present section, the process that operates in between perception of a threat and
generation of criminal behavior will be explained.
1.1.3.1. The Nature of Perceived Threat

In one of the studies investigating the reasons of violence in prison, Edgar
and colleagues (2003) formulated a process during which a triggering event occurs
that is perceived as a threat to one’s needs (e.g., security, privacy, respect). The
authors further claimed that an immediate assessment of power imbalance interacted
with the process. Accordingly, “demonstrating toughness”, “self-defense”, “giving
punishment or retaliation”, and “otherwise others would think that I’'m weak”
emerged as general reasons provided by the participants in explaining their violent
behavior. This finding is an example for the assumption that, the individual might
choose violence and/or criminal behavior as a response to a perceived threat which is
relevant to the core beliefs.

According to the Conservation of Resources Model (COR, Hobfoll, 2001),
the person experiences stress when s/he perceives a threat to the resources that s/he is
striving to sustain and when s/he is lacking means to re-supply them. In parallel with
the suggestion of the COR Model, General Strain Theory (GST, Agnew, 1992)
presumes that individuals possess a variety of goals stemming from “self-enhancing”
(seeking for one’s own dominance and success) or “self-transcendent” (concerning
for the welfare of others) values and attitudes (Schwartz, 1992). A threat or obstacle
(i.e., strains) in achieving the self-enhancing goals (Agnew, 1992) might produce
feelings of fear, anger, and frustration (Konty, 2005) which in turn need to be
regulated via the promotion of social interests (Agnew, 1992). In the light of these
theories it can be concluded that, criminal behavior is understood as a maladaptive
coping response given in return of the threats to the self-enhancing values (Brezina,
1996). Script Theory (Huesmann, 1986, 1998) further holds the notion that
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aggression and violence might also be learned as a “problem-solving strategy” via
social learning. However, it is suggested in the literature that not everyone who
perceives a threat to his/her self-enhancing values engage in aggressive and/or
criminal behavior and that there are certain emotional and cognitive processes that
intervene with the process (Berkowitz, 1989).

1.1.3.2. Intervening Emotional Processes

Day (2009) discussed that negative emotional states (e.g., anger, absence of
emotion as it is in psychopathy) or maladaptive ways of emotion regulation (e.g.,
over-controlling emotions) might be criminogenic and suggested treatment strategies
aiming to effectively regulate these emotions. In addition to negative emotions,
positive emotions are occasionally referred to be leading to deviant behaviors as
well, indicating that emotion regulation becomes more critical than the type of
emotion experiences (Song, Graham, Susman, & Sohn, 2012). Gross and Thompson
(2007) defined emotion regulation as the set of strategies utilized to modify the
emotional state in order to achieve certain goals. Accordingly, emotion regulation
strategies might be classified under three groups; problem solving, avoidance, and
seeking social support (Conner-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007; Lazarus & Folkman,
1984), with the effectiveness of each strategy determined by the context and
availability of resources (Song, et al., 2012). Studies that considered emotion
regulation in the context of criminality basically focused on the impact of anger. As
indicated by Agnew (1992) and Faupel, Herrick, and Sharp (2011) anger averts the
regulatory process by inhibiting one’s tolerance for injuries and insults, preparing the
individual for action, and facilitating the desire for retaliation and revenge.
Furthermore, Novaco (2011) underlined that “anger is neither necessary nor
sufficient for violence, but it is part of the confluence of multi-level risk factors
affecting violent behavior” (p. 657), discussing on how anger manipulates the
cognitive process and leads the individual to interpret the events as a threat to the
existing schemas.

1.1.3.3. Intervening Cognitive Processes

Social-Information Processing Model, which has been supported by the

studies conducted with both adults and young people, provides a framework for

11



understanding the cognitive mechanisms between the enactment of a threat and the
generation of criminal response. Accordingly, after the encoding process, the internal
and external cues are interpreted via existing knowledge structures (Gannon, 2009).
This assumption is also supported by social cognition theory (Hoffmann, 2011) and
cognitive neo-association theory (Berkowitz, 1984). Drawing a link between the
assumptions of COR and GST Models and the aforementioned cognitive accounts,
it’s highly reasonable to hypothesize that the nature of the threat that leads to the
criminal behavior might be associated with the specific beliefs that the individual
holds. Accordingly, the perception of the self as lack of power, security, and/or
object of unfair treatment might lead to the preoccupation with gaining or sustaining
associated self-enhancing resources. A threat to these resources might lead the
person to generate criminal behavior via activating certain beliefs. However,
emotional regulation as well as effective coping strategies might buffer this process
(Day, 2009).

Social-Information Processing Model further proposed that, in terms of
selecting criminality as a strategy to respond back to the perceived threats, the
individual engages into a decision-making process through which a desired response
(i.e., criminal behavior) is chosen after accounting for the outcome expectancies
(Gannon, 2009). This process of decision-making is elaborated in detail in the next
section.

1.1.4. Motivation to Offend: A Decision Making Process
1.1.4.1. Theoretical Accounts

Stemming from classical criminological assumptions which highlight the self-
serving desire of human-beings (i.e., maximizing pleasure and minimizing pain),
Rational Choice Theory (RCT, Tillyer, 2011) indicates that, in order to make a
decision to commit crime, the person has to be perceiving that certain advantages are
outweighing the consequences. The decision making process does not necessarily
operate at the conscious level; given the highly stressful context of crime, the person
might be relying on his/her experiences and thus engage in similar patterns that
worked in the past. Therefore, the individual should be motivated for achieving
certain goals generated from his/her needs and beliefs, and s/he chooses to engage in

criminal behavior since s/he thinks that, after weighing perceived costs and benefits,
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it is the best option to achieve these goals (2011, emphasis made by the author). RCT
highlights that the costs and benefits are not necessarily related to material gains and
punishment. Anything that is meaningful for the person (e.g., increase in self-esteem,
exercising authority, rejection, changes in the life style) might be regarded as a cost
or benefit (2011, emphasis made by the author). RCT further indicates that the
decision process of assessing costs and benefits might be influenced by several
factors (such as drugs, alcohol, emotional arousal, and perceived social pressure)
(2011) (emphasizes made by author).

Different from other theoretical accounts, Social Control Theory (SCT,
Matza, 1964 as cited in Agnew, 2011) tries to explain how individuals decide not to
commit crime and which factors prevent them from offending. Thus, linking the
discussion with the “assessment of costs/benefits” SCT underlines the impact of fear
of consequences outweighing the benefits as an important motivation that prevents
people from offending. Therefore the person might fear of losing conventional
elements of social life (e.g., strong social bonds, occupational or educational
achievements, reputation, plans for future, and social status) and some people who
have more commitment to a conventional life style might have more to lose (Agnew,
2011).

Copes and Hochstetler (2003) reported that the decision making process
further facilitated by the conversations made within the pro-criminal environment
(e.g., tales of past criminal success, a super optimism that is elevated through
exaggerations of expected rewards of an offence, diminishing the potential risks,
presenting a social pressure over the “hesitant”, and encouraging statements like “we
can do it!”).

Another theoretical account that highlights the decision-making process
underlying criminal behavior is Social Learning Theory (SLT, Jennings & Akers,
2011). SLT emphasizes that, the gains and losses associated with criminal acts are
learned thorough social relations (i.e., family, peer groups, neighbors, authority
figures, religious figures) in interaction with various situational factors (Burgess &
Akers, 1966 as cited in Jennings & Akers, 2011). Accordingly, the basic learning
principles apply during the process of differential association; indicating that deviant
behavior or life style might be positively reinforced (e.g., gaining status among
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peers), negatively reinforced (e.g., escaping from abuse at home), positively
punished (throwing up after using drugs), and/or negatively punished (e.g., loss of
freedom via incarceration) (Jennings & Akers, 2011). Thus, for a person to engage or
remain in deviant behavioral patterns, s/he must anticipate relatively greater
reinforcement than punishment in the short or long run.

When offenders are asked to state their reasons of engaging in a deviant
behavior, they provide a variety of statements. These statements, along with their
“justification” and “normalization” purposes, generally include information
regarding the expected rewards of offending (i.e., pros). For instance, drug users
frequently define the relief from physical and psychological pain as a rewarding
experience (Bahr, 2011). In another study that investigated the self-reported reasons
of committing embezzlement, participants provided responses related to trivialization
of the act (e.g., “I’ve just borrowed”), as well as rewarding outcome expectancies
(e.g., social uplift, family welfare) (Morris, 2011). “Financial gains” seems to be the
main motivation underlying most of the non-violent offences (i.e., embezzlement,
theft, burglary, arson). On the other hand, researchers reported “excitement”, “social
pressure” (or being accepted by the peers), and “exercising power and control” as
other common motivations reported by non-violent offenders (Goetz, 2011; Hawdon,
2011). Yet, it should be noted that a criminal act might include various motivations, a
person who engages in one type of criminal act does not necessarily commit only
that specific type of crime, and a person might be accused of more than one type of
crime at the same time period (Copes & Cherbonneau, 2011). Therefore, it is highly
difficult to derive specific reasons for each criminal act. However, the underlying
mechanism seems to be common for most of the criminal behaviors.

1.1.4.2. Decisional Balance

The concept of “decisional balance” is highly relevant to the discussion of
“costs/benefits assessment”. Janis and Mann (1968, 1977) were the first to introduce
the concept, defining it as a representation of cognitive and motivational aspects of
human decision making. They proposed that during the decision making process,
individuals assess gains and losses as a function of “utilitarian (i.e., instrumental) and
non-utilitarian (i.e., issues related to esteem, approval, and ego-ideal) concerns” in

interaction with “self and others”. Therefore, they proposed four major motivations
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in decision-making: (1) Utilitarian gains and losses for the self, (2) Utilitarian gains
and losses for the others, (3) Non-utilitarian gains and losses for the self, (4) Non-
utilitarian gains and losses for the others. Velicer, DiClemente, Prochaska, and
Brandenburg (1985) further elaborated the concept of decisional-balance and applied
the model to smoking behavior. They found out that gains (i.e., pros) and losses (i.e.,
cons) are not necessarily opposite concepts, thus suggesting a quadripartite relation.

Developing strategies for interventions taking into consideration the cost and
benefit analysis is rather a controversial issue. In general, the crime control policies
applied the strategy of changing the direction of the balance to its opposite, where
cons will outweigh the pros (i.e., by increasing punishment) (Cornish & Clarke,
1986). However, by introducing the concept of “subjective expected utility”,
Edwards (1961) proposed that behavioral change occurs when the individuals
perceive more gains of desisting a behavior (rather than the perception of increased
negative consequences for persisting in a behavior). Furthermore, Loughran,
Paternoster, and Weiss (2012) discussed that the assessment of costs and benefits is
also affected by the differences in time that these positive and negative outcomes will
be achieved. Accordingly, individuals have a tendency to prefer short-term rewards
over long-terms, though they are aware that they will gain less or lose more in the
long-run, a concept known as “hyperbolic discounting”. The authors further noted
that “gains are hyperbolically discounted to a greater degree than are costs, implying
an asymmetry between the two” (p. 616), providing a converging evidence for the
suggestions of Edwards (1961). However, there’s a considerable gap in the literature
regarding the application of how to alter decisional balance in terms of criminal
behavior.

1.1.5. After the Crime: Justification of Criminal Behavior

Is it possible to justify, normalize, or trivialize a criminal act? Although it is
beyond the expectations of common sense, the literature on criminal behavior as well
as practical knowledge suggests that offenders frequently report either causal
attributions or their reasons for committing a particular crime (Maruna & Mann,
2006).

It’s debated in the literature whether justification leads to offending or vice

versa (Maruna & Mann, 2006). For instance, Katz (1988 as cited in Copes &
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Hochstetler, 2003) indicated that, after making the criminal identity explicit to the
social network, the person should behave accordingly in order not to lose credibility.
Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that justification process might be beginning
long before being convicted, during the process of engaging in criminal activity.
Although it is methodologically almost impossible to assess the role of justifications
in the initial stage of engaging in criminal behavior (Maruna & Mann, 2006), there
are theoretical accounts that support this suggestion (e.g., neutralization theory,
Sykes & Matza, 1957). Still, retrospective and self-report data, as well as follow-up
studies that investigate recidivism suggest that justification process operates both
before and after conviction.

1.1.5.1. Mechanism

Theoretical models dealing with the self (e.g., cognitive dissonance,
Festinger, 1957; self-affirmation, Steele, 1988, self-serving bias, Miller & Ross,
1975) consistently report that maintaining the positive self-concept is a crucial
motivation, thus individuals strive to protect and defend their self-worth when they
perceive a self-threat. Similarly, Moshman (2004) suggested that, a person’s
behavior might occasionally be incompatible with his/her identity. In this case, the
person might engage in self-serving strategies without attempting to change neither
the theory nor the behavior. Whether or not engaging in criminal behavior is
incompatible with offenders’ self-conceptions is not known. However, taking into
account the premises of cognitive-dissonance (Festinger, 1957) and self-affirmation
models (Steele, 1988), it’s reasonable to assume that offenders might be engaging in
self-serving strategies as well, since it is psychologically harder to accept that one
has done something stupid and/or morally wrong (Holland, Meertens, & van Vugt,
2002).

A number of moderator variables affecting the justification process were
suggested in the literature. Accordingly, high self-esteem, being self-focused
(Holland et al., 2002), the importance of the task, positive affect, and achievement
motivation (Miller & Ross, 1975) might lead people to engage in more defensive

strategies and self-serving bias to protect their positive self-worth.
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1.1.5.2. Strategies

Weiner, Folkes, Amirkham, and Verette (1987) suggested that making an
excuse for a criminal behavior involves three strategies; (1) externality (making
causal attribution to external circumstances), (2) uncontrollability (that the person
was unable to control himself/herself or certain external factors), and (3)
unintentionality (that the person’s initial intention was not to enact the criminal act
and/or was not to give harm. The suggestions of Weiner and colleagues (1987) were
also empirically supported. For instance, in terms of externality, denial of
responsibility and attribution of responsibility to external sources (Holland, et al.,
2002) is a powerful strategy for reducing feelings of dissonance. Regarding
uncontrollability, Senol-Durak & Gencoz (2010) reported that it is one of the
common attributions observed among offenders. Accordingly, in explaining their
criminal behaviors, they tend to attribute blame onto other people and circumstances
that were beyond their control. However, they are not “complete external attributers”
in the sense that, they tend to make internal attributions for their successes which is
in parallel with the basic premise of self-serving bias that, in general people tend to
make external attributions for their failures, and internal attributions for their
successes (Miller & Ross, 1975). Finally, in terms of unintentionality, converging
evidence was observed in two studies that were conducted with different samples and
contexts (i.e., parental violence against children, Hazel, Ghate, Creighton, Field, &
Finch, 2003 and violent conflicts in prison, Edgar et al., 2003). Accordingly, the
perpetrators in both studies reported that they had “right” to employ physical force
and that they did not actually (or intended to) “harm” their victims. Snyder and
Higgins (1988) further claimed that avoiding from personal responsibility is the basic
function of justifications. Accordingly, the strategies employed for justifying a
criminal behavior involve relying on to the sources that are distant to the self as far
as possible. Therefore, people make justifications using external and unstable cues
(Maruna & Mann, 2006).

Holland and colleagues (2002) outlined two basic strategies of self-
justification. Accordingly, while internal self-justification strategies constitute
attitudinal statements (e.g., denial or trivialization of the negative consequences),

external strategies aim to alleviate personal responsibility (e.g., lack of personal
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control, social pressure, designating an external source as being responsible). The
authors further claimed that people might engage in external self-justification
strategies when they encounter with the feelings of moral dissonance (i.e., the feeling
that the consequences of their behaviors harmed others), whereas they might utilize
from internal self-justification strategies when they feel hedonistic dissonance (i.e.,
the feeling that their behaviors resulted in negative consequences for themselves).

Possible strategies of justification intending to decrease self-sanctioning and
feelings of guilt were also pronounced by Bandura (1990) and Sykes and Matza
(1957). Accordingly, in his theory of Moral Disengagement, Bandura (1990)
reported certain strategies that people might engage in (i.e., displacement of
responsibility, diffusion of responsibility, distorting the consequences of an action,
dehumanizing the victim, and assuming the role of victim for one’s self). Similarly,
in Neutralization Theory, Sykes and Matza (1957) included “denial of responsibility”
within their definition of neutralization strategies. They further claimed that people
might “deny the injury”, “deny the victim”, “condemn the condemners”, and “appeal
to higher loyalties” in order to justify their acts.

1.1.6. Putting it Together: A Heuristic Formulation of Cognitive Mechanisms
of Offending

In the light of the aforementioned literature, the cognitive mechanisms of
offending is formulated and summarized in Figure 1.1. Accordingly, during the
identity formation periods (i.e., childhood and adolescence) various factors in the
family environment, meso, and macro environment are suggested to contribute to the
formation of particular schemas that might be related to criminality. These schemas
are basically suggested to organize the information related to the self, the others, and
the world and assumed to convey meanings related to power, justice, and security.
The individual formulates certain assumptions and rules in accordance with these
schemas, which in turn lead to the development of strategies to deal with the
situations that trigger these schemas. Criminality and/or violence might be one of
these strategies that are learned during social interactions with others. When a threat
occurs, certain negative emotions are triggered and schemas as well as related
assumptions become activated, leading the individual to consider criminality and/or

violence as a possible strategy to deal with the threat. At this time, criminality might
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seem to be advantageous, but the person should be evaluating certain negative
consequences of offending as well. Various factors are suggested to be facilitating
(e.g., intoxication) or inhibiting (e.g., effective coping) during this process. After the
criminal event, the individual generally encounters with the negative consequences
(e.g., imprisonment) which produces a state of dissonance as the process is
threatening for the self-worth. Therefore, the individual engages in certain
justification strategies to relieve the dissonance. However, these justification
strategies are supportive of the criminal behavior in nature, contributing to be

demotivated for desisting from criminality.
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1.2. Cognitive Mechanisms Associated with Juvenile Criminality

A specific focus to the issue of juvenile criminality is crucial for a number of
reasons. Above all, as stated by Franklin (2002), children and young people (CYP)
are a vulnerable group that is open to “exploitation, discrimination, disrespect, and
non-recognition by adults” (Barry, 2006, p.1). Secondly, most perpetrators of child
victimization are again children and young people (Grubin, 1998, Wang, lannotti, &
Nansel, 2009). Although it’s highly inconsistent with the commonsense that
childhood is a period of innocence (Barry, 2006; Franklin, 2002), occasions of
violence (be it physical, verbal, emotional or sexual) is not rare among CYP (Renold
& Barter, 2003). In fact a number of studies brought out the fact that violence
(particularly peer violence) is normalized within the context of CYP, notably in the
institutions where CYP reside (i.e, Children’s homes, Renold & Barter, 2003;
Sinclair & Gibbs, 1998, Juvenile correctional facilities, Davidson-Arad & Golan,
2007). Normalization of violence has serious consequences such as overlook of
victimization (Renold & Barter, 2003) (as discussed further in detail). Therefore
focusing on violence and criminality among CYP will also contribute indirectly to
the issue of child victimization. Moreover, the literature on juvenile criminality
frequently articulated that juvenile offenders commonly had a history of
victimization, of either an abuse (Cullingford, 2005) or another crime (Goldson,
2011), which made them a further vulnerable group (Cullingford, 2005). Finally,
studying juvenile criminality is important in terms of prevention of future crime.
There’s considerable evidence regarding that offending generally begins at early
adolescence, mostly between ages 15 and 19 (Farrington, 2005) and that the
strongest predictor of recidivism as well as habitual rule-breaking behavior is the age
of onset of offending (Trulson, Marquart, Mullings, & Caeti, 2005). Thus, giving
particular importance to crime prevention among CYP will duplicate the impacts in
the long run.

Most of the existing explanations of juvenile criminality apply adult models
to juvenile behavior (Scott, 2000). However, several authors highlighted that the
concerns of CYP as well as the context of juvenile criminality is different in many

respects as compared to those of adults (Barry, 2006; Brezina, 1996; Scott, 2000).
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1.2.1. Specific Issues Related to Young People
1.2.1.1. Concerns of Youth

In parallel with the Eriksonian stages of identity development (Erikson,
1963), Frydenberg and Lewis (1994, 1996) defined the concerns of young people
under three categories: (1) Achievement, (2) Relationship with family and peers, and
(3) Social issues. Regarding “Achievement”, young people have concerns related to
being successful at school or in the work life (Hoffmann, 2011). In fact, achievement
is an important necessity for young people in order to gain autonomy and social
recognition (Barry, 2006; White, 2009). Alridge, Measham, and Williams (2011)
further indicated that the transition to adulthood is now a longer and more uncertain
process, which is characterized by an enduring feeling of insecurity about work and
future. Within this context some of the young people perceive that they are subjected
to an unfair disadvantage of blocked opportunities (Hoffmann, 2011). Therefore,
they fail to find or interpret it as more difficult and unpredictable to use legitimate
means of getting access to the opportunities or gaining recognition (Barry, 2006;
White, 2009).

Relationship with family and peers is another concern during the transition to
adulthood (Frydenberg & Lewis, 1994, 1996). This period is basically characterized
by the development of personal identity (Erikson, 1963), whereby progressively
gaining independence from the parents and experimentation of identities (Barry,
2006). Therefore, problems within the home environment (e.g., abusive parents)
might have deteriorating impact during this period (Hoffmann, 2011). Besides,
taking into account the crucial role of peer environment in the identity development
process, it’s not surprising to observe the negative impact of deviant peer groups as
well as the protective role of supportive, pro-social peer networks (Patterson &
Dishion, 1985). Barry (2006) further stated that peer environment is where the young
person feels alleviated from the stress of surviving in an adult world.

The importance of peer network in the development of criminal behavior is
mainly articulated by social learning models (Akers, 1985). Accordingly, a deviant
peer environment is where the young person develops scripts about justifiable
reasons for offending as well as s/he learns particular skills. Besides, sustaining the

friendship and sense of belonging as well as gaining recognition are common
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motivations reported by juvenile offenders (Barry, 2006). However, the relationship
between peer relations and juvenile criminality is not limited to having deviant or
non-deviant peers. For instance, Olweus (1993) demonstrated that, CYP might
consider aggressive behavior as a means of gaining status and exercising power in a
context where the peer environment is characterized by power relations and
hierarchy (Edgar, et al., 2003). Furthermore, Barry (2006) noted that, engaging in a
peer environment in which deviant behavior is favored might provide a space for the
juvenile delinquent where s/he can receive the respect and recognition that s/he
ultimately cannot among the adults. In such a peer environment, some other children
offend because they feel obliged to conform to the norms of the group. This is
particularly the case in the contexts where violence and/or criminality are
normalized.

James and Prout (1998) highlighted the fact that the culture of CYP has its
specific norms and dynamics that are formed through the relationship that the CYP
engages in with that institution. Accordingly, CYP learn what to do and what not to
do within a particular context, and they become desensitized as they encounter more
and more in time with these “rules and regulations” (Renold & Barter, 2003). In fact,
normalization leads to an overlook of victimization, in the sense that CYP becomes
both the victim and the perpetrator of the process and feels unprotected by the staff.
Therefore, it is notably important to take into account the rules and norms of the
context in which juvenile delinquency takes place (2003) or in wider culture of CYP
(e.g., Children’s homes, correctional institutions, peer groups, gangs, work, school,
and street life). However, there’s limited research that investigated the culture of
these contexts.

The process of normalization of violence and/or criminality is also evident in
the attitudes and the justifications that young offenders reported (Toblin, Schwartz,
Hopmeyer Gorman, & Abou-ezzeddine, 2005). In addition, Hoffmann (2011) stated
that hostile attribution bias (i.e., disproportionately interpreting the intents of others
as hostile) is common among young offenders. Simons, Chen, Stewart, and Brody
(2003) further claimed that normalization of aggression mediated the relationship
between perceived threats and delinquent responses. Another finding that reflects the

normalization of delinquency in the culture of juveniles is that, juveniles reported
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more self-serving cognitive distortions as compared to adults (Wallinius et al., 2011).
These findings commonly suggest that the justification of criminal behavior develops
long before the criminal act is perpetrated. The reasons for committing violent and/or
criminal acts are legitimized during the process of normalization via social learning
(Hoffmann, 2011).

Renold and Barter (2003) further asserted that sustaining a masculine identity
(e.g., providing a tough image, not being seen as weak or fearful) and therefore not
being positioned as a victim is another major concern in the context of delinquent
boys (Newburn and Stanko, 1994 as cited in Renold & Barter, 2003). Therefore,
violence is also legitimized through the vicious circle of being victimized and
reacting aggressively in order to compensate victimization.

Returning back to the concerns of youth, the third category defined by
Frydenberg and Lewis (1994, 1996) was “Social Issues”. Accordingly, an
environment characterized by poverty, lack of opportunities, unemployment,
disorganization, and violence is also another concern for young people (Barry, 2006;
White, 2009). In fact, a number of researchers claimed that young people engage in
deviant behavior as a means of coping (Barry, 2006; Hoffmann, 2011), not only with
immediate threats, but also with their surrounding environment in which, they
experience that, the aforementioned aspects seem to provide no other option than
offending (Barry, 2006; White, 2009).

Relating to the concerns of youth, Frydenberg (2008) later added the feelings
of boredom as another source of stress that is commonly found to be associated with
juvenile criminality (Barry, 2006). As described in detail in the next section, juvenile
delinquency is frequently acknowledged as young people’s maladaptive response in
order to cope with their concerns related to achievement, relations, environment, and
feelings of boredom.

1.2.1.2. Deviance as Coping

Studies investigating juvenile delinquency frequently cite deviance as a
means of maladaptive coping. Ashkar and Kenny (2009) asserted that providing and
sustaining a tough image in the estimation of the peers is an important motivation for
young offenders in choosing violence and/or criminality as a strategy. As discussed

in the previous section, in a peer environment where delinquency is favored and the
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relationships are characterized by hierarchy and power balances, violence and/or
criminality becomes a common strategy to solve everyday problems and to cope with
general concerns (Agnew, 1992). Besides, several authors noted that since exercising
autonomy among peers is an important developmental milestone (Barry, 2006;
White, 2009), in extreme cases, violence and/or criminality might be chosen as a
means of meeting the developmental demands (Barry, 2006; Ferrell & Sanders,
1995). Accordingly, Ferrell and Sanders (1995) underlined that, in addition to
exercising autonomy, young people might also resort to criminality as a strategy to
escape from feelings of powerlessness.

The impulsive nature of most of the juvenile delinquent acts, feelings of
excitement, and the attractiveness of high-risk situations for young people are
frequently reported to provide a baseline for criminality (Ferrell & Sanders, 1995).
It’s suggested in the literature that young people might also choose deviance as a
strategy to cope with negative emotions (Brezina, 1996) and boredom (Barry, 2006;
Frydenberg, 2008) as they might have difficulty in emotion regulation and tolerating
feelings of uncertainty (Alridge et al., 2011).

Brezina (1996) outlined the function of the strategies that were commonly
employed by juvenile delinquents. Accordingly, the young person might choose
illegal behavior in order to escape from certain aversive environments, in order to
compensate for negative affect, and in order to retaliate which provides a feeling of
power and justice. The author further claimed that although these strategies prove to
be ineffective in the long-run, the young people might still continue using them
because of their effectiveness in the short-run.

Some authors elaborated on what might be the conventional, more adaptive
means of coping and why some young people fail to use these strategies (Agnew,
1992; Barry, 2006). For instance, Barry (2006) outlined various sources of achieving
power and autonomy (i.e., capital) within a developmental framework. However,
they noted that these sources might be unavailable to the young person within a
given time period. Moreover, as Agnew (1992) discussed, more conventional
strategies might turn out to be ineffective (especially in the short-run) and/or young

people might lack resources to employ these strategies.
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1.2.2. Motivation to Offend: A Decision Making Process among Young People

A number of reasons (or motivations) for offending were already articulated.
In short, juvenile delinquency is commonly regarded as young people’s maladaptive
strategies to directly or indirectly deal with certain concerns. Within that premise, the
decision making process of committing crime is highly influenced by the
aforementioned concerns.

Scott and Grisso (2005) stated that adolescent decision making process might
be different than that of adults, being more impulsive, relying on short term
consequences, and being highly influenced from peer environment. These factors are
also common themes of the reasons or justifications reported by young offenders
(Barry, 2006).

An analysis of costs and benefits of offending is also evident in juvenile
decision making process, although it is assumed to be more impulsive (Alrdige et al.,
2011). Besides, there are certain facilitating and inhibiting factors which might not
be directly associated with reasons for committing crime, but have a crucial impact
on the decisional balance analysis.
1.2.2.1. Facilitating Factors & Pros of Offending

Facilitating factors influence the decision making process so that the person
gives a “pros of offending — skewed” decision. As previously noted, these factors
generally include the negative affect experienced, being intoxicated, social pressure,
motivating conversations, and perceived opportunities for offending. These factors
are also pronounced to have a facilitator role in the juvenile delinquency literature.
Agnew (1992) indicated that feelings of anger, frustration, guilt, depression,
worthlessness, and anxiety might be all related to criminality, with anger being the
most related. Likewise, proneness to aggression is suggested to precipitate criminal
behavior as well (Huesmann, Eron, & Dubow, 2002). Alcohol and/or illegal
substance are other factors that are commonly associated with juvenile criminality,
being either the reason of offending (e.g., in order to have money to buy drugs) or the
facilitator (via intoxication) (Barry, 2006). Besides, Matthys, Cuperus, and Van
Engeland (1999) claimed that, a number of psychopathology (i.e., conduct disorder,
oppositional defiant disorder) and personality factors (i.e., neuroticism) might be
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facilitating for offending behavior as these factors shape how one perceives
himself/herself and others. Furthermore, obtaining money is the primary advantage
of offending reported by young people, not necessarily because “they need money in
order to survive”, but for gaining status and reputation among peers (Barry, 2006).
Last but not least, proponents of labelling theory asserted that the reflected appraisals
made by significant others have a deteriorating influence on the young person’s self-
concept, which has a profound impact on engaging in criminality (Matsueda, 1992 as
cited in Hoffmann, 2011).

1.2.2.2. Inhibiting Factors & Cons of Offending

Inhibiting factors influence the decision making process so that the person
gives a “cons of offending — skewed” decision. As previously noted, these factors
generally include emotion regulation and effective coping strategies. Taking into
account the impulsive nature of juvenile criminality and that criminal behavior is
commonly used as a coping strategy among young people, these factors become
notably important (Hoffmann, 2011). Finally, in terms of perceived disadvantages of
offending, young people generally reported “being caught and imprisoned”,
“upsetting the family”, and “having bad reputation in the community” (Barry, 2006).
These factors mainly imply the long-term consequences of offending and
imprisonment, of which young people have difficulty to assess in the initiation phase
of criminality. However, whether the initiation of crime involves any assessment
related to the disadvantages of offending is still unknown.

1.3. Cognitive Mechanisms Associated with Desistance from Offending

Desistance from offending received relatively less attention in the literature of
criminal behavior. In general, the tendency is towards investigating the factors
associated with recidivism and incompliance with or early drop-out from treatment in
the forensic settings. However, the mechanisms influencing why people stop
offending is unknown (Laub & Sampson, 2001; Serin & Lloyd, 2009). It is recently
articulated that investigating desistance from offending is important for especially 2
reasons. First of all, risk factors that are associated with the initiation to crime failed
to explain why people stop offending (Laub & Sampson, 2001; Serin & Lloyd,
2009), indicating that the processes underlying initiation and desistance from
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criminality might be different. Secondly, investigating the specific mechanism of
desistance is crucial in depicting relevant treatment goals (Serin & Lloyd, 2009).

The definition of desistance from offending is a controversial issue in the
literature. Theoretically, desistance means abstinence from criminality (Maruna,
Lebel, Mitchell, & Naples, 2004). However, as Farrington (1986) stated, it’s difficult
to set the time limit for being sure about complete desistance. Within that respect,
Maruna (2001) indicated that it’s more significant to consider desistance as a process
of change and to investigate the associated behavioral, attitudinal, emotional, and
cognitive changes. It’s further suggested in the literature that focusing on the
desistance as a change process will illuminate the underlying mechanisms which are
common both for adults and juveniles (Serin & Lloyd, 2009) and both for general
and specific types of offending (Laub & Sampson, 2001). Yet, the factors influencing
the process might differ according to specific groups (Serin & Lloyd, 2009).
1.3.1. Factors Associated with Desistance

A number of factors were consistently found to be correlated with desistance
from offending, with “aging” the most frequently reported (Laub & Sampson, 2001;
Sampson & Laub, 1993; Serin & Lloyd, 2009). Accordingly, as people gets older,
their tendency to commit crime decreases and they are more likely to desist from
offending. Some authors explained the relation between aging and desistance within
a developmental framework. For instance, (Laub & Sampson, 2001) indicated that
transition from adolescence to adulthood requires being less impulsive, more
responsible, and change in life goals. Moreover, as the person gets older, s/he
discovers that time is a diminishing source, thus s/he takes less risky decisions.
Sampson and Laub (1993) further proposed that the sources of social control changes
during different developmental stages. For instance, the person might have a
problematic family and school life but engaging in employment in adulthood might
motivate the person for desistance. A similar assumption was also suggested by
(Barry, 2006), indicating that the person might find more diverse opportunities and
resources for achieving sense of power through conventional means. However, as
Sullivan (2004) indicated, escaping from the context of criminality as well as

achieving opportunities for desistance might be more difficult for juvenile offenders.
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In addition to aging, engaging in and sustaining a good marriage or other pro-
social intimate relations, a legal and stable work life, having children (Laub &
Sampson, 2001; Stouthamer-Loeber, Wei, Loeber, & Masten, 2004) and avoiding
from the old life and relations (Farrall, 2011) were found to be associated with
desistance. However, with an important caveat that, psychological mechanisms (e.g.,
cognitive and emotional factors) moderating this relationship (Serin & Lloyd, 2009).

1.3.2. Psychological Mechanisms of Desistance

Recent studies in the desistance literature began to focus on internal processes
associated with desistance. Accordingly, a number of cognitive and emotional
variables were figured out. In particular, the evidence suggested that, changes in
cognition (Maruna, 2001), pro-criminal attitudes and beliefs (Serin & Lloyd, 2009),
as well as feelings of shame and regret regarding the past behavior (Farrall, 2011) are
found to be related to motivation to stop offending.

1.3.2.1. Theory of Cognitive Transformation

According to Maruna (2001), desistance process requires leaving the past self
behind and development of a new identity. In support of this assumption, Maruna
(2001) underlined a common report of ex-offenders in terms of taking role in the
prevention of criminality. Besides, phenomenological approaches indicated that the
desistance process involves, along with several other life-changes, an improvement
in self-respect, developing a sense of social identity, and beliefs as well as
expectations regarding desistance (Barry, 2006; Serin & Lloyd, 2009). Therefore,
revealing individual experiences is suggested to provide important tools for the
intervention to facilitate the change process (Maruna, 2001).

In line with the aforementioned suggestions, Maruna (2001) provided a
framework for the cognitive transformations associated with desistance.
Accordingly, the desistance process involves a change in the core-belief regarding
the view of self, development of a sense of control, and having a brand new purpose
in life which is associated with the development of a sense of social identity.
Giordano and colleagues (2002) provided another parallel theory of cognitive
transformations, which is comprised of four stages. The initial stage requires a
general readiness to change. Secondly, there needs to be opportunities for change and
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the person should utilize from these opportunities. The third stage is the self-
reconstruction process when the person acknowledges new conventional beliefs and
attitudes. Finally, in the last stage the person internalizes his/her new self and
develops a new perspective for his/her past deviant experiences. In general, the
cognitive transformation process that is outlined by Maruna (2001) and Giordano et
al (2002) requires a motivational process when the person re-evaluates what is
important to him/her as well as a costs and benefits analysis of desistance (Farrall,
2011).
1.3.2.2.Emotional Trajectories of Desistance

The researchers generally suggested that desistance from offending is
associated with feelings of shame and regret (Farrall, 2011). However, the process of
coping with these emotions is not clear. Besides, taking into account that the
desistance process involves cognitive and attitudinal changes, it’s reasonable to
assume that the person might engage in different emotional states during the change
process. There isn’t sufficient research regarding the studies which investigate
emotional associates of desistance process. However, recently Farrall and Calverley
(2006) provided a framework for the emotional trajectories of desistance.
Accordingly, at the initial stage, the person is hopeful about the future and has a
desire for a better life. But, s/he cannot specifically describe what s/he likes to
achieve in the future. Besides, the authors asserted that, in this initial phase of
engaging in desistance, the person reports relatively less regrets about the past,
indicating that the person is not ready to elaborate on the past behaviors yet. As the
person begins elaborating, s/he reports more negative emotions about his/her past
and fewer hopes for the future. These negative emotions evolve into shame and
disgust about the past, when the person re-gains his/her hopes for the future in more
concrete terms (that s/he can specifically define what s/he likes to achieve). As the
person gains the feeling of leaving the past behind, consequently s/he reports pride
about his/her achievements, which finally turns into feelings of trust and

belongingness in the last phase.
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1.3.3. Motivation to Desist from Offending

Motivation to commit criminal behavior was explained in terms of a decision
making process when the person experiences offending as more advantageous.
Researchers indicated that desistance from (or persistence of) offending involves the
same decision making mechanism (Cornish & Clarke, 1986). However, it’s not clear
in the literature whether the person perceives more disadvantages (i.e., cons) of
offending or more advantages (i.e., pros) of desisting in order to desist from
criminality.

Regarding the cons of offending, Tillyer (2011) suggested that the criminal
event might be unexpectedly traumatic for the individual which in turn might
motivate him/her for desistance. Additionally, cons of offending generally involve
responses related to the practical consequences of imprisonment (Barry, 2006).

In terms of the pros of desisting, the responses generally included the
achievements obtained (or expected to obtain) in terms of the aforementioned factors
such as relations (e.g., encouragement of others, improvement in relations), work life
(e.g., earning “honest” money), and psychological changes (e.g., increased self-
worth, sense of social identity, freedom of having a conventional and stable life).
Besides, a number of responses were made regarding the cons of offending (e.g., not
being imprisoned again, not being a focus of police attention) (Barry, 2006).

1.3.4. Trans-Theoretical Model of Behavior Change

As mentioned before, desistance from offending is considered as a change
process when certain cognitive, attitudinal, an emotional transformations lead to a
more conventional life-style (Maruna, 2001). A number of researchers provided a
framework for desistance as a change process. For instance, Baskin and Sommers
(1998) as well as Fagan (1989, as cited in Laub & Sampson, 2001) indicated that the
desistance process begins with a motivation to change, following behavior change,
and finally maintenance of desistance. These models are highly relevant to the trans-
theoretical model of behavior change (TTM), developed by Prochaska, DiClemente,
and Norcross (1992). Integrating various psychological theories (e.g.
psychoanalytical, cognitive-behavioral, existential), TTM assumes that motivation to

change (as well as being unmotivated) requires different levels of cognitive
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awareness (Prochaska & Norcross, 2003). Accordingly, people might engage in
different motivational stages, which are characterized by varying attitudes and beliefs
(Prochaska & DiClemente, 1992). Therefore underlying psychological mechanisms
might vary in each stage, and each requires different experiential and behavioral
therapeutic strategies to foster the individual’s change process (Prochaska &
DiClemente, 1986). One of the most influential of these psychological mechanisms is
the variation in the decision making process in each stage. All in all, the balance of
pros and cons of engaging in a specific behavior differs in parallel with the
motivation to change, with cons outweighing the pros as the person gains progress.

Prochaska and DiClemente (1992) defined five stages of change.
Accordingly, Precontemplation is the initial stage when the person is unmotivated to
change and s/he is not aware of a problem that needs to be changed. As the definition
implies, precontemplation is when most of the drop-outs take place (Verhaagen,
2010). Oreg (2003) claimed that there might be several reasons for a person being
unmotivated to change, such as not preferring to challenge the routine. These reasons
generally constitute the pros of continuing the behavior which outweigh the cons, or
they might reflect the cons of not changing the behavior, which outweigh the pros in
the precontemplation stage (Prochaska & Norcross, 2003). Therefore, in order to
facilitate the individual for behavior change, strategies aiming to increase
consciousness are required, when the individual gains awareness about the cons of
engaging in particular behavior (Prochaska & Norcross, 2003, 84). This process is
further facilitated by environmental re-evaluations (e.g. social comparison) and
dramatic relief (Prochaska & Norcross, 2003).

Moving towards contemplation requires an acceptance of having a problem
(Prochaska & DiClemente, 1994). The individual, not denying the negative aspects
of the behavior any more (Velicer et al., 1985), begins considering about behavior
change in the contemplation stage (Prochaska & DiClemente, 1994). Therefore, the
person’s decision making process is akin to a balance in terms of the pros and cons
of engaging in a particular behavior. In order to give a decision to change the
behavior, the balance should be gradually skewed towards cons of engaging in a
particular behavior (Norman, Velicer, Fava, & Prochaska, 1999). Therefore, this

progression is suggested to be facilitated by self re-evaluation (e.g. self-monitoring)
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strategies. Giving a decision to change is defined as the Preparation stage, which is
followed by taking an Action (Prochaska & DiClemente, 1994). In the action stage,
cons of engaging in a particular behavior clearly outweigh the pros (Norman, et al.,
1999). Therefore this process is facilitated by self-liberation and counter conditioning
strategies in accordance with therapeutic relationship (Prochaska & Norcross, 2003).
The final stage is conceptualized as Maintenance, when the individual needs to
sustain the behavior change (Prochaska & DiClemente, 1994). Therefore this stage is
facilitated by relapse prevention strategies (Prochaska & Norcross, 2003). However,
moving towards maintenance, as well as experiencing set-backs from maintenance is
highly expected. In fact, one of the basic premises of TTM is formulating change
process as a spiral rather than a linear pathway, with inevitable set-backs (Prochaska,
DiClemente, & Norcross, 1992). Merrill, Alterman, Cacciola, and Rutherford (1999)
further claimed that, although the periods of lapses seem to be demotivating, the
effects of learned experiences are cumulative, providing a greater chance of behavior
change in the long run. Therefore, reframing the periods of lapses is also crucially
important (Casey, Day, & Howells, 2005).

The TTM of behavior change has been applied to various areas; from mental
health (e.g. McConnaughy, Prochaska, & Velicer, 1983) to intimate partner violence
(Easton, Swan, & Sinha, 2000). The model also received considerable attention from
the offender rehabilitation literature (Tierney & McCabe, 2004; Williamson, Day,
Howells, Bubner, & Jauncey, 2003), such as in anger management programs
(Williamson et al., 2003) and in working with sex offenders (Hudson & Ward, 2000;
Ward, Day, Howells, & Birgden, 2004). However, some important limitations
remain regarding the utilization of TTM in forensic practice. For instance,
“offending” does not imply a significant behavior per se, which might complicate the
process as the person might be in different stages of change for different behaviors
that contribute to his/her offending (McMurran, Tyler, Hogue, Cooper, Dunseath, &
McDaid, 1998). Furthermore, the prisoners might be motivated to engage in
treatment programs for a variety of reasons (e.g. being placed in a different section in
the prison) other than changing their offending patterns (Tierney & McCabe, 2004).
Finally, Scott and Wolfe (2003) identified an important caveat that stages of change
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might not be associated with risk of recidivism, therefore might not be useful in
determining the selection of the clients who are more in need of treatment.
1.3.5. Promoting Desistance: What Works?

Psychosocial interventions in the forensic practice have long been neglected with
the assumption that “nothing works”. However, in the last two decades, the notion of
“nothing works” has been transformed into asking “what works”, with the
accumulating evidence of the effectiveness of rehabilitation programs (Williamson et
al., 2003). Consequently, it is now widely accepted that desisting from offending and
the effectiveness of interventions are largely dependent on the context (Tilley, 2001).
Therefore, in addition to identifying “what works” in “which circumstances”,
researchers further denoted that understanding the underlying mechanisms (i.e.,
identifying “how it works”) is crucial as well (Tilley, 2001). However, there have
been little attempts in uncovering the mechanisms of desistance, thus why some
programs work and while others do not should be investigated (Serin & Lloyd,
2009). Within this framework, Good Lives Model (GLM, Ward, 2002; Ward &
Marshall, 2004) offers a strengths-based approach, indicating that shifting the focus
from depicting the risks towards enhancing the pro-social goals of the offender after
release is a more effective strategy that boosters self-efficacy and motivation to
change and promotes desistance (Burnett & Maruna, 2006). Similarly, the Good Way
Model suggested that, while working with young people, promotion of positive
aspects of the self is highly crucial while challenging the negative aspects of the
behavior. This strategy fosters motivation to change by building hope and
challenging the need to defend and justify the offending behavior (Ayland & West,
2006).

1.4. Aims of the Present Study

The present study is comprised of four subsequent studies and the aim of each
study is indicated in the related section. In general, the purpose of the present study
was to investigate the cognitive mechanisms of offending among adult and juvenile
male prisoners. Accordingly, associated cognitions were examined through the

evaluation of criminal thinking elements (i.e., assumptions and defensive strategies).
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Besides, their association with motivation to offend (i.e., decisional balance) and

motivation to change (i.e., stages of change) were investigated.
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CHAPTER II

STUDY I

2.1. STUDY I.A: ADAPTATION OF CRIMINAL THINKING SCALE (CTYS),
STAGES OF CHANGE SCALE FOR CRIMINALS (SOCS-C), AND
DECISIONAL BALANCE SCALE FOR CRIMINALS (DBS-C)

2.1.1. Introduction

Investigation of cognitive patterns that support criminal behavior is especially
important for understanding dynamic risk factors and for preventing recidivism.
Prevention of recidivism is one of the primary goals of the studies conducted in
forensic settings. In recent years, investigations of the factors predicting re-offending
behavior (e.g., Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2005), and development of programs to
manage re-offending gained acceleration (e.g., Ward et al., 2004). The findings to
date generally supported the use of actuarial methods for risk analysis (Andrews,
Bonta, & Wormith, 2006). However, as Silver and Miller (2002) discussed, in order
for interventions to change possible risk elements, dynamic risk factors should be
investigated with clinical methods.

Criminal thinking, as being one of the important dynamic risk variables, is
defined as “thought content and process conducive to the initiation and maintenance
of habitual law breaking behavior” (Walters, 2006, p. 88). Building upon
Psychological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles (PICTS; Walters, 2002), Texas
Christian University Criminal Thinking Scale (CTS) was developed in order to
assess criminal thinking (Knight, Garner, Simpson, Morey, & Flynn, 2006). CTS
evaluates general attitudes that are suggested to reinforce the criminal act, such as
entitlement, justification of the criminal behavior, power orientation, cold-
heartedness, criminal rationalization, and personal irresponsibility (Knight, et al.,
2006). In particular, entitlement is one’s belief that his/her personal gains are more
important than the rights of others (Knight, et al., 2006). The concept is highly
associated with inflated self-esteem (i.e., narcissism), which is suggested to be
contributing to aggression (Schreer, 2002). Justification is characterized by
trivialization of the criminal act (Knight, et al., 2006) and functions as alleviating the
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negative affect and restoring the positive self-image (Holland, et al., 2002). Power
orientation is defined as striving for achieving and exerting power and control over
other people. It is further suggested that power orientation is highly associated with
aggressive and manipulating behaviors (Knight, et al., 2006). Cold-heartedness,
which is frequently cited as a psychopathic trait (Harpur, Hare, & Hakstian, 1989),
indicates one’s lack of emotional contribution in relationships. Criminal
rationalization implies one’s belief that authority figures commit, but are not accused
of criminal acts. Finally, personal irresponsibility is diffusing responsibility to others
while denying one’s own (Knight, et al., 2006). There are few, but consistent
evidence regarding the utility of criminal thinking, especially in terms of predicting
institutional adjustment (Walters & Mandell, 2007, as cited in Walters, 2009), and
recidivism. Last but not least, criminal thinking is found to be negatively
contributing to treatment engagement (Taxman, Rhodes, & Dumenci, 2011). Hence,
establisihing a reliable and valid measure of criminal thinking is suggested to
enhance our understanding about treatment attrition in forensic settings.

Treatment failure is defined in terms of clients’ refusal to, attrition from, fail
to respond to, or relapse after a treatment program (Emmelkamp, & Foa, 1983).
Treatment failure is also a common phenomenon in the forensic practice, eventually
leading to hopelessness for staff and higher recidivism (Howellls & Day, 2007).
When the mismatch between the individual criminogenic need and the program is
considered as an explanation for treatment failure in offender practice (Day, Bryan,
Davey, & Casey, 2006), there are attempts in the literature in order to adapt clinical
process of change models to offender populations (i.e., Banyard, Eckstein, &
Moynihan, 2010; Day et al., 2006). Among these models, Transtheoretical Model
(TTM) that was developed by Prochaska and DiClemente (1992) received
considerable support (Howells & Day, 2003). According to TTM, change during
therapeutic process is a function of decisional balance, self-efficacy, and process of
change, indicating that people in different motivational stages of change need

different kinds of intervention (Prochaska & Norcross, 2003).
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2.1.2. Aim of the Study

The aim of the present study was to investigate the psychometric properties of
Criminal Thinking Scale (CTS), Stages of Change Scale for Criminals (SOCS-C),
and Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals (DBS-C) in a sample of adult, male
offenders in Turkey. In addition, the concept of criminal thinking was aimed to be
explored in terms of offence-supportive assumptions and defensive strategies.

2.3. Method
2.1.3.1. Participants

Before the study, the participants were asked to fill out the Demographic
Information Form (see Appendix B), which included questions concerning general
characteristics, work and military experiences, familial characteristics and early
childhood experiences, general health conditions, criminal history, and prison
experiences.
2.1.3.1.1. General Characteristics

The sample of the present study consisted of 200 male participants who were
incarcerated for a variety of crimes in Mugla E Type Prison and Detention House (n
= 145, 72.5%) and Istanbul Silivri Number 8 L-Type Prison and Detention House (n
=55, 27.5%) (For details of the criminal history of participants, see Section
2.1.3.1.5). A total of 62 participants (44 from Mugla and 18 from Istanbul) also
attended the re-test study. The ages of the participants ranged between 18 and 66 (M
=34.16, SD =9.81).

Taking into account the education levels of the participants, only one
participant (0.5%) was illiterate, 85 participants (42.5%) had an education experience
less than a secondary school degree, 67 participants (33.5%) completed a secondary
school degree, 35 participants (17.5%) had a high school degree, and 11 participants
(5.5%) had a university degree. The frequency information regarding the education

levels of the participants can be followed from Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1. Education Levels of the Participants

Frequency Percentage (%0)

1.1lliterate 1 0.5
2.Literate/Primary school-left 13 6.5
3.Primary school-graduated 49 24.5
4.Secondary school-left 23 115
5.Secondary school-graduated 42 21

6.High school-left 25 125
7.High school-graduated 35 17.5
8.University 11 55
Missing 1 0.5

Regarding the marital status, while 35.5 % of the participants (n = 71) were
married, 56.5 % of the participants (n = 113) were either single or widowed. When
they were asked about with whom they were living before they were imprisoned,
67.5% of the participants (n = 135) indicated that they used to be living with their
families (either with their parents or with their wife and/or children). Other
participants (n = 48, 24 %) reported that they used to be living either alone or with
their partner, relative, or friend. (For the details, see Table 2.2).

Table 2.2. Participants’ Home Environment Before Imprisonment

Frequency Percentage (%)

Wife and/or children 80 40

Mother, father, siblings 55 27.5
Partner 9 45
Relative 5 2.5
Friend 5 25
Alone 29 14.5
Missing 17 8.5

2.1.3.1.2. Work and Military Experience

Only nine of the participants (4.5 %) indicated that they did not have any
work experience. According to the reports of 87.5 % of the participants who had
work experience (n = 175), their age of beginning to work ranged between 5 and 29
(M =14.10, SD = 4.21).

In terms of military experience, while 65.5 % of the participants (n = 131)
indicated that they had completed their military service without any problem, 8 % of

them (n = 16) indicated that they were not able to complete their services or their
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services were extended either because of a medical or a psychiatric problem. Finally,
15.5 % of the participants (n = 33) reported that they could not conduct their military
service because of imprisonment.

2.1.3.1.3. Familial Characteristics and Early Childhood Experiences

In terms of familial characteristics, participants were asked questions
regarding their parents, their siblings, and whether they experienced any long term
separation from the parents and/or violence in their home environment. Accordingly,
60.7 % of the participants (n = 128) indicated that both of their parents were alive
and 45.5 % of the participants (n = 91) further reported that their parents were living
together. On the other hand, 11 % of the participants (n = 22) reported that both of
their parents were dead.

Regarding siblings; the number of siblings that the participants had ranged
between 1 and 18 (M =5.19, SD = 2.77) with a median of 4, and their order of birth
ranged between 1 and 15 (M = 3.03, SD = 2.10) with a median of 2.

The participants were asked whether they experienced any long term
separation from their parents in their childhood. Accordingly, 58 % of the
participants (n = 116) reported that they did not experience any long term separation
from their parents. However, 13 % of the participants (n = 26) indicated that they
were separated from one of their parents, 8 % of them (n = 16) reported that they
were separated from both of their parents and lived with their relatives, and 13.5 %
of the participants (n = 27) reported that they experienced long term separation from
their parents either because of boarding school, adoption, for work, for protection,
imprisonment, or because they had ran away from home and lived in the streets (see
Table 2.3. for the details). Moreover, while 34.5 % of the participants (h = 69)
indicated that they experienced or witnessed violence in their family environment,
65.5 % of the participants (n = 131) did not report any experience of violence.

The percentage of the participants who reported that they had to live in the
streets for some period during their childhood or adolescence were 32.5 % (n = 65).

Taking into account the criminal history evident in the participants’ family
environment, while 74% of the participants did not report any criminal record for

their families, 11.5 % (n = 23) indicated that one of their parents experienced
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imprisonment, and 14.5 % (n = 29) indicated that either their siblings or their
relatives had criminal history.

Table 2.3. Participants’ Long Term Separation from Their Parents during Childhood

Frequency Percentage (%)

No separation 116 58
Separation from mother 5 2.5
Separation from father 21 10.5
Separation from both, lived with relatives 16 8
Society for the Protection of Children 2 1
Adoption 3 1.5
Boarding school 5 2.5
For work 8 4
Imprisonment 3 1.5
Running away from home 6 3
Missing 15 7.5

2.1.3.1.4. General Health Conditions

Regarding previous chronic illnesses, 17.5 % of the participants (n = 35)
reported medical, 7 % of the participants (n = 14) reported psychiatric, and 5 % of
the participants (n = 10) reported both medical and psychiatric history, while 61 % of
the participants (n = 122) did not report any chronic medical conditions. Considering
present health, 9.5 % (n = 19), 11.5 % (n = 23), and 3 % (n = 6) of the participants
indicated that they were currently experiencing medical, psychiatric, and both
medical and psychiatric conditions, respectively while 61 % of the participants (n =
122) did not report any present health concerns.

Considering alcohol and substance use, 91.5 % (n = 183) of the participants
reported that they were using alcohol before imprisonment, and 19.7 % of them (n =
36) indicated that they might had alcohol dependency problem. Moreover, the
percentage of the participants who reported that they used illegal substance at least
once before imprisonment was 35.5 % (n = 71).

Finally, while 29.5 % of the participants (n = 59) reported suicide, 41.5 % of the
participants (n = 83) reported self-harm history.
2.1.3.1.5. Criminal History and Prison Experience

The sample included 63 sentenced participants (31.5 %), 83 detainee
participants (41.5 %), and 53 detainee participants under sentence (26.5 %). The
prison terms of the participants who were under sentence ranged between 0.5 and 38
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years (M = 11.18, SD = 9.65). The latest crimes that the participants were accused of
are listed in Table 2.4. Accordingly, 19.5 % of the participants (n = 39) were accused
of a non-violent crime (i.e., theft, fraud, grab, plundering, or forgery), 28.5 % of the
participants (n = 57) were accused of a violent crime (i.e., murder, attempted murder,
physical injury, or attendance to an armed act), 40.5 % of the participants (n = 81)
were accused of an illegal substance related crime (i.e., illegal trafficking of drugs,
being in a gang), 5.5 % of the participants (n = 11) were accused of a sexual crime,
and 3 % of the participants (n = 6) were accused of other types of crimes (i.e.,
military crime, resistance to a police officer, giving harm to a property, human
trafficking, or intimidation/blackmail).

The participants’ age of first criminal conduct ranged between 8 and 58 (M =
24.46, SD = 10.52). Out of the participants, 41 % (n = 82) indicated that they had
experiences of imprisonment and release, due to a non-violent crime (n = 68), a
violent crime (n = 79), illegal substance related crime (n = 79), and/or a sexual crime
(n=13).

44.5% of the participants (n = 89) reported that they voluntarily attend to the
psychosocial service. However, 47.5% of the participants (n = 95) indicated that they
never voluntarily applied to the psychosocial service in the prison. Finally, 14 % of
the participants (n = 28) indicated that they have previously attended a psychosocial
help group (i.e., anger management, psycho-education seminars, alcohol/substance

dependence group).
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Table 2.4. Participants’ Latest Crimes

Type of Crime Frequency Percentage (%0)
1) Non-Violent 39 19.5
Theft 15 7.5
Fraud 7 3.5
Grab 6 3
Plundering 8 4
Forgery 3 1.5
2) Violent 57 28.5
Murder 40 20
Attempted Murder 4 2
Physical injury 9 4.5
Armed Act 4 2
3) llegal Substance 81 40.5
Trafficking 73 36.5
Gang 8 4
4) Sexual 12 6
5) Other 6 3
Military crime 1 0.5
Resistance to the police 1 0.5
officer
Giving harm to a 1 0.5
property
Human trafficking 1 0.5
Intimidation/blackmail 2 1
Missing 5 2.5

2.1.3.2. Measures

In the present study, Criminal Thinking Scale (CTS), Stages of Change Scale
for Criminals (SOCS-C), and Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals (DBS-C) were
adapted into Turkish. In order to investigate the validity of the instruments,
participants were also asked to answer Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale (RSE), Life
Events Inventory for Prisoners (LEIP), Locus of Control Scale (LOC), Basic
Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI), Positive and Negative Affect Schedule
(PANAS), and Ways of Coping Inventory (WCI).
2.1.3.2.1. Criminal Thinking Scale (CTS)

CTS is a 37-item, 5-point Likert type measure that aims to assess thinking
patterns that reinforce criminal behavior along six dimensions: (1) Entitlement (EN;
represented by the items 2., 10., 23., 24., 25., 33., and 34), (2) Justification (JU;
represented by the items 8., 12., 17., 26., 27., and 36), (3) Power Orientation (PO;
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represented by the items 5., 11., 14., 15., 16., 21., and 29), (4) Cold Heartedness
(CH; represented by the items 1., 7., 13., 18., and 28), (5) Criminal Rationalization
(CR; represented by the items 6., 9., 19., 20., 31., and 35), lastly (6) Personal
Irresponsibility (PI; represented by the items 3., 4., 22., 30., 32., and 37). High scores
reflect higher crime-supportive thinking.

For scoring CTS, items 1., 7., 13., 18., 19., and 28 are reverse coded. After
computing each scale score by taking the average of the item scores and multiplying
them by 10, the total CTS score is achieved by taking the average of the 6 scale
scores.

CTS was developed by Knight, Simpson, and Morey (2002), with the
collaboration of Federal Bureau of Prisons. The three scales of CTS (i.e., EN, JU,
and PO) were adapted from Psychological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles
(Walters, 1995), and the others were developed for CTS, by giving reference to
Yochelson and Samehow (1976, as cited in Knight et al., 2006). The internal
consistency coefficients of the CTS scales (i.e., EN, JU, PI, PO, CH, and CR) were
found to be .78, .75, .68, .81, .68, and .71 and the test-retest reliability scores were
revealed to be .69, .70, .81, .75, .66, and .84, respectively (Knight, et al., 2006).

The present study consists of the adaptation study of CTS to Turkish. Items of
CTS were translated into Turkish by two people who were bilingual and had strong
psychological background. Afterwards, back-translations were conducted, which
revealed conceptually similar items with the original scale. The psychometric
properties of CTS are described in more detail in Section 2.1.4.2. However, the
preliminary results revealed a Cronbach alpha value of .84 for the total score and .61,
59, .67, .59, .71, and .61 for EN, JU, PO, CH, CR, and PI, respectively. Besides, the
test-retest reliability scores were .70 for the total scale and .51, .48, .55, .23, .67, and
.52 for the subscales, respectively (see Appendix C for CTS).
2.1.3.2.2. Stages of Change Scale for Criminals (SOCS-C)

The original Stages of Change Scale (SOCS) that was developed by
McConnaughy and colleagues (1983) is a 32-item, 5-point Likert type instrument
that aims to assess motivation to change for a broad range of problems encountered
in psychotherapy settings. The scale is composed of four subscales; (1)
Precontemplation (represented by the items 1., 5., 11., 13., 23,, 26., 29., and 31)
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defines the stage that the clients are motivated to change others and the environment,
but not themselves. (2) Contemplation (represented by the items 2., 4., 8., 12., 15.,
19., 21., and 24) defines the stage that the clients become aware of their problems
and consider whether the problems are changeable. (3) Action (represented by the
items 3., 7., 10., 14., 17., 20., 25., and 30) defines the stage when the clients are
actively dealing with changing. (4) Maintenance (represented by the items 6., 9., 16.,
18., 22., 27., 28., and 32) refers to the stage when the clients have made some
changes and would like to consolidate the gains they have achieved (McConnaughy,
DiClemente, Prochaska, & Velicer, 1989). In the original study, the internal
consistency coefficients were found to be .88 for the Precontemplation,
Contemplation, and Maintenance scales, and it was found to be .89 for the Action
scale.

In the literature, there are studies that adapted SOCS items for the sample that
Is the subject of the present study. For instance, Rollnick, Heather, Gold, and Hall
(1992) adapted the SOCS items for the sample of heavy drinkers by changing the
wording “my problem” with “my drinking”. Later, Williamson and colleagues
(2003) used Rollnick and colleagues’ (1992) questionnaire with a sample of
offenders by changing the wording “drinking” with anger. Moreover, Tierney and
McCabe (2004) adapted the original SOCS for sex offenders by following similar
methodology.

In the present study, the items of SOCS were initially translated into Turkish
by two people who were bilingual and had strong psychological background.
Afterwards, back-translations were conducted, which revealed conceptually similar
items with the original scale. The wordings of the items were not changed in the
present study. However, the instruction was changed, highlighting that “problem”
refers to anything that might have contributed to the offending behavior. Besides, as
the original scale was developed to assess motivation to change through
psychotherapy, some items include a wording of “here” which refers to the
psychotherapy setting. However, as the participants in the present study are all
prisoners, the wording “here” would not apply to them. Therefore, a note was added
to these items, indicating that “here” refers to the services that are provided by the

psychosocial service in prison settings.
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The psychometric properties of SOCS-C are described in more detail in
Section 2.1.4.4. However, the preliminary results revealed Cronbach alpha values of
.60, .73, .83, and .78 for Precontemplation, Contemplation, Action, and Maintenance,
respectively. Besides, the test-retest reliability scores were .68, .55, .65, and .60,
respectively (see Appendix D for SOCS-C).
2.1.3.2.3. Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals (DBS-C)

The original Decisional Balance Scale (DBS) that was developed by Velicer
and colleagues (1985) is a 24-item, 5-point Likert type instrument that aims to assess
different aspects of decision making process in smoking cessation. The scale is
composed of two subscales; (1) Pros (represented by items 1., 2., 4., 5., 7., 10., 11,
13., 19., 20., 21., and 24) reflect the perceived advantages of smoking and (2) Cons
(represented by the items 3., 6., 8., 9., 12., 14., 15., 16., 17., 18., 22., and 23) reflect
the perceived disadvantages of smoking. Velicer and colleagues (1985) found a
Cronbach alpha value of .87 for the “Pros” and .90 for the “Cons” scale.

DBS was adapted to Turkish by Yal¢inkaya-Alkar and Karanci (2007) with
comparable internal reliability scores for Pros and Cons of smoking (.74 and .81,
respectively).

Taking into account the scope of the present study, items of DBS were
adapted to offender sample by changing the word “smoking” to “offending”.
Besides, some items were not applicable for offending behavior, hence the
alternatives were suggested. For instance, Item 3, “Sometimes smoking or getting
cigarettes 1s inconvenient” is changed with the item “Sometimes offending is
dangerous and risky”. Likewise, Item 9, “I would be more energetic right now if I
did not smoke” is changed with the item “My life would be better if I did not
offend”. In order to further reveal the positive and negative attributions attached to
the offending behavior, additional close and open-ended questions were asked. These
questions were determined by asking forensic practitioners about the most frequent
offending motivations that they had encountered (see Appendix E for DBS-C and
Appendix F for additional items).

The psychometric properties of DBS-C are described in more detail in

Section 2.1.4.5. However, the preliminary results revealed Cronbach alpha values of
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.80 and .76 for Pros and Cons, respectively. Besides, the test-retest reliability scores
were .62 and .38, respectively.
2.1.3.2.4. Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE)

RSE is a 10-item, 4-point Likert type instrument that aims to assess self-
esteem. The answer options range from (1) “Strongly agree” to (4) “Strongly
disagree” and the items 1., 2., 4., 6., and 7., are reverse-coded, hence higher scores
indicate higher self-esteem. The original scale was developed by Rosenberg (1965)
and there remains considerable evidence regarding the strong reliability and validity
of the instrument. For instance, Fleming and Courtney (1984) noted that the internal
consistency values of the scale range between .77 and .88 while the test-retest
reliability values are as high as .82 to .85. The scale was adapted to Turkish by
Cuhadaroglu (1986), with comparable reliability scores to the original values (i.e.,
.71 for internal consistency and .75 for test-retest reliability). RSE was initially
developed for adolescent samples (Rosenberg, 1965), but it is also extensively being
used with samples that consist of young adults (e.g., Baumeister, Heatherton, & Tice,
1993; Dutton & Brown, 1997) and adults with different ages (e.g., Mar¢i¢ & Grum,
2011). Moreover, the instrument is applicable across different cultures (e.g.,
Babington, Kelley, & Patsdaughter 2009; Uba, Jaacob, Juhari, & Talib, 2010) and is
widely used in Turkish studies (e.g., Arslan, 2009; Bahgivan-Saydam & Gengoz,
2005). In the present study, the internal consistency value of RSE is found to be .80
and the test-retest reliability is found to be .76 (see Appendix G for RSE).
2.1.3.2.5. Life Events Inventory for Prisoners (LEIP)

LEIP is a 20-item, 4-point Likert type instrument that aims to assess
prisoners’ experienced stress by measuring frequency and relative importance of
certain conditions specific to prison life. LEIP was developed by Senol (2003) with a
considerably high internal consistency coefficient (o = .84).

Answer options in LEIP range from (0) “never” to (3) “always” for the
“Frequency”, and (0) “not important” to (3) “very important” for the “Importance”
column. Hence, high scores reflect higher stress experienced in prisons. The total
score is achieved by multiplying the frequency score of each item with its importance

score and adding them up.
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In the present study, the Cronbach alpha value of LEIP was found to be .89
and the test-retest reliability score was found to be .78 (see Appendix H for LEIP).
2.1.3.2.6. Locus of Control Scale (LOC)

LOC is a 47-item, 5-point Likert type instrument that aims to assess the
extent to which people attribute the causes of the events to internal or external
resources. The Turkish version of LOC was developed by Dag (2002), by extending
the original scale of Rotter (1966) through including additional items from various
locus of control scales and further analyzing the achieved 80 items. According to the
results Dag (2002), the scale was finalized with 47 items, with a Cronbach alpha
value of .92 and test-retest reliability of .88. Dag (2002) further indicates that the
high scores achieved in LOC refer to more external locus of control. For computing
the global score, all items are added up after recoding the items 15., 16., 26., and 30.
Besides, LOC includes a subscale for measuring internal locus of control (items 17.,
18.,19.,21.,27.,28.,29.,31.,32.,, 33, 34,, 36.,37.,41., 43., 44., 45., 47; all
reversed). In the original study of Dag (2002), the Cronbach alpha value of internal
locus of control was found to be .87, and the test-retest reliability was found to be
.83. Furthermore, there are 4 subscales for assessing different styles of external locus
of control. These subscales are “Belief in Chance” (items 1., 6.,9., 11., 12., 15., 16.,
23., 26., 30., 40), “Insignificance of Struggle” (items 2., 4., 5., 8., 10., 14., 22., 24,
25., 35), “Fatalism” (items 3., 39., 42), and “Belief in an Unfair World” (items 7.,
13., 20., 38., 46). In the original study, the Cronbach alpha values of these scales
were .79, .76, .74., and .61, respectively and the test-retest reliability coefficients
were .81, .61, .89, and .74, respectively.

In the present study, the internal consistency coefficients of the global score
of LOC, as well as the subscales of internal locus of control, belief in chance,
insignificance of struggle, fatalism, and belief in an unfair world were found to be
.87, .90, .61, .80, .61, and .68, respectively. Moreover, the test-retest reliability
coefficients were found to be .70, .57, .57, .68, .60, and .61, respectively (see
Appendix | for LOC).
2.1.3.2.7. Basic Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI)

BPTI is a 45-item inventory, aimed to assess the basic personality traits which
are often referred to as the five-factor model of personality (McCrae, & Costa, 2003;
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Peabody, & Goldberg, 1989), and developed particularly for Turkish culture through
a series of studies conducted by Gengdz and Onciil (2012). During the process of the
development of the inventory, initially it was aimed to figure out the adjectives that
are used frequently in Turkish culture in order to describe different people.
Accordingly, 100 participants were asked to write down the adjectives that they used
in order to describe different people that led them have various feelings (i.e.,
happiness, anger, excitement, pity, fear). By choosing one single item for the
adjectives that indicated same characteristics, 250 adjectives were determined.
Afterwards, when the adjectives that reflected physical characteristics of people, and
those that were regarded as “slang” were excluded out of these 250 adjectives, “List
of Personality Traits” was formulated through 226 adjectives. Secondly, the List of
Personality Traits was applied to 510 participants whose ages ranged between 17 and
60, and they were asked to rate each adjective through 5-point Likert type scale that
ranged between (1) “does not apply to me” and (5) “definitely applies to me”. When
the data was subjected to the varimax rotated principle components analysis, results
yielded 5 basic personality traits (extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness,
neuroticism, and openness to experience), as consistent with the literature, and a
sixth factor which was also supported by the recent studies (Durrett, & Trull, 2005).
This sixth factor is named as negative valence (2005), which can be summarized as
“negative self-attributions”. By gathering together the 45 items that had the highest
loadings on these six factors (and which also had low loadings on the other factors),
“Basic Personality Traits Inventory” (BPTI) was formed. Finally, in the third study, a
series of inventories which were regarded as conceptually parallel were applied with
BPTI to 454 undergraduate students. In this study, it was aimed to test the
psychometric characteristics of the BPTI, and the six factors. The internal
consistency coefficients for BPTI factors were found to be .89, .85, .85, .80, .83, and
.71 for extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to experience,
neuroticism, and negative valence, respectively. Moreover, the test-retest reliability
scores were found to be .84, .71, .80, .83, .81, and .72 for extraversion,
agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to experience, neuroticism, and negative
valence, respectively. Finally, concurrent validity studies with other inventories
applied for each factor supported satisfactory psychometric characteristics of BPTI.
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In the present study, the internal consistency coefficients for BPTI factors
were found to be .70, .79, .81, .74, .80, and .61 for extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, openness to experience, neuroticism, and negative valence,
respectively. Besides, the test-retest reliability scores were found to be .73, .66, .74,
.56, .68, and .56, respectively.

In the inventory, items 6, 7, 21, 22, 24, 32, 38, and 39 are reverse coded.
Extraversion is represented by 8 items (i.e., 4., 6., 7., 14., 24., 32., 38., 39.),
agreeableness is also represented by 8 items (i.e., 3., 8., 15., 16., 19., 23., 28., 41.),
conscientiousness is also assessed by 8 items (i.e., 12., 21., 22., 25., 42., 43., 44.,
45.), neuroticism is measured by 9 items (i.e, 1., 11., 18., 27., 29,, 33,, 35., 37., 40.),
openness to experience is assessed by 6 items (i.e, 5., 9., 10., 17., 20., 36.), and
finally negative valence is represented by 6 items (i.e., 2., 13., 26., 30., 31., 34.).
High scores reflect higher characteristics on the assessed dimension of personality
(see Appendix J for BPTI).
2.1.3.2.8. Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS)

PANAS is a 20-item, 5-point Likert type instrument that aims to assess
positive and negative affect (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). While positive affect
refers to emotional states of being active and enthusiastic, negative affect refers to
emotional states of distress (Gengdz, 2000). The original scale was developed by
Watson, et al. (1988). Accordingly, the scale revealed good psychometric properties.
For instance, the internal consistency coefficients were found to be .88 and .85 for
positive and negative affect, respectively. Besides, the test-retest reliability
coefficient was found to be .47 for both measures. In the original study, PANAS is
also reported as a valid instrument that differentiates depressive and anxious states.

PANAS was adapted to Turkish by Gengoz (2000), with comparable
reliability and validity scores to the original values. For instance, the reliability
values for positive and negative affect was found to be .86 and .83, respectively.
Moreover, the test-retest reliability scores for positive and negative affect was found
to be .54 and .40, respectively.

Besides adult and clinical samples, PANAS is also being used in forensic
samples (e.g., Leue & Beauducel, 2011) and with adolescents (e.g., Chan & Chui,
2012; Villodas, Villodas, & Roesch, 2011).
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The answer options in PANAS range from (1) “very little or none” to (5)
“very much” and high scores reflect higher characteristics on the assessed dimension.
For computing positive affect dimension, items 1., 3., 5., 9., 10., 12., 14., 16., 17.,
and 19., are added up. The remaining items (i.e., 2., 4.,6., 7., 8., 11, 13, 15., 18,
and 20) reflect negative affect.

In the present study, the internal consistency coefficients of positive and
negative affect were found to be .83 and .79, respectively, while the test-retest
reliability scores for positive and negative affect were found to be .68 and .61,
respectively (see Appendix K for PANAS).
2.1.3.2.9. Ways of Coping Inventory (WCI)

The original Ways of Coping Checklist (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980) includes
68 items with a yes-no response style, and the items consist of cognitive and
behavioral strategies that people use to deal with the internal and external demands
of the encountered situations. Accordingly, Folkman (1984) defines two main coping
strategies as “Problem-Focused Coping” and “Emotion-Focused Coping”. While
Problem-Focused Coping is defined as managing the stressful situation by using
strategies like decision making, planning, seeking knowledge, and taking action,
Emotion-Focused Coping refers to regulating the distressing emotions through
activities which involve positive reframing, avoidance, seeking emotional support,
and wishful thinking (Folkman, 1984; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). In the original
study, the internal consistency coefficients were found to be .80 and .81 for Problem-
Focused Coping and Emotion-Focused Coping, respectively.

W(CI was adapted to Turkish by Siva (1991). In this study, Siva considered
including 6 additional items in order to assess the fatalistic styles of coping
frequently used by Turkish people, hence the Turkish form of WCI added up to 74
items. Similar to Folkman and Lazarus (1985), who utilized 4-point Likert type scale
in their revised version of WCI, Siva (1991) changed the response style into 5-point
Likert scale for the Turkish version of WCI.

An examination of hierarchical dimensions of Turkish version of WCI
revealed 3 main domains of coping as Problem-Focused Coping (a = .90), Emotion-
Focused Coping (o = .88), and Seeking Social Support: Indirect Coping (a = .84)
(Gengoz, Gengodz, & Bozo, 2006).
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In WCI, items 8., 10., 13., 15., 17., 19., 20,, 29., 31,, 35., 36., 39., 41., 44,
45., 46., 49., 50., 52., 56., 58., 60., 63., 65., 66., 68., 71., 73., and 74 are added up for
Problem-Focused Coping, and items 1., 4., 7., 12., 16., 18., 23., 26., 28., 32., 34., 40.,
43.,53.,55,,57.,59., 61., 64., 67., 70., and 72 stand for Emotion-Focused Coping.
Finally, the remaining items (i.e., 2., 6., 11., 14., 21., 25,, 30., 33,, 38., 42., 62., 69)
constitute Indirect Coping Style.

In the present study, the internal consistency coefficients of Problem-
Focused Coping, Emotion-Focused Coping, and Indirect Coping were found to be
.75, .85, and .75, respectively. Besides, the test-retest reliability scores for Problem-
Focused Coping, Emotion-Focused Coping, and Indirect Coping were found to be
.64, .69, and .71, respectively (see Appendix L for WCI).
2.1.3.3. Procedure

Before the study, formal permissions were obtained from Middle East
Technical University Ethical Committee and Ministry of Justice General Directorate
of the Prisons and Detention Houses.

The participants were selected through convenience sampling method from
Mugla E Type Prison and Detention House and Istanbul Silivri Number 8 L-Type
Prison and Detention House. The prisoners who were sentenced due to a political
crime were not included in the present study. After the presentation of the informed
consent (see Appendix A) and taking the permission of the participant, the inventory
package was provided to the participant. The completion of the package lasted for
approximately 30 minutes, varying according to the age and educational levels of the
participants.
2.1.3.4. Statistical Analyses

In the present study, data were analyzed through the Statistical Package of
Social Sciences (SPSS), version 15 for Windows. Participants who had more than 10
% missing cases in at least one of the inventories were excluded from the study. For
the remaining missing data, the cases’ average scores for that instrument were
replaced.

2.1.4. Results

In the results section, initially the descriptive information regarding the scales

and subscales is presented. Afterwards, results considering the psychometric
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properties of the adapted scales are explained, in separate sections for each scale. In
order to investigate the psychometric properties, principle components analysis and
reliability analyses (i.e., Cronbach alpha, item-total correlation, as well as test-retest
reliability) were conducted. Besides, correlational analyses were conducted for
concurrent validity, and one-way ANOVA or MANOVA were employed for
criterion validity, in each section. Finally, in order to investigate the associated
factors with the additional items of positive and negative attributions of offending
behavior, Chi-Square, t-test and MANOVA were employed.
2.1.4.1. Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive information regarding the Criminal Thinking Scale (CTS), Stages
of Change Scale for Criminals (SOCS-C), Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals
(DBS-C), Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE), Life Events Inventory for Prisoners
(LEIP), Locus of Control Scale (LOC), Basic Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI),
Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS), and Ways of Coping Inventory
(WCI) are presented in Table 2.5.
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Table 2.5. Descriptive information regarding the measures of the study

Variables Alpha Test-Retest Mean SD  Min-Max
Coefficient Reliability
CTS .84 .70 26.44 5.30 13.57-
41.05
Entitlement .61 51 24.72 7.74 10-45.71
Justification .59 48 23.84 8.08 10-50
Power Orientation .67 .55 27.76 8.49 10-50
Cold Heartedness .59 .23 15.28 5.58 10-38
Criminal 71 .67 34.95 9.84 10-50
Rationalization
Personal .61 .52 32.10 8.96 10-50
Irresponsibility
SOCS-C
Precontemplation .60 .68 22.40 5.77 10-40
Contemplation .73 .55 30.21 5.94 13-40
Action .83 .65 31.35 6.35 14-40
Maintenance .78 .60 25.28 6.90 8-40
DBS-C
Pros .80 .62 19.42 7.37 12-51
Cons .76 .38 45.36 8.80 16-60
RSE .80 .76 30.45 5.08 14-40
LEIP .89 .78 92.67 43.1 3-198
3
LOC .87 .70 152.34 235 78-207
4
Internal Locus of .90 .57 38.19 13.1 18-83
Control 2
Belief in Chance .61 57 29.13 6.22 11-48
Insignificance of .80 .68 26.79 8.84 10-49
Struggle
Fatalism .61 .60 11.29 3.08 3-15
Belief in an Unfair .68 .61 13.11 4.99 5-23
World
BPTI
Extraversion .70 73 28.95 5.83 12-40
Agreeableness .79 .66 36.36 3.85 20-40
Conscientiousness .81 74 33.86 5.38 11-40
Openness to e .56 24.78 4.14 8-30
Experience
Neuroticism .80 .68 23.34 7.71 9-44
Negative Valence .61 .56 10.04 3.80 6-24
PANAS
Positive Affect .83 .68 35.38 8.14 10-50
Negative Affect .79 .61 25.41 8.18 10-50
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Table 2.5. Cont’d.

WCI

Problem Focused .89 .64 106.67 16.9 53-145
Coping 7

Emotion Focused .85 .69 65.73 13.7 37-102
Coping 0

Indirect Coping 75 71 40.10 8.02  21.8-60

Note. CTS = Criminal Thinking Scale, SOCS-C = Stages of Change Scale for
Criminals, DBS-C = Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals, RSE =
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, LEIP = Life Events Inventory for Prisoners,
LOC = Locus of Control Scale, BPTI = Basic Personality Traits Inventory,
PANAS = Positive and Negative Affect Schedule, WCI = Ways of Coping
Inventory

2.1.4.2. Psychometric Properties of CTS
2.1.4.2.1. Factor Structure of CTS

Initially, a 6-factor solution varimax rotated principle components analysis
was employed for CTS. However, the results failed to demonstrate the six sub-scales
of CTS, with many of the items receiving cross-loadings on other factors.

An investigation of scree-plot suggested a 3-Factor solution. Thus, the
varimax rotated principle components analysis of CTS was revised with 3-Factor
solution. As can be followed in Table 2.6, the first factor represented EN, PO, and JU
domains with an eigenvalue of 5.25 and explained variance of 14.19 %, the second
factor represented CR and Pl domains with an eigenvalue of 3.99 and explained
variance of 10.79 %, and finally the third factor represented CH domain with an
eigenvalue of 2.84 and explained variance of 7.67 %. Considering item loadings,
there were 20 items representing “EN + PO + JU” domain with item loadings
ranging from .11 to .74, 12 items representing “CR + PI” domain with item loadings
ranging from .10 to .76, and 5 items representing CH domain with item loadings
ranging from .40 to .66.

Referring back to the discussion that offense-supportive assumptions are
conceptually different than the defensive strategies (Maruna & Mann, 2006), it was
expected that principle component analysis would reveal a factor structure which
would differentiate “assumptions” (i.e., EN, PO, CR, CH) from the “defensive
strategies” (i.e., JU and PI). However, principle components analysis revealed that

while JU, as a defensive strategy, was found to be associated with “power oriented
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assumptions” (i.e., EN, PO), PI was found to be associated with CR. Besides, CH
was found to be represented as a separate factor structure. A possible explanation for
this finding might be that “assumptions” and associated “defensive strategies” were
represented together. Accordingly, when the meanings of the items were carefully
examined, it is observed that items of JU were indicating externalizing (e.g., you find
yourself blaming society and external circumstances for the problems in your life) or
trivializing strategies (e.g., Breaking the law is no big deal as long as you do not
physically harm someone). Therefore, participants with “power oriented
assumptions” might be more likely to engage in “externalizing” or “trivializing”
strategies. Similarly, it is observed that items of Pl included strategies pointing at the
“Self-victimization strategies” (e.g., Laws are just a way to keep poor people down).
Moreover, CR indicated assumptions indicating that “the world is unjust” (e.g.,
anything can be fixed in court if you have the right connections). Thus, it is
reasonable to expect that participants with “Injustice-Oriented Assumptions” would
engage in strategies emphasizing how they were victimized via unjust treatment.
These hypotheses are tested in further analyses (see Section 2.2). However, in order
to clarify that the “assumptions” and “defensive strategies” are dissimilar concepts,
these two domains were separately subjected to two consecutive varimax rotated
principle component analyses.

Regarding the “assumptions” domain (i.e., EN, PO, CR, CH), a 4-factor
solution failed to demonstrate the factors under the assumptions domain. Therefore, a
3-Factor solution was employed in line with the suggestion of scree-plot. As can be
followed in Table 2.7, the first factor represented the “power oriented assumptions”
(i.e., EN + PO) with an eigenvalue of 3.90 and explained variance of 15.61 %, the
second factor represented the “injustice-oriented assumptions” (i.e., CR) with an
eigenvalue of 2.62 and explained variance of 10.48 %, and finally the third factor
represented CH domain with an eigenvalue of 2.54 and explained variance of 10.16
%. Considering item loadings, there were 14 items representing “power oriented
assumptions” domain with item loadings ranging from .08 to .78, 6 items
representing the “injustice-oriented assumptions” domain with item loadings ranging
from .38 to .73, and 5 items representing CH domain with item loadings ranging
from .40 to .63. It should be noted that some items received cross-loadings with other
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domains and some were better represented in different domains. For instance, Item #
2 (i.e, You deserve special consideration) and Item # 33 (i.e., Your good behavior
should allow you to be irresponsible sometimes), which are originally items of EN
domain, were found to have higher loadings in the CH domain. Similarly, Item # 15
(If someone disrespects you, then you have to straighten them out, even if you have
to get physical with them to do it), which is originally an item of PO domain,
received higher loading in the CH domain. Thus, it is possible that indicating that
these items might have signaled a meaning of “Cold-Heartedness” rather than
“Entitlement” or “Power Orientation” for the participants.

Taking into account the “defensive strategies” domain (i.e., JU and PI), a 2-
Factor solution was employed. As can be followed in Table 2.8, the first factor
represented the “externalizing & trivializing strategies” (i.e., JU) with an eigenvalue
of 2.27 and explained variance of 18.89 % and the second factor represented “self-
victimization strategies” (i.e., PI) with an eigenvalue of 2.13 and explained variance
of 17.72 %. Considering item loadings, there were 6 items representing
“externalizing & trivializing strategies” domain with item loadings ranging from .40
to .71. Likewise, there were 6 items representing “self-victimization strategies”
domain with item loadings ranging from .43 to .69.

In the following analyses, “assumptions” domain (i.e., EN+PO, CR, CH) and

“defensive strategies” domain (i.e., JU and PI) are treated as separate scales.
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Table 2.6. Varimax Rotated Factor Loadings of the CTS Items (3-Factor Solution)

ITEM # I 1 i
I.LEN + PO +JU
Item # 34 74 15 -.16
Item # 26 .65 .07 .02
Item # 24 .60 A1 -.13
Item # 11 .60 19 -14
Item # 36 .58 -.03 10
Item# 14 .56 14 -12
ltem#5 .55 34 -.16
Item # 29 .55 .07 =27
Item # 33 A7 .01 31
Iltem # 27 46 .05 .07
Item # 25 A2 .04 .28
Item#8 .39 .02 -.01
Iltem # 21 .39 .29 -.01
Iltem # 15 .39 -17 .34
Item # 12 37 A2 49
Item # 23 .36 -.03 .09
Iltem # 10 32 42 31
Item # 17 .29 .16 .05
Item # 16 .18 27 .09
ltem# 2 A1 14 .35
II.CR + PI
Iltem # 32 A1 .76 .09
Iltem # 31 .05 .66 23
Item#6 -.02 .65 .01
ltem#9 .05 .63 .22
Item # 19* -.15 .61 -.06
Item # 35 .36 57 -14
Item # 30 .07 A4 .25
Item # 20 .09 43 18
Item # 22 .29 40 .01
Item# 4 .06 .36 A7
ltem# 3 14 .29 48
Item # 37 .58 .10 .18
I11.CH
Item # 18* .10 .05 .66
ltem # 7* .07 -.16 .55
Item # 13* -.02 -.15 .50
Item # 1* 13 -.08 A48
Iltem # 28* .29 -.15 40
Eigenvalue 5.25 3.99 2.84
Explained Variance 14.19 10.79 7.67

Notel. * recoded items.
Note 2. EN = Entitlement, PO = Power Orientation, JU = Justification, CR =
Criminal Rationalization, Pl = Personal Irresponsibility, CH = Cold-Heartedness.
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Table 2.7. Varimax Rotated Factor Loadings of the CTS - Assumptions domain
Items

ITEM # [ 1] 11
I.Power oriented assumptions (EN
+ PO)
Item # 34 .78 .05 -.06
ltem# 11 .66 .06 .01
Item # 24 .66 .02 -.09
Item#5 .65 23 -.05
Iltem # 29 .59 -.02 -11
ltem # 14 57 .07 -.00
ltem # 21 44 .20 A2
Iltem # 25 .36 -.04 .30
Iltem # 23 .30 -.01 .20
ltem # 16 .26 A5 15
Iltem # 33 .39 -12 A7
Iltem # 15 .30 -.29 48
Iltem # 10 .30 42 .29
Item # 2 .08 A3 A4
I1.Injustice-Oriented Assumptions
(CR)
ltem#6 .08 73 -.03
ltem#9 .06 72 .20
Iltem # 19* -.04 .64 -.03
Item # 31 .10 .64 .36
Item # 35 49 A4 -.09
Item # 20 A0 .38 37
I1.CH
ltem # 7* -.03 A1 .63
Item # 18* -17 .04 .60
Iltem # 13* .07 .04 .56
Iltem # 1* -.18 14 49
Item # 28* -.29 .10 .40
Eigenvalue 3.90 2.62 2.54
Explained Variance 15.61 10.48 10.16

Notel. * recoded items.
Note 2. EN = Entitlement, PO = Power Orientation, CR = Criminal
Rationalization, CH = Cold-Heartedness.
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Table 2.8. Varimax Rotated Factor Loadings of the CTS — Defensive Strategies
Domain Items

ITEM # [ 1]
I. Externalizing & Trivializing Strategies (JU)
Item # 26 71 .01
Item # 37 .65 19
Item # 36 .58 A1
Item # 27 .58 -.02
ltem # 8 49 .01
ltem # 17 40 .20
I1. Self-Victimization Strategies (PI)
Iltem # 32 .07 .69
Item # 30 .04 .67
Item# 4 -.10 .66
ltem# 3 A3 .54
ltem # 12 41 45
ltem # 22 .26 43
Eigenvalue 2.27 2.13
Explained Variance 18.89 17.72

Notel. *Recoded items.
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2.1.4.2.2. Reliability of CTS-Assumptions Scale and CTS-Defensive Strategies
Scale

The internal consistency coefficients (i.e., Cronbach alpha coefficients), the
ranges for the item-total correlations, and the test-retest reliability values for the
factors of CTS-Assumptions Scale (i.e., EN+PO, CR, and CH) and CTS-Defensive
Strategies Scale (i.e., JU, and PI) are provided in Table 2.9.A, 2.9.B, and 2.9.C
respectively. As can be followed in Table 2.9.A, the sub-scales revealed relatively
strong internal reliability coefficients, ranging between .62 and .76. The item-total
correlation coefficients ranged between .17 and .59 (see Table 2.9.B). Finally, the
test-retest reliability coefficients were found to be ranging between .48 and .67, all
significant at the p < .001 level (see Table 2.9.C).

Table 2.9. Reliability Information Regarding CTS

A.Internal Consistency B.ltem-Total C.Test-Retest
Coefficients Correlation Range Reliability
EN+PO .76 19-.59 61*
CR 71 .35-.55 67*
CH .67 17-53 55*
JU .62 27-.42 48*
Pl .64 .30-.46 52*

Notel: *p < .001

Note 2. EN+PO = Power-oriented assumptions, CR = Injustice-oriented assumptions,
CH = Cold-Heartedness, JU = Externalizing & trivializing strategies, Pl = Self-
victimization strategies.

2.1.4.2.3. Validity of CTS-Assumptions Scale and CTS-Defensive Strategies
Scale
2.1.4.2.3.1. Concurrent Validity of CTS-Assumptions Scale and CTS-Defensive
Strategies Scale

The correlations between the factors of CTS-Assumptions (i.e., EN+PO, CR,
and CH) and CTS-Defensive Strategies Scales (i.e., JU and PI) are provided in Table
2.10. Accordingly, Power-Oriented Assumptions was found to be positively
associated with the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions (r = .35, p <.001) but was not
found to be related to Cold-Heartedness. On the other hand, Injustice-Oriented
Assumptions and Cold-Heartedness were negatively associated with each other (r = -

.21, p <.01). Regarding defensive strategies, Externalizing & Trivializing Strategies
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were positively associated with Self-Victimization Strategies, (r = .47, p <.001). In
terms of correlations between the scales, Power-Oriented Assumptions revealed
positive associations with both Externalizing & Trivializing Strategies and Self-
Victimization Strategies , (r = .66, p <.001 and r = .54, p <.001, respectively).
Likewise, Injustice-Oriented Assumptions were observed to be positively related to
both Externalizing & Trivializing and Self-Victimization Strategies, (r = .26, p <
.001 and r = .58, p <.001, respectively). On the other hand, Cold-Heartedness was
found to be unrelated to Externalizing & Trivializing Strategies and was observed to
be negatively associated with Self-Victimization Strategies , (r = -.27, p <.001).

In order to investigate the concurrent validity of CTS-Assumptions and CTS-
Defensive Strategies scales, the factors were subjected to correlational analysis with
demographic and other study variables. For the concurrent validity information, zero-
order correlations were taken into account, and only the Pearson Correlation
Coefficients that were equal to or exceeds .20 were interpreted. It should be noted
that “alcohol use” was not included in the analyses since none of the participants
reported not using alcohol before imprisonment.

Table 2.11 presents the Pearson Correlations with demographic variables.
Accordingly, EN+PO revealed significant positive correlations with substance use (r
= .22, p <.01), history of living in streets (r = .21, p < .01), and history of non-
violent crime (r = .26, p <.001) and significant negative correlations with age (r = -
.24, p <.001) and age of first offence (r = -.31, p <.001). Besides, CR was observed
to be positively associated with substance use (r = .23, p < .01) and negatively
associated with age of beginning to work (r =-.24, p <.01). On the other hand, CH
score did not reveal zero-order associations with any of the demographic variables.
In terms of defensive strategies, JU was found to be positively related to alcohol
usage problems (r = .24, p <.001), substance use (r = .25, p <.001), experience of
violence in the family (r = .20, p <.01), history of living in the streets (r = .32, p <
.001), and history of non-violent crime (r = .20, p <.01). JU did not reveal any
negative associations with the demographic variables. Finally, Pl score did not reveal
zero-order associations with any of the demographic variables.

Table 2.12 presents the Pearson Correlations with demographic variables.
Accordingly, EN+PO revealed significant positive correlations with neuroticism (r =
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.36, p <.001), negative valence (r = .37, p <.001), external locus of control (r = .34,
p <.001), belief in chance (r = .34, p <.001), insignificance of struggle (r = .45, p <
.001), belief in an unfair world (r = .36, p < .001), negative affect (r = .29, p <.001),
emotion-focused coping (r = .25, p <.001), precontemplation (r = .28, p <.001),
maintenance (r = .20, p < .01), and pros of offending (r = .52, p <.001). On the other
hand, EN+PO provided negative associations with agreeableness (r = -.20, p < .01)
and self-esteem (r = -.20, p < .01). In terms of CR, positive associations were
observed with external locus of control (r = .20, p < .01), belief in chance (r = .20, p
<.01), insignificance of struggle (r = .22, p < .01), belief in an unfair world (r = .23,
p <.001), level of stress in prison (r = .34, p <.001), precontemplation (r = .23, p <
.001), and pros of offending (r = .21, p < .01). However, CR was not found to be
negatively associated with any of the study variables. Furthermore, while CH was
positively related only with internal locus of control (r = .20, p <.01), it was
negatively related with agreeableness (r = -.26, p < .001), contemplation (r = -.23, p
<.001), action (r = -.23, p <.001), cons of offending (r =-.21, p <.001). In terms of
defensive strategies, JU was found to be positively related to neuroticism (r = .30, p
<.001), negative valence (r = .35, p <.001), external locus of control (r =.32, p <
.001), belief in chance (r = .25, p <.001), insignificance of struggle (r =.37,p <
.001), belief in an unfair world (r = .36, p <.001), negative affect (r =.32, p <.001),
emotion-focused coping (r = .23, p <.001), precontemplation (r = .21, p < .01),
maintenance (r = .22, p < .01), and pros of offending (r = .41, p <.001). However, JU
revealed negative association only with self-esteem (r = -.21, p < .01). Lastly, Pl was
found to be positively related to neuroticism (r = .22, p <.01), external locus of
control (r = .41, p <.001), belief in chance (r = .34, p <.001), insignificance of
struggle (r = .40, p <.001), fatalism (r = .29, p <.001), belief in an unfair world (r =
.36, p <.001), positive affect (r = .20, p < .01), negative affect (r = .29, p <.001),
level of stress in prison (r = .29, p <.001), emotion-focused coping (r = .37, p <
.001), precontemplation (r = .36, p <.001), maintenance (r = .25, p <.001), and pros
of offending (r = .21, p <.01). However, Pl was not found to be negatively

associated with any of the study variables.
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Table 2.10. Correlations between the factors of CTS-Assumptions and CTS-
Defensive Strategies Scales

Variables EN+PO CR CH JuU Pl
CR 35*** 1
CH -.04 -21** 1 - -
JU 66*** 26%** -.09 1 -
Pl H4*** 58*** S 2TF** A 7Fx* 1

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001.

Note 1. EN+PO = Power-Oriented Assumptions, CR = Injustice-Oriented
Assumptions, CH = Cold-Heartedness, JU = Externalizing & Trivializing Strategies,
Pl = Self-Victimization Strategies.
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Table 2.11. Pearson’s Correlations between CTS Assumptions and Defensive
Strategies scales and Demographic Variables

Variables EN+PO CR CH JU Pl
Age - 24%** - 18** .04 -.07 - 19**
Education -.10 01 18** -.19%* -.02
Unemployment -.04 .05 .05 -13 .02
Age of beginning to -.07 - 24%* 01 -.02 -.10
work
Military status 12 01 .07 14 .06
Number of siblings -.00 -.02 -.04 .04 .06
Order of birth .05 -.01 .03 .05 -.04
Alcohol usage 5% -.03 .09 24FF* .03
problem
Substance use 22%* 23%* .02 25*** 14
Separation from the .06 13 -.01 .08 .05
family
Violence in the A7* .07 10 20%* .06
family
Living in the street 21** .06 .02 32%** A1
Suicide .04 .02 -.01 .09 .04
Self-harm .09 .07 .03 13 .01
Criminal history .08 .02 .05 .09 -.01
Age of first offence - 31F*x* -.16* -.06 -.15 -.15
Criminal history of -.04 .01 .03 A1 .00
family members
History of non- 26%** 12 .09 20%* 19**
violent crime
History of violent 14* .06 A7* 10 .04
crime
History of sexual -.01 .06 -.08 -.02 .01
crime
History of illegal -.09 -.01 -.05 -12 -.06
substance related
crime

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001.

Note 1. EN+PO = Power-Oriented Assumptions, CR = Injustice-Oriented
Assumptions, CH = Cold-Heartedness, JU = Externalizing & Trivializing
Strategies, Pl = Self-victimization strategies.

Note 2. The correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20 were
printed in bold.
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Table 2.12. Pearson’s Correlations between CTS Assumptions and Defensive
Strategies scales and Study Variables

Variables EN+PO CR CH JU Pl
Extraversion -.18* .04 .02 - 19** -.09
Agreeableness -.20%* .06 - 26%** -11 .09
Conscientiousness -.18** -.10 -.18** -.16* -.01
Neuroticism 36*** A2 .03 30*** 22%*
Openness to .03 -.00 -.15* -.00 5%
Experience
Negative Valence TF** .06 19** 35k ** 19**
Locus of Control 34Fx* 20%* -.16* 32FF* ALF**
Internal Locus of .01 -.00 20** -.05 -12
Control
Belief in Chance 34*x** 20** -.09 25*** 34FF*
Insignificance of ABFx* 22%* -.01 RCY kel A0F*F*
Struggle
Fatalism 14 A1 -.16* A2 29***

Belief in an Unfair 36*** 23xx* -.06 36%** 36***
World

Positive Affect .07 A1 -.13 .03 20%**
Negative Affect 29%** 16* -.01 32%** 29%**
Level of Stress in A7* 34*x** -11 A2 29***
Prison

Problem Focused -.10 -.03 -.18* -.08 .07
Coping

Emotion Focused 25*** .07 -.04 23*F* B7x**
Coping

Indirect Coping -.01 -.09 -.15* 10 A1
Precontemplation 28%** 23FF* -.09 21%* 36%**
Contemplation .02 -03 -23*** .02 .08
Action -.04 -.02 - 23%** -.02 13
Maintenance 20%** .08 -.18** 22%* 25***
Pros of offending H2*x** 21%* A7 41xk* 21*%*
Cons of offending -.08 01 - 21F** -.06 .04
Self-Esteem -.20%* .02 -.15* - 21%* .05

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001.

Note 1. EN+PO = Power-Oriented Assumptions, CR = Injustice-Oriented
Assumptions, CH = Cold-Heartedness, JU = Externalizing & Trivializing Strategies,
Pl = Self-victimization strategies.

Note 2. The correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20 were printed
in bold.
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2.1.4.2.3.2. Criterion Validity of CTS-Assumptions Scale and CTS-Defensive
Strategies Scale

In order to examine the criterion validity of CTS-Assumptions and CTS-
Defensive Strategies Scales, initially, stages of change (i.e., precontemplation,
contemplation, action, maintenance), decisional balance (i.e, pros and cons of
offending), basic personality traits (i.e., extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, neuroticism, openness to experience, and negative valence), locus
of control and dimensions of locus of control (i.e., internal locus of control, belief in
chance, insignificance of struggle, fatalism, and belief in an unfair world), positive
affect, negative affect, level of stress in prisons, ways of coping (i.e., problem
focused coping, emotion focused coping, and indirect coping), and self-esteem were
categorized into 3 levels (i.e., low, medium, high; for descriptive information
regarding the categories, see Table 2.13). Afterwards the differences between these
groups were examined on the basis of dimension of CTS-Assumptions and CTS-
Defensive Strategies scales. For these comparisons two consecutive MANOVAS

were conducted separately for each scale.
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Table 2.13. Descriptive Information of the Variable Categories

Variable Categories n Range Mean SD

Precontemplation Low 66 10-19 16.23 2.40
Medium 78 19.43-25 22.52 1.81
High 56 25.14-40 29.49 3.51
Contemplation Low 67 13-28 23.41 3.86
Medium 72 29-33 31.20 1.41
High 61 33.14-40 36.51 2.21
Action Low 76 14-30 27.74 458
Medium 63 31-35 32.84 1.19
High 61 36-40 38.05 1.60
Maintenance Low 66 8-22 17.57 3.58
Medium 56 22.86-27 29.97 1.25
High 78 28-40 32.02 3.72
Decisional Low 87 12-16 13.77 1.73
Balance-Pros Medium 46 17-20 18.27 1.23
High 67 20.73-51 27.53 7.01
Decisional Low 66 16-42.55 35.57 7.01
Balance-Cons Medium 69 43-50 46.46 2.25
High 65 50.18-60 54.14 2.72
Extraversion Low 69 12-26 22.48 2.92
Medium 77 27-32 29.68 1.59
High 54 33-40 36.19 2.11
Agreeableness Low 86 20-36 32.78 3.17
Medium 53 37-39 37.99 0.83

High 61 40-40 40 0
Conscientiousness Low 66 11-32 27.69 4.24
Medium 70 33-37 34.74 1.30
High 64 38-40 39.27 0.84
Neuroticism Low 68 9-19 15.18 2.93
Medium 67 19.13-26 22.93 2.19
High 65 27-44 32.31 4.27
Openness to Low 70 8-23 20.27 3.08
Experience Medium 70 24-27 25.50 1.10
High 60 28-30 29.20 0.82
Negative Valence Low 81 6-8 6.66 0.81
Medium 59 9-11 9.89 0.71
High 60 12-24 14.77 2.97
External Locus of Low 66 78-140 126.92 12.21
Control Medium 56 141-160 150.85 5.54
High 68 162.46-207 178.45 11.84
Internal Locus of Low 69 18-31 24.41 4.32
Control Medium 64 32-43 37.04 3.12
High 67 44-83 53.47 7.32
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Table 2.13. Cont’d

Variable Categories n Range Mean SD

Belief in Chance Low 67 11-26 22.29 3.44

Medium 71 27-32 29.42 1.57

High 62 32.22-48 36.17 2.93

Insignificance of Low 66 10-22 17.13 3.79

Struggle Medium 69 23-30 26.48 2.11

High 65 31-49 36.93 4.80

Fatalism Low 70 3-9 7.76 151

Medium 63 10-13 11.59 0.98

High 67 14-15 14.69 0.47

Belief in an Low 78 5-11 8.13 2.10

Unfair World Medium 61 12-15 13.31 1.16

High 61 16-23 19.27 2.18

Positive Affect Low 66 10-32 26.15 5.48

Medium 69 32.22-39 36.23 1.96

High 65 40-50 43.85 3.13

Negative Affect Low 68 10-21 16.80 3.49

Medium 70 21.11-28 25.30 2.05

High 62 29-50 34.99 4.93

Level of Stress in Low 66 3-71 45.30 19.24

Prison Medium 66 72-111 90.30 11.15

High 68 112-198 140.93 21.56

Problem Focused Low 65 65-89.14 81.05 6.10

Coping Medium 67 90.07-99.36 94.31 2.98

High 67 100.15-118.86 106.23 4.11

Emotion Focused Low 64 37-58 50.71 5.72

Coping Medium 69 59-71 64.66 3.80

High 65 72-102 81.44 7.54

Indirect Coping Low 63 18.55-35 31.32 3.62

Medium 77 36-41 38.25 1.76

High 60 42-52 45.78 3.16

Self-Esteem Low 81 14-29 25.49 3.29

Medium 54 30-33 31.32 1.17

High 65 34-40 35.90 1.89

Criminal Low 56 24.29-43.81 37.19 5.21

Thinking-Power Medium 81 44.29-55.71 50.02 3.61

oriented High 63 57.14-94.29 69.24 10.22
assumptions

Criminal Low 67 10-30 23.32 5.31

Thinking- Medium 68 31.67-40 36.42 2.62

Injustice-Oriented High 65 41.67-50 45.41 311
Assumptions

Cold-Heartedness Low 83 10-12 10.65 0.94

Medium 58 12.50-16 14.68 0.99

High 59 18-38 22.37 4,72
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Table 2.13. Cont’d

Variable Categories n Range Mean SD
Criminal Low 79 10-20 15.99 3.10
Thinking- Medium 55 21.67-26.67 23.91 1.84
Externalizing & High 66 28.33-50 33.16 4.72
Trivializing
Strategies
Criminal Low 74 10-28.33 22.41 4.30
Thinking- Self- Medium 67 30-36.67 33.62 2.44
victimization High 59 38-50 4252 3.49
strategies

Being CTS-Assumptions scales (i.e., EN+PO, CR, CH) the dependent
variable, MANOVA results can be followed from Table 2.14. Regarding stages of
change, precontemplation was found to be significantly related to CTS-Assumptions,
Multivariate F (6, 390) = 5.10, p <.001, n? = .07, Wilk’s Lambda = .86. When the
univariate analyses with Bonferroni correction (p = .05/3 = .02) were examined, a
significant result was observed for power-oriented assumptions, F (2, 197) = 10.17, p
<.02. Accordingly, participants who reported high (M = 57.98) and medium levels
of precontemplation (M = 53.24) also reported more power-oriented assumptions as
compared to the participants who reported low level of precontemplation (M =
46.93). Similarly, a significant result was observed for the injustice-oriented
assumptions, F (2, 197) = 7.85, p < .02. Accordingly, participants who reported high
level of precontemplation (M = 39.18) also reported more injustice-oriented
assumptions as compared to the participants who reported medium (M = 33.75) and
low levels of precontemplation (M = 32.79). Moreover, contemplation was found to
be significantly related to CTS-Assumptions, Multivariate F (6, 390) = 3.09, p < .01,
n?=.05, Wilk’s Lambda = .91. A significant result was observed only for cold-
heartedness, F (2, 197) = 6.38, p < .02. Accordingly, participants who reported low
level of contemplation (M = 16.97) reported more cold-heartedness than the
participants with high level of contemplation (M = 13.54). However, participants
with medium level of contemplation (M = 15.17) did not differ from the participants
with low and high levels of contemplation in terms of cold-heartedness. A similar
relationship was also observed regarding action, Multivariate F (6, 390) = 4.56, p <

.001,n?>=.07, Wilk’s Lambda = .87, indicating that a significant result was observed
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only for cold-heartedness, F (2, 197) = 13.15, p < .02. Accordingly, participants who
reported low (M = 16.67) and medium levels of contemplation (M = 16.38) reported
more cold-heartedness than the participants with high level of contemplation (M =
12.40). On the other hand, although MANOVA results yielded a significant
association in terms of maintenance, Multivariate F (6, 390) = 2.44, p <.05, n? = .04,
Wilk’s Lambda = .93, the univariate results did not provide a significant effect. In
terms of decisional balance, a significant effect was observed only in terms of pros of
offending, Multivariate F (6, 390) = 8.97, p <.001, n? = .12, Wilk’s Lambda = .77.
Univariate results further provided a significant association for power-oriented
assumptions, F (2, 197) = 17.26, p < .02. Accordingly, participants who reported
high level of pros of offending (M = 60.18) also reported more power-oriented
assumptions as compared to the participants who reported medium (M = 49.32) and
low levels of pros of offending (M = 48.22). Besides, a significant result was
obtained for cold-heartedness, F (2, 197) = 5.27, p < .02. Accordingly, participants
who reported high level of pros of offending (M = 16.91) reported more cold-
heartedness than the participants with low level of pros of offending (M = 14.03).
However, participants with medium level of pros of offending (M = 15.26) did not
differ from the participants with low and high levels of pros of offending in terms of
cold-heartedness. Regarding basic personality traits, a significant effect was observed
in terms of agreeableness, Multivariate F (6, 390) = 5.86, p <.001, n? = .08, Wilk’s
Lambda = .84. Univariate results further provided a significant association for
power-oriented assumptions, F (2, 197) = 6.19, p <.02. Accordingly, participants
who reported low level of agreeableness (M = 56.37) also reported more power
oriented-assumptions as compared to the participants who reported medium (M =
50.54) and high levels of agreeableness (M = 48.68). Besides, a significant result was
obtained for cold-heartedness, F (2, 197) = 7.11, p < .02. Accordingly, participants
who reported low level of agreeableness (M = 16.73) reported more cold-heartedness
than the participants with high level of agreeableness (M = 13.32). However,
participants with medium level of agreeableness (M = 15.17) did not differ from the
participants with low and high levels of agreeableness in terms of cold-heartedness.
Moreover, MANOVA results provided a significant effect in terms of
conscientiousness, Multivariate F (6, 390) = 3.51, p <.01, n? = .05, Wilk’s Lambda =
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.90. Univariate results further provided a significant association for power oriented
assumptions, F (2, 197) = 4.37, p <.02. Accordingly, participants who reported low
level of conscientiousness (M = 56.58) also reported more power-oriented
assumptions as compared to the participants who reported medium (M = 51.10) and
high levels of conscientiousness (M = 49.77). Besides, a significant result was
obtained for cold-heartedness, F (2, 197) = 4.50, p < .02. Accordingly, participants
who reported low level of conscientiousness (M = 16.80) reported more cold-
heartedness than the participants with high level of conscientiousness (M = 13.95).
However, participants with medium level of conscientiousness (M = 15.06) did not
differ from the participants with low and high levels of conscientiousness in terms of
cold-heartedness. Furthermore, MANOVA results provided a significant effect in
terms of neuroticism, Multivariate F (6, 390) = 4.41, p <.001, n? = .06, Wilk’s
Lambda = .88. Univariate results provided a significant association only for power-
oriented assumptions, F (2, 197) = 12.31, p <.02. Accordingly, participants who
reported high level of neuroticism (M = 59.24) also reported more power oriented
assumptions as compared to the participants who reported medium (M = 50.00) and
low levels of neuroticism (M = 48.46). Additionally, a significant effect of negative
valence was obtained, Multivariate F (6, 390) = 6.90, p <.001, n?=.10, Wilk’s
Lambda = .82. Univariate results provided a significant association only for power
oriented-assumptions, F (2, 197) = 16.94, p < .02. Accordingly, participants who
reported high level of negative valence (M =59.71) also reported more power
oriented-assumptions as compared to the participants who reported medium level of
negative valence (M = 53.14), and this group further reported more power-oriented
assumptions than the participants with low level of negative valence (M = 46.65).
Regarding locus of control, a significant effect was observed in terms of external
locus of control, Multivariate F (6, 390) = 5.02, p <.001, n? = .07, Wilk’s Lambda =
.86. Univariate results further provided a significant association for power-oriented
assumptions, F (2, 197) = 10.41, p < .02. Accordingly, participants who reported
high level of external locus of control (M = 58.21) also reported more power-
oriented assumptions as compared to the participants who reported medium (M =
51.43) and low levels of external locus of control (M = 47.63). Besides, a significant
result was obtained for cold-heartedness, F (2, 197) = 4.30, p <.02. Accordingly,
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participants who reported low level of external locus of control (M = 16.46) reported
more cold-heartedness than the participants with high level of external locus of
control (M = 13.76). However, participants with medium level of external locus of
control (M = 15.67) did not differ from the participants with low and high levels of
external locus of control in terms of cold-heartedness. Moreover, MANOVA results
provided a significant effect in terms of internal locus of control, Multivariate F (6,
390) = 2.50, p <.05, n? = .04, Wilk’s Lambda = .93. Univariate results further
provided a significant association only for cold-heartedness, F (2, 197) = 4.67,p <
.02. Accordingly, participants who reported high level of internal locus of control (M
= 16.90) also reported more cold-heartedness as compared to the participants who
reported medium (M = 14.83) and low levels of internal locus of control (M =
14.12). Regarding dimensions of locus of control, MANOVA results provided a
significant effect in terms of belief in chance, Multivariate F (6, 390) = 4.43, p <
.001, n? = .06, Wilk’s Lambda = .88. Univariate results further provided a significant
association for power oriented assumptions, F (2, 197) = 11.59, p < .02. Accordingly,
participants who reported high level of belief in chance (M = 58.50) also reported
more power-oriented assumptions as compared to the participants who reported
medium level of belief in chance (M = 52.39), and this group also reported more
power-oriented assumptions than the participants with low level of belief in chance
(M = 47.02). Similarly, a significant result was observed for the injustice-oriented
assumptions, F (2, 197) = 4.84, p < .02. Accordingly, participants who reported high
level of belief in chance (M = 37.91) reported more injustice-oriented assumptions
than the participants with low level of belief in chance (M = 32.69). However,
participants with medium level of belief in chance (M = 34.51) did not differ from
the participants with low and high levels of belief in chance in terms of the injustice-
oriented assumptions. Furthermore, MANOVA results provided a significant effect
in terms of insignificance of struggle, Multivariate F (6, 390) = 6.58, p <.001, n*=
.09, Wilk’s Lambda = .83. Univariate results further provided a significant
association for power-oriented assumptions, F (2, 197) = 11.59, p < .02.
Accordingly, participants who reported high level of insignificance of struggle (M =
59.10) also reported more power-oriented assumptions as compared to the
participants who reported medium level of insignificance of struggle (M = 52.42),
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and this group also reported more power-oriented assumptions than the participants
with low level of insignificance of struggle (M = 46.03). Besides, a significant result
was observed for the injustice-oriented assumptions, F (2, 197) = 7.76, p < .02.
Accordingly, participants who reported high (M = 37.03) and medium levels of
insignificance of struggle (M = 36.61) reported more injustice-oriented assumptions
than the participants with low level of insignificance of struggle (M = 31.18).
Additionally, a significant effect of belief in an unjust world was obtained,
Multivariate F (6, 390) = 4.68, p <.001, n*=.07, Wilk’s Lambda = .87. Univariate
results further provided a significant association for power-oriented assumptions, F
(2, 197) = 9.36, p < .02. Accordingly, participants who reported high level of belief
in an unjust world (M = 58.21) reported more power-oriented assumptions than the
participants with medium (M = 52.34) and low levels of belief in an unjust world (M
= 48.11). Besides, a significant result was observed for the injustice-oriented
assumptions, F (2, 197) = 5.13, p < .02. Accordingly, participants who reported high
level of belief in an unjust world (M = 37.62) reported more injustice-oriented
assumptions than the participants with low level of belief in an unjust world (M =
32.42). However, participants with medium level of belief in an unjust world (M =
35.52) did not differ from the participants with low and high levels of belief in an
unjust world in terms of the injustice-oriented assumptions. MANOVA results did
not provide significant effects of ways of coping in terms of CTS-Assumptions.
However, a significant effect of self-esteem was obtained, Multivariate F (6, 390) =
3.75, p <.001,n? = .05, Wilk’s Lambda = .84. Univariate results provided a
significant association only for power-oriented assumptions, F (2, 197) =13.12,p <
.02. Accordingly, participants who reported low level of self-esteem (M = 56.29)
reported more power-oriented assumptions than the participants with medium (M =
49.36) and low levels of self-esteem (M = 50.33). Furthermore, a significant effect of
level of stress in prison was obtained, Multivariate F (6, 390) = 4.58, p <.001,n? =
.07, Wilk’s Lambda = .87. Univariate results provided a significant association only
for the injustice-oriented assumptions, F (2, 197) = 13.12, p < .02. Accordingly,
participants who reported high (M = 38.27) and medium levels of stress in prison (M
= 36.17) reported more injustice-oriented assumptions than the participants with low
level of stress in prison (M = 30.32). Finally, a significant effect of negative affect
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was obtained, Multivariate F (6, 390) = 2.78, p < .05, n?> = .04, Wilk’s Lambda = .92.
Univariate results provided a significant association only for power-oriented
assumptions, F (2, 197) = 6.97, p <.02. Accordingly, participants who reported high
level of negative affect (M = 57.90) reported more power-oriented assumptions than
the participants with medium (M = 50.49) and low levels of negative affect (M =
49.59).
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Table 2.14. Criterion Validity Information Regarding CTS-Assumptions Scale

v Groups EN+PO CR CH Multivar.  Multivar. Univar. Univar. n? Wilk’s
F df F df Lambda
PRECON 5.10*** 6, 390 10.17 2,197 .07 .86
Low 46.93a 32.79 16.24 for
Medium 53.24b 33.75a 15.03 EN+PO;
High 57.98b 39.18b 14.48 7.85 for
CR
CONT 3.09** 6, 390 6.38 for 2,197 .05 91
Low 54.01 34.78 16.97a CH
Medium 49.72 35.23 15.17ab
High 54.06 34.83 13.54b
ACTION 4.56%** 6, 390 13.15 2,197 .07 .87
Low 53.29 35.08 16.67a for CH
Medium 50.90 33.28 16.38a
High 53.12 36.53 12.40b
MAINT 2.44* 6, 390 - 2,197 .04 .93
Low 49.76 34.22 16.56
Medium 51.30 34.15 15.57
High 55.64 36.15 13.98
PROS 8.97*** 6, 390 17.26 2,197 12 77
Low 48.22a 32.97 14.03a for
Medium 49.32a 36.58 15.26ab EN+PO;
High 60.18b 36.42 16.91b 5.27 for
CH
CONS 1.50 6, 390 - 2,197 .02 .96
Low 53.87 35.58 16.67
Medium 51.90 35.02 14.94
High 51.69 34.26 14.22
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Table 2.14. Cont’d

IV Groups EN+PO CR CH Multivar. F Multivar. df  Univar. F  Univar. df 7’ Wilk’s
Lambda
E 1.51* 6, 390 - 2,197 .02 .96
Low 55.91 35.26 15.14
Medium 51.30 34.07 15.17
High 49.79 35.80 15.61
A 5.86*** 6, 390 6.19 for 2,197 .08 .84
Low 56.37a 33.88 16.73a EN+PO;
Medium 50.54b 36.86 15.17ab 7.11 for CH
High 48.68b 34.81 13.32b
C 3.51** 6, 390 4.37 for 2,197 .05 .90
Low 56.58a 36.64 16.80a EN+PO;
Medium 51.10b 34.41 15.06ab 4.50 for CH
High 49.77b 33.80 13.95b
N 4.41%** 6, 390 12.31 for 2,197 .06 .88
Low 48.46a 34.68 15.29 EN+PO
Medium 50.00a 33.10 15.05
High 59.24b 37.15 15.49
@) 1.71 6, 390 - 2,197 .03 .95
Low 52.15 35.07 16.63
Medium 51.09 35.17 14.84
High 54.49 34.57 14.21
NV 6.90*** 6, 390 16.94 for 2,197 10 .82
Low 46.65a 34.42 14.19 EN+PO
Medium 53.14b 34.39 15.66
High 59.71c 36.23 16.37
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Table 2.14. Cont’d

v Groups  EN+PO CR CH Multivar. F~ Multivar.  Univar.F  Univar. n? Wilk’s
df df Lambda
LOC 5.02*** 6, 390 10.41 for 2,197 .07 .86
Low 47.63a 3241 16.46a EN+PO;
Medium 51.43a 35.25 15.67ab 4.30 for
High 58.21b 37.13 13.76b CH
INTLOC 2.50* 6, 390 4.67 for 2,197 .04 .93
Low 52.38 33.87 14.12a CH
Medium 51.82 36.99 14.83a
High 53.22 34.11 16.90b
LOC-C 4 43%** 6, 390 11.59 for 2,197 .06 .88
Low 47.02a 32.69a 15.97 EN+PO;
Medium 52.39b 34.51ab 15.36 4.84 for
High 58.50¢c 37.91b 14.44 CR
LOC-S 6.58*** 6, 390 15.86 for 2,197 .09 .83
Low 46.03a 31.18a 15.00 EN+PO;
Medium 52.42b 36.61b 15.66 7.76 for
High 59.10c 37.03b 15.15 CR
LOC-F 1.44 6, 390 - 2,197 .02 .96
Low 50.10 33.52 16.43
Medium 54.18 35.58 15.12
High 53.37 35.86 14.22
LOC-U 4.68*** 6, 390 9.36 for 2,197 .07 .87
Low 48.11a 32.42a 15.03 EN+PO;
Medium 52.34a 35.52ab 16.60 5.13 for
High 58.21b 37.62b 14.28 CR




08

Table 2.14. Cont’d

v Groups  EN+PO CR CH Multivar. F Multivar.  Univar.F  Univar. 7’ Wilk’s
df df Lambda
PROBLEM 3.51** 6, 390 - 2,197 .05 .90
Low 55.07 34.62 16.34
Medium 51.84 37.16 15.82
High 50.77 33.05 13.78
EMOTION 1.97 6, 390 - 2,197 .03 94
Low 49.00 34.10 15.73
Medium 51.26 34.07 15.06
High 56.78 36.50 15.11
INDIRECT 1.73 6, 390 - 2,197 .03 .95
Low 54.17 35.94 15.97
Medium 49.98 35.12 15.43
High 53.92 33.71 14.36
RSE 3.75%** 6, 390 5.14 for 2,197 .05 .84
Low 56.29a 35.54 16.35 EN+PO
Medium 49.36b 32.30 14.35
High 50.33b 36.44 14.71
LEIP 4.58*** 6, 390 13.12 for 2,197 .07 .87
Low 48.77 30.32a 15.79 CR
Medium 54.73 36.17b 15.49
High 53.90 38.27b 14.58
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v Groups EN+PO CR CH Multivar. F Multivar. Univar.F  Univar. n? Wilk’s
df df Lambda
PAS 2.08 6, 390 - 2,197 .03 .94
Low 50.75 32.89 16.46
Medium 52.57 36.79 15.33
High 54.15 35.10 14.02
NAS 2.78* 6, 390 6.97 for 2,197 .04 .92
Low 49.59a 33.17 15.87 EN+PO
Medium 50.49a 34.90 14.61
High 57.90b 36.97 15.39

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 001

Note. EN+PO = Power-oriented assumptions, CR = Injustice-oriented assumptions, CH = Cold-Heartedness, PRECON
= Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action, MAINT = Maintenance, PROS = Pros of offending,
CONS = Cons of offending, E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O =
Openness to Experience, NV = Negative Valence, LOC = Locus of Control, INT LOC = Internal Locus of Control,
LOC-C = Belief in Chance, LOC-S = Insignificance of Struggle, LOC-F = Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an Unfair
World, PROBLEM = Problem Focused Coping, EMOTION = Emotion Focused Coping, INDIRECT = Indirect
Coping, RSE = Self-Esteem, LEIP = Level of Stress in Prisons, PAS = Positive Affect, NAS = Negative Affect.

Note 2. The mean scores that do not share the same subscript on the same column for each scale are significantly

different from each other.



Being CTS-Defensive Strategies scales (i.e., JU, PI) the dependent variable,
MANOVA results can be followed from Table 2.15. Regarding stages of change,
precontemplation was found to be significantly related to CTS-Defensive Strategies,
Multivariate F (4, 392) = 8.25, p <.001, n?> = .08, Wilk’s Lambda = .85. When the
univariate analyses with Bonferroni correction (p = .05/2 = .025) were examined, a
significant result was observed for externalizing and trivializing strategies (i.e., JU),
F (2,197) =7.29, p <.025. Accordingly, participants who reported high (M = 25.58)
and medium levels of precontemplation (M = 25.12) also reported more externalizing
and trivializing strategies as compared to the participants who reported low level of
precontemplation (M = 20.83). Similarly, a significant result was observed for Self-
victimization strategies (i.e., Pl), F (2, 197) = 14.29, p < .025. Accordingly,
participants who reported high level of precontemplation (M = 36.48) utilized more
from Self-victimization strategies as compared to the participants who reported
medium level of precontemplation (M = 32.16), and this group further engaged in
more Self-victimization strategies than the participants with low level of
precontemplation (M = 28.31). Moreover, action was found to be significantly
related to CTS-Defensive Strategies, Multivariate F (4. 392) = 2.68, p < .05, n2=.03,
Wilk’s Lambda = .95. A significant result was observed only for Self-victimization
strategies, F (2, 197) = 4.64, p < .025. Accordingly, participants who reported high
level of action (M = 34.95) reported more Self-victimization strategies than the
participants with medium (M = 31.02) low levels of action (M = 30.70). A similar
relationship was also observed regarding maintenance, Multivariate F (6, 4, 392) =
2.98, p <.05,n*=.03, Wilk’s Lambda = .94, indicating that a significant result was
observed only for Self-victimization strategies, F (2, 197) =5.52, p <.025.
Accordingly, participants who reported high level of maintenance (M = 34.44)
reported more Self-victimization strategies than the participants with low level of
maintenance (M = 29.60). However, participants with medium level of maintenance
(M = 31.78) did not differ from the participants with low and high levels of
maintenance in terms of Self-victimization strategies. In terms of decisional balance,
a significant effect was observed only in terms of pros of offending, Multivariate F
(4, 392) =5.65, p<.001, n? = .05, Wilk’s Lambda = .89. Univariate results further
provided a significant association for externalizing and trivializing strategies, F (2,
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197) = 11.42, p <.025. Accordingly, participants who reported high level of pros of
offending (M = 27.12) also reported more externalizing and trivializing strategies as
compared to the participants who reported medium (M = 24.11) and low levels of
pros of offending (M = 21.16). Regarding basic personality traits, a significant effect
was observed in terms of extraversion, Multivariate F (4, 392) =3.74,p < .01, n*>=
.04, Wilk’s Lambda = .93. Univariate results further provided a significant
association for Self-victimization strategies, F (2, 197) = 5.01, p <.025. Accordingly,
participants who reported low (M = 33.96) and high levels of extraversion (M =
33.22) utilized more from Self-victimization strategies as compared to the
participants who reported medium level of extraversion (M = 29.64). Furthermore,
MANOVA results provided a significant effect in terms of neuroticism, Multivariate
F (4,392) =6.76, p <.001,n?=.07, Wilk’s Lambda = .88. Univariate results further
provided a significant association for externalizing and trivializing strategies, F (2,
197) = 10.06, p < .025. Accordingly, participants who reported high level of
neuroticism (M = 27.16) reported more externalizing and trivializing strategies as
compared to the participants who reported medium (M = 23.26) and low levels of
neuroticism (M = 21.23). Univariate results further provided a significant association
for Self-victimization strategies, F (2, 197) = 7.19, p < .025. Accordingly,
participants who reported high level of neuroticism (M = 35.34) also reported more
Self-victimization strategies as compared to the participants who reported medium
(M =29.81) and low levels of neuroticism (M = 31.25). Additionally, a significant
effect of negative valence was obtained, Multivariate F (4, 392) =7.91, p <.001,n? =
.08, Wilk’s Lambda = .86. Univariate results provided a significant association only
for externalizing and trivializing strategies, F (2, 197) = 15.31, p < .025.
Accordingly, participants who reported high level of negative valence (M = 28.32)
engaged in more externalizing and trivializing strategies as compared to the
participants who reported medium (M = 22.41) and low levels of negative valence
(M = 21.56). Regarding locus of control, a significant effect was observed in terms of
external locus of control, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 10.18, p <.001, n* = .09, Wilk’s
Lambda = .82. Univariate results further provided a significant association for
externalizing and trivializing strategies, F (2, 197) = 9.73, p <.025. Accordingly,
participants who reported high level of external locus of control (M = 26.98) also
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reported more externalizing and trivializing strategies as compared to the participants
who reported medium (M = 23.29) and low levels of external locus of control (M =
21.15). Besides, a significant result was obtained for Self-victimization strategies, F
(2,197) = 19.79, p < .025. Accordingly, participants who reported high level of
external locus of control (M = 36.77) reported more Self-victimization strategies than
the participants with medium level of external locus of control (M = 31.35) and these
participants also engaged in more Self-victimization strategies than the participants
with low level of external locus of control (M = 28.03). Moreover, MANOVA results
provided a significant effect in terms of internal locus of control, Multivariate F (4,
392) =3.49, p<.01,n?=.03, Wilk’s Lambda = .93. Univariate results further
provided a significant association only for Self-victimization strategies, F (2, 197) =
5.33, p <.025. Accordingly, participants who reported medium level of internal locus
of control (M = 34.63) engaged in more Self-victimization strategies as compared to
the participants who reported high level of internal locus of control (M = 29.63).
However, participants with low level of internal locus of control (M = 32.15) did not
differ from the participants with medium and high levels of internal locus of control
in terms of Self-victimization strategies. Regarding dimensions of locus of control,
MANOVA results provided a significant effect in terms of belief in chance,
Multivariate F (4, 392) =6.97, p <.001, n*=.07, Wilk’s Lambda = .87. Univariate
results further provided a significant association for externalizing and trivializing
strategies, F (2, 197) = 7.27, p <.025. Accordingly, participants who reported high
(M = 26.38) and medium levels of belief in chance (M = 24.16) engaged in more
externalizing and trivializing strategies as compared to the participants who reported
low level of belief in chance (M = 21.14). Similarly, a significant result was observed
for Self-victimization strategies, F (2, 197) = 12.19, p < .025. Accordingly,
participants who reported high level of belief in chance (M = 36.27) engaged in more
Self-victimization strategies than the participants with medium (M = 31.37) and low
levels of belief in chance (M = 29.01). Furthermore, MANOVA results provided a
significant effect in terms of insignificance of struggle, Multivariate F (4, 392) =
9.57,p <.001, n?*=.09, Wilk’s Lambda = .83. Univariate results further provided a
significant association for externalizing and trivializing strategies, F (2, 197) = 10.12,
p <.025. Accordingly, participants who reported high (M = 26.61) and medium
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levels of insignificance of struggle (M = 24.32) engaged in more externalizing and
trivializing strategies as compared to the participants who reported low level of
insignificance of struggle (M = 20.60). Besides, a significant result was observed for
Self-victimization strategies, F (2, 197) = 17.44, p < .025. Accordingly, participants
who reported high level of insignificance of struggle (M = 36.11) engaged in more
Self-victimization strategies than the participants with medium level of
insignificance of struggle (M = 32.61), and these participants also reported more
Self-victimization strategies than the participants with low level of insignificance of
struggle (M = 27.60). Moreover, MANOVA results provided a significant effect in
terms of fatalism, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 4.23, p <.01, 2 = .04, Wilk’s Lambda =
.92. Univariate results further provided a significant association for Self-
victimization strategies, F (2, 197) = 8.42, p < .025. Accordingly, participants who
reported high (M = 34.46) and medium levels of fatalism (M = 33.32) engaged in
more Self-victimization strategies than the participants with low level of fatalism (M
= 28.74). Additionally, a significant effect of belief in an unjust world was obtained,
Multivariate F (4, 392) = 8.04, p <.001, n? = .08, Wilk’s Lambda = .85. Univariate
results further provided a significant association for externalizing and trivializing
strategies, F (2, 197) = 11.82, p <.025. Accordingly, participants who reported high
level of belief in an unjust world (M = 27.45) engaged in more externalizing and
trivializing strategies than the participants with medium (M = 23.74) and low levels
of belief in an unjust world (M = 21.18). Besides, a significant result was observed
for Self-victimization strategies, F (2, 197) = 11.42, p < .025. Accordingly,
participants who reported high (M = 35.59) and medium levels of belief in an unjust
world (M = 32.90) engaged in more Self-victimization strategies than the participants
with low level of belief in an unjust world (M = 28.74). Regarding ways of coping, a
significant effect was observed in terms of emotion-focused coping, Multivariate F
(4,392) =8.02, p<.001, n? = .08, Wilk’s Lambda = .85. Univariate results further
provided a significant association for externalizing and trivializing strategies, F (2,
197) =4.79, p < .025. Accordingly, participants who reported high level of emotion-
focused coping (M = 26.15) engaged in more externalizing and trivializing strategies
as compared to the participants who reported medium (M = 22.73) and low levels of

emotion-focused coping (M = 22.33). Besides, a significant result was obtained for
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Self-victimization strategies, F (2, 197) = 16.49, p <.025. Accordingly, participants
who reported high level of emotion-focused coping (M = 36.80) engaged in more
Self-victimization strategies than the participants with medium (M = 30.35) and low
levels of emotion-focused coping (M = 28.93). In addition, a significant effect of
self-esteem was obtained, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 4.96, p <.001, n? = .05, Wilk’s
Lambda = .91. Univariate results provided a significant association only for
externalizing and trivializing strategies, F (2, 197) = 4.32, p <.025. Accordingly,
participants who reported low level of self-esteem (M = 25.83) engaged in more
externalizing and trivializing strategies than the participants with medium (M =
22.25) and high levels of self-esteem (M = 22.67). Furthermore, a significant effect
of level of stress in prison was obtained, Multivariate F (4, 392) =5.39, p <.001, n?
= .05, Wilk’s Lambda = .90. Univariate results provided a significant association
only for Self-victimization strategies, F (2, 197) = 10.50, p <.025. Accordingly,
participants who reported high (M = 34.47) and medium levels of stress in prison (M
= 35.57) engaged in more Self-victimization strategies than the participants with low
level of stress in prison (M = 28.18). Regarding positive and negative affect, a
significant effect of positive affect was obtained, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 3.05, p <
.05, n* =.03, Wilk’s Lambda = .94. Univariate results provided a significant
association only for Self-victimization strategies, F (2, 197) = 5.59, p < .025.
Accordingly, participants who reported high (M = 34.02) and medium levels of
positive affect (M = 33.05) engaged in more Self-victimization strategies than the
participants with low level of positive affect (M = 29.20). Finally, a significant
impact of negative affect was obtained, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 7.09, p <.001,n? =
.07, Wilk’s Lambda = .87. Univariate results further provided a significant
association for externalizing and trivializing strategies, F (2, 197) = 9.79, p < .025.
Accordingly, participants who reported high level of negative affect (M = 27.34)
engaged in more externalizing and trivializing strategies than the participants with
medium (M = 22.97) and low levels of negative affect (M = 21.53). Besides, a
significant association was observed for Self-victimization strategies, F (2, 197) =
10.73, p <.025. Accordingly, participants who reported high level of negative affect
(M = 36.27) engaged in more Self-victimization strategies than the participants with
medium (M = 30.38) and low levels of negative affect (M = 30.06).
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Table 2.15. Criterion Validity Information Regarding CTS-Defensive Strategies Scale

v Groups Ju Pl Multivariate  Multivariate  Univariate  Univariate 7’ Wilk’s
F df F df Lambda
PRECON 8.25*** 4,392 7.29 for JU; 2,197 .08 .85
Low 20.83a 28.31a 14.29 for PI
Medium  25.12b 32.16b
High 25.58b 36.48¢
CONT 1.56 4,392 - 2,197 .02 .97
Low 24.56 31.47
Medium 22.22 31.68
High 24.95 33.28
ACTION 2.68* 4,392 4.64 for PI 2,197 .03 .95
Low 24.04 30.70a
Medium 22.76 31.02a
High 24.69 34.95b
MAINT 2.98* 4,392 5.52 for PI 2,197 .03 .94
Low 22.14 29.60a
Medium 23.68 31.78ab
High 25.39 34.44b
PROS 5.65*** 4,392 11.42 for JU 2,197 .05 .89
Low 21.16a 30.86
Medium  24.11a 32.68
High 27.12b 33.30
CONS .18 4,392 - 2,197 .002 .996
Low 24.38 32.43
Medium 23.21 31.69
High 23.94 32.19
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Table 2.15. Cont’d

IV Groups Ju Pl Multivariate  Multivariate  Univariate  Univariate 7’ Wilk’s
F df F df Lambda
E 3.74%* 4,392 5.01 for PI 2,197 .04 .93
Low 25.92 33.96a
Medium 22.75 29.64b
High 22.72 33.22a
A 1.56 4,392 - 2,197 .02 97
Low 24.85 31.40
Medium 23.10 32.99
High 23.04 32.30
C 1.41 4,392 - 2,197 .01 97
Low 25.63 32.38
Medium 22.77 31.98
High 23.15 31.93
N 6.76*** 4,392 10.06 for 2,197 .07 .88
Low 21.23a 31.25a JU; 7.19 for
Medium 23.26a 29.81a Pl
High 27.16b 35.34b
@) .62 4,392 - 2,197 .01 99
Low 23.52 31.08
Medium 24.33 32.23
High 23.62 33.12
NV 7.91%** 4,392 15.31 for 2,197 .08 .86
Low 21.56a 30.17 JU
Medium 22.41a 32.57
High 28.32b 34.23
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Table 2.15. Cont’d

v Groups Ju Pl Multivariate ~ Multivariate  Univariate  Univariate  n? Wilk’s
F df F df Lambda
LOC 10.18*** 4,392 9.73 for JU; 2,197 .09 .82
Low 21.15a 28.03a 19.79 for PI
Medium  23.29a 31.35b
High 26.98b 36.77¢
INTLOC 3.49** 4,392 5.33 for PI 2,197 .03 .93
Low 24.05 32.15ab
Medium  23.67 34.63a
High 23.77 29.63b
LOC-C 6.97*** 4,392 7.27 for JU; 2,197 .07 .87
Low 21.14a 29.0l1a 12.19 for PI
Medium 24.16b 31.37a
High 26.38b 36.27b
LOC-S 9.57*** 4,392 10.12 for 2,197 .09 .83
Low 20.60a 27.60a JU; 17.44
Medium 24.32b 32.61b for PI
High 26.61b 36.11c
LOC-F 4,23** 4,392 8.42 for PI 2,197 .04 .92
Low 22.82 28.74a
Medium  24.32 33.32b
High 24.44 34.46b
LOC-U 8.04*** 4,392 11.82 for 2,197 .08 .85
Low 21.08a 28.74a JU; 11.42
Medium 23.74a 32.90b for PI
High 27.45b 35.59b
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Table 2.15. Cont’d

v Groups JU Pl Multivaria Multivariate df Univariate F  Univariate  n? Wilk’s
te F df Lambda
PROBLEM 1.61 4,392 - 2,197 .02 97
Low 25.15 31.42
Medium 22.74 32.58
High 23.56 32.40
EMOTION 8.02%** 4,392 4.79 for JU; 2,197 .08 .85
Low 22.33a 28.93a 16.49 for PI
Medium  22.73a  30.35a
High 26.15b  36.80b
INDIRECT 1.39 4,392 - 2,197 .01 97
Low 23.60 31.78
Medium 22.78 30.85
High 25.43 34.03
RSE 4.96*** 4,392 4.32 for JU 2,197 .05 91
Low 25.83a 32.09
Medium  22.25b 29.69
High 22.67b 34.11
LEIP 5.39%** 4,392 10.50 for PI 2,197 .05 .90
Low 21.76 28.18a
Medium 25.22 35.57b
High 24.51 34.47b
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Table 2.15. Cont’d

v Groups Ju Pl Multivariate  Multivariate  Univariate  Univariate n? Wilk’s
F df F df Lambda
PAS 3.05* 4,392 5.59 for PI 2,197 .03 94
Low 23.28 29.20a
Medium 24.22 33.05b
High 23.99 34.02b
NAS 7.09%** 4,392 9.79 for JU; 2,197 .07 .87
Low 21.53a 30.06a 10.73 for PI
Medium 22.97a 30.38a
High 27.34b 36.27b

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 001

Note. JU = Externalizing & Trivializing Strategies, Pl = Self-victimization strategies, CH = Cold-

Heartedness, PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action, MAINT =

Maintenance, PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending, E = Extraversion, A =

Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O = Openness to Experience, NV = Negative
Valence, LOC = Locus of Control, INT LOC = Internal Locus of Control, LOC-C = Belief in Chance,

LOC-S = Insignificance of Struggle, LOC-F = Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an Unfair World, PROBLEM
= Problem Focused Coping, EMOTION = Emotion Focused Coping, INDIRECT = Indirect Coping, RSE =
Self-Esteem, LEIP = Level of Stress in Prisons, PAS = Positive Affect, NAS = Negative Affect.

Note 2. The mean scores that do not share the same subscript on the same column for each scale are

significantly different from each other.



2.1.4.3. Psychometric Properties of SOCS-C
2.1.4.3.1. Factor Structure of SOCS-C

A varimax rotated principle components analysis with 4-factor solution was
conducted with the items of SOCS-C. As can be seen in Table 2.16, the eigenvalues
of the factors (Contemplation, Action, Maintenance, and Precontemplation) were
5.37,4.71, 2.39, and 2.27 and they explained 16.78, 14.72, 7.47, and 7.08 % of the
total variance, respectively. Considering item loadings; there were 8 items
representing Contemplation with item loadings ranging from .03 to .74, 8 items
representing Action with item loadings ranging from .12 to .76, 8 items representing
Maintenance with item loadings ranging from .01 to .61, and 8 items representing
Precontemplation with item loadings ranging from .11 to .64.

When the factor structure of SOCS-C is examined in detail, it is noticed that
there are certain cross-loaded items. For instance, while some of the items of
contemplation (i.e., [tem # 15, 8, 4, and 2) seem to be better represented by “action”,
some items of action (i.e., Item # 25, 27, 14, and 20) seem to be better represented by
“contemplation”. Moreover, it is observed that most of the items of maintenance (i.e.,
Item # 18, 6, 9, 27, 22, and 16) have also received high loadings from

“contemplation”.
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Table 2.16. Varimax Rotated Factor Loadings of the SOCS-C Items

ITEM# | 1 Il v
I.Contemplation
Item # 21 74 -.01 .01 -.08
Iltem # 24 13 16 -11 .03
Item # 19 .62 21 .26 14
Item # 12 43 .45 -.15 -21
Item # 15 .26 41 .61 -.06
Item # 8 15 .58 .23 -.04
Iltem # 4 10 .63 -.10 .09
Item # 2 .03 .58 -.04 .03
I1.Action
Item # 3 -.05 .76 .01 01
Item#7 .16 .69 .02 -.16
Item # 10 .25 .68 .06 -.02
Item # 30 .39 .53 10 -.08
Item # 25 49 51 19 -.02
Item # 17 .53 .40 15 .03
Item # 14 .38 .33 54 -.10
Item # 20 12 A2 .32 12
I11.Maintenance
Item # 32 24 .08 .61 15
Item # 28 .23 -.13 .53 .30
Item # 18 .56 A5 40 .05
Item # 6 .30 .55 .23 -.10
Item #9 45 A3 .18 -.01
Item # 27 .62 15 A7 .03
Item # 22 17 .09 A3 -.02
Item # 16 .55 .29 .01 .10
IV.Precontemplation
Item # 26 13 -.16 21 .64
Item # 11 -.22 -.08 .01 .60
Iltem #5 -.10 -.20 -12 .53
Item # 23 .29 .28 .09 51
Item # 29 .02 .08 .18 .50
Item # 13 14 .29 -41 47
ltem # 1 10 .03 -.38 46
Item # 31 .18 .38 .16 A1
Eigenvalue 5.37 4.71 2.39 2.27
Explained Variance (%) 16.78 14.72 7.47 7.08
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2.1.4.3.2. Reliability of SOCS-C

The internal consistency coefficients (i.e., Cronbach alpha coefficients), the
ranges for the item-total correlations, and the test-retest reliability values for the
subscales of SOCS-C are provided in Table 2.17.A, 2.17.B, and 2.17.C, respectively.
As can be followed from Table 2.17.A, the sub-scales generally revealed good
internal reliability coefficients, ranging between .60 and .83. The item-total
correlation coefficients for the SOCS-C sub-scales ranged between .12 and .69.
Finally, the test-retest reliability coefficients were found to be ranging between .55
and .68, all significant at the p < .001 value.
Table 2.17. Reliability Information Regarding SOCS-C

Contemp. Action Maint. Precon.

A.Internal .73 .83 .78 .60
Consistency

Coefficients

B.ltem-Total .29-.53 43-.69 .37-.59 12-.43
Correlation

Range

C.Test-Retest .55* .65* .60* .68*
Reliability

*

p <.001
Note. PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action,
MAINT = Maintenance

2.1.4.3.3. Validity of SOCS-C
2.1.4.3.3.1. Concurrent Validity of SOCS-C

In order to investigate the concurrent validity of SOCS-C, the SOCS-C scales
(i.e., Precontemplation, Contemplation, Action, and Maintenance) were subjected to
correlational analysis with demographic and other study variables. For the concurrent
validity information, zero-orders were taken into account, where the Pearson
Correlation Coefficient is equal to or exceeds .20.

Table 2.18 presents the Pearson Correlations with demographic variables.
Accordingly, only the Maintenance subscale revealed significant zero-order
correlations with education (r = -.24, p <.001), experience of living in streets (r =
.23, p <.01), and history of self-harm (r = .25, p < .001).

Table 2.19 displays the Pearson Correlations between SOCS-C scales and
personality and locus of control variables. Accordingly, Precontemplation revealed
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significant zero-order correlations with locus of control (r = .41, p <.001), and with
all dimensions of external locus of control at the p <.001 level (.34, .42, .31, and .33
for belief in chance, insignificance of struggle, fatalism, and belief in an unfair
world, respectively). Similarly, Maintenance also revealed significant zero-order
correlations with locus of control (r = .42, p <.001), internal locus of control (r = -
.31, p <.001), and with all dimensions of external locus of control at the p <.001
level (.23, .30, .26, and .25 for belief in chance, insignificance of struggle, fatalism,
and belief in an unfair world, respectively). On the other hand, Contemplation was
observed to be significantly associated with agreeableness (r = .21, p <.01),
conscientiousness (r = .20, p <.01), locus of control (r = .30, p <.001), internal locus
of control (r = -.33, p <.001), and fatalism (r = .24, p <.001). Finally, Action was
found to be significantly associated with conscientiousness (r = .25, p <.001), locus
of control (r = .38, p <.001), internal locus of control (r =-.36, p <.001),
insignificance of struggle (r = .22, p <.01), and fatalism (r = .31, p <.001).

Lastly, Table 2.20 displays the Pearson Correlations between SOCS-C scales
and other study variables. Accordingly, Precontemplation revealed significant zero-
order correlations with emotion-focused coping (r = .32, p <.001), power oriented
assumptions (r = .28, p <.001), injustice-oriented assumptions (r = .23, p < .001),
externalizing and trivializing strategies (i.e., JU) (r = .21, p < .01), and self-
victimization strategies (r = .36, p < .001). Both contemplation and action were
found to be associated with positive affect (r = .26, p <.001 and r = .34, p <.001,
respectively), problem-focused coping (r =.21,p< .0l and r = .25, p <.001,
respectively), emotion-focused coping (r = .21, p < .01 for both), indirect coping (r =
.26, p <.001 and r = .25, p <.001, respectively), and cold-heartedness (r = -.23, p <
.01 for both). Besides, Contemplation was also found to be associated with cons of
offending (r =-.22, p <.01). Finally, Maintenance was found to be significantly
associated with positive affect (r = .20, p < .01), negative affect (r =.29, p <.001),
emotion-focused coping (r = .28, p < .001), power oriented assumptions (r =.20, p <
.01), externalizing and trivializing strategies (r = .22, p < .01), and Self-victimization
strategies (r = .25, p <.001).
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Table 2.18. Pearson’s Correlations between SOCS-C scales and Demographic
Variables

Variables PRECON CONT  ACTION MAINT
Age .09 -.05 -.05 -.16*
Education -.10 -.14 -.15* - 24%**
Unemployment .05 .01 -.03 .07
Age of beginning to work .03 -.04 -.03 -.02
Military status -.06 .04 .05 .04
Number of siblings 01 10 14 .08
Order of birth -15 -.04 .04 .00
Alcohol usage problem -.08 -01 -.02 13
Substance use -12 .05 .08 15*
Separation from the -.03 .05 .08 15*
family
Violence in the family -.14 -.01 .02 .07
Living in the street .01 .05 .09 23**F*
Suicide -.05 12 12 A7
Self-harm -11 A3 14 25***
Criminal history -.01 -.02 -.01 .06
Age of first offence 10 -.04 -.02 -14
Criminal history of family .07 -.04 .02 -.04
members
History of non-violent 01 A1 .07 A7*
crime
History of violent crime .02 -12 -.14* -.04
History of sexual crime -.02 -.06 -11 -.05
History of illegal .04 -.01 .07 -.01

substance related crime

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001.

Note 1. PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action,
MAINT = Maintenance.

Note 2. The correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20 were printed
in bold.
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Table 2.19. Pearson’s Correlations between SOCS-C scales and Personality and
Locus of Control Variables

Variables PRECON CONT ACTION MAINT
Extraversion -11 .02 01 -.16*
Agreeableness .06 21%* 18** .05
Conscientiousness -.01 20%* 25*** .07
Neuroticism 10 -.01 -11 16*
Openness to Experience .01 A1 5% .02
Negative Valence A1 -.10 -.09 13
Locus of Control QLx** 30*** 38*F** AQFF*
Internal Locus of -.10 -.33*** -.36*** -.31***
Control
Belief in Chance 34*** 10 A2 23**F*
Insignificance of A2FF* 14* 22%* 30***
Struggle
Fatalism 31F** 24%** I Raiaiad 26%**
Belief in an Unfair 33F*F* .06 .16* 25F**
World

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001.

Note 1. PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action,
MAINT = Maintenance.

Note 2. The correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20 were printed
in bold.
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Table 2.20. Pearson’s Correlations between SOCS-C scales and Other Variables

Variables PRECON CONT ACTION MAINT
PAS .09 206FF* 34FF* 20%*
NAS A1 .10 15% 29***
LEIP 12 13 18* 16*
PROBLEM .06 21%* 25FFE .04
EMOTION 32FF* 21%* 21%* 28***
INDIRECT -.04 206FF* 25*** 19**
RSE .04 01 01 -17*
PROS 15% -.04 -.10 12
CONS 01 -.22%* 9% 16>
EN+PO 28FF* .02 -.04 20%*
CR 23FFE -.03 -.02 .08
CH -.09 - 23%*F* - 23%*F* - 18**
JU 21%* -.02 -.02 22%*
Pl 36*** .08 13 25***

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001.

Note 1. PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action,
MAINT = Maintenance, PAS = Positive Affect, NAS = Negative Affect, LEIP =
Level of Stress in Prisons, PROBLEM = Problem Focused Coping, EMOTION =
Emotion Focused Coping, INDIRECT = Indirect Coping, RSE = Self-Esteem, PROS
= Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending, EN+PO = Power-oriented
assumptions, CR = Injustice-oriented assumptions, CH = Cold-Heartedness, JU =
Externalizing & Trivializing Strategies, Pl = Self-victimization strategies.

Note 2. The correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20 were printed
in bold.
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2.1.4.3.3.2. Criterion Validity of SOCS-C

In order to examine the criterion validity of SOCS-C, initially, CTS-
Assumptions scales (i.e., EN+PO, CR, CH), CTS-Defensive Strategies scales (i.e.,
JU, PI), decisional balance (i.e, pros and cons of offending), basic personality traits
(i.e., extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, openness to
experience, and negative valence), locus of control and dimensions of locus of
control (i.e., internal locus of control, belief in chance, insignificance of struggle,
fatalism, and belief in an unfair world), ways of coping (i.e., problem focused
coping, emotion focused coping, and indirect coping), self-esteem, level of stress in
prisons, positive affect, and negative affect were categorized into 3 levels (i.e., low,
medium, high; for descriptive information regarding the categories, see Table 2.13).
Afterwards the differences between these groups were examined on the basis of their
SOCS-C scores through separate MANOVAs, where subscales of SOCS-C (i.e.,
precontemplation, contemplation, action, and maintenance) served as dependent
variables.

As can be followed in Table 2.21, MANOVA results yielded a significant
difference in terms of power oriented assumptions, Multivariate F (8, 388) = 3.23, p
<.001,n?>=.06, Wilk’s Lambda = .88. Accordingly, when the univariate analyses
with Bonferroni correction (p = .05/4 = .0125) were examined, a significant result
was obtained only for precontemplation, F (2, 197) = 8.16, p <.013, indicating that
participants who reported high (M = 23.92) and medium levels of power oriented
assumptions (M = 22.92), reported more precontemplation as compared to the
participants who reported low level of power oriented assumptions (M = 19.94). A
significant main-effect was also observed for the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions,
Multivariate F (8, 388) = 2.48, p < .01, n?= .05, Wilk’s Lambda = .91. However
univariate analyses did not provide a significant result. A significant main-effect was
also observed for cold-heartedness, Multivariate F (8, 388) = 2.39, p <.05, n? = .05,
Wilk’s Lambda = .91. Accordingly, the univariate analyses revealed a significant
result for contemplation, F (2, 197) = 5.77, p < .013, indicating that participants who
reported low level of cold-heartedness (M = 31.84), reported more contemplation as
compared to the participants who reported medium (M = 28.77) and high levels of

cold-heartedness (M = 29.33). Similarly, univariate analyses also yielded a
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significant result for action, F (2, 197) = 9.26, p < .013, indicating that participants
who reported low level of cold-heartedness (M = 33.53), reported more action as
compared to the participants who reported medium (M = 29.48) and high levels of
cold-heartedness (M = 30.11). Regarding CTS-Defensive Strategies, MANOVA
results yielded a significant difference in terms of externalizing and trivializing
strategies, Multivariate F (8, 388) = 2.86, p <.01, n? = .06, Wilk’s Lambda = .89.
However univariate analyses did not provide a significant result. A significant main-
effect was also observed for Self-victimization strategies, Multivariate F (8, 388) =
3.27,p <.001,n?=.06, Wilk’s Lambda = .88. Accordingly, when the univariate
analyses were examined, a significant result was obtained only for precontemplation,
F (2,197) = 11.53, p <.013, indicating that participants who reported low (M =
20.33) and medium levels of Self-victimization strategies (M = 22.45), reported more
precontemplation as compared to the participants who reported high level of Self-
victimization strategies (M = 24.93). Regarding decisional balance, MANOVA
results provided a significant main effect for pros of offending, Multivariate F (8,
388) =2.41, p <.05,n*=.05, Wilk’s Lambda = .91, however univariate analyses did
not yield any significant result.

In terms of basic personality traits, MANOVA analyses provided a significant
main effect of extraversion, Multivariate F (8, 388) = 2.61, p < .01, n>=.01, Wilk’s
Lambda = .90. Accordingly, a significant difference in terms of extraversion was
obtained only for action, F (2, 197) = 5.31, p < .013, indicating that participants who
reported low (M = 32.19) and high levels of extraversion (M = 32.82), reported more
action as compared to the participants who reported medium level of extraversion (M
= 29.56). Another main effect was obtained in terms of conscientiousness,
Multivariate F (8, 388) = 2.35, p < .05, n? = .05, Wilk’s Lambda = .91. Accordingly,
a significant difference in terms of conscientiousness was again obtained only for
action, F (2, 197) = 5.54, p <.013, indicating that the participants who reported low
level of conscientiousness (M = 29.29) reported less action as compared to the
participants who reported medium (M = 32.10) and high levels of conscientiousness
(M = 32.65). MANOVA results also revealed significant main effects for
agreeableness, Multivariate F (8, 388) = 2.02, p < .05, n>= .04, Wilk’s Lambda =
.92, and for negative valence Multivariate F (8, 388) = 3.96, p <.001, n* = .08,
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Wilk’s Lambda = .86. However, the univariate analyses did not provide any
significant results for both.

In terms of locus of control, MANOVA analyses provided a significant main
effect of external locus of control, Multivariate F (8, 388) = 9.65, p <.001, n? = .17,
Wilk’s Lambda = .70. Accordingly, a significant difference in terms of
precontemplation was obtained, F (2, 197) = 18.62, p < .013, indicating that
participants who reported low (M = 21.08) and medium levels of external locus of
control (M = 20.44) indicated less precontemplation as compared to the participants
who reported high level of external locus of control (M = 25.58). Another significant
result was observed for contemplation, F (2, 197) = 7.28, p < .013, indicating that the
participants who reported low level of external locus of control (M = 28.42) reported
less contemplation as compared to the participants with high level of external locus
of control (M = 32.19). However, participants with medium level of external locus of
control (M = 29.96) did not differ from the participants with low or high levels of
external locus of control, in terms of contemplation. Results further yielded a
significant difference in terms of external locus of control, for action, F (2, 197) =
15.21, p < .013, indicating that participants who reported low (M = 28.89) and
medium levels of external locus of control (M = 30.65) reported less action as
compared to the participants with high level of external locus of control (M = 34.42).
Finally, a significant result was obtained for maintenance, F (2, 197) = 17.55, p <
.013, indicating that participants who reported low level of external locus of control
(M =21.93) indicated less maintenance as compared to the participants who reported
medium level of external locus of control (M = 25.34), and these participants also
indicated less maintenance as compared to the participants who reported high level
of external locus of control (M = 28.46). MANOVA analyses also provided a
significant main effect of internal locus of control, Multivariate F (8, 388) = 3.65, p <
.001,n?=.07, Wilk’s Lambda = .87. Accordingly, a significant difference in terms of
contemplation was obtained, F (2, 197) = 10.51, p <.001, indicating that participants
who reported low (M = 31.92) and medium levels of internal locus of control (M =
31.03) displayed more contemplation as compared to the participants with high level
of internal locus of control (M = 27.67). Another significant result was observed for
action, F (2, 197) = 11.97, p <.013, indicating that participants who reported low (M
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= 33.73) and medium levels of internal locus of control (M = 31.56) reported more
action as compared to the participants with high level of internal locus of control (M
= 28.69). Finally, a significant univariate result was obtained for maintenance, F (2,
197) = 7.85, p < .001, indicating that the participants who reported low level of
internal locus of control (M = 27.52) reported more maintenance as compared to the
participants who reported high level of internal locus of control (M = 22.99).
However, participants with medium level of internal locus of control (M = 25.26) did
not differ from the participants with low or high levels of internal locus of control, in
terms of maintenance. MANOVA analyses further provided a significant main effect
of belief in chance, Multivariate F (8, 388) =2.98, p <.01, n? = .06, Wilk’s Lambda
=.89. Accordingly, a significant difference in terms of precontemplation was
obtained, F (2, 197) = 9.45, p < .013, indicating that participants who reported low
(M = 20.63) and medium levels of belief in chance (M = 21.96) indicated less
precontemplation as compared to the participants who reported high level of belief in
chance (M = 24.80). Similarly, in terms of insignificance of struggle, Multivariate F
(8,388) =7.10, p<.001, n?= .13, Wilk’s Lambda = .76, a significant univariate
result was obtained again for precontemplation, F (2, 197) = 19.24, p < .013.
Accordingly, participants who reported low level of insignificance of struggle (M =
19.43) reported less precontemplation as compared to the participants with medium
level of insignificance of struggle (M = 22.62), and these participants also reported
less precontemplation than the participants who reported high level of insignificance
of struggle (M = 25.19). Another univariate result was obtained for action, F (2, 197)
=5.83, p <.013, indicating that the participants who reported low level of
insignificance of struggle (M = 29.58) reported less action as compared to the
participants with high level of insignificance of struggle (M = 33.27). However,
participants with medium level of insignificance of struggle (M = 31.23) did not
differ from the participants with low or high levels of insignificance of struggle, in
terms of action. Finally, a significant result was observed for maintenance, F (2, 197)
=7.96, p <.013, indicating that participants who reported low level of insignificance
of struggle (M = 22.81) reported less maintenance as compared to the participants
with medium (M = 25.61) and high levels of insignificance of struggle (M = 27.42).
In terms of fatalism, Multivariate F (8, 388) = 4.88, p <.001, n?>=.09, Wilk’s
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Lambda = .83, a significant univariate result was obtained for precontemplation, F
(2,197) = 9.33, p <.013. Accordingly, participants who reported low level of
fatalism (M = 20.53), reported less precontemplation as compared to the participants
who reported high level of fatalism (M = 24.48). However, participants with medium
level of fatalism (M = 22.42) did not differ from the participants with low or high
levels of fatalism, in terms of precontemplation. In addition, a significant result was
obtained for contemplation, F (2, 197) = 5.84, p < .013, indicating that participants
who reported low level of fatalism (M = 28.44), reported less contemplation as
compared to the participants who reported high level of fatalism (M = 31.79).
However, participants with medium level of fatalism (M = 30.50) did not differ from
the participants with low or high levels of fatalism, in terms of contemplation.
Furthermore, a significant result was observed for action, F (2, 197) =11.33,p <
.013, indicating that participants who reported low (M = 28.96) and medium levels of
fatalism (M = 31.32) displayed less action as compared to the participants with high
level of fatalism (M = 33.87). Finally, a significant result was also obtained for
maintenance, F (2, 197) = 6.38, p <.013. Accordingly, participants who reported low
level of fatalism (M = 23.28) reported less maintenance than the participants who
reported high level of fatalism (M = 27.38). However, participants with medium
level of fatalism (M = 25.26) did not differ from the participants with low or high
levels of fatalism, in terms of maintenance. In addition, in terms of belief in an unfair
world, Multivariate F (8, 388) = 4.95, p <.001, n? = .09, Wilk’s Lambda = .82, a
significant univariate result was obtained for precontemplation, F (2, 197) =9.30, p <
.013. Accordingly, participants who reported low level of belief in an unfair world
(M = 20.53), reported less precontemplation as compared to the participants who
reported high level of belief in an unfair world (M = 24.61). However, participants
with medium level of belief in an unfair world (M = 22.57) did not differ from the
participants with low or high levels of belief in an unfair world, in terms of
precontemplation. Besides, a significant result was obtained for maintenance, F (2,
197) = 7.56, p < .013, indicating that participants who reported low (M = 23.65) and
medium levels of belief in an unfair world (M = 24.66) reported less maintenance as

compared to the participants with high level of belief in an unfair world (M = 27.98).
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In terms of ways of coping, MANOVA analyses provided a significant main
effect of emotion-focused coping, Multivariate F (8, 384) = 4.09, p <.001, n>=.08,
Wilk’s Lambda = .85. Accordingly, a significant difference in terms of
precontemplation was obtained, F (2, 195) = 11.36, p <.013, indicating that
participants who reported high (M = 24.09) and medium levels of emotion-focused
coping (M = 23.26) also reported more precontemplation as compared to the
participants who reported low level of emotion-focused coping (M = 19.74).
Furthermore, a significant univariate result was observed for maintenance, F (2, 195)
=5.10, p <.013, indicating that participants high level of emotion-focused coping
(M = 27.32), reported more maintenance as compared to the participants who
reported low level of emotion-focused coping (M = 23.56). However, participants
with medium level of emotion-focused coping (M = 25.22) did not differ from the
participants with low or high levels of emotion-focused coping, in terms of
maintenance. Finally, in terms of indirect coping, Multivariate F (8, 388) = 2.63, p <
.01, n?=.05, Wilk’s Lambda = .90, a significant univariate result was obtained for
contemplation, F (2, 197) = 7.95, p < .013, indicating that participants who reported
low level of indirect coping (M = 28.76), reported less contemplation as compared to
the participants who reported high (M = 32.64) and medium levels of indirect coping
(M = 29.51). Besides, a significant univariate result was yielded for action, F (2, 197)
=7.56, p <.013. Accordingly, participants who reported low level of indirect coping
(M =29.81), reported less action as compared to the participants who reported high
(M = 33.88) and medium levels of indirect coping (M = 30.63). Finally, a significant
result was observed for maintenance, F (2, 197) = 6.05, p <.013, indicating that
participants who reported low level of indirect coping (M = 24.33), reported less
maintenance as compared to the participants who reported high (M = 27.80) and
medium levels of indirect coping (M = 24.09).

MANOVA results also revealed a significant main effect self-esteem,
Multivariate F (8, 388) = 2.40, p < .05, n?=.05, Wilk’s Lambda = .91. However, the
univariate analyses did not provide any significant results.

Lastly, in terms of affective variables, MANOVA results provided a
significant main effect for positive affect, Multivariate F (8, 388) = 3.44, p <.001, n?
=.07, Wilk’s Lambda = .87. Accordingly, univariate analyses provided a significant
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result for contemplation, F (2, 197) = 8.66, p < .013, indicating that participants who
reported low (M = 28.41) and medium levels of positive affect (M = 29.78), reported
less contemplation as compared to the participants who reported high level of
positive affect (M = 32.50). Moreover, a significant result was obtained for action, F
(2,197) = 12.54, p < .013, indicating that participants who reported low (M = 29.06)
and medium levels of positive affect (M = 30.82) displayed less action as compared
to the participants with high level of positive affect (M = 34.23). Besides, a
significant result was obtained for maintenance, F (2, 197) = 5.57, p < .013,
indicating that participants who reported low level of positive affect (M = 23.58)
reported less maintenance as compared to the participants with high level of positive
affect (M = 27.44). However, participants with medium level of positive affect (M =
24.86) did not differ from the participants with low or high levels of positive affect,
in terms of maintenance. Finally, in terms of negative affect, Multivariate F (8, 388)
=3.91, p<.001,n?>=.08, Wilk’s Lambda = .86, univariate analyses provided a
significant result only for contemplation, F (2, 197) = 12.88, p <.013, indicating that
the participants who reported low level of negative affect (M = 22.41) reported less
maintenance as compared to the participants with medium level of negative affect (M
= 25.47), and these participants also reported less maintenance than the participants
with high level of negative affect (M = 28.21).
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Table 2.21. Criterion Validity Information Regarding Stages of Change Scale for Criminals

v Groups PRECON CONT  ACTION MAINT Multivar. Univar.F n? Wilk’s
F Lambda
EN+PO 3.23*** 8.16 for .06 .88
Low 19.94a 30.08 31.26 24.02 precon.
Medium 22.92b 30.59 32.02 25.37
High 23.92b 29.85 30.56 26.28
CR 2.48** - .05 91
Low 21.08 29.90 31.34 24.89
Medium 22.50 31.19 3177 24.76
High 23.65 29.51 30.91 26.22
CH 2.39* 5.77 for .05 91
Low 22.62 31.84a 33.53a 26.94 cont, 9.26
Medium 22.78 28.77b 29.48b 23.89 for action
High 21.72 29.33b 30.11b 24.31
JU 2.86** - .06 .89
Low 21.63 30.69 3171 24.09
Medium 21.96 29.13 30.61 24.62
High 23.68 30.53 31.53 27.25
Pl 3.27*** 11.53 for .06 .88
Low 20.33a 30.22 30.94 24.26 precon.
Medium 22.45a 29.99 31.17 25.35
High 24.93b 30.45 32.06 26.48
PROS 2.41* - .05 91
Low 21.64 30.81 32.11 24.74
Medium 22.49 28.88 30.80 24.65
High 23.32 30.34 30.73 26.40
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Table 2.21 Cont’d

v Groups PRECON CONT ACTION MAINT Multivar.  Univar. n? Wilk’s
F F Lambda

CONS 1.30 - .03 .95
Low 22.25 29.33 30.72 24.75
Medium 22.88 29.46 30.51 24.27
High 22.04 31.90 32.88 26.88

E 2.61** 5.31 for .01 .90
Low 23.17 30.65 32.19a 26.84 action
Medium 21.75 28.87 29.56b 24.15
High 22.34 31.56 32.82a 24.88

A 2.02* - .04 .92
Low 22.45 29.06 30.34 25.16
Medium 21.84 30.67 30.90 24.83
High 22.81 31.44 33.16 25.83

C 2.35* 5.54 for .05 91
Low 22.71 28.74 29.29a 25.05 action
Medium 21.90 30.68 32.10b 25.46
High 22.62 31.22 32.65b 25.31

N 3.07*%* - .06 .89
Low 21.50 30.79 32.32 24.70
Medium 22.05 29.14 30.74 24.18
High 23.70 30.71 30.96 27.02

O 1.41 - .03 .94
Low 22.81 29.34 30.19 25.20
Medium 21.35 30.55 31.49 24.85
High 23.14 30.83 32.53 25.86
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Table 2.21 Cont’d

v Groups PRECON CONT ACTION MAINT Multivar. Univar.F 1? Wilk’s Lambda
F
NV 3.96*** - .08 .86
Low 21.35 30.23 31.11 23.65
Medium 23.22 31.24 32.80 26.04
High 23 29.18 30.24 26.72
LOC 9.65*** 18.62 for .17 .70
Low 21.08a 28.42a 28.89a 21.93a precon,
Medium 20.44a 29.96ab 30.65a 25.34b 7.28 for
High 25.58b 32.19b 34.42b 28.46¢ cont,
15.21 for
action &
15.55 for
maint
INTLOC 3.65*** 10.51 for .07 .87
Low 22.82 31.92a 33.73a 27.52a cont,
Medium 22.63 31.03a 31.56a 25.26ab 11.97 for
High 21.75 27.67b  28.69b 22.99b action,
7.85 for
maint
LOC-C 2.98** 945for .06 .89
Low 20.63a 29.16 30.42 23.54 precon
Medium 21.96a 30. 56 31.39 25.50
High 24.80b 30.95 32.30 26.89




60T

Table 2.21 Cont’d

v Groups PRECON CONT ACTION MAINT Multivar.  Univar. F n? Wilk’s
F Lambda
LOC-S 7.10%** 19.24 for A3 .76
Low 19.43a 29.47 29.58a 22.8la precon,
Medium 22.62b 29.85 31.23ab 25.61b 5.83 for
High 25.19¢ 31.35 33.27b 27.42b action, &
7.96 for
maint
LOC-F 4,88*** 9.33 for .09 .83
Low 20.39a 28.44a 28.96a 23.28a precon,
Medium 22.42ab 30.50ab 31.32a 25.26ab 5.84 for
High 24.48b 31.79b 33.87b 27.38b cont,
11.33 for
action, &
6.38 for
maint
LOC-U 4 ,95*** 9.30 for .09 .82
Low 20.53a 30.33 30.83 23.65a precon,
Medium 22.57ab 28.97 30.18 24.66a 7.56 for
High 24.61b 31.29 33.18 27.98b maint
PROB. 1.65 - .03 .94
Low 22.00 28.99 29.73 24.53
Medium 23.04 30. 15 31.32 25.87
High 22.30 31.37 32.87 25.43
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Table 2.21. Cont’d
v Groups PRECON CONT  ACTION MAINT Multivar. Univar.F 1> Wilk’s Lambda
E
EMOT. 4.09*** 11.36 for .08 .85
Low 19.74a 28.98 30.22 23.56a precon,
Medium 23.26b 30.45 30.94 25.22ab 5.10 for
High 24.09b 31.30 33.10 27.32b maint
INDRC 2.63** 7.95 for .05 .90
Low 22.06 28.76a 29.81a 24.33a cont, 7.56
Medium 2291 29.51a 30.63a 24.09a for action,
High 22.10 32.64b 33.88b 27.80b 6-05_ for
maint
RSE 2.40* - .05 91
Low 22.40 30.34 31.62 26.83
Medium 21.49 29.77 30.01 23.51
High 23.15 30.42 32.11 24.82
LEIP 1.56 - .03 .94
Low 21.12 29.64 30.50 24.19
Medium 23.07 29.36 30.46 24.88
High 22.98 31.60 33.03 26.71
PAS 3.44%** 8.66 for .07 .87
Low 21.21 28.41a 29.06a 23.58a cont, 12.54
Medium 23.17 29.78a 30.82a 24.86ab for action,
High 22.78 32.50b 34.23b 27.440 & 5.57 for

maint
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Table 2.21. Cont’d

v Groups PRECON CONT ACTION MAINT Multivar. Univar.F n? Wilk’s
F Lambda
NAS 3.91%** 12.88 for .08 .86
Low 21.82 29.31 30.02 22.41a maint
Medium 21.91 29.31 31.14 25.47b
High 23.59 30.14 33.04 28.21c

p <.05, **p < .01, ***p <.001

Note. PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action, MAINT = Maintenance,
EN+PO = Power-oriented assumptions, CR = Injustice-oriented assumptions, CH = Cold-Heartedness, JU
= Externalizing & Trivializing Strategies, Pl = Self-victimization strategies, PROS = Pros of offending,
CONS = Cons of offending, E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N =
Neuroticism, O = Openness to Experience, NV = Negative Valence, LOC = Locus of Control, INT LOC =
Internal Locus of Control, LOC-C = Belief in Chance, LOC-S = Insignificance of Struggle, LOC-F =
Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an Unfair World, PROB = Problem Focused Coping, EMOT= Emotion
Focused Coping, INDRC = Indirect Coping, RSE = Self-Esteem, LEIP = Level of Stress in Prisons, PAS =
Positive Affect, NAS = Negative Affect.

Note 2. The mean scores that do not share the same subscript on the same column for each scale are significantly different
from each other.

Note 3. For all, Multivariate df = 8, 388 and Univariate df = 2, 197



2.1.4.4. Psychometric Properties of DBS-C
2.1.4.4.1. Factor Structure of DBS-C

A varimax rotated principle components analysis with 2-factor solution was
conducted with the items of DBS-C. As can be seen in Table 2.22, the eigenvalues of
the factors (Pros of offending and Cons of offending) were 4.87, and 3.74 and they
explained 20.29, and 15.58 % of the total variance, respectively. Considering item
loadings; there were 12 items representing Pros of offending with item loadings
ranging from .18 to .82 and 12 items representing Cons of offending with item

loadings ranging from .35 to .73. All items received loadings in the expected factors.
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Table 2.22. Varimax Rotated Factor Loadings of the DBS-C Items

ITEM# | I
I.Pros of Offending
Item#1 .82 -.06
Item # 2 74 -.26
Item # 20 g2 -.04
Item # 21 12 -.07
Item # 19 .70 -.05
Item # 11 .64 .03
Item# 4 .62 -.02
Iltem #5 .62 -17
Item # 13 51 .03
Item # 24 43 .28
Item # 10 .34 A1
Item#7 .18 -.16
11.Cons of Offending
Item # 17 -.25 73
Item # 12 -.07 .62
Item # 18 A7 .62
Iltem#9 -.34 .60
Item # 8 -.06 57
Item#6 .06 .54
Item # 23 A2 .54
Item # 15 -.24 52
Item # 3 -.10 49
Item # 16 22 A4
Item # 14 A7 37
Item # 22 -.08 .35
Eigenvalue 4.87 20.29
Explained Variance (%) 3.74 15.58
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2.1.4.4.2. Reliability of DBS-C

The internal consistency coefficients (i.e., Cronbach alpha coefficients), the
ranges for the item-total correlations, and the test-retest reliability values for the
subscales of DBS-C are provided in Table 2.23.A, 2.23.B, and 2.23.C, respectively.
As can be followed from Table 2.23.A, the subscales generally revealed good
internal reliability coefficients, ranging between .76 and .80. The item-total
correlation coefficients for the DBS-C subscales ranged between .19 and .69. Finally,
the test-retest reliability coefficients were found to be ranging between .38 and .62.
Table 2.23. Reliability Information Regarding DBS-C

Pros Cons
A.Internal Consistency Coefficients .80 .76
B.ltem-Total Correlation Range .19-.69 .25-.60
C.Test-Retest Reliability 62** .38*

Note: **p <.001, *p <.01

2.1.4.4.3. Validity of DBS-C
2.1.4.4.3.1. Concurrent Validity of DBS-C

In order to investigate the concurrent validity of DBS-C, the DBS-C scales
(i.e., Pros and Cons) were subjected to correlational analysis with demographic,
personality, and other study variables. For the concurrent validity information, zero-
orders were taken into account, where the Pearson Correlation Coefficient is equal to
or exceeds .20.

Table 2.24 presents the Pearson Correlations with demographic variables.
Accordingly, only Pros of offending revealed significant zero-order correlations with
alcohol usage problems (r = .21, p <.01), substance use (r = .24, p <.001),
experience of living in streets (r = .26, p < .001), non-violent crime (r = .23, p <
.001), and violent crime (r = .20, p < .01).

Table 2.25 displays the Pearson Correlations between DBS-C scales and
personality and locus of control variables. Accordingly, Pros of offending revealed
significant zero-order correlations with extraversion (r = -.23, p < .001),
agreeableness (r = -.26, p <.001), conscientiousness (r = -.23, p <.001), neuroticism
(r=.27, p <.001), and negative valence (r = .36, p <.001). Moreover, significant

associations were obtained between Pros of offending and insignificance of struggle
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(r=.29, p <.001) as well as belief in an unfair world (r = .26, p <.001). On the other
hand, Cons of offending revealed significant zero-order correlations with
conscientiousness (r = .20, p <.01), negative valence (r = -.22, p <.01), and internal
locus of control (r = -.35, p <.01).

Lastly, Table 2.26 displays the Pearson Correlations between DBS-C scales
and other study variables. Accordingly, Pros of offending revealed significant zero-
order correlations with negative affect (r = .25, p <.001), problem-focused coping (r
=-.26, p <.001), power oriented assumptions (r = .52, p <.001), injustice-oriented
assumptions (r = .21, p < .01), externalizing and trivializing strategies (r = .41, p <
.001), and self-victimization strategies (r = .21, p < .01). On the other hand, Cons of
offending revealed significant zero-order correlations with contemplation (r = -.22, p
<.01) and cold-heartedness (r = -.21, p <.001).

Table 2.24. Pearson’s Correlations between DBS-C scales and Demographic
Variables

VARIABLES PROS CONS
Age -11 -.10
Education -13 .08
Unemployment .03 .02
Age of beginning to work -.06 -.05
Military status -.02 -12
Number of siblings -.01 .06
Order of birth .04 .06
Alcohol usage problem 21** -.15*
Substance use 24 FF* -01
Separation from the family A7 .05
Violence in the family .18* -.08
Living in the street 26%*F* -.05
Suicide .03 .03
Self-harm A1 .01
Criminal history .06 -.06
Age of first offence -.16* A1
Criminal history of family members .04 -.09
History of non-violent crime 23FF* -.02
History of violent crime 20%* -.05
History of sexual crime -.04 -.04
History of illegal substance related crime -.01 -.01

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001.

Note 1. PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending

Note 2. The correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20 were printed
in bold.
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Table 2.25. Pearson’s Correlations between DBS-C scales and Personality and Locus

of Control Variables

VARIABLES PROS CONS
E - 23%*F* .01
A - 26%** A18**
C _.23*** . 20**
N 2TFF* .08
O -.09 .07
NV 36**F* - 22%*
LOC 16* 18**
INTLOC 13 -.35***
LOC-C 19** -.04
LOC-S 29FF* .01
LOC-F .06 12
LOC-U 26**F* -.07

*p < .05, **p < .01, *** p < .00L.

Note. PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending, E = Extraversion, A =
Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O = Openness to
Experience, NV = Negative Valence, LOC = Locus of Control, INTLOC = Internal
locus of control, LOC-C = Belief in chance, LOC-S = Insignificance of struggle,

LOC-F = Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an unfair world.
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Table 2.26. Pearson’s Correlations between DBS-C scales and Other Study
Variables

VARIABLES PROS CONS
PAS .01 15*
NAS 25FF* 13
LEIP .04 A7*
PROBLEM - 26%** A7*
EMOTION 15* -.04
INDIRECT -.16* .08
RSE -19** .09
PRECON 15% 01
CONT. -.04 - 22%*
ACTION -.10 J19**
MAINT. 12 16*
EN+PO H2*** -.08
CR 21%* .01
CH A7 - 21K
JU ALFF* -.06
Pl 21%* .04

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001.
Note 1. PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending, PAS = Positive
Affect, NAS = Negative Affect, LEIP = Level of Stress in Prisons, PROBLEM =
Problem Focused Coping, EMOTION = Emotion Focused Coping, INDIRECT
= Indirect Coping, RSE = Self-Esteem, PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT =
Contemplation, ACTION = Action, MAINT = Maintenance, EN+PO = Power
oriented assumptions, CR = Injustice-Oriented Assumptions, CH = Cold-
Heartedness, JU = Externalizing & Trivializing Strategies, Pl = Self-
victimization strategies.
Note 2. The correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20 were printed
in bold.
2.1.4.4.3.2. Criterion Validity of DBS-C

In order to examine the criterion validity of DBS-C, initially, CTS-
Assumptions scales (i.e., EN+PO, CR, CH), CTS-Defensive Strategies scales (i.e.,
JU, PI), stages of change (i.e, precontemplation, contemplation, action, and
maintenance), basic personality traits (i.e., extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, neuroticism, openness to experience, and negative valence), locus
of control and dimensions of locus of control (i.e., internal locus of control, belief in
chance, insignificance of struggle, fatalism, and belief in an unfair world), ways of
coping (i.e., problem focused coping, emotion focused coping, and indirect coping),
self-esteem, level of stress in prisons, positive affect, and negative affect were

categorized into 3 levels (i.e., low, medium, high; for descriptive information
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regarding the categories, see Table 2.13). Afterwards the differences between these
groups were examined on the basis of their DBS-C scores through separate
MANOVAs subscales of DBS-C (i.e., pros and cons of offending) served as
dependent variables.

As can be followed in Table 2.27, MANOVA results yielded a significant
main effect for power oriented assumptions, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 14.05, p <
.001,n?>= .13, Wilk’s Lambda = .77. Accordingly, when the univariate analyses with
Bonferroni correction (p = .05/2 = .025) were examined, a significant result was
obtained for pros of offending, F (2, 197) = 27.51, p <.025, indicating that
participants who reported low (M = 16.39) and medium levels of power oriented
assumptions (M = 17.61), reported less pros of offending as compared to the
participants who reported high level of power oriented assumptions (M = 24.43).
Furthermore, a significant main effect was obtained for the injustice-oriented
assumptions, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 2.60, p < .05, n?=.03, Wilk’s Lambda = .95.
Accordingly, a significant result was obtained for pros of offending, F (2, 197) =
4.55, p < .025, indicating that participants who reported high (M = 20.53) and
medium levels of the injustice-oriented assumptions (M = 20.50) also reported more
pros of offending as compared to the participants who reported low level of the
injustice-oriented assumptions (M = 17.24). A significant main effect was also
observed for cold-heartedness, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 2.74, p < .05, n? = .03,
Wilk’s Lambda = .95, however the univariate analyses did not reveal any significant
result. Regarding CTS-Defensive strategies, MANOVA results yielded a significant
main effect only for externalizing and trivializing strategies, Multivariate F (4, 392)
=6.83,p<.001, n*=.07, Wilk’s Lambda = .87. Accordingly, a significant result
was obtained for pros of offending, F (2, 197) = 13.22, p <.025, indicating that
participants who reported high level of externalizing and trivializing strategies (M =
22.92), reported more pros of offending as compared to the participants who reported
medium (M = 18.57) and low levels of externalizing and trivializing strategies (M =
17.08).

In terms of stages of change, a significant main effect was obtained for
precontemplation, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 2.47, p <.05, n? = .03, Wilk’s Lambda =
.95, however the univariate analyses did not reveal any significant result. On the
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other hand, for the main effect of action, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 2.55, p < .05, n* =
.03, Wilk’s Lambda = .95, a significant result was obtained for cons of offending, F
(2,197) = 4.76, p < .025. Accordingly, participants who reported low (M = 44.09)
and medium levels of action (M = 44.15), reported less cons of offending as
compared to the participants who reported high level of action (M = 48.21).
Similarly, for the main effect of maintenance, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 3.24, p < .01,
n*=.03, Wilk’s Lambda = .94, a significant result was obtained for cons of
offending, F (2, 197) = 3.93, p < .025. Accordingly, participants who reported low
(M = 44.21) and medium levels of maintenance (M = 43.74), reported less cons of
offending as compared to the participants who reported high level of maintenance (M
= 47.50).

In terms of basic personality traits, MANOVA results yielded a significant
main effect for extraversion, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 3.29, p < .01, n?=.03, Wilk’s
Lambda = .94. Univariate results further revealed a significant result for pros of
offending, F (2, 197) = 6.39, p < .025, indicating that participants who reported low
level of extraversion (M = 21.62), reported more pros of offending as compared to
the participants who reported high level of extraversion (M = 16.99). However,
participants with medium level of extraversion (M = 19.14) did not differ from the
participants with low or high levels of extraversion, in terms of pros of offending.
MANOVA results further yielded a significant main effect for agreeableness,
Multivariate F (4, 392) = 5.45, p <.001, n? = .05, Wilk’s Lambda = .90. According to
the univariate results, a significant difference was obtained for pros of offending, F
(2,197) = 9.34, p < .025, indicating that participants who reported low level of
agreeableness (M = 21.90), reported more pros of offending as compared to the
participants who reported medium (M = 17.26) and high levels of agreeableness (M
= 17.79). In addition, in terms of conscientiousness, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 7.29, p
<.001, n*=.07, Wilk’s Lambda = .87, a significant result was observed again for
pros of offending, F (2, 197) = 11.82, p < .025. Accordingly, participants who
reported low level of conscientiousness (M = 22.49), reported more pros of offending
as compared to the participants who reported medium (M = 16.66) and high levels of
conscientiousness (M = 19.26). Besides, in terms of neuroticism, Multivariate F (4,
392) =4.17, p < .01, n? = .04, Wilk’s Lambda = .92, a significant result was observed
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again for pros of offending, F (2, 197) = 7.94, p < .025. Accordingly, participants
who reported low (M = 18.09) and medium levels of neuroticism (M = 17.96),
reported less pros of offending as compared to the participants who reported high
level of neuroticism (M = 22.31). Likewise, in terms of openness to experience,
Multivariate F (4, 392) = 3.09, p < .05, n?=.03, Wilk’s Lambda = .94, a significant
result was observed again for pros of offending, F (2, 197) = 4.40, p <.025.
Accordingly, participants who reported low level of openness to experience (M =
20.96), reported more pros of offending as compared to the participants who reported
medium level of openness to experience (M = 17.42). However, participants with
high level of openness to experience (M = 19.94) did not differ from the participants
with low or medium levels of openness to experience, in terms of pros of offending.
Moreover, in terms of negative valence, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 10.34, p <.001, n?
=.10, Wilk’s Lambda = .82, a significant result was observed again for pros of
offending, F (2, 197) = 16.85, p <.025. Accordingly, participants who reported low
level of negative valence (M = 16.26), reported less pros of offending as compared to
the participants who reported medium (M = 20.18) and high levels of negative
valence (M = 22.92). A significant result was also obtained for cons of offending, F
(2,197) = 4.43, p <.25. Accordingly, participants who reported low level of negative
valence (M = 74.03) indicated more cons of offending as compared to the
participants who reported high level of negative valence (M = 42.70). However,
participants with medium level of negative valence (M = 45.79) did not differ from
the participants with low or high levels of negative valence, in terms of cons of
offending.

In terms of locus of control, MANOVA results yielded a significant main
effect for external locus of control, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 2.98, p <.05, n? = .03,
Wilk’s Lambda = .94. Univariate results further revealed a significant result for cons
of offending, F (2, 197) = 3.84, p <.025, indicating that participants who reported
low level of external locus of control (M = 43.01) reported less cons of offending as
compared to the participants who reported medium level of external locus of control
(M =47.02). However, participants with high level of external locus of control (M =
46.04) did not differ from the participants with low or medium levels of external
locus of control, in terms of cons of offending. MANOVA results further revealed a
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significant main effect for internal locus of control, Multivariate F (4, 392) =5.75, p
<.001, n*=.06, Wilk’s Lambda = .89. According to the univariate analyses, a
significant result was obtained for cons of offending, F (2, 197) = 9.76, p < .025,
indicating that participants who reported low (M = 47.89) and medium levels of
internal locus of control (M = 46.44), reported more cons of offending as compared
to the participants who reported high level of internal locus of control (M = 41.74).
Another main effect was observed for belief in chance, Multivariate F (4, 392) =
2.70, p <.05,n?=.03, Wilk’s Lambda = .95, and univariate results revealed a
significant difference for pros of offending, F (2, 197) = 5.30, p < .25. Accordingly,
participants who reported low level of belief in chance (M = 17.61) indicated less
pros of offending as compared to the participants who reported high level of belief in
chance (M = 21.71). However, participants with medium level of belief in chance (M
=19.11) did not differ from the participants with low or high levels of belief in
chance, in terms of pros of offending. Besides, a significant main effect was obtained
for insignificance of struggle, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 4.43, p < .01, n>= .04, Wilk’s
Lambda = .92, and a significant result was observed again for pros of offending, F (2,
197) =7.92, p <.025. Accordingly, participants who reported low level of
insignificance of struggle (M = 16.71) reported less pros of offending as compared to
the participants with medium (M = 19.98) and high levels of insignificance of
struggle (M = 21.56). Finally, in terms of belief in an unfair world, Multivariate F (4,
392) =3.31, p<.01,n?=.03, Wilk’s Lambda = .94, a significant result was observed
again for pros of offending, F (2, 197) = 5.23, p < .025. Accordingly, participants
who reported low level of belief in an unfair world (M = 17.38), reported less pros of
offending as compared to the participants who reported medium (M = 20.35) and
high levels of belief in an unfair world (M = 21.08).

In terms of problem-focused coping, Multivariate F (4, 390) = 4.88, p < .001,
n*=.05, Wilk’s Lambda = .91, a significant result was observed for pros of
offending, F (2, 196) = 6.02, p <.025. Accordingly, participants who reported high
level of problem-focused coping (M = 21.92) also reported more pros of offending as
compared to the participants who reported medium (M = 18.66) and low levels of
problem-focused coping (M = 17.79). Similarly, a significant result was observed for
cons of offending, F (2, 196) = 4.01, p <.025. Accordingly, participants who
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reported high level of problem-focused coping (M = 47.82) also reported more cons
of offending as compared to the participants who reported medium (M = 44.29) and
low levels of problem-focused coping (M = 43.98). Furthermore, in terms of self-
esteem, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 3.06, p <.05, n? = .03, Wilk’s Lambda = .94, a
significant result was observed for pros of offending, F (2, 197) = 5.81, p <.025.
Accordingly, participants who reported low level of self-esteem (M = 21.48),
reported more pros of offending as compared to the participants who reported
medium (M = 17.56) and high levels of self-esteem (M = 18.38). Lastly, a significant
main effect was observed for negative affect, Multivariate F (4, 392) = 4.33, p < .01,
n?=.04, Wilk’s Lambda = .92. Regarding univariate analyses, a significant result
was obtained for pros of offending, F (2, 197) = 6.71, p < .025, indicating that
participants who reported low (M = 17.49) and medium levels of negative affect (M
= 18.98) also reported less pros of offending as compared to the participants that
reported high level of negative affect (M = 22.03).
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Table 2.27. Criterion Validity Information Regarding Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals

v Groups PROS CONS  Multivariate Multivariate Univariate Univariate 7’ Wilk’s
F df F df Lambda
EN+PO 14.05*** 4,392 27.51 for 2,197 A3 7
Low 16.39a 46.14 pros
Medium 17.61a 46.35
High 24.43b 43.41
CR 2.60* 4,392 4.55 for 2,197 .03 .95
Low 17.24a 45.70 pros
Medium  20.50b 44.33
High 20.53b 46.10
CH 2.74* 4,392 - 2,197 .03 .95
Low 17.97 46.19
Medium 19.62 46.18
High 21.26 43.40
JU 6.83*** 4,392 13.22 for 2,197 .07 87
Low 17.08a 44.68 pros
Medium 18.57a 46.63
High 22.92b 45.14
Pl 1.13 4,392 - 2,197 .01 .98
Low 18.08 45.15
Medium 19.78 45.35
High 20.68 45.66
PRECON 2.47* 4,392 - 2,197 .03 .95
Low 18.09 43.77
Medium 19.41 46.99
High 20.99 4498




174"

Table 2.27. Cont’d.

v Groups PROS CONS  Multivariate ~ Multivariate ~ Univariate  Univariate n? Wilk’s
F df F df Lambda
CONT 2.13 4,392 - 2,197 .02 .96
Low 20.09 43.10
Medium 18.56 46.15
High 19.68 46.93
ACTION 2.55* 4,392 4.76 for cons 2,197 .03 .95
Low 20 44.09a
Medium 19.37 44.15a
High 18.73 48.21b
MAINT 3.24** 4,392 3.93 for cons 2,197 .03 94
Low 18.38 44.21a
Medium 18.76 43.74a
High 20.77 47.50b
E 3.29** 4,392 6.39 for pros 2,197 .03 94
Low 21.62a 45.45
Medium 19.14ab 44.78
High 16.99b 46.10
A 5.45%** 4,392 9.34 for pros 2,197 .05 .90
Low 21.90a 44.56
Medium 17.26b 4457
High 17.79b 47.19
C 7.29%** 4,392 11.82 for 2,197 .07 87
Low 22.49a 43.39 pros
Medium 16.66b 45.50
High 19.26b 47.26
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Table 2.27. Cont’d.

v Groups PROS CONS  Multivariate ~ Multivariate ~ Univariate  Univariate 7’ Wilk’s
F df F df Lambda
N 4.17*%* 4,392 7.94 for pros 2,197 .04 .92
Low 18.09a 45.25
Medium 17.96a 44.78
High 22.31b 46.09
@] 3.09* 4,392 4.40 for pros 2,197 .03 94
Low 20.96a 44.48
Medium 17.42b 47.05
High 19.94ab  44.43
NV 10.34*** 4,392 16.85 for 2,197 .10 .82
Low 16.26a 47.03a pros, 4.43
Medium 20.18b  45.79ab for cons
High 22.92b  42.70b
LOC 2.98* 4,392 3.84 for cons 2,197 .03 94
Low 18.07 43.01a
Medium 19.64 47.02b
High 20.50  46.04ab
INTLOC 5.75%** 4,392 9.76 for cons 2,197 .06 .89
Low 17.95 47.89a
Medium 20.02 46.44a
High 20.35 41.74b
LOC-C 2.70* 4,392 5.30 for pros 2,197 .03 .95
Low 17.61a 44,95
Medium 19.11ab  45.81
High 21.71b 45.30
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Table 2.27. Cont’d

v Groups PROS CONS Multivariate  Multivariate ~ Univariate  Univariate  n? Wilk’s
F df F df Lambda
LOC-S 4,43** 4,392 7.92 for pros 2,197 .04 .92
Low 16.71a 4491
Medium 19.98b 46.60
High 21.56b 4451
LOC-F 2.20 4,392 - 2,197 .07 .96
Low 18.79 43.31
Medium 20.11 47.43
High 19.42 45.56
LOC-U 3.31** 4,392 5.23 for pros 2,197 .03 94
Low 17.38a 46.66
Medium 20.35b 44
High 21.08b 45.07
PROB. 4.88*** 4,392 6.02 for 2,197 .05 91
Low 17.79% 43.98a pros, 4.01
Medium 18.66a 44.29a for cons
High 21.92b 47.82b
EMOT. 1.42 4,392 - 2,197 .01 97
Low 17.87 45.13
Medium 19.50 45.69
High 20.92 45.23
INDRCT 1.02 4,392 - 2,197 .01 .98
Low 20.37 45.34
Medium 19.45 44.46
High 18.37 46.56
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Table 2.27. Cont’d
v Groups PROS CONS  Multivariate  Multivariate  Univariate  Univariate 7’ Wilk’s
F df F df Lambda
RSE 3.06* 4,392 5.81 for pros 2,197 .03 .94
Low 21.48a 45.36
Medium 17.56b 44.59
High 18.38b 46.01
LEIP 1.80 4,392 2,197 .02 .96
Low 19.38 44.53
Medium 19.07 43.92
High 19.79 47.57
PAS 141 4,392 - 2,197 .01 97
Low 18.96 43.92
Medium 19.80 44.92
High 19.47 47.30
NAS 4.33** 4,392 6.71 for pros 2,197 .04 92
Low 17.49a 43.77
Medium 18.98a 46.23
High 22.03b 46.14

p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Note. PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending, EN+PO = Power oriented assumptions, CR = Injustice-Oriented

Assumptions, CH = Cold-Heartedness, JU = Externalizing & Trivializing Strategies, Pl = Self-victimization strategies, PRECON =
Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action, MAINT = Maintenance, E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, C =
Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O = Openness to Experience, NV = Negative Valence, LOC = Locus of Control, INT LOC = Internal
Locus of Control, LOC-C = Belief in Chance, LOC-S = Insignificance of Struggle, LOC-F = Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an Unfair
World, PROB = Problem Focused Coping, EMOT = Emotion Focused Coping, INDRCT = Indirect Coping, RSE = Self-Esteem, LEIP =
Level of Stress in Prisons, PAS = Positive Affect, NAS = Negative Affect.
Note 2. The mean scores that do not share the same subscript on the same column for each scale are significantly different from each other.



2.1.4.4.4. Additional DBS-C Items: Positive and Negative Attributions Related
to Offending

In addition to the DBS-C items, participants were also asked about specific
positive and negative attributions of offending. In this section, the frequency
information is provided separately for each group of attributions. Moreover, group
comparisons positive and negative attributions are investigated via Chi-Square
analysis, t-test, and MANOVA. In Chi-Square Analyses, Fisher’s Exact scores were
provided when the expected count assumptions were not met.
2.1.4.4.4.1. Positive Attributions
2.1.4.4.4.1.1. Frequency Analysis of Positive Attributions

Regarding positive attributions of offending, 6.5 % of the participants (n =
13) indicated “to be respected”, 5.5 % of the participants (n = 11) indicated “to be
accepted”, 8 % of the participants (n = 16) indicated “to be seen as tough”, 18 % of
the participants (n = 36) indicated “to protect myself”, and 29.5 % of the participants
(n =59) indicated “financial gains” as positive attributions of offending. Moreover,
there were some qualitative answers that further supported the motivation of
financial gain (i.e., “for not starving to death”, and “for paying my debts”) and
motivation of being accepted (i.e., “I had made wrong friends”). Besides, there were
some answers that reflected different motivations, such as “administering justice”
(e.g., “if you are doing what you believe is right, than this should not be named as
crime”, and “the victim was the real criminal) and “protecting others” (e.g.,
“looking after the rights of others who are poor and weak™).
2.1.4.4.4.1.2. Group Comparisons with Positive Attributions

In order to make group comparisons (i.e., participants reporting and not-
reporting positive attributions) according to demographic variables, a series of chi-
square analyses were conducted separately for each positive attribution. In order to
demonstrate the directions of the associations, Pearson’s Rs were also computed.
Prior to the analyses, continuous variables (i.e., age, age of beginning to work,
number of siblings, order of birth, and age of first offence) were made categorical
variables through median split. Besides, the variables that included more than 2
categories (i.e., education, military status, experience of separation from the family,
and criminal history of family members) were also made categorical through
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merging certain groups together. Descriptive information regarding these categorical
variables is provided in Table 2.28.

Table 2.28. Descriptive Information for the Demographic Variables that were made
Categorical

Variable Levels n Range Mean SD
Age Younger 96 18-31 26.54 3.58
Older 102 32-66 41.32 8.29
Age of Younger 81 5-13 10.70 2.13
beginning to Older 88 14-29 17.22 3.09
work
Number of Less 85 1-4 3.01 .98
siblings More 88 5-18 723 227
Order of birth Earlier 78 1-2 141 50
Later 85 3-15 451 190
Age of first Younger 77 8-22 15.90 3.02
offence Older 85 22-58 32.21 8.72
Education Less Educated 86 Illiterate — Left - -
Secondary School
More Educated 113 Secondary School- - -
University
Military Completed 131 - - -
status Couldn’t begin 47 - - -
or complete
Experience of Yes 67 - - -
separation No 116 - - -
Criminal Yes 52 - - -
history of No 132 - - -
family
members

Summary of Chi-Square results are provided in Table 2.29. Accordingly,
“being respected” was found to be associated with experience of living in the street,
v? (1)=6.95, p <.01, r =.20. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had
experience of living in the street was higher in the “being respected-yes” group
(69.2%) as compared to the “being respected-no” group (32.9%). “Being respected”
was also found to be related to history of non-violent crime, ¥* (1) =8.03, p < .01, r =
.21. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had a history of non-violent

crime was higher in the “being respected-yes” group (76.9%) as compared to the
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“being respected-no” group (37.1%). Regarding “being accepted”, a significant result
was obtained in terms of living in the street, x> (1) =4.04, p < .05, r = .15.
Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had experience of living in the
street was higher in the “being accepted-yes” group (63.6%) as compared to the
“being respected-no” group (33.7%).

“To be seen as tough” was found to be associated with substance use, 2 (1) =
13.46, p <.001, r =.27. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had a
history of illegal substance use was higher in the “to be seen as tough-yes” group
(81.3%) as compared to the “to be seen as tough -no” group (34.5%). Moreover, a
significant association was observed with experience of violence, ¥* (1) = 7.30, p <
.01, r =.20. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who experienced violence
during their childhood was higher in the “to be seen as tough -yes” group (68.8%) as
compared to the “to be seen as tough -no” group (34.5%). Likewise, being seen as
tough was found to be related to experience of living in the street, ¥* (1) =5.57, p <
.05, r =.18. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had experience of
living in the street was higher in the “to be seen as tough -yes” group (62.5%) as
compared to the “to be seen as tough -no” group (32.9%). Furthermore, a significant
association was observed with history of suicide, ¥* (1) =4.71, p < .05, r = .16 and
history of self-harm, 2 (1) = 3.96, p < .05, r =.15. Accordingly, the frequency of the
participants who had a history of suicide or self-harm was higher in the “to be seen
as tough -yes” group (56.3% and 68.8%, respectively) as compared to the “to be seen
as tough -no” group (29.8% and 42.9%, respectively). To be seen as tough was also
found to be associated with criminal history, ¥* (1) = 5.23, p < .05, r =.16 and age at
first offence, y* (1) = 7.79, p < .01, r = -.22. Accordingly, the frequency of the
participants who had a previous criminal record or who offended at a younger age
was higher in the “to be seen as tough -yes” group (68.8% and 84.6%, respectively)
as compared to the “to be seen as tough -no” group (39.3% and 44.3%, respectively).
Besides, a significant association was observed with history of non-violent crime, >
(1) =6.11, p<.01, r =.18. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had a
history of non-violent crime was higher in the “to be seen as tough -yes” group

(68.8%) as compared to the “to be seen as tough -no” group (37.1%).
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In terms of “protecting myself”, a significant association was observed with
experience of living in the street, %> (1) = 5.83, p <.05, r =.18. Accordingly, the
frequency of the participants who had experience of living in the street was higher in
the “protecting myself-yes” group (52.8%) as compared to the “protecting myself-
no” group (31.3%). Furthermore, a significant association was observed with history
of suicide, ¥ (1) =4.72, p < .05, r =.16. Accordingly, the frequency of the
participants who had a history of suicide was higher in the “protecting myself -yes”
group (47.2%) as compared to the “protecting myself -no” group (28.4%).
“Protecting myself” was also found to be associated with history of non-violent
crime, ¢* (1) =4.60, p < .05, r =.16. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants
who had a history of non-violent crime was higher in the “protecting myself -yes”
group (55.6%) as compared to the “protecting myself -no” group (36.1%). Besides, a
significant association was observed with history of violent crime, ¥* (1) = 12.73, p <
.001, r =.26 and history of illegal substance related crime, ¥* (1) =6.04, p<.01, r = -
.18. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had a history of violent crime
was higher in the “protecting myself -yes” group (69.4%) as compared to the
“protecting myself -no” group (36.8%) On the other hand, the frequency of the
participants who had a history of illegal substance related crime was lower in the
“protecting myself -yes” group (22.2%) as compared to the “protecting myself -no”
group (44.5%).

Finally, regarding “financial gains”, a significant association was observed
with age of beginning to work, %2 (1) =5.63, p < .05, r =-.18. Accordingly, the
frequency of the participants who began working at a younger age was higher in the
“financial gains -yes” group (62%) as compared to the “financial gains -no” group
(42%). Furthermore, a significant association was observed with substance use, 2 (1)
=11.42, p <.001, r =.25. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had a
history of illegal substance use was higher in the “financial gains-yes” group (57.4%)
as compared to the “financial gains -no” group (30.8%). Likewise, a significant
association was observed with experience of separation, > (1) =4.39, p < .05, r =
.16. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who experienced separation from
their families during childhood was higher in the “financial gains -yes” group

(48.1%) as compared to the “financial gains -no” group (31.8%). “Financial gains”
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was also found to be associated with criminal history, ¥* (1) =7.01, p<.01, r=.19
and age at first offence, y? (1) = 12.32, p <.001, r =-.28. Accordingly, the frequency
of the participants who had a previous criminal record or who offended at a younger
age was higher in the “financial gains -yes” group (55.9% and 68.8%, respectively)
as compared to the “financial gains -no” group (35.6% and 38.6%, respectively).
Besides, a significant association was observed with history of non-violent crime, >
(1) =4.36, p < .05, r =.15. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had a
history of non-violent crime was higher in the “financial gains -yes” group (50.8%)
as compared to the “financial gains -no” group (34.8%). Finally, a significant
association was observed with history of sexual crime, ¥* (1) =6.55, p < .01, r=-.19
and history of illegal substance related crime, > (1) =4.51, p <.01, r =.15.
Accordingly, neither of the participants who had a history of sexual crime reported
“financial gains” as a positive attribution of crime. On the other hand, the frequency
of the participants who had a history of illegal substance related crime was higher in
the “financial gains -yes” group (51.7%) as compared to the “financial gains -no”

group (35.3%).
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Table 2.29. Summary of Chi-Square Results between Positive Attributions and Demographic Variables

DV To Be Respected To Be Accepted To Be Seen As To Protect Myself Financial Gains
Tough
X r X r X r X r X r

Age 2.18 -11 2.52 -11 2.60 -12 .65 -.06 1.82 -.10
Education .05 -.02 21 .03 .99 .07 2.80 -12 .25 -.04
Unemployment 72 -.06 .60 -.06 .90 -.07 1.13 .08 .07 .02
Age of beginning to work 21 -.04 .62 -.06 .03 -.01 A2 .03 5.63* -.18
Military status 14 .03 .60 .06 .35 -.04 2.33 -11 .04 .02
Number of siblings 2.62 -12 .50 -.05 12 -.03 .80 -.07 1.83 .10
Order of birth 2.93 -13 .63 -.06 .20 -.04 3.42 -15 1.78 A1
Alcohol usage problem .16 -.03 .01 -.01 1.52 .09 .20 .03 3.28 13
Substance use 1.37 .09 3.10 13 13.46%** 27 2.46 12 11.42%** .25
Separation from the .55 .06 1.62 .09 1.35 .09 1.55 .09 4.39* .16
family
Violence in the family 1.60 .09 1.45 .09 7.30** .20 .04 -01 3.70 A4
Living in the street 6.95** .20 4.04* 15 5.57* 18 5.83* 18 3.11 A3
Suicide 1.28 .08 .96 .07 4.71* .16 4.72* .16 .06 .02
Self-harm 43 .05 .00 .00 3.96* 15 1.06 .07 3.37 14
Criminal history A1 .02 A4 -.03 5.23* 16 1.24 .08 7.01*%* A9
Age of first offence 2.16 -12 2.55 -13 7.79%* -.22 .26 -.04 12.32%** -.28
Criminal history of family 1.14 -.08 .01 -.01 74 .06 12 .03 .01 -.01
members
History of non-violent 8.03** 21 2.77 12 6.11** .18 4.60* .16 4.36* 15
crime
History of violent crime A1 -.02 .03 .01 .36 .04 12.73*** .26 .08 -.02
History of sexual crime 1.10 -.08 .92 -.07 1.38 -.09 21 -.03 6.55** -.19
History of illegal .02 -.01 .98 .07 1.84 10 6.04** -.18 4.51* 15

substance related crime

*p < .05, **p < .01, *** p < .00L.



Group comparisons via self-esteem, level of stress in the prison, and external
locus of control were investigated through a series of t-test analyses (see Table 2.30).
Regarding “to be seen as tough”, a significant result was obtained for self-esteem, t
(193) = 3.35, p <.001. Accordingly, participants who reported “to be seen as tough”
as a positive attribution of offending reported less self-esteem (M = 26.44) as
compared to the participants who did not report “to be seen as tough” as a positive
attribution of offending (M = 30.81). Furthermore, in terms of “financial gains”, a
significant result was obtained for level of stress in the prison, t (193) =-4.32, p <
.001. Accordingly, participants who reported “financial gains” as a positive
attribution of offending reported more stress in the prison (M = 112.54) as compared
to the participants who did not report “financial gains” as a positive attribution of

offending (M = 84.78).
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Table 2.30. Summary of T-Test Results for Positive Attributions

DV To Be Respected To Be Accepted To Be Seen As Tough To Protect Myself Financial Gains
No Yes t No Yes t No Yes t No Yes t
RSE 3049 2985 .44 30.53 29.18 .84 30.81 26.44  3.35* 30.82 29.60 1.54
**

LEIP 9457 73.69 170 93.66 85.18 .63 92.46 101.19 -.78 84.78 112.54 -
4.32*

**
LOC 1524 15424 -27 152.22 158.26 -84 15196 159.22 -1.20 151.79 15432 -70

GET

*p < .05, **p < .01, *** p < .00L.

Note 1. RSE = Self-Esteem, LEIP = Level of Stress in Prisons, LOC = External Locus of Control

Note 2. For all t scores, df = 193



Group comparisons via CTS-Assumptions, CTS-Defensive strategies, stages
of change, decisional balance, locus of control, basic personality traits, positive and
negative affect, and ways of coping were investigated through a series of MANOVA
(see Table 2.31). In terms of “to be respected”, MANOVA results yielded a
significant main effect for CTS-Assumptions, Multivariate F (3, 191) = 5.55, p <
.001, n>= .08, Wilk’s Lambda = .92. Univariate results with bonferroni correction
further revealed a significant result for power oriented assumptions (i.e., EN+PO), F
(1, 193) = 15.42, p < .025, indicating that participants who reported “to be respected”
as a positive attribution of offending (M = 67.11) reported more power oriented
assumptions as compared to the participants who did not report “to be respected” as a
positive attribution of offending (M = 51.61). Moreover, a main effect of CTS-
Defensive strategies was observed, Multivariate F (2, 192) = 3.38, p <.05, n? = .03,
Wilk’s Lambda = .97. Univariate results with bonferroni correction further revealed a
significant result for externalizing and trivializing strategies (i.e., JU), F (1, 193) =
6.42, p < .025, indicating that participants who reported “to be respected” as a
positive attribution of offending (M = 29.44) reported more externalizing and
trivializing strategies as compared to the participants who did not report “to be
respected” as a positive attribution of offending (M = 23.64). In addition, MANOVA
results yielded a significant main effect for decisional balance, Multivariate F (2,
192) = 18.65, p <.001, n? = .06, Wilk’s Lambda = .94. Univariate results with
bonferroni correction further revealed a significant result for pros of offending, F (1,
193) = 30.41, p <.025, indicating that participants who reported “to be respected” as
a positive attribution of offending (M = 29.73) reported more pros of offending as
compared to the participants who did not report “to be respected” as a positive
attribution of offending (M = 18.79). On the other hand, Univariate results also
revealed a significant result for cons of offending, F (1, 193) = 7.06, p <.025,
indicating that participants who reported “to be respected” as a positive attribution of
offending (M = 39.46) reported less cons of offending as compared to the
participants who did not report “to be respected” as a positive attribution of
offending (M = 45.97). Regarding “to be accepted”, MANOVA results yielded a
significant main effect for CTS-Assumptions, Multivariate F (3, 191) = 4.95, p < .01,

n*>=.07, Wilk’s Lambda = .93. Univariate results with bonferroni correction further
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revealed a significant result for power oriented assumptions (i.e., EN+PO), F (1, 193)
= 13.47, p < .025, indicating that participants who reported “to be accepted” as a
positive attribution of offending (M = 67.49) reported more power oriented
assumptions as compared to the participants who did not report “to be accepted” as a
positive attribution of offending (M = 51.75). In addition, MANOVA results yielded
a significant main effect for decisional balance, Multivariate F (2, 192) =6.31, p <
.01, n*=.06, Wilk’s Lambda = .94. Univariate results with bonferroni correction
further revealed a significant result for pros of offending, F (1, 193) =11.13,p <
.025, indicating that participants who reported “to be accepted” as a positive
attribution of offending (M = 26.59) reported more pros of offending as compared to
the participants who did not report “to be accepted” as a positive attribution of
offending (M = 19.10). Moreover, a significant main effect was obtained for basic
personality traits, Multivariate F (6, 188) = 2.18, p < .05, n?= .07, Wilk’s Lambda =
.94. Univariate results with bonferroni correction further revealed a significant result
for conscientiousness, F (1, 193) = 6.15, p < .008 and neuroticism, F (1, 193) = 6.30,
p <.008. Accordingly, participants who reported “to be accepted” as a positive
attribution of offending (M = 29.91) reported less conscientiousness as compared to
the participants who did not report “to be accepted” as a positive attribution of
offending (M = 34.02). However, participants who reported “to be accepted” as a
positive attribution of offending (M = 29.09) reported more neuroticism as compared
to the participants who did not report “to be accepted” as a positive attribution of
offending (M = 23.18).

In terms of “to be seen as tough”, MANOVA results yielded a significant
main effect for CTS-Assumptions, Multivariate F (3, 191) = 9.86, p <.001, n? = .13,
Wilk’s Lambda = .87. Univariate results with bonferroni correction further revealed a
significant result for power oriented assumptions, F (1, 193) = 27.85, p <.025,
indicating that participants who reported “to be seen as tough” as a positive
attribution of offending (M = 69.52) reported more power oriented assumptions as
compared to the participants who did not report “to be seen as tough” as a positive
attribution of offending (M = 51.13). Moreover, a main effect of CTS-Defensive
strategies was observed, Multivariate F (2, 192) = 8.05, p <.05, n? = .08, Wilk’s
Lambda = .92. Univariate results with bonferroni correction further revealed a
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significant result for externalizing and trivializing strategies, F (1, 193) = 12.15, p <
.025, indicating that participants who reported “to be seen as tough” as a positive
attribution of offending (M = 30.58) reported more externalizing and trivializing
strategies as compared to the participants who did not report “to be seen as tough” as
a positive attribution of offending (M = 23.44). Besides, a significant univariate
result was obtained for Self-victimization strategies, F (1, 193) = 10.96, p < .025,
indicating that participants who reported “to be seen as tough™ as a positive
attribution of offending (M = 39.17) reported more Self-victimization strategies as
compared to the participants who did not report “to be seen as tough” as a positive
attribution of offending (M = 31.64). In addition, MANOVA results yielded a
significant main effect for decisional balance, Multivariate F (2, 192) = 16.40, p <
.001,n?>= .15, Wilk’s Lambda = .85. Univariate results with bonferroni correction
further revealed a significant result for pros of offending, F (1, 193) = 32.45, p <
.025, indicating that participants who reported “to be seen as tough” as a positive
attribution of offending (M = 28.91) reported more pros of offending as compared to
the participants who did not report “to be seen as tough” as a positive attribution of
offending (M = 18.68). Moreover, a significant main effect was obtained for basic
personality traits, Multivariate F (6, 188) = 3.48, p <.01, n? =.10, Wilk’s Lambda =
.90. Univariate results with bonferroni correction further revealed a significant result
for extraversion, F (1, 193) = 10.19, p <.008, neuroticism, F (1, 193) = 15.80, p <
.008, and negative valence, F (1, 193) = 7.83, p < .008. Accordingly, participants
who reported “to be seen as tough” as a positive attribution of offending (M = 24.50)
reported less extraversion as compared to the participants who did not report “to be
seen as tough” as a positive attribution of offending (M = 29.24). However,
participants who reported “to be seen as tough” as a positive attribution of offending
reported more neuroticism (M = 30.57) and more negative valence (M = 12.59) as
compared to the participants who did not report “to be seen as tough” as a positive
attribution of offending (M = 22.88 and 9.85 for neuroticism and negative valence,
respectively). Furthermore, MANOVA results yielded a significant main effect for
ways of coping, Multivariate F (3, 188) = 3.88, p < .01, n? =.06, Wilk’s Lambda =
.94. Univariate results with bonferroni correction further revealed a significant result

for indirect coping, F (1, 193) = 4.80, p < .016, indicating that participants who
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reported “to be seen as tough” as a positive attribution of offending (M = 35.26)
reported less indirect coping as compared to the participants who did not report “to
be seen as tough” as a positive attribution of offending (M = 38.84).

Regarding “to protect myself”, MANOVA results yielded a significant main
effect for decisional balance, Multivariate F (2, 192) = 4.76, p < .01, n* = .05, Wilk’s
Lambda = .95. Univariate results with bonferroni correction further revealed a
significant result for pros of offending, F (1, 193) = 8.71, p <.025, indicating that
participants who reported “to protect myself” as a positive attribution of offending
(M = 22.75) reported more pros of offending as compared to the participants who did
not report “to protect myself” as a positive attribution of offending (M = 18.79).
Moreover, a significant main effect was obtained for basic personality traits,
Multivariate F (6, 188) = 3.04, p <.01, n>=.09, Wilk’s Lambda = .91. Univariate
results with bonferroni correction further revealed a significant result for
extraversion, F (1, 193) = 8.19, p <.008, neuroticism, F (1, 193) = 12.36, p < .008,
and negative valence, F (1, 193) = 7.41, p <.008. Accordingly, participants who
reported “to protect myself” as a positive attribution of offending (M = 26.39)
reported less extraversion as compared to the participants who did not report “to
protect myself” as a positive attribution of offending (M = 29.41). However,
participants who reported “to protect myself” as a positive attribution of offending
reported more neuroticism (M = 27.47) and more negative valence (M = 11.61) as
compared to the participants who did not report “to protect myself” as a positive
attribution of offending (M = 22.62 and 9.72 for neuroticism and negative valence,
respectively).

Finally, in terms of “financial gains”, MANOVA results yielded a significant
main effect for CTS-Assumptions, Multivariate F (3, 191) = 3.39, p < .05, n?= .05,
Wilk’s Lambda = .95. Univariate results with bonferroni correction further revealed a
significant result for power oriented assumptions, F (1, 193) = 8.03, p < .025,
indicating that participants who reported “financial gains” as a positive attribution of
offending (M = 56.95) reported more power oriented assumptions as compared to the
participants who did not report “financial gains” as a positive attribution of offending
(M =50.77). Moreover, a main effect of CTS-Defensive strategies was observed,
Multivariate F (2, 192) = 4.70, p < .01, n? = .05, Wilk’s Lambda = .95. Univariate
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results with bonferroni correction further revealed a significant result for
externalizing and trivializing strategies, F (1, 193) = 8.72, p <.025, indicating that
participants who reported “financial gains™ as a positive attribution of offending (M
= 26.57) reported more externalizing and trivializing strategies as compared to the
participants who did not report “financial gains” as a positive attribution of offending
(M =22.92). In addition, MANOVA results yielded a significant main effect for
decisional balance, Multivariate F (2, 192) = 4.41, p < .01, n? = .04, Wilk’s Lambda
=.96. Univariate results with bonferroni correction further revealed a significant
result for pros of offending, F (1, 193) = 6.63, p < .025, indicating that participants
who reported “financial gains” as a positive attribution of offending (M = 21.57)
reported more pros of offending as compared to the participants who did not report
“financial gains” as a positive attribution of offending (M = 18.63). Finally,
MANOVA results yielded a significant main effect for positive and negative affect,
Multivariate F (2, 192) = 5.26, p < .01, n? = .05, Wilk’s Lambda = .95. Univariate
results with bonferroni correction further revealed a significant result for negative
affect, F (1, 193) = 10.48, p < .025, indicating that participants who reported
“financial gains” as a positive attribution of offending (M = 28.37) reported less
indirect coping as compared to the participants who did not report “financial gains”

as a positive attribution of offending (M = 24.33).
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Table 2.31. Summary of MANOVA Results for Positive Attributions

DV To Be Respected To Be Accepted To Be Seen As Tough To Protect Myself Financial Gains
No Yes MF/UF No Yes MFE/UE No Yes MFE/UF No Yes ME/ No Yes  MEF/
UF UF
CTS-A(df=  (n2=.08, Wilk’s 5.55** (n2=.07, 4.95%* (n2=.13, 9.86%* (n2=.01, Wilk’s 93  (n2=.05, 3.39*
3,191) Lambda = .92) * Wilk’s Wilk’s * Lambda = .99) Wilk’s
Lambda = .93) Lambda = .87) Lambda = .95)
ENPO 51.61 67.11 1542 51.75 6749 1347 5187 56.06 - 50.77 56.95 8.03 50.77 56.95
CR 34.84  40.00 343  34.89 40.15 3.05 35.14 3542 - 34.19 3749 478 3419 3749
CH 15.15 16.31 .52 15.15 16.55 .65 15.17 15.50 - 15.15 15.40 .08 15.15 1540
CTS-D (df = (n?=.03, Wilk’s  3.38* (n2=.03, 262  (n*=.08, 8.05** (n?=.03, Wilk’s 248 (n2=.05, 4.70*
2,192) Lambda =.97) Wilk’s Wilk’s * Lambda = .98) Wilk’s *
Lambda = .97) Lambda = .92) Lambda = .95)
JU 23.64 29.44 6.42 23.72 29.12 - 2342 26.70 - 22.92 26.57 8.72 2292 26.57
Pl 31.97 36.28 285 3201 36.52 - 31.99 3343 - 31.40 3426 431 3140 34.26
SOCS-C (df= (n2=.04, Wilk’s 190 (n2=.08, 3.92%*  (n2=.08, 4.02**  (n?2=.04, Wilk’s 193 (n2=.02, 1.05
4, 190) Lambda = .96) Wilk’s Wilk’s Lambda = .96) Wilk’s
Lambda = .92) Lambda = .92) Lambda = .98)
PRECON 2251 21.88 - 2255 2121 57 22.34 23.06 - 22.48 22.46 - 2248 22.46
CONT. 30.14 30.04 - 30.08 31.04 27 30.34 29.21 - 29.90 30.67 - 29.90 30.67
ACTION 3144  29.24 - 31.41 29.36 1.06 31.48 30.49 - 30.97 32.04 - 30.97 32.04
MAINT 2521  26.92 - 25.11 2891 3.20 25.09 26.40 - 24.71 26.75 - 2471  26.75
DBS-C (n?=.16, Wilk’s  18.65* (n2=.06, 6.31** (n2=.15, 16.40* (n2=.05, Wilk’s 4.76% (n2=.04, 4.41*
(df=2,192) Lambda = .84) bl Wilk’s Wilk’s bl Lambda = .95) * Wilk’s *
Lambda = .94) Lambda = .85) Lambda = .96)
PROS 18.79 29.73 3041 1910 2659 1113 1879 22.75 8.71 18.63 21.57 6.63 18.63 21.57
CONS 45.97  39.46 7.06 4575 4199 1.97 4586 44.13 1.17 45.02 46.73 21 45.02 46.73
LOoC (n2=.04, Wilk’s 144  (n2=.05, 210  (n2=.04, 1.37  (n?=.05, Wilk’s 214  (n2=.01, 26
(df =5, 189) Lambda = .96) Wilk’s Wilk’s Lambda = .95) Wilk’s
Lambda = .95) Lambda = .97) Lambda = .99)
INTLOC 37.70  43.63 - 38.03 39.20 - 37.39 41.20 - 37.39 41.20 - 38.44 37.30
LOC-C 29.12  30.08 - 29.08 30.91 - 28.99 29.99 - 28.99 29.99 - 29.11 29.34
LOC-S 26.53 31.16 - 26.52 32.27 - 26.38 28.89 - 26.38 28.89 - 26.67 27.24
LOC-F 11.24 11.39 - 11.27 1091 - 11.36 10.75 - 11.36 10.75 - 11.30 1112
LOC-U 13.06 14.58 - 13.15 1341 - 13.15 13.24 - 13.15 13.24 - 1299 1354
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Table 2.31. Cont’d

DV To Be Respected To Be Accepted To Be Seen As Tough To Protect Myself Financial Gains
No Yes MF/UF No Yes MFE/UE No Yes MFE/UF No Yes ME/ No Yes  MEF/
UF UF
BPTI (n2=.05Wilk’s 172 (n2=.07, 2.18* (n2=.10, 3.48** (n2=.09, Wilk’s  3.04* (n2=.02, .69
(df =6, 188) Lambda = .95) Wilk’s Wilk’s Lambda = .91) * Wilk’s
Lambda = .94) Lambda = .90) Lambda = .98)
E 29.02  26.46 - 28.89 28.27 12 29.41 26.39 8.19 29.41 26.39 - 28.65 29.32
A 36.50 34.09 - 36.47 34.09 3.97 36.53 35.50 2.05 36.53 35.50 - 36.19 36.68
C 3398 3121 - 34.02 29091 6.15 3427 31.68 6.95 34.27 31.68 - 33.68 34.05
N 23.16  28.46 - 23.18 29.09 6.30 22,62 2747 12.36 22.62 27.47 - 23.20 24.25
@] 2481 23.86 - 24.86 22.73 2.76 2490 24.03 1.29 24.90 24.03 - 24.47 25.38
NV 9.93 12.11 - 9.93 12.44 4.55 972 11.61 7.41 9.72 11.61 - 9.94 10.39
PANAS (n?=.00, Wilk’s .23 (n2 = .00, .33 (n?=.03, 286 (n2=.01, Wilk’s A7 (n2=.05, 5.26*
(df=2,192) Lambda = .99) Wilk’s Wilk’s Lambda = .99) Wilk’s *
Lambda = .99) Lambda = .97) Lambda = .95)
PAS 3540 36.60 - 35.51 34.97 - 35.40 36.60 - 35.74 34.33 3520 36.11 .51
NAS 2546  26.81 - 2546 27.18 - 2546 26.81 - 25.58 25.45 24.33 28.37 10.48
WCI (n?=.06, Wilk’s  4.06** (2=.06, .98 (n2 = .06, 3.88** (n2=.02, Wilk’s 99  (n=.01, 49
(df =3, 188) Lambda = .94) Wilk’s Wilk’s Lambda = .99) Wilk’s
Lambda = .94) Lambda = .94) Lambda = .99)
PROBLEM 9443  88.92 2.94 94.25 91.93 - 9456 89.28 3.19 94.74 91.40 94.37 9351
EMOTION 65.35  71.42 2.38 65.42 75.20 - 65.33 69.72 1.47 65.72 65.61 65.06 67.25
INDIRECT 38.76  35.21 3.94 38.61 37.29 - 38.84 35.26 4.80 38.76 37.59 38.54 38.54

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001.
Note 1. MF = Multivariate F, UF = Univariate F, CTS-A = Criminal Thinking Scale-Assumptions, CTS-D = Criminal Thinking Scale-Defensive
Strategies, ENPO = Power Oriented Assumptions, CR = Injustice-Oriented Assumptions, CH = Cold-Heartedness, JU = Externalizing & Trivializing

Strategies, Pl = Self-victimization strategies, SOCS-C = Stages of Change Scale for Criminals, PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation,

ACTION = Action, MAINT = Maintenance, DBS-C = Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals, PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending,
LOC = Locus of Control, INT LOC = Internal Locus of Control, LOC-C = Belief in Chance, LOC-S = Insignificance of Struggle, LOC-F = Fatalism,
LOC-U = Belief in an Unfair World, BPTI = Basic Personality Traits Inventory, E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N =
Neuroticism, O = Openness to Experience, NV = Negative Valence, PANAS = Positive and Negative Affect Schedule, PAS = Positive Affect, NAS =
Negative Affect, WCI = Ways of Coping Inventory, PROBLEM = Problem Focused Coping, EMOTION = Emotion Focused Coping, INDIRECT =

Indirect Coping.

Note 2. For all Univariate F scores, df =1, 193



2.1.4.4.4.2. Negative Attributions
2.1.4.4.4.2.1. Frequency Analysis of Negative Attributions

Regarding negative attributions of offending, 60 % of the participants (n =
120) indicated “being sentenced”, 46.5 % of the participants (n = 93) indicated “to be
insulted”, 53.5 % of the participants (n = 107) indicated “being stigmatized as a
criminal”, 54.5 % of the participants (n = 109) indicated “rejection from
community”, and 66.5 % of the participants (n = 133) indicated “degradation” as
negative attributions of offending. Moreover, there were some qualitative answers
that reflected different cons of offending, such as “families suffering loss” (e.g.,
“break down in the family system”, “psychological problems of the children”,
“disappointment felt by the family members”, and “family name is stained”),
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“feeling of longing” (e.g., “being separated from the family”, “missing the family
members and friends”, “missing the spouse”), “material loss”, “spiritual loss” (e.g.,
“I will not be forgiven by the God”), “loss of time” (e.g., “squandering the most
valuable times”), “general feeling of loss” (e.g., “loss of everything positive” and
“loss of the people I love”), “being isolated from the society”, and “feelings of
shame”.
2.1.4.4.4.2.2. Group Comparisons with Negative Attributions

Similar to the analyses conducted for positive attributions, in order to make
group comparisons (i.e., participants reporting and not-reporting negative
attributions) according to demographic variables, a series of chi-square analyses were
conducted separately for each negative attribution. In order to demonstrate the
directions of the associations, Pearson’s Rs were also computed.

Summary of Chi-Square results are provided in Table 2.32. Accordingly,
“being sentenced” was found to be associated with unemployment, ¥ (1) = 6.45, p <
.01, r =-.19. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who were unemployed
was lower in the “being sentenced-yes” group (1.8%) as compared to the “being
sentenced-no” group (10.3%). “Being sentenced” was also found to be related to
history of suicide, ¥2 (1) =4.01, p < .05, r = -.15. Accordingly, the frequency of the
participants who had a history of suicide was lower in the “being sentenced-yes”
group (26.8%) as compared to the “being sentenced-no” group (41.2%). Regarding

“to be insulted”, a significant result was obtained in terms of unemployment, ¥ (1) =
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5.26, p < .05, r = -.17. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who were
unemployed was lower in the “being insulted-yes” group (1.1%) as compared to the
“being insulted-no” group (8.6%). Besides, a significant result was obtained in terms
of number of siblings, ¥* (1) =4.98, p < .05, r =.17. Accordingly, the frequency of
the participants who had more than two siblings was higher in the “being insulted-
yes” group (59%) as compared to the “being insulted-no” group (41.9%). Moreover,
a significant result was also obtained in terms of history of sexual crime, ¥* (1) =
5.41, p < .05, r =.17. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had a
history of sexual crime was higher in the “being insulted-yes” group (12.1%) as
compared to the “being insulted-no” group (3.1%).

“To be stigmatized” was found to be associated with education, ¥ (1) =3.82,
p <.05, r = -.14. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who were more
educated was lower in the “to be stigmatized-yes” group (51.4%) as compared to the
“to be stigmatized -no” group (65.5%). Moreover, a significant association was
observed with military status, ¥* (1) = 5.89, p <.05, r =.18. Accordingly, the
frequency of the participants who couldn’t begin or complete their military service
was higher in the “to be stigmatized -yes” group (34.4%) as compared to the “to be
stigmatized -no” group (17.9%). Likewise, being stigmatized was found to be related
to experience of living in the street, ¥ (1) = 7.28, p < .01, r =.20. Accordingly, the
frequency of the participants who had experience of living in the street was higher in
the “to be stigmatized -yes” group (44.4%) as compared to the “to be stigmatized -
no” group (25%). To be stigmatized was also found to be associated with history of
violent crime, ¥ (1) = 6.22, p < .01, r = -.18 and age at first offence, ¥*> (1) =5.64, p
<.05, r =-.19. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had a history of
violent crime was lower in the “to be stigmatized -yes” group (34.3%) as compared
to the “to be stigmatized -no” group (52.4%). However, the frequency of the
participants who offended at a younger age was higher in the “to be stigmatized -
yes” group (56.7%) as compared to the “to be stigmatized -no” group (37.7%).

In terms of “rejection from the community”, a significant association was
observed with unemployment, %2 (1) =7.79, p < .01, r =-.21. Accordingly, the
frequency of the participants who were unemployed was lower in the “rejection from

the community -yes” group (1%) as compared to the “rejection from the community -
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no” group (10.1%). Furthermore, a significant association was observed with number
of siblings, ¥* (1) = 8.22, p < .01, r =.22. Accordingly, the frequency of the
participants who had more than two siblings was higher in the “rejection from the
community -yes” group (59.8%) as compared to the “rejection from the community -
no” group (37.5%). “Rejection from the community” was also found to be associated
with experience of violence, y? (1) =3.77, p < .05, r =.15. Accordingly, the
frequency of the participants who experienced violence in their family during their
childhood was higher in the “rejection from the community -yes” group (44.6%) as
compared to the “rejection from the community -no” group (30.4%). Besides, a
significant association was observed with history of violent crime, ¥* (1) = 18.06, p <
.001, r = -.31 and history of illegal substance related crime, ¥* (1) =7.87,p<.01,r =
.21. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had a history of violent crime
was lower in the “rejection from the community -yes” group (29%) as compared to
the “rejection from the community -no” group (60%) On the other hand, the
frequency of the participants who had a history of illegal substance related crime was
higher in the “rejection from the community -yes” group (50%) as compared to the
“rejection from the community -no” group (29.6%).

Finally, regarding “degradation”, a significant association was observed with
unemployment, 2 (1) = 5.30, p < .05, r = -.17. Accordingly, the frequency of the
participants who were unemployed was lower in the “degradation -yes” group (2.5%)
as compared to the “degradation -no” group (10.5%). Moreover, a significant
association was observed with number of siblings, ¥* (1) = 13.48, p < .001, r = .28.
Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had more than two siblings was
higher in the “degradation -yes” group (59.5%) as compared to the “degradation -no”
group (28.8%). “Degradation” was also found to be associated with the order of
birth, y% (1) = 6.72, p < .01, r =.21. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants
who were the first or the second child was lower in the “degradation -yes” group
(40.7%) as compared to the “degradation -no” group (62.7%). Furthermore, a
significant association was observed with substance use, ¥* (1)=9.49,p< .01, r=-
.23. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had a history of illegal
substance use was lower in the “degradation-yes” group (32%) as compared to the

“degradation -no” group (56.1%). Finally, a significant association was observed
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with history of violent crime, %2 (1) = 14.03, p < -.28. Accordingly, the frequency of
the participants who had a history of violent crime was lower in the “degradation -

yes” group (32.8%) as compared to the “degradation -no” group (62.1%).
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Table 2.32. Summary of Chi-Square Results between Negative Attributions and Demographic Variables

DV Being sentenced To be insulted Being Stigmatized  Rejection from the Degradation
as a Criminal Community
X r X r X r X r X r
Age 1.00 -.08 1.35 -.08 2.13 -11 .34 .04 1.72 .10
Education .00 .00 .03 -01 3.82* -14 .28 -.04 1.41 -.09
Unemployment 6.45** 19 5.26* A7 1.90 .10 7.79%* 21 5.30* A7
Age of beginning to work .25 -.04 243 -12 1.42 -.09 .56 -.06 3.11 -14
Military status .04 .02 3.29 14 5.89* 18 .38 .05 1.34 .09
Number of siblings 1.13 -.08 4.98* A7 1.33 .09 8.22** 22 13.48*** .28
Order of birth 1.82 -11 .02 -01 2.88 -13 51 .06 6.72** 21
Alcohol usage problem .38 .05 2.94 13 .56 .06 .09 .02 .00 .00
Substance use .00 .00 .01 -01 23 .04 1.39 -.09 9.49** -.23
Separation from the family .09 -.02 .03 -.01 .03 .01 .00 .01 A7 -.03
Violence in the family 3.68 14 3.00 A3 3.06 A3 3.77* 15 .05 .02
Living in the street 1.92 .10 49 .05 7.28** .20 15 .03 .90 -.07
Suicide 4.01* -15 94 -.07 .33 .04 .02 .01 .28 -.04
Self-harm .03 .01 .00 .00 2.27 A1 .03 .01 1.84 -.10
Criminal history .28 -.04 .05 .02 29 .04 1.43 -.09 1.21 -.08
Age of first offence .00 .00 1.37 -.09 5.64* -.19 .56 -.06 .02 -01
Criminal history of family 1.62 -.10 .30 -.04 241 12 .04 -.02 .96 -.07
members
History of non-violent 1.87 .10 1.14 -.08 .01 -.01 .39 -.05 1.13 -.08
crime
History of violent crime a7 -.06 3.64 -14 6.22** -18  18.06*** -31 14.03*** -.28
History of sexual crime 45 .05 5.41* 17 3.09 13 .00 .00 .67 .06
History of illegal substance .75 .06 3.12 13 .90 .07 7.87** 21 1.66 .10
related crime
*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001.



Group comparisons via self-esteem, level of stress in the prison, and external
locus of control were investigated through a series of t-test analyses. As can be seen
in Table 2.33, t-test results did not provide any significant association between
negative attributions of offending and aforementioned variables.

Group comparisons via CTS-Assumptions, CTS-Defensive strategies, stages
of change, decisional balance, locus of control, basic personality traits, positive and
negative affect, and ways of coping were investigated through a series of MANOVA
(see Table 2.34). The results failed to provide a significant association in terms of
“being sentenced”, “to be insulted”, and “rejection from the community”. However,
in terms of “being stigmatized as a criminal”, MANOVA results yielded a significant
main effect for ways of coping, Multivariate F (3, 185) = 4.35, p <.01, n>= .07,
Wilk’s Lambda = .93. Univariate results with bonferroni correction further revealed a
significant result for indirect coping, F (1, 190) = 12.31, p < .016, indicating that
participants who reported “being stigmatized as a criminal” as a negative attribution
of offending (M = 39.79) reported more indirect coping as compared to the
participants who did not report “being stigmatized as a criminal” as a negative
attribution of offending (M = 36.61). Finally, in terms of “degradation”, MANOVA
results yielded a significant main effect for decisional balance, Multivariate F (2,
189) = 3.65, p < .05, n? = .04, Wilk’s Lambda = .96. Univariate results with
bonferroni correction further revealed a significant result for pros of offending, F (1,
190) = 7.23, p < .025, indicating that participants who reported “degradation” as a
negative attribution of offending (M = 18.49) reported less pros of offending as
compared to the participants who did not report “degradation” as a negative

attribution of offending (M = 21.52).
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Table 2.33. Summary of T-Test Results for Negative Attributions

DV Being sentenced To be insulted Being Stigmatized as a Rejection from the Degradation
Criminal Community
No Yes t No Yes t No Yes t No Yes t No Yes t
RSE  29.38 31.04 -220* 30.26 30.59 -.45 30.25 30.55 -.40 29.99 30.75 -1.01  30.36 30.45 -11
LEIP 8894 9593 -1.10 90.28 90.53 -1.01 89.91 96.01 -.98 91.21 94.91 -.59 98.60 90.65 1.19
LOC 152.7 152.6 .04 152.70  152.53 .05 150.79 154.07 -96 15184 15321 -40 15198 15291 -25
*p < .05, **p < .01, *** p < .001.

Note 1. RSE = Self-Esteem, LEIP = Level of Stress in Prisons, LOC = Locus of Control

Note 2. For all t scores, df = 190
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Table 2.34. Summary of MANOVA Results for Negative Attributions

DV Being sentenced To be insulted Being Stigmatized as a Rejection from the Degradation
Criminal Community
No Yes MEF/ No Yes ME/ No Yes MEF/ No Yes MEF/ No Yes  ME/
UF UF UF UF UF
CTS- (n2=.03, 162 (m*=.01,Wilk’s .21 (n*=.01,Wilk’s .57 (n2=.02, 142 (n?=.03, 2.20
ASSUMPTIONS (df  Wilk’s Lambda = .99) Lambda = .99) Wilk’s Wilk’s
=3, 188) Lambda = .98) Lambda = .98) Lambda = .97)
EN+PO 50.83 53.81 - 53.31 52.03 - 52.76  52.64 - 54.99 50.94 - 56.35 50.96 -
CR 33.60 36.02 - 3521 35.01 - 34.73 3541 - 35.47 34.84 - 36.01 34.71 -
CH 16.00 14.85 - 1547  15.08 - 15.86 14.82 - 1555 15.07 - 15.67 15.01 -
CTS-DEFENSES (df (n2=.03, 292 (n*=.01,Wilk’s .73 (n?=.02,Wilk’s 1.90 (n2=.01, 85  (n2=.03, 2.87
=2,192) Wilk’s Lambda = .99) Lambda = .98) Wilk’s Wilk’s
Lambda = .97) Lambda = .99) Lambda = .97)
JU 24.13 23.79 - 2426  23.56 - 23.00 24.64 - 2473  23.30 - 25.93 22.97 -
Pl 30.46 33.11 - 31.70 32.56 - 30.79  33.17 - 32.21  32.04 - 33.53 31.49 -
SOCs-C (n2=.03, 147 (*=.03,Wilk’s 125 (n*=.01,Wilk’s .68 (n2=.01, 24 (n2=.01, .56
(df =4, 190) Wilk’s Lambda = .97) Lambda = .99) Wilk’s Wilk’s
Lambda = .97) Lambda = .99) Lambda = .99)
PRECON 22,20 22.76 - 2248 22.62 - 2248  22.60 - 22,74 2241 - 23.11 22.30 -
CONT. 30.67 29.95 - 30.30 30.14 - 30.29  30.17 - 30.31 30.16 - 29.88 30.40 -
ACTION 31.80 31.18 - 3152 3130 - 31.39 3143 - 31.44 31.39 - 31.52 31.42 -
MAINT 24.76 25.78 - 24.73  26.11 - 24.79  25.88 - 25.12 25.61 - 25.04 25.56 -
DBS-C (n2=.01, 130 (n?=.00,Wilk’s .17 (n*=.01,Wilk’s .57 (n2=.02, 1.74  (n2=.04, 3.65*
(df=2,192) Wilk’s Lambda = 1.00) Lambda = .99) Wilk’s Wilk’s
Lambda = .99) Lambda = .98) Lambda = .96)
PROS 18.75 20.00 - 19.78  19.26 - 20.14  19.05 - 20.67 18.67 - 2152 1849 7.23
CONS 4462 46.00 - 45.67 45.29 - 4569 45.32 - 4521 45.69 - 4566 45.44 .03
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Table 2.34. Cont’d.

DV Being sentenced To be insulted Being Stigmatized as a Rejection from the Degradation
Criminal Community
No Yes ME/ No Yes ME/ No Yes MEF/ No Yes  MFE/ No Yes  MFE/
UF UF UF UF UF

LOC (n?=.02, J7  (n*=.03, Wilk’s Lambda 1.09 (n?=.01,Wilk’s .32 (n?=.03, 116 (n?=.06, 2.20
(df=5,189) Wilk’s =.97) Lambda = .99) Wilk’s Wilk’s

Lambda = .98) Lambda = .97) Lambda = .94)
INTLOC 38.91 37.60 - 38.44 37.72 - 38.61 37.68 - 40.26
LOC-C 28.91 29.41 - 28.72 29.75 - 28.86 29.51 - 29.32
LOC-S 27.63 26.42 - 27.44 26.26 - 26.25 27.36 - 27.56
LOC-F 11.18 11.26 - 11.21 11.25 - 11.14 11.30 - 11.22
LOC-U 13.60 12.89 - 13.31 12.99 - 12.68 13.54 - 13.46
BPTI (n?=.03, 1.09 (n2=.04, Wilk’s Lambda 1.24 (n2=.08, Wilk’s 2.54* (n>=.05, 175 (n?2=.05, 1.61
(df=6,188) Wilk’s =.96) Lambda = .92) Wilk’s Wilk’s

Lambda = .97) Lambda = .95) Lambda = .95)
E 29.57 28.43 - 29.88 27.77 - 30.03 2793 6.29 29.92 28.05 - 29.16 28.71 -
A 36.57 36.15 - 36.35 36.26 - 36.03 3653 .79 36.04 36.51 - 36.24 36.34 -
C 34.13 33.53 - 33.79 33.72 - 3386 2268 .05 3365 3384 - 3347 3384 -
N 2291 23.92 - 23.15 23.97 - 23.79 2335 .15 2347 23.60 - 25.20 22.79 -
@] 2442 2493 - 24.71 24.76 - 2432 2506 150 2439 25.00 - 24.33  24.95 -
NV 10.08 10.02 - 9.76 10.34 - 9.86 10.18 .34 10.26 9.88 - 10.63 9.76 -
PANAS (n2=.00, 01 (n*=.00, Wilk’s Lambda .21  (n2=.01, Wilk’s .49  (n2=.00, 33 (n2=.02, 1.70
(df=2,192) Wilk’s =1.00) Lambda = .99) Wilk’s Wilk’s

Lambda = Lambda = Lambda = .98)

1.00) 1.00)
PAS 35.31 35.50 - 35.81 35.04 - 34.78 3595 - 35.81 35.14 - 37.01 3481 -
NAS 25.42 25.53 - 25.61 25.37 - 2531 25.63 - 25.23 25.69 - 26.54 25.04 -

36.44
29.14
26.35
11.24
12.93
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Table 2.34. Cont’d.

WCI (n?=.00, 06 (n*=.01, Wilk’s Lambda .42 (n2=.07, Wilk’s 4.35* (n>=.01, 30 (n*=.01, .39
(df=3,188) Wilk’s =.99) Lambda = .93) * Wilk’s Wilk’s

Lambda = Lambda = .99) Lambda = .99)

1.00)
PROBLEM  93.98 94.08 - 94.66 93.40 - 93.69 9433 .15 93.40 94.53 - 92.94 94.70 -
EMOTION 66.03 65.31 - 65.82 65.32 - 6457 66.38 .79  64.67 66.25 - 64.62 65.94 -
INDIRECT 3856 38.27 - 38.17 38.59 - 36.61 39.79 1231 38.19 38.52 - 38.16 38.47 -

*p < .05, **p < .01, *** p < .00L1.

Note 1. MF = Multivariate F, UF = Univariate F, EN+PO = Power oriented assumptions, CR = Injustice-Oriented Assumptions, CH =
Cold-Heartedness, JU = Externalizing & Trivializing Strategies, Pl = Self-victimization strategies, SOCS-C = Stages of Change Scale for
Criminals, PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action, MAINT = Maintenance, DBS-C = Decisional
Balance Scale for Criminals, PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending, LOC = Locus of Control, INT LOC = Internal
Locus of Control, LOC-C = Belief in Chance, LOC-S = Insignificance of Struggle, LOC-F = Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an Unfair
World, BPTI = Basic Personality Traits Inventory, E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O =
Openness to Experience, NV = Negative Valence, PANAS = Positive and Negative Affect Schedule, PAS = Positive Affect, NAS =
Negative Affect, WCI = Ways of Coping Inventory, PROBLEM = Problem Focused Coping, EMOTION = Emotion Focused Coping,

INDIRECT = Indirect Coping.

Note 2. For all Univariate F scores, df = 1, 190



2.1.5. Discussion
2.1.5.1. Psychometric Properties of Criminal Thinking Scale

One of the aims of the present study was to evaluate the concept of criminal
thinking in terms of the suggested distinction between assumptions and defensive
strategies (Maruna & Mann, 2006). Initial attempt of principle components analysis
failed to separate these constructs, with defensive strategies being attached to the
associated assumptions. This is in fact an expected finding, taking into account the
assumption that the defensive strategies stem from associated beliefs and the
assumptions, though their mechanisms are different (Maruna & Mann, 2006).
Therefore, these constructs were treated as separate scales. In order to do this, items
of the subscales were re-examined as to whether they were representing more stable
thoughts (i.e., assumptions) related to the view of the self or the world or whether
they were representing relatively temporal thoughts (i.e., strategies) towards
defending the criminal activity. Accordingly, items that constituted for the
“Entitlement” (e.g., “Society owes you a better life”), “Power Orientation” (e.g., The
only way to protect yourself is to be ready to fight”), “Criminal Rationalization”
(e.g., Bankers, lawyers, and politicians get away with breaking the law everyday),
and “Cold-Heartedness” dimensions (e.g., You feel people are important to you —
recoded item) represented the “Assumptions Scale”, whereas items that constituted
for the “Justification” (e.g., When questioned about the motives for engaging in
crime, you justify your behavior by pointing out how hard your life has been) and the
“Personal Irresponsibility” dimensions (e.g., You are in prison now because you had
a run of bad luck) represented the “Defensive Strategies Scale”. It should be noted
that there were some items in the Assumptions Scale that were more representative
of the Defensive Strategies Scale or vice versa. However, the original factor structure
was maintained as much as possible. Yet, in order to clarify the distinction between
Assumptions and Defensive Strategies, labels of the factors were changed taking into
account the general meaning that their items implied. Accordingly, “Criminal
Rationalization” was labeled as “Injustice-Oriented Assumptions”, “Justification”
was labeled as “Externalizing and trivializing strategies”, and “Personal
Irresponsibility” was labeled as “Self-victimization strategies”. The labels of other

dimensions were kept as the same.
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Regarding the Assumption Scale, Entitlement and Power Orientation
dimensions were observed to be represented within the same factor, while Injustice-
Oriented Assumptions and Cold-Heartedness were represented separately. The
reason why entitlement and power orientation did not differentiate from each other
might be because of their common contribution to the narcissistic personality
characteristics that possess self-regulatory features to present a more powerful,
competent, and self-aggrandizing image (Rhodewalt & Peterson, 2009). Therefore
these factors were together labeled as “Power-Oriented Assumptions”.

The principle components analysis as well as the reliability analyses generally
revealed good psychometric properties for the Assumptions Scale. In terms of the
Power-Oriented Assumptions, the concurrent validity analyses revealed that the
dimension was basically associated with being younger (both at the time of data
collection and at the first criminal offence), history of living in the street, and a
deviant life style (i.e., substance use, history of non-violent crime). Besides, power-
oriented assumptions were found to be associated with the personality traits that are
commonly observed among people with narcissistic personality characteristics (i.e.,
low level of agreeableness, high level of neuroticism, and high level of negative
valence) (Rhodewalt & Peterson, 2009). Moreover, a positive association was
obtained with pros of offending, indicating a strong relationship between power-
oriented assumptions and positive view of criminality. In addition, power-oriented
assumptions were observed to be related to external locus of control (both total score
and sub-scales like belief in chance, insignificance of struggle, and belief in an unfair
world). Taking into account the notion that power-oriented individuals generally
strive for exercising control (Rhodewalt & Peterson, 2009), a lack of internal sense
of control might be related to a higher order core belief about powerlessness (e.g., |
don’t have enough power to control my environment). A negative correlation with
self-esteem is also supportive of this interpretation highlighting that individuals with
power-oriented assumptions might possess inflated positive self-evaluations that
reflect a fragile self-concept (Rhodewalt & Eddings, 2002). Therefore, power-
oriented assumptions might be reflecting an over-compensatory attitude towards
dealing with the core belief, which further justifies the powerlessness schema
(Rhodewalt & Peterson, 2009). In addition, power-oriented assumptions were
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observed to be associated with negative affect and emotion-focused coping
strategies, implying for lacking adaptive means of coping, which might also
contribute to criminality. Power-oriented assumptions were further found to be
positively associated with precontemplation and maintenance stages of change,
which will be discussed in detail in the next section (see Section 2.1.5.2).

Criterion validity findings further supported the positive relationship between
power-oriented assumptions and precontemplation, pros of offending, neuroticism,
locus of control, belief in an unfair world, and negative affect, as well as the negative
relationships with agreeableness and self-esteem. In addition, a negative relationship
between power-oriented assumptions and conscientiousness was observed, indicating
that participants with lower level of conscientiousness reported more power-oriented
assumptions. Moreover, power-oriented assumptions were found to differentiate the
low, medium, and high levels of negative valence, belief in chance, and
insignificance of struggle, indicating that these factors might be characteristic for the
individuals with power-oriented assumptions. As mentioned above, power-oriented
assumptions might be related to a higher order schema which implies powerlessness
and lack of control. Therefore, the relationship between negative valence and the
power-oriented assumptions might be indicative of a negative view of the self.
Besides, a general view of the self as powerless might be associated with a
hypervigilant perception of unsuccessful attempts (Rhodewalt & Peterson, 2009) and
therefore engaging more in external locus of control strategies for making causal
attributions (Furnham, 2009).

Regarding the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions, the concurrent validity
analyses revealed that the dimension was basically associated with substance use and
beginning to work at a younger age, suggesting that, participants having assumptions
of the world as unjust might have developed these assumptions during their work
experiences at relatively young ages. In addition, like power-oriented assumptions,
Injustice-Oriented Assumptions was also related to external locus of control (both
total score and sub-scales like belief in chance, insignificance of struggle, and belief
in an unfair world). It’s frequently articulated that a general belief in a just world is
associated with internal locus of control (Furnham & Procter, 1989). Therefore,

individuals who have an assumption that the world is unjust might be lacking a sense
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of control, implying that they commonly experience unfair treatment (i.e., belief in
an unfair world), whatever they do they can never be treated fairly (i.e.,
insignificance of struggle), and good things happen to them only by chance (i.e.,
belief in chance). Dalbert (2009) further suggested that a general belief in a just
world is positively associated with interpersonal trust. Therefore, it is reasonable to
assume that belief in injustice might be associated with a general view of others as
not-trustworthy. Besides, these individuals might have developed offending as a
strategy to administer justice and to feel a sense of control over the events. However,
it’s not known whether administering justice stem from a general or personal belief
in injustice. It should be noted that, unlike power-oriented assumptions, Injustice-
Oriented Assumptions was not related with any of the basic personality traits, which
might be because learning that the world is unjust might be a more common
experience whereas strategies to cope with these assumptions (e.g., administering
justice) might vary due to individual differences. In addition, Injustice-Oriented
Assumptions were observed to be positively associated with pros of offending and
precontemplation, indicating that individuals having these assumptions might view
offending as a way to achieve their goals and they might think that pro-social means
are useless. Attributing the problems to the external events (i.e., to the unjust world),
these individuals might not acknowledge that they have a problem to change. Lastly,
Injustice-Oriented Assumptions was found to be related to level of stress in prison. It
might be because, these individuals might be more hypervigilant to perceive the
negative events during imprisonment and they might have a greater tendency to
perceive the institutions associated with justice (e.g., prison service, court) as unfair
(Dalbert, 2009). Criterion validity findings further supported the positive relationship
between Injustice-Oriented Assumptions and precontemplation, belief in chance,
insignificance of struggle, belief in an unfair world, and level of stress in prison.

In terms of Cold-Heartedness, the concurrent validity analyses did not
provide any significant associations with the demographic variables. However, cold-
heartedness was found to be negatively associated with agreeableness and positively
associated with internal locus of control strategies. Furthermore, cold-heartedness
was observed to be either negatively associated with or unrelated to other
assumptions and defensive strategies, indicating that although it contributes
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positively to criminality, cold-heartedness has a different mechanism as compared to
other offence-supportive assumptions and defensive strategies. It is further
recommended in the literature that, internal locus of control might be associated with
avoidance from or repression of emotions (O’Leary et al., 1975). Hence, it is also
possible to suggest that, gaining a sense of control might motivate offenders for
desisting from criminality (Maruna, 2001), unless they have a high level of cold-
heartedness. Besides, Furnham (2009) noted that, internal locus of control might
occasionally be associated with a rugged individualism rather than being altruistic. In
parallel with these suggestions, cold-heartedness was found to be negatively
associated with contemplation and action, indicating that cold-heartedness is a
demotivating factor for engaging in behavior change, possibly because of its negative
association with cons of offending. Thus, participants with cold-heartedness might
have difficulty in acknowledging the negative aspects of offending, for instance how
offending gave harm to themselves or to the significant people around them.
Criterion validity findings further supported the negative relationship between cold-
heartedness and contemplation, action, agreeableness, and internal locus of control.
Besides, participants with high levels of pros of offending and low levels of
conscientiousness were observed to report more cold-heartedness, indicating that
these factors might be signaling a more rigid, psychopathic attitude.

In terms of the Defensive Strategies Scale, the principle components analysis
generally provided good psychometric properties. The internal consistency
coefficients were relatively low, but within the acceptable range. Regarding
Externalizing and Trivializing Strategies, the concurrent validity analyses revealed
that the dimension was basically associated with alcohol usage problems, substance
use, experience of violence in the family, history of living in the street, and history of
non-violent crime. These were expected relations since Externalizing and
Trivializing Strategies generally imply attributing the reason or negative
consequences of offending to intoxication or having had a tough life. It is also
possible that especially trivializing the negative consequences might have been
learned and normalized through aforementioned experiences. In addition,
externalizing and trivializing strategies were found to be related to the variables that

were previously reported to be associated with power-oriented assumptions (i.e.,
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neuroticism, negative valence, dimensions of external locus of control, negative
affect, emotion-focused coping, precontemplation, maintenance, pros of offending,
and self-esteem, all in the same directions). This might be because people with
power-oriented assumptions generally engage in externalizing and trivializing
strategies in order to make causal attributions for negative consequences, otherwise
they would encounter with the notion that they were unable to control and prevent
these negative consequences. As different from power-oriented assumptions,
externalizing and trivializing strategies were found to be associated with fatalism.
This finding is especially interesting taking into account that fatalism was also
associated with the self-victimization strategies, indicating that the offenders might
be utilizing from fatalistic coping strategies in order to deal with the negative
consequences of criminality (Maruna, 2001). Criterion validity findings generally
supported the aforementioned associations.

Lastly, in terms of the Self-victimization strategies , the concurrent validity
analyses revealed that the dimension was basically revealed similar associations with
that of Externalizing and Trivializing Strategies (i.e., neuroticism, all dimensions of
external locus of control, negative affect, emotion focused coping, precontemplation,
maintenance, and pros of offending). Taking into account that these strategies have a
defensive function, it is reasonable to assume that both strategies might be reflective
of the “defensive externality” (Rotter, 1975) which is generally prevalent in view of
negative consequences and outcome anxiety (Furnham, 2009). The positive
relationship between the Self-victimization strategies and positive affect (along with
negative affect) further indicates an anxiety state (Geng6z, 2002). Therefore,
therapeutic strategies aiming at revealing the anxiety and the negative affect (e.g.,
dramatic relief, Prochaska & Norcross, 2003) that lead to defensive strategies might
be useful for promoting motivation to change. Being different from Externalizing
and Trivializing Strategies, Self-victimization strategies was found to be related to
level of stress in prison, indicating that participants, who justified their criminal
behavior via stating that they were victimized, experienced more stress in prison.
Lastly, self-esteem tended to be positively associated with the Self-victimization

strategies. Taking into account the negative association between self-esteem and
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Externalizing and Trivializing Strategies, the direction of self-esteem might be
differentiating these two strategies.

Criterion validity findings further supported the aforementioned associations.
Besides, Self-victimization strategies was found to differentiate low, medium, and
high levels of precontemplation, general external locus of control, and insignificance
of struggle. This finding might reflect that participants who engage in Self-
victimization strategies might have a belief that their victimization experience was
out of their control and therefore they don’t have any problems to change.
Accordingly, self and environmental re-evaluation strategies (Prochaska & Norcross,
2003) might be useful for these individuals to gain awareness about their

victimization experiences.
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2.1.5.2. Psychometric Properties of Stages of Change Scale for Criminals

The principle components analysis as well as the reliability analyses generally
revealed good psychometric properties for the Stages of Change for Criminals Scale.
The internal consistency coefficient for Precontemplation was relatively low, but
within the acceptable range. As noted before, the instruction of the scale indicated
that “the problem to be changed” referred to any behavior that contributed to
“offending”. Although the instruction covered all of the dimensions, it is possible
that the items of Precontemplation were affected mostly from the rather complex
nature of the instruction. Therefore, participants might have had difficulty in figuring
out which behaviors were contributing to their offending, they might have believed
that they did not need to be changed, yet they might have thought that they needed
some help for the events that were out of their control but led to their offending.

In terms of Precontemplation, the concurrent validity analyses revealed that
the dimension was basically associated with all dimension of external locus of
control, indicating that participants high in Precontemplation tended to attribute the
negative consequences of offending to external events. Besides, this finding implies
that gaining a sense of control might contribute positively to the motivation to
change. Precontemplation was also found to be associated with emotion focused
coping and both of the defensive strategies, indicating that participants in this stage
might have difficulty in effectively coping with the negative consequences of
offending, and possibly with the feeling of diminished self-worth. Therefore, an
initial attempt to help these offenders to reveal the negative emotions associated with
the diminished self-worth and to effectively cope with the negative consequences of
offending might be a useful therapeutic strategy. The relation between
Precontemplation and both Power-Oriented Assumptions and Injustice-Oriented
Assumptions also supports that diminished self-worth might be intervening with the
process. These assumptions (as well as associated core beliefs) might be active
during Precontemplation Stage, making it more difficult for the participants to
engage in effective means of coping and demotivating them for change. Criterion
validity findings generally supported the aforementioned associations. Besides,
Precontemplation was observed to differentiate between low, medium, and high
levels of insignificance of struggle, indicating that this stage of change might be
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basically associated with a general feeling of helplessness and hopelessness.
Therefore, building a sense of hope via environmental re-evaluation strategies which
might promote some meaning in change might be useful during this process.
Regarding the contemplation and action stages, the concurrent validity
analyses yielded that these two stages of change shared some of the factors in
common. For instance, they were both associated with conscientiousness, indicating
that a high level of conscientiousness makes it easier for the participants to be
motivated for change and to engage in some action towards change. This is in line
with the literature claiming that increased responsibility is a critical factor for
offenders to desist (Farrall, 2011). Unexpectedly, however, both stages were
observed to be positively associated with external locus of control and fatalism, and
negatively associated with internal locus of control. Furthermore, they were both
negatively related to cold-heartedness. Taking into account the positive relationship
between internal locus of control and cold-heartedness, it is possible to suggest that
gaining a sense of control generally motivates offenders for desisting from
criminality (Maruna, 2001), unless they have a high level of cold-heartedness.
However, an important caveat should be kept in mind that, a sense of internal control
over the criminal behavior might be threatening for self-worth, which should be
handled in advance during the therapeutic interventions in these stages. In fact, the
positive relationship between both contemplation and action stages and fatalism
might be reflecting a fatalistic coping strategy to deal with the negative consequences
of offending. Contemplation and Action were further found to be associated with
positive affect and all dimensions of coping (i.e., problem-focused, emotion-focused,
and indirect), indicating that having some motivation for change leads offenders to
utilize from all means of coping. Therefore, in accordance with the self and
environmental re-evaluation strategies, it might be helpful for the participants to
learn problem-focused strategies for the controllable events, emotion-focused
strategies for the uncontrollable events, and utilize from social support (Goral,
Kesimci, & Gengoz, 2006). Besides, enhancing positive affect might be a useful
strategy for promoting motivation to change. Additionally, cons of offending
provided a negative relationship with contemplation, whereas it tended to be
positively associated with action, indicating that some positive changes occurs in
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cons of offending in between the contemplation and action stages. This is an
expected finding taking into account that contemplation stage is rather associated
with a decrease in pros of offending and action stage is when the cons of offending is
expected to outweigh the pros of offending (Velicer et al., 1985). Lastly,
insignificance of struggle was found to be positively associated with the Action
stage. This was an unexpected finding, taking into account that engaging in some
action for change boosters positive affect and a sense of hope (Fitzpatrick & Stalikas,
2008). However, because of imprisonment, offenders might not experience the
immediate positive consequences of their struggle to change. Therefore, practitioners
should take into account the impacts of imprisonment on the change process.
Criterion validity findings generally supported the aforementioned associations, with
a further notice on the positive relationship between extraversion and action. Thus,
extraversion might be a positive factor in motivating the participants to sustain their
motivation to change.

In terms of maintenance, the concurrent validity analyses revealed that the
dimension was negatively associated with education level and positively associated
with history of living in the street and self-harming behavior. Besides, it was
observed to be related to all dimensions of external locus of control and all defensive
strategies. Maintenance is generally referred to be as a positive stage, when the
individuals try to sustain the changes that they have made (Prochaska & Norcross,
2003). However, within the prison context, maintenance seems to imply a state of
hopelessness and a set-back towards previous stages. Risk factors such as low level
of education, history of living in the street and self-harming behavior might have
further contributed to the feelings of hopelessness. Therefore, participants in this
stage might be thinking that they have done everything to change, yet they did not
experience any positive outcome. As noted before, it is difficult for the offenders to
observe the immediate positive outcomes of their change process. Moreover,
outcomes of the change process is difficult to observe in such a controlled setting
like prison, especially when one considers the social context associated with
criminality (Lebel, Burnett, Maruna, & Bushway, 2008).Yet, it is important to figure
out the differences between precontemplation and maintenance stages for offenders.

For instance, as different from precontemplation, maintenance was found to be
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associated with both positive and negative affect, indicating a state of anxiety rather
than a state of helplessness (Geng6z, 2002). Therefore, dealing with the anxious state
and building hope might be useful strategies for sustaining the change process.
Moreover, the anxious state might be associated with an anxiety to draw back. Thus,
relapse prevention strategies as well as educating the offenders about the spiral
process of change (e.g. that relapse is inevitable and in fact useful for more
prolonged periods of desistance, Prochaska & Norcross, 2003) might be useful
therapeutic strategies during this process. Another difference between
precontemplation and maintenance was the operation of assumptions. Specifically,
maintenance was only found to be associated with Power-Oriented Assumptions,
which extinguished in the criterion validity analyses. Therefore, it is possible that
assumptions mainly operate during precontemplation. The power-oriented
assumptions might be re-activated, yet it does not characterize the maintenance stage.
2.1.5.3. Psychometric Properties of Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals

The principle components analysis as well as the reliability analyses generally
revealed good psychometric properties for the Decisional Balance Scale for
Criminals. Regarding pros of offending, the concurrent validity analyses basically
revealed associations with problems in alcohol usage, substance use, history of living
in the street, and history of non-violent and violent crime. These findings might
indicate that a criminal and/or deviant life style leads the person to perceive
offending as more advantageous. Furthermore, pros of offending was found to be
negatively related to extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness, whereas it
was observed to be positively related to neuroticism and negative valence. Therefore,
personality traits might have a bolstering role in perception of offending as more
advantageous. It should be noted that, the dimension was measured in the prison
environment, when the negative consequences of offending is experienced the most.
Thus, participants generally tend to report more cons of offending in the prison
environment (see Table 2.5.), indicating that their perception of the advantages and
disadvantages of offending must be different during the initiation of crime. However,
presentation of pros of offending despite the effects of imprisonment might be
reflective of a more rigid pattern of criminality. Pros of offending was also found to

be associated with offence-supportive assumptions (except cold-heartedness) and
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offence-supportive defensive strategies, implying that the assumptions (and
associated core-beliefs) might be more salient for the participants high in pros of
offending and they might also have a greater need to defend themselves. Besides,
pros of offending was observed to be positively associated with insignificance of
struggle and belief in an unfair world, which might further support the operation of
assumptions for these participants. Finally, pros of offending was found to be
positively associated with negative affect and negatively associated with problem-
focused coping, indicating that participants who perceive offending as advantageous
despite they experienced the negative consequences, might have more difficulty in
coping with their negative emotions. It’s also possible that these participants might
have pursued some goals via antisocial means. Therefore, they might be experiencing
that they have failed in achieving their goals, yet they might not know about other
(more pro-social) means of achieving their goals. Therefore, elaborating more on
pro-social means of achieving these goals in accordance with raising awareness
about the cons of offending might be a useful strategy for these participants. It’s
further suggested in the literature that, for a person to be motivated for change,
realizing the negative aspects of a problem behavior would not be adequate enough
per se, but the person should also acknowledge that the problem behavior is not an
effective strategy to achieve certain goals (Levesque, 1999). Criterion validity
findings generally supported the aforementioned associations.

Velicer and colleagues (1985) suggested that pros and cons are not merely
opposite concepts and they are associated with different variables. Supporting this
suggestion, the findings of the present study revealed that the only commonality
between pros and cons of offending were conscientiousness and negative valence,
yielding associations in the opposite directions for pros and cons of offending.
Otherwise, regarding cons of offending, the concurrent validity analyses basically
revealed negative associations with internal locus of control and cold-heartedness. As
indicated before, imprisonment is the context when offenders experience the negative
consequences of offending the most. However, as discussed previously, cold-
heartedness (and associated internal locus of control) might prevent people from
realizing these negative consequences, notably the ones that had a negative impact on
significant others. Cons of offending was also negatively associated with
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contemplation. As stated before, contemplation stage is rather associated with a
decrease in pros of offending and cons of offending is expected to increase during
subsequent stages of change (Velicer et al., 1985). This assumption is supported by
the criterion validity analyses, indicating a positive association between cons of
offending and both the stages of action and maintenance.

2.1.5.4. Positive and Negative Attributions Related to Offending

As it was the case for the decisional balance scale, participants reported
relatively less positive attributions and more negative attributions for offending. As
indicated before, this is possibly because of imprisonment, when the negative
consequences of offending is experienced the most. Regarding the positive
attributions, “financial gains” was the most frequently reported, indicating that
offending for financial gains might be still viewed as acceptable despite the
imprisonment experience. Besides, it was found to be associated with a variety of
factors; therefore it might be a shared experience underlying most of the motivations
for offending. Yet, it should be kept in mind that financial motivations might be
related to extremely low socio-economic conditions, a goal to be self-sufficient
within a short period of time, protection of the family members, gaining high
amounts of money in a short period of time, and/or buying illegal substance. It’s also
possible that financial gains as a pros of offending might be learned during various
social interactions (for instance, previous criminal experiences). Findings of the
present study further suggested that, “financial gains” was associated with power-
oriented assumptions, indicating that gaining money is also a means to gain power
and status (Barry, 2006). Furthermore, it was found to be related to the level of stress
in prison and negative affect, indicating that the financial detriments experienced
during imprisonment might be more salient for the participants who offended
because of economic reasons.

“To be seen as tough” was another positive attribution that was found to be
associated with a variety of factors. Similarly, it might have been learned during
various social interactions (e.g., during history of violence, experience of living in
the street, previous criminal experiences, and/or offending in the young age).
Besides, it was found to be related to history of suicide and self-harming behavior.

Therefore, engaging in criminality in order to be “seen as tough” might be indicative
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of another underlying psychopathology. It should be further investigated whether
there is a commonality between motivation to harm one’s self and motivation to
offend. Being seen as tough was also found to be negatively associated with self-
esteem and positively associated with power-oriented assumptions as well as with
defensive strategies, indicating that motivations related to power might be highly
salient to the offenders and might have been normalized.

Being respected and being accepted were other positive attributions that
found to be related to power-oriented assumptions. Therefore, power-oriented
motivations for offending might include economic power (i.e., financial gains),
physical power (e.g., to be seen as tough), and social power (e.g., being respected
and accepted). On the other hand, “to protect myself” was found to be unrelated to
power-oriented assumptions, indicating that motivations that are related to security-
oriented assumptions might convey different mechanisms. In fact “to protect myself”
was found to be negatively associated with extraversion and positively associated
with neuroticism and negative valence. It should be noted that the criminal thinking
scale includes items related to power-oriented and justice-oriented assumptions, but
lacks information regarding security-oriented assumption. Therefore, in the further
studies, security-oriented assumptions should be taken into account as well.

The scope of the present study was limited with general offending behavior;
therefore participants from various criminal backgrounds were included in the study.
Comparisons regarding the type of offence was made taking into account the “non-
violent, violent, sexual, and illegal substance related crimes” distinction. Within this
framework, it was not possible to figure out specific motivations for each offence
category. However, it’s possible to indicate that history of non-violent crime was
associated with most of the power-related positive attributions. History of violent
crime was basically found to be associated with “to protect myseltf”. However,
history of illegal substance related offences was also related to “to protect myself”
aside from financial gains. Lastly, history of sexual offence did not provide any
relation with the inclined positive attributions, with an only exception that it was
found to be negatively associated with financial gains.

Regarding negative attributions, most of the items (i.e., being sentenced,
being insulted, rejection from the community, and degradation) were found to be
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associated with unemployment. This was a rather unexpected finding taking into
account that in practice offenders commonly report that they fear of being
unemployed after release, because of being stigmatized. However, being unemployed
before imprisonment was not found to be associated with being stigmatized. This is
possibly because participants who were unemployed before imprisonment might be
experiencing the negative consequences of offending more frequently. Therefore,
employment might be serving as a protective factor for re-building the losses after
release. Another interesting finding was related to the number of siblings, which was
observed to be associated with “being insulted”, “rejection from the community”,
and “degradation”. Besides, degradation was also found to be related to the order of
birth, with participants having older siblings fearing more from being degraded than
their counterparts. Putting it together, these findings possibly suggest that family ties
might be a facilitating factor in anticipation of the negative consequences of
offending behavior. However, the nature of these family ties and its contribution to
the positive and negative perception of offending should be further investigated.
Lastly, in terms of the type of offences, history of sexual offence was found to be
particularly associated with being insulted. On the other hand, participants who had a
history of violent offence reported “being stigmatized”, “rejection from the
community”, and “degradation” less frequently. This might be because of relatively
longer sentences that violent offenders receive. Therefore, they might not be

anticipating any consequences that will affect their life after release.
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2.2. STUDY 1.B: HYPOTHESIS TESTING
2.2.1. Introduction

It’s controversial in the literature whether defensive strategies are adaptive or
maladaptive (Vincze, Roth, & Dégi, 2012). In general, there seems to be a consensus
relating that defensive strategies serve to maintain existing schemas and negative
attitudes (Vincze et al., 2012; Young et al., 2003). However, the self-affirmative
function of defensive strategies which are utilized to relieve dissonance is also
widely accepted (Holland et al., 2002; O’Leary, Donovan, & Hague, 1975). In
parallel with the suggestions of Maruna and Mann (2006), defensive strategies that
stem from criminal thinking, though offence-supportive, might have important
functions for relieving distress. Therefore, understanding the associates and roles of
defensive strategies will enhance our understanding about the obstacles that are faced
during intervention programs. Within this respect, locus of control is assumed to
provide a great deal of information, taking into account its close association with
defensive strategies (Furnham, 2009; O’Leary et al., 1975; Zitn)'/ & Halama, 2011).
2.2.2. Aim of the Study

The purpose of the present study is to investigate associated factors with
criminal thinking (i.e., assumptions and defensive strategies), decisional balance (i.e.,
pros and cons of offending), and stages of change (i.e., precontemplation,
contemplation, action, and maintenance). It is also aimed to investigate the mediator
role of locus of control between offence-supportive assumptions and motivation to
change. The final purpose of the present study is to depict the moderator role of
defensive strategies, both in terms of the relationship between assumptions and
motivation to change and regarding the relationship between decisional balance and
motivation to change.
2.2.3. Method

The method of the present study (i.e., participants, measures, and procedure)
is the same as that of Study I.A. (For the method, see Section 2.1.2).
2.2.4. Results

In order to investigate the associated factors with criminal thinking-
assumptions (i.e., EN+PO, CR, CH), criminal thinking-defensive strategies (i.e., JU,

P1), decisional balance (i.e., pros and cons of offending), and motivation to change

168



(i.e., precontemplation, contemplation, action, and maintenance) a series of
hierarchical regression analyses were employed with the stepwise method. In the first
step, critical demographic variables (those having a zero-order correlation coefficient
of at least .20 with the dependent variable) were entered in order to control for the
variance accounted for by these control variables. Secondly, personality measures
(i.e., basic personality traits) were entered. Dimensions of locus of control were
entered in the third step (i.e., internal locus of control, belief in chance,
insignificance of struggle, fatalism, and belief in an unfair world). Self-esteem was
entered in the next step. Afterwards, cognitive variables were entered (i.e., decisional
balance and/or beliefs). Affective variables (i.e., positive affect, negative affect, level
of stress in the prison) were entered in the next step. Finally, coping variables (i.e.,
ways of coping) and defensive strategies (i.e., JU, PI) were entered in the last step.

In order to further investigate the mediator role of locus of control in the
development of defensive strategies, mediated regression equations were formulated
where CTS-Assumptions served as independent variables, dimensions of locus of
control (i.e., internal locus of control, belief in chance, insignificance of struggle,
fatalism, and belief in an unfair world) served as mediator variables, and CTS-
Defensive Strategies were dependent variables. Besides, a similar mediated
regression equation was formulated where factors of decisional balance (i.e., pros
and cons of offending) were independent variables, dimensions of locus of control
(i.e., internal locus of control, belief in chance, insignificance of struggle, fatalism,
and belief in an unfair world) served as mediator variables, and CTS-Defensive
Strategies were dependent variables.

Furthermore, the moderator role of defensive strategies in explaining
motivation to change were investigated through a series of moderated regression
analyses, where factors of CTS-Assumptions served as independent variables, factors
of defensive strategies served as moderator variables, and dimensions of stages of
change (i.e., precontemplation, contemplation, action, and maintenance) served as
dependent variables. Finally, a similar moderated regression equation was
formulated, where factors of decisional balance (i.e., pros and cons of offending)

were independent variables, factors of defensive strategies served as moderator
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variables, and dimensions of stages of change (i.e., precontemplation, contemplation,
action, and maintenance) served as dependent variables.
2.2.4.1. Factors Associated with Criminal Thinking-Assumptions

Among the control measures, power oriented assumptions (i.e., EN+PO) was
found to be significantly associated with age, substance use, experience of living in
the street, age at first offence, and history of non-violent crime (see Section
2.1.4.2.3.1). As can be followed from Table 2.35.A, among the control variables
initially history of non-violent crime entered into the equation, and explained 9 % of
the variance, F (1, 153) = 15.87, p < .001. A significant positive association was
obtained between history of non-violent crime and power oriented assumptions (pr =
31, B=.31,1[153]=3.98, p <.001), indicating that participants with history of non-
violent crime reported more power oriented assumptions. Following history of non-
violent crime, age at first offence entered into the equation and the explained
variance increased to 14%, Fchange (1, 152) = 8.66, p < .01. A significant negative
association was observed between age at first offence and power oriented
assumptions (pr = -.22, B =-.23, t[152] = -2.94, p < .01), indicating that after
controlling for the variance accounted for by history of non-violent crime,
participants who conducted their first offences at a younger age reported more power
oriented assumptions. Among the personality measures, negative valence entered
into the equation, and the explained variance increased to 22%, Fchange (1, 151) =
14.24, p < .001. A significant positive association was observed between negative
valence and power oriented assumptions (pr=.27, p = .28, t[151] = 3.77, p < .001),
indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by history of non-
violent crime and age at first offence, participants with higher levels of negative
valence tended to report more power oriented assumptions. Besides, neuroticism
entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased to 24%, Fchange (1,
150) =5.41, p <.05. A significant positive association was observed between
neuroticism and power oriented assumptions (pr=.17, B = .18, t[150] =2.33,p <
.05), indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by history of non-
violent crime, age at first offence, and negative valence, participants with higher
levels of neuroticism tended to report more power oriented assumptions. In terms of

locus of control, only insignificance of struggle entered into the equation, and the
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explained variance increased to 32%, Fchange (1, 149) = 17.09, p <.001. A
significant positive association was observed between insignificance of struggle and
power oriented assumptions (pr = .28, B =.30, t[149] =4.13, p <.001), indicating
that after controlling for the variance accounted for by history of non-violent crime,
age at first offence, negative valence, and neuroticism, participants with higher levels
of insignificance of struggle tended to report more power oriented assumptions.
Finally, pros of offending entered into the equation, and the explained variance
increased to 45%, Fchange (1, 148) = 35.76, p <.001. A significant positive
association was observed between pros of offending and power oriented assumptions
(pr=.36, p=.40, t[148] = 5.98, p < .001), indicating that after controlling for the
variance accounted for by history of non-violent crime, age at first offence, negative
valence, neuroticism, and insignificance of struggle, participants with higher levels
of pros of offending tended to report more power oriented assumptions. The stepwise
regression equation did not provide significant associations with self-esteem,
affective measures, and coping measures in terms of power oriented assumptions.
Injustice-Oriented Assumptions (i.e., CR) was found to be associated with
age of beginning to work and substance use (see Section 2.1.4.2.3.1), therefore these
variables were entered in the first step. As can be followed from Table 2.35.B,
among the control variables initially age of beginning to work entered into the
equation, and explained 6% of the variance, F (1, 166) = 9.76, p < .01. A significant
negative association was obtained between age of beginning to work and the
Injustice-Oriented Assumptions (pr = -.24, B =-.24, 1[166] = -3.12, p < .01),
indicating that participants who began working at a younger age reported more
Injustice-Oriented Assumptions. Following age of beginning to work, substance use
entered into the equation and the explained variance increased to 8%, Fchange (1,
165) = 4.74, p < .05. A significant positive association was observed between
substance use and the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions (pr=.16, = .17, t[165] =
2.18, p <.05), indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by age
of beginning to work, participants who reported substance use also reported more
Injustice-Oriented Assumptions. In terms of locus of control, only belief in an unfair
world entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased to 14%,
Fchange (1, 164) = 10.32, p < .01. A significant positive association was observed
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between belief in an unfair world and the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions (pr = .23,
= .24, 1[164] = 3.21, p < .01), indicating that after controlling for the variance
accounted for by age of beginning to work and substance use, participants with
higher levels of belief in an unfair world tended to report more Injustice-Oriented
Assumptions. Furthermore, level of stress in prison entered into the equation, and the
explained variance increased to 17%, Fchange (1, 163) = 6.00, p <.05. A significant
positive association was observed between level of stress in prison and the Injustice-
Oriented Assumptions (pr = .18, p=.19, t[163] = 2.45, p < .05), indicating that after
controlling for the variance accounted for by age of beginning to work, substance
use, and belief in an unfair world, participants with higher levels of stress in prison
tended to report more Injustice-Oriented Assumptions. Finally, indirect coping
entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased to 19%, Fchange (1,
162) = 5.46, p < .05. A significant negative association was observed between
indirect coping and the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions (pr =-.17, p =-.17, t[162] = -
2.34, p < .05), indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by age
of beginning to work, substance use, belief in an unfair world, and level of stress in
prison, participants with lower levels of indirect coping tended to report more
Injustice-Oriented Assumptions. The stepwise regression equation did not provide
significant associations with basic personality traits, self-esteem, and decisional
balance measures in terms of the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions.

Cold-heartedness (CH) was not found to be associated with any of the
demographic variables (see Section 2.1.4.2.3.1), therefore personality measures were
entered in the first step. As can be followed from Table 2.35.C, initially
agreeableness entered into the equation, and explained 7% of the variance, F (1, 195)
= 13.55, p < .001. A significant negative association was obtained between
agreeableness and cold-heartedness (pr = -.26, p = -.26, t[195] = -3.68, p < .001),
indicating that participants with lower levels of agreeableness reported more cold-
heartedness. Following agreeableness, conscientiousness entered into the equation
and the explained variance increased to 9%, Fchange (1, 194) = 6.30, p <.01. A
significant negative association was observed between conscientiousness and cold-
heartedness (pr =-.17, p = -.18, {[194] = -2.51, p < .01), indicating that after
controlling for the variance accounted for by agreeableness, participants with lower
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levels of conscientiousness reported more cold-heartedness. The stepwise regression
equation did not provide significant associations with locus of control, self-esteem,

decisional balance, affective measures, and cognitive measures in terms of cold-

heartedness.
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Table 2.35.Factors Associated with Criminal Thinking-Assumptions

v df Fchange P t pr R?

A.EN+PO

1.Control Measures
History of Non-Violent 1,153 1587*** 31 398 .31 .09

Crime

Age at first offence 1,152 8.66** -23 -294 -22 .14
2.Personality Measures

Negative Valence 1,151 14.24*** 28 377 271 22

Neuroticism 1,150 5.41* A8 233 17 .24

3.Locus of Control
Insignificance of Struggle 1,149  17.09*** 30 413 .28 .32
4.Self-Esteem
5.Decisional Balance
Pros of Offending 1,148 35.76*** 40 598 .36 .45
6.Affective Measures
7.Coping Measures

B.CR

1.Control Measures
Age of Beginning to Work 1, 166 9.76** -24 -312 -24 .06
Substance use 1,165 4.74* A7 2.18 16 .08
2.Personality Measures
3.Locus of Control
Belief in an Unfair World 1,164 10.32** 24 3.21 23 .14
4.Self-Esteem
5.Decisional Balance
6.Affective Measures
Level of Stress in Prison 1,163 6.00* 19 2.45 A8 .17
7.Coping Measures
Indirect Coping 1,162 5.46* -17  -234 -17 19

C.CH

1.Control Measures

2.Personality Measures
Agreeableness 1,195 13.55*** -26 -3.68 -26 .07
Conscientiousness 1,194 6.30** -18 -251 -17 .09

3.Locus of Control

4.Self-Esteem

5.Decisional Balance

6.Affective Measures

7.Coping Measures

**p <.01, ***p <.001.
Note. EN+PO = Power oriented assumptions, CR = Injustice-Oriented Assumptions,
CH = Cold-Heartedness.
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2.2.4.2. Factors Associated with Criminal Thinking-Defensive Strategies
Externalizing and trivializing strategies (i.e., JU) was found to be associated
with alcohol usage problems, substance use, experience of violence in the family,
history of living in the street, and history of non-violent crime (see Section
2.1.4.2.3.1), therefore these variables were entered in the first step. As can be
followed from Table 2.36.A, among the control variables initially history of living in
the street entered into the equation, and explained 11% of the variance, F (1, 174) =
21.46, p <.001. A significant positive association was obtained between history of
living in the street and externalizing and trivializing strategies (pr = .33, B = .33,
t[174] = 4.63, p < .001), indicating that participants with a history of living in the
street reported more externalizing and trivializing strategies. Following history of
living in the street, substance use entered into the equation and the explained
variance increased to 13%, Fchange (1, 173) = 4.08, p <.05. A significant positive
association was observed between substance use and externalizing and trivializing
strategies (pr = .14, = .16, t[173] = 2.02, p < .05), indicating that after controlling
for the variance accounted for by history of living in the street, participants who
reported substance use also reported more externalizing and trivializing strategies.
Regarding basic personality traits, only negative valence entered into the equation,
and the explained variance increased to 20%, Fchange (1, 172) = 15.14, p <.001. A
significant positive association was observed between negative valence and
externalizing and trivializing strategies (pr = .27, p = .27, t[172] = 3.89, p < .001),
indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by history of living in
the street and substance use, participants with higher levels of negative valence
tended to report more externalizing and trivializing strategies. In terms of locus of
control, only belief in an unfair world entered into the equation, and the explained
variance increased to 25%, Fchange (1, 171) = 12.33, p < .001. A significant positive
association was observed between belief in an unfair world and externalizing and
trivializing strategies (pr = .23, p = .24, t[171] = 3.51, p < .001), indicating that after
controlling for the variance accounted for by history of living in the street, substance
use, and negative valence, participants with higher levels of belief in an unfair world
tended to report more externalizing and trivializing strategies. Finally, power-
oriented assumptions entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased

175



to 48%, Fchange (1, 170) = 71.29, p <.001. A significant positive association was
observed between power-oriented assumptions and externalizing and trivializing
strategies (pr = .47, p = .54, t[170] = 8.44, p < .001), indicating that after controlling
for the variance accounted for by history of living in the street, substance use,
negative valence, and belief in an unfair world, participants with higher levels of
power-oriented assumptions tended to report more externalizing and trivializing
strategies. The stepwise regression equation did not provide significant associations
with self-esteem, decisional balance, affective measures, and coping measures in
terms of externalizing and trivializing strategies.

Self-victimization strategies (i.e., PI) was not found to be associated with any
of the demographic variables (see Section 2.1.4.2.3.1), therefore personality
measures were entered in the first step. As can be followed from Table 2.36.B,
initially neuroticism entered into the equation, and explained 4% of the variance, F
(1, 195) = 8.87, p < .01. A significant positive association was obtained between
neuroticism and Self-victimization strategies (pr = .21, p=.21,t[195] =2.98, p <
.01), indicating that participants with higher levels of neuroticism reported more
Self-victimization strategies . Following neuroticism, openness to experience entered
into the equation and the explained variance increased to 7%, Fchange (1, 194) =
5.75, p < .05. A significant positive association was observed between openness to
experience and Self-victimization strategies (pr=.17,p=.17,t[194] =2.40,p <
.05), indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by neuroticism,
participants with higher levels of openness to experience reported more Self-
victimization strategies . In terms of locus of control, only insignificance of struggle
entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased to 19%, Fchange (1,
193) = 27.44, p < .001. A significant positive association was observed between
insignificance of struggle and Self-victimization strategies (pr=.34, B = .35, t[193]
=5.24, p <.001), indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by
neuroticism and openness to experience, participants with higher levels of
insignificance of struggle tended to report more Self-victimization strategies . In
addition, self-esteem entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased
to 21%, Fchange (1, 192) = 5.54, p < .05. A significant positive association was
observed between self-esteem and Self-victimization strategies (pr=.15,p=.17,
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t[192] = 2.35, p < .05), indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for
by neuroticism, openness to experience, and insignificance of struggle, participants
with higher self-esteem tended to report more Self-victimization strategies .
Regarding CTS-Assumptions, power-oriented assumptions entered into the equation,
and the explained variance increased to 45%, Fchange (1, 191) = 84.37, p <.001. A
significant positive association was observed between power-oriented assumptions
and Self-victimization strategies (pr=.49, p=.51,t191]=9.19, p <.001),
indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by neuroticism,
openness to experience, insignificance of struggle, and self-esteem, participants with
higher levels of power-oriented assumptions tended to report more Self-victimization
strategies . Moreover, Injustice-Oriented Assumptions entered into the equation, and
the explained variance increased to 53%, Fchange (1, 190) = 29.18, p <.001. A
significant positive association was observed between the Injustice-Oriented
Assumptions and Self-victimization strategies (pr=.27, B =.32,t[190] =5.40, p <
.001), indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by neuroticism,
openness to experience, insignificance of struggle, self-esteem, and power-oriented
assumptions, participants with higher levels of the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions
tended to report more Self-victimization strategies . Furthermore, cold-heartedness
entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased to 55%, Fchange (1,
189) = 9.13, p < .01. A significant negative association was observed between cold-
heartedness and Self-victimization strategies (pr =-.15, p =-.15, t{[189] = 3.02, p <
.01), indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by neuroticism,
openness to experience, insignificance of struggle, self-esteem, power-oriented
assumptions, and the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions, participants with higher levels
of cold-heartedness tended to report less Self-victimization strategies . Taking into
account affective measures, negative affect entered into the equation, and the
explained variance increased to 56%, Fchange (1, 188) = 5.53, p < .05. A significant
positive association was observed between negative affect and Self-victimization
strategies (pr=.11, B =.14, t[188] =2.35, p <.05), indicating that after controlling
for the variance accounted for by neuroticism, openness to experience, insignificance
of struggle, self-esteem, power-oriented assumptions, Injustice-Oriented
Assumptions, and cold-heartedness, participants with higher levels of negative affect
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tended to report more Self-victimization strategies . Finally, emotion-foucsed coping
entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased to 59%, Fchange (1,
187) = 13.05, p <.001. A significant positive association was observed between
emotion-focused coping and Self-victimization strategies (pr=.17,=.21,t[187] =
3.61, p <.001), indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by
neuroticism, openness to experience, insignificance of struggle, self-esteem, power-
oriented assumptions, Injustice-Oriented Assumptions, cold-heartedness, and
negative affect, participants with higher levels of emotion-focused coping tended to
report more Self-victimization strategies . The stepwise regression equation did not
provide significant associations with decisional balance in terms of Self-

victimization strategies.
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Table 2.36. Factors Associated with Criminal Thinking-Defensive Strategies

v df Fchange B t pr R?
AJU
1.Control Measures
History of Living in 1,174 21.46*** .33 463 .33 11
the Street
Substance use 1,173 4.08* 16 2.02 14 13
2.Personality Measures
Negative Valence 1,172 15.14*** 27 389 .27 .20
3.Locus of Control
Belief in an Unfair 1,171 12.33*** 24 351 .23 .25
World
4.Self-Esteem
5.CTS-Assumptions
Power oriented 1,170 71.29*** b4 844 47 48
assumptions
6.Decisional Balance
7.Affective Measures
8.Coping Measures
B.PI
1.Control Measures
2.Personality Measures
Neuroticism 1,195  8.87** 21 298 21 .04
Openness to 1,194 5.75* A7 2.40 A7 .07
Experience
3.Locus of Control
Insignificance of 1,193 27.44*** 35 524 .34 .19
struggle
4.Self-Esteem 1,192 5.54* A7 235 .15 .21
5.CTS-Assumptions
Power oriented 1,191 84.37*** 51 919 49 45
assumptions
Injustice-Oriented 1,190 29.18*** .32 540 .27 53
Assumptions
Cold-Heartedness 1,189 9.13** -15  -3.02 -15 55
6.Decisional Balance
7.Affective Measures
Negative Affect 1,188 5.53* 14 235 .11 .56
8.Coping Measures
Emotion-Focused 1,187 13.05*** 21 361 .17 .59

Coping

**p < 01, ***p < .00L.

Note. JU = Externalizing and trivializing strategies, Pl = Self-victimization

strategies.
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2.2.4.3. Factors Associated with Decisional Balance

Pros of offending was found to be significantly associated with alcohol usage
problems, substance use, history of living in the street, history of non-violent crime,
and history of violent crime (see Section 2.1.4.4.3.1). As can be followed from Table
2.37.A, among the control variables initially living in the street entered into the
equation, and explained 7% of the variance, F (1, 174) = 13.62, p <.001. A
significant positive association was obtained between experience of living in the
street and pros of offending (pr = .27, p = .27, t[174] = 3.69, p < .001), indicating
that participants with a history of living in the street reported more pros of offending.
Following experience of living in the street, substance use entered into the equation,
and the explained variance increased to 10%, Fchange (1, 173) = 4.78, p < .05.A
significant positive association was obtained between substance use and pros of
offending (pr = .16, p=.17,t[173] = 2.19, p < .05), indicating that after controlling
for the variance accounted for by experience of living in the street, participants with
substance use history reported more pros of offending. Among the personality
measures, negative valence entered into the equation, and the explained variance
increased to 19%, Fchange (1, 172) = 20.16, p < .001. A significant positive
association was observed between negative valence and pros of offending (pr = .31,
B=.31,t172] =4.49, p <.001), indicating that after controlling for the variance
accounted for by experience of living in the street and substance use, participants
with higher levels of negative valence tended to report more pros of offending.
Besides, agreeableness entered into the equation and the explained variance
increased to 22%, Fchange (1, 171) = 6.98, p < .01. A significant negative
association was observed between agreeableness and pros of offending (pr = -.18,
=-.18, t[171] = -2.64, p < .01), indicating that after controlling for the variance
accounted for by experience of living in the street, substance use, and negative
valence, participants with lower levels of agreeableness tended to report more pros of
offending. In terms of locus of control, only belief in an unfair world entered into the
equation, and the explained variance increased to 25%, Fchange (1, 170) = 5.63, p <
.05. A significant positive association was observed between belief in an unfair
world and pros of offending (pr=.16, B =.17,t[170] = 2.37, p <.05), indicating that
after controlling for the variance accounted for by experience of living in the street,
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substance use, negative valence, and agreeableness, participants with higher levels of
belief in an unfair world tended to report more pros of offending. Regarding CTS-
Assumptions, power-oriented assumptions entered into the equation, and the
explained variance increased to 36%, Fchange (1, 169) = 29.92, p <.001. A
significant positive association was observed between power-oriented assumptions
and pros of offending (pr = .34, p = .39, t[169] = 5.47, p < .001), indicating that after
controlling for the variance accounted for by experience of living in the street,
substance use, negative valence, agreeableness, and belief in an unfair world,
participants with higher levels of power-oriented assumptions tended to report more
pros of offending. Finally, indirect coping entered into the equation, and the
explained variance increased to 39%, Fchange (1, 168) = 9.03, p <.01. A significant
negative association was observed between indirect coping and pros of offending (pr
=-.18, p =-.19, {{168] = -3.01, p < .01), indicating that after controlling for the
variance accounted for by experience of living in the street, substance use, negative
valence, agreeableness, belief in an unfair world, and power-oriented assumptions,
participants who utilized less from indirect coping tended to report more pros of
offending. The stepwise regression equation did not provide significant associations
with self-esteem, CTS-defensive strategies, and affective measures in terms of pros
of offending.

Regarding cons of offending, neither of the control measures was found to
have significant association (see Section 2.1.4.4.3.1). Therefore, personality
measures were entered in the first step. As can be followed from Table 2.37.B,
among the personality variables initially negative valence entered into the equation,
and explained 5% of the variance, F (1, 195) = 10.14, p < .01. A significant negative
association was obtained between negative valence and cons of offending (pr = -.22,
B =-.22,1[195] = -3.18, p < .01), indicating that participants with lower level of
negative valence reported more cons of offending. Moreover, neuroticism entered
into the equation, and the explained variance increased to 8%, Fchange (1, 194) =
6.27, p < .01.A significant positive association was obtained between neuroticism
and cons of offending (pr=.17, =.19, t{194] = 2.50, p < .01), indicating that after
controlling for the variance accounted for by negative valence, participants with
higher levels of neuroticism reported more cons of offending. Besides,
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conscientiousness entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased to
11%, Fchange (1, 193) = 6.19, p < .01.A significant positive association was
obtained between conscientiousness and cons of offending (pr=.17, B = .18, t[193] =
2.49, p < .01), indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by
negative valence and neuroticism, participants with higher levels of
conscientiousness reported more cons of offending. Finally, in terms of locus of
control, only internal locus of control entered into the equation, and the explained
variance increased to 18%, Fchange (1, 192) = 16.31, p < .001. A significant
negative association was observed between internal locus of control and cons of
offending (pr = -.26, p =-.29, {{192] = 4.04, p <.001), indicating that after
controlling for the variance accounted for by negative valence, neuroticism, and
conscientiousness, participants with lower levels of internal locus of control tended
to report more cons of offending. The stepwise regression equation did not provide
significant associations with self-esteem, CTS-Assumptions, CTS-defensive

strategies, affective measures, and coping measures in terms of cons of offending.
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Table 2.37. Factors Associated with Decisional Balance

v df Fchange B t pr R?
A.Pros of Offending
1.Control Measures
Living in the street 1,174 13.62*** 27 3.69 27 .07
Substance use 1,173 4.78* A7 2.19 A6 .10
2.Personality Measures
Negative Valence 1,172 20.16*** 31 4.49 31 .19
Agreeableness 1,171 6.98**  -18 -2.64 -18 .22
3.Locus of Control
Belief in an Unfair 1,170 5.63* A7 2.37 A6 .25
World
4.Self-Esteem
5.CTS-Assumptions
Power oriented 1,169 29.92*** 39 5.47 34 .36
assumptions
6.Affective Measures
7.Coping Measures
Indirect Coping 1,168 9.03** -19 -301 -18 .39
8.Defensive Strategies
B.Cons of Offending
1.Control Measures
2.Personality Measures
Negative Valence 1,195 10.14** -22 -318 -22 .05
Neuroticism 1,194 6.27* 19 2.50 A7 .08
Conscientiousness 1,193 6.19* .18 2.49 A7 011
3.Locus of Control
Internal locus of control 1,192 16.31*** -29 -404 -26 .18

4.Self-Esteem
5.CTS-Assumptions

6.Affective Measures

7.Coping Measures

8.Defensive Strategies

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 001
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2.2.4.4. Factors Associated with Motivation to Change

Regarding precontemplation, neither of the control measures was found to
have significant association (see Section 2.1.4.3.3.1). Therefore, personality
measures were entered in the first step. As can be followed from Table 2.38.A,
personality measures did not significantly contribute to precontemplation. However,
in terms of locus of control, insignificance of struggle entered into the equation, and
explained 19% of the variance, F (1, 195) = 44.81, p <.001. A significant positive
association was obtained between insignificance of struggle and precontemplation
(pr= .43, p=.43,1[195] = 6.69, p <.001), indicating that participants with a high
level of insignificance of struggle reported more precontemplation. Following
insignificance of struggle, self-esteem entered into the equation, and the explained
variance increased to 20%, Fchange (1, 194) = 4.28, p < .05.A significant positive
association was obtained between self-esteem and precontemplation (pr =.13, B =
14, 1[194] = 2.07, p < .05), indicating that after controlling for the variance
accounted for by insignificance of struggle, participants with higher self-esteem
reported more precontemplation. Among the CTS-Assumptions, Injustice-Oriented
Assumptions entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased to 22%,
Fchange (1, 193) = 4.85, p <.05. A significant positive association was observed
between the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions and precontemplation (pr = .14, = .14,
t[193] = 2.20, p < .05), indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for
by insignificance of struggle and self-esteem, participants with higher levels of the
Injustice-Oriented Assumptions tended to report more precontemplation. In terms of
coping variables, emotion-focused coping entered into the equation and the explained
variance increased to 25%, Fchange (1, 192) = 5.34, p <.05. A significant positive
association was observed between emotion-focused coping and precontemplation (pr
=.15,p=.17,t192] =2.31, p < .05), indicating that after controlling for the
variance accounted for by insignificance of struggle, self-esteem, and the Injustice-
Oriented Assumptions, participants with higher levels of emotion-focused coping
tended to report more precontemplation. Finally, indirect coping entered into the
equation, and the explained variance increased to 27%, Fchange (1, 191) = 6.06, p <
.05. A significant negative association was observed between indirect coping and
precontemplation (pr =-.15, B =-.17, t[191] = -2.46, p < .05), indicating that after
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controlling for the variance accounted for by insignificance of struggle, self-esteem,
Injustice-Oriented Assumptions, and emotion-focused coping, participants who
utilized less from indirect coping strategies tended to report more precontemplation.
The stepwise regression equation did not provide significant associations with
personality measures, affective measures, and CTS-defensive strategies in terms of
precontemplation.

None of the control measures was found to have significant association with
contemplation (see Section 2.1.4.3.3.1). Therefore, personality measures were
entered in the first step. As can be followed from Table 2.38.B, among the
personality variables initially agreeableness entered into the equation, and explained
5% of the variance, F (1, 195) = 9.83, p <.01. A significant positive association was
obtained between agreeableness and contemplation (pr = .22, p = .22, t{195] = 3.13,
p <.01), indicating that participants with a high level of agreeableness reported more
contemplation. Regarding locus of control, internal locus of control entered into the
equation, and the explained variance increased to 12%, Fchange (1, 194) = 15.28, p <
.001. A significant negative association was obtained between internal locus of
control and contemplation (pr = -.26, § = -.28, t[194] = -3.91, p < .001), indicating
that after controlling for the variance accounted for by agreeableness, participants
with lower levels of internal locus of control reported more contemplation. Besides,
fatalism entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased to 14%,
Fchange (1, 193) = 5.05, p < .05. A significant positive association was observed
between fatalism and contemplation (pr = .14, p = .16, t[193] = 2.25, p < .05),
indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by agreeableness and
internal locus of control, participants with higher levels of fatalism tended to report
more contemplation. Among CTS-Assumptions, cold-heartedness entered into the
equation and the explained variance increased to 16%, Fchange (1, 192) = 5.22, p <
.05. A significant negative association was observed between cold-heartedness and
contemplation (pr = -.15, B = -.16, t[192] = -2.29, p < .05), indicating that after
controlling for the variance accounted for by agreeableness, internal locus of control,
and fatalism, participants with lower levels of cold-heartedness tended to report more
contemplation. Finally, positive affect entered into the equation, and the explained
variance increased to 19%, Fchange (1, 191) = 6.42, p <.05. A significant positive
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association was observed between positive affect and contemplation (pr=.17, =
.18, t[191] = 2.53, p <.05), indicating that after controlling for the variance
accounted for by agreeableness, internal locus of control, fatalism, and cold-
heartedness, participants with higher levels of positive affect tended to report more
contemplation. The stepwise regression equation did not provide significant
associations with self-esteem, coping measures, and CTS-defensive strategies in
terms of contemplation.

None of the control measures was found to have significant association with
action (see Section 2.1.4.3.3.1). Therefore, personality measures were entered in the
first step. As can be followed from Table 2.38.C, among the personality variables
initially conscientiousness entered into the equation, and explained 7% of the
variance, F (1, 195) = 13.57, p < .001. A significant positive association was
obtained between conscientiousness and action (pr = .26, p = .26, t[195] =3.68, p <
.01), indicating that participants with a high level of conscientiousness reported more
action. Regarding locus of control, internal locus of control entered into the equation,
and the explained variance increased to 15%, Fchange (1, 194) = 19.39, p <.001. A
significant negative association was obtained between internal locus of control and
action (pr =-.29, p =-.31, t[194] = -4.40, p < .001), indicating that after controlling
for the variance accounted for by conscientiousness, participants with lower levels of
internal locus of control reported more action. Besides, insignificance of struggle
entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased to 20%, Fchange (1,
193) = 11.36, p < .001. A significant positive association was observed between
insignificance of struggle and action (pr = .22, p = .22, {[193] =3.37, p <.001),
indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by conscientiousness
and internal locus of control, participants with higher levels of insignificance of
struggle tended to report more action. Among CTS-Assumptions, cold-heartedness
entered into the equation and the explained variance increased to 23%, Fchange (1,
192) = 6.88, p <.01. A significant negative association was observed between cold-
heartedness and action (pr =-.17, p =-.17, {{192] = -2.62, p < .01), indicating that
after controlling for the variance accounted for by conscientiousness, internal locus
of control, and insignificance of struggle, participants with lower levels of cold-
heartedness tended to report more action. Finally, positive affect entered into the
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equation, and the explained variance increased to 27%, Fchange (1, 191) = 10.37, p <
.01. A significant positive association was observed between positive affect and
action (pr = .20, p = .22, t[191] = 3.22, p < .01), indicating that after controlling for
the variance accounted for by conscientiousness, internal locus of control,
insignificance of struggle, and cold-heartedness, participants with higher levels of
positive affect tended to report more action. The stepwise regression equation did not
provide significant associations with self-esteem, coping measures, and CTS-
defensive strategies in terms of action.

Lastly, maintenance was found to be significantly associated with education,
history of living in the street, and history of self-harming behavior (see Section
2.1.4.3.3.1). As can be followed from Table 2.38.D, among the control measures
initially self-harming behavior entered into the equation, and explained 7% of the
variance, F (1, 178) = 12.66, p < .001. A significant positive association was
obtained between self-harming behavior and maintenance (pr = .26, p = .26, t[178] =
3.56, p <.001), indicating that participants with a history of self-harming behavior
reported more maintenance. Besides, education entered into the equation, and the
explained variance increased to 10%, Fchange (1, 177) = 7.53, p < .01. A significant
negative association was obtained between education and maintenance (pr = -.20, =
-.20, t[177] = -2.75, p < .01), indicating that after controlling for the variance
accounted for by self-harming behavior, participants with lower level of education
reported more maintenance. Regarding locus of control, internal locus of control
entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased to 20%, Fchange (1,
176) = 20.50, p <.001. A significant negative association was obtained between
internal locus of control and maintenance (pr =-.31, p =-.31, t[{176] = -4.53,p <
.001), indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by self-harming
behavior and education, participants with lower levels of internal locus of control
reported more maintenance. Besides, belief in chance entered into the equation, and
the explained variance increased to 25%, Fchange (1, 175) = 12.54, p <.001. A
significant positive association was observed between belief in chance and
maintenance (pr = .23, B = .24, t[175] = 3.54, p < .001), indicating that after
controlling for the variance accounted for by self-harming behavior, education, and
internal locus of control, participants with higher levels of belief in chance tended to
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report more maintenance. In addition, self-esteem entered into the equation and the
explained variance increased to 27%, Fchange (1, 174) = 5.23, p <.05. A significant
negative association was observed between self-esteem and maintenance (pr = -.15,
=-.16, t[174] = -2.29, p < .05), indicating that after controlling for the variance
accounted for by self-harming behavior, education, internal locus of control, and
belief in chance, participants with lower self-esteem tended to report more
maintenance. Among CTS-Assumptions, cold-heartedness entered into the equation
and the explained variance increased to 29%, Fchange (1, 173) = 4.18, p < .05. A
significant negative association was observed between cold-heartedness and
maintenance (pr = -.13, p =-.14, t[173] = -2.05, p < .05), indicating that after
controlling for the variance accounted for by self-harming behavior, education,
internal locus of control, belief in chance, and self-esteem, participants with lower
levels of cold-heartedness tended to report more maintenance. Moreover, positive
affect entered into the equation, and the explained variance increased to 31%,
Fchange (1, 172) = 3.95, p <.05. A significant positive association was observed
between positive affect and maintenance (pr=.13, p =.14,t[172] = 1.99, p < .05),
indicating that after controlling for the variance accounted for by self-harming
behavior, education, internal locus of control, belief in chance, self-esteem, and cold-
heartedness, participants with higher levels of positive affect tended to report more
maintenance. Furthermore, problem-focused coping entered into the equation, and
the explained variance increased to 34%, Fchange (1, 171) =7.20, p<.01. A
significant negative association was observed between problem-focused coping and
maintenance (pr =-.17, B =-.22, t[171] = -2.26, p < .01), indicating that after
controlling for the variance accounted for by self-harming behavior, education,
internal locus of control, belief in chance, self-esteem, cold-heartedness, and positive
affect, participants who utilized less from problem-focused coping tended to report
more maintenance. Finally, Self-victimization strategies entered into the equation,
and the explained variance increased to 35%, Fchange (1, 170) =3.92, p<.05. A
significant positive association was observed between Self-victimization strategies
and maintenance (pr=.12, B = .14, t[170] = 1.98, p < .05), indicating that after
controlling for the variance accounted for by self-harming behavior, education,
internal locus of control, belief in chance, self-esteem, cold-heartedness, positive
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affect, and problem-focused coping, participants who engaged in more Self-
victimization strategies tended to report more maintenance. The stepwise regression
equation did not provide significant associations with personality measures in terms

of maintenance.
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Table 2.38. Factors Associated with Stages of Change

v df

Fchange

pr

R2

A.Precontemplation

1.Control Measures

2.Personality Measures
3.Locus of Control
Insignificance of 1, 195
struggle
4.Self-Esteem 1,194
5.CTS-Assumptions
Injustice- 1,193
Oriented
Assumptions
6.Affective Measures
7.Coping Measures
Emotion-Focused 1, 192
Coping
Indirect Coping 1,191
8.Defensive Strategies

44 81***

4.28*

4.85*

5.34*

6.06*

43

14

14

A7

-17

6.69

2.07

2.20

2.31

-2.46

43

A3

14

A5

-.15

19

.20

22

25

27

B.Contemplation

1.Control Measures
2.Personality Measures

Agreeableness 1,195
3.Locus of Control

Internal locus of 1,194

control

Fatalism 1,193
4.Self-Esteem
5.CTS-Assumptions

Cold-Heartedness 1, 192
6.Affective Measures

Positive Affect 1,191
7.Coping Measures

8.Defensive Strategies

9.83**

15.28***

5.05*

5.22*

6.42*

22

-.28

.16

-.16

18

3.13

-3.91

2.25

-2.29

2.53

22

-.26

A5

-.15

A7

.05

12

14

16

19
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Table 2.38. Cont’d

v df Fchange B t pr R?
C.Action
1.Control Measures
2.Personality Measures
Conscientiousness 1,195  13.57*** .26 3.68 26 .07
3.Locus of Control
Internal locus of 1,194  19.39*** =31 -440 -29 .15
control
Insignificance of 1,193 11.36*** 22 337 22 .20
struggle
4.Self-Esteem
5.CTS-Assumptions
Cold-heartedness 1, 192 6.88** -17 -262 -17 .23
6.Affective Measures
Positive affect 1,191 10.37** 22 3.22 20 .27
7.Coping Measures
8.Defensive Strategies
D.Maintenance
1.Control Measures
Self-harming 1,178 12.66*** .26 3.56 26 .07
behavior
Education 1,177 7.53** -20 -275 -20 .10
2.Personality Measures
3.Locus of Control
Internal locus of 1,176  20.50*** =31 -453 -31 .20
control
Belief in chance 1,175 12.54*** .24 3.54 23 .25
4.Self-Esteem 1,174 5.23* -16 -229 -15 .27
5.CTS-Assumptions
Cold-heartedness 1, 173 4.18* -.14 -205 -13 .29
6.Affective Measures
Positive affect 1,172 3.95* 14 1.99 A3 .31
7.Coping Measures
Problem-focused 1, 171 7.20** =22 -2.26  -17 .34
coping
8.Defensive Strategies
Self-victimization 1, 170 3.92* 14 1.98 A2 .35

strategies

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .00L.
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2.2.4.5. Mediator Role of Locus of Control between Offence-Supportive
Assumptions and Motivation to Change
Taking into account the factors associated with stages of change,
insignificance of struggle was found to be positively contributing to the
precontemplation, and internal locus of control was found to be negatively
contributing to the maintenance stages of change. According to the findings reported
in Study I.A, insignificance of struggle was found to be associated with both power-
oriented assumptions and Injustice-oriented assumptions. Moreover, internal locus of
control was found to be positively associated with cold-heartedness. Therefore, the
following hypotheses were developed and tested with subsequent mediated
regression analyses.
1- Insignificance of struggle is hypothesized to mediate the relationship between
power-oriented assumptions and precontemplation
2- Insignificance of struggle is hypothesized to mediate the relationship between
Injustice-oriented assumptions and precontemplation
3- Internal locus of control is hypothesized to mediate the relationship between
cold-heartedness and contemplation
4- Internal locus of control is hypothesized to mediate the relationship between
cold-heartedness and action
5- Internal locus of control is hypothesized to mediate the relationship between

cold-heartedness and maintenance

2.2.4.5.1. Mediator Role of Insignificance of Struggle between Power-Oriented
Assumptions and Precontemplation

As can be followed from Table 2.39.A, power-oriented assumptions
explained 8% of the variance, F (1, 198) = 17.09, p <.001 and revealed a significant
positive association with precontemplation (pr =.28, B =.28,t[198] =4.13,p <
.001). Insignificance of struggle was entered in the second step and the explained
variance increased to 18%, Fchange (1, 197) = 26.99, p <.001. Furthermore, it
revealed a significant positive association with precontemplation (pr = .33, B = .37,
t[197] = 5.20, p < .001). After controlling for the variance accounted for by
insignificance of struggle, it was observed that the significance of power-oriented

assumptions disappeared, (pr = .10, p =.12, t[197] = 1.62, p = n.s.) and sobel test
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confirmed this significant decrease (z = 4.16, p < .001). To further support the
model, another regression equation was formulated where power-oriented
assumptions was the independent and insignificance of struggle was the dependent
variable. As can be followed from Table 2.39.B, power-oriented assumptions
explained 20% of the variance, F (1, 198) = 49.15, p <.001 and revealed a
significant positive association with insignificance of struggle (pr = .45, p = .45,
t[198] = 7.01, p <.001). Thus it was supported that insignificance of struggle
mediated the relationship between power-oriented assumptions and precontemplation
(see Figure 2.1).

Table 2.39. Summary of the Regression Models Testing for the Mediator Role of
Insignificance of Struggle between Power-Oriented Assumptions and
Precontemplation

v df Fchange B t pr R?
A. DV = Precontemplation
1)Power-Oriented 1,198 17.09*** 28 4.13*** 28 .08

Assumptions
2)Insignificance of Struggle 1,197 26.99*** 37 520*** 33 .18

Power-Oriented Assumptions A2 1.62 10
B. DV = Insignificance of Struggle
1) Power-Oriented 1,198 49.15*%** 45 7.01*** 45 .20

Assumptions

Note: **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Power- .28, p <.001. Precontemplation

Oriented 12, p=.ns.
Assumptions

45, p <.001. 37, p <.001.

Insignificance

of Struggle
Reduced Model Full Model
F (1,198) =17.09, p <.001 F(1,197) = 26.99, p <.001
R2=.08 2=18

Note. The figure includes beta-weights, F values, and R?’s for the model before
insignificance of struggle is included (Reduced Model) and after the inclusion of
insignificance of struggle (Full Model). The initial path between power-oriented
assumptions and precontemplation is indicated by beta-weight (and p values) on top
of the line connecting these variables, while the beta-weight (and p values) after
insignificance of struggle is included as the mediator is indicated by the values
beneath the path.

Figure 2.1. Mediator Role of Insignificance of Struggle between Power-Oriented
Assumptions and Precontemplation

2.2.4.5.2. Mediator Role of Insignificance of Struggle between Injustice-
Oriented Assumptions and Precontemplation

As can be followed from Table 2.40.A, injustice-oriented assumptions
explained 5% of the variance, F (1, 198) = 10.70, p <.001 and revealed a significant
positive association with precontemplation (pr = .23, = .23, {[198] = 3.27,p <
.001). Insignificance of struggle was entered in the second step and the explained
variance increased to 20%, Fchange (1, 197) = 36.77, p < .001. Furthermore, it
revealed a significant positive association with precontemplation (pr = .38, p = .39,
t[197] = 6.02, p <.001). After controlling for the variance accounted for by
insignificance of struggle, a drop in the significance of injustice-oriented
assumptions was observed, (pr = .14, p = .14, t[197] = 2.17, p < .05) and sobel test
confirmed this significant decrease (z = 2.76, p < .01). To further support the model,

another regression equation was formulated where injustice-oriented assumptions
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was the independent and insignificance of struggle was the dependent variable. As

can be followed from Table 2.40.B, injustice-oriented assumptions explained 5% of

the variance, F (1, 198) = 9.62, p < .01 and revealed a significant positive association
with insignificance of struggle (pr = .22, f = .22, t[198] = 3.10, p < .01). Thus it was
supported that insignificance of struggle mediated the relationship between injustice-

oriented assumptions and precontemplation (see Figure 2.2).

Table 2.40. Summary of the Regression Models Testing for the Mediator Role of

Insignificance of Struggle between Power-Oriented Assumptions and

Precontemplation

v df Fchange B t pr R?
A. DV = Precontemplation
1)Injustice-Oriented 1,198 10.70*** 23 3.27*** 23 .05
Assumptions
2)Insignificance of Struggle 1,197 36.77*** 39 6.02*** 38 .20
Injustice-oriented 14 2.17* 14
Assumptions
B. DV = Insignificance of Struggle
1) Injustice-Oriented 1,198  9.62** 22 3.10*%* 22 .05

Assumptions

Note: *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <.001.
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Injustice- .23, p <.001. Precontemplation

Oriented 14, p<.05
Assumptions

22,p < .01. 39, p <.001.

Insignificance

of Struggle
Reduced Model Full Model
F (1, 198) =10.70, p < .001 F(1,197)=36.77,p <.001
R2=.05 R2=.20

Note. The figure includes beta-weights, F values, and R?’s for the model before
insignificance of struggle is included (Reduced Model) and after the inclusion of
insignificance of struggle (Full Model). The initial path between injustice-oriented
assumptions and precontemplation is indicated by beta-weight (and p values) on top
of the line connecting these variables, while the beta-weight (and p values) after
insignificance of struggle is included as the mediator is indicated by the values
beneath the path.

Figure 2.2. Mediator Role of Insignificance of Struggle between Injustice-Oriented
Assumptions and Precontemplation

2.2.4.5.3. Mediator Role of Internal Locus of Control between Cold-Heartedness
and Contemplation

As can be followed in Table 2.41.A, cold-heartedness explained 5% of the
variance, F (1, 198) = 10.84, p < .001 and revealed a significant negative association
with contemplation (pr = -.23, f =-.23, t[198] = -3.29, p < .001). Internal locus of
control was entered in the second step and the explained variance increased to 14%,
Fchange (1, 197) = 19.35, p <.001. Furthermore, it revealed a significant negative
association with contemplation (pr = -.29, § = -.30, t[197] = -4.40, p < .001). After
controlling for the variance accounted for by the internal locus of control, a drop was
observed in the effect of cold-heartedness, (pr =-.17, p =-.17, t[197] =-2.51,p <
.01) and sobel test confirmed this significant decrease (z = -2.36, p < .01). To further
support the model, another regression equation was formulated where cold-

heartedness was the independent and internal locus of control was the dependent
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variable. As can be followed from Table 2.41.B, cold-heartedness explained 4% of
the variance, F (1, 198) = 7.96, p < .01 and revealed a significant positive association
with internal locus of control (pr = .20, B =.20, t[198] =2.82, p <.01). Thus it was
supported that internal locus of control mediated the relationship between cold-
heartedness and contemplation (see Figure 2.3).

Table 2.41. Summary of the Regression Models Testing for the Mediator Role of
Internal Locus of Control between Cold-Heartedness and Contemplation

v df Fchange B t pr R?
A. DV = Contemplation
1)Cold-Heartedness 1,198 10.84*** .23 -3.29*** -23 .05
2)Internal Locus of Control 1,197 19.35%** -30 -4.40*** -29 .14
Cold-Heartedness -17  -251**  -17
B. DV = Internal Locus of Control
1) Cold-Heartedness 1,198  7.96** 20 2.82*%* 20 .04

Note: **p < .01, ***p <.001.
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Cold- -.23,p <.001. Contemplation
Heartedness -17,p < .0L.
.20, p < .0L -.30, p <.001.
Internal
Locus of
Control
Reduced Model Full Model
F (1,198) =10.84, p <.001 F(1,197) =19.35, p <.001
R2=.05 2= 14

Note. The figure includes beta-weights, F values, and R?’s for the model before
internal locus of control is included (Reduced Model) and after the inclusion of
internal locus of control (Full Model). The initial path between cold-heartedness and
contemplation is indicated by beta-weight (and p values) on top of the line
connecting these variables, while the beta-weight (and p values) after internal locus
of control is included as the mediator is indicated by the values beneath the path.

Figure 2.3. Mediator Role of Cold-Heartedness between Internal Locus of Control
and Contemplation

2.2.4.5.4. Mediator Role of Internal Locus of Control between Cold-Heartedness
and Action

As can be followed in Table 2.42.A, cold-heartedness explained 6% of the
variance, F (1, 198) = 11.49, p < .001 and revealed a significant negative association
with action (pr =-.23, B =-.23, t[198] = -3.39, p < .001). Internal locus of control
was entered in the second step and the explained variance increased to 16%, Fchange
(1, 197) = 24.25, p < .001. Furthermore, it revealed a significant negative association
with action (pr =-.32, B =-.33, t[197] = -4.93, p < .001). After controlling for the
variance accounted for by the internal locus of control, a drop was observed in the
effect of cold-heartedness, (pr=-.17, p =-.17, {[197] = -2.55, p < .01) and sobel test
confirmed this significant decrease (z = -2.46, p < .01). As previously noted, when
cold-heartedness was the independent and internal locus of control was the
dependent variable, cold-heartedness explained 4% of the variance, F (1, 198) = 7.96,
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p <.01 and revealed a significant positive association with internal locus of control
(pr=.20, p=.20, t[198] =2.82, p <.01) (see Table 2.42.B). Thus it was supported
that internal locus of control mediated the relationship between cold-heartedness and
action (see Figure 2.4).

Table 2.42. Summary of the Regression Models Testing for the Mediator Role of
Internal Locus of Control between Cold-Heartedness and Contemplation

v df Fchange B t pr R?
A. DV = Action
1)Cold-Heartedness 1,198 11.49*** -23 -3.39*** -23 .06
2)Internal Locus of Control 1,197 24.25*** -33 -493*** -32 .16
Cold-Heartedness -17  -255** - 17
B. DV = Internal Locus of Control
1) Cold-Heartedness 1,198  7.96** 20 2.82*%* 20 .04

Note: **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Cold- -.23, p <.001. Action
Heartedness -17,p< .01
.20, p < .0L. -.33, p <.001.

Internal
Locus of
Control

Reduced Model Full Model

F (1, 198) =11.49, p <.001 F(1,197) =24.25,p <.001

R2=.06 RZ2=.16

Note. The figure includes beta-weights, F values, and R?’s for the model before
internal locus of control is included (Reduced Model) and after the inclusion of
internal locus of control (Full Model). The initial path between cold-heartedness and
action is indicated by beta-weight (and p values) on top of the line connecting these
variables, while the beta-weight (and p values) after internal locus of control is
included as the mediator is indicated by the values beneath the path.

Figure 2.4. Mediator Role of Cold-Heartedness between Internal Locus of Control
and Action
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2.2.4.5.5. Mediator Role of Internal Locus of Control between Cold-Heartedness
and Maintenance

As can be followed in Table 2.43.A, cold-heartedness explained 3% of the
variance, F (1, 198) = 6.32, p < .01 and revealed a significant negative association
with maintenance (pr = -.18, B =-.18, t[198] = -2.52, p < .01). Internal locus of
control was entered in the second step and the explained variance increased to 11%,
Fchange (1, 197) = 16.84, p < .001. Furthermore, it revealed a significant negative
association with maintenance (pr = -.28, p =-.28, t[197] = -4.10, p < .001). After
controlling for the variance accounted for by the internal locus of control, cold-
heartedness lost its significance, (pr =-.12, B =-.12, t{{197] =-1.76, p=n.s.) and
sobel test confirmed this significant decrease (z = -2.33, p <.01). As previously
noted, when cold-heartedness was the independent and internal locus of control was
the dependent variable, cold-heartedness explained 4% of the variance, F (1, 198) =
7.96, p < .01 and revealed a significant positive association with internal locus of
control (pr=.20, B = .20, t[198] = 2.82, p <.01) (see Table 2.43.B). Thus it was
supported that internal locus of control mediated the relationship between cold-
heartedness and maintenance (see Figure 2.5).

Table 2.43. Summary of the Regression Models Testing for the Mediator Role of
Internal Locus of Control between Cold-Heartedness and Contemplation

v df Fchange B t pr R?
A. DV = Maintenance
1)Cold-Heartedness 1,198 6.32** -18 -252** -18 .03
2)Internal Locus of Control 1,197 16.84*** -28 -4.10*** -28 .11
Cold-Heartedness -12 -1.76 -12
B. DV = Internal Locus of Control
1) Cold-Heartedness 1,198 7.96** .20 2.82** 20 .04

Note: **p < .01, ***p <.001.
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Cold- -.18, p < .01 Maintenance
Heartedness -12,p=n.s.
20, p < .0L. -.28, p <.001.
Internal
Locus of
Control
Reduced Model Full Model
F(1,198)=6.32,p< .01 F(1,197) =16.84,p <.001
R2=.03 R2=.11

Note. The figure includes beta-weights, F values, and R?’s for the model before
internal locus of control is included (Reduced Model) and after the inclusion of
internal locus of control (Full Model). The initial path between cold-heartedness and
maintenance is indicated by beta-weight (and p values) on top of the line connecting
these variables, while the beta-weight (and p values) after internal locus of control is
included as the mediator is indicated by the values beneath the path.

Figure 2.5. Mediator Role of Cold-Heartedness between Internal Locus of Control
and Maintenance
2.2.4.6. Moderator Role of Defensive Strategies between Offence-Supportive
Assumptions and Motivation to Change

In order to examine the moderator role of defensive strategies between
offence-supportive assumptions and motivation to change, a series of moderation
analyses were conducted where the CTS-Assumptions (i.e., Power-oriented
assumptions, Injustice-Oriented Assumptions, and Cold-Heartedness) were treated as
independent variables separately in each model, CTS-Defensive Strategies (i.e.,
Externalizing and trivializing strategies and Self-victimization strategies ) were
moderator variables and the dimensions of motivation to change (i.e.,
Precontemplation, Contemplation, Action, and Maintenance) were the dependent
variables. Following subsequent multiple regression equations, slope analyses were
conducted separately for each significant moderator relations.

Being “power-oriented assumptions” the independent variable (see Table

2.44), a significant interaction effect was observed only in terms of “action” (see
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Table 2.44.C). Accordingly, power oriented assumptions (f =-.04, p = n.s.) and
externalizing and trivializing strategies (p = -.04, p = n.s.) did not significantly
contribute to action. However, their interaction was significant, t(194) =-2.19, p <
.05, therefore further slope analysis was conducted.

For this analysis, all variables of moderated regression were entered into the
equation simultaneously. Accordingly, individual effects of high and low levels of
the moderation variable were investigated separately, and the slopes were figured out
taking into account the high and low levels of the independent variable (i.e., one
standard deviation above and below).

According to the slope analyses (see Table 2.45), both of the slopes (i.e., high
and low level of externalizing and trivializing strategies, t(196) = -.99, p = n.s., and
t(196) = .69, p = n.s, respectively) were non-significant, indicating that the moderator
role of externalizing and trivializing strategies between power oriented assumptions
and action was not supported. However, as shown in Figure 2.6., there seems to be a
tendency that while high level of externalizing and trivializing strategies contributed
negatively to action for the participants with high level of power-oriented
assumptions, it contributed positively to action for the participants with low level of

power-oriented assumptions.

202



Table 2.44. Moderator Role of Defensive Strategies between Power-oriented

assumptions and Motivation to Change

DV df Fchange B t R?
A.Precontemplation
1.Power-oriented 1,198 17.09*** 28  4.13*** 08
assumptions (ENPO)
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 7.15%** 14
Externalizing (JU) -.02 -.18
Victimization (PI) 30 3.75%**
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 .86 15
ENPO X JU .08 81
ENPO X PI -.13 -1.31
B.Contemplation
1.Power-oriented 1,198 .05 .02 .23 .00
assumptions (ENPO)
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 .98 .01
Externalizing (JU) -.08 -.80
Victimization (PI) A1 1.28
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 1.76 .03
ENPO X JU -19 -1.81
ENPO X PI 17 1.60
C.Action
1.Power-oriented 1,198 .30 -.04 -55 .00
assumptions (ENPO)
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 3.32* .03
Externalizing (JU) -.04 -43
Victimization (PI) 22 2.58**
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 243 .06
ENPO X JU -23  -2.19*
ENPO X PI 17 1.68
D.Maintenance
1.Power-oriented 1,198 7.91%* .20 2.81 .04
assumptions (ENPO)
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 3.86* .08
Externalizing (JU) 13 1.40
Victimization (PI) 18 2.11
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 1.03 .08
ENPO X JU -14 -1.34
ENPO X PI .06 57

p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Note. Significant interaction terms were indicated with bold.
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Table 2.45. Slope Analyses for Externalizing and Trivializing Strategies Moderating the Relationship between

Power-Oriented Assumptions and Action

DV = Action Constant df F R? B SE B t
1.ENPO 34.244 3, 196 .95 .01 -.05 .05 -.10 -.99
JU-High .02 .08 .02 22
ENPO X JU-High -.01 .00 -12 -1.60
2.ENPO 29.632 3, 196 .95 .01 .04 .06 .08 .69
JU-Low .02 .08 .02 22
ENPO X JU-Low -.01 .00 -.18 -1.60

Note. ENPO = Power-Oriented Assumptions, JU = Externalizing & Trivializing Strategies
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Figure 2.6. Moderator Role of Externalizing and Trivializing Strategies (JU) between
Power-Oriented Assumptions and Action

Being “Injustice-Oriented Assumptions” the independent variable (see Table
2.46), significant interaction effects were observed in terms of precontemplation and
action. Regarding precontemplation (see Table 2.46.A), Injustice-Oriented
Assumptions revealed a significant positive association with precontemplation (B =
.23, p <.001). Although externalizing and trivializing strategies did not significantly
contribute to precontemplation ( = .05, p = n.s.), their interaction was significant,
t(196) = -3.04, p < .01. Besides, Self-victimization strategies revealed a positive
association with precontemplation (f =.33, p <.001), and its interaction with
Injustice-Oriented Assumptions was also significant, t(196) = 3.51, p <.001. In
terms of externalizing and trivializing strategies, further slope analyses (see Table
2.47.A) revealed that, high level of externalizing and trivializing strategies did not
significantly alter the relationship between the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions and
precontemplation, t(196) = .56, p = n.s. However, low level of externalizing and
trivializing strategies altered the relationship, t(196) = 2.96, p < .01, indicating that
the participants with Injustice-Oriented Assumptions significantly reported more
precontemplation if they engaged in low level of externalizing and trivializing
strategies (see Figure 2.7.). On the other hand, in terms of the self-victimization

strategies, slope analyses (see Table 2.47.B) depicted that both of the slopes (i.e.,
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high and low level of Self-victimization strategies, t(196) = 1.54, p = n.s., and t(196)
=-.73, p = n.s, respectively) were non-significant, indicating that the moderator role
of Self-victimization strategies between the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions and
precontemplation was not supported. However, as shown in Figure 2.8., there seems
to be a tendency that while engaging in high level of Self-victimization strategies
increase the probability of reporting precontemplation for the participants with high
level of the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions, engaging in low level of Self-
victimization strategies tend to decrease this probability.

Regarding action (see Table 2.46.C), Injustice-Oriented Assumptions (p = -
.02, p =n.s.) and externalizing and trivializing strategies (f =-.11, p = n.s.) did not
significantly contribute to action. However, their interaction was significant, t(194) =
-2.02, p <.05. According to the further slope analysis (see Table 2.47.C), both of the
slopes (i.e., high and low level of externalizing and trivializing strategies, t(196) = -
1.93, p=n.s., and t(196) = 1.11, p = n.s, respectively) were non-significant,
indicating that the moderator role of externalizing and trivializing strategies between
the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions and action was not supported. However, as
shown in Figure 2.9., there seems to be a tendency that while high level of
externalizing and trivializing strategies contributed negatively to action for the
participants with high level of the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions, it contributed
positively to action for the participants with low level of the Injustice-Oriented

Assumptions.
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Table 2.46. Moderator Role of Defensive Strategies between the Injustice-Oriented
Assumptions and Motivation to Change

DV df Fchange B t R?

A.Precontemplation

1. Injustice-Oriented 1,198 10.70*** .23 3.27*** .05
Assumptions (CR)

2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 9.39*** A2
Externalizing (JU) .05 .68
Victimization (PI) .33 3.64%**
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 6.77*%** A7
CR X JU -.26 -3.04**

CR X PI .30 3.51***
B.Contemplation

1. Injustice-Oriented 1,198 A3 -.03 -.36 .00
Assumptions (CR)

2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 1.71 .02
Externalizing (JU) -.08 -.93
Victimization (PI) 18 1.84
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 37 .02
CR X JU -.07 - 77

CR X PI .02 .16

C.Action

1. Injustice-Oriented 1,198 .05 -.02 -.23 .00
Assumptions (CR)

2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 3.90* .04
Externalizing (JU) -11 -1.40
Victimization (PI) .26 2.78**
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 242 .06
CR X JU -.19 -2.02*

CR X PI .05 .57
D.Maintenance

1. Injustice-Oriented 1,198 1.32 .08 1.15 .01
Assumptions (CR)

2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 7.80%** .08
Externalizing (JU) 14 1.76
Victimization (PI) 23 2.53**
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 1.99 10
CR X JU -17 -1.91

CR X PI 15 1.64

*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001
Note. Significant interaction terms were indicated with bold.
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Table 2.47. Slope Analyses for Externalizing and Trivializing Strategies Moderating the Relationship between
Injustice-Oriented Assumptions and Precontemplation, Self-Victimization Strategies Moderating the
Relationship between Injustice-Oriented Assumptions and Precontemplation, and Externalizing and Trivializing
Strategies Moderating the Relationship between Injustice-Oriented Assumptions and Action

DV Constant df F R? B SE B t
A.DV = Precontemplation
1.CR 22.262 3,196  6.08*** .09 .04 .07 .06 .56
JU-High 13 .05 18 2.46*
CR X JU-High -.01 .01 -.15 -1.42
2.CR 16.491 3,196  6.08*** .09 14 .05 .25 2.96**
JU-Low 13 .05 18 2.46*
CR X JU-Low -.01 .01 -12 -1.42
B.DV = Precontemplation
1.CR 20.619 3,196 11.42*** 15 10 .07 17 1.54
Pl-High .23 .05 .36 4 AT7H**
CR X PI-High 01 .00 .20 1.95
2.CR 21.309 3,196  11.42*** 15 -.04 .06 -.07 -73
Pl-Low .23 .05 .36 4 AT7H**
CR X Pl-Low .01 .00 15 1.95
C.DV = Action
1.CR 36.610 3,196 1.94 .03 -14 .07 -22 -1.93
JU-High .00 .06 .00 .02
CR X JU-High -.01 .01 -.27 -2.39*
2.CR 29.457 3,196 1.94 .03 .06 .06 10 1.11
JU-Low .00 .06 .00 .02
CR X JU-Low -.01 .01 -.20 -2.39*

*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001
Note. ENPO = Power-Oriented Assumptions, CR = Injustice-Oriented Assumptions, JU = Externalizing &
Trivializing Strategies, Pl = Self-Victimization Strategies
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the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions and Action

Being “cold-heartedness” the independent variable (see Table 2.48),
significant interaction effects were observed in terms of contemplation (see Table
2.48.B). Accordingly, cold-heartedness revealed a significant negative association
with contemplation ( = -.23, p < .001). Although self-victimization strategies did
not significantly contribute to contemplation (B = .05, p = n.s.), their interaction was
significant, t(196) = 2.40, p < .05. Further slope analysis (see Table 2.49) revealed
that, high level of Self-victimization strategies did not significantly alter the
relationship between cold-heartedness and contemplation, t(196) = -.40, p = n.s.
However, low level of Self-victimization strategies altered the relationship, t(196) = -
3.74, p <.001, indicating that the participants with cold-heartedness significantly
reported less contemplation if they engaged in low level of Self-victimization

strategies (see Figure 2.10.).

210



Table 2.48. Moderator Role of Defensive Strategies between Cold-Heartedness and

Motivation to Change

DV df Fchange B t R?
A.Precontemplation
1. Cold-Heartedness (CH) 1,198 1.58 -.09 -1.26 .01
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 14.25%** 13
Externalizing (JU) .05 .67
Victimization (PI) 34 4.38***
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 1.03 14
CH X JU .07 1.02
CH X PI -.09 -1.29
B.Contemplation
1. Cold-Heartedness (CH) 1,198 10.84*** -23  -3.29*** 05
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 .35 .06
Externalizing (JU) -.06 -.79
Victimization (PI) .05 .60
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 3.08* .08
CH X JU -.10 -1.37
CH X PI 18 2.40*
C.Action
1. Cold-Heartedness (CH) 1,198 11.49%*** -23  -3.39*** 06
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 1.29 .07
Externalizing (JU) -.10 -1.26
Victimization (PI) 12 1.47
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 1.09 .08
CH X JU -11 -1.47
CH X PI .05 .62
D.Maintenance
1. Cold-Heartedness (CH) 1,198 6.32** -18  -2.52** .03
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 6.27** .09
Externalizing (JU) 14 1.86
Victimization (PI) 14 1.81
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 .92 10
CH X JU -.03 -.39
CH X PI 10 1.36

*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001
Note. Significant interaction terms were indicated with bold.
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Table 2.49. Slope Analyses for Self-Victimization Strategies Moderating the Relationship between Cold-Heartedness and
Contemplation

DV = Contemplation Constant df F R? B SE B t
1.CH 31.276 3,196 5.09** .07 -05 .12 -05 -.40
Pl-High 01 .05 .02 29
CH X PI-High 02 .01 .23 2.06*
2.CH 35.486 3,196  5.09** .07 -34 .09 -32 -3.74%**
Pl-Low -01 .05 .02 29
CH X Pl-Low .02 .01 A7 2.06*

*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001
Note. CH = Cold-Heartedness, Pl = Self-Victimization Strategies
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Figure 2.10. Moderator Role of the Self-victimization strategies (PI) between Cold-
Heartedness and Contemplation

2.2.4.7. Moderator Role of Defensive Strategies between Decisional Balance and
Motivation to Change

As can be followed from Table 2.50, the relationship between pros of
offending and stages of change were not moderated by externalizing and trivializing
strategies or the Self-victimization strategies. However, being “cons of offending”
the independent variable (see Table 2.51), significant interaction effects were
observed in terms of contemplation and action. Regarding contemplation (see Table
2.51.B), cons of offending revealed a significant positive association with
contemplation ( = .22, p <.05). Although self-victimization strategies did not
significantly contribute to contemplation (B =.09, p = n.s.), their interaction was
significant, t(196) = -2.30, p < .05. Further slope analyses (see Table 2.52.A)
revealed that, high level of Self-victimization strategies did not significantly alter the
relationship between cons of offending and contemplation, t(196) = .78, p = n.s.
However, low level of Self-victimization strategies altered the relationship, t(196) =
3.88, p <.001, indicating that the participants with cons of offending significantly
reported more contemplation if they engaged in low level of Self-victimization
strategies (see Figure 2.11.). Likewise, in terms of action (see Table 2.51.C), cons of
offending revealed a significant positive association with action (f =.19, p <.01).

Although self-victimization strategies did not significantly contribute to action (f =
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.16, p = n.s.), their interaction was significant, t(196) = -2.40, p < .05. Further slope
analyses (see Table 2.52.B) revealed that, high level of self-victimization strategies
did not significantly alter the relationship between cons of offending and action,
t(196) = .27, p = n.s. However, low level of self-victimization strategies altered the
relationship, t(196) = 3.71, p < .001, indicating that the participants with cons of
offending significantly reported more action if they engaged in low level of Self-

victimization strategies (see Figure 2.12.).
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Table 2.50. Moderator Role of Defensive Strategies between Pros of Offending and
Motivation to Change

DV df Fchange B t R?
A.Precontemplation
1. Pros of Offending 1,198 4.68* 15 2.16* .02
(Pros)
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 13.09*** 14
Externalizing (JU) .02 27
Victimization (PI) 34 4.50***
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 1.01 15
Pros X JU 12 1.18
Pros X PI -12 -1.33
B.Contemplation
1. Pros of Offending 1,198 .25 -.04 -.50 .00
(Pros)
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 .98 .01
Externalizing (JU) -.06 -.68
Victimization (PI) A1 1.40
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 1.01 .02
Pros X JU -14 -1.28
Pros X PI 12 -1.24
C.Action
1. Pros of Offending 1,198 2.05 -.10 -1.43 .01
(Pros)
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 2.66 .04
Externalizing (JU) -.06 - 74
Victimization (PI) 18 2.29*
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 1.15 .05
Pros X JU -.16 -1.50
Pros X Pl .07 12
D.Maintenance
1. Pros of Offending 1,198 2.99 12 1.73 .02
(Pros)
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 6.44%* .08
Externalizing (JU) 12 1.49
Victimization (PI) 18 2.31*
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 1.68 .09
Pros X JU -.19 -1.82
Pros X PI 12 1.21

p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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Table 2.51. Moderator Role of Defensive Strategies between Cons of Offending and
Motivation to Change

DV df Fchange B t R?
A.Precontemplation
1. Cons of Offending (Cons) 1,198 .02 .01 13 .00
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 15.13*** A3
Externalizing (JU) .05 .67
Victimization (PI) 34 4.50***
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 3.48* 16
Cons X JU -.08 -.99
Cons X PI -.13 -1.72

B.Contemplation

1. Cons of Offending (Cons) 1,198 10.06** 22 3.17** .05

2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 71 .06
Externalizing (JU) -.05 -.66
Victimization (PI) .09 1.19
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 2.74 .08
Cons X JU .05 .67

Cons X PI -18  -2.30*
C.Action

1. Cons of Offending (Cons) 1,198  7.42** A9 2.73** .04
2.Defesive Strategies 2,196 2.20 .06
Externalizing (JU) -.09 -1.15
Victimization (PI) .16 2.09
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 3.16* .09
Cons X JU .04 44

Cons X PI -19  -2.40*

D.Maintenance

1. Cons of Offending (Cons) 1,198 5.39* .16 2.32* .03

2.Defesive Strategies 2,196  8.22*** .10
Externalizing (JU) 15 2.00*
Victimization (PI) A7 2.16*
3.Interaction Terms 2,194 2.52 A3
Cons X JU -.08 -1.08
Cons X PI -.10 -1.25

p <.05, **p < .01, ***p <.001
Note. Significant interaction terms were indicated with bold.
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Table 2.52. Slope Analyses for Self-Victimization Strategies Moderating the Relationship between Cons of
Offending and Contemplation and Action

DV Constant df F R? B SE B t
A.DV = Contemplation
1.CONS 28.398 3,196 5.51*** .08 .05 .06 .07 .78
Pl-High .04 .05 .06 .93
CONS X PI-High -.01 .01 -.21 -2.29*
2.CONS 18.759 3,196 5.51*** .08 25 .06 .36 3.88***
Pl-Low .04 .05 .06 .93
CONS X PI-Low -.01 .01 -.21 -2.29*
B.DV = Action
1.CONS 31.296 3,196 5.78*** .08 .02 .07 .03 27
Pl-High .08 .05 12 1.69
CONS X PI-High -.01 .01 -.24 -2.54**
2.CONS 19.294 3, 196 5.78*** .08 .25 .07 .35 3.71***
Pl-Low .08 .05 12 1.69
CONS X PI-Low -.01 .01 -.24 -2.54**

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <.001

Note. CONS = Cons of Offending, Pl = Self-Victimization Strategies.
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2.2.5. Discussion
2.2.5.1. Factors Associated with Criminal Thinking-Assumptions

Turning back to the findings on the correlates of CTS-Assumptions reported
in Study 1.A, Power-Oriented Assumptions and Injustice-Oriented Assumptions
were commonly found to be associated with external locus of control (both general
score and dimensions such as belief in chance, insignificance of struggle, and belief
in an unfair world). The results of the current study indicated that, after controlling
for the variance accounted for by the associated demographic variables and basic
personality traits, Power-Oriented Assumptions was found to be related only to
insignificance of struggle, whereas Injustice-Oriented Assumptions was found to be
related only to belief in an unfair world. This finding further supports the idea
presented in the heuristic formulation that Power and Injustice oriented assumptions
might be emerging from separate (but inter-related) core-beliefs. In addition, it was
discussed in the previous study that Power-Oriented Assumptions might be related to
the narcissistic personality characteristics. However the findings of the present study
did not support the previous research, revealing insignificant results for the
association between agreeableness, self-esteem, and Power-Oriented Assumptions. A
possible explanation for this might be that an interaction of neuroticism and negative
valence (i.e., low self-worth) might be eligible to explain the association.
Alternatively, participants with Power-Oriented Assumptions might be vulnerable to
develop narcissistic overcompensation strategies; still they might not necessarily
convey narcissistic personality characteristics. Furthermore, Power-Oriented
Assumptions yielded a positive association with pros of offending, whereas Injustice-
Oriented Assumptions did not. The reason for this is not clear but it may have
something to do with the impact of imprisonment experience. As discussed in the
previous study, imprisonment is the time period when the offenders encounter with
the negative consequences of criminality the most. Taking into account the finding
that Injustice-Oriented Assumptions are rather related to the level of stress in prison
and low level of indirect coping, participants with Injustice-Oriented Assumptions
might be more prone to experience the negative consequences of offending. On the
other hand, participants with Power-Oriented Assumptions might be perpetuating

their over-compensatory strategies to cope with the “powerlessness” schema and
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decreased self-worth. Therefore, they might be preoccupied with themselves rather
than conceiving the negative consequences of offending. Lastly, Cold-Heartedness
provided significant negative associations only with agreeableness and
conscientiousness. This is a surprising finding providing that Cold-Heartedness was
previously observed to be highly related to internal locus of control. Hence, it is
suggested that, the relationship between internal locus of control and emotional
repression is explained by the aforementioned personality dimensions.
2.2.5.2. Factors Associated with Criminal Thinking-Defensive Strategies
Referring back to the previous study, the two defensive strategies (i.e.,
Externalizing & Trivializing and Self-Victimization Strategies) were found to
commonly display a number of factors. Conversely, the present study yielded some
discriminatory findings. For instance, Externalizing and Trivializing Strategies were
found to be associated with negative valence and belief in an unfair world, whereas
Self-Victimization Strategies were found to be related to neuroticism, openness to
experience, and insignificance of struggle. It is probable therefore that Externalizing
and Trivializing might be maladaptive strategies aiming at increasing the self-worth
in order to survive (i.e., have power) in a world which is characterized with injustice.
Alternatively, offenders might be engaging in Externalizing and Trivializing
Strategies especially when they encounter with injustice. On the other hand, Self-
Victimization Strategies were more possibly related to a general feeling of
helplessness and hopelessness, indicating that whatever they do they won’t be able to
succeed (i.e., be victimized). A significant positive association between openness to
experience and Self-Victimization Strategies further supports the hypothesis that
these offenders might be more prone to engaging in risky situations, where they are
not able to defend themselves in adaptive means. Therefore, they might find
themselves in situations which consequently support their Self-victimization
strategies. What is surprising is that Self-Victimization Strategies were found to be
positively associated with self-esteem. This result might be explained by the fact
that, offenders engage in Self-Victimization Strategies when they are trying to
explain the negative consequences despite the fact that they feel they are inherently
good. However, they might be engaging in Externalizing and Trivializing Strategies
when they devalue themselves, yet they need to over-compensate this experience.
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Another interesting finding was that Externalizing and Trivializing Strategies were
found to be related only with Power-Oriented Assumptions, whereas Self-
Victimization Strategies were found to be associated with both Power-Oriented and
Injustice-Oriented Assumptions. Therefore, engaging in Self-Victimization
Strategies might be a more common condition, indirectly supportive of different
offence-supportive assumptions. At the same time it should be noted that, cold-
heartedness was found to be unrelated with Externalizing and Trivializing Strategies,
whereas it was found to be negatively associated with Self-Victimization. Thus, it is
important to bear in mind the possible caveat that, cold-heartedness might be
explained by a different set of assumptions and strategies. In other words, cold-
heartedness should be kept in mind while applying the formulation that was
suggested in the introduction section (see Chapter 1).
2.2.5.3. Factors Associated with Decisional Balance

Pros of offending was previously found to be related to a set of demographic
factors that generally represent a criminal and/or deviant lifestyle (i.e., alcohol use,
substance use, experience of living in the street, history of non-violent crime, and
history of violent crime). Out of these factors only experience of living in the street
and substance use were found to be positively contributing to pros of offending. It
should be noted that both living in the street (Mallett, Rosenthal, Keys, & Averill,
2010) and substance use (Alridge et al., 2011) somewhat require a deviant social
network. It can thus be suggested that criminality might be normalized within these
social networks and it might be more difficult for those offenders to change their
minds about the positive aspects of offending, because of their learned experiences.
Another finding that supports this suggestion is that, negative valence and
agreeableness were found to be associated with pros of offending (in opposite
directions). In the previous study, pros of offending was found to be related to a
variety of personality traits. However, high level of negative valence and low level of
agreeableness might reflect a more rigid attitude. When the previous life experiences
and the rigid personality characteristics were controlled, it was observed that
participants with a belief in an unfair world were more prone to perceive pros of
offending. Alternatively, taking into account that the assessments were conducted in

the prison environment, participants who experienced unjust treatment during legal
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proceedings or imprisonment might have perceived offending as more advantageous.
Further work is required to establish this finding. In terms of offence-supportive
assumptions, after controlling for the variance accounted for by the previous
experiences, basic personality traits, and locus of control, only Power-Oriented
Assumptions was found to be associated with pros of offending. This result supports
the suggestions made in the previous section, indicating that participants with Power-
Oriented Assumptions might be more preoccupied with themselves rather than
conceiving the negative consequences of offending. However, the fact that the locus
of control was controlled might also account for this finding. Finally, indirect coping
was found to be negatively associated with pros of offending, indicating that a lack
of social support might lead offenders to perceive offending as more advantageous
(Cid & Marti, 2012).

Regarding cons of offending, one unanticipated finding was that neuroticism
was observed to be positively contributing to the perception of negative
consequences of offending. This result might be partly explained by the relationship
between neuroticism and negative affect, indicating that encountering with the
negative consequences of offending might have elevated the negative emotions, such
as anxiety. This finding may help us to understand why offenders engage in self-
defensive strategies despite they acknowledge the negative consequences of
criminality. Another surprising finding was that cons of offending was observed to
be associated with both conscientiousness and internal locus of control, but in the
opposite directions. These concepts are both known to be related to “taking
responsibility” (Farrall, 2009; Roberts, Jackson, Fayard, Edmonds, & Meints, 2009).
Hence, it could conceivably be hypothesized that the participants with higher levels
of conscientiousness might be more open to understand the negative consequences of
their behavior. However, they might have difficulty in coping with the negative
emotions that arise after encountering with these consequences. As a result, they
might rely on “uncontrollability of the events” as a way to ease themselves of the
burden of admitting the full responsibility of their offending behavior. In other
words, it is suggested that while investigating the cognitive mechanisms of offending
(e.g., assumptions, defensive strategies, positive and negative attributions), possible
interference of negative emotions and coping should not be ruled out.

222



2.2.5.4. Factors Associated with Motivation to Change

The results of the current study basically revealed similar findings with that
of concurrent analyses reported in Study 1.A. One unanticipated finding was that,
self-esteem yielded a positive association with precontemplation. A possible
explanation for this might be that, in the precontemplation stage, people generally
report that they do not display any problem that needs to be treated (Prochaska &
Norcross, 2003). Taking into account the positive contribution of insignificance of
struggle to precontemplation, participants in this stage might have a tendency to
attribute the negative consequences to the uncontrollable events and they might be
thinking that, within this context they are no worse than others. As previously noted,
self and environmental re-evaluation strategies point into the problem areas that
might be controllable, and therefore promote the motivation to change. However, it is
important to bear in mind that after gaining a sense of awareness, a decrease in self-
esteem might accompany the discontinuation of initial resistance. The current
findings further suggested that, issues about self-esteem might continue even in the
maintenance stage, if not attended. This result notably makes sense taking into
account the prison conditions, where it is more difficult for the offenders to observe
the changes that they have made. In addition, imprisonment experience per se
involves lots of factors that might be a threat for self-esteem, especially during the
change process (Zamble & Porporino, 1988). This might also account for the
findings reported in the previous study related to the feelings of hopelessness
associated with the maintenance stage.

Current results further indicated that, participants in the precontemplation
stage generally engaged in emotion-focused coping strategies and utilized less from
indirect coping strategies. These findings are consistent with those of other research
which suggest that resistance to change is characterized by a state of avoidance
(Holtforth, Grawe, & Castonguay, 2006) and that people might further reject the
social support that is available if they are not motivated to change (Cid & Marti,
2012). Conversely, participants in the maintenance stage were observed to engage
less in the problem-focused coping strategies. This finding, together with the

previous discussions made on maintenance, suggests that relapse-prevention
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strategies that take into account the prison conditions and integrate problem-focused
coping might be helpful for the offenders in the maintenance stage.

2.2.5.5. Mediator Role of Locus of Control between Offence-Supportive
Assumptions and Motivation to Change

Very little was found in the literature about the impact of locus of control on
motivation to change. Besides, the contribution of offence-supportive thoughts to the
motivational processes is unknown, though it’s reasonable to assume that criminal
thinking would have an inhibitory role. The findings of the present study supported
this assumption, and further indicated that this relationship might be explained by
locus of control. Specifically, insignificance of struggle was found to mediate the
relationship between power-oriented and injustice-oriented assumptions and
precontemplation. This finding, while preliminary, suggests that therapeutic
strategies aiming at motivating the offenders for change should carefully attend
offenders’ beliefs about the insignificance of struggle. Examples that support this
idea were evident in the informal conversations made with the participants. For
instance, while talking about desistance, participants frequently mentioned about
several external factors that were out of their control but that had a strong negative
influence on the desistance process. Some of these factors were related to the label of
being ex-convict (e.g., difficulties in finding a job, engaging in a committed romantic
relationship, having a respectful status in the community) or previous life
experiences (e.g., not knowing how to keep oneself away from previous deviant
relationships). Participants also indicated some factors that are related to the
imprisonment experience (e.g., problems in the ward with other prison inmates,
problems with the staff and/or the legal proceedings). Therefore, it is suggested that,
during the initial precontemplation stage, therapeutic strategies should carefully
attend these factors in order to build effective coping strategies.

Another important finding was that internal locus of control mediated the
relationship between cold-heartedness and contemplation, action, and maintenance.
It’s recognized in the literature that gaining a sense of control and responsibility over
the negative consequences of offending behavior is an important therapeutic step
(Maruna, 2001). However, the findings in the current study indicate that if the

offenders convey an un-empathetic attitude, a sense of control might have an inverse
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impact. In this respect, there is abundant room for further progress in determining the
effective therapeutic strategies in the case of cold-heartedness.
2.2.5.6. Moderator Role of Defensive Strategies between Offence-Supportive
Assumptions and Motivation to Change

Defensive strategies that are directed to justify and normalize the criminal
behavior are frequently indicated to be maladaptive (Maruna & Mann, 2006).
However, Maruna and Mann (2006) challenged this view stating that defensive
strategies might have a self-affirmative function. In parallel with the anticipation of
Maruna and Mann (2006), findings of the present study revealed that, taking into
account the offence-supportive assumptions, the impact of defensive strategies might
vary. Specifically, in terms of action, externalizing and trivializing strategies were
observed to operate as a booster in the case of low level of assumptions (both power-
oriented and injustice-oriented assumptions). Hence, engaging in externalizing and
trivializing strategies might be adaptive when the offenders displayed relatively low
level of offence-supportive assumptions. On the other hand, in the case of high level
of assumptions, externalizing and trivializing strategies have a depleting effect on
motivation to change. This finding accords with earlier observations which highlight
the maladaptive function of the defensive strategies. It is suggested, therefore, that
externalizing and trivializing strategies might be maladaptive especially if they have
a confirmatory function on the actively operating offence-supportive assumptions.
However, these results need to be interpreted with caution, as the slope analyses did
not yield significant results. Thus, it is recommended for further research that the
dual function of defensive strategies should be clarified. Another important finding
was that, in terms of the relationship between cold-heartedness and contemplation,
self-victimization strategies revealed an opposite contribution. Accordingly, utilizing
less from the self-victimization strategies had a booster effect in the case of low cold-
heartedness, but it had a depleting effect in the case of high cold-heartedness. This
result is important in two respects. First of all, it further supports the previous
findings indicating that cold-heartedness has a different mechanism as compared to
other offence-supportive assumptions. Secondly, it may be that, in the case of low
level of offence-supportive assumptions, offenders benefitted more from the
externalizing and trivializing strategies, whereas they benefitted less from the self-
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victimization strategies. Discrepancy between externalizing and trivializing strategies
and self-victimization strategies was further evident in relation to precontemplation.
Accordingly, in the case of low injustice-oriented assumptions, externalizing and
trivializing strategies increased the level of precontemplation. Moreover, not
engaging in these strategies was not protective in the case of high injustice-oriented
assumptions. On the other hand, self-victimization strategies seemed to have a
protective role in the case of high injustice-oriented assumptions. Yet, it is important
to bear in mind that the slopes were not significant.
2.2.5.7. Moderator Role of Defensive Strategies between Decisional Balance and
Motivation to Change

Previous analyses failed to provide a significant result in terms of the
moderator role of self-victimization strategies. However, the present findings
revealed a significant impact, in terms of the relationship between cons of offending
and contemplation and action stages. Specifically, it was observed that participants
with cons of offending significantly reported more contemplation and action if they
engaged in low level of self-victimization strategies. Taking into account the
argument that the imprisonment is when the offenders experience the negative
consequences of offending the most, it can be suggested that treatment approaches
should attend on the self-victimization strategies and should focus on developing
alternative means of coping. However, with an important caveat that, self-
victimization strategies still seemed to be protective in the case of low cons of
offending. It is therefore recommended that more research on this topic needs to be

undertaken.
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CHAPTER 111

STUDY Il

3.1. STUDY Il.A: PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF CRIMINAL
THINKING-ASSUMPTIONS SCALE, CRIMINAL THINKING-DEFENSIVE
STRATEGIES SCALE, STAGES OF CHANGE SCALE FOR CRIMINALS
(SOCS-C), AND DECISIONAL BALANCE SCALE FOR CRIMINALS (DBS-
C) AMONG JUVENILE OFFENDERS

3.1.1. Introduction

In recent years, there has been an increasing amount of literature on the
criminal thinking styles of young offenders (e.g., Dembo, Turner, & Jainchill, 2007;
Palmer & Hollin, 2004; Wallinius et al., 2011) and aggressive youth in general (e.g.,
Ragatz, Anderson, Fremouw, & Schwartz, 2011). These studies usually
demonstrated that young people displayed more criminal thinking as compared to
adults. However, we don’t know whether the developmental concerns of young
people influence the way they think about criminality. The issue becomes more
critical taking into account the division of the criminal thinking concept into
“assumptions” and “defensive strategies”. A considerable amount of knowledge
exists suggesting that adolescents are different from adults in many respects, for
instance, in terms of cognitive development (Iselin, DeCoster, & Salekin, 2009;
Moshman, 2011), identity development (Erikson, 1963), and concern in their lives
(Arnett, 2007). Hence, taking an adult approach to the criminal thinking styles of
adolescents might overlook the unsteady nature of cognitive and personality
mechanisms in this developmental stage.

Numerous studies have attempted to explain youth’s motivations for
offending. Accordingly, achieving material goods, sensation seeking, seeking
approval, and/or fear of rejection are commonly articulated motivations for offending
among young people (Jordan, Rogers, Neumann, Norlander, 2013). However,
investigating the issue in terms of decisional balance theory received limited
attention, though a few studies exist regarding alcohol and substance misuse (e.g.,
Collins, Carey, & Otto, 2009; Elliott, Carey, & Scott-Sheldon, 2011). Jordan and
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colleagues (2013) conducted an outstanding study which examined decisional
balance of adolescent offenders for desisting from criminality. Considering the
suggestions of Levesque (1999), focusing on the pros and cons of desisting (rather
than pros and cons of offending) is more beneficial for subsequent therapeutic
interventions. However, understanding the mechanisms of pros and cons of
offending is crucially important in developing prevention strategies. Besides,
attaining more knowledge about the contribution of pros and cons of offending to the
motivational stages of change will definitely supplement the treatment programs. It is
also noteworthy that, although the general mechanisms are not expected to differ
according to the developmental stages, some variations are expected taking into
account the unique concerns of adolescents. Hence it is suggested that, specific
aspects of motivation to change and decisional balance among young offenders need
to be clarified.

One of the issues that need to be taken into account while studying with
adolescents is anger. Adolescence is characterized by a period when emotion
regulation problems are commonly observed and anger is the most frequently
articulated emotion that is difficult to manage (Faupel et al., 2011). Anger becomes
more critical considering the aggressive and violent behaviors among young people
(Csibi & Csibi, 2011). Therefore, anger was added in the present study in order to
investigate its contribution to criminal thinking (i.e., assumptions and defensive
strategies), motivation to change, and decisional balance.

3.1.2. Aim of the Study

The objectives of the present study were identifying the psychometric
properties of Criminal Thinking Scales (CTS-Assumptions and CTS-Defensive
Strategies), Stages of Change Scale for Criminals (SOCS-C), and Decisional Balance
Scale for Criminals (DBS-C) with a sample of male juvenile offenders. Taking into
account the findings revealed in Study 1, it is aimed to figure out the factors that
adolescents share in common with adults and adolescents’ unique characteristics.
Finally, it is aimed to investigate aforementioned concepts in terms of trait anger,

anger expression, and anger control.
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3.1.3. Method
3.1.3.1. Participants

Before the study, the participants were asked to fill out the Demographic
Information Form, which was the same as applied in Study | (see Appendix B). The
form included questions concerning general characteristics, work and military
experiences, familial characteristics and early childhood experiences, general health
conditions, criminal history, and prison experiences.
3.1.3.1.1. General Characteristics

The sample of the present study consisted of 52 male juvenile offenders who
were under arrest because of a variety of crimes in Mugla E Type Prison and
Detention House (n = 45, 86.5%) and Eskisehir H Type Prison and Detention House
(n =7, 13.5%) (For details of the criminal history of participants, see Section
2.1.3.1.5). The ages of the participants ranged between 14 and 17 (M = 16.42, SD =
0.87).

Taking into account the education levels of the participants, three participants
(5.8%) were illiterate, 17 participants (38.4%) had an education experience less than
a secondary school degree, and 32 participants (61.6%) completed a secondary
school degree. The frequency information regarding the education levels of the
participants can be followed from Table 3.1.

Table 3.1. Education Levels of the Participants

Frequency Percentage (%)

1.1lliterate 3 5.8
2.Literate 2 3.8
3.Primary school-left 2 3.8
4.Primary school-graduated 2 3.8
5.Secondary school-left 11 21.2
6.Secondary school-graduated 21 40.4
7.High school-left 11 21.2
8.High school-graduated - -

9.University - -

Regarding the marital status, only 3.8 % of the participants (n = 2) were
married, and 96.2 % of them (n = 50) were single. When they were asked about with
whom they were living before they were imprisoned, 92.3 % of the participants
indicated that they used to be living with their families (n = 48). Other participants (n
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=4, 7.6 %) reported that they used to be living either alone or with their relatives or
friends. (For the details, see Table 3.2).

Table 3.2. Participants’ Home Environment Before Imprisonment

Frequency Percentage (%)
Wife and/or children 2 3.8
Mother, father, siblings 46 88.5
Relative 1 1.9
Friend 1 1.9
Alone 2 3.8

3.1.3.1.2. Work and Military Experience

Only four of the participants (7.7 %) indicated that they did not have any
work experience. According to the reports of 92.3 % of the participants who had
work experience (n = 48), their age of beginning to work ranged between 7 and 16
(M =12.62, SD = 2.59).

As all of the participants were under the age of 18, neither of them reported
military service experience.
3.1.3.1.3. Familial Characteristics and Early Childhood Experiences

In terms of familial characteristics, participants were asked questions
regarding their parents, their siblings, and whether they experienced any long term
separation from the parents and/or violence in their home environment. Accordingly,
96.2 % of the participants (n = 50) indicated that both of their parents were alive, 1.9
% of the participants (n = 1) reported that his father was dead, and 1.9 % of the
participants (n = 1) reported that he doesn’t know whether his parents are alive or
not.

Most of the participants (n = 43, 82.7 %) informed that their parents lived
together. However, 15.4 % of them reported that their parents were either divorced or
they were living separately. Regarding siblings; the number of siblings that the
participants had ranged between 1 and 9 (M = 3.88, SD = 2.20) with a median of 3,
and their order of birth ranged between 1 and 8 (M = 2.54, SD = 1.75), with a median
of 2.

The participants were asked whether they experienced any long term
separation from their parents in their childhood. Accordingly, 73.1% of the

participants (n = 38) reported that they did not experience any long term separation
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from their parents. However, 7.7% of the participants (n = 4) indicated that they were
separated from their fathers, 7.7% of them (n = 4) reported that they were separated
from both of their parents and lived with their relatives, and 11.5 % of the
participants (n = 6) reported that they experienced long term separation from their
parents either because of living in Society for the Protection of Children or for work
(see Table 3.3. for the details). Moreover, while 25 % of the participants (n = 13)
indicated that they experienced or witnessed violence in their family environment, 75
% of the participants (n = 39) did not report any experience of violence.

The percentage of the participants who reported that they had to live in the
streets for some period during their childhood were 32.7 % (n = 17).

Taking into account the criminal history evident in the participants’ family
environment, while 76.9 % of the participants did not report any criminal record for
their families, 13.5 % (n = 7) indicated that their fathers experienced imprisonment,
and 9.6 % (n = 5) indicated that their siblings had criminal history.

Table 3.3. Participants’ Long Term Separation from Their Parents during Childhood

Frequency Percentage (%)

No separation 38 73.1
Separation from mother - -

Separation from father 4 7.7
Separation from both, lived with relatives 4 7.7
Society for the Protection of Children 2 3.8
For work 4 7.7

3.1.3.1.4. General Health Conditions

Regarding previous health history, 17.3 % of the participants (n = 9) reported
medical and 1.9 % of the participants (n = 1) reported psychiatric chronic illness.
Besides, 9.6 % (n =5) and 1.9 % (n = 1) of the participants indicated that they were
currently receiving medical and psychiatric treatment, respectively.

Considering alcohol and substance use, 67.3% (n = 35) of the participants
reported that they were using alcohol before imprisonment, and 22.9% of them (n =
8) indicated that they might had alcohol dependency problem. Moreover, the
percentage of the participants who reported that they used illegal substance at least

once before imprisonment was 32.7% (n = 17).
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Finally, while 28.8% of the participants (n = 15) reported suicide, 51.9% of the
participants (n = 27) reported self-harm history.
3.1.3.1.5. Criminal History and Prison Experience

The sample included one sentenced participant (1.9 %), one detainee
participant under sentence (1.9 %), and 50 detainee participants (96.2 %). The prison
term of the participant who was under sentence was 4.5 years. While 5.8 % of the
participants (n = 3) reported that they had previously been imprisoned, most of the
participants (n = 49, 94.2 %) indicated that they did not have any previous criminal
history. The recent crimes that the participants were accused of are listed in Table
3.4. Accordingly, 34.6 % of the participants (n = 18) were accused of a non-violent
crime (i.e., plundering, grab, or burglary), 30.8 % of the participants (n = 16) were
accused of a violent crime (i.e., murder, attempted murder, or physical injury), 1.9 %
of the participants (n = 1) was accused of an illegal substance related crime (i.e.,
being a drug dealer), and 7.7 % of the participants (n = 4) were accused of a sexual
crime. It should be noted that 4 participants were accused of more than one type of
crime. On the other hand, 33.7 % (n = 17) of the participants refused to declare the
type of crime that they were accused of.

Finally, while 63.5 % of the participants (n = 33) reported that they
voluntarily attend to psychosocial service, 36.5 % of the participants (n = 19)
indicated that they did not apply for psychological help in the prison.

Table 3.4. Participants’ Latest Crimes

Type of Crime Frequency Percentage (%0)
1) Non-violent 18 34.6
Plundering 1 1.9
Grab 11 21.2
Burglary 6 115
2) Violent 16 30.8
Murder 7 135
Attempted Murder 2 3.8
Physical Injury 7 13.5
3) lllegal Substance
Drug dealer 1 1.9
4) Sexual 4 7.7
Refused to declare 17 33.7

Note. 4 participants were accused of more than one type of crime.
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3.1.3.2. Measures

In the present study, the psychometric properties of Criminal Thinking Scale
(Assumptions and Defensive Strategies), Stages of Change Scale for Criminals
(SOCS-C), and Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals (DBS-C) are investigated in
the juvenile prisoner sample. Adaptation studies of the scales were presented in
Study 1.A. In order to investigate the validity of the instruments, participants were
also asked to answer Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale (RSE), Locus of Control Scale
(LOC), Basic Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI), and Trait Anger / Anger
Expression Inventory (TAEXI).
3.1.3.2.1. Criminal Thinking Scale (CTS)

The information regarding Criminal Thinking Scales is explained in detail in
the method section of Study I. A (see Section 2.1.3.2.1). Study I consisted of a
sample of adult offenders. However, it should be noted that there are also studies that
utilized from CTS in juvenile forensic samples (e.g., Dembo et al., 2007).

According to the results of Study I. A., CTS was suggested to be separated
into two scales; CTS-Assumptions, which consisted of “power oriented assumptions”
(i.e., EN+PO), “Injustice-Oriented Assumptions” (i.e., CR), and “cold-heartedness”,
and CTS-Defenses, which consisted of “externalizing and trivializing strategies”
(i.e., JU) and “Self-victimization strategies ” (i.e., PI) (for details see Section
2.1.4.2)). In the present study, the preliminary results revealed Cronbach alpha values
of .71, .25, .75, .52, .43 for EN+PO, CR, CH, JU, and PlI, respectively. Taking into
account that the reliability values for CR, JU, and PI scales were considerably low,
CR was excluded from further analyses and the total score was utilized for the
defensive strategies (i.e., JU and PI), for which the reliability value was .67 (see
Section 3.1.4.2.1. for details).
3.1.3.2.2. Stages of Change Scale for Criminals (SOCS-C)

The information regarding Stages of Change Scale for Criminals is explained
in detail in the method section of Study I. A (see Section 2.1.3.2.2). In the present
study, the preliminary results revealed Cronbach alpha values of .43, .78, .82, and .72
for precontemplation, contemplation, action, and maintenance scales, respectively.
Regarding the precontemplation sub-scale, it was observed that some of the items
yielded negative correlations with other items. Therefore, the internal consistency
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coefficient was re-computed after the exclusion of these items. The final Cronbach
alpha value of the precontemplation sub-scale was .62 (see Section 3.1.4.3.1. for
details).

3.1.3.2.3. Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals (DBS-C)

The information regarding Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals is
explained in detail in the method section of Study I. A (see Section 2.1.3.2.3). In the
present study, the preliminary results revealed a Cronbach alpha value of .78 for both
pros and cons scales (see Section 3.1.4.4.1. for details).

As it is the case in Study I.A, in order to further reveal the positive and
negative attributions attached to the offending behavior, additional close and open-
ended questions were asked.
3.1.3.2.4. Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE)

The information regarding Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale is explained in detail
in the method section of Study I. A (see Section 2.1.3.2.4). In the present study, a
Cronbach alpha value of .77 for the total RSE score was obtained.
3.1.3.2.5. Locus of Control Scale (LOC)

It is known that Locus of Control Scale is also extensively being used with
adolescent samples (e.g., Gliveng, Aktan, & Yalcin, 2010; Kaya, 2007). The
information regarding LOC is explained in detail in the method section of Study I. A
(see Section 2.1.3.2.6). In the present study, Cronbach alpha values of .88 for the
total LOC score and .89, .73, .75, .53, and .57 were obtained for the subscales (i.e.,
internal locus of control, belief in chance, insignificance of struggle, fatalism, and
belief in an unfair world, respectively).
3.1.3.2.6. Basic Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI)

The information regarding Basic Personality Traits Inventory is explained in
detail in the method section of Study I. A (see Section 2.1.3.2.7). In the present
study, Cronbach alpha value of .51, .89, .81, .57, .71, and .60 were obtained for
extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, openness to experience,
and negative valence, respectively.
3.1.3.2.7. Trait Anger / Anger Expression Inventory (TAEXI)

TAEXI is a 34 item, 4-point likert type scale that aims to assess anger as trait,
and different expressions of anger (Spielberger, Krasner, & Solomon, 1988). Three
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types of anger expression are defined; which are Anger Expression-Out, Anger
Expression-In, and Anger-Control. Anger-Control refers to controlling anger through
strategies like suppression, rationalization, and denial.

The original scale is developed by Spielberger (1988). Accordingly, the scale
revealed good psychometric properties. For instance, the internal consistency
coefficients were found to be ranging from .82 to .90 for Trait Anger, and .76, .74,
and .85 for Anger Expression-Out, Anger Expression-In, and Anger-Control,
respectively.

TAEXI was adapted to Turkish by Ozer (1994) and the reliability measures of
the instrument were obtained from various samples (e.g., university students, high
school students, nursing students, “neurotic” patients group). Accordingly, Ozer
reported internal consistency coefficient range of .67-.92 for Trait Anger, .69-.91 for
Anger Expression-Out, .58-.76 for Anger Expression-In, and .80-.90 for Anger-
Control.

Besides adults, TAEXI is also being used with adolescents (e.g., Arslan,
2009; Csibi & Csibi, 2011).

The answer options in TAEXI range from (1) “never” to (4) “always” and
high scores reflect higher characteristics on the assessed dimension. The first 10
items stand for Trait Anger. The second section of the scale is used to assess Anger
Expression. Hence, items 2., 7., 9., 12., 14., 19., 22., and 23 refer to Anger
Expression-Out, items 3., 5., 6., 10., 13., 16., 17., and 21 refer to Anger Expression-
In, and items 1., 4., 8., 11., 15., 18., 20., and 24 refer to Anger-Control.

In the present study, the internal consistency coefficients for Trait Anger,
Anger Expression-Out, Anger Expression-In, and Anger Control were found to be
81, .77, .78, and .73, respectively (see Appendix M for TAEXI).
3.1.3.3. Procedure

Before the study, formal permissions were obtained from Middle East
Technical University Ethical Committee and Ministry of Justice General Directorate
of the Prisons and Detention Houses.

The juvenile offenders who were under arrest or sentenced due to a political
crime were not included in the present study. The participants were selected through
convenience sampling method. After the presentation of the informed consent (see
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Appendix A) and taking the permission of the participant, the inventory package was
provided to the participant. The completion of the package lasted for approximately
30 minutes, varying according to educational levels of the participants.
3.1.3.4. Statistical Analyses

In the present study, data were analyzed through the Statistical Package of
Social Sciences (SPSS), version 15 for Windows. Participants who had more than 10
% missing cases in at least one of the inventories were excluded from the study. For
the remaining missing data, the cases’ average scores for that instrument were
replaced.
3.1.4. Results

In the results section, initially the descriptive information regarding the scales
and subscales is presented. Afterwards, results considering the reliability and validity
information of the adapted scales are presented, in separate sections for each scale. In
order to investigate the reliability, Cronbach alpha coefficients and item-total
correlations were computed. Besides, correlational analyses were conducted for
concurrent validity, and t-test or MANOVA were employed for criterion validity, in
each section. Finally, in order to investigate the associated factors with the additional
items of positive and negative attributions of offending behavior, Chi-Square, t-test
and MANOVA were employed.
3.1.4.1. Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive information regarding the CTS-Assumptions Scales (i.e., EN+PO
and CH), total score of the CTS-Defensive Strategies Scale, Stages of Change Scale
for Criminals (SOCS-C), Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals (DBS-C),
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE), Locus of Control Scale (LOC), Basic
Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI), and Trait Anger / Anger Expression Inventory
(TAEXI) are presented in Table 3.5.
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Table 3.5. Descriptive information regarding the measures of the study

Variables Alpha Mean  SD Min-Max
Coefficient
CTS-Assumptions
Power-oriented assumptions 71 36.73  7.96 19-60
(EN+PO)
Cold-Heartedness (CH) 15 10.29 4.37 5-23
CTS-Defensive Strategies 67 34.16 7.55 17-48
SOCS-C
Precontemplation .62 13.36  3.76 7-24
Contemplation .78 29.55 5.97 10-40
Action .82 28.64 6.52 15-40
Maintenance 12 25.77 5.72 12-40
DBS-C
Pros .86 21.84 8.48 12-41
Cons .78 41.05 9.18 16-56
RSE 77 29.14 4.86 15-40
LOC .88 144,85 23.16 85-207
Internal Locus of Control .89 46.94 12.73 18-82
Belief in Chance 73 32.66 6.97 20-55
Insignificance of Struggle 15 28.10 7.25 14-46
Fatalism 53 10.56  2.89 4-15
Belief in an Unfair World 57 13.53 4.01 7-23
BPTI
Extraversion 51 25.65 4.59 18-36
Agreeableness .89 33.21 6.15 18-40
Conscientiousness 81 31.00 5.90 15-40
Openness to Experience 57 25.33 554 13-38
Neuroticism 71 23.36 4.28 10-30
Negative Valence 40 12.71  3.39 8-24
TAEXI
Trait Anger 8l 2245  6.59 10-36
Anger Expression-In 7 16.81 5.18 10-31
Anger Expression-Out .18 1712 5.24 9-32
Anger Control 73 21.95 441 13-31

Note. SOCS-C = Stages of Change Scale for Criminals, DBS-C = Decisional
Balance Scale for Criminals, RSE = Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, LOC = Locus of
Control Scale, BPTI = Basic Personality Traits Inventory, TAEXI = Trait Anger /
Anger Expression Inventory

3.1.4.2. Psychometric Properties of CTS-Assumptions and CTS-Defensive

Strategies
3.1.4.2.1. Reliability of CTS-Assumptions and CTS-Defensive Strategies

The internal consistency coefficients (i.e., Cronbach alpha coefficients) and
the ranges for the item-total correlations for the subscales as well as the total scores

of CTS-Assumptions (i.e., EN+PO and CH) and the CTS-Defensive Strategies
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Scales are provided in Table 3.6.A and 3.6.B, respectively. In terms of CTS-
Assumptions, Injustice-Oriented Assumptions (CR) was observed to have a
considerably low internal consistency coefficient (see Table 3.6.A). Therefore, CR
was excluded from further analyses and only power-oriented assumptions (EN+PO)
and cold-heartedness (CH) were utilized. Moreover, the subscales of CTS-Defensive
Strategies scale were found to have relatively low internal consistency coefficients.
However, an acceptable value was obtained for the total score (a = .67). Therefore,
the total score of defensive strategies was utilized in the further analyses.

The item-total correlation coefficients ranged from .08 to .48 for EN+PO,
from .43 to .58 for CH, and from .07 to .51 for CTS-Defensive Strategies. There
were some items that received considerably low item-total correlation coefficients in
EN+PO and total CTS-Defensive Strategies scales. Specifically, Item 2 and Item 22
(in EN+PO and CTS-Defensive Strategies scales, respectively) received relatively
low correlations with other items (lower than .10), indicating that these items might
not have been clearly understood by the participants.

Table 3.6. Reliability Information Regarding CTS

A.Internal B.ltem-Total
Consistency Correlation Range
Coefficients
CTS-Assumptions (total) .68 .01-.53
EN+PO 71 .08-.48
CH 75 43-.58
CR 25 .03-.30
CTS-Defensive Strategies (total) .67 .07-51
JU 52 .22-.39
Pl 43 .04-.37

Note 1. EN+PO = Power-oriented assumptions, CH = Cold-heartedness
Note 2. The scales that were included in further analyses were indicated with bold.
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3.1.4.2.2. Validity of CTS-Assumptions and CTS-Defensive Strategies
3.1.4.2.2.1. Concurrent Validity of CTS-Assumptions and CTS-Defensive
Strategies

In order to investigate the concurrent validity of CTS, the subscales of CTS-
Assumptions (i.e., Power-oriented assumptions and Cold-Heartedness) and the total
score of the CTS-Defensive Strategies Scale were subjected to correlational analysis
with demographic and other study variables. For the concurrent validity information,
zero-orders were taken into account, where the Pearson Correlation Coefficient is
equal to or exceeds .20.

Table 3.7 presents the Pearson Correlations with demographic variables.
Accordingly, power-oriented assumptions revealed significant zero-order
correlations with having alcohol usage problems (r = .46, p <.001), having a history
of self-harming behavior (r = .28, p < .05), having a previous criminal record (r =
48, p <.001), and history of non-violent crime (r = .30, p < .05). Besides, cold-
heartedness revealed significant association only with the history of non-violent
crime (r = .29, p <.05). On the other hand, CTS-Defenses revealed significant zero-
order correlations with alcohol usage problems (r = .28, p < .05), experience of
violence in the family (r = .28, p < .05), experience of living in the streets (r = .32, p
<.05), and having a previous criminal record (r = .28, p <.05).

Table 3.8 presents correlations with the personality and locus of control
variables. Accordingly, power-oriented assumptions revealed significant zero-order
correlations with neuroticism (r = .30, p < .05), locus of control (r = .34, p < .05),
belief in chance (r = .41, p < .01), insignificance of struggle (r = .39, p <.01), and
belief in an unfair world (r = .53, p <.001). However cold-heartedness revealed
significant associations with agreeableness (r = -.48, p <.001), conscientiousness (r =
-.46, p <.001), openness to experience (r = -.45, p <.001), locus of control (r = -.36,
p <.01), internal locus of control (r = .49 p <.001), and fatalism (r = -.35, p <.01).
Furthermore, CTS-Defenses revealed significant zero-order correlations with
negative valence (r = .36, p <.01), external locus of control (r = .48, p <.001), belief
in chance (r = .46, p <.001), insignificance of struggle (r = .52, p < .001), fatalism (r
= .31, p <.05), and belief in an unfair world (r = .35 p <.05).
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Table 3.9 presents correlations with other study variables. Accordingly,
power-oriented assumptions revealed significant zero-order correlations with pros of
offending (r = .41, p <.01), cons of offending (r = .35, p < .01), trait anger (r = .39, p
<.01), anger expression-in (r = .48, p <.001), and anger expression-out (r = .30, p <
.05). However, cold-heartedness revealed significant associations with contemplation
(r=-.74, p <.001), action (r =-.67, p <.001), maintenance (r = -.50, p <.001), pros
of offending (r = .35, p <.01), cons of offending (r = -.39, p <.01), and anger control
(r=-.43, p <.01). Furthermore, CTS-Defenses revealed significant zero-order
associations with precontemplation (r = .46, p <.001), contemplation (r = .30, p <
.05), action (r = .43, p < .001), maintenance (r = .55, p < .001), cons of offending (r =
.39, p <.01), self-esteem (r = -.28, p <.05), and anger-expression in (r =.30, p <
.05).

Table 3.7. Pearson’s Correlations between CTS Scales and Demographic Variables

VARIABLES Power-oriented Cold- CTS-
assumptions Heartedness Defensive
Strategies

Age 24 -.33 A7
Education -.18 -15 -.08
Unemployment .02 -.01 -14
Age of beginning to work -.10 -17 -.19
Number of siblings 15 -.08 .05
Order of birth -.07 15 -.03
Alcohol Use -.02 -.03 .00
Alcohol Usage Problem AB*** -.01 28*
Substance Use A7 21 .05
Separation from Family .04 -.21 .08
Violence in Family 23 -.02 28*
Living in the Street 19 -.18 32*
Suicide 22 -.15 24
Self-Harm .28* -.09 A2
Criminal history ABFF* 14 28*
Criminal history of family 13 25 .03
members
Non-Violent Crime .30* 29* 21
Violent Crime 25 24 -.05
Sexual Crime 10 .01 -.04

*p<.05 **p<.01
Note 1. The significant correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20
were printed in bold.
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Table 3.8. Pearson’s Correlations between CTS Scales and Personality and Locus of
Control Variables

VARIABLES Power-oriented Cold-Heartedness  CTS-Defensive
assumptions Strategies
E .00 19 -12
A -12 - AB*** -.01
C -01 - 46*** -.00
N .30* -14 .20
o] -.09 - 45*** .01
NV .08 A7 .36%*
LOC .34* -.36** A48***
INTLOC -12 AQFF* =27
LOC-C Al -.20 AB***
LOC-S .39%* -.10 52%**
LOC-F .09 -.35** 31*
LOC-U 53*F** -.06 .35%

*p <.05, **p <.01, *** p <.001

Note 1. E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N =
Neuroticism, O = Openness to Experience, NV = Negative Valence, LOC = Locus of
Control, INTLOC = Internal locus of control, LOC-C = Belief in chance, LOC-S =
Insignificance of struggle, LOC-F = Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an unfair world.
Note 2. The significant correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20
were printed in bold.

Table 3.9. Pearson’s Correlations between CTS Scales and Other Study Variables

VARIABLES Power-oriented  Cold-Heartedness CTS-
assumptions Defensive
Strategies
PRECON .26 -.23 AB*F*F*
CONT. -.02 - T4x** .30*
ACTION 15 - B67*** AZFF*
MAINT. 16 -.50*** Bl Nakaiel
PROS A41%* .35** 22
CONS .35** -.39** 39**
RSE -19 -.26 -.28*
TRAIT ANGER 39** .05 A7
ANGER-IN A48*** -.07 .30*
ANGER-OUT .30* 16 .09
ANGER CONTROL -.15 - 43** A7

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001.

Note 1. PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action,
MAINT = Maintenance, PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending,
RSE = Self-Esteem, ANGER-IN = Anger Expression-In, ANGER-OUT = Anger
Expression-Out

Note 2. The significant correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20
were printed in bold.
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3.1.4.2.2.2. Criterion Validity of CTS-Assumptions and CTS-Defensive
Strategies

In order to examine the criterion validity of CTS, initially, stages of change
(i.e., precontemplation, contemplation, action, maintenance), decisional balance (i.e,
pros and cons of offending), locus of control and dimensions of locus of control (i.e.,
internal locus of control, belief in chance, insignificance of struggle, fatalism, and
belief in an unfair world), basic personality traits (i.e., extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, neuroticism, openness to experience, and negative valence), self-
esteem, trait anger and dimensions of anger expression (i.e., anger expression-in,
anger expression-out, and anger control) were categorized into 2 levels (i.e., low and
high; for descriptive information regarding the categories, see Table 3.10).
Afterwards the differences between these groups were examined on the basis of their
CTS-Assumptions (i.e., EN+PO and CH) scores and the total score of CTS-
Defensive Strategies. In order to test these comparisons, subsequent MANOVAS
were conducted for the factors of CTS-Assumptions (i.e., EN+PO and CH) and
separate independent samples t-tests were employed for the total score of CTS-

Defensive Strategies.
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Table 3.10. Descriptive Information of the Variable Categories

Variables Categories n Range Mean SD
Self-Esteem Low 28 15-29 25.64 2.93
High 24 30-40 33.21 3.18
Precontemplation Low 23 7-12 9.96 1.33
High 29 13-24 16.05 2.70
Contemplation Low 27 10-29 25.15 4.39
High 25 30-40 3431 3.08
Action Low 27 15-29 2359  4.67
High 25 30-40 34.09 2.67
Maintenance Low 27 12-26 21.74  4.28
High 25 27-40 30.12 344
Decisional Balance-Pros Low 28 12-20 1531 2.66
High 24 21-41 2945 6.21
Decisional Balance-Cons Low 28 16-42 3439 6.93
High 24 43-56 48.82 3.68
Extraversion Low 30 18-26 2248 2.78
High 22 27-36 29.98 254
Agreeableness Low 26 18-34 2850 5.34
High 26 35-40 3791 1.60
Conscientiousness Low 30 15-32 27.23  4.68
High 22 33-40 36.13 2.53
Neuroticism Low 26 13-25 21.07  3.35
High 26 26-38 29.59 3.68
Openness to Experience Low 26 10-23 20.06 343
High 26 24-30 26.65 1.74
Negative Valence Low 31 8-12 10.61 143
High 21 13-24 1581 3.04
Locus of Control Low 28 85-145 128.81 15.28
High 24  146-207  163.58 15.36
Internal Locus of Control Low 27 18-47 3757 745
High 25 48-82 57.05 8.90
Belief in Chance Low 27 20-33 27.37  3.59
High 25 34-55 38.38 4.87
Insignificance of Struggle Low 27 14-27 22,710  3.67
High 25 28-46 33.92 5.40
Fatalism Low 26 4-10 8.19 1.70
High 26 11-15 1292 157
Belief in an Unfair World Low 27 7-13 1030 1.64
High 25 14-23 17.02 262
Trait Anger Low 27 10-21 17.04 3.12
High 25 22-36 28.29  3.63
Anger Expression-In Low 27 10-16 12.67 2.06
High 25 17-31 21.29 348
Anger Expression-Out Low 28 9-16 13.22 201
High 24 17-32 21.68  3.99
Anger Control Low 28 13-22 1881 2.79
High 24 23-31 25.63 2.80
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Table 3.10 Cont’d

Variables Categories n Range Mean SD
Power-oriented assumptions Low 24 19-35.83 30.12 417
High 28 36-60 4240 5.72

Cold-Heartedness Low 27 5-9 7.07 1.82
High 25 10-23 13.76  3.59

CTS-Defensive Strategies Low 30 17-35 29.16 5.24
High 22 36-48 40.97 4.02

As can be followed in Table 3.11, MANOVA results yielded a significant
difference in terms of pros of offending, Multivariate F (2, 49) = 11.42, p < .001, n?
= .32, Wilk’s Lambda = .68. Accordingly, when the univariate analyses with
Bonferroni correction (p = .05/2 = .025) were examined, a significant result was
obtained for power-oriented assumptions, F (1, 50) = 13.65, p <.025, indicating that
participants who reported more pros of offending (M = 40.67), also reported more
power-oriented assumptions as compared to the participants who reported less pros
of offending (M = 33.35). Furthermore, a significant result was obtained for cold-
heartedness, F (1, 50) = 6.50, p <.025, indicating that participants who reported
more pros of offending (M = 11.88), also reported more cold-heartedness as
compared to the participants who reported less pros of offending (M = 8.93).
MANOVA results further provided a significant difference in terms of
contemplation, Multivariate F (2, 49) = 10.93, p <.001, n? = .31, Wilk’s Lambda =
.69. Accordingly, a significant difference was obtained for cold-heartedness, F (1,
50) = 21.04, p <.025, indicating that the participants who reported high level of
contemplation (M = 7.84) reported less cold-heartedness as compared to the
participants who reported low level of contemplation (M = 12.56). Likewise, a
significant result was obtained in terms of action, Multivariate F (2, 49) =6.08, p <
.01, n?=.20, Wilk’s Lambda = .80. Accordingly, a significant difference was
obtained for cold-heartedness, F (1, 50) = 8.20, p <.025, indicating that the
participants who reported high level of action (M = 8.60) reported less cold-
heartedness as compared to the participants who reported low level of action (M =
11.85). Similarly, a significant result was obtained in terms of maintenance,
Multivariate F (2, 49) = 4.31, p <.05,n?>=.15, Wilk’s Lambda = .85. Accordingly, a

significant difference was obtained again for cold-heartedness, F (1, 50) = 7.33,p <
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.025, indicating that the participants who reported high level of maintenance (M =
8.68) reported less cold-heartedness as compared to the participants who reported
low level of maintenance (M = 11.78). In terms of basic personality traits,
MANOVA analyses provided a significant main effect of agreeableness, Multivariate
E (2,49) =5.06, p<.01,n>=.17, Wilk’s Lambda = .83. Accordingly, a significant
difference was obtained in terms of cold-heartedness, F (1, 50) = 10.29, p <.025,
indicating that participants who reported low level of agreeableness (M = 12.08)
reported more cold-heartedness as compared to the participants who reported high
level of agreeableness (M = 8.50). Regarding locus of control, MANOVA results
yielded a significant main effect for belief in chance, Multivariate F (2, 49) = 6.17, p
<.01,n?=.20, Wilk’s Lambda = .80. Accordingly, a significant difference was
obtained for power-oriented assumptions, F (1, 50) = 7.84, p < .025, indicating that
participants who reported high level of belief in chance (M = 39.75), reported more
power-oriented assumptions as compared to the participants who reported low level
of belief in chance (M = 33.94). Another main effect was obtained in terms of
insignificance of struggle, Multivariate F (2, 49) = 5.85, p <.01, n2=.19, Wilk’s
Lambda = .81. Accordingly, a significant difference was obtained again for power-
oriented assumptions, F (1, 50) = 10.77, p < .025, indicating that the participants who
reported high level of insignificance of struggle (M = 40.18) reported more power-
oriented assumptions as compared to the participants who reported low level of
insignificance of struggle (M = 33.54). Moreover, a significant main effect was
observed in terms of belief in an unfair world, Multivariate F (2, 49) = 7.85, p <.001,
n? = .24, Wilk’s Lambda = .76. Accordingly, a significant difference was obtained
for power-oriented assumptions, F (1, 50) = 15.75, p <.025, indicating that the
participants who reported high level of belief in an unfair world (M = 40.74) reported
more power-oriented assumptions as compared to the participants who reported low
level of belief in an unfair world (M = 33.02). MANOVA analyses further yielded a
significant main effect of self-esteem, Multivariate F (2, 49) = 4.80, p < .01, n*=.16,
Wilk’s Lambda = .84. Accordingly, a significant difference was obtained in terms of
power-oriented assumptions, F (1, 50) = 5.77, p < .025, indicating that participants
with low level of self-esteem (M = 39.08) indicated more power-oriented
assumptions as compared to the participants with high level of self-esteem (M =
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33.99). Regarding trait anger, MANOVA results provided a significant main effect,
Multivariate F (2, 49) = 4.04, p < .05, n?>=.14, Wilk’s Lambda = .86. Accordingly, a
significant difference was obtained again for power-oriented assumptions, F (1, 50) =
8.25, p < .025, indicating that participants with high level of trait anger (M = 39.81)
reported more power-oriented assumptions as compared to the participants who
reported low level of trait anger (M = 33.88). Finally, in terms of anger expression,
MANOVA results yielded a significant main effect of anger expression-in,
Multivariate F (2, 49) = 4.15, p < .05, n? = .15, Wilk’s Lambda = .86. Accordingly, a
significant difference was obtained for power-oriented assumptions, F (1, 50) = 8.46,
p <.025, indicating that participants who reported high level of anger expression-in
(M = 39.85) reported more power-oriented assumptions as compared to the

participants who reported low level of anger expression-in (M = 33.85).
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Table 3.11. Criterion Validity Information Regarding CTS-Assumptions Scale

v Groups EN+PO CH Multivariate df Univariate df n? Wilk’s
F F Lambda

PROS 11.42%** 2,49 13.65 for 1, 50 32 .68
Low 33.35 8.93 EN+PO,
High 40.67 11.88 6.50 for CH

CONS 3.42* 2,49 - 1,50 12 .88
Low 34.82 11.18
High 35.96 9.25

PRECON 3.06 2,49 - 1,50 11 .89
Low 33.96 10.78
High 38.93 9.90

CONT 10.93*** 2,49 21.04 for 1,50 31 .69
Low 36.05 12.56 CH
High 37.47 7.84

ACTION 6.08** 2,49 820forCH 1,50 .20 .80
Low 35.01 11.85
High 38.59 8.60

MAINT 4.31* 2,49 733forCH 1,50 15 .85
Low 35.72 11.78
High 37.83 8.68

E 2.07 2,49 - 1,50 .08 .92
Low 36.37 9.27
High 37.22 11.68

A 5.06** 2,49 10.29 for 1,50 17 .83
Low 36.66 12.08 CH
High 36.80 8.50
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Table 3.11. Cont’d

v Groups EN+PO CH Multivariate df Univariate df 1n? Wilk’s
F F Lambda

C 2.43 2,49 - 1,50 .09 91
Low 36.67 11.40
High 36.81 8.77

N .68 2,49 - 1,50 .03 97
Low 35.44 10.31
High 38.02 10.27

O 2.39 2,49 - 1,50 .09 91
Low 37.62 11.50
High 35.84 9.08

NV .03 2,49 - 1,50 .00 .99
Low 36.50 10.32
High 37.07 10.24

LOC 3.37* 2,49 - 1,50 12 .88
Low 34.84 11.18
High 38.94 9.25

INTLOC 1.62 2,49 - 1,50 .06 .94
Low 37.41 9.33
High 36.00 11.32

LOC-C 6.17** 2,49 7.84 for 1,50 .20 .80
Low 33.94 11.30 EN+PO
High 39.75 9.20

LOC-S 5.85** 2,49 10.77 for 1,50 19 .81
Low 33.54 10.74 EN+PO
High 40.18 9.80
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Table 3.11. Cont’d

v Groups EN+PO CH Multivariate df Univariate df 1n? Wilk’s
F F Lambda
LOC-F 2.55 2,49 - 1,50 .09 91
Low 35.67 11.46
High 37.79 9.12
LOC-U 7.85%** 2,49 15.75 for 1,50 24 .76
Low 33.02 10.44 EN+PO
High 40.74 10.12
RSE 4.80** 2,49 5.77 for 1,50 16 .84
Low 39.08 11.32 EN+PO
High 33.99 9.08
T-ANGER 4.04* 2,49 8.25 for 1,50 14 .86
Low 33.88 10.22 EN+PO
High 39.81 10.36
ANGER- 4.15* 2,49 8.46 for 1,50 15 .86
IN EN+PO
Low 33.85 10.19
High 39.85 10.40
ANGER- 1.69 2,49 - 1,50 .06 94
ouT
Low 35.21 9.68
High 38.51 11.00
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Table 3.11. Cont’d

v Groups EN+PO CH Multivariate df Univariate df 1n? Wilk’s
F F Lambda
ANGER 2.07 2,49 - 1,50 .08 92
CONTROL
Low 37.12 11.39
High 36.28 9.00

p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <.001

Note. EN+PO = Power-oriented assumptions, CH = Cold-Heartedness, PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons
of offending, PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action, MAINT =
Maintenance, E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O = Openness to
Experience, NV = Negative Valence, LOC = Locus of Control, INT LOC = Internal Locus of Control, LOC-C =
Belief in Chance, LOC-S = Insignificance of Struggle, LOC-F = Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an Unfair World,
RSE = Self-Esteem, T-ANGER = Trait Anger, ANGER-IN = Anger Expression-In, ANGER-OUT = Anger
Expression-Out.



As can be followed in Table 3.12, being CTS-Defensive Strategies the
dependent variable, t-test results yielded a significant difference in terms of
precontemplation, t (50) = -4.27, p <.001, indicating that participants who reported
high level of precontemplation (M = 37.60), reported more CTS-Defensive Strategies
as compared to the participants who reported low level of precontemplation (M =
29.82). A significant difference was also observed for action, t (50) =-3.09, p < .01,
indicating that participants who reported high level of action (M = 37.27) reported
more CTS-Defensive Strategies than the participants who reported low level of
action (M = 31.27). Besides, a significant difference was observed for maintenance, t
(50) = -3.24, p < .01, indicating that participants who reported high level of
maintenance (M = 37.39) reported more CTS-Defensive Strategies than the
participants who reported low level of maintenance (M = 31.16). In terms of
decisional balance, a significant difference was observed for cons of offending, t (50)
=-2.14, p < .05, indicating that participants who perceived offending as more
disadvantageous (M = 36.49) reported more CTS-Defensive Strategies as compared
to the participants who perceived offending as less disadvantageous (M = 32.16). In
terms of locus of control, a significant difference was obtained for external locus of
control, t (50) = -3.17, p < .01, indicating that participants who engaged in high level
of external locus of control (M = 37.46) reported more CTS-Defensive Strategies
than the participants who engaged in low level of external locus of control (M =
31.33). Besides, a significant difference was obtained for belief in chance, t (50) = -
3.85, p <.001, indicating that participants who reported high level of belief in chance
(M = 37.87) also reported more CTS-Defensive Strategies than the participants who
reported low level of belief in chance (M = 30.72). Moreover, a significant difference
was obtained for insignificance of struggle, t (50) = -3.86, p <.001, indicating that
participants who reported high level of insignificance of struggle (M = 37.88)
reported more CTS-Defensive Strategies than the participants who reported low level
of insignificance of struggle (M = 30.71). Likewise, a significant difference was
obtained for belief in an unfair world, t (50) = -2.49, p < .05, indicating that
participants who reported high level of belief in an unfair world (M = 36.74) reported
more CTS-Defensive Strategies than the participants who reported low level of belief

in an unfair world (M = 31.77). Finally, a significant difference was obtained for
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anger control, t (50) =-2.48, p < .05, indicating that participants who reported high
level of anger control (M = 36.83) reported more CTS-Defensive Strategies than the

participants who reported low level of anger control (M = 31.86).

Table 3.12. Criterion Validity Information Regarding Criminal Thinking Scale

Variables CTS-Defensive Strategies

t Low High
Precontemplation -4.27***  29.82 37.60
Contemplation -1.86 32.33 36.14
Action -3.09**  31.27 37.27
Maintenance -3.24** 31.16 37.39
Pros of Offending -1.53 32.69 35.87
Cons of Offending -2.14* 32.16 36.49
Locus of Control -3.17**  31.33 37.46
Internal Locus of Control .92 35.09 33.15
Belief in Chance -3.85***  30.72 37.87
Insignificance of Struggle -3.86***  30.71 37.88
Fatalism -1.89 32.22 36.09
Belief in an Unfair World -2.49* 31.77 36.74
Extraversion .56 34.66 33.47
Agreeableness -1.12 32.99 35.32
Conscientiousness 39 34.51 33.68
Neuroticism -91 33.21 35.11
Openness to Experience 14 34.30 34.02
Negative Valence -1.68 32.74 36.26
Self-Esteem 1.06 35.19 32.95
Trait Anger -1.44 32.72 35.71
Anger Expression-In -1.55 32.62 35.82
Anger Expression-Out -1.02 33.17 35.31
Anger Control -2.48* 31.86 36.83

*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001
Note. For all analyses, df = 50.
3.1.4.3. Psychometric Properties of SOCS-C
3.1.4.3.1. Reliability of SOCS-C

The internal consistency coefficients (i.e., Cronbach alpha coefficients) and
the ranges for the item-total correlations for the scales of SOCS-C (i.e.,
precontemplation, contemplation, action, and maintenance) are provided in Table
3.13.A and 3.13.B, respectively. Initially, precontemplation revealed a considerably
low internal consistency coefficient (a = .42). When the item-total correlations were
examined, it was observed that some items (i.e., Item # 1, 13, and 31) yielded

negative correlations with other items, indicating that these items might not have
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been clearly understood by the participants. Therefore, the precontemplation score
was re-computed after the exclusion of these items. As can be followed from Table
3.13.A, contemplation, action, and maintenance scales revealed strong internal
reliability coefficients (.78, .82 and .72, respectively). Cronbach alpha coefficient of
precontemplation was observed to be relatively weak (a = .62), yet it was within the
acceptable range. Besides, the item-total correlation coefficients ranged from .16 to
.48 for precontemplation, from .38 to .70 for contemplation, from .47 to .62 for

action, and from .23 to .62 for maintenance.

Table 3.13. Reliability Information Regarding SOCS-C

A.Internal Consistency B.ltem-Total
Coefficients Correlation Range
PRECON .62 .16-.48
CONT .78 .38-.70
ACTION .82 47-.62
MAINT 72 23-.62

Note. PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action,
MAINT = Maintenance

3.1.4.3.2. Validity of SOCS-C
3.1.4.3.2.1. Concurrent Validity of SOCS-C

In order to investigate the concurrent validity of SOCS-C, the scales
(precontemplation, contemplation, action, and maintenance) were subjected to
correlational analysis with demographic, personality, and other study variables. For
the concurrent validity information, zero-orders were taken into account, where the
Pearson Correlation Coefficient is equal to or exceeds .20.

Table 3.14 presents the Pearson Correlations with demographic variables.
Accordingly, contemplation and action revealed significant zero-order correlations
with age of beginning to work (r = .35, p <.05; r = .37, p < .05, respectively).
Besides, precontemplation was found to be positively associated with alcohol usage
problems (r = .43, p <.01) and history of suicide (r = .34, p <.05). In addition,
precontemplation yielded negative association with history of violent crime (r = -.34,
p <.05). Finally, maintenance revealed significant zero-order correlations with

history of suicide (r = -.32, p <.05), and violent crime (r = .29, p < .05).
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Table 3.15 presents correlations between SOCS-C scales and personality and
locus of control variables. Accordingly, precontemplation revealed a significant zero-
order correlation with external locus of control (r = .32, p <.05), belief in chance (r =
.32, p <.05), insignificance of struggle (r = .30, p <.05), and belief in an unfair
world (r = .42, p <.01). On the other hand, contemplation revealed significant zero-
order correlations with agreeableness (r = .42, p < .01), conscientiousness (r = .50, p
<.001), openness to experience (r = .36, p < .01), negative valence (r = -.29, p < .05),
locus of control (r = .55, p <.001), internal locus of control (r =-.67, p <.001), belief
in chance (r = .34, p < .05), and fatalism (r = .48 p <.001). Furthermore, action
revealed significant zero-order correlations with agreeableness (r = .34, p < .05),
conscientiousness (r = .39, p <.01), negative valence (r = -.28, p <.05), locus of
control (r = .50, p <.001), internal locus of control (r = -.56, p <.001), belief in
chance (r = .34, p < .05), and fatalism (r = .56 p < .001). Finally, maintenance
revealed significant zero-order correlations with extraversion (r = -.39, p <.01),
locus of control (r = .60, p <.001), internal locus of control (r =-.52, p <.001), belief
in chance (r = .43, p <.001), insignificance of struggle (r = .46, p <.001), fatalism (r
= .48, p <.001), and belief in an unfair world (r = .39, p < .01).

Table 3.16 presents correlations between SOCS-C scales and other study
variables. Accordingly, precontemplation revealed significant zero-order correlations
with CTS-Defensive strategies (r = .46, p < .001) and anger control (r = .30, p < .05).
Moreover, contemplation revealed significant zero-order correlations with cold-
heartedness (r =-.74, p < .001), CTS-Defensive strategies (r = .30, p < .05), cons of
offending (r = .50, p <.001), anger expression-out (r = -.31, p <.05), and anger
control (r = .49, p <.001). Likewise, action revealed significant zero-order
correlations with cold-heartedness (r = -.67, p <.001), CTS-Defensive strategies (r =
43 p <.001), cons of offending (r = .47 p < .001), and anger control (r = .32 p <.05).
Finally, maintenance revealed significant zero-order associations with cold-
heartedness (r = -.50, p <.001), CTS-Defensive strategies (r = .55, p <.001) and
cons of offending (r = .42, p < .01).
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Table 3.14. Pearson’s Correlations between Scales of SOCS-C and Demographic
Variables

VARIABLES PRECON CONT ACTION MAINT
Age .03 24 .20 22
Education -.15 14 .03 -.07
Unemployment -11 .01 -.02 .04
Work Age .18 .35* 37* 31
Number of Siblings 18 .06 12 A3
Order of Birth .03 -.14 -.16 -.13
Alcohol Use 18 .20 .05 .02
Alcohol Usage A43** .20 .05 .02
Problems
Substance Use 15 25 14 .06
Separation from Family -.04 .08 14 .18
Violence in Family .16 -.15 -.15 -17
Living in Street 19 -.08 -.08 -.19
Suicide 34* -.09 -.20 -.32*
Self-Harm 22 .07 -.15 -17
Previous Criminal 13 .05 .07 -.03
Record
Criminal History of -11 -14 -.18 -.07
Family Members
Non-Violent Crime .07 .20 .01 -.07
Violent Crime -.34* .26 12 29*
Sexual Crime -.03 -11 -.15 -.18
*p <.05.

Note 1. PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action,
MAINT = Maintenance.

Note 2. The significant correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20
were printed in bold.
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Table 3.15. Pearson’s Correlations between Scales of SOCS-C and Personality and
Locus of Control Variables

VARIABLES PRECON CONT ACTION MAINT
E -01 -11 -.18 -.39**
A .00 A2** 34* A7
C -.07 SO*** 39 14
N .07 -01 -.02 .10
) -.08 36%* .23 .05
NV 19 -.29* -.28* .09
LOC 32* S5FF* S50*** B0***
INTLOC -.22 -.B7F** -.56%** - H2***
LOC-C 32* 34* 34* AZFHE
LOC-S .30* 15 21 ABFF*
LOC-F A3 A8FF* S56**F* A8FH*
LOC-U 42** 19 21 39**

*p <.05, **p <.01, *** p <.001

Note 1. PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action,
MAINT = Maintenance, E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, C =
Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O = Openness to Experience, NV = Negative
Valence, LOC = Locus of Control, INTLOC = Internal locus of control, LOC-C =
Belief in chance, LOC-S = Insignificance of struggle, LOC-F = Fatalism, LOC-U =
Belief in an unfair world.

Note 2. The significant correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20
were printed in bold.

Table 3.16. Pearson’s Correlations between Scales of SOCS-C and Other Study
Variables

VARIABLES PRECON CONT ACTION MAINT
Power-Oriented .26 -.02 15 16
Assumptions
Cold-Heartedness -.23 - T4%** - B7*** - 50***
CTS-Defensive AB*FF* .30* 43F** bH5***
Strategies
PROS A3 -.24 -.19 -.01
CONS A3 50*** ATF** 42%*
RSE -13 19 .08 -21
TRAIT ANGER -.02 -.16 -.08 .02
ANGER-IN .16 -.01 A7 14
ANGER-OUT -.06 -.31* -13 -.08
ANGER CONTROL .30* AQFE* 32* 21

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001.

Note 1. PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action,
MAINT = Maintenance, PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending,
RSE = Self-Esteem, ANGER-IN = Anger Expression-In, ANGER-OUT = Anger
Expression-Out

Note 2. The significant correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20
were printed in bold.
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3.1.4.3.2.2. Criterion Validity of SOCS-C

In order to examine the criterion validity of SOCS-C, initially, CTS-
Assumptions (i.e., EN+PO and CH) and the total score of CTS-Defensive strategies
scale, decisional balance (i.e, pros and cons of offending), basic personality traits
(i.e., extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, openness to
experience, and negative valence), locus of control and dimensions of locus of
control (i.e., internal locus of control, belief in chance, insignificance of struggle,
fatalism, and belief in an unfair world), self-esteem, trait anger, and dimensions of
anger expression (i.e., anger expression-in, anger expression-out, and anger control)
were categorized into 2 levels (i.e., low and high; for descriptive information
regarding the categories, see Table 3.10). Afterwards the differences between these
groups were examined on the basis of their SOCS-C scores through separate
MANOVAs, where subscales of SOCS-C (i.e., precontemplation, contemplation,
action, and maintenance) served as dependent variables.

As can be followed in Table 3.17, MANOVA results yielded a significant
difference in terms of cold-heartedness, Multivariate F (4, 47) =5.99, p <.001, > =
.34, Wilk’s Lambda = .36. Accordingly, the univariate analyses with bonferroni
correction revealed a significant result for contemplation, F (1, 50) = 22.89, p <.013,
indicating that participants who reported low level of cold-heartedness (M = 32.74),
reported more contemplation as compared to the participants who reported high level
of cold-heartedness (M = 26.11). Similarly, univariate analyses yielded a significant
result for action, F (1, 50) = 20.18, p < .013, indicating that participants who reported
low level of cold-heartedness (M = 31.97), reported more action as compared to the
participants who reported high level of cold-heartedness (M = 25.04). Univariate
analyses also provided a significant result for maintenance, F (1, 50) =11.74, p <
.013, indicating that participants who reported low level of cold-heartedness (M =
28.15), reported more maintenance as compared to the participants who reported
high level of cold-heartedness (M = 23.20). MANOVA results further yielded a
significant difference in terms of cons of offending, Multivariate F (4, 47) = 3.44,p <
.05, n?=.23, Wilk’s Lambda = .77. Accordingly, the univariate analyses revealed a
significant result for contemplation, F (1, 50) = 9.96, p < .013, indicating that
participants who reported high level of cons of offending (M = 32.16), reported more
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contemplation as compared to the participants who reported low level of cons of
offending (M = 27.32). Similarly, univariate analyses also yielded a significant result
for action, F (1, 50) = 11.69, p <.013, indicating that participants who reported high
level of cons of offending (M = 31.67), reported more action as compared to the
participants who reported low level of cons of offending (M = 26.04). In terms of
basic personality traits, significant results were obtained regarding conscientiousness,
Multivariate F (4, 47) =4.37, p <.01,n?>= .27, Wilk’s Lambda = .73 and negative
valence, Multivariate F (4, 47) = 3.89, p <.01,n? = .25, Wilk’s Lambda = .75.
However, univariate analyses failed to provide significant results for both personality
traits. On the other hand, MANOVA results yielded a significant difference in terms
of locus of control, Multivariate F (4, 47) = 3.32, p < .05, n? = .22, Wilk’s Lambda =
.78. According to the univariate results, a significant difference was obtained for
contemplation, F (1, 50) = 7.62, p < .013, indicating that participants who reported
high level of external locus of control (M = 31.88) reported more contemplation than
the participants with low level of external locus of control (M = 27.56). Univariate
results further yielded a significant difference in terms of action, F (1, 50) = 9.16, p <
.013, indicating that participants who reported high level of external locus of control
(M = 31.38) reported more action than the participants with low level of external
locus of control (M = 26.29). Moreover, univariate results revealed a significant
difference with respect to maintenance, F (1, 50) = 11.50, p <.013, indicating that
participants who reported high level of external locus of control (M = 28.42),
reported more maintenance as compared to the participants who reported low level of
external locus of control (M = 23.50). MANOVA results also provided a significant
main effect for belief in chance, Multivariate F (4, 47) = 2.83, p < .05, n*=.19,
Wilk’s Lambda = .82. Accordingly, a significant difference was obtained for action,
F (1,50) = 10.26, p < .013, indicating that participants who reported high level of
belief in chance (M = 31.41), reported more action as compared to the participants
who reported low level of belief in chance (M = 26.07). Besides, a significant
difference was observed for maintenance, F (1, 50) = 7.05, p <.013, indicating that
participants who reported high level of belief in chance (M = 27.84), reported more
maintenance as compared to the participants who reported low level of belief in
chance (M = 23.85). Another main effect was obtained in terms of fatalism,

258



Multivariate F (4, 47) = 4.12, p < .01, n?> = .26, Wilk’s Lambda = .74. Accordingly, a
significant difference was obtained for contemplation, F (1, 50) = 13.73, p < .013,
indicating that the participants who reported high level of fatalism (M = 32.30)
reported more contemplation as compared to the participants who reported low level
of fatalism (M = 26.81). Besides, a significant result was obtained for action, F (1,
50) = 12.71, p <.013, indicating that the participants who reported high level of
fatalism (M = 31.54) reported more action as compared to the participants who
reported low level of fatalism (M = 25.73). A significant univariate result was also
observed for maintenance, F (1, 50) = 12.07, p <.013, indicating that the participants
who reported high level of fatalism (M = 28.27) reported more maintenance as
compared to the participants who reported low level of fatalism (M = 23.27).

In terms of self-esteem, a significant main effect was obtained, Multivariate F
(4,47)=2.84,p<.05,1n*=.19, Wilk’s Lambda = .81. However, univariate analyses
failed to provide significant results. Finally, MANOVA analyses provided a
significant main effect of anger control, Multivariate F (4, 47) =3.31,p<.05,n? =
.22, Wilk’s Lambda = .78. Accordingly, a significant difference was obtained for
contemplation, F (1, 50) = 9.58, p <.013, indicating that participants who reported
high level of anger control (M = 32.11) also indicated more contemplation as

compared to the participants who reported low level of anger control (M = 27.36).

259



09¢

Table 3.17. Criterion Validity Information Regarding Scales of SOCS-C

v Groups PRECON CONT ACTION MAINT Multivariate df Univariate  df n? Wilk’s
F F Lambda
EN+PO 2.14 4, 47 - 1,50 .15 .85
Low 12.33 29.78 27.84 24.46
High 14.23 29.36 29.32 26.89
CH 5.99*** 4, 47 2289 for 1,50 .34 .66
Low 13.96 32.74 31.97 28.15 cont, 20.18
High 12.70 26.11 25.04 23.20 for action,
11.74 for
maint.
CTS-DEF. 2.30 4, 47 - 1,50 .16 .84
STRAT.
Low 12.42 28.49 27.17 24.03
High 14.64 31.00 30.64 28.14
PROS 1.28 4, 47 - 1,50 .10 .90
Low 13.07 30.53 29.29 25.46
High 13.69 28.42 27.88 26.13
CONS 3.44* 4, 47 9.96 for 1,50 .23 a7
Low 13.45 27.32 26.04 24.00 cont, 11.69
High 13.25 32.16 31.67 27.83 for action
E 2.15 4, 47 - 1,50 .16 .85
Low 13.08 30.13 29.73 27.20
High 13.73 28.76 27.14 23.82
A 2.52 4, 47 - 1,50 .18 .82
Low 13.21 27.31 26.08 24.31
High 13.50 31.80 31.20 27.23




T9¢

Table 3.17. Cont’d

v Groups PRECON CONT ACTION MAINT Multivariate df Univariate  df n? Wilk’s
F F Lambda
C 4.37** 4, 47 - 1,50 .27 .73
Low 13.82 28.40 27.07 26.17
High 12.73 31.12 30.78 25.23
N .36 4,47 - 1,50 .03 97
Low 13.52 29.87 28.93 25.42
High 13.19 29.23 28.35 26.12
@) 1.54 4, 47 - 1,50 .12 .88
Low 13.67 28.65 27.65 26.23
High 13.04 30.45 29.62 25.31
NV 3.89** 4, 47 - 1,50 .25 75
Low 13.24 30.44 29.65 25.00
High 13.52 28.24 27.14 26.90
LOC 3.32* 4, 47 7.62 for 1,50 .22 .78
Low 12.39 27.56 26.29 23.50 cont, 9.16
High 14.48 31.88 31.38 28.42 for action
& 11.50 for
maint
INTLOC 2.49 4,47 - 1,50 .18 .83
Low 13.94 31.88 30.60 27.48
High 12.72 27.04 26.52 23.92
LOC-C 2.83* 4,47 10.26 for 1,50 .19 81
Low 12.44 27.62 26.07 23.85 action, 7.05
High 14.34 31.64 31.41 27.84 for maint
LOC-S 1.90 4, 47 - 1,50 .14 .86
Low 12.78 29.14 27.60 24.07
High 13.98 30.00 29.76 27.60
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Table 3.17. Cont’d

v Groups PRECON CONT ACTION MAINT Multivariate df Univariate  df n? Wilk’s
F F Lambda
LOC-F 4.12** 4, 47 13.73for 1,50 .26 74
Low 13.12 26.81 25.73 23.27 cont, 12.71
High 13.60 32.30 31.54 28.27 for action
& 12.07 for
maint
LOC-U 1.77 4, 47 - 1,50 .13 .87
Low 12.26 29.03 27.89 24.37
High 14.54 30.12 29.44 27.28
RSE 2.84* 4,47 - 1,50 .19 81
Low 13. 45 28.61 28.61 26.64
High 13.25 30.66 28.67 24.75
T-ANGER 77 4,47 - 1,50 .06 94
Low 13.06 29.99 28.45 25.19
High 13.68 29.08 28.84 26.40
ANGER- .82 4,47 - 1,50 .07 94
IN
Low 12.96 29.95 28.12 25.67
High 13.78 29.12 29.20 25.88
ANGER- 2.13 4,47 - 1,50 .15 .85
ouT
Low 13.50 30.85 28.93 25.61
High 13.19 28.04 28.29 25.96
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Table 3.17. Cont’d

v Groups PRECON CONT ACTION MAINT Multivariate df Univariate  df n? Wilk’s
F F Lambda
ANGER 3.31* 4, 47 9.58 for 1,50 .22 .78
CONTROL cont.
Low 12.43 27.36 26.75 24.68
High 14.44 32.11 30.84 27.04

p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001

Note. PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action, MAINT = Maintenance, EN+PO = Power-oriented
assumptions, CH = Cold-heartedness, PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending, E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, C =
Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O = Openness to Experience, NV = Negative Valence, LOC = Locus of Control, INT LOC = Internal
Locus of Control, LOC-C = Belief in Chance, LOC-S = Insignificance of Struggle, LOC-F = Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an Unfair World,
RSE = Self-Esteem, T-ANGER = Trait Anger, ANGER-IN = Anger Expression-In, ANGER-OUT = Anger Expression-Out.



3.1.4.4. Psychometric Properties of DBS-C
3.1.4.4.1. Reliability of DBS-C

The internal consistency coefficients (i.e., Cronbach alpha coefficients) and
the ranges for the item-total correlations for the subscales of DBS-C are provided in
Table 3.18.A and 3.18.B, respectively. As can be followed from Table 3.18.A, the
subscales generally revealed good internal reliability coefficients, ranging between
.78 and .86. Besides, the item-total correlation coefficients for the DBS-C subscales
ranged between .11 and .69.
Table 3.18. Reliability Information Regarding DBS-C

Pros Cons
A.Internal Consistency Coefficients .86 .78
B.ltem-Total Correlation Range .11-.69 .35-.60

3.1.4.4.2 Validity of DBS-C
3.1.4.4.2.1. Concurrent Validity of DBS-C

In order to investigate the concurrent validity of DBS-C, the DBS-C scales
(i.e., Pros and Cons) were subjected to correlational analysis with demographic,
personality, and other study variables. For the concurrent validity information, zero-
orders were taken into account, where the Pearson Correlation Coefficient is equal to
or exceeds .20.

Table 3.19 presents the Pearson Correlations with demographic variables.
Accordingly, pros of offending revealed a significant zero-order correlation with
education (r =-.38, p <.01) and previous criminal record (r = .36, p <.01), whereas
cons of offending revealed significant zero-order correlations with age (r = .34, p <
.05) and experience of violence in the family (r = -.28, p <.05).

Table 3.20 displays the Pearson Correlations between DBS-C scales and
personality and locus of control variables. Accordingly, Pros of offending revealed
significant zero-order correlations with agreeableness (r = -.53, p <.001),
conscientiousness (r = -.34, p <.05), openness to experience (r =-.38, p <.01), and
negative valence (r = .29, p < .05). Moreover, a significant positive association was
obtained between Pros of offending and belief in an unfair world (r = .33, p <.05).
On the other hand, Cons of offending revealed significant zero-order correlations

with agreeableness (r = .29, p < .05), conscientiousness (r = .27, p < .05), openness to
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experience (r = .36, p <.01), locus of control (r = .52, p <.001), internal locus of
control (r =-.62, p <.001), belief in chance (r = .45, p <.001), and fatalism (r = .31,
p <.05).

Lastly, Table 3.21 displays the Pearson Correlations between DBS-C scales
and other study variables. Accordingly, Pros of offending revealed significant zero-
order correlations with power-oriented assumptions (r = .41, p <.01), cold-
heartedness (r = .35, p <.01), and anger control (r = -.40, p <.01). On the other hand,
Cons of offending revealed significant zero-order correlations with power-oriented
assumptions (r = .35, p < .01), cold-heartedness (r = -.39, p <.01), CTS-Defensive
strategies (r = .39, p <.01), contemplation (r = .50, p <.001), action (r = .47, p <
.001), maintenance (r = .42, p < .01), anger expression-in (r = .27, p < .05), and anger
control (r = .40, p <.01).

Table 3.19. Pearson’s Correlations between DBS-C scales and Demographic
Variables

VARIABLES PROS CONS
Age -.22 .34*
Education -.38** 11
Unemployment 17 .07
Work Age .02 -.02
Number of Siblings 27 -.05
Order of Birth 25 -.19
Alcohol Use .05 .06
Alcohol Usage Problems 25 .20
Substance Use -.06 10
Separation from Family -.13 .07
Violence in Family -.06 -.28*
Living in Street .05 -.09
Suicide .18 -.22
Self-Harm .04 -.20
Previous Criminal Record 36** 16
Criminal History of Family Members .04 24
Non-Violent Crime -.16 -.09
Violent Crime -17 .06
Sexual Crime -.22 .20

*p <.05, **p < .01

Note 1. PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending

Note 2. The significant correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20
were printed in bold.
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Table 3.20. Pearson’s Correlations between DBS-C scales and Personality and Locus
of Control Variables

VARIABLES PROS CONS
E -.13 .04
A - 53*** 29*
C -.34* 27*
N .07 -.19
O -.38** 36**
NV 29%* -17
LOC .08 H2*F*
INTLOC 10 -.62%**
LOC-C .07 A5FF*
LOC-S 27 .16
LOC-F -.15 31*
LOC-U 33* 16

*p <.05, **p <.01, *** p <.001.

Note 1. PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending, E = Extraversion, A
= Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O = Openness to
Experience, NV = Negative Valence, LOC = Locus of Control, INTLOC = Internal
locus of control, LOC-C = Belief in chance, LOC-S = Insignificance of struggle,
LOC-F = Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an unfair world.

Note 2. The significant correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20
were printed in bold.

Table 3.21. Pearson’s Correlations between DBS-C scales and Other Study Variables

VARIABLES PROS CONS
Power-oriented assumptions A41%* 35**
Cold-heartedness .35** -.39**
CTS-Defensive Strategies 22 39**
PRECON 13 13
CONT. -.24 H0***
ACTION -.19 ATFx*
MAINT. -.01 A42**
RSE -17 18
T-ANGER 10 13
ANGER-IN -.01 27*
ANGER-OUT .08 -.01
ANGER CONTROL -.40** A40**

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001.

Note. PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending, CTS-CH = Criminal
Thinking, CH = Cold-Heartedness, PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT =
Contemplation, ACTION = Action, MAINT = Maintenance, RSE = Self-Esteem, T-
ANGER = Trait Anger, ANGER-IN = Anger Expression-In, ANGER-OUT = Anger
Expression-Out.

Note 2. The significant correlation coefficients that are equal to or larger than .20
were printed in bold.
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3.1.4.4.2.2. Criterion Validity of DBS-C

In order to examine the criterion validity of DBS-C, initially, CTS-
Assumptions (i.e., EN+PO and CH), total score of CTS-Defensive strategies, stages
of change (i.e, precontemplation, contemplation, action, and maintenance), basic
personality traits (i.e., extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism,
openness to experience, and negative valence), locus of control and dimensions of
locus of control (i.e., internal locus of control, belief in chance, insignificance of
struggle, fatalism, and belief in an unfair world), self-esteem, trait anger, and
dimensions of anger expression (i.e., anger expression-in, anger expression-out, and
anger control) were categorized into 2 levels (i.e., low and high; for descriptive
information regarding the categories, see Table 3.10). Afterwards the differences
between these groups were examined on the basis of their DBS-C scores through
separate MANOVAs, where subscales of DBS-C (i.e., pros and cons of offending)
served as dependent variables.

As can be followed in Table 3.22, MANOVA results yielded a significant
difference in terms of power-oriented assumptions, Multivariate F (2, 49) =5.22, p <
.01, n? = .18, Wilk’s Lambda = .82. Accordingly, when the univariate analyses with
Bonferroni correction (p = .05/2 = .025) were examined, a significant result was
obtained for pros of offending, F (1, 50) = 6.57, p <.025, indicating that participants
who reported high level of power-oriented assumptions (M = 24.49), also reported
more pros of offending as compared to the participants who reported low level of
power-oriented assumptions (M = 18.75). Besides, a main effect was obtained in
terms of cold-heartedness, Multivariate F (2, 49) =6.51, p <.01, n? = .21, Wilk’s
Lambda = .79. Accordingly, when the univariate analyses were examined, a
significant result was obtained for pros of offending, F (1, 50) = 7.46, p < .025,
indicating that participants who reported high level of cold-heartedness (M = 24.98),
also reported more pros of offending as compared to the participants who reported
low level of cold-heartedness (M = 18.93). Moreover, a significant result was
obtained for cons of offending, F (1, 50) = 6.20, p < .025, indicating that participants
who reported low level of cold-heartedness (M = 43.96), reported more cons of

offending as compared to the participants who reported high level of cold-
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heartedness (M = 37.91). MANOVA results further provided a significant difference
in terms of CTS-Defensive Strategies, Multivariate F (2, 49) =5.28, p < .01, n?>=.18,
Wilk’s Lambda = .82. According to the univariate results, a significant difference
was obtained for cons of offending, F (1, 50) = 8.21, p <.025, indicating that
participants who reported high level of CTS-Defensive Strategies (M = 45.04) also
reported more cons of offending than the participants with low level of CTS-
Defensive Strategies (M = 38.13). Another main effect was obtained in terms of
contemplation, Multivariate F (2, 49) =5.27, p < .01, n? = .18, Wilk’s Lambda = .82.
Accordingly, a significant difference was obtained for cons of offending, F (1, 50) =
10.29, p < .025, indicating that the participants who reported high level of
contemplation (M = 44.95) also reported more cons of offending as compared to the
participants who reported low level of contemplation (M = 37.44). Likewise, a
significant result was obtained in terms of action, Multivariate F (2, 49) =5.67, p <
.01, n?>=.19, Wilk’s Lambda = .81. Accordingly, a significant difference was
obtained for cons of offending, F (1, 50) = 11.57, p < .025, indicating that the
participants who reported high level of action (M = 45.15) also reported more cons of
offending as compared to the participants who reported low level of action (M =
37.26). Similarly, a significant result was obtained in terms of maintenance,
Multivariate F (2, 49) = 4.69, p <.05,n? = .16, Wilk’s Lambda = .84. Accordingly, a
significant difference was obtained again for cons of offending, F (1, 50) = 9.54, p <
.025, indicating that the participants who reported high level of maintenance (M =
44.83) also reported more cons of offending as compared to the participants who
reported low level of maintenance (M = 37.55). In terms of locus of control,
MANOVA results yielded a significant main effect for internal locus of control,
Multivariate F (2, 49) = 11.08, p <.001, n?= .31, Wilk’s Lambda = .69. Accordingly,
a significant difference was obtained for cons of offending, F (1, 50) = 21.57, p <
.025, indicating that the participants who reported low level of internal locus of
control (M = 45.85) reported more cons of offending as compared to the participants
who reported high level of internal locus of control (M = 35.87). MANOVA results
also provided a significant main effect for belief in chance, Multivariate F (2, 49) =
5.26, p < .01, n?* =.18, Wilk’s Lambda = .82. Accordingly, a significant difference
was obtained for cons of offending, F (1, 50) = 9.79, p <.025, indicating that
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participants who reported high level of belief in chance (M = 44.87), reported more
cons of offending as compared to the participants who reported low level of belief in
chance (M = 37.51). Another main effect was obtained in terms of fatalism,
Multivariate F (2, 49) =5.95, p <.01, n?= .20, Wilk’s Lambda = .81. Accordingly, a
significant difference was obtained again for cons of offending, F (1, 50) = 11.59, p
<.025, indicating that the participants who reported high level of fatalism (M =
44.99) reported more cons of offending as compared to the participants who reported
low level of fatalism (M = 37.11). Moreover, a significant main effect was observed
in terms of belief in an unfair world, Multivariate F (2, 49) = 4.81, p <.01, n?= .16,
Wilk’s Lambda = .84. Accordingly, a significant difference was obtained for pros of
offending, F (1, 50) = 9.71, p <.025, indicating that the participants who reported
high level of belief in an unfair world (M = 25.36) reported more pros of offending
as compared to the participants who reported low level of belief in an unfair world
(M = 18.58). Finally, in terms of basic personality traits, MANOVA analyses
provided a significant main effect of agreeableness, Multivariate F (2, 49) = 3.93, p <
.05, n?* = .14, Wilk’s Lambda = .86. Accordingly, a significant difference was
obtained in terms of pros of offending, F (1, 50) = 5.33, p <.025, indicating that
participants who reported low level of agreeableness (M = 24.44) indicated more
pros of offending as compared to the participants who reported high level of
agreeableness (M = 19.23). Lastly, MANOVA results provided a significant main
effect for openness to experience, Multivariate F (2, 49) =5.12, p<.01,n*= .17,
Wilk’s Lambda = .83. Accordingly, a significant difference was obtained again for
pros of offending, F (1, 50) = 8.64, p <.025, indicating that participants who
reported low level of openness to experience (M = 25.06) reported more pros of
offending as compared to the participants who reported high level of openness to
experience (M = 18.62).
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Table 3.22. Criterion Validity Information Regarding Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals

v Groups PROS CONS Multivariate df Univariate df 7’ Wilk’s
F F Lambda
POWER-ORIENTED 5.22** 2,49 6.57 for 1,50 .18 .82
ASSUMPTIONS pros
Low 18.75  39.17
High 24.49  42.67
COLD-HEARTEDNESS 6.51** 2,49 7.46 for 1,50 21 .79
Low 18.93 43.96 pros, 6.20
High 2498 3791 for cons
CTS-DEFENSIVE 5.28** 2,49 8.21 for 1,50 .18 .82
STRATEGIES cons
Low 20.88  38.13
High 23.15  45.04
PRECON 2.51 2,49 - 1,50 .09 91
Low 18.98 41.12
High 2410  40.99
CONT 5.27** 2,49 10.29 for 1,50 .18 .82
Low 2296 37.44 cons
High 20.62  44.95
ACTION 4.69* 2,49 11.57 for 1,50 19 .81
Low 22.33 37.26 cons
High 21.30 45.15
MAINT 2.52 2,49 9.54 for 1,50 .16 .84
Low 22.16  37.55 cons
High 2149  44.83
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Table 3.22. Cont’d

v Groups PROS CONS Multivariate df Univariate df 7’ Wilk’s
F F Lambda

E 14 2,49 - 1,50 .01 .99
Low 22.34  41.16
High 21.15  40.90

A 3.93* 2,49 5.33 for 1,50 14 .86
Low 24.44  38.80 pros
High 19.23  43.30

Cc 2.88 2,49 - 1,50 A1 .90
Low 23.82 39.42
High 19.14  43.27

N 1.04 2,49 - 1,50 .04 .96
Low 20.20 40.84
High 23.47  41.26

@) 5.12** 2,49 8.64 for 1,50 A7 .83
Low 25.06 39.11 pros
High 18.62  42.99

NV 46 2,49 - 1,50 .02 .98
Low 21.14  41.83
High 22.87 39.90

LOC 2.52 2,49 - 1,50 .09 91
Low 2145  38.60
High 22.29 4391

INTLOC 11.08*** 2,49 21.57 for 1,50 31 .69
Low 20.39 4585 cons
High 2340  35.87

LOC-C 5.26** 2,49 9.79 for 1,50 18 .82
Low 21.40 3751 cons
High 22.30  44.87
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Table 3.22. Cont’d

v Groups PROS CONS Multivariate df Univariate df 7’ Wilk’s
F F Lambda

LOC-S 1.96 2,49 - 1,50 .07 .93
Low 19.69  40.88
High 2416  41.23

LOC-F 5.95** 2,49 11.59 for 1,50 .20 81
Low 23.07 3711 cons
High 20.60  44.99

LOC-U 4.81** 2,49 9.71 for 1, 50 .16 .84
Low 1858 41.22 pros
High 25.36  40.87

RSE 2.11 2,49 - 1, 50 .08 .92
Low 2401 4042
High 19.30 41.79

T-ANGER 1.53 2,49 - 1,50 .06 94
Low 20.05 40.48
High 23.77  41.67

ANGER-IN 1.72 2,49 - 1,50 .07 .93
Low 22.03 38.82
High 21.62  43.47

ANGER-OUT 37 2,49 - 1,50 .02 .99
Low 21.03 4171
High 22.78  40.28
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Table 3.22. Cont’d

v Groups PROS CONS Multivariate df Univariate df 7’ Wilk’s
F F Lambda
ANGER 2.47 2,49 - 1,50 .09 91
CONTROL
Low 23.63 39.14
High 19.75  43.28

p <.05, **p < .01, ***p <.001

Note. PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending, PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation,
ACTION = Action, MAINT = Maintenance, E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O
= Openness to Experience, NV = Negative Valence, LOC = Locus of Control, INT LOC = Internal Locus of Control, LOC-C =
Belief in Chance, LOC-S = Insignificance of Struggle, LOC-F = Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an Unfair World, RSE = Self-
Esteem, T-ANGER = Trait Anger, ANGER-IN = Anger Expression-In, ANGER-OUT = Anger Expression-Out.



3.1.4.4.3. Additional DBS-C Items: Positive and Negative Attributions Related
to Offending

In addition to the DBS-C items, participants were also asked about specific
positive and negative attributions of offending. In this section, the frequency
information is provided separately for each group of attributions. Moreover, group
comparisons positive and negative attributions are investigated via Chi-Square
analysis, t-test, and MANOVA. In Chi-Square Analyses, Fisher’s Exact scores were
provided when the expected count assumptions were not met.
3.1.4.4.3.1. Positive Attributions
3.1.4.4.3.1.1. Frequency Analysis of Positive Attributions

Regarding positive attributions, 7.7 % of the participants (n = 4) indicated “to
be respected”, 7.7 % of the participants indicated “to be accepted” (n = 4), 9.6 % of
the participants (n = 5) indicated “to feel stronger”, 26.9 % of the participants (n =
14) indicated “to protect myself”, and 23.1 % of the participants (n = 12) indicated
“material gains” as positive attributions of offending. Moreover, there were some
qualitative answers that further supported the motivation of being accepted (i.e., “If I
wouldn’t, [ would be rejected from my social circle”). Besides, there were some
answers that reflected different motivations, such as “administering justice” (e.g., “I
defended my rights”, “Everyone shall learn his/her borders”, “The man was
harassing a woman. What was I supposed to do? Ignore?”’) and “curiosity and fun”.
3.1.4.4.3.1.2. Group Comparisons with Positive Attributions

In order to make group comparisons (i.e., participants reporting and not-
reporting positive attributions) according to demographic variables, a series of chi-
square analyses were conducted separately for each positive attribution. In order to
demonstrate the directions of the associations, Pearson’s Rs were also computed.
Prior to the analyses, continuous variables (i.e., age, age of beginning to work,
number of siblings, and order of birth) were made categorical variables through
median split. Besides, the variables that included more than 2 categories (i.e.,
education, experience of separation from the family, and criminal history of family
members) were also made categorical through merging certain groups together.
Descriptive information regarding these categorical variables is provided in Table
3.23.
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Table 3.23. Descriptive Information for the Demographic Variables that were made
Categorical

Variable Levels n Range Mean SD
Age Below 17 12 14-16 15.42 .67
17 21 - 17 .00
Age of Below 14 12 7-13 10.33 2.03
beginning to 14 or higher 21 14-16 14.57 75
work
Number of 1-2 16 1-2 1.81 40
siblings 3 or more 35 3-9 4.83 2.02
Order of birth First 15 - 1 .00
Second or later 35 2-8 3.20 1.71
Education Less Educated 20 Iliterate — Left - -
Secondary School
More 32 Secondary School- - -
Educated University
Experience of Yes 14 - - -
separation No 38 - - -
Criminal Yes 12 - - -
history of No 40 - - -
family
members

Summary of Chi-Square results are provided in Table 3.24. Accordingly,
“being respected” was found to be associated with criminal history, ¥* (1) = 14.96, p
<.001, r =.55. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who had a previous
criminal record was higher in the “being respected-yes” group (50%) as compared to
the “being respected-no” group (2.1%). Regarding “to be seen as tough™, a
significant result was obtained in terms of unemployment, 42 (1)=7.78, p<.01,r =
.39. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who were unemployed was higher
in the “to be seen as tough-yes” group (40%) as compared to the “to be seen as tough
-no” group (4.3%). In terms of “protecting myself”, a significant association was
observed with unemployment, > (1) = 4.83, p < .05, r =.31. Accordingly, the
frequency of the participants who were unemployed was higher in the “protecting
myself-yes” group (21.4%) as compared to the “protecting myself-no” group (2.7%).
Finally, a significant association was observed with birth order, ¥* (1) = 6.36, p < .01,
r =-.36. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who were the first child was

higher in the “protecting myself -yes” group (57.1%) as compared to the “protecting
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myself -no” group (20%). “Protecting myself” was also found to be associated with
history of non-violent crime, y2 (1) = 4.60, p < .05, r =.16. Accordingly, the
frequency of the participants who had a history of non-violent crime was higher in
the “protecting myself -yes” group (55.6%) as compared to the “protecting myself -
no” group (36.1%). Besides, a significant association was observed with history of
violent crime, ¥? (1) =12.73, p <.001, r = .26 and history of illegal substance related
crime, ¢* (1) = 6.04, p < .01, r =-.18. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants
who had a history of violent crime was higher in the “protecting myself -yes” group
(69.4%) as compared to the “protecting myself -no” group (36.8%) On the other
hand, the frequency of the participants who had a history of illegal substance related
crime was lower in the “protecting myself -yes” group (22.2%) as compared to the

“protecting myself -no” group (44.5%).

276



L1Z

Table 3.24. Summary of Chi-Square Results between Positive Attributions and Demographic Variables

DV To Be Respected To Be Accepted ToBe Seen As  To Protect Myself Financial Gains
Tough
X r X r X r X r X r

Age 1.75 -.23 1.75 -.23 17 -.07 .23 .08 .05 .04
Education .30 -.08 2.59 -.23 1.20 -.16 .25 -.07 1.07 -15
Unemployment 1.73 19 1.73 19 7.78** .39 4.83* 31 .01 .01
Age of beginning to work A7 07 A7 07 17 .07 1.25 -.18 21 .08
Number of siblings .05 .03 .05 .03 .26 .07 1.50 -.18 18 .06
Order of birth .76 -13 .06 .04 23 -07  6.36** -.36 23 .07
Alcohol use .53 -.10 .53 -.10 1.74 -19 7 -12 .00 .00
Alcohol usage problem .28 .08 .79 -13 .08 .04 .03 -.02 .01 .02
Substance use .69 12 .69 12 19 .06 .07 -04 2.48 22
Separation from the family .00 .00 1.35 .16 1.86 -.19 1.04 14 .63 -11
Violence in the family .00 .00 .00 .00 1.86 -.19 1.25 -.16 .00 -.01
Living in the street 13 -.05 53 10 44 -.09 19 -.06 1.92 .20
Suicide .04 -.03 87 13 2.26 =21 .36 .09 14 -.05
Self-harm .02 -.02 .02 -.02 37 -.09 T7 -12 1.16 15
Criminal history 14.96*** .55 2.81 24 1.96 .20 241 22 .96 -14
Criminal history of family 1.17 -15 1.17 -15 1.50 -17 .00 .00 22 -.07
members

History of non-violent crime 40 .09 2.94 24 .05 .03 37 -.09 3.58 27
History of violent crime .87 13 .04 -.03 2.45 22 1.68 .18 A1 .05
History of sexual crime .36 -.09 .36 -.09 46 -.10 1.61 -.18 1.31 -.16

*p < .05, **p < .01, *** p < .00L.



Group comparisons via self-esteem, trait anger, CTS-Assumptions, CTS-
Defensive strategies, and external locus of control were investigated through a series
of t-test analyses (see Table 3.25). In terms of “to be seen as tough”, a significant
result was obtained only for CTS-Assumptions, t (49) =-2.09, p <.05. Accordingly,
participants who reported “to be seen as tough” as a positive attribution of offending
(M = 75.30) reported more CTS-Assumptions as compared to the participants who
did not report “to be seen as tough” as a positive attribution of offending (M =

65.25).
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Table 3.25. Summary of T-Test Results for Positive Attributions

DV To Be Respected To Be Accepted To Be Seen As Tough To Protect Myself Financial Gains
No Yes t No Yes t No Yes t No Yes t No Yes t
RSE 29.04 2925 -08 29.09 2875 .13 29.02 2940 -16 2954 2779 115 2946 27.75 1.07
ANG-T 2244 2075 49 2273 1725 -28 2230 2238 -03 2244 2194 24 2191 2357 -76
CTS-D 3373 40.00 -161 3400 36.75 -67 3387 3740 -98 3332 36.60 -1.39 3361 36.20 -1.03
LOC 145.03 146.00 -.08 144.07 157.25 1.63 145.60 14058 45 1473 139.2 111 1461 1419 54

*p < .05, **p < .01,

Note 1. RSE = Self-Esteem, ANG-T = Trait Anger, CTS-D = CTS-Defensive strategies, LOC = Locus of Control

Note 2. For all t scores, df =49



Group comparisons via CTS-assumptions (i.e., EN+PO and CH), stages of
change, decisional balance, locus of control, basic personality traits, and anger
expression were investigated through a series of MANOVA (see Table 3.26). In
terms of “to be respected”, MANOVA results yielded a significant main effect for
CTS-Assumptions, Multivariate F (2, 48) = 3.26, p < .05, n?=.12, Wilk’s Lambda =
.88. However, univariate analyses failed to provide a significant solution. Regarding
“to be seen as tough”, MANOVA results provided a significant main effect for CTS-
Assumptions, Multivariate F (2, 48) = 4.86, p <.01, n?=.17, Wilk’s Lambda = .83.
Univariate results with bonferroni correction further revealed a significant result for
cold-heartedness, F (1, 49) = 7.78, p < .008. Accordingly, participants who reported
“to be seen as tough” as a positive attribution of offending reported more cold-
heartedness (M = 15.00) as compared to the participants who did not report “to be
seen as tough” as a positive attribution of offending (M = 9.65). MANOVA results
further yielded a significant main effect for basic personality traits, Multivariate F (6,
44) = 2.52, p <.05,m? = .26, Wilk’s Lambda = .75. Univariate results with bonferroni
correction further revealed a significant result for agreeableness, F (1, 49) = 10.50, p
<.008 and openness to experience, F (1, 49) = 12.91, p <.008. Accordingly,
participants who reported “to be seen as tough” as a positive attribution of offending
reported less agreeableness (M = 25.40) and less openness to experience (M = 17.40)
as compared to the participants who did not report “to be seen as tough” as a positive
attribution of offending (M = 34.08 and 23.95 for agreeableness and openness to
experience, respectively). Finally, regarding “to protect myself”, MANOVA results
yielded a significant main effect for decisional balance, Multivariate F (2, 48) = 3.17,
p <.05,n?=.12, Wilk’s Lambda = .88. Univariate results with bonferroni correction
further revealed a significant result for pros of offending, F (1, 49) = 4.96, p <.025,
indicating that participants who reported “to protect myself” as a positive attribution
of offending (M = 25.79) reported more pros of offending as compared to the
participants who did not report “to protect myself” as a positive attribution of
offending (M = 20.10).
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Table 3.26. Summary of MANOVA Results for Positive Attributions

DV To Be Respected To Be Accepted To Be Seen As Tough To Protect Myself Financial Gains
No Yes  MF/ No Yes  MF/ No Yes MFE/UE No Yes  MF/ No Yes MFE/UE
UF UF UF

CTS- n2=.12, 3.26% (n2=.02, 40 (=17, 4.86** (n?=.03, T4 (2=.02, 40
Assumptions  Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s
(df =2, 48) Lambda = .88) Lambda = .98) Lambda = .83) Lambda = .97) Lambda = .98)
EN+PO 36.09 42.25 - 36.40 38.50 - 36.10 40.90 - 36.23 37.46 - 36.08 38.17 -
CH 9.83 14.25 - 10.04 1175 - 9.65 15.00 7.78 976 11.29 - 10.03 10.67 -
SOCS-C (df = (n2=.05, 60  (n2=.02, 20 (n2=.10, 131  (2=.07, 92 (n2=.09, 1.10
4, 46) Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s

Lambda = .95) Lambda = .98) Lambda = .90) Lambda = .93) Lambda = .91)
PRECON 13.29 14.25 - 13.35 13.50 - 13.27 14.20 - 13.20 13.79 - 13.17 14.00 -
CONT. 29.70  29.50 - 29.46 32.25 - 30.04 26.40 - 30.29 28.07 - 29.63 29.83 -
ACTION 28.77 29.54 - 28.66 30.79 - 28.89 28.23 - 28.87 28.73 - 28.31 3051 -
MAINT 26.13 23.75 - 25.81 2750 - 26.26 23.00 - 26.03 2571 - 26.10 2542 -
DBS-C (n?=.04, 95  (n¥=.01, 14 (n2=.08, 212 (n®=.12, 3.17* (n*=.01, .25
(df =2, 48) Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s

Lambda = .96) Lambda = .99) Lambda = .92) Lambda = .88) Lambda = .99)
PROS 21.18 27.25 - 2149 23.75 - 20.88 28.80 - 20.10 25.79 496 2119 23.17 -
CONS 41.27 40.75 - 41.21 4150 - 41.47 39.00 - 42,32 3836 192 4123 4122 -
LOC (n*=.07, 64  (n2=.08, 79 (n2=.01, 13 n*=.07, 63  (n2=.05, 49
(df =5, 45) Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s

Lambda = .93) Lambda = .92) Lambda = .99) Lambda = .93) Lambda = .95)
INTLOC 46.48 50.75 - 4721 42.25 - 46.53 49.50 - 45.38 50.61 - 46.35 48.35 -
LOC-C 3256 33.75 - 32.16 38.50 - 32.73 32.00 - 33.07 3157 - 3297 31.63 -
LOC-S 28.09 28.25 - 27.89 30.50 - 28.28 26.40 - 2843 27.21 - 28.41 27.08 -




¢8¢

Table 3.26 Cont’d

DV To Be Respected To Be Accepted To Be Seen As Tough To Protect Myself Financial Gains
No Yes  MF/ No Yes  MF/ No Yes MFE/UE No Yes  MF/ No Yes MFE/UE
UF UF UF
LOC-F 10.49 12.00 - 10.58 11.00 - 10.61 10.60 - 1049 10.93 - 10.46 11.08 -
LOC-U 13.63 13.25 - 13.56 14.00 - 13.66 13.00 - 13.85 12.93 - 1356 13.71 -
BPTI n®=.17, 154 (n2=.08, 64 (n2=.26, 2.52* (n2=.16, 143 (n2=.14, 1.21
(df =6, 44) Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s
Lambda = .83) Lambda = .92) Lambda = .75) Lambda = .84) Lambda = .86)
E 2520 29.89 - 25.37 27.89 - 25.48 26.37 17 25.38 26.06 - 25.97 2425 -
A 3359 29.00 - 33.12 3450 - 34.08 2540 1050 34.26 30.50 - 33.58 32.08 -
C 30.98 31.50 - 30.83 3325 - 3146 27.00 2.60 3143 29.93 - 31.87 2825 -
N 25.60 2250 - 25.73  21.00 - 25.57 23.40 67 26.00 23.64 - 25.64 24.45 -
) 2350 21.00 - 2335 2275 - 2395 1740 1291 2418 21.00 - 23.79 2175 -
NV 12.87 11.00 - 12.87 11.00 - 12.70 13.00 .04 12,57 13.14 - 12.44  13.67 -
ANGEX (n?=.04, 66  (n2=.02, 36 (=11, 189 (n?=.05, 75 (n2=.03, A7
(df =3, 47) Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s Wilk’s
Lambda = .96) Lambda = .98) Lambda = .89) Lambda = .95) Lambda = .97)
ANGER-IN 16.75 17.75 - 17.01 14.75 - 16.79 17.20 - 16.84 16.80 - 16.90 16.61 -
ANGER-OUT 17.22 16.25 - 17.37 14.50 - 17.25 16.20 - 17.26 16.85 - 1691 17.91 -
ANGER 22.06 21.25 - 2195 2250 - 2229 19.29 - 2241 20.88 - 2199 21.99 -
CONTROL
*p <.05.

Note 1. MF = Multivariate F, UF = Univariate F, EN+PO = Power-oriented assumptions, CH = Cold-heartedness, SOCS-C = Stages of Change
Scale for Criminals, PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action, MAINT = Maintenance, DBS-C = Decisional
Balance Scale for Criminals, LOC = Locus of Control, INT LOC = Internal Locus of Control, LOC-C = Belief in Chance, LOC-S = Insignificance
of Struggle, LOC-F = Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an Unfair World, BPTI = Basic Personality Traits Inventory, E = Extraversion, A =
Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O = Openness to Experience, NV = Negative Valence, ANGEX = Anger Expression
Note 2. For all Univariate F scores, df =1, 49



3.1.4.4.3.2. Negative Attributions
3.1.4.4.3.2.1. Frequency Analysis of Negative Attributions

Regarding negative attributions, 63.5 % of the participants (n = 33) indicated
“being sentenced”, 40.4 % of the participants (n = 21) indicated “being insulted”,
53.8 % of the participants (n = 28) indicated “being stigmatized”, 51.9 % of the
participants (n = 27) indicated “rejection from the community”, and 59.6 % of the
participants (n = 31) indicated “degradation” as negative attributions of offending.
Moreover, there were some qualitative answers that further supported the cons of
offending as “rejection from the community” (i.e., “My friends do not talk with me
anymore”, “I do not think my friends will ever accept me”), as “being insulted” (i.e.,
“I am and will be a person to be humiliated”) and as degradation (i.e., “No one will
ever trust me again”). Besides, there were some answers that reflected different cons
of offending, such as “feeling of longing” (e.g., “being separated from the family”,
“missing the family members and friends”), “loss of time” (e.g., “squandering the
most valuable times”), “being isolated from the society”, and “feelings of shame”.
3.1.4.4.3.2.2. Group Comparisons with Negative Attributions

Similar to the analyses for positive attributions, in order to make group
comparisons (i.e., participants reporting and not-reporting negative attributions)
according to demographic variables, a series of chi-square analyses were conducted
separately for each negative attribution. In order to demonstrate the directions of the
associations, Pearson’s Rs were also computed.

Summary of Chi-Square results are provided in Table 3.27. Accordingly,
“being sentenced” was found to be associated with education, y*> (1) =5.04, p < .05, r
=-.31. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who were more educated was
lower in the “being sentenced-yes” group (53.1%) as compared to the “being
sentenced-no” group (83.3%). Regarding “to be insulted”, a significant result was
obtained in terms of separation from family, 2 (1) =5.67, p < .05, r = .33.
Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who experienced separation from their
families during childhood was higher in the “being insulted-yes” group (42.9%) as
compared to the “being insulted-no” group (13.3%).

“To be stigmatized” was found to be associated with education, > (1) =4.31,
p <.05, r =-.29. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants who were more
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educated was lower in the “to be stigmatized-yes” group (50%) as compared to the
“to be stigmatized -no” group (78.3%). Moreover, a significant association was
observed with age of beginning to work, ¥? (1) =4.87, p < .05, r =-.36. Accordingly,
the frequency of the participants who began working before age 14 was higher in the
“to be stigmatized -yes” group (58.3%) as compared to the “to be stigmatized -no”
group (21.4%). Besides, being stigmatized was found to be related to separation from
family, ¥ (1) = 9.86, p < .01, r = .44. Accordingly, the frequency of the participants
who experienced separation from their families during childhood was higher in the
“to be stigmatized -yes” group (42.9%) as compared to the “to be stigmatized -no”
group (4.3%). Finally, regarding “degradation”, a significant association was
observed with separation from family, ¥? (1) =4.16, p < .05, r =.29. Accordingly,
the frequency of the participants who experienced separation from their families
during childhood was higher in the “degradation -yes” group (64.5%) as compared to
the “degradation -no” group (10%).
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Table 3.27. Summary of Chi-Square Results between Negative Attributions and Demographic Variables

DV Being sentenced  To be insulted Being Rejection from the Degradation
Stigmatized as Community
a Criminal
X r X r X r X r X r
Age 3.16 -31 .29 .09 .16 .07 73 15 44 12
Education 5.04* -31 48 -.10 4.31* -.29 1.27 -.16 74 -12
Unemployment 40 -.09 46 -10 .69 12 3.78 .28 21 -.06
Age of beginning to work 1.19 -.18 1.80 -.22 4.87* -.36 01 -.02 44 -11
Number of siblings .34 .08 2.85 -.24 .99 -14 3.22 -25 .00 .00
Order of birth .62 -11 2.59 -.23 .80 -13 2.90 -.24 11 -.05
Alcohol use .39 .09 3.28 .25 .63 11 .35 .08 2.02 .20
Alcohol usage problem 44 .09 .30 .08 .09 -.04 .89 -13 45 -.10
Substance use 1.08 15 .75 12 1.81 19 .79 -13 .62 A1
Separation from the 1.14 15 5.67* .33 9.86** 44 1.86 19 4.16* .29
family
Violence in the family .16 .06 2.99 24 3.42 .26 52 10 .00 .01
Living in the street .00 .00 .00 .00 .04 -.03 .00 .00 A7 .06
Suicide .04 .03 .26 .07 22 .07 .00 .01 50 -.10
Self-harm 2.21 21 2.70 23 44 .09 16 .06 2.21 21
Criminal history 1.71 19 .08 -.04 .59 -11 48 -.10 .99 -14
Criminal history of family 40 .09 13 -.05 .00 .00 .32 -.08 1.38 -17
members
History of non-violent .69 12 2.38 22 1.56 18 2.10 .20 .00 .01
crime
History of violent crime .04 .03 .01 -.02 2.92 24 .00 .01 1.78 -.19
History of sexual crime 2.32 22 2.01 .20 .04 -.03 .83 13 2.75 .23

*p < .05, **p < .01, *** p < .00L.



Group comparisons via self-esteem, trait anger, CTS-Assumptions, CTS-
Defensive strategies, and external locus of control were investigated through a series
of t-test analyses (see Table 3.28). However, the results did not provide any
significant association between negative attributions of offending and

aforementioned variables.
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Table 3.28. Summary of T-Test Results for Negative Attributions

DV Being sentenced To be insulted Being Stigmatized as a Rejection from the Degradation
Criminal Community
No Yes t No Yes t No Yes t No Yes t No Yes t
RSE 28.72 2924 -36 28.03 3052 -184 2891 2918 -19 28.04 2996 -142 2795 29.77 -131

ANG-T 2444 2114 175 2357 2050 167 2347 2134 116
CTS-D 3572 3340 104 3351 3524 -80 3325 3501 -82
LOC 149.99 14244 111 14581 1441 26 14789 14282 .77

23.17 2154 88 2405 2118 155
3455 3393 29 3506 3368 .63
142,23 14322 .61 143.07 146.42 -50

*p <.05.

Note 1. RSE = Self-Esteem, ANG-T = Trait Anger, CTS-D = CTS-Defensive strategies, LOC = Locus of Control

Note 2. For all t scores, df = 49



Group comparisons via CTS-Assumptions (i.e., EN+PO and CH), stages of
change, decisional balance, locus of control, basic personality traits, and anger
expression were investigated through a series of MANOVA (see Table 3.29).
However, the results did not provide any significant association between negative

attributions of offending and aforementioned variables.
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Table 3.29. Summary of MANOVA Results for Negative Attributions

DV Being sentenced To be insulted Being Stigmatized as a Rejection from the Degradation
Criminal Community
No Yes MEF/ No Yes MEF/ No Yes MEF/ No Yes ME/ No Yes MEF/
UF UF UF UF UF

CTS- (n?=.10,Wilk’s 251 (n?=.04, Wilk’s 1.00 (n*=.00, Wilk’s 03  (n?=.03, Wilk’s 80 (n*=.03,Wilk’s .73
Assumptions  Lambda =.91) Lambda = .96) Lambda = .99) Lambda = .97) Lambda = .97)
(df =2, 48)
EN+PO 36.41  36.66 - 36.21 37.08 - 36.28 36.80 - 38.06 35.24 - 37.89 3572 -
CH 8.39 11.15 - 10.87 9.19 - 10.13 10.21 - 10.25 10.11 - 10.75 9.81 -
SOCS-C (df= (n2=.05, Wilk’s 59  (n*=.09, Wilk’s 1.08 (n2=.03, Wilk’s 34 (n2=.03, Wilk’s 31 (n*=.04,Wilk’s .49
4, 46) Lambda = .95) Lambda = .91) Lambda = .97) Lambda = .97) Lambda = .96)
PRECON 1350 13.29 - 13.03 13.83 - 13.67 13.11 - 13.52 13.22 - 13.85  13.05 -
CONT. 30.89  29.02 - 29.43 30.03 - 30.47 29.04 - 30.38 29.06 - 29.90 2954 -
ACTION 30.17 28.10 - 28.03 29.96 - 29.09 28.61 - 29.71 28.04 - 28.35 29.13 -
MAINT 2756  25.06 - 26.20 25.57 - 26.57 25.43 - 26.46 25.48 - 26.35 25.68 -
DBS-C (n2=.06, Wilk’s 140 (n2=.10, Wilk’s 270  (n2=.01, Wilk’s 10 (2=.02, Wilk’s 44 (2=.01, Wilk’s .09
(df =2, 48) Lambda = .95) Lambda = .90) Lambda = .99) Lambda = .98) Lambda = .99)
PROS 19.0 23.11 - 23.16 19.51 - 22.24 21.18 - 22.52 20.89 - 2225 21.28 -
CONS 41.8 40.93 - 39.26 44,05 - 40.99 41.42 - 40.24 4211 - 40.89 41.45 -




Table 3.29. Cont’d
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DV Being sentenced To be insulted Being Stigmatized as a Rejection from the Degradation
Criminal Community
No Yes MEF/ No Yes MEF/ No Yes MEF/ No Yes ME/ No Yes MEF/
UF UF UF UF UF

LOC (m2=.11, Wilk’s 111 (n?=.05, Wilk’s 46 (n2=.09, Wilk’s 90 (n2=.08, Wilk’s 75 (n*=.17,Wil’s 1.86
(df=5,45) Lambda=.89) Lambda = .95) Lambda = .91) Lambda =.92) Lambda = .83)
INTLOC 42.58 49.13 - 46.79 46.86 - 45.92 47.55 - 45.63 47.87 - 4756  46.34 -
LOC-C 32.61 32.69 - 32.85 32.38 - 32.85 32.50 - 32.27 33.00 - 3258 3271 -
LOC-S 29.00 27.61 - 28.13 28.05 - 29.22 27.18 - 28.67 27.59 - 27.10 28.74 -
LOC-F 11.06 10.36 - 10.50 10.76 - 10.57 10.64 - 11.00 10.26 - 10.05  10.97 -
LOC-U 14.00 13.38 - 14.15 12.81 - 14.72 12.68 - 14.15 13.11 - 14.68 12.90 -
BPTI (n?=.08, Wilk’s 60  (n2=.06, Wilk’s 45 (n2=.09, Wilk’s 68  (n2=.07, Wilk’s 57 (n*=.09,Wilk’s .74
(df =6, 44) Lambda=.92) Lambda = .94) Lambda = .92) Lambda = .93) Lambda = .91)
E 24.18 26.33 - 25.62 25.49 - 25.02 26.02 - 25.95 25.23 - 26.09 25.24 -
A 33.21 33.24 - 32.40 34.42 - 31.83 34.38 - 32.46 33.92 - 3145 34.38 -
C 31.11 30.97 - 30.13 32.29 - 30.00 31.86 - 30.58 31.41 - 30.55 31.32 -
N 26.00 25.00 - 25.45 25.23 - 26.50 24.42 - 25.35 25.36 - 25.62 25.19 -
@] 23.17 23.38 - 22.67 24.22 - 22.42 24.04 - 22.44 24.07 - 2245 23.86 -
NV 13.33 12.39 - 12.73 12.71 - 12.96 12.54 - 12.42 13.00 - 13.10 12.48 -
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Table 3.29. Cont’d

DV Being sentenced To be insulted Being Stigmatized as a Rejection from the Degradation
Criminal Community
No Yes MEF/ No Yes MEF/ No Yes MEF/ No Yes MEF/ No Yes MEF/
UF UF UF UF UF
ANGEX (=09, Wilk’s  1.47 (n2=.11, Wilk’s 1.97  (n2=.03, Wilk’s A1 (2 =.04, Wilk’s 68  (n2=.14, 2.46
(df =3, 47) Lambda = .91) Lambda = .89) Lambda = .98) Lambda = .96) Wilk’s Lambda
=.86)

ANGER-IN  17.68  16.37 - 16.61 17.14 - 17.62 16.18 - 17.21 16.49 - 1575 1752 -
ANGER- 16.66 17.41 - 17.45 16.71 - 17.63 16.75 - 17.57 16.77 - 16.00 17.89 -
ouT
ANGER 2215 2191 - 20.76 23.74 - 21.88 22.09 - 21.23 22.67 - 20.52 2294 -
CONTROL

Note 1. MF = Multivariate F, UF = Univariate F, EN+PO = Power-Oriented Assumptions, CH = Cold-Heartedness, SOCS-C = Stages of Change
Scale for Criminals, PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action, MAINT = Maintenance, DBS-C = Decisional
Balance Scale for Criminals, PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending, LOC = Locus of Control, INT LOC = Internal Locus of
Control, LOC-C = Belief in Chance, LOC-S = Insignificance of Struggle, LOC-F = Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an Unfair World, BPTI = Basic
Personality Traits Inventory, E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O = Openness to Experience, NV =

Negative Valence, PANAS = Positive and Negative Affect Schedule, ANGEX = Anger Expression, ANGER-IN = Anger Expression-in, ANGER-
OUT = Anger Expression Out.

Note 2. For all Univariate F scores, df = 1, 49



3.1.5. Discussion
3.1.5.1. Psychometric Properties of CTS

Regarding CTS-Assumptions scale, Power-Oriented Assumptions and Cold-
Heartedness revealed internal consistency coefficients that were comparable with the
previous studies. However, in terms of Injustice-Oriented Assumptions, the results
were discouraging. As mentioned in the literature review, exercising power and
dominance are frequently cited motivations of offending among young people
(Barry, 2006, 2007). Prior studies further associated psychopathic traits and
emotional repression (Edens, Skeem, Cruise, & Cauffman, 2001; Frick, O’Brien,
Wootton, & McBurnett, 1994) with juvenile delinquency. Hence, power-oriented
assumptions and cold-heartedness might be applicable for young people. However,
few writers have been able to draw on any structured research into the injustice-
oriented assumptions among juvenile offenders. In their thorough examination of
belief in a just world (BJW) among young offenders, Otto and Dalbert (2004) were
able to show that BJW provided a great deal of information in terms of juveniles’
feelings of guilt, denial of responsibility, and anger-management. Nevertheless,
young prisoners who had longer criminal careers, offended at a younger age, or who
were incarcerated for a longer period of time did not meet with the expectations of
Otto and Dalbert (2004). A possible explanation for this might be that, as young
offenders encounter with legal proceedings, their injustice-oriented assumptions
might change, they might learn new strategies to cope with the unjust treatment that
they experience, and they might develop defensive reactions. In fact, taking into
account the developmental concerns of adolescents (both cognitive and personality),
caution should be taken while mentioning about the “beliefs” and “assumptions”,
since they are expected to be highly flexible during this stage of development.

In general, the findings of the concurrent validity analyses were observed to
be comparable with that of adults. For instance, power-oriented assumptions were
found to be strongly associated with neuroticism and external locus of control.
Suprisingly, both pros and cons of offending were positively associated with power-
oriented assumptions. This finding might be signaling the flexible nature of
assumptions among adolescents, suggesting that the young offenders might have
difficulty in figuring out what contributed to their criminal activity and which
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thinking patterns would provide obstacles for them if they were to desist from
criminality. In addition, power-oriented assumptions were observed to be related to
trait anger and both anger expression-in and anger-expression-out, which supports
earlier observations indicating that exercising power and dominance are commonly
associated with aggression among young people (Barry, 2006, 2007). Cold-
heartedness also yielded similar findings with that of adult sample. Additionally, a
negative relationship was obtained between cold-heartedness and anger-control,
which corrobates with previous findings that psychopathic traits among young
offenders might reflect poor emotional responsivity (Herpers, Scheepers, Bons,
Buitelaar, & Rommelse, 2013). Overall, these results suggest that the mechanisms of
offence-supportive assumptions might be similar among adolescents and adults.
However, their contents might be different regarding different life concerns. Besides,
a further study with more focus on the flexible nature of assumptions among
adolescents is recommended.

Regarding CTS-Defensive Strategies Scale, the reliability results were again
disappointing, although the total score yielded an acceptable internal consistency
coefficient. The concurrent validity analyses, however, provided insight about the
problems in reliability. In general, defensive strategies revealed strong associations
with external locus of control, a finding which is similar to that of adult sample. On
the other hand, it was observed that, defensive strategies were positively associated
with negative valence, cons of offending, and all motivational stages of change. This
rather contradictory results may be again due to the flexible nature of cognitive
characteristics of adolescents. Specifically, defensive strategies are suggested to be
stemming from feelings of guilt and threat to self-respect (which is supported by the
positive associations with negative valence and anger expression-in as well as by the
negative association with self-esteem). Adolescents’ resources, however, might be
limited for resolving this conflict, hence their defensive strategies might occasionally
reflect engagement for treatment or vice versa. Positive relationship revealed
between defensive strategies and anger-control (see Section 3.1.4.2.2.2. for criterion
validity analyses) further indicated that defensive strategies might reflect a need for
coping among adolescents. Therefore, it is recommended that, interventions focusing
on the defensive strategies of young offenders should be developed, in order to help
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them to give meaning to their criminal and imprisonment experiences in an adaptive
way.
3.1.5.2. Psychometric Properties of SOCS-C

Reliability analyses provided good internal consistency coefficients for all
dimensions of SOCS-C (i.e., precontemplation, contemplation, action, and
maintenance). Precontemplation dimension needed to be revised, as it was observed
that some items were not understood by the participants. Besides, concurrent validity
findings were generally comparable with that of adult sample. Still, minor
differences were observed. For instance, precontemplation, contemplation, and
action yielded positive associations with anger-control, which were unexpected. A
possible explanation for this might be that, anger-control among young offenders
might have dual meanings among young offenders, reflecting both a defensive
attitude and motivation to change. The present study was unable to provide answer to
this question, due to the limited sample size. However, further work is required to
establish this. Moreover, contemplation and action were positively associated with
age of beginning to work. Engagement in work life at young ages was an important
characteristic of the sample, with 92.3 % of the participants reporting that they began
working before 16 years old. The issue of working children is highly controversial in
the literature, with recent accounts generally suggesting that working might be both
harmful and helpful for children and that the differentiating conditions should be
clarified and policy attempts should be drawn accordingly (Levison, 2009). In the
current study, participants provided ambivalent responses regarding their work
experiences. They mentioned about both advantages (e.g., gaining power,
acceptance, confidence) and disadvantages (e.g., being unable to protect one’s self
against possible threats) of beginning to work at young ages. However, the positive
association between age of beginning to work and motivation to change implies that,
age might be a moderator variable, with relatively older ones experiencing more
advantages than disadvantages. Another interesting finding was obtained in terms of
negative valence, yielding negative association with both contemplation and action.
Besides, as previously noted, defensive strategies provided positive association with
both stages. Taking it together, it can be suggested that contemplating or actively
involving in the change process reflect dealing with the negative attributions towards
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self. However, defensive strategies might be operating as a booster, rather than
obstacle, during this process. In addition, as different from adults, all stages except
precontemplation yielded positive association with cons of offending. This is an
expected finding since cons of offending is expected to outweigh pros of offending in
these stages. Alternatively, young prisoners might be more prone to perceive
negative consequences of offending, as compared to adults, because of their limited
criminal experience.
3.1.5.3. Psychometric Properties of DBS

Reliability analyses provided good internal consistency coefficients for both
dimensions of DBS-C (i.e., pros and cons of offending). Besides, conccurrent
validity findings were again comparable with that of adult sample. An interesting
finding was obtained in terms of anger-control, which revealed opposite associations
with pros and cons of offending. This finding accords with earlier observations,
which showed that difficulty in regulating anger might facilitate criminal behavior
(Novaco, 2011). However, one unanticipated finding was that, cons of offending
yielded positive association with anger-expression-in. It seems possible that this
result is due to young offenders’ difficulties in coping with imprisonment experience
and particularly feelings of guilt. Hence, it is strongly recommended that, although
high levels of cons of offending and anger-control are desired conditions in forensic
interventions, practitioners should specifically attend to adolescents’ coping with the
negative consequences of offending.
3.1.5.4. Positive and Negative Attributions Related to Offending

Although the factors associated with pros and cons of offending (as well as
other variables) were generally in common with that of adults, examination of the
contents of the motivations for offending revealed dissimilar characteristics. For
instance, in terms of positive attributions, “financial gains” were secondary for young
people who reported “to protect myself” as the most frequent motivation for
offending. In addition “to be seen as tough” and “to protect myself” were found to be
positively associated with unemployment. This finding, while preliminary, accords
with the earlier suggestions made about the possible advantages of working for this
sample. Hence, young people (especially who are at risk) might benefit from a secure

work environment where they can feel protected, able to defend themselves, and
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where they can exercise the need for power in a pro-social way. However, taking into
account the fact that it is illegal to employ children younger than 15 years of age, it is
difficult to expect the work environment to be secure enough to meet the
developmental needs of the young person. Another interesting result was obtained in
terms of “to be seen as tough”, which revealed positive association with cold-
heartedness and negative associations with agreeableness and openness to
experience. Hence, providing a powerful image might require leaving being
emotional and developing psychopathic traits among young offenders.

In terms of negative attributions, experience of long-term separation from
family was found to be positively associated with most of the negative consequences
reported (i.e., being insulted, being stigmatized, and degradation). This finding was
unexpected, taking into account the assumption that being aware of negative
consequences of offending is important to desist from criminality. However, it is also
possible that, these participants might be more open to the aforementioned
consequences. Hence, long-term separation from family might be an important risk
factor for this sample, leading the young person feeling unprotected from
environmental threats.

To sum up, these results support the previous suggestions that, adolescents
and adults might share similar psychological mechanisms regarding motivations for
offending. But the content of their motivations might vary due to different life
concerns. It should be noted that, with a small sample size, caution must be applied.
Future studies on the current topic are therefore recommended.
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3.2. STUDY I11.B: COMPARISONS BETWEEN JUVENILE, YOUNG ADULT,
AND ADULT PARTICIPANTS
3.2.1. Introduction

As previously noted, adolescents are suggested to differ from adults in many
respects, for instance, in terms of cognitive development (Iselin et al., 2009;
Moshman, 2011), identity development (Erikson, 1963), and concern in their lives
(Arnett, 2007). Several studies have revealed that, dynamics of delinquent peer
relations (e.g., seeking acceptance and/or fear of rejection) significantly contribute to
adolescents’ offending behaviors (Barry, 2006; Patterson & Dishion, 1985).
Furthermore, changes in responsibilities (e.g., engagement in school and/or work,
Hoge, Andrews, & Leschied, 1996) and relationships (Iselin, et al., 2009) might be
associated with criminality. Studies have recently demonstrated that, young adult
offenders might have concerns comparable to that of adolescents (Fougere, Thomas,
& Daffern, 2012) and both groups might share similar characteristics in terms of
cognitive functioning (Farrington, Loeber, & Howell, 2012). As frequently implied
in the intervention studies, attending to the developmental needs contribute a lot to
the treatment effectiveness (Guerra & Leaf, 2008; Guerra, Williams, Tolan, &
Modecki, 2008). Within this respect, examining the specific needs of different age
groups is suggested to provide insight into the developmental nature of criminality.
3.2.2. Aim of the Study

The present study aimed at determining common and differing characteristics
among adolescent, young adult, and adult offenders. Within a developmental
framework, young adults are hypothesized to share common characteristics with both
adolescents and adult participants. For instance, younger participants were expected
to display less neuroticism as compared to adult offenders. On the other hand, older
participants were hypothesized to report more agreeableness and conscientiousness
than adolescents. Finally, relying on the suggestions of previous research, older
participants were expected to convey more assumptions, whereas younger

participants were hypothesized to display more defensive strategies.
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3.2.3. Method
3.2.3.1. Participants and Procedure

The sample of the present study was generated by merging the two data sets
(i.e., adult and juvenile samples), whereby the total number of participants turned out
to be 252. In order to make age-group comparisons, three groups were formulated
considering the developmental stages (i.e., adolescents, young adults, and adults).
Taking into account that the juvenile participants encounter with different legal
proceedings as compared to the adult participants, the juvenile sample was kept as
the same and consisted of the “adolescents” group (n = 52) with ages ranging from
14 t0 17 (M = 16.42, SD = .87). On the other hand, the adult sample was divided into
half via median split. Thus the “young adults” group consisted of 96 participants
with ages ranging from 18 to 31 (M = 26.54, SD = 3.58), whereas the “adults” group
consisted of 102 participants with ages ranging from 32 to 66 (M = 41.32, SD =
8.24). The participant characteristics as well as the procedure were explained in
detail in the method sections of Study I.A and Study IL.A.
3.2.3.2. Measures

The measures of the present study consisted of the common assessments
shared by both Study I and Study Il A. These measures were Criminal Thinking
Scale (Assumptions and Defensive Strategies Scale), Stages of Change for Criminals
Scale (SOCS-C), Decisional Balance Scale (DBS-C), Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
(RSE), Locus of Control Scale (LOC), and Basic Personality Traits Inventory
(BPTI). In general, the internal consistency coefficients for the scales (and their sub-
scales) were within the acceptable ranges for both samples. However, it should be
noted that, the Injustice-Oriented Assumptions sub-scale (CR) of the CTS-
Assumptions Scale yielded considerably low alpha coefficient for the juvenile
sample. Thus, CR was excluded from further analyses. Besides, the total score of the
Defensive Strategies Scale (CTS-D) was utilized for the juvenile sample (see Section
3.1.4.2. for details). Therefore, for the present study, the total score of CTS-D was
computed for the adult sample as well, which revealed a good internal consistency
coefficient (a = .70).
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3.2.3.3. Statistical Analyses

The age-group comparisons were conducted via subsequent ANOVAs and
MANOVAs. Accordingly, age-group was the independent variable and the total
score of DBS-C and self-esteem were dependent variables in ANOVAs, whereas the
subscales of the CTS-Assumptions Scale (CTS-A), SOCS-C, DBS-C, LOC, and
BPTI were the dependent variables in MANOVA:s.
3.2.4. Results

Age-group comparisons via CTS-defensive strategies and self-esteem were
investigated through a series of ANOVAs (see Table 3.30). Accordingly, a
significant main effect was observed only in terms of defensive strategies, F (2, 247)
=54.74, p <.001. Subsequent post-hoc analysis revealed that adolescent participants
(M = 34.16) reported less defensive strategies as compared to the young adult (M =
57.28) and adult participants (M = 54.75). Univariate results with bonferroni
correction further revealed a significant result for cold-heartedness, F (1, 49) = 7.78,
p <.008.

Table 3.30. Summary of the ANOVA results for age-group comparisons via CTS-D
and Self-Esteem

DV F Age-Groups
Adolescents Young-  Adults
Adults
CTS-Defensive Strategies 54.74*** 34.16a 57.28b 54.75b
Self-Esteem 2.10 29.14 30.05 30.86

***p < .001.

Note 1. For all variables df = 2, 247.

Note 2. The mean scores that do not share the same subscript on the same row are
significantly different from each other.

Group comparisons via CTS-assumptions (i.e., EN+PO and CH), stages of
change, decisional balance, locus of control, and basic personality traits were
investigated through a series of MANOVASs (see Table 3.31). Accordingly,
MANOVA results yielded a significant main effect for CTS-Assumptions,
Multivariate F (4, 492) = 24.50, p < .001, n? = .17, Wilk’s Lambda = .70. When the
univariate analyses with Bonferroni correction (p = .05/2 = .025) were examined, a
significant result was observed for power-oriented assumptions (i.e., EN+PO), E (2,

247) = 33.97, p < .025. Hence, young adult participants (M = 55.19) reported more
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power-oriented assumptions as compared to the adult participants (M = 49.88), who
also reported more power-oriented assumptions than the adolescent participants (M =
36.73). Univariate results further provided a significant difference in terms of cold-
heartedness, F (2, 247) = 17.90, p <.025, indicating that young adult (M = 15.43)
and adult participants (M = 15.18) reported more cold-heartedness than the
adolescent participants (M = 10.29). Another significant main effect was obtained in
terms of stages of change, Multivariate F (8, 488) = 16.39, p <.001, n?= .21, Wilk’s
Lambda = .62. When the univariate analyses with Bonferroni correction (p =.05/4 =
.013) were examined, a significant result was observed only for precontemplation, F
(2,247) =57.70, p <.013. Accordingly, young adult (M = 21.91) and adult
participants (M = 22.74) reported more precontemplation as compared to the
adolescent participants (M = 13.36). MANOVA results further yielded a significant
main effect of decisional balance, Multivariate F (4, 492) = 3.80, p <.01, n*=.03,
Wilk’s Lambda = .94. When the univariate analyses with Bonferroni correction (p =
.05/2 = .025) were examined, a significant result was observed only for cons of
offending, F (2, 247) = 4.90, p < .025. Accordingly, adult participants (M = 45.66)
reported more cons of offending than the adolescent participants (M = 41.05).
However, young adult participants (M = 44.99) did not differ from adult and
adolescent participants in terms of cons of offending. Another significant main effect
was obtained in terms of locus of control, Multivariate F (10, 486) = 4.88, p <.001,
n?=.09, Wilk’s Lambda = .83. When the univariate analyses with Bonferroni
correction (p = .05/5 = .01) were examined, a significant result was observed for
internal locus of control, F (2, 247) = 9.99, p <.01. Accordingly, adolescent
participants (M = 46.94) reported more internal locus of control as compared to the
young adult (M = 39.60) and adult participants (M = 37.06). Univariate results
further provided a significant difference in terms of belief in chance, F (2, 247) =
8.01, p <.01. Similarly, adolescent participants (M = 32.66) reported more belief in
chance as compared to the young adult (M = 29.93) and adult participants (M =
28.32). Finally, main effect of basic personality traits was significant, Multivariate F
(12,484) =5.06, p<.001,n?= .11, Wilk’s Lambda = .79. When the univariate
analyses with Bonferroni correction (p = .05/6 = .008) were examined, a significant
result was observed for extraversion, F (2, 247) = 9.75, p <.008. Accordingly, young
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adult (M = 28.09) and adult participants (M = 29.82) reported more extraversion as
compared to the adolescent participants (M = 25.65). Univariate results further
provided a significant difference in terms of agreeableness, F (2, 247) =10.29, p <
.008. Similarly, young adult (M = 36.44) and adult participants (M = 36.22) reported
more agreeableness as compared to the adolescent participants (M = 33.21). In
addition, a significant difference was observed in terms of conscientiousness, F (2,
247) = 5.46, p <.008. Accordingly, young adult (M = 33.61) and adult participants
(M = 33.98) reported more conscientiousness as compared to the adolescent
participants (M = 31.00). Another significant difference was obtained in terms of
neuroticism, F (2, 247) = 6.22, p <.008, indicating that adolescent (M = 25.33) and
young adult participants (M = 25.02) reported more neuroticism as compared to the
adult participants (M = 21.87). Lastly, Univariate results provided a significant
difference in terms of negative valence, F (2, 247) = 19.28, p < .008. Accordingly,
adolescent participants (M = 12.71) reported more negative valence as compared to
the young adult participants (M = 11.16), who also reported more negative valence
than the adult participants (M = 9.07).
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Table 3.31. Summary of the MANOVA results for age-group comparisons

DV Multivariate df 1> Wilk’s  Univariate df Age-Groups
F Lambda F
Adolescents Young- Adults
Adults

CTS- 24.50%** 4, 492 17 .70 2, 247
Assumptions
EN+PO 33.97 36.73a 55.19c 49.88b
CH 17.90 10.29a 15.43b 15.18b
SOCS-C 16.39*** 8, 488 21 .62 2, 247
PRECON 57.70 13.36a 21.91b 22.74b
CONT .25 29.55 30.27  30.10
ACTION 3.70 28.64 31.00 31.54
MAINT .95 25.77 25.86 24.64
DBS-C 3.80** 4,492 .03 94 2, 247
PROS 3.25 21.84 20.29  18.62
CONS 4.90 41.05a 44.99ab 45.66b
LOC 4.88*** 10, 486 .09 .83 2,247
INTLOC 9.99 46.94a 39.60b 37.06b
LOC-C 8.01 32.66a 29.93b 28.32b
LOC-S 3.03 28.10 28.08 2541
LOC-F 1.27 10.56 11.13 11.38
LOC-U 41 13.53 13.32 12.86
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Table 3.31. Cont’d

DV Multivariate df n? Wilk’s  Univariate df Age-Groups
F Lambda F
Adolescents Young- Adults
Adults
BPTI 5.06*** 12, 484 11 .79 2,247
E 9.75 25.65a 28.09b  29.82b
A 10.29 33.21a 36.44b  36.22b
C 5.46 31.00a 33.61b 33.98b
N 6.22 25.33a 25.02a 21.87b
0] 2.70 23.36 25.02 2446
NV 19.28 12.71a 11.16b  9.07c

*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p < .001.
Note 1. EN+PO = Power-Oriented Assumptions, CH = Cold-Heartedness, SOCS-C = Stages of Change Scale for

Criminals, PRECON = Precontemplation, CONT = Contemplation, ACTION = Action, MAINT = Maintenance, DBS-C

= Decisional Balance Scale for Criminals, PROS = Pros of offending, CONS = Cons of offending, LOC = Locus of

Control, INT LOC = Internal Locus of Control, LOC-C = Belief in Chance, LOC-S = Insignificance of Struggle, LOC-F

= Fatalism, LOC-U = Belief in an Unfair World, BPTI = Basic Personality Traits Inventory, E = Extraversion, A =
Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O = Openness to Experience, NV = Negative Valence.

Note 2. The mean scores that do not share the same subscript on the same row are significantly different from each other.



3.2.5. Discussion

Summary of the findings are illustrated in Figure 3.1. Adoelscents basically
displayed higher levels of internal locus of control, negative valence, and belief in
chance as compared to older participants. This is an interesting finding, reflecting
that difficulties in coping with feelings of guilt and diminished self-worth were more
salient for adolescents, probably because they had limited resources for making an
understanding of their experiences and they did not develop external attribution
strategies yet, contrary to older participants. As expected, both adolescents and
young adults scored higher on neuroticism, supporting the existing literature that
impulsivity decelerates with aging (Farrington et al., 2012). However, young adults
uniquely differed from other age groups by reporting highest on power-oriented
assumptions. This finding corroborates with suggestions regarding the developmental
concerns of young adults, such as taking more responsibility via employment and
marriage (Farrington et al., 2012). In parallel with the hypotheses, older participants
generally scored higher on the offence-supportive assumptions. However, contrary to
the expectations, they also scored higher on the defensive strategies. A possible
explanation for this might be that, unlike adolescents, defensive strategies of adults
rather have a schema-maintaining function. Therefore, they might be more rigid.
Moreover, older participants reported higher extraversion, agreeableness, and
conscientiousness. This finding supports previous research suggesting that these
personality traits develop and settle down with age, as people gain more
responsibility in their life and in their relationships with others. However, what is
surprising is that, they do not seem to be protective over the operation of offence-
supportive assumptions and defensive strategies. Additionally, older participants
scored higher on precontemplation, indicating that adolescents might be more open
to receiving help and making a change in their lives. Finally, adult participants
reported more cons of offending as compared to other age-grous, providing support
for the age-crime curve hypothesis (Farrington, 1986).

To sum up, young people are commonly cited as the riskiest group in terms of
criminal behavior. However, the present study challenges this assumption, indicating
that, although they convey certain characteristics (such as impulsivity) that facilitate
offending, they are more open for receiving help. In addition, since it is too early for
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adolescents to develop rigid offence-supportive assumptions and defensive strategies,
they might benefit more from the interventions which specifically focus on coping
with the negative consequences of criminality and making a positive understanding

of the experiences.

Adolescents

Internal Locus of
Control; Belief in
Chance; Negative
Valence

Power-Oriented
Assumptions

Offending

Young Adults Adults

Extraverison;
Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness;
Cold-Heartedness,
Precontemplation;
Defensive
Strategies

Note. The factors mentioned in the clusters reflect that the participants in a given
cluster scored highest on that dimensions.

Figure 3.1. Summary of Age-Group Differences
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CHAPTER IV

OVERVIEW AND GENERAL DISCUSSION

4.1. General Findings

One of the major aims of the present dissertation was to evaluate the concept
of criminal thinking, according to its relatively more stable (i.e., offence-supportive
assumptions) and temporal components (i.e., defensive strategies). Both were highly
associated with each other, being external locus of control the common
characteristic. However, it was shown that defensive strategies were generally
observed to be related with an anxious state and a need to cope with negative
emotions, whereas offence-suppotive assumptions were indicative of a general
mistrust in others and/or more rigid personality characteristics. Furthermore,
notwithstanding some insignificant results, defensive strategies operated differently
in the presence or absence of offence-supportive assumptions. Taken together, these
findings suggest a dual function of defensive strategies; with either enhancing (or
protecting) self-worth or confirming schema maintenance. Besides, considering that
the offence-supportive assumptions are more flexible during adolescence, the
“coping” function of defensive strategies was more readily observed in the juvenile
sample. Therefore, it is believed that, the present study has gone some way towards
enhancing our understanding of criminal thinking; as to why it should be
differentiated into “assumptions and defensive strategies” and how it would signal a
need for coping for some offenders while it is criminogenic for others.

An investigation of the associated factors with each offence-supportive
assumption revealed important findings in terms of how “exercising power” is
crucial in understanding the mechanisms of male offending behavior. As previously
discussed in detail, need for power is commonly explained in terms of masculinity.
Accordingly, for the males to have “physical, financial, and psychological power” is
commonly reinforced in the societies. This is not only evident in gender relations
where women are generally subjected to discriminative attitude as being “weaker,
need to be protected, need to be controlled”, but also in male relations where

achieving a status in the society is defined in terms of having power. In Turkey, the
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relation between power and masculinity is also evident and defined in the
socialization process; as for a young boy to “become a man”, he must show that he is
physically strong, he has an ability to control and protect his family (and women
around him), he must be financially and morally responsible from his family, and he
must gain some status in his environment. These expectations and requirements that
the society build over male socialization seem to be highly responsible from how an
indication of “feeling powerless” might be threatening for males and how “achieving
a powerful status in advance” is perceived as so important. The present study
provided further evidence regarding that the link between “power motivation” and
criminality is mostly explained by an underlying belief of “not having power and/or
control”. Hence, it seems likely that the male socialization process does not provide
any opportunity as to how to cope (in prosocial means) with the perception of self as
weak and unable to control.

The link between power, masculinity, and criminality is also important in
understanding female criminality. Aside from the rules and expectations that are
generated during the gender socialization process, a need for power is appreciated as
an important part of human psychology. However, in the societies where having
power is highly linked with the masculinity, women generally engage in a
socialization process during which they learn, exercise, and normalize their
powerless and dependent status. Yet, they engage in some struggles to gain ground in
the “males’ world”, which is also evident in their criminal behaviors.

Another interesting finding that emerged from the present study suggested
that cold-heartedness had a different mechanism as compared to power-oriented and
injustice-oriented assumptions. In general, it was found that cold-heartedness was
associated with internal locus of control, rather than external. In addition, it was
observed to be unrelated or negatively associated with defensive strategies. In fact,
by definition, cold-heartedness does not constitute for an assumption but it rather
signals a personality characteristic or problem in emotions. However, in the previous
research, cold-heartedness was generally found to contribute positively to the overall
criminal thinking score (Taxman et al., 2011), whereas it was observed to be
unrelated with other components of criminal thinking in the present study. Despite
the contradictory results, this study offers some insight into the emotional coping
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strategies of offenders. As previously noted, encountering with the negative
consequences of offending and imprisonment experience leaves offenders in a great
emotional burden. Hence, they engage in external attributions (via defensive
strategies) in order to releive this emotional stress. However, when they engage in
internal locus of control (and take some responsibility about their behaviors), they
might have difficulty in coping with their negative emotions. Therefore, they might
be engaging in emotional avoidance which is represented herein as cold-heartedness.
Overall, the present study contributes to the existing knowledge of cold-heartedness
by providing alternative explanation that it might also be representing emotional
avoidance rather than unemotionality as it is in psychopathy.

Another purpose of the current dissertation was to determine the associated
variables with motivation to change. In general, the findings add substantially to our
understanding of motivational stages in the prison context, by indicating how the
emotions of hopelessness and helplessness might intervene with the change process.
One of the most obvious findings to emerge from this study is that, belief in
insignificance of struggle mediated the relationship between offence-supportive
assumptions and precontemplation. Therefore, it seems that, a general feeling of
hopelessness, diminished self-efficacy for change, and a belief in “nothing works”
might explain why offenders resist changing and normalize their offending
behaviors. It was also shown that cold-heartedness negatively contributed to
contemplation and action stages, because of internal locus of control. Hence, it is
noteworthy to underline once again that the emotional burden of the offenders should
be attended in every motivational stage.

The present dissertation further depicted that an assessment of decisional
balance regarding the offending behavior is critical for understanding how
criminality is normalized and how the negative consequences are construed.
Referring back to the heuristic formulation proposed at the beginning of the study, it
Is suggested that decisional balance measure might be utilized in conjunction with
the self and environmental re-evaluation strategies. Therefore, it might be possible
for the offender to associate his/her offence-supportive assumptions with how s/he
construes criminality. Likewise, it might be possible to draw a road map for
desistance taking into account the concerns reflected by the cons measure.
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Regarding juvenile offenders it was observed that the psychological
mechanisms are generally in common with that of adults. Yet, taking into account the
developmental concerns of adolescents as well as the different context of juvenile
criminality, the characteristics that are displayed by juveniles show variations. For
instance, in addition to the general consensus that the cognitive structures as well as
the identity are not yet developed, the present findings suggest that encountering
more with the legal proceedings might change and/or shape the injustice-oriented
assumptions during adolescence. Whilst this study did not confirm the factor
structure of defensive strategies, it did partially substantiate that the juveniles utilize
from defensive strategies in all motivational stages. An implication of this is the
possibility that juveniles might be more in need of help in terms of construing their
offending and imprisonment experiences.

4.2. Strengths and Limitations of the Present Study

To our knowledge, this is the first study aiming at differentiating the offence-
supportive assumptions and defensive strategies. In doing so, the current findings add
substantially to our understanding of psychological mechanisms of criminality, by
suggesting a case formulation plan. It is believed that this research will serve as a
base for future studies that take into account individual experiences of criminality.
Besides, the empirical findings in this study provide a new understanding of
defensive strategies, in terms of explaining the functions of these strategies.
Accordingly, how the emotional burden associated with the imprisonment experience
is clearly figured out and believed to be integrated in the future intervention studies.
Another strength of the present study is to integrate the concept of decisional balance
into the psychological models of criminality, which is thought to enhance our
understanding of how the criminal behavior is construed by the offenders. In
addition, associated factors with stages of change were investigated and a treatment
plan is suggested accordingly (see Forensic Implications for details). Moreover,
comparisons between age-groups were derived and specific concerns of
developmental stages were suggested to be attended in treatment interventions.
Finally, three assesment devices were introduced to Turkish literature, which will

hopefully facilitate further research in the forensic field in Turkey.
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However, a number of caveats need to be noted regarding the present study.
First of all, the sample size is considerably small, especially for the juveniles. Further
work needs to be done to establish the specific factors associated with cognitive
mechanisms of offending and motivation to change among juvenile offenders.
Likewise, the decisional balance scale should be revised and items specific to the
offending behavior and culture should be generated. Besides, the current research
was not designed to address to the specific crime types that might be of interest in
future studies. It is methodologically difficult to attend on specific crime types since
the majority of the offenders have a diverse criminal history. The present research
aimed to depict a formulation that covers offending behavior in general. Yet, it is
acknowledged in the literature that there are offenders who have a recurring
criminality pattern that professionalize in a specific type of crime (e.g., sex
offenders). Therefore, a future study that aims at deriving formulations specific to the
crime types might be interesting. Another issue that was not addressed in the current
study was the time the participants spent in prison and how long they will stay.
While discussing the findings, it is frequently emphasized that the imprisonment
experience has a considerable effect on how the criminality is construed after
encountering with the negative consequences. Hence, it is highly probable that these
constructions will vary according to the time spent in prison and according to the
time remaining for release. More important limitation lies in the fact that some of the
participants (especially the majority of juveniles) were in the “detainee” status in the
time of data collection, which means that their guilty status has not been proved yet.
Taking into account that the custody awaiting trial might last for a considerably long
amount of time (for some cases this might last for years), it is highly possible that
these participants develop offence-supportive assumptions and defensive strategies
as a reaction to their negative experiences of legal proceedings. The custody awaiting
trial period should especially be taken into account for juveniles, since most of the
juvenile offender cases in Turkey do not finalize with a prison sentence. Hence, the
issue of detention experience should be carefully attended during the interventions
conducted with juveniles.

There are other limitations regarding the assessment devices. First of all it
should be kept in mind that the Criminal Thinking Scale that was developed by
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Knight and colleagues (2002) did not aim to address offence-supportive assumptions
and defensive strategies seperately. The scale was utilized as it is frequently cited in
the literature and there hasn’t been any attempt to seperate these two constructs.
Therefore, the present findings should be regarded as a base for furher empirical
research that aim to develop instruments that specifically assess assumptions and
defensive strategies. Moreover, the Criminal Thinking Scale does not address to the
“security assumption” that is suggested to be evident both in the previous literature
and in the current findings that indicated the “protection” motivation of the
offenders. Hence, an investigation of possible schemas (and related assumptions)
associated with criminality is strongly recommended. Finally, the current research
was unable to analyse pros and cons of desisting, pros and cons of specific crime
types, and self-efficacy for desisting. Further research regarding the role of these
factors would be of great help in understanding the psychological mechanisms
associated with desisting.
4.3. Clinical Implications

Although the present study was conducted with prisoners, the findings
provide substantial knowledge about antisocial, conduct, and/or risky behaviors in
general. Taken together, the clinicians might find it useful to evaluate the proposed
formulation, the assessment of assumptions and defensive strategies, and the
decisional balance in order to work on the risky behavior and understand how it is
construed as meaningful in the client’s life. It is further recommended that the
prevention studies should attend to the factors proposed in the current study.
Accordingly, the offence-supportive assumptions should be handled in advance,
possible threats and triggering events should be identified and individual actions
plans in order to react adaptively to those threats should be formulized. In addition,
prevention studies should focus on how the offending behavior is favored and
interventions should apply in order to inhibit this process.

There are several clinical implications of the present findings that could be
applied in forensic settings. These findings are provided in detail in the next section,

within a treatment plan framework that takes into account the motivational stages.
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4.4. Forensic Implications

In general, the results of the present research support the idea that it would be
more beneficial for the offenders to gain awareness about the links between their life
concerns and their criminal behavior. Likewise, they would utilize more from the
skills training and anger-management programs applied in the prison context if they
find these interventions meaningful for their desistance process. In this respect, it is
suggested in the present findings that the factors associated with the offending and
desistance process of each individual might be different, although the underlying
mechanisms are the same. Therefore, individual case formulations and intervention
plans should be applied, taking into account the needs and resources of the indivudal
and the concerns related to the social institutions (e.g., work, family) s/he is planning
to engage in after release. The current research further provided evidence as to how
the emotions (e.g., hopelessness, helplessness, shame, remorse, and/or emotional
avodiance) might pose an obstacle in the desistance process. Hence, the practitioners
should carefully attend these emotions, help the offender to effectively cope with
them, and build a trusting relationship that helps offenders not to engage in defensive
strategies.

In addition to the general implications, a treatment plan is suggested taking
into account the participants’ concerns in different motivational stages.

Precontemplation Stage:

As outlined in detail by Prochaska and Norcross (2003) clients in the
precontemplation stage generally utilize from strategies aiming at consciousness
raising, environmental re-evaluation, dramatic relief, and social liberation. In parallel
with these suggestions, psychological interventions provided in prison settings
commonly aim at raising the awareness of the offender about his/her criminal
behavior. However, as Maruna (2012) noted, offenders tend to generate reactions
when they feel they are only evaluated in terms of their past and present risky
behaviors. In addition, the present study provided evidence regarding that offenders
have a difficulty in coping with their negative emotions that resulted from
experiencing negative consequences of criminal behavior. This difficulty in coping
might even result in emotional avoidance when they attempt to own the

responsibility of their behaviors. Hence, it is recommended that before engaging in
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consciousness raising strategies, dramatic relief should be given priority and the
emotional struggles of the offender should be attended carefully within a trusting
therapeutic relationship. Strategies aiming at increasing positive affect might be
helpful during this stage of treatment, as it will inevitably foster building hope and
will make it easier to access personal resources to be utilized during the change
process.

The case formulation plan provided at the beginning of the study could be
utilized during consciousness raising, environmental re-evaluation, and social-
liberation strategies. It should be noted that, during the precontemplation stage, the
offence-supportive assumptions might be actively operating for the offender, which
provides an obstacle for coping with the negative consequences effectively. Sharing
the formulation with the offender might help him/her to understand the links between
his/her concerns in life and how they affect his/her construction of the criminality.
Feelings of hopelessness, helplessness and belief in insignificance of struggle should
be attended duing this process. It is highly probable that the offenders might have
tried to make some changes in their lives before the treatment intervention (Maruna,
2012), and they might have came to believe that “nothing worked in the past and will
work in the future”. Therefore, any attempts that the offender made for change and
his/her self-efficacy for desistance should be considered. Integrating the offender’s
future plans (plans after release) might be of help for inceasing hope and helping the
offender to make the desistance process meaningful. However, the labeling issues as
well as the offender’s internalizing schema (Lebel et al., 2008) should be carefully
attended. Finally, the possible losses that the offender experienced during the
imprisonment process should be handled.

Contemplation Stage:

The findings in the present study indicated that the contemplation stage is
when the offenders are expected to experience less pros of offending. Besides, it is
noted in the literature that pros of desisting is expected to increase in this stage
(Prochaska and Norcross, 2003). Therefore, the self re-evaluation strategies might
aim at fostering this process, by helping the offender to find prosocial means of
achieving their goals, to explore the personal resources, and to find more meaning in

desistance. During contemplation positive affect increases, possibly because the
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person begins to consider engaging in the change process. It is further indicated in
the current findings that the participants in the contemplation stage utilized all
sources of coping. Taken together, it is recommended that the interventions should
aim at strengthening the coping mechanisms. Offenders might also benefit from
social support that encourages the change process. Hence, alliance of the family
members could be integrated and/or contemplators might be encouraged to form
supportive groups.

Action Stage:

The evidence from this study suggests that offenders in the action stage report
more internal locus of control and cons of offending; a condition which is favored in
the treatment interventions. However, it should be kept in mind that it is difficult for
the offenders to observe the changes that they have made in the prison context
(McMurran et al., 1998). Thus, it is highly probable for the offenders in the action
stage to experience feelings of hopelessness, which should be attended. It is
recommended that discussing about certain obstacles with the offender and making
short term plans about observable behaviours in the prison context might be helpful.
As the cons of offending increase during this stage, the offender is expected to gain
more insight about the negative consequences of criminality. This process might be
facilitated by making discussions about the plans after release and drawing links
between cons of offending and these plans. However, increase in the cons of
offending signals that the offender will become more aware about the negative
consequences of criminality. Hence, s/he might engage in defensive strategies again,
in order to cope with the negative emotions. The current findings suggest that self-
victimization strategies provide an important obstacle during this process. Besides,
externalizing and trivializing strategies might be obstructive as well, if the offender
has offence-supportive assumptions.

Maintenance:

The present study indicates that maintenance stage in the prison context is
basically characterized by a set-back to the feelings of hopelessness. It might be
helpful for the offender to be informed about the spiral nature of the change process
(that the set-backs are inevitable). However, within the prison context, feelings of

hopelessness might refer to more grift assumptions rather than a relapse to the
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previous stages per se. Specifically, the offender might have gone through an identity
development during the change process (Paternoster & Bushway, 2009), which
might possess assumptions that are frequently challenged in the prison context.
Hence, the strategies should be aimed at addressing the discrepancy between
offender’s internal experiences and his/her adaptation to prison context with his/her
new identity. Ex-offenders’ need for generativity that is mentioned by Maruna
(2001) might be applicable to the offenders in the maintenance stage as well. If so,
facilitating these offenders to practice their generativity through collaborating with
the practitioners in the recidivism prevention programs might be highly therapeutic.
4.5. Policy Suggestions

The findings of this study have a number of important implications for future
policies. Initially, it is frequently emphasized in the current work that the prison
context provides several obstacles for the desisting offender. As previously stated by
Sampson and Laub (1993), one of these obstacles is the lack of opportunities in
prison to form adult social bonds. In addition, there are several other factors in the
prison context that might be reinforcing the offence-supportive assumptions, such as
long detention periods, unjust legal proceedings and practices, and normalization of
violence in the prison. However, unless governments adopt policies that favor a
socially just system in which the citizens feel secure, it is difficult to expect the
prison services to attain these goals on their own. Moreover, there are a number of
important changes which need to be made regarding our understanding of the
relationship between crime and punishment. The results of this research support the
idea that increasing the punishments might be criminogenic, rather than preventive of
re-offending. Cons of offending is commonly acknowledged by the offenders, yet
what matters is the attributions they have made for pros of offending. Similarly, pros
of desisting is suggested to motivate the offenders more than the cons of offending.
Therefore, psychosocial interventions tackling these issues should be supported.

Regarding juvenile and young adult offenders, the present study indicated that
gaining and exercising power is an important motivation for offending in these age
groups. Besides, child labor is observed to be a highly common experience for the
young participants. These findings are in parallel with the suggestions made in the
critical criminology literature which underlines the powerless status of young people
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in the communities. Accordingly, children and young people are vulnerable as they
face with relatively fewer opportunities, economic inequality, less support from the
governments and social institutions, and less control on their decisions (Currie, 2009;
Olsson, 2012). It is noteworthy to quote from Currie (2009) herein in order to
emphasize the importance of giving priority to the policies that favor a child-friendly
society:

Societies that make a strong commitment to providing social supports
and expend a larger portion of their wealth on social services, especially
for children and families, are less likely to suffer high rates of violent
crime than those that choose other directions or strategies for stable
conditions in the society (p. 80).

4.6. Directions for Future Research

It is recommended that further research be undertaken in the following areas:
development of alternative assessment devices, empirical support for the heuristic
case formulation, establishment of the present findings, and expanding the work with
different samples.

Regarding the first area, instruments should be developed that specifically
aim to assess offence-supportive assumptions, defensive strategies, and decisional
balance for offending and desisting. The present study displayed the importance of
these concepts with existing devices. What is now needed is a qualitative work that
elaborates on offenders’ responses about normalization and rationalization of
criminality. Besides, more work will need to be done to determine how the offence-
supportive assumptions and defensive strategies differentiate from each other and
how people deal with their offence-supportive schemas in the daily life.

Considering the heuristic case formulation, it is difficult to imagine a
longitudinal design that covers each element. However, retrospective studies will
enhance our understanding of cognitive mechanisms associated with criminality.

In terms of establishment of the present findings, further research might
explore how emotional avoidance is different than callousness-unemotionality trait of
psychopathy and what kind of treatment strategies should be employed. Besides, the
present study provided partial support for the self-affirming function of defensive

strategies, which should be further determined. In addition, taking into account the
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suggestions made by the literature on hyperbolic discounting, it would be interesting
to assess the effects of short and long term pros and cons of offending.

Regarding the juvenile sample, future research should concentrate on the
investigation of specific concerns of adolescents. It is also recommended that, in
order to provide a case formulation for juveniles, “needs” (such as need for
recognition, excitement, security, and autonomy) should be taken into account rather
than “assumptions”.

Finally, the findings in the present study are generalizable only for male
offenders. Research is crucially needed to determine concerns specific to female
offenders, how they construe criminality, and how they deal with the negative

consequences of offending.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A: Informed Consent

Goniilli Katihm Formu
Sayimn Katilimet;

Bu calisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’nde, Uzm. Psk. Oznur Onciil
tarafindan Prof.Dr.Tiilin Geng6z danigmanliginda yiiriitiilen doktora tezi kapsaminda
hazirlanmistir. Bu ¢alismanin amaci ceza infaz kurumlarinda yiiriitilmekte olan kisa
grup programlarinin etkinligini arastirmak olup, size programlara iligkin
tutumlariizin yani sira bagetme becerileriniz, kisilik 6zellikleriniz ve duygu
durumunuza yonelik sorular yoneltilecektir. Bu sorularin dogru ya da yanlis
cevaplari yoktur. Liitfen her sayfanin basinda yazan yonergeleri dikkatlice okuyarak,
size en dogru gelen yanit1 vermeye ¢alisiniz ve miimkiin oldugunca bos soru
birakmayiniz. Vereceginiz yanitlar tamamen gizli tutulacak ve sadece bu arastirma
kapsaminda degerlendirilicektir. Yanitlariiz kisi bazinda degil, tiim katilimecilar
cergevesinde degerlendirileceginden sizden herhangi bir kimlik bilgisi
istenmemektedir. Bu ¢alismadan elde edilecek bilgiler bilimsel yaymlarda
kullanilacaktir. Caligmaya katilim tamamiyle goniilliiliikk temelinde olmalidir.

Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorulari igermemektedir.
Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi bagka bir nedenden otiirii
kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakmakta serbestsiniz.
Boyle bir durumda anketi uygulayan kisiye, anketi tamamlamadiginiz1 séylemek
yeterli olacaktir. Caligma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in Psikoloji Boliimii
arastirma gorevlisi Oznur Onciil (Oda: B34; Tel: 210 5944; E-posta:

oznuroncul@yahoo.com) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Calismaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katilyyorum ve istedigim zaman
yaruda kesip cikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amach
yayimlarda kullanilmasint kabul ediyorum. (Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra
uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza
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APPENDIX B

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM
YONERGE: Liitfen her soruyu dikkatlice okuyup size en uygun olan secenegi

isaretleyiniz.

1. Yasmz:

2. Ogrenim Diizeyiniz :

Okur-yazar degil 0

Okur-yazar O

[lkokul Mezunu O

flkokul Terk S T (siif belirtiniz)
Ortaokul Mezunu  : (I

Ortaokul Terk Sl I SO (sinif belirtiniz)
Lise Mezunu : 0

Lise Terk ol PO (sinif belirtiniz)
Yiiksekogrenim 0 (belirtiniz)

3. Medeni Haliniz:

Evli [ Bekar [
4. Su andaki durumunuz: Hiikiimlii (7 Ttutuklu (7 Hiikmen tutuklu [
S. Ceza infaz kurumuna gelmeden 6nce kimlerle birlikte yasiyordunuz?

Esiniz ve varsa ¢ocuklarinizla birlikte
Anne-baba, varsa kardeslerinizle birlikte
Esinizden ayri, cocuklarinizla birlikte
Karsi cinsten biri ile

Yakin akraba (belirtiniz)

Arkadaslariiz ile
Yalniz
Diger (belirtiniz)

6. Bugiine kadar herhangi bir iste calistiniz ni? ’ Evet ‘ ’ Hayir ’ ‘

7. 6. Soruya yamitimiz “EVET?” ise ka¢ yasinda ¢calismaya basladinmiz?
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8. Askerliginizi yaptimz mi?

Askerlik ¢agina gelmedim

Stiresinde, herhangi bir sorun yagsamadan
Hastalik nedeni ile kabul edilmedim
Tecilli

Uyumsuzluk nedeni ile uzamis

Diger (liitfen belirtiniz) .........cccocceveenennenn.

9. Sizle beraber toplam ka¢ kardessiniz?
10. Siz ailenizin ka¢inci ¢ocugusunuz?

11. Anne-babanizin beraberlik durumu :

Birlikte yasiyorlar Anne 6li
Bosanmamig ancak ayri Baba olii
Bosanmisg Bilmiyorum
12. Herhangi 6nemli bir rahatsizhik gecirdiniz mi?
|Evet | |Hayir| |
T1DD1 (DEIIEINIZ). ...t

PSIKOIOJIK(DEIITINIZ).....cveivieie et

13. Su anda herhangi bir tibbi ya da psikolojik sorununuz var m? Evet [

Hayir [
T1DD1 (DEIIEINIZ). ...t
PSIKOIOJIK(DEIITINIZ).....cceiiieiicce s
14. Ceza infaz kurumuna gelmeden once alkol kullanir miydimiz?
Evet
Kullaniyordum, ancak biraktim
Hayir, hi¢ kullanmadim
15. Alkol kullanma sorununuz oldugunu diisiindiiniiz mii?
F Evet | |[Hayir| |
16. Sigara ve alkol haricinde herhangi bir madde kullandiniz m? (Esrar, bali
gibi)
J
|Evet| |Hayir| |
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

15 yasimiza kadar herhangi bir nedenle ana-babadan ayrihik yasadimiz

m?

Ayrilik yok, ana-babayla
birlikte

Yetistirme yurdunda

Anne ile birlikte, baba ayr1 ya
da oli

Baska bir ailenin yaninda, evlat
edinilerek

Baba ile birlikte, anne ayr1 ya
da oli

Ikisinden de ayr1, akrabalarin
yaninda

Diger (belirtiniz)

15 yasina kadar yasadiginiz ailede / yetistiginiz ortamda siddet
gordiigiiniizii diisiinityor musunuz?

[

| Evet | [ Hayir |

Hayatinizin herhangi bir doneminde sokakta yasamak zorunda kaldiniz

m?

[

| Evet | [ Hayir |

Hig intihar girisiminde bulundunuz mu?

| Evet | | Hayir |

Hi¢ kendinize zarar verme girisiminiz oldu mu?

| Evet | | Hayir |

Su andaki durumunuz:

Hikumla

Tutuklu

Hikmen Tutuklu

Su anda hangi suctan otiirii ceza infaz kurumundasiniz?

Daha once herhangi bir suc¢tan otiirii ceza aldiniz mi?

| Evet | | Hayr |

Ik kez sug islediginizde kac yasindaydimz?

Bugiine kadar baskasinin malina zarar veren bir sug islediniz mi?

| Evet | | Hayir |

Bugiine kadar yaralama/oliim ile sonug¢lanan bir sug islediniz mi?

| Evet | | Hayir |

Bugiine kadar cinsel icerikli bir suc islediniz mi?

-~ [Evet| |Hayr]

345




29. Ailenizde sug islemis biri var m?
Hayir [ Anne [ Baba [ Kardes [ Es [ Cocuk []

30. Ceza infaz kurumunda, psikososyal servisten hizmet alir misimiz?
(Psikolog/Sosyal calismaci ile goriisme)

|Evet | |Hayir| |

31. Bugiine kadar, ceza infaz kurumlarinda psikososyal servis tarafindan
yiiriitiilen herhangi bir programa katildiniz m?

|Evet | |Hayir| |

30. Soruya yamitiniz “EVET? ise, liitfen hangi programa/programlara
katildigimiz, senesiyle birlikte belirtiniz.
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APPENDIX C

CRIMINAL THINKING SCALE
Yonerge: Her ciimleyi dikkatle okuyup belirtilen ifadeye ne derece katildiginizi

belirtiniz. Ne derece katildiginizi belirtmek i¢in 1’den 5°e kadar derecelendirilmis

Olcekte uygun sayiy1 secip isaretleyiniz. Liitfen her bir soru i¢in tek bir secenek

belirtiniz.
E =
S EleEl g &
S EiffE:
-EEEELE
= 4
1 | Dogal bir afette her seyini kaybetmis birisini | 1 | 2 3 4 5
duydugumda duygusal olarak etkilenirim.
2 | Ozel olarak dikkate alinmasi gereken bir kisi | 1 | 2 3 4 5
oldugumu diisiiniiyorum.
3 | Cezaevinde olmamin en biiyiik nedeni 1]2 3 4 5
karsilastigim talihsizliklerdir.
4 | Nereli oldugum, cezaevine girmeme yol 1]2 3 4 5
acmigtir.
5 | Insanlar bana ne yapmam gerektigini 1|2 3 4 5
sOylediginde saldirganlagirim
6 | Dogru baglantilariniz varsa, mahkemede her | 1 | 2 3 |4] 5
sey halledilebilir.
7 | Birini aglarken gérmek beni duygusal olarak | 1 | 2 3 4 5
etkiler
8 | Sorumsuz davranislarimi agiklamak igin su 12 3 4 5
gibi ifadeler kullanirim: “Herkes bunu
yapiyor, neden ben yapmayacakmigim?”
9 | Bankacilar, avukatlar ve politikacilar, 12 3 4 5
yasalar1 her giin ihlal ederek zorluklardan
kurtuluyorlar.
10 | Istedigimi elde etmeye hakkim var, ¢iinkii 112 3 |4] 5
bu hayatta 6demem gereken bedelleri
Odedim.
11 | Kontroliim disindaki durumlarda, 12 3 4 5
digerlerinin iizerinde gii¢ kullanma ihtiyaci
duyarim.
12 | Neden sug isledigim sorgulandiginda bunu 112 3 4 5
hayatimin ne kadar zor oldugunu anlatarak
agiklarim.
13 | Bazen yasadigim seyler beni dylesine etkiler | 1 | 2 3 4 5
ki tarif edemeyecegim duygular hissederim.
14 | Onemsiz konularda bile baskalariyla sonuna | 1 | 2 3 4 )
kadar tartigirim.
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15 | Birisi bana saygisizlik yaparsa, onu dogru 4
yola getirmek i¢in gerekirse doviisliriim.

16 | Her zaman duruma hakim olmak isterim. 4

17 | Kurbanlarin neden oldugu (tetikledigi) 4
suclar da vardir

18 | Insanlarin benim hayatimda énemli bir yeri 4
oldugunu hissederim.

19 | Bu iilkenin hukuk sistemi herkese esit 4
davranmak lizere diizenlenmistir.

20 | Sug isleyenleri yakalayanlar, “suclulardan” 4
daha kotii seyler yapiyorlar.

21 | Benimle ugrasan kisilere karsiligin1 vermem 4
gerektigini diigiiniirim.

22 | Burada yaptigim higbir sey bana yapilan 4
muamelede bir degisiklik yapmayacak.

23 | Yasalar beni baglamaz (engellemez). 4

24 | Ihtiyaglarimi karsilamak icin sug 4
isleyebilirim.

25 | Bana, toplumun daha iyi bir hayat saglamasi 4
gerekir.

26 | Birine fiziksel bir zarar verilmedigi siirece 4
sucun abartilacak bir tarafi yoktur.

27 | Hayatimdaki sorunlar i¢in toplumu veya 4
benim disimdaki sartlar1 sugladigim anlar
olur.

28 | Bir arkadasimin kisisel problemleri 4
oldugunda onun i¢in endigelenirim.

29 | Kendimi korumamin tek yolu, kavga etmeye 4
hazirlikli olmaktir.

30 | Ben, yaptigim her sey i¢in suglanmamaliyim 4

31 | Banka sahipleri, avukatlar, politikacilar 4
isledikleri suglarin sonuglarindan
kurtulurken, benim suglarimdan dolay1
tutuklanmam adil degil.

32 | Yoksul oldugum i¢in yasalar bana karsidir. 4

33 | lyi davraniglarim olduguna gére sorumsuz 4
davranma hakkim da var.

34 | Hak ettigim gibi bir hayat yasayabilmek i¢in 4
gerekirse sug da islerim.

35 | Mahkemeye gelen yalanci sahitler adaleti 4
Onliiyor.

36 | Isledigim suclar1 kendime agiklamak igin 4
“eger ben yapmasaydim bir bagkasi
yapacakt1” derim.

37 | Ben suglu olabilirim ama benim suglu 4

olmamda ¢evremin etkisi biiyiiktiir.

348




APPENDIX D
STAGES OF CHANGE SCALES FOR CRIMINALS

YONERGE: Asagida, suc¢ davranisina eslik edebilecek problemler ve ceza infaz
kurumunda saglanmakta olan psikososyal yardim servisi hizmetleriyle ilgili bazi
ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen, her ciimleyi dikkatle okuyup, belirtilen ifadeye ne
derece katilacaginizi belirtiniz. Ne derece katildiginizi belirtmek i¢in 1°den 5°e kadar
derecelendirilmis 6l¢ekte uygun sayiyi secip isaretleyiniz. Liitfen her bir soru i¢in tek
bir secenek belirtiniz.

Bu 6lgekte yer alan sorularda problem ile “cezaevine girmenize neden olan olay
ile iliskili yasantilar” kastedilmektedir.

Katilmiyorum
Ne katiliyorum ne
katilmiyorum
Katilhyorum
Tamamen
katilryorum

| Hig¢ katilmiyorum

N
w
N
(6]

1. Bence, kendimde degistirmem gereken bir
problem yok

2. Kendimi gelistirmem gerektigini ve buna
hazir oldugumu diistiniiyorum.

3. Beni rahatsiz eden problemlerimi ¢6zmek 1|2 3 4 5
icin birseyler yapiyorum

4. Problemimin iistesinden gelmek i¢in ¢caba 1|2 3 4 5
sarf etmem gerektigini ve buna hazir
oldugumu diisiiniiyorum

N
N
w
I
(6a]

5. Problemli olan ben degilim. Psikososyal 1|2 3 4 5
servisten yardim almam gerektigini
diislinmiiyorum.

6. Aslinda ¢6zmiis oldugum problemime 1|2 3 4 5

tekrar geri donebilecek olmak beni
endiselendiriyor, bu yiizden buradan
(psikososyal servisten) yardim almayi timit

ediyorum.

7. Nihayet problemlerimi ¢6zmek i¢in 1|2 3 4 5
birseyler yapiyorum

8. Bir siiredir, kendimle ilgili bir seyleri 112 3 4 5

degistirmem gerektigini ve buna hazir
oldugumu diisiiniiyorum

9. Problemimi ¢6zmede basarili oldum, ancak | 1 | 2 3 4 5
bu ¢abayi tek basima (yardim almadan)
stirdiirebilecegimden emin degilim

10. Problemimin benim i¢in zor oldugu 1|2 3 4 5
zamanlar oldu, ama onlar1 ¢6zmek i¢in
ugrastyorum
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11.

Psikososyal servisten yardim almak benim
icin tamamiyla vakit kaybi, ¢linkii problem
benden kaynaklanmiyor

12.

Kendimi daha iyi anlamak istiyorum ve
psikososyal servisin bu konuda bana
yardimci olmasini bekliyorum.

13.

Her ne kadar bazi hatalar1 olsa da,
gercekten degistirmem gereken bir yoniim
oldugunu diisiinmiiyorum.

14.

Problemimi ¢6zmek i¢in bugiinlerde
gercekten ¢ok ¢abaliyorum.

15.

Bir problemim var ve bunun {izerine
ugragsmamin gercekten gerekli oldugunu ve
bunun i¢in hazir oldugumu diigiiniiyorum

16.

Problemlerimi ¢6zmek i¢in 6grendigim
yontemleri umdugum kadar basarili
stirdiiremiyorum ve tekrar ayn1 seyleri
yasamamak i¢in psikososyal servisten
yardim almak istiyorum.

17.

Problemimi ¢6zmek i¢in heniiz basar1
saglayamasam da, en azindan su an bunun
icin ¢aba sarf ediyorum.

18.

Problemime bir ¢6ziim getirmis olmama
ragmen, zaman zaman hala ayni sikintilari
yasiyorum.

19.

Problemlerimin nasil iistesinden
gelecegimle 1lgili etkili ¢oziim yollarina
ithtiyacim var.

20.

Problemlerimi ¢6zmek icin su anda ¢aba
sarf ediyorum, ancak yardima ihtiyacim
var.

21.

Problemlerimin iistesinden gelebilmem i¢in
psikososyal servis ¢alismalarina katilmamin
bana yardimci olmasini bekliyorum.

22.

Gergeklestirdigim degisimlerin kalici
olabilmesi i¢in su anda destege ihtiyacim
olabilir

23.

Problemin bir pargasi olabilirim, ama
problemin kendisi oldugumu
diistinmiiyorum

24.

Psikososyal servisten, problemlerimin
iistesinden gelebilmek icin glizel tavsiyeler
almay1 bekliyorum.

25.

Herkes degismekten bahsedebilir; ben
degismek i¢in su anda gergekten ¢aba sarf
ediyorum.
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26.

Psikoloji hakkinda yapilan biitlin
konusmalar ¢ok sikici. Neden insanlar
problemlerini unutamiyorlar ki?

27.

Tekrar ayn1 problemi yasamaktan kendimi
al1 koymak i¢in psikososyal servisten
yardim almak istiyorum.

28.

Cozdigimii disiindiigiim bir problemime
geri donme ihtimali canimi sikiyor.

29.

Benim endiselerim var ama baska kisilerin
de var. Neden bu endiselerimi diisiinerek
vakit harcayayim?

30.

Problemimi ¢6zmek i¢in aktif olarak
ugrasryorum

31.

Kendimi degistirmeye c¢alismak yerine,

karsilastigim olaylarin sonuglarina katlanirim.

32.

Problemimi ¢6zmek i¢in yapmis oldugum

seye ragmen, bu problem yine de yakami
birakmiyor.
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APPENDIX E
DECISONAL BALANCE SCALE FOR CRIMINALS

YONERGE: Asagida su¢ davranisinin bazi olumlu ve olumsuz ydnleri siralanmistir.
Her climleyi dikkatle okuyup belirtilen climleye ne derece katildiginiz1 belirtiniz. Ne
derece katildiginizi belirtmek i¢in 1’den 5’e kadar derecelendirilmis dlgekte uygun
say1y1 secip isaretleyiniz. Eger verilen ifade sizin goriislerinize tamamen uygunsa 5
numarayl, hi¢ uygun degilse 1 numarayi isaretleyiniz. Katilma derecenizi 1 ile 5
arasinda segeceginiz bir sayi ile belirtiniz.

£ z
= =
AR Y
| 8|z 5|5
E|z|ZE 2|88
| E|EF = | EZX
E5|255 |58
2 X 2 o < -
em =

1 | Suca karigmaktan keyif alirirm 1 3 4 5

2 | Bir siire su¢ islemedikten sonra sug iglemek 1 2 4 5

kendimi ¢ok iyi hissettiriyor.

N
w
N
o1

3 | Bazen sug islemek tehlikelidir ve risklidir

[ERY
N
w
D
a1

4 | Suc islemekten vazgecemeyecegimi
diisiiniiyorum

5 | Sug isledigim zaman kendimi daha rahat ve daha 1 2 3 4 5
giiclii hissediyorum.

6 | Sug islemeyen bir insan olursam, diger suclular 1 2 3 4 5
buna imrenecektir.

7 | Sug islemis kisi imajindan hoslaniyorum 1 2 3 4 5

8 | Sug islemem yakinimdaki insanlar da etkiler 1 2 3 4 5

9 | Sug islemeseydim simdi hayatim daha giizel 1 2 3 4 5
olurdu

10 | Sug isledigim zaman, sug isleyen kisiler 1 2 3 4 5

tarafindan daha fazla kabul gérdiigimii
hissediyorum

11 | Sug islemeyi birakmaya ¢alisirsam biiytik 1 2 3 4 5
olasilikla zayif ve ¢evresi tarafindan gligsiiz
goriilen biri olurum.

12 | Sug isledigim i¢in basima bir sey gelirse 1 2 3 4 5
yakinlarim ac1 ¢ekecektir
13 | Bana yakin kisiler, sug isleyerek gii¢lii olmama, 1 2 3 4 5

itibar gormemi ya da kendimi korumami, su¢
islemeyerek gii¢siiz olmama, itibar gormememe
ya da kendimi koruyamamama tercih eder.

14 | Sug islemeye devam edersem bazi insanlar sug 1 2 3 4 5
islemeyi birakacak iradem olmadigini
diistineceklerdir.

15 | Sug islemek benim i¢in zararlidir. 1 2 3 4 5
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16 | Kendimi sug islemekten alikoyamadigim i¢in 4 5
kendimden utanityorum

17 | Sug islemem ¢evremdeki insanlar1 rahatsiz eder 4 5

18 | Sug islemeyle ilgili uyarilar1 goz ard1 ettigim i¢in 4 5
insanlar benim akilsiz oldugumu diisiiniiyorlar

19 | Sug isledigim zaman kendimi daha ¢ok 4 5
seviyorum

20 | Sug islemek para kazanmama, saygi gormeme, 4 5
gliclii hissetmeme, kendimi korumama ve/veya
kabul gormeme yardim ediyor

21 | Sug islemek sorunlarimi ¢6zmemde yardimci 4 5
olur

22 | Yakinlarim sug¢ islememi onaylamiyorlar 4 5)

23 | Sug islemeyle ilgili uyarilar1 dikkate almadigim 4 5
icin kendimi aptal gibi hissediyorum

24 | Sug islemeye devam ederek kendi kararlarimi 4 5

kendimin verdigini hissediyorum
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APPENDIX F

POSITIVE & NEGATIVE ATTRIBUTIONS RELATED TO OFFENDING:

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

Suc islemenin sizin icin avantajlarini belirtiniz (birden fazla isaretleyebilirsiniz)

Itibar gbrme

Kabul gérme

Giiglii hissetme

Kendini koruma

Maddi kazang

Diger (belirtiniz):

Suc islemenin sizin icin dezavantajlarini belirtiniz (birden fazla
isaretleyebilirsiniz

Ceza alma

Hor goriilme

Damgalanma (6rn. “is vermezler”, “kiz vermezler”)

Cevreden tepki gorme

Saygimligini kaybetme

Diger (belirtiniz):
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APPENDIX G
ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE

Liitfen asagidaki maddeleri dikkatle okuyun ve her maddenin altindaki 4 cevap
sikkindan, size en uygun olanini daire icine alarak isaretleyin.

1. Kendimi en az diger insanlar kadar degerli buluyorum.
a. Cokdogru  b. Dogru c. Yanlis d. Cok yanlis

2. Bazi olumlu 6zelliklerim oldugunu diisiintiyorum.
a. Cokdogru  b.Dogru  c. Yanlis  d. Cok yanlig

w

. Genelde, kendimi basarisiz biri olarak goérme egilimindeyim.
a. Cokdogru  b. Dogru c. Yanlis d. Cok yanlis

4. Ben de diger insanlarin bir cogunun yapabildigi kadar, birseyler yapabilirim.
a. Cokdogru  b.Dogru c.Yanlis d. Cok yanlis

9]

. Kendimde gurur duyacak fazla birsey bulamiyorum.
a. Cokdogru  b. Dogru c. Yanlis d. Cok yanlis

6. Kendime kars1 olumlu bir tutum i¢indeyim .
a. Cokdogru  b.Dogru  c. Yanls d. Cok yanlig

7. Genel olarak kendimden memnunum.
a. Cokdogru  b. Dogru c. Yanlis d. Cok yanlis

o0

. Kendime kars1 daha fazla saygi1 duyabilmeyi isterdim.
a. Cokdogru  b.Dogru  c. Yanls d. Cok yanlig

9. Bazen kesinlikle bir ise yaramadigimi diigiiniiyorum.
a. Cokdogru  b. Dogru c. Yanlis d. Cok yanlis

10. Bazen hi¢ de yeterli bir insan olmadigimi diigiintiyorum.
a. Cokdogru  b.Dogru  c. Yanls d. Cok yanlis
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APPENDIX H

LIFE EVENTS INVENTORY FOR PRISONERS

YONERGE: Asagida hiikiimlii
ve tutuklularin cezaevinde
yasadiklar1 problem alanlar
bulunmaktadir. Her maddeyi
dikkatli bir sekilde okuyarak,
son bir ay igerisinde ne kadar
siklikla boyle bir olay ya da
sorunla karsilastiginizi ve bu
sorunun sizin i¢in ne kadar
onemli oldugunu uygun rakami
isaretleyerek belirtiniz. Her Son bir aydane  Bu sorun size
maddeyi isaretlemeye ve higbir kadar sikhikla gore ne kadar
maddeyi atlamamaya 6zen boyle bir sorun onemliydi?
gosterin. yasadiniz?
= = s =
2B 25
S8/ 8|5 Bl 2§ .8
=] ® = N ol Q| =|°
2|0 |% |5 S| 5| O %
=y S| ¢ © < <
= < 2 <
=
1 | Ailemden ve sevdigim 0|12 |3 011]2] 3
kisilerden ayr1 olmak
2 | Beslenme ile ilgili sorunlar o123 0|1]2]| 3
3 | Ailemin yasadig1 problemler 0|12 |3 0|1]2] 3
4 | Bos zaman aktiviteleri ve 0|1 2 |3:0(1]2] 3
kiiltiirel faaliyetler ile ilgili
yetersizlikler
5 | Biirokratik islerin fazlalig 0|12 |3 0|1]2] 3
6 | Telefon goriigmeleri ile ilgili o|1}2 (3/011]2]| 3
yetersizlikler
7 | Temizlikle ilgili sikintilar o1 2]3/0[1]2] 3
8 | Ziyaretcilerle yapilan o123, 011]2]| 3
goriismelerdeki kurallar ve
sinirlamalar
9 | Kantin ile ilgili problemler 0|12 |3 0|1]2] 3
10 | Cezaevindeki diger o|1(2|3:/0|11|2] 3
hiikiimliilerle/ tutuklularla olan
iliskilerin yetersizligi
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11

Bulundugum cezaevinin
yapilmasina neden olan devlet
politikasi

12

Haksiz yere cezaevinde yattyor
olma diislincesi

13

Idarenin (savci, miidiir, ikinci
miidiir, vb.) tutum ve
davraniglarindan kaynaklanan
problemler

14

Ekonomik
yetersizlikler/sikintilar
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APPENDIX I
LOCUS OF CONTROL SCALE

Bu anket, insanlarin yasama iligkin baz1 diigtincelerini
belirlemeyi amaglamaktadir. Sizden, bu maddelerde yansitilan
diisiincelere ne olgiide katildiginizi ifade etmeniz istenmektedir.

Bunun i¢in, her maddeyi dikkatle okuyunuz ve o maddede
ifade edilen diisiincenin sizin diisiincelerinize uygunluk derecesini
belirtiniz. Bunun i¢in de, her ifadenin karsisindaki seceneklerden

sizin gorisiiniizi yansitan kutucuga bir (X) isareti koymaniz

yeterlidir. “Dogru” ya da “yanlis” cevap diye bir sey s6z konusu

degildir.

Tiim maddeleri eksiksiz olarak ve igtenlikle

cevaplayacaginizi umuyor ve aragtirmaya yardimci oldugunuz igin

¢ok tesekkiir ediyoruz.
Hig Pek Uygun | Olduk¢a | Tamamen
uygun | uygun uygun uygun
degil degil
1. Insanmn
yasamindaki

mutsuzluklarin ¢ogu,
biraz da sanssizligina
baghdir.

2.

Insan ne yaparsa
yapsin Usiitiip
hasta olmanin
onine gecemez.

Bir seyin olacagi
varsa eninde
sonunda mutlaka
olur.

Insan ne kadar
cabalarsa
cabalasin, ne
yazikki degeri
genellikle
anlagilmaz.

Insanlar savaslari
onlemek icin ne
kadar ¢aba
gosterirlerse
gostersinler,
savaslar daima
olacaktir.
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Bazi insanlar
dogustan
sanslidir.

Insan ilerlemek
icin gii¢ sahibi
kisilerin génliinii
hos tutmak
zorundadir.

Insan ne yaparsa
yapsin, hi¢ bir
sey istedigi gibi
sonuglanmaz.

9. Bir ¢ok insan,

raslantilarin
yasamlarini ne
derece
etkilediginin
farkinda degildir.

10.

Bir insanin halen
ciddi bir
hastaliga
yakalanmamis
olmasi sadece bir
sans meselesidir.

11.

Dort yaprakl
yonca bulmak
insana sans
getirir.

12.

Insanin burcu
hangi
hastaliklara daha
yatkin olacagim
belirler.

13.

Bir sonucu elde
etmede insanin
neleri bildigi
degil, kimleri
tanidig1
Onemlidir.

14.

Insanin bir giinii
iyi bagladiysa
iyi; koti
bagladiysa da
kot gider.

15.

Basarili olmak
¢ok calismaya
baglidir; sansin
bunda pay1 ya
hi¢ yoktur ya da
cok azdir.
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16. Aslinda sans diye

bir sey yoktur.

17.

Hastaliklar
cogunlukla
insanlarin
dikkatsizliklerind
en kaynaklanir.

18.

Talihsizlik
olarak nitelenen
durumlarin
¢ogu, yetenek
eksikliginin,
ihmalin,
tembelligin ve
benzeri
nedenlerin
sonucudur.

19.

Insan,
yasaminda
olabilecek seyleri
kendi kontrolii
altinda tutabilir.

20.

Cogu durumda
yazi-tura atarak
da isabetli
kararlar
verilebilir.

21.

Insanin ne
yapacagl
konusunda
kararl1 olmasi,
kadere
glivenmesinden
daima iyidir.

22.

Insan fazla bir
caba harcamasa
da, karsilagtigi
sorunlar
kendiliginden
¢Oziiliir.

23.

Cok uzun vadeli
planlar yapmak
herzaman
akillica
olmayabilir,
¢linkii bir cok
sey zaten iyi ya
da kotii sansa
baglidir.
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24,

Bir ¢ok hastalik
insam yakalar ve
bunu 6nlemek
miimkiin
degildir.

25.

Insan ne yaparsa
yapsin,
olabilecek kotii
seylerin 6niine
gecemez.

26.

Insanin istedigini
elde etmesinin
talihle bir ilgisi
yoktur.

27.

Insan kendisini
ilgilendiren bir
¢ok konuda
kendi basina
dogru kararlar
alabilir.

28.

Bir insanin
bagina gelenler,
temelde kendi
yaptiklarinin
sonucudur.

29.

Halk, yeterli
cabay1 gosterse
siyasal
yolsuzluklari
ortadan
kaldirabilir.

30.

Sans ya da talih
hayatta 6nemli
bir rol oynamaz.

31.

Saglikli olup
olmamay1
belirleyen esas
sey insanlarin
kendi yaptiklar1
Ve
aliskanliklaridir.

32.

Insan kendi
yasamina
temelde kendisi
yon verir.

33.

Insanlarin
talihsizlikleri
yaptiklari
hatalarin
sonucudur.
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34

. Insanlarla yakin
iligkiler kurmak,
tesadiiflere degil,
caba gistermeye
baghidir.

35.

Insanin
hastalanacagi
varsa hastalanir;
bunu 6nlemek
miimkiin degidir.

36.

Insan bugiin
yaptiklariyla
gelecekte
olabilecekleri
degistirebilir.

37.

Kazalar,
dogrudan
dogruya hatalarin
sonucudur.

38.

Bu diinya gii¢
sahibi bir kag
kisi tarafindan
yonetilmektedir
ve sade
vatandagin bu
konuda
yapabilecegi
fazla bir sey
yoktur.

39.

Insanin dini
inancinin olmasi,
hayatta
kargilasacagi bir
¢ok zorlugu daha
kolay agmasina
yardim eder.

40.

Bir insan istedigi
kadar akilli
olsun, bir ise
bagladiginda
sansi1 yaver
gitmezse bagarili
olamaz.

41.

Insan kendine iyi
baktig: siirece
hastaliklardan
kaginabilir.

42.

Kaderin insan
yasami iizerinde
cok biiytik bir
rolii vardir.
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43.

Kararlilik bir
insanin istedigi
sonuclari
almasinda en
Onemli etkendir.

44.

Insanlara dogru
seyi yaptirmak
bir yetenek
isidir; sansin
bunda pay1 ya
hi¢ yoktur ya da
¢ok azdir.

45.

Insan kendi
kilosunu,
yiyeceklerini
ayarlayarak
kontroli altinda
tutabilir.

46.

Insanin
yasaminin
alacag1 yonii,
cevresindeki gii¢
sahibi kisiler
belirler.

47.

Biiyiik ideallere
ancak c¢aligip
cabalayarak
ulagilabilir.

© Her hakki saklidir. Dr. Thsan Dag
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APPENDIX J
BASIC PERSONALITY TRAITS INVENTORY
YONERGE:
Asagida size uyan ya da uymayan pek cok kisilik 6zelligi bulunmaktadir. Bu

Ozelliklerden her birinin sizin i¢in ne kadar uygun oldugunu ilgili rakami daire icine
alarak belirtiniz.

THe s T5e s

>S5 £S5 2S5 LS5

o NE 2% o NE R

T o MDO Do MDO
1 Aceleci 12 3 45 24 Pasif 12 3 45
2 Yapmacik 12 3 45 25 Disiplinli 12 3 45
3 Duyarli 12 3 45 26 Acgozli 12 3 45
4 Konugkan 12 3 45 27 Sinirli 12 3 45
5 Kendinegivenen 1 2 3 4 5 28 Canayakin 12 3 45
6 Soguk 12 3 45 29 Kizgin 12 3 45
7 Utangacg 12 3 45 30 Sabit fikirli 12 3 45
8 Paylagsimci 12 3 45 31 Gorgusiz 12 3 45
9 Genis /rahat 12 3 45 32 Durgun 12 3 45
10 Cesur 12 3 45 33 Kayagili 12 3 45
11 Agresif(Saldirgan) 1 2 3 4 5 34 Terbiyesiz 12 3 45
12 Caligkan 12 3 45 35 Sabirsiz 12 3 45
13 gten pazarlikli 12 3 45 36 Yaratici (Uretken) 1 2 3 4 5
14 Girisken 12 3 45 37 Kaprisli 12 3 45
15 lyi niyetli 12 3 45 38 lgine kapanik 12 3 45
16 icten 12 3 45 39 Cekingen 12 3 45
17 Kendindenemin 1 2 3 4 5 40 Alingan 12 3 45
18 Huysuz 12 3 45 41 Hosgoruli 12 3 45
19 Yardimsever 12 3 45 42 Duzenli 12 3 45
20 Kabiliyetli 12 3 45 43 Titiz 12 3 45
21 Usengeg 12 3 45 44 Tedbirli 12 3 45
22 Sorumsuz 12 3 45 45 Azimli 12 3 45
23 Sevecen 12 3 45
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APPENDIX K
POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE AFFECT SCHEDULE

Bu 6l¢ek farkli duygular tanimlayan bir takim sozciikler icermektedir. Son iki hafta
nasil hissettiginizi diisiiniip her maddeyi okuyun. Uygun cevabi her maddenin
yaninda ayrilan yere (puanlari daire icine alarak) isaretleyin. Cevaplarinizi verirken
asagidaki puanlar1 kullanin.

Cok az veya hig
Biraz

Ortalama
Oldukga

Cok fazla

arONE

—

lgili
. Sikintilt

. Heyecanl

. Mutsuz

. Gligli

1

1

1

1

1

. Suclu 1
. Urkmiis 1
1

1

1

1

1

1

. Diismanca

O© o0 39 O »n b W BN

. Hevesli

10. Gururlu
11. Asabi
12. Uyanik

NN NN NN NN NN NN

13. Utanmis

14. IThamh 2
(yaratici diistincelerle dolu)

W W W W W W W W W Wwww w w
e E S B & £ T £ ST S S S O - - B S P
(2 T (@ 2 R (@ 2 N (@ 2 N (@ 2 N (@ 2 B (@ 2 N (@ 2 N (@ 2 N (@ 2 RS (& 2 BN (&2 BN (& RN (6

[EEN

15. Sinirli 1
16. Kararli 1
17. Dikkatli _ 1
18. Tedirgin _1
1
1

19. Aktif
20. Korkmus

N NN
W (W (W (W W W
B B B E L E S P
[©2 TN (2 I (& 2 NN (6 2 BN (62 B (3]
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APPENDIX L

WAYS OF COPING INVENTORY
ACIKLAMA

Sizden istenilen karsilastiginiz sorunlarla basa c¢ikabilmek i¢in neler yaptiginizi géz
oniinde bulundurarak, asagidaki maddeleri cevap kagidi iizerinde isaretlemenizdir. Liitfen
her bir maddeyi dikkatle okuyunuz ve cevap formu iizerindeki ayn1 maddeye ait cevap
siklarindan birini daire i¢ine alarak cevabinizi belirtiniz. Baglamadan 6nce 6rnek maddeyi
incelemeniz yararli olacaktir.

1. Aklimi kurcalayan seylerden kurtulmak i¢in degisik islerle ugragirim.........
| U 2 3 4o 5

2. Bir sikintim oldugunu kimsenin bilmesini istemem .............................
| SO 2, 3 4o 5

3. Bir mucize olmasini beklerim..............coooiiiiiiiiii
| U 2, 3 4o 5

4. Tyimser olmaya ¢alISIFIM. . ..........oionie et
| SO 2, 3 4o 5

5. “ Bunu da atlatirsam sirtim yere gelmez ” diye diigiintiriim.........................
| SO 2, 3 4o 5

6. Cevremdeki insanlardan problemi ¢6zmede bana yardimci olmalarini

beklerim.1............ 2, 3 i S 5

7. Bazi seyleri biiyiitmemeye {izerinde durmamaya caligirim..........................
| U 2, 3 4o 5

8. Sakin kafayla diisiinmeye ve 6fkelenmemeye galisirim..................c........
| SO 2 3 4o 5

9. Bu sikintili donem bir an 6nce gegsin iSterim.......o.vvvivriirierirrinreinenenenin,
| U 2, 3 4o 5

10. Olayin degerlendirmesini yaparak en iyi karar1 vermeye

calisirim............... | DT 2, 3 A 5

11. Konuyla ilgili olarak bagkalarinin ne diislindiigiinii anlamaya

calisirim......... | DTSR 2 3 Y R 5

12. Problemin kendiliginden hallolacagina inanirim........................ooeee.
| U 2, 3 4o 5

13. Ne olursa olsun kendimde direnme ve miicadele etme giicii hissederim......
| SO 2 3o 4o, 5

14. Bagkalariin rahatlamama yardimc1 olmalarim beklerim........................
| U 2, 3 4o 5

15. Kendime kars1 hoggoriilii olmaya galigirim..............ccoovvviiiiiiinninnnn...
| SO 2 3 i 5

16. Olanlar1 unutmaya ¢alISIIImM. .. ......otitit ittt eereeeeenaeaas
| SO 2 3 4o 5

17. Telagim1 belli etmemeye ve sakin olmaya caligirim............................
| U 2, 3 4o 5

18. “ Basa gelen ¢ekilir ” diye dislinlrim...............ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiianenn.
| SO 2 3 4o 5

19. Problemin ciddiyetini anlamaya ¢aligIrim..............ooeevviiiiiiiiiiniennnn...
| U 2, 3 4o 5

20. Kendimi kapana sikismis gibi hissederim.................ccoovvviiiiiiininnnnnnn..
| SO 2, 3 4o, 5
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21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

Duygularimi paylastigim kisilerin bana hak vermesini isterim....................

| TR 2 3 4o 5

Hayatta neyin 6nemli oldugunu kesfederim.......................ocool.
Looooiiiis 2 3 4o 5

“ Her iste bir hayir vardir ” diye disinirim.................cooiviiiinninnnnnn,
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Sikintili oldugumda her zamankinden fazla uyurum..........................
Loooooiiis 2 3 4o 5

Icinde bulundugum kétii durumu kimsenin bilmesini istemem...............
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Dua ederek Allah’tan yardim dilerim................coooviiiiiiiiniiii e
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Olay1 yavaglatmaya ve boylece karari ertelemeye caligirim.....................
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Olanla yetinmeye GaliIrimL. ... ...oviniiiititit ettt eieereaeaeennen
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Olanlar1 kafama takip siirekli diisiinmekten kendimi alamam..................
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Icimde tutmaktansa paylasmay1 tercih ederim......................c.ceeeeunn...
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Mutlaka bir yol bulabilecegime inanir, bu yolda ugrasirim.....................
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Sanki bu bir sorun degilmis gibi davranirim....................cooL
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Olanlardan kimseye s6z etmemeyi tercih ederim........................o.ooee.
| TR 2 3 4o 5

“Is olacagna varr ” diye diigliniiriim..................cccoeeiiiiieeiineeennn..,
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Neler olabilecegini diisiiniip ona gore davranmaya ¢aligirim...................
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Isin i¢inden ¢ikamayinca “ elimden birsey gelmiyor ” der,

durumu oldugu gibi kabullenirim..............coooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiien
| TR 2 3 4o 5

[k anda aklima gelen karar uygularim...................coeeueeiuneiineiinannnnn,
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Ne yapacagima karar vermeden 6nce arkadaslarimin fikrini alirim............
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Herseye yeniden baslayacak giicii bulurum......................coc.
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Problemin ¢oziimii i¢in adak adarim. ...
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Olaylardan olumlu birsey ¢ikarmaya ¢alisirim...............cocoiviiiinniinnnen
Lo, 2o 3 4o 5

Kirgmligim belirtirsem kendimi rahatlamms hissederim.........................
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Alin yazisina ve bunun degismeyecegine inanirim.............o.ooeeveenvennnnn.
Lol 2o 3 4o 5

Soruna birkag farkli ¢oziim yolu arartm...............oocoeiiiiiiiiiiiien,
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Basima gelenlerin herkesin bagina gelebilecek seyler olduguna inanirim......
| TR 2 3 4o 5

“ Olanlar keske degistirebilseydim ” derim..............cooevviiiiiiiiinnann....
Loooooiiis 2o 3 4o 5
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47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

Aile biiyiiklerine danigmay1 tercih ederim..................cooeviiiiiiiniiinnin,
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Yasamla ilgili yeni bir inang¢ gelistirmeye calisirim....................ooeenen.
Looooiiiis 2 3 4o 5

“ Herseye ragmen elde ettigim bir kazang vardir ” diye diislintiriim...........
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Gururumu koruyup giiclii gériinmeye caligirim. .............ooooeviiiiiiiienn
Loooooiiis 2 3 4o 5

Bu isin kefaretini ( bedelini ) 6demeye calisirim...................oooll
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Problemi adim adim ¢ozmeye ¢aligirime...........ooevvviininiiiiiiiiinienenaen,
Looooiiiis 2 3 4o 5

Elimden hig birseyin gelmeyecegine inanirim.............oevvevevveinnennnnnennn.
Loooeiiis 2 3 4o 5

Problemin ¢dziimii i¢in bir uzmana danigmanin en iyi yol olacagina inanirim
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Problemin ¢6ziimii i¢in hocaya okunurum...............coooeiiiiiiiiiiiinn..
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Herseyin istedigim gibi olmayacagina inanirim...............cceveviuiieiiennnn...
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Bu dertten kurtulayim diye fakir fukaraya sadaka veririm.........................
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Ne yapilacagini planlayip ona gore davranirim..............ccoovieiiiiiiiie.ae.
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Miicadeleden Vazgegerim. ... .....ouviuiiriititatit ettt et etenreaenaenin
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Sorunun benden kaynaklandigini diistintirim. ...,
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Olaylar karsisinda ““ kaderim buymus ” derim...............c.ooviiiiiiinnie
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Sorunun ger¢ek nedenini anlayabilmek i¢in bagkalarina daniginim.............
| TR 2 3 4o 5

“ Keske daha giiclii bir insan olsaydim ” diye diistiniirim......................
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Nazarlik takarak, muska tasiyarak benzer olaylarin olmamasi

igin Onlemler alirim. ... e
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Ne olup bittigini anlayabilmek i¢in sorunu enine boyuna diislintirim.........
| TR 2 3 4o 5

“ Benim sugum ne ” diye disinlriim............ooooeiiiiiiiiiiiiieeene,
| TR 2 3 4o 5

“ Allah’1n takdiri buymus ” diye kendimi teselli ederim.........................
Loooiis 2o 3 4o 5

Temkinli olmaya ve yanlis yapmamaya ¢aligirim..............oooeviiiiiin.n
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Bana destek olabilecek kisilerin varligini bilmek beni rahatlatir................
Loooiis 2o 3 4o 5

Co6ziim i¢in kendim birseyler yapmak istemem................cooeeviiniiiinninnn.n.
| TR 2 3 4o 5

“ Hep benim yiiziimden oldu ™ diye dligiintiriim................c.cooevviiiiiinnnnn.
| TR 2 3 4o 5

Mutlu olmak igin bagka yollar ararim..............coooviiiiiiiiiiieiiie s,
Loooooiiis 2o 3 4o 5
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73. Hakkimi savunabilecegime iNanirim..........c.oveevreereeneeinneeneenenneenennnn

| TR 2 3 4o 5
74. Bir kisi olarak iyi yonde degistigimi ve olgunlastigimi hissederim............
Looooiiiis 2 3 4o 5
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APPENDIX M
TRAIT ANGER / ANGER EXPRESSION INVENTORY

1.Boliim: Asagidaki ifadeler sizi ne kadar tamimhiyor?

YONERGE: Asagida, kisilerin kendilerine ait duygularim anlatirken kullandiklar1 bir
takim ifadeler verilmistir. Her ifadeyi okuyun, sonra genel olarak nasil
hissettiginizi diisiiniin ve ifadenin sag tarafindaki sayilar arasinda sizi en

iyi tammmlayan1 secerek iizerine (X) isareti koyun. Dogru ya da yanlis cevap

yoktur. Herhangi bir ifadenin tizerinde fazla zaman sarf etmeksizin, genel olarak
nasil hissettiginizi gosteren cevabi isaretleyin.

HIC | BIRAZ | OLDUKCA | TUMUYLE

1.Cabuk parlarim 1 2 3 4
2.Kizgin mizagliyimdir 1 2 3 4
3.0fkesi burnunda bir 1 2 3 4
insanim

4.Baskalarininhatalari 1 2 3 4
yaptigim isi yavaslatinca

kizarim

5.Yaptigim iyi bir isten 1 2 3 4

sonra takdir edilmemek
canimui sikar

6.0fkelenince kontroliimii 1 2 3 4
kaybederim

7.0fkelendigimde agzima 1 2 3 4
geleni sOylerim

8.Baskalarinin 6niinde 1 2 3 4

elestirilmek beni ¢cok
hiddetlendirir

9.Engellendigimde 1 2 3 4
igimden birilerine vurmak

gelir

10.Yaptigim iyi bir is koti 1 2 3 4
degerlendirildiginde

cilgia donerim
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2.Boliim: Ofkelendigimde veya kizdigimda...
YONERGE: Herkes zaman zaman kizginlik veya 6fke duyabilir. Ancak, kisilerin

Otke duygular ile ilgili tepkileri farklidir. Asagida, kisilerin 6fke ve kizginlik
tepkilerini tanimlarken kullandiklar1 ifadeleri géreceksiniz. Her bir ifadeyi okuyun
ve ofke ve kizginlik duydugunuzda genelde ne yaptiginizi diisiinerek o ifadenin
yaninda sizi en iyi tamimlayan sayimnin iizerine (X) isareti koyarak belirtin.
Dogru veya yanlis cevap yoktur. Herhangi bir ifadenin {izerinde fazla zaman sarf
etmeyin.

HiC | BIRAZ | OLDUKCA | TUMUYLE
1.0fkemi kontrol ederim 1 2 3 4
2.Kizgmlhigimi gosteririm 1 2 4
3.0fkemi icime atarim 1 2 3 4
4.Baskalarina kars1 1 2 3 4
sabirliyimdir
5.Somurtur ya da surat 1 2 3 4
asarim
6.Insanlardan uzak 1 2 3 4
dururum
7.Bagkalarina igneli sozler 1 2 3 4
sOylerim
8.Sogukkanliligimi 1 2 3 4
korurum
9.Kapilari ¢arpmak gibi 1 2 3 4
seyler yaparim
10.1¢in i¢in kdpiiriiriim 1 2 3 4
ama gosteremem
11.Davraniglarimi kontrol 1 2 3 4
ederim
12.Bagkalariyla tartigirim 1 2 3 4
13.i¢imde, kimseye 1 2 3 4
sOyleyemedigim kinler
beslerim
14.Beni ¢ileden ¢ikaran 1 2 3 4
her neyse saldiririm
15.0fkem kontrolden 1 2 3 4
¢ikmadan kendimi
durdurabilirim
16.Gizliden gizliye 1 2 3 4
insanlar1 epeyce elestiririm
17.Belli ettigimden daha 1 2 3 4
ofkeliyimdir
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18.Cogu kimseye kiyasla
daha ¢abuk sakinlegirim

19.Ko6tii seyler soylerim

20.Hosgoriilii ve anlayish
olmaya caligirim

21.icimden insanlarin fark
ettiginden daha fazla
sinirlenirim

22.Sinirlerime hakim
olamam

23.Beni sinirlendirene ne
hissettigimi sdylerim

24 Kizginlik duygularimi
kontrol ederim
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APPENDIX O

TURKISH SUMMARY

SUC DAVRANISI ILE ILISKILI BILISSEL MEKANIZMALARIN YETISKIN VE
GENC ERKEK MAHKUMLAR ORNEKLEMLERINDE ARASTIRILMASI:
REHABILITASYON CALISMALARI iCIN ONERILER

Sug davranigini konu edinen ¢alismalar, yillar boyunca, bu davranisa eslik ya
da etki eden bir takim degiskenleri belirlemekte 6nemli yollar katetmistir. Ancak, su¢
davraniginin nasil bir mekanizma dogrultusunda gelistigi, heniiz biitiinliiklii bir
aciklamaya ulasmamistir. Bu calismanin amaci, en genel haliyle, su¢ davranisina
neden oldugu diisiiniilen biligsel faktorlerin nasil bir mekanizma igerisinde bir araya
gelerek bu davranisi ortaya ¢ikarttigini incelemektir.

Sug davranisi ile iliskili biligsel faktorler denildiginde literatiirde siklikla 6n
plana ¢ikan kavram “sucu destekleyen diisiinceler” kavramidir. Sugu destekleyen
diisiinceler, su¢ davranigini hakli ¢ikartmaya yonelik, su¢ islemenin mantiksal
gerekcelerine isaret eden tutum, inang ve savunma stratejilerinin toplamidir. Zaman
zaman bu biligsel degiskenlerin, igeriklerinin sugu destekleyici nitelikte olmast
sebebiyle “biligsel hatalar” ya da “carpik inancglar” olarak betimlendigi de
goriilmektedir. Sucu destekleyen diisiincelerin, kisiyi, davranisinin sorumlulugunu
tistlenmekten ali koydugu varsayilmaktadir. Kisi, isledigi sugun nedenlerini digsal
faktorlere atfettigi ve kendinde herhangi bir sorumluluk (ya da hata) gérmedigi i¢in
kendisiyle ilgili degistirilmesi gereken bir sey oldugunu diisiinmeyecek ve
rehabilitasyon ¢alismalar1 karsisinda direng gosterecektir. Daha da 6nemlisi, kiginin
isledigi sugu destekleyen diisiincelere sahip oldugu siirece yeniden sug isleme
thtimalinin de yliksek oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Bu anlamda sugu destekleyen
diisiinceler “kriminojenik” (su¢a neden olan) bir faktdr olarak tanimlanmakta ve
rehabilitasyon ¢alismalarinda siklikla {izerinde durulmaktadir.

Ote yandan sucu destekleyen diisiinceler kavraminin literatiirde 6n plana
¢ikmasi bir ¢ok tartismayi da beraberinde getirmistir. Bu tartismalarin ilki, sucu

destekleyen diisiincelerin tanimlanisina yonelik elestirilerdir. Maruna ve Mann
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(2006), bilissel kurama atifta bulunarak, “inang”, “tutum”, “varsayim”, “diislince” ve
“savunma”larin farkli biligsel yapilar olduguna deginmekte ve bu yapilarin bir arada
(tek bir kavram altinda) degerlendirilemeyeceginin altin1 ¢izmektedir. Sugu
destekleyen her bir biligsel faktor, tek bir amaca hizmet ediyor gibi goriinse de (6rn.,
sucluluk duygusunun azaltilmasi) ve birbirleriyle iligkili olsalar da, gelisimsel olarak
farkl1 yapilardir. Buna gore, 6rnegin “inang” ¢ocukluk ve ilk genglik yillarindan
itibaren gelisen, gorece degiskenlik arz etmeyen bir yap1 olmakla beraber
“savunma”, belli bir ama¢ dogrultusunda basvurulan, gelip gecici bir stratejidir. Bu
nedenle, su¢ davranisinin ardinda yatan biligsel mekanizmalar1 anlayabilmek i¢in bu
yapilart ayr1 ayr1 degerlendirmek gerekmektedir. Bu tartismaya ek olarak, Stanko
(2003), sucu destekleyen diisiincelerin ya da su¢ davraniginin hangisinin bir digerine
neden oldugunun net olmadigini vurgulamaktadir. Dolayisiyla, gelisimi uzun yillar
almis kalic1 yapilarla (6rn., inang, tutum) gorece gegici yapilarin (6rn., savunma
stratejileri) ayristirilmasi, bu yapilarin su¢ davranigina “ne zaman” etkide
bulundugunun anlasilmasi acisindan da 6nemlidir. Son olarak, sucu destekleyen
diistincelerin “carpik”, “hatali” ya da “psikopatolojik” olarak degerlendirilmeden
once nasil ortaya ¢iktiklarinin ve iglevlerinin anlasilmasi gerektigi tizerinde
durulmustur.

Literatiirde, sucla iligkili farkl bilissel yapilar1 ayr1 ayri ele alan ¢alismalara
nadiren rastlanilmaktadir. Sucu destekleyen “inanglar1” tanimlayabilmek i¢in, sug
davranisi ile iligkili “kalic1” biligsel yapilarin irdelendigi arastirmalar dikkate
alinmistir. Bu ¢alismalarin bulgular, sug isleyen kisilerin 6zellikle “gli¢lii olmaya”,
“glivende olmaya” ve “adaletin saglanmasina” dair temel bir takim varsayimlar1
oldugunu gostermektedir. Bir cok kriminoloji kuramu, kisinin kendisini, ¢evresini ve
diinyay1 algilayis bi¢imini belirleyen bu varsayimlarin nasil gelistigini ve nasil sug
davranigi ile iligkilendigini agiklamaktadir. Ancak, 6zellikle vurgulanmasi gereken
nokta, bu inanglarin ¢ocukluk ve ilk genclik yillarinda gelistigi, sonraki davraniglar
tizerinde belirleyici etkinlige sahip olduklari, ancak dogrudan su¢ davranisina neden
olamayacaklaridir. Bu inanglarin su¢ davranisina neden olabilmesi i¢in, 6ncelikle
“aktif hale gelmeleri” ve diger baska varsayimlarla etkilesim igerisine girmesi
gerekmektedir. Ornegin, bu diinyada ancak giiclii olanlarmn sayg1 gorebilecegine ve

varliklarini devam ettirebileceklerine dair temel bir varsayima sahip bir kisti,
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kendisini gii¢siiz ya da savunmasiz hissettirebilecek bir durum karsisinda, daha dnce
O0grenmis oldugu tlizere siddete bagvurarak giiclii oldugunu gosterme cabasi igerisine
girebilir. Bu asamada ortaya ¢ikan duygular (6rn., 6fke, engellenmislik, korku) ve bu
duygularla nasil bas edildigi son derece onemlidir. Etkili duygu diizenleme
stratejilerine bagvuran bir kisi, suca ya da siddete bagvurma ihtimalini aklina getirse
bile, bu durumun olumsuz sonuglarini 6n gorebilecek ve biiyiik ihtimalle suca
basvurmayacaktir. Ancak, su¢ islemis kisilerin anlatimlari, bu asamada kisilerin
duygu diizenleme konusunda giigliik yasadiklarina, su¢ davranisini “avantajli” olarak
algiladiklarina ve bir takim faktorlerin (alkol, uyusturucu madde kullanimi gibi) bu
durumla bag edilmesini daha gii¢ hale getirdigine isaret etmektedir. Sug isleme
aninda en ¢ok 0n plana ¢ikan bilissel yap1, “avantaj/dezavanta;” karar dengesidir. Bir
¢ok kriminoloji kuraminin da degindigi {izere, “su¢ islemenin kisa vadede avantajli
olarak algilanmasi1”, bir ¢ok kisiyi su¢ isleme aninda “motive eden” ya da “diirtiisel
davranmaya iten” gii¢lii bir faktordiir. Sug islemis kisilerin su¢ anina dair anlatimlar
incelendiginde, algiladiklar1 avantajlarin biiyiik oranda daha 6nce belirtilen “bilissel
varsayimlar1” yansittigi goriilmektedir. Buna gore, sug isleme aninda aktive edilmis
olan “temel varsayimlar”, kisinin su¢ islemeye yonelik motivasyonuna temel teskil
etmektedir. Bu noktadan hareketle, “kisinin su¢ davranisini daha dezavantajli
algiladig1 durumda sug islemeyecegi” varsayimu tiiretilmis ve basta ceza infaz sistemi
olmak {izere sucun yeniden islenmesinin 6nlenmesine yonelik politikalar ¢ogunlukla
bu varsayima dayandirilmistir. Buna gore kisi, su¢ davranisinin olumsuz sonuglariyla
karsilastig1 6l¢iide yeniden sug islemeye tesebbiis etmeyecektir. Ancak bu varsayim,
pratikte karsiligini beklendigi dl¢lide bulamamistir. Kisinin, basta mahkumiyet
olmak {izere su¢un olumsuz sonuglarini deneyimlemesine ragmen neden “isledigi
sucu savunmaya devam ettigi” ve kimi durumlarda “yeniden sug isledigi” biiytlik
oranda bilinmezligini korumaktadir. Bu konulara agiklik getirebilmek i¢in, kisinin
sug isledikten (ve hiikiim giydikten) sonraki psikolojik durumunu anlamak son
derece 6nemlidir.

Hem uygulama alanindaki uzmanlarin gézlemleri hem de ampirik veriler,
sug isleyen kisilerin, sugu normallestiren, 6nemini kiigiimseyen, nedenlerini digsal
etmenlere atfeden savunma stratejilerine bagvurduklarini gostermektedir. Daha 6nce

de belirtildigi lizere bu stratejiler, sucu destekleyici nitelikte olmalari sebebiyle ¢cogu
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zaman “kriminojenik” olarak nitelendirilmis ve rehabilitasyon programlart ile
azaltilmaya calisilmistir. Ancak, 6zellikle “mahkum edilme” deneyiminin benlik
saygisina ciddi bir tehdit olusturdugunu gézlemleyen kuramcilar, sug isleme
sonrasinda bagvurulan savunma stratejilerinin “benlik saygisini arttirma” ve
“sucluluk duygusunu azaltma” islevi gordiigiinii 6ne slirmiistiir. Bu ¢ikarsamadan
hareketle, sucu destekleyen temel inang ve varsayimlarin, sug islemenin avantajli
olmasina yol agmasi sebebiyle “kriminojenik” oldugunu sdylemek miimkiindiir. Ote
yandan savunma stratejileri “benlik saygisini arttirmak™ i¢in bagvurulan dogal bir
mekanizma olup “kriminojenik™ olarak nitelendirilmemelidir. Kisinin sug
davraniginin ve bu davranisi destekleyen biligsel mekanizmalarin irdelenebilmesi i¢in
oncelikle benlik saygisin1 korumaya yonelik miidahalelere gereksinim oldugu aciktir.
Boylelikle su¢ davraniginin degerlendirildigi miidahale programlari kisinin benlik
saygisina bir tehdit olmaktan ¢ikacak ve asil kriminojenik olan inang ve varsayimlara
erigilebilecektir. Farkli savunma stratejileri ve drneklemler tizerine yapilan
arastirmalar, bu varsayimlari destekler niteliktedir.

Sug davranisi ile iligkili biligsel yapilarin genglerde de benzer bir mekanizma
ile hareket edip etmedigini anlayabilmek icin dncelikle gencglerin kendilerine 6zgii,
onlar1 yetiskinlerden ayiran, 6zellik ve ihtiyaglarinin ortaya konulmasi énemlidir. Bir
cok kuramci, “basar1”, “aile ve arkadaslik iligkileri” ve “sosyal ¢evre ile etkilesim”le
ilgili konularin genglerin hayatinda 6ncelikli yer teskil ettigini 6ne siirmiistiir. Buna
gore, gelecege dair belirsizlik, umutsuzluk, firsatlara erisimde yasanan giicliikler,
kendini giivencesiz hissetme, kisilik gelisimi siirecinde yasanan ¢atismalar,
arkadaslik iliskilerinin (ve kabul gérme, kendini var etme gibi ihtiyaglarin) 6nemi ve
igsizlik, yoksulluk ve siddet ortam1 gibi ¢evresel kosullarla bas etme, suga yonelen
genglerin On plana ¢ikan ihtiyaglar1 arasinda sayilmaktadir. Sucga yonelen geng, su¢
ve/veya siddet davranisinin normalize edildigi bir arkadas grubu igerisinde
yetiskinler diinyasinda bulamadig1 otonomi deneyimini gerceklestirebilmekte,
heyecan ve “can sikintisindan kurtulma” arayisini tatmin edebilmektedir. Bir gok
arastirmaci bu noktada su¢ davranisinin gencler i¢in bir “bas etme araci” oldugunu
One siirmiistiir. Bu anlamda sug isleme, bagli bulundugu yetiskin diinyasini ve bu
diinya icerisinde olumsuzluklari terk etme imkan1 heniiz olmayan bir geng i¢in “kagis

yolu” anlamina da gelebilmektedir. Ozetle, genglerin de yetiskinler gibi “kendini
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giiclii ve giivende hissetme” ile “adaletli diinya beklentisi” i¢erisinde olduklari
diisiiniilebilir. Ancak genclerin, yetiskinlerden farkli olarak, daha kisa vadeli
hedeflerle hareket ettikleri ve duygu regiilasyonu anlaminda daha ¢ok giicliik
yasadiklar1 bilinmektedir. Dolayisiyla genglerin su¢ davranisi, her ne kadar benzer
biligsel mekanizmalar dogrultusunda gelisse de, daha diirtiisel bir gériiniim
sergilemektedir. Su¢ davranisi ile iliskili oldugu diistiniilen ihtiyaglarin, genglerde,
yetigkinlikte oldugu gibi “temel inang, varsayim” diizeyinde sergilenip
sergilenmedigi ise bilinmezligini korumaktadir. Her ne kadar ortak ihtiyaglardan
bahsedilse de, genglerin heniiz kimlik gelisimlerini tamamlamamis olmalar1 ve
kendilerine, ¢evrelerine ve diger insanlara dair temel inang ve varsayimlarini halen
olusturma agamasinda olmalari, genclerin 6ne siirecegi biligsel yapilarin
yetiskinlikten farkli bir goriiniime sahip olacagi beklentisini beraberinde
getirmektedir.

Suc davranigina eslik eden bilissel yapilarin anlagilmasi, yeniden sug
islemenin 6nlenmesini hedefleyen programlarin gelistirilmesi agisindan oldukca
onemlidir. Ancak, kisilerin neden sug¢ islediklerini bilmek, hangi mekanizmalar
dogrultusunda su¢ islemekten vazgececeklerini agiklamaya yetmemektedir. “Sug
islemekten vazgegilmesi”, cogunlukla, sucu destekleyen faktorlerin ortadan
kaldirilmasi durumunda ortaya ¢ikan bir tablo olarak anlasilmistir. Fakat 6zellikle
son yillarda yapilan ¢aligsmalar, su¢ islemenin ve sug islemekten vazgegmenin farkl
mekanizmalara dayandigina isaret etmektedir. Bu bulgulardan hareketle, “sug
islemekten vazgegmesinin” bir “siire¢” olarak ele alindig1 kuramlar ortaya atilmistir.
Buna gore, “su¢ davraniginin terk edilmesi”, bir dizi davranissal, tutumsal, duygusal
ve bilissel degisikligi beraberinde getirmelidir. Kisinin yasam olaylariyla (6rn.
Evlenme) paralellik gosterecek olan bu degisimler sonrasinda kisi, su¢ davranisini
anlamli/avantajli bulmamaya baslayacaktir. Dolayisiyla, “su¢ islemekten
vazgegmenin avantajlar1”, “sug islemenin avantajlarindan” daha baskin hale
gelecektir. “Sug islemekten vazgegmenin” bir siire¢ olarak ele alindig1 noktada,
“degisim basamaklarini ve mekanizmalarini” agiklayan teoriler-iistii modele
deginmekte fayda vardir. Prochaska, DiClemente ve Norcross (1992) tarafindan
gelistirilen bu modele gore, her bir degisim asamasi farkli bir bilissel farkindalik

diizeyine isaret etmekte ve dolayistyla bireyler her bir asamada farkli terapotik
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miidahalelere ihtiya¢ duymaktadirlar. “Degisim dncesi” basamakta kisi davranigini
degistirme motivasyonu igerisinde degildir ve kendisinde degistirilmesi gereken bir
problem oldugunu diistinmemektedir. Davranigin algilanan avantajlarinin daha
baskin oldugu bu asamada, davranisin dezavantajlarina dair farkindaligin
arttirtlmasina yonelik stratejilerin fayda saglayacag diisiiniilmektedir. “Degisime
hazirlik™ asamasi, kisinin davranistaki problemi kabul ettigi ancak bu davranisi
degistirmeye yonelik aktif bir girisimde heniliz bulunmadig basamaktir. Kisi aktif
olarak degisim siirecine katildiginda ise “karsi-kosullanma” ve “terapétik iligki”
stratejilerinden fayda saglamaktadir. Son basamak olan “degisimin korunumu”
asamasinda, kiginin davranis degisimini uzun vadeli olarak siirdiirebilmesi
gerekmektedir. Dolayisiyla, “Onlemeye yonelik™ stratejiler, bu asamada 6nem
kazanmaktadir. Aslinda, teoriler-listii modelin en 6nemli varsayimlarindan biri, daha
onceki degisim agamalarina geri doniislerin kaginilmaz oldugu, ancak bu geri
doniigleri deneyimleyen bireylerin, daha uzun vadeli bir “degisim korunumunu”
gerceklestirecegidir. Dolayisiyla, bireyler degisim siirecinin mekanizmasi hakkinda
bilgilendirilmeli ve “geri doniis” donemlerinin 6zellikle tizerinde durulmalidir.

Teoriler-iistii modelin mahkum 6rneklemine uyarlanmasi yeni degildir.
Ancak, modelin pratikte uygulanisina dair bir takim sinirliliklar géze ¢arpmaktadir.
Bunlarin basinda, “su¢” davraniginin tek bir davranisa hitap etmiyor olmasi
gelmektedir. Su¢ davranisinin karmasik dogas1 geregi, su¢a dogrudan ya da dolayl
olarak katki saglayabilecek her durum/davranis tanimlanamamakta ve dolayisiyla da
gozlemlenememektedir. Yine de, sug isleme ile su¢ islemekten vazgecilmesi
arasindaki donemin bir siire¢ olarak algilanmasi bakimindan, teoriler-iistii modelin
katkilarinin yeni arastirma bulgulariyla desteklenmesinin 6nemli oldugu
diistiniilmektedir.

Bu c¢alisma, birbirini takip eden dort calismadan meydana gelmektedir. Genel
olarak ¢aligsmanin amaci, su¢ davranisi ile iliskili biligsel mekanizmalarin yetiskin ve
gen¢ mahkumlar 6rneklemlerinde arastirilmasidir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda farkl
biligsel yapilarin (temel varsayimlar, savunma stratejileri ve sucun algilanan avantaj
ve dezavantajlari) farkli psikolojik mekanizmalarla iligkili olacag1 varsayimiyla
hareket edilmistir. ilk calismada bu yapilarin iliskili olduklar faktorler agiklanmus,

ikinci ¢aligmada ise nasil bir mekanizma dogrultusunda “degisime yonelik
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motivasyonu” etkiledikleri ortaya konulmustur. Ugiincii ¢alismada, daha 6nce
yetigskin 6rneklemde test edilen bulgular gengler 6rnekleminde yeniden incelenmistir.
Son olarak dordiincii calismada, ergen, geng yetiskin ve yetiskin mahkumlar
arasindaki temel farkliliklara deginilmistir.

Birinci ve ikinci ¢alismalar yetigkin 6rneklemiyle yiiriitiilmiistiir. Calismaya,
yaglar1 18 ve 66 arasinda degisen 200 erkek mahkum katilmistir. Bu katilimcilar
arasindan 62 kisi, tekrar-test 6lglimlerinde de yer almistir. Anket ¢alismasinin
oncesinde, sosyo-demografik bilgilerin elde edilmesi amaciyla yapilandirilmis bir
goriisme uygulanmistir. Bu goriisme dogrultusunda katilimcilarin egitim
durumlarina, cezaevine girmeden Onceki yasantilarina, ¢calisma ve askerlik
durumlarina, ailelerinin genel 6zelliklerine ve erken ¢cocukluk donemi yasantilarina,
genel saglik durumlarina ve sug dykiilerine dair bilgiler elde edilmistir. Calisma
aninda katilimcilarin %31.5°1 “tutuklu”, %41.5’1 “hikimli”, %26.5°1 ise “hiikmen
tutuklu” statlisiinde bulunduklarini belirtmislerdir. Katilimeilarin kendi beyanlarina
gore, %19.5’1 “mala yonelik”, %28.5°1 “cana yonelik”, %40.5°1 “yasa dis1 madde
kullanimi/satilmast ile ilgili”, %6°s1 ise “cinsel” suctan 6tiirli cezaevinde
bulunmaktadir. Calisma esnasinda sadece katilimcilarin sagladiklar: bilgiler alinmus,
herhangi bir dosya ya da ikinci sahis bilgisinden faydalanilmamistir.

Birinci ¢alisma, ayni zamanda bir 6l¢cek adaptasyon caligsmasidir.
Oncelikle, “Sugu Destekleyen Diisiinceler Olgegi’nin” ve “Degisim Basamaklar
Olgegi’nin”, her iki dile de hakim uzmanlar tarafindan Ingilizce’den Tiirk¢e’ye
cevirisi ve geri-gevirisi yapilmustir. Ayrica, Degisim Basamaklar1 Olgegi nin
maddeleri, literatiirde daha 6nce yapilmis benzer ¢alismalar dogrultsunda, sug
davranigina ve mahkum 6rneklemine uygun hale getirilmistir. Benzer sekilde, daha
once Tiirkge’ye adaptasyon ¢alismasi yapilmis olan “Kararsal Denge Olcegi”
maddeleri de su¢ davranisi ve mahkum 6rneklemine uygun hale getirilmistir. Bu
olgeklerin giivenilirlik analizlerinin yapilabilmesi amaciyla Rosenberg Oz-Giiven
Olgegi’nden, Mahkumlar i¢in Yasam Olaylar1 Olcegi’nden, Kontrol Odag
Olgegi’nden, Temel Kisilik Ozellikleri Olgegi’nden, Pozitif ve Negatif Duygular
Olgegi’nden ve Bas Etme Yollar1 Envanteri’nden faydalanilmistir.

“Sucu destekleyen varsayimlarin” ve “savunma stratejilerinin” ayr1 ayri

irdelenmeleri amaciyla, gorece daha siirekli bir diisiinceyi yansitan, kiginin

388



kendisine, ¢evresine ve diinyaya dair bakisina ait bilgi veren maddeler ve bu
maddelerin olusturduklar1 faktor yapilar1 “varsayimlar” basligi altinda
degerlendirilmistir. Su¢ davranisini agiklamaya yonelik, gorece daha gegici
diistinceleri yansitan ifadeler ise “savunma stratejileri” bagligr altinda
degerlendirilmistir. Bu ayrimin yapilmasi esnasinda orjinal faktor yapilarina
olabildigince bagh kalinmaya ¢alisilmistir. Ancak, “varsayimlar” ve “savunma
stratejilerinin” hem kuramsal hem de ampirik agidan biiyiik oranda iliskili olmalar1
sebebiyle bu iki grup ayr1 ayr1 faktor analizlerine tabii tutulmuslardir.

Sugu destekleyen varsayimlar 6lgeginin psikometrik 6zelliklerine
bakildiginda, bulgular 6l¢egin kabul edilebilir diizeyde gegerlilik degerlerine sahip
oldugunu gostermektedir. “Gii¢ odakli varsayimlarin” genel olarak diisiik benlik
saygisini isaret eden degiskenlerle iliskili goriilmesi, bu yapinin daha altta yatan
“Gligsiizliik” temel inanci ile baglantili olabilecegini diisiindiirmiistiir. “Adaletsizlik

2 ¢C

odakli varsayimlarin” ise, ¢ogunlukla “erken yasta ¢aligmaya baglama”, “madde
kullanim1”, “su¢ Oykiisii” ve “cezaevinde yasanilan stresle” iliskili olmasi, bu
varsayimlarin belli yagantilar ekseninde dogrulanarak yerlesik hale gelebilecegini
diisiindiirmistiir. Psikopatik kisilik oriintiisiinii yansitan “soguk kalpliligin” ise diger
varsayimlar ve savunma stratejileri ile iligskisiz olmas1 dikkat ¢ekicidir. Kisinin,
kendisini, gevresini ve diinyayi nasil algiladigindan (varsayimlar) ve nasil bas
ettiginden (savunma stratejileri) bagimsiz olarak, “soguk kalplilik”, duygularin
baskilandig1, daha kati bir kisilik yapisina isaret etmektedir. Bu kisilik yapisina ait
kisilerin su¢ davranisinin olumsuz sonuglarini anlamakta daha ¢ok giicliik yasadiklari
gorilmiistiir.

Savunma stratejilerinin psikometrik 6zelliklerine bakildiginda, bulgular
Olcegin kabul edilebilir diizeyde gecerlilik degerlerine sahip oldugunu
gostermektedir. “Digsal nedenlere atfetme ve sonuglari kiigiimseme”ye dair
stratejiler, alkol ve madde kullanim problemleriyle ve “istismar oykiisii”, “hayatinin
bir doneminde sokakta yasamis olma” gibi gii¢ yasam deneyimleriyle iliskili
bulunmustur. Bunun yani sira, “Digsal nedenlere atfetme ve sonuglar1 kiigciimseme”ye
dair stratejilerin, “Glig-Odakl1 Varsayimlar iliskili oldugu bir ¢ok degiskenle iligki
sergiledigi goriilmiistiir. Bulgular bir arada degerlendirildiginde, “Dissal nedenlere

atfetme ve sonuglar kiiclimseme”ye dair stratejiler kullanan kisilerin, bu stratejileri
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bir takim yasam olaylar1 dogrultusunda 6grenmis ya da normallestirmis
olabilecekleri, olumsuz bir durumla karsilastiklarinda kaginma stratejisine siklikla
bagvurabilecekleri ve 6zellikle “kontrol edememis olma, sonuglar1 6n gérememis
olma” ile bag etmede giigliik yasayabilecekleri diistintilmiistiir. Bir diger savunma
stratejisi olan “Magduriyet” stratejisinin, “Digsal nedenlere atfetme ve sonuglari
kiiciimseme” stratejisinin iligkili oldugu bir ¢ok degiskenle iliski sergiledigi
gorilmistiir. Bunlar, 6zellikle kaygi durumunda ortaya ¢ikan “savunmaci disa-
vurumu” (Rottter, 1975) isaret eden degiskenlerdir. Farkli olarak ise, “Magduriyet”
stratejisini kullanan kisilerin cezaevi ortaminda daha fazla stres yasadiklari
goriilmistiir. Ayrica, “Dissal nedenlere atfetme ve sonuglar kiiglimseme” stratejisi
ile negatif iliskili oldugu gozlemlenen “6z-giivenin” “Magduriyet stratejisi” ile
pozitif yonde iliskili olmasi dikkat ¢ekicidir.

“Mahkumlar i¢in Degisim Basamaklar1 Olgegi nin psikometrik 6zelliklerine
bakildiginda, bulgular 6l¢egin kabul edilebilir diizeyde gegerlilik degerlerine sahip
oldugunu gdstermektedir. “Degisim Oncesi” alt dlgeginin gegerlilik diizeyi gorece
diistiktiir. Yonergenin spesifik bir davranis tanimina isaret etmemesinin bu duruma
katkida bulunmus olabilecegi diistiniilmektedir. Ayrica, katilimcilarla yapilan
goriismelerde elde edilen bilgiler dogrultusunda, mahkumlarin genel olarak yardim
almaya istekli olduklar1 ancak kendilerinde degistirilmesi gereken bir problem
tanimlamadiklar1 goriilmiistiir. Bu paradoksal tablonun da alt 6l¢egin gegerlilik
diizeyindeki diisiikliige neden olmus olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Ancak bu gozlem,
“rehabilitasyon ¢alismalari dncesinde mahkumlarin duygusal ve benlik-saygisi
ithtiyaglaria yonelinmesi, bu ihtiyaglarla bas edemememin gdstergesi olan savunma
stratejilerinin ancak boylelikle daha adaptif bir yone evriltebilecegi” diisiincesini
destekler niteliktedir. “Degisim Oncesi” basamaginin, genel olarak dis-kontrol odagi,
duygu-odakli bas etme ve her iki savunma stratejisiyle pozitif iliskili olmasi da bu
goriigle paralellik gostermektedir.

“Degisime Hazirlik” ve “Harekete Ge¢me” basamaklari, genel olarak pozitif
duygu durum ve bas etme yollariyla pozitif iligki sergilemistir. Ancak, katilimcilarin
bu asamalarda bile i¢-kontrol odagindan kagindiklar1 gézlemlenmistir. Bu bulgu,
“benlik-saygis1” ve “su¢ davranigi” gibi olumsuz davranis oriintiilerinin ayr1 ayri ele

alinmas gerektigine isaret etmektedir. Bireyler kendi davranislarinin olumsuz
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sonuglarma dair farkindalik kazanirken bunun sebebi olarak kendilerini
konumlandirdiklar1 noktada benlik-saygilarina dair ciddi bir tehdit algilamaktadirlar.
Sucun yeniden islenmesini 6nleme programlarinda bireylerin bu ihtiyaglarina
yonelinmedigi taktirde geri dontislerle, programi erken bir asamada birakmalarla ve
direnclerle karsilanilmasi kaginilmazdir.

“Degisimin Korunumu” basamagi ise, literatlirde farkli 6rneklemlerle
yapilmis ¢alismalardan farkli olarak, dis-kontrol odagi ve savunma stratejileri ile
pozitif iligki sergilemistir. Cezaevi ortaminda degisim i¢in ¢aba sarfetmenin
zorluklarmin ve kisinin, davranigindaki degisikliklerin olumlu sonuglarini
gbzlemleme imkan1 olmayisinin bu bulgulari agiklayabilecegi diistiniilmektedir.

Son olarak, “Mahkumlar igin Kararsal Denge Olgegi” nin psikometrik
ozelliklerine bakildiginda, bulgular 6l¢egin kabul edilebilir diizeyde gegerlilik
degerlerine sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Su¢ davranisinin algilanan avantajlari ve
dezavantajlarina dair bilgi saglayan bu 6l¢egin, cezaevi ortaminda uygulanmis
olmasi sebebiyle, sucun islenis anina dair bilgi vermesi beklenilmemektedir.
Katilimcilar, islemis olduklar1 sugun olumsuz sonuglariyla karsi karsiya karsiya
gelmis olmalar1 sebebiyle ¢cogunlukla “dezavantaj” rapor etmislerdir. Ancak, bu
kosullara ragmen “sugun avantajlarinin rapor edilmesinin daha kat1 ve uyumu
giiclestirici bir kisilik yapistyla iliskili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bunun yani sira gegmis
sug Oykiisli de sucun avantajli olarak algilanmasina katki saglamaktadir. Sugun
avantajl olarak algilanmasinin, sugu destekleyici varsayimlar ve savunma stratejileri
ile de iligkili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu bulgular bir arada degerlendirildiginde,
olumsuz kisilik 6zellikleri, sugu destekleyici varsayimlar ve bunlari normalize eden
yasam olaylarimin kisiyi bir kisir dongii igerisine soktugu, kisinin savunma
stratejilerinden faydalanarak bu dongiiyii daha da i¢inden ¢ikilmaz bir hale getirdigi
ve dolayisiyla belli amaglara ulagsmak i¢in sug islemenin tek alternatif olarak
goriilebildigi diistiniilmektedir. Sugun dezavantajli olarak algilanmasinin ise soguk
kalplilik ve i¢ kontrol odag ile negatif korelasyon sergilemesi dikkat ¢ekicidir.
Kisinin, mahkum olduktan sonra sugun olumsuz sonuglariyla acik bir sekilde kars1
karsiya gelmesine ragmen, soguk kalpliligin bu farkindalig1 engelleyebilecegi

distiniilmektedir.
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Y Ontem olarak birinci ¢alismayla birebir ayni olan ikinci ¢alismada, sugu
destekleyici varsayimlarin, savunma stratejilerinin, kararsal dengenin ve degisim
basamaklarinin hangi yapilar tarafindan agiklandiklarinin arastirilmasi
amaglanmistir. Ayrica, birinci ¢calismada kontrol odaginin sugu destekleyen
varsayimlarla biiylik oranda iligki sergilemesi sebebiyle, kontrol odaginin sugu
destekleyen varsayimlar ve degisim basamaklar1 arasinda araci rol listlenebilecegi
diistiniilmiistiir. Bunun yan1 sira, savunma stratejilerinin islevlerinin ve degisim
basamaklari iizerindeki etkilerinin daha iyi anlasilabilmesi amaciyla, bu stratejilerin
moderatdr rol tistlendikleri bir modelin test edilmesi amaglanmastir.

Sucu destekleyici varsayimlari agiklayan degiskenlerle ilgili bulgulara
bakildiginda, demografik degiskenlerin kontrol edilmesinin ardindan, Giig-Odakl
Varsayimlarin dig-kontrol odaginin “Cabalamanin Anlamsizligi” boyutu ile,
Adaletsizlik-Odakli Varsayimlarin ise dis-kontrol odaginin “Adaletsiz Diinya Inanc1”
boyutu ile iliskili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Adaletsizlik Odakli Varsayimlara sahip
kisiler, hem cezaevi sistemi icerisinde daha fazla stres yasamakta, olumsuzluklari
daha ¢abuk fark etmekte, hem de isledikleri su¢un sonucunda karsilastiklar1 bu
olumsuzluklar sebebiyle sugun dezavantajlarin1 anlamaya da daha agiktirlar. Ancak
baslarina gelen olumsuzluklar “adaletsiz diinya inanc1” ¢ergevesinde acikladiklar
icin degisime yonelik ¢aresizlik, umutsuzluk gibi duygular1 hissetmeleri oldukca
miimkiindiir. Ote yandan, Giig-Odakli Varsayimlara sahip kisiler, diinyada ancak
giicii ve kontrolii elinde tutan kisilerin basarili olabileceklerine inanmakta ve
kendilerini bu anlamda “dogustan basarisiz” olarak degerlendirmekte, ne kadar
cabalasalar da bu basariya ulasamayacaklaklarini diigtinmektedirler. Dolayisiyla,
giicli ve kontrolii saglama motivasyonuyla gerceklestirilen su¢ davranisi, bu basariya
ulagsmanin yegane yolu olarak algilanmaktadir.

Regresyon analizleri, savunma stratejilerini de birbirinden ayristiran bulgular
ortaya koymustur. “Dissal nedenlere atfetme ve sonuglari kiictimseme”’ye dair
stratejiler olumsuz degerlik ve adaletsiz diinya inanci ile iligkiliyken “Magduriyet”
stratejisinin ndrotisizm, deneyime agiklik ve ¢abalamanin anlamsizligi ile iligkili
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bulgular, “Digsal nedenlere atfetme ve sonuglari
kiiclimseme”ye dair stratejilerin 6z-saygiy1 arttirma islevine sahip olabilecegini,

Magduriyet stratejisinin ise ¢aresizlik ve umutsuzluk duygularina isaret edebilecegini
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diisiindiirmiistiir. Magduriyet stratejisi ile deneyime agiklik arasindaki pozitif iliski,
bu stratejiyi sik kullanan kisilerin, “magduriyetleri” ile sonuglanan riskli durumlara
girme ihtimalinin yiiksek olabilecegini diisiindiirmiistiir. Oz-giivenin “Dissal
nedenlere atfetme ve sonuglari kiiglimseme”’ye dair stratejilerle negatif,
“Magduriyet” stratejisi ile ise pozitif korelasyon sergilemesi dikkat ¢ekicidir. Buna
gore, kendilerine olumlu degerler atfeden bireyler davranislarinin olumsuz
sonuglarii “Magduriyetleri” ile aciklarken, kendilerine olumsuz degerler atfeden
bireyler bu olumsuz sonuclarin sorumlulugunu olabildigince kendiliginden
uzaklastirma egilimindedirler.

Kararsal denge faktorlerini agiklayan degiskenlerle ilgili bulgulara
bakildiginda, “sugun avantajli olarak algilanmasinin™ 6zellikle “sokakta yasama
deneyimi” ve “madde kullanim 6ykiisii” ile iliskili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Her iki
durumda da kisinin su¢ davranigini destekleyen bir sosyal ¢evre edinme ihtimalinin
yiiksek oldugu diisiiniildiiglinde, kisinin bu ¢evre igerisinde su¢un “avantajlarini”
Ogrenmis olabilecegi diisliniilmiistiir. Bunun yani sira, sugun avantajli olarak
algilanmasinin, “olumsuz degerlik” ve “diisiik diizey uyumluluk™ gibi kat1 bir kisilik
ortintiisiinii yansitan kisilik 6zellikleri ile iligkili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Demografik
degiskenler ve kisilik 6zellikleri kontrol edildiginde ise, su¢un avantajli olarak
algilanmasi, adaletsiz diinya inanci ile pozitif korelasyon sergilemistir. Bu bulguyu,
“adaletsizlik algis1 karsisinda kisinin adaleti tek basina saglama cabasi igerisine
girebilecegi” olarak yorumlamak miimkiindiir. Ancak, kontrol edilen degiskenler géz
Oniine alindiginda, hukuk siirecinde ¢esitli adaletsizliklerle karsilasmanin, kisilere
sugun avantajlarin diisiindiirtme ihtimali oldugu da dikkate alinmalidir. Bu durumu
tutuklu statiistindeki katilimcilardan biri su sozlerle ifade etmistir: “Ben masumum
ve bunun bir giin ortaya ¢ikacagini biliyorum. Ama bugiine kadar yasadiklarim bana
su¢ islemenin aslinda ¢ok kolay oldugunu ve insanin elinde bazen baska hig bir
secenegin kalmayabilecegini gdsterdi. Buradaki insanlarin bir cogunun bagina
gelenler benim de bagima gelseydi, ben de onlardan biri olurdum”.

Kisilik 6zellikleri bakimindan yiiksek norotisizm ve sorumluluk 6zellikleri
sergileyen kisilerin, davraniglarinin olumsuz sonuglarini (su¢un dezavantajlarini)
daha ¢ok fark etme egiliminde olduklar1 goriilmiistiir. Sugun dezavantajlarinin fark

edilmesi her ne kadar “istenen” bir durum olsa da, bu kisilik 6zelliklerine sahip
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kisilerin, farkindaliklari ile bas etmede giicliik yagsama ihtimalleri oldukga yiiksektir.
Dolayisiyla, “olaylarin kontrol edilemezligi” inancina siginmak, davraniglarinin
sorumlulugunu tiimiiyle yiiklenmekten daha kolay olacaktir. Bu noktada, etkin bas
etme yontemleri tizerine ¢alismak, kisilerin kars1 karsiya olduklar1 duygusal yiiklerle
daha rahat bas etmelerini ve farkindaliklarin1 daha saglikli degerlendirmelerini
saglayacaktir.

Degisim Basamaklari ile ilgili regresyon analizi sonuglari, birinci ¢alisma
bulgulartyla genel olarak paralellik sergilemistir. Araci-regresyon analizleri ise,
kontrol odaginin “sugu destekleyici varsayimlar” ve “degisim basamaklar1”
arasindaki iliskiyi biiyiik oranda agikladigini ortaya koymustur. Buna gore,
“cabalamanin anlamsizlig1” 6zellikle “degisim Oncesi basamak™ iizerinde oldukca
belirleyicidir. I¢ kontrol odaginin ise, empatik olmayan bir tutuma sahip bireylerde
degisime yonelik motivasyonu olumsuz etkileyebilecegi goriilmiistiir.

Bigimleyici degisken analizleri bulgulari, savunma stratejilerinin farkli
islevlerini ortaya koymasi agisindan dnemlidir. Ozetle, “digsal nedenlere atfetme ve
sonuglari kiiglimseme” stratejilerinden faydalanmanin, gii¢ ya da adalet odakl
varsayimlara sahip olmayan kisiler i¢in “degisime yonelik motive edici”, bu
varsayimlara sahip olan kisiler i¢cinse “motivasyonu diistiriicii”’ oldugu gortilmiistiir.
Bu bulgu, savunma stratejilerinin bazi kosullarda bas etme araci, bazi kosullarda ise
sugu olumlayan varsayrmlari destekleyici olduguna isaret etmektedir. Ote yandan,
farkindalik diizeyinin oldukca diisiik oldugu ve degisime yonelik motivasyonun
olmadig1 durumda, kisinin savunma stratejilerinden fayda ya da zarar gérmedigi,
ancak “adaletsizlik odakli varsayimlardan” biiyiik oranda etkilendigi goriilmiistiir.
Mahkumiyetin genellikle ilk donemlerine denk gelen bu asamada, kisilerin hukuksal
stireclerinde karsilastiklar1 giicliikleri ele almanin fayda saglayacagi
diisiiniilmektedir. Bunun yamn sira, soguk kalpliligin degisme motivasyonu
tizerindeki olumsuz etkisi, bicimleyici degisken analizleri ile bir kez daha ortaya
konmustur. Ancak, “magduriyet” stratejisinin, soguk kalpliligi yiiksek olan kisilerde
“koruyucu” olabilecegi goriilmektedir. Bu bulgu, soguk kalpliligin “olumsuz
duygularin bastirilmasina” isaret eden bir yap1 oldugu goriistinii destekler
niteliktedir. Bireyler, ¢evrelerine karsi empatik olmayan bir tutum igerisine girseler

bile, kendi magduriyet duygularina agik olmalar1 degisime yonelik motivasyonlarini
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korumaktadir. Bu anlamda, kisilerin “davraniglarinin sorumlulugunu almalarini”
beklerken olumsuz duygulari ile nasil bas ettiklerini ele almanin son derece 6nemli
oldugu diistiniilmektedir. Bigimleyici degisken analizleri son olarak savunma
stratejilerinin sugu dezavantajli olarak algilama ile nasil etkilesim icerisine girdigini
ortaya koymustur. Buna gore, sugun dezavantajlarina agik olmayan kisiler igin
ozellikle “magduriyet” stratejisi, degisime yonelik motivasyona olumlu katki
saglamaktadir.

Uciincii calisma, geng mahkum 6rneklemiyle yiiriitiilmiistiir. Calismaya,
yaslar1 14 ve 17 arasinda degisen 52 erkek geng mahkum katilmigtir. Anket
calismasinin 6ncesinde, sosyo-demografik bilgilerin elde edilmesi amaciyla
yapilandirilmis bir goriisme uygulanmistir. Bu goriisme dogrultusunda katilimeilarin
egitim durumlarina, cezaevine girmeden Onceki yasantilarina, calisma ve askerlik
durumlarina, ailelerinin genel 6zelliklerine ve erken ¢ocukluk donemi yasantilarina,
genel saglik durumlarina ve sug dykiilerine dair bilgiler elde edilmistir. Calisma
aninda katilimcilarin %96°s1 “tutuklu”, %1.9°u “hiikkimli”, %1.9’u ise “hiikmen
tutuklu” statiisiinde bulunduklarini belirtmigslerdir. Katilimeilarin kendi beyanlarina
gore, %34.6’s1 “mala yonelik”, %30.8’1 “cana yonelik”, %1.9’u “yasa dis1 madde
kullanimi/satilmast ile ilgili”, %7.7’si ise “cinsel” sugtan 6tiirii cezaevinde
bulunmaktadir. Katilimcilarin %33.7’si1, cezaevinde bulunmalarina neden olan sug
davranigini belirtmek istememistir. Calisma esnasinda sadece katilimcilarin
sagladiklar1 bilgiler alinmis, herhangi bir dosya ya da ikinci sahis bilgisinden
faydalanilmamaistir.

Uciincii calismada, birinci ve ikinci calismada yetiskin érneklemlerinde elde
edilen bulgularin geng mahkum 6rnekleminde farklilagip farklilagmadigi
arastirilmistir. Buna paralel olarak, katilimcilara, “Sucu Destekleyen Diistinceler
Olgegi”, “Degisim Basamaklar1 Olgegi”, “Kararsal Denge Olgegi”, “Rosenberg Oz-
Giiven Olgegi”, “Kontrol Odagi Olgegi”, “Temel Kisilik Ozellikleri Olgegi” ve
“Pozitif ve Negatif Duygular Ol¢egi’nden olusan bir 6lgek paketi sunulmustur.
Ayrica, literatiirde “6fke kontrolii eksikliginin” genglerin su¢ davranisi ile siklikla
iliskilendirilmesi sebebiyle, “Siirekli Ofke-Ofke Ifade Tarz1 Olcegi” nden
faydalanilmistir.
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Geng mahkumlar 6rnekleminde katilimci sayisinin sinirliligi sebebiyle
regresyon ve aract/bi¢gimleyici degisken analizleri uygulanamamistir. Ancak,
korelasyon ve varyans analizi bulgulari, genellikle birinci ¢alisma bulgulariyla
paralellik gostermektedir. Bu sonuctan hareketle, her ne kadar yetiskin ve genglerin
farkli 6zelliklere sahip olsalar da altta yatan psikolojik mekanizmalarin benzerlik
sergilediginden s6z etmek miimkiindiir. Ote yandan, gen¢ mahkumlar 6rnekleminde
On plana ¢ikan bir takim farkliliklara da deginmekte fayda vardir. Bu farkliliklarin
basinda, “sugu destekleyen varsayimlarin™ genclerde yetiskinlere gore daha “esnek”
oldugu, adaptif kisilik 6zellikleri ve bas etme becerileriyle daha iligkili oldugu
gelmektedir. “Adaletsizlik odakli varsayimlarin” ise genglerde, yetiskinlerde oldugu
gibi “yapilanmis” olmamasi 6zellikle dikkat ¢ekicidir. Bu noktadan hareketle,
genglerin, sucla ilgili yasantilarin1 anlamlandirmakta daha ¢ok zorlandiklarini,
olumsuz duygulari ile bas etmede daha az kaynaktan faydalandiklar1 ve yardim
ihtiyaglarini daha agik bir sekilde belirttiklerini soylemek miimkiindiir. Genglerin, bu
stireci adaptif bir bigimde anlamlandirmalarina yardimci olmak, sucu destekleyen
varsayimlarin 6grenilmemesi ve yerlesmemesi bakimindan son derece biiyiik bir
oneme sahiptir. Bir diger dikkat ¢ekici bulgu, “gli¢c odakl1 varsayimlara yonelik
yatkinligin”, genglerde “siirekli 6fke ve 6tke disa vurumu” ile iliskili olmasidir.
Giiglii olmanin, 6zellikle geng erkeklerin sosyal gelisiminde “adam olma, erkek
olma” ile iliskilendirilmesinin, ancak genglerin giinliik yasam pratikleri i¢erisinde bu
“giiclii olma beklentisini” prososyal yollardan gergeklestirme firsatlarinin kisith
olmasinin, genclerin suga yonelmesinde etki saglayacagi diistiniilmektedir. Baska bir
ifadeyle, toplum igerisinde erkeklerin varoluslarinin “fiziksel ve maddi giicti
ellerinde tutmalar1” ve “hayatlar iizerinde kontrol sahibi olmalar1” olarak
tanimlanmasi, bu tanimlamalarin karsiligi olan davranislarin biiyiik oranda destek
gormesi, c¢esitli sebeplerden otiirii bu tanimlamalara erigsme firsatlar1 olmayan
genclerin bunu “suc ve siddet” davraniglarina bagvurarak gergeklestirmelerine katki
saglamaktadir. Genglerin siirekli 6tke ve 6fke disa vurumlarinin altinda yatan “giic
gosterme” motivasyonu, bu bakimdan dikkatli bir bicimde irdelenmelidir. Bu
noktada, toplumsal beklentiye ve gencin “caresizlik” duygularina deginmeyen ve
sadece “0fke disa vurumunu degistirmeyi” hedef alan programlarin fayda

saglayamayacag diisiiniilmektedir. Ote yandan, 6zellikle erkekler arasinda “giilii ve
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kontrol sahibi olmaya” dair beklentilerin toplumsal olarak degistirilmesine ve
genglerin “otonomi” ihtiyaglarini daha prososyal araglarla deneyimlemelerine firsat
saglamaya yonelik politikalarin gelistirilmesi gerektigi agiktir. Benzer sekilde, “6fke
kontroliiniin” de hem savunma stratejileri ve degisim oncesi basamakla, hem de
degisime yonelik motivasyonla iliskili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ik bakista celiskili gibi
goriinen bu bulgunun, genclerin yasantilarin1 anlamlandirmakta yasadiklar1 giigliige
ve yardim ihtiyaglarina isaret ettigi diistiniilmektedir.

Dérdiincii ve son calismada, yetiskin ve gen¢ mahkum 6rneklemlerinden elde
edilen veriler birlestirilerek analiz edilmistir. Toplamda 252 kisiye ulasan
orneklemde 14-17 yas araligindaki 52 kisi “ergenlik”, 18-31 yas araligindaki 96 kisi
“genc yetigkinlik”, 32-66 yas araligindaki 102 kisi ise “yetiskinlik” donemini temsil
etmistir. Bulgular, ergenlik donemindeki bireylerin daha fazla i¢ kontrol odagina
sahip olduklarina ve olumsuz degerliklerinin daha yiiksek olduguna isaret
etmektedir. Ote yandan “geng yetiskin” ve “yetiskinlerin” ergenlere gore daha fazla
savunma stratejisi sergiliyor olmalari, savunma stratejilerinin “sonradan, deneyim
yoluyla 6grenebilir” olabileceklerini diislindiirmiistiir. Bunun yani sira, ergenlerin
deneyimlerini degerlendirirken heniiz “dis kontrol odagina” bagvurmuyor olmalari,
ancak olumsuz degerliklerinin 6n planda olmasi, bu donemdeki genglerin
deneyimlerini anlamlandirmaya yonelik duyduklari ihtiyaci belirgin bir bigimde
gozler oniline sermektedir. “Geng yetiskinlerin” diger yas gruplarina kiyasla 6n plana
cikan ozelliklerine bakildiginda “glig-odakli varsayimlarin” bu yas grubu i¢in 6nemi
ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Geng yetiskinlik donemi, bilindigi lizere, basar1 motivasyonunun
oldukca yiiksek oldugu ve ergenlikle yetiskinlik arasinda kisilerin “toplum
igerisindeki yerlerini belirledikleri” bir donemdir. Geng yetiskinlik doneminin
ithtiyaglar1 gozetildiginde, “giiclii olma/basarilt olma”nin bu donemdeki bireyler i¢in
ne kadar kritik oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Ancak, bu motivasyonlarin su¢ davranigina
yonelmesi, rehabilitasyon programlarinda mutlaka ele alinmalidir. Bu anlamda,
bireyin motivasyonu ele alinirken ihtiyaglarin1 gergeklestirmek i¢in neden suga
basvurdugu anlasilmali ve bu iki durum arasindaki iliski, farkindalik kazandirma
amaciyla bireyle paylagilmalidir. Yetiskinlerin ise diger yas gruplarina gore “sugun

dezavantajlarinin daha ¢ok farkinda olduklar1” goriilmiistiir. Yasla birlikte gelisen
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sorumluluk duygusunun ve aile kurma, ¢ocuk sahibi olma gibi yagantilarin bu
duruma eslik ettigi diisiiniilmektedir.

Calismalardan elde edilen bulgular bir arada degerlendirilecek olunursa,
oncelikle “sucu destekleyen varsayimlar” ve “savunma stratejilerinin” ayr1 ayri
degerlendirilmesi gerekliligini vurgulamak 6dnemlidir. Sucgu destekleyen varsayimlar
genel olarak daha yerlesik, dnceden 6grenilmis biligsel yapilara isaret ederken
“savunma stratejileri” sonradan gelistirilen, gérece daha esnek ve gelir-geger, kisinin
benlik saygisini arttirmaya yonelik, ancak kimi durumlarda “sucu destekleyen
varsayimlar1” dogrulayabilen bilissel yapilardir. Bu anlamda “sucu destekleyen
varsayimlar”, bireylerin “gii¢lii olma”, “adaletli bir diinya i¢inde yasama” ve
“bagkalarina glivenebilme” gibi ihtiyaglarina isaret ederken “savunma stratejileri”,
“benlik saygisini onarma” ve “negatif duygularla bas etme” ihtiyaclara isaret
etmektedir. Rehabilitasyon ¢aligmalar1 dncesinde benlik saygisini onarmaya ve
negatif duygularla bas etmeyi kolaylagtirmaya yonelik ¢alismalar yapilmasinin,
degisime yonelik motivasyonu arttiracag diisiiniilmektedir. Bu caligmalarda,
bireylerin “¢cabalamanin anlamsizligina olan inang¢larinin”, énceki degisim
cabalarinin ve cezaevine girmeyle birlikte gerceklesen kayiplarinin ele alinmasi
olduk¢a 6nemlidir.

Soguk kalplilik ise, i¢ kontrol odaginin arttirilmasinin (bireyin,
davraniglarinin sorumlulugunu almasinin) her zaman faydali olmayabilecegine, hatta
“duygularin bastirilmasi” durumunda daha bile zararli olabilecegine isaret
etmektedir. Benzer varsayimi, genc¢lerde “6tke kontrolii” i¢in de s6ylemek
miimkiindiir. Bu bulgulardan hareketle, rehabilitasyon ¢aligmalarinda sadece
“sonuca” odaklanilmamasi, “sorumluluk alma” ve “6fke kontroliiniin” her zaman
basar1 olarak kabul edilmemesi, bireyin negatif duygularinin mutlaka ele alinmasi ve
“duygularin bastirilmasinin” 6niine gec¢ilmesi 6nerilmektedir. Bu esnada pozitif
duygulari arttiric stratejilerden yararlanmak ve “umudu arttirmak”, kisiyi degisime
yonelik motive etmede faydali olacaktir. Bunu yaparken kisinin yasantisiyla uyumlu
olmayan “umut verici” 6nerilerde bulunmaktansa, kisiye anlasildigini hissettirmek ve
“umutsuzluk” duygusunun nedenlerini arastirmak gerekmektedir.

Literatiirle paralel olarak, sorumluluk duygusunun degisime yonelik

motivasyon iizerinde olumlu katki sagladigi goriilmistiir. Bu bulgudan hareketle,
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kisinin sorumluluk duygusunu arttiracak firsatlar yaratmanin, gerekirse kisinin
yakinlari ile is birligi kurmanin 6nemli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Unutulmamalidir ki,
su¢ davranisinin olumsuz sonuglariyla karsi karsiya gelmek her zaman caydirici
olmamaktadir. Bu durumlar zaten yaygin olarak bilinmekte ve kabul gérmektedir.
Ancak, kiginin “yeniden su¢ islememesi” i¢in, su¢ islememenin onun i¢in kisa
vadede avantajli olarak algilanmas1 gerekmektedir. Bu sayede “sucun olmadig1 bir
hayat” kisi i¢in anlamli bir hale gelebilmektedir.

Bireyler, “degisim i¢in ellerinden gelen her seyi yaptiklarint”
diisiindiiklerinde bile degisimin olumlu sonuglarini cezaevi ortaminda
deneyimlemekte giicliikk yasamaktadirlar. Bu onlarin “umutsuzluk™ duygusuyla bas
basa kalmalarina ve ¢ogu zaman daha 6nceki degisim basamaklarina geri doniis
yasamalarina neden olmaktadir. Son yillarda yapilan ¢aligmalar, degisim siirecine
giren kisilerin, olumlu deneyimlerini bu siirece yeni katilan daha geng bireylere
aktarmalarinin terapotik etkisine dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bu sayede, hem degisimin
olumlu sonuglarinin yaganmasi i¢in bir firsat yaratilmakta, hem de bu siirece yeni
katilan kiginin “cabalamanin anlamsizlig1” diisiincesiyle bas etmesi
kolaylastirilmaktadir. Bireylerin 6znel yasantilarini dikkate alan ve onlara,
kendilerini “anlasilmis™ hissettirirken ayn1 zamanda degisimleri i¢in aktif olarak
ugrasmalarini kolaylastiran boyle bir mentorliik sisteminin hayata gegirilmesi,
rehabilitasyon ¢aligmalarinin etkililigini 6nemli oranda arttiracaktir.

Calisma bulgular, bir takim politika degisikliklerinin de gerekliligine isaret
etmektedir. Bunlarin basinda, “suca” ve “sugluya” yonelik yerlesik bakis acimizi
sorgulamaya yonelik stratejiler yer almaktadir. Daha dnce de vurgulandig gibi, ceza
sistemi, cezalarin arttirilmasi ve kisiyi “isledigi sugun olumsuz sonuglar1” ile bag
basa birakmaya yonelik uygulamalar, yaygin kaninin aksine “faydali”
olmayabilmekte, hatta kimi durumlarda “su¢1 destekleyen varsayimlarin
dogrulanmasi, yerlesmesi” ve “olumsuz duygulari ile bag edemeyen kisginin savunma
stratejilerine bas vurmasi” agisindan “kriminojenik” olabilmektedir. Bu bulgu,
ozellikle genclerde daha belirgindir. Olumsuz yasantilarini anlamlandirmakta giicliik
yasayan geng bireyler, sucu destekleyeci varsayimlari ve savunma stratejilerini
cezaevi deneyimleri esnasinda 6grenebilmektedirler. Sugun yeniden islenmesine

yonelik ¢aligmalarin sadece rehabilitasyon programlari ile sinirlt kalmamasi, ceza
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infaz sisteminin bu amaca gore yeniden diizenlenmesi gerekmektedir. Daha biiyiik
Olcekte ise, bireylerin kendilerini “glivende” ve “adaletli bir diizen icerisinde”
hissedebilecekleri, sosyal adaleti 6n plana ¢ikartan toplumsal uygulamalarin hayata
gecirilmesi son dorece dnemlidir. Aksi halde, ceza infaz sistemlerinin bu degisimleri
tek basina gerceklestirmesi oldukea biiyiik bir beklenti olacaktir.

Bir diger politika degisikligi 6nerisi ise genglerin (ergenler ve geng
yetigkinler) toplum igerisindeki dezavantajli konumuna iligkindir. “Gti¢lii olmanin”
bu donem i¢in ne kadar kritik oldugu diisiiniildiigiinde, genclerin “otonomilerini”
daha prososyal yontemlerle gerceklestirecekleri firsatlarin yaratilmasi oldukga
onemlidir. Ancak, her seyin “yetiskinler” lizerine kurgulandig1 bir sistem igerisinde
genclerin kendilerini “var edebilmelerini” beklemek, bu amacla yiiriitiilen ¢alismalari
olumsuz yonde etkilemeye devam edecektir. Bu nedenle, toplumsal sistemin insa
edilmesi iizerine yiiriitiilen politikalarda “cocuk™ ve “genglik” merkezli stratejilerle
hareket etmek, daha biiyiik 6lgekte fayda saglayacak, caligmalarin etkilerinin kalici
olmasina yol acacaktir.

Bu ¢aligma, sug ile iligkili biligsel yapilarin ayr1 ayri ele alindigi ve
birbirleriyle iliskilerinin biitiinciil bir sistem icerisinde incelendigi ilk ¢alisma olmasi
acisindan oldukea giicliidiir. Bulgularin farkli yas gruplar ile test edilmesi de
caligmanin giiclinii destekler niteliktedir. Ayrica, Tiirkiye adli psikoloji literatiiriine
vaka formiilasyonu, miidahale plan1 ve {i¢ degerlendirme araci kazandirmasi
bakimindan da ¢aligmanin 6nemli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Ancak, sonraki
caligmalarda dikkate alinmasi gereken bir takim sinirliliklar s6z konusudur.
Oncelikle, “sucu destekleyen diisiinceler” dlgegi, “varsayimlar” ve “savunma
stratejilerini” 6lgme amaciyla gelistirilmis bir 6l¢ek degildir. Bu nedenle, gecerlik ve
giivenilirlik bakimindan bazi sinirliliklar icermektedir. “Varsayimlar” ve “savunma
stratejilerinin” ayr1 ayr1 degerlendirilecegi, muhtemel diger biligsel yapilarin da
eklenecegi yeni bir 6l¢lim aracinin gelistirilmesi zorunludur. Buna ek olarak,
ozellikle gen¢ mahkumlar 6rnekleminde katilimei sayis1 oldukga azdir. Elde edilen
bulgularin, daha fazla katilimcinin yer aldig1 bir gen¢ mahkum 6rnekleminde yeniden
test edilmesi gerekmektedir.

Bu calisma, sadece erkek mahkumlarla yiiriitiilmiistiir. Bu nedenle, elde

edilen bulgularin kadinlar i¢in genellestirilmesinden kaginilmasi gerekmektedir. Her
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ne kadar kadinlar i¢in de “sucu destekleyen varsayimlar” ve “savunma
stratejilerinin” varligindan s6z etmek miimkiin olsa da, bu biligsel yapilarin igeriginin
biiyiik oranda farklilasacag: diisiiniilmektedir. Ozellikle “gii¢ odakli varsayimlar”,
tezin girig kisminda da vurgulandigi iizere, “maskiilinite”nin toplum igerisinde
desteklenmesi ile yakindan iligkilidir. Bu nedenle, benzer varsayimlara kadinlarda
daha az rastlanilacagi diistiniilmektedir. Ancak, “otonominin” genel bir psikolojik
ihtiya¢ oldugu diisiiniildiiglinde, kadinlarin, “erkekler diinyas1” igerisinde var olma
cabalariin “sucu destekleyen varsayimlarina” yansiyacagi diisiiniilmektedir.
Kadinlar isledikleri suglarin altta yatan nedenlerini arastiran bir ¢ok ¢alisma, bu
diisiinceyi destekler nitelikte bulgular 6ne stirmiistiir.

Son olarak, bu calisma “genel su¢ davranis1” ile iligkili biligsel yapilarin
arastirilmasin1 amaclamistir. Belli sug tiirlerine gore, bu bilissel yapilarin farklilik
sergileyebilecegi diistiniilmektedir. Nitekim cinsel sug iizerine yapilan ¢aligmalar,
sadece bu sug tiirii ile iligkilendirilebilecek biligsel yapilart biiyiik oranda ortaya
koymustur. Yine de, bu ¢alismada konu edinilen biligsel yapilarin, su¢ davranisinin
temel dinamiklerini agiklamak bakimindan 6nemli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Belli bir
sug tiirii ile ilgilenen ¢alismacilarin, bu ¢alismada vurgulanan biligsel yapilar1 da “bir

st yap1” olarak degerlendirmesi, bulgularin agiklanabilirligini arttiracaktir.
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APPENDIX P
TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii X

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiist

YAZARIN
Soyad1 : Onciil
Adi  : Oznur
Bolimii : Psikoloji

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : Investigating Cognitive Mechanisms of Offending

among Adult and Juvenile Male Prisoners: Suggestions for Intervention

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans |:| Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir. X

2. Tezimin icindekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliminden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIHIi:
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