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ABSTRACT 

 

Numerous studies have been conducted over the last twenty years investigating the 

effectiveness of cognitive intervention programs on reducing reconviction rates among 

offenders, however, there is a gap in the literature surrounding who would be most 

responsive. Knowing what type of offender would most benefit from attending this 

program could potentially reduce recidivism by providing the proper rehabilitation 

programming to offenders before they are released. The goal of this dissertation was to 

determine if significant change occurred by taking the revised Cognitive Intervention 

Program (CIP2) and to define characteristics that best predict success in CIP2 with 

improvement in criminal thinking and attitudes. Data came from secondary, archival data 

from students (n = 20,587) in the Windham School District in Texas that participated in 

the revised Cognitive Intervention Program (CIP2) in the first three (3) years of new 

program (August, 2016 through August, 2019).The analysis indicated CIP2 created 

reliable change in criminal thinking and attitudes for a significant number of individuals. 

Additionally, the decision tree analysis revealed the most important predictors for reliable 

change category on the measure of criminal thinking (MOCTS) were inmate type, 

gender, number of times in state jail, race, academic hours, age at start of CIP2, and 

TABE reading level. The most important predictors for reliable change category on the 

measure of criminal attitudes (MCAA) were age at start of CIP2, TABE reading level, 

total number of times in prison, and inmate type.
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The United States of America has the largest incarceration rate in the world, with 

716 offenders per 100,000 of the national population (Institute for Criminal Policy 

Research, 2018). But what makes people commit crimes? What underlying psychological 

components contribute to an individual’s risk-taking behavior? The Risk-Need-

Responsivity (RNR) model is one of the most pervasive models used for the assessment 

and treatment of offenders (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). The RNR model is focused around 

three basic principles: Risk principle, Need principle, and Responsivity principle.  

RNR model identifies the major risk and need factors of individuals known as the 

“Central Eight” (Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2006). One aspect of the central eight risk 

factors is criminal thinking. For decades, the concept of criminal thinking has perplexed 

researchers and officials within the criminal justice setting. As noted by Lipsey, 

Landerberger, and Wilson (2007), “One of the most notable characteristics of criminal 

offenders is distorted cognition—self-justificatory thinking, misinterpretation of social 

cues, displacement of blame, deficient moral reasoning, schemas of dominance and 

entitlement, and the like” (p. 4). Yochelson and Somenow (1976) described criminal 

thinking as criminals choose specific thinking patterns which inevitably lead to crime, 

therefore focusing on individual factors and not social context. Simourd and Olver (2002) 

describe criminal attitudes as a person’s intention to engage in a particular behavior, 

which is influenced by the person’s attitude toward the behavior and certain social 

influences. Simourd and Olver (2002) define criminal attitudes as “the constellation of 

criminally oriented attitudes, values, beliefs, and rationalizations” (p. 428). Cognitive-



                                                                            Texas Tech University, Brooke Bell, August 2020 

 2 

behavioral therapy (CBT) is one the more prominent rehabilitative treatments offered to 

criminal offenders, and multiple reviews have designated it to be one of the most 

effective at reducing recidivism (Andrews et al., 1990; Lipsey, Landenberger, & Wilson, 

2001). Due to the correlation between CBT and reduction of recidivism, criminal justice 

settings have begun offering cognitive intervention programs to help rehabilitate 

offenders. 

Cognitive intervention programs are built on the premise that correction of 

cognitive distortions would result in behavioral improvements, thus potentially reducing 

delinquent behavior. As noted by McGlynn, Hahn, and Hagan (2012), “Cognitive 

intervention is intended to restructure cognitions and develop and make more flexible the 

offenders’ cognitive skills so that he or she can develop more adaptive patterns of 

reasoning” (p. 4). Cann, Falshaw and Friendship (2005) describe the premise of cognitive 

models as that “what and how an offender thinks, how they view the world, how well 

they understand people, what they value, how they reason and how they solve problems 

play an important role in their criminal behavior” (p. 165). Cognitive interventions focus 

on replacing maladaptive thinking skills with pro-social skills and helping individuals 

develop consequential thinking to absolve poor behavior, however the literature 

surrounding their efficacy have mixed results.  

The Windham School District (WSD) provides educational opportunities for 

offenders within the Texas Department of Criminal Justice. WSD provides the revised 

Cognitive Intervention Program (CIP2), a 150-hour program designed to improve 

offenders’ interpersonal problem solving through instruction and exercises that encourage 

the development of personal accountability and responsibility, anger management, 
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impulse control, positive attitudes and beliefs, and to overcome criminal thinking 

(Windham School District, 2014). Cognitive behavioral courses were well-established to 

have a positive impact for correction maladaptive thinking, resulting in positive 

behavioral long-term results (Thomas, 2018). 

Statement of the Problem 

Numerous studies have been conducted over the last twenty years investigating 

the effectiveness of cognitive intervention programs on reducing reconviction rates 

among offenders (Cann, Falshaw, & Friendship, 2005; Hollin et al., 2008; Mcguire & 

Hatcher, 2001). However, there are significant variations across studies in the size of the 

treatment effects (Lipsey, Landenberger, & Wilson, 2007). The responsivity principle 

suggests that there is potential to identify possible characteristics to differentiate who has 

a greater likelihood of success in the program and thus potentially reduce the risk of 

recidivism among offenders who take the CIP2 program. This research will add to 

existing literature pertaining to rehabilitation programming for the offender population, 

as well as help improve existing programs. 

Purpose of the Study 

Whereas cognitive intervention programs have demonstrated promising results, 

there is a gap in the literature surrounding who would be most responsive. Knowing what 

type of offender would most benefit from attending this program could potentially reduce 

recidivism by providing the proper rehabilitation programming to offenders before they 

are released. The goal of this dissertation is to determine if significant change occurred 

by taking the revised Cognitive Intervention Program (CIP2) and to define characteristics 
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that best predict success in CIP2 with improvement in criminal thinking and attitudes. 

The goal of this dissertation takes the form of three research questions and hypotheses: 

 

Research Question #1: Does the Cognitive Intervention Program (CIP2) create reliable 

change? 

Hypothesis: I hypothesize that the revised Cognitive Intervention Program (CIP2) will 

produce reliable change on offenders criminal thinking and attitudes due to the previous 

success in similar cognitive behavioral programs. 

 

Research Question #2: What characteristics are predictive of success in CIP2? 

Hypothesis: I hypothesize the most important predictors of success in CIP2 will be 

gender, age, and previous incarcerations. These variables have previously been shown to 

be important in predicting programming outcomes.   

 

Research Question #3: Who would be most responsive to CIP2? 

Hypothesis: I hypothesize that older males with at least one previous incarceration will be 

the most responsive to CIP2. The majority of the validity studies done on CIP2 have been 

conducted on male populations. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The United States of America has the largest incarceration rate in the world, with 

716 offenders per 100,000 of the national population (Institute for Criminal Policy 

Research, 2018). In 1974, Robert Martinson published an article reviewing the efficacy 

of 231 correctional treatment programs over the previous 30 years and stated that “with 

few and isolated exceptions, the rehabilitative efforts that have been reported so far have 

no appreciable effect on recidivism” (p. 25). However, since then, many researchers have 

challenged the conclusion that offender rehabilitation is ineffective. What was needed 

was an overarching theory that would help guide criminal justice programming and 

research; this came in the form of the Risk-Needs-Responsivity theory of Andrews & 

Bonta (2010). 

Risk/Needs Factors of Criminal Conduct  

Utilizing a risk needs responsivity (RNR) model framework on criminal conduct, 

there are major risk/need factors that contribute to criminal behavior that have been 

investigated over the years (Andrews, 1982). Three important categories of factors 

interact with risk and protective factors of criminal behavior: biological and 

temperamental, personality-based, and cognitive (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). As noted by 

Andrews and Bonta (2010), “personal capabilities and predispositions affect how the 

environment influences the shaping of behavior and, reciprocally, behavior can modify 

biological tendencies” (pp. 159-160). Biological factors are the foundation of personality-

based and cognitive factors. The RNR model is focused around three basic principles: 

Risk principle, Need principle, and Responsivity principle. 
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Risk. As noted by Andrews and Bonta (2010), the risk principle states that 

criminal behavior can be predicted and involves matching the levels of treatment services 

to the risk level of the offender. For low-risk offenders minimal or no intervention is 

necessary, while higher-risk offenders need more intensive and extensive services 

(Andrews & Bonta, 2010).  

However, the literature has suggested that a subset of higher risk offenders, such 

as individuals with psychopathy, may be immune to interventions. Olver, Lewis, and 

Wong (2013) noted that psychopathic offenders often pose a security risk and engage in 

manipulative behavior within institutions. Prior to the inclusion of psychopathy as a 

specifier of antisocial personality disorder in the DSM-5, Hare and Hart (1993) 

differentiated the concept of psychopathy from the DSM III concept of Antisocial 

Personality Disorder (Wang, 1998). In the tradition of Cleckley (1976), they defined 

psychopathy as a cluster of personality traits and socially deviant behaviors: a glib and 

superficial charm; egocentricity; selfishness; lack of empathy, guilt, and remorse; 

deceitfulness and manipulativeness; lack of enduring attachments to people, principles, or 

goals; impulsive and irresponsible behavior; and a tendency to violate explicit social 

norms. They stated that this “disorder” is usually first evident in childhood, worsens in 

adolescence, and persists into late adulthood (Wang, 1998).  

The most widely used validated measure for assessing psychopathy in forensic 

populations is the Revised Psychopathy Checklist (PCL-R; Hare, 1991). Hare (1991) 

noted that psychopathy is implicated in a disproportionate amount of serious repetitive 

crime and violence. He noted that psychopaths are more criminally active throughout 

much of their lifespans than other offenders. Psychopathy also does not appear to be 
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related to cognitive, neurological or frontal lobe functioning. Widiger and Trull (1994) 

proposed that psychopathy is a moderator variable that interacts with aggressiveness. 

Psychopathy or Antisocial Personality Disorder, in the presence of a history of aggressive 

behavior, increases the likelihood of continued aggressive behavior, despite the 

intervention of a prison term or clinical treatment (Wang, 1998).  

While only a small body of research actually analyzes the treatment outcomes of 

individuals with psychopathy, the limited research has demonstrated that inappropriate 

interventions may be associated with adverse outcomes, such as increased recidivism 

(Rice, Harris, & Cormier, 1992). Other studies have shown that psychopathic offenders 

are less likely to benefit from interventions, more likely to drop out of certain types of 

treatment programs such as therapeutic communities, and certain features of psychopathy 

may be associated with poor treatment response (Ogloff, Wong, & Greenwood, 1990; 

Olver & Wong, 2011). Olver, Lewis, and Wong (2013) found that interpersonal and 

emotional features of psychopathy were a better predictor of decreased therapeutic 

progress than a chronically unstable lifestyle and anti-sociality. Additionally, callous and 

unemotional (CU) traits, a pattern of behavior associated with psychopathy, were also 

predictive of decreased therapeutic progress; thus creating difficulty in developing a 

therapeutic alliance, insight, accepting responsibility for one’s violent behavior, 

challenging distorted thinking, or recognizing the harm that one has caused others (Olver, 

Lewis, & Wong, 2013).  

However, some research has contradicted the idea that psychopathic offenders are 

less likely to benefit from interventions. Wang, Owens, Long, Diamond, and Smith 

(2000), examined the efficacy of the Program for the Aggressive Mentally Ill Offender 
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(PAMIO) treatment program that includes a majority of offenders who meet the criteria 

for psychopathy. The purpose of PAMIO treatment is to decrease an offender’s 

propensity for hostile aggression while increasing one’s ability to meet one’s needs using 

prosocial behaviors. The results indicated that after participation in PAMIO, the median 

annual rate of good time lost dropped from 311 days to 7 days, indicating a drastic 

change in institutional misconduct post treatment. 

Need. The need principle states that there be an assessment of the offender’s 

needs and to target those needs in a treatment program. There are two distinct sets of 

needs: criminogenic and non-criminogenic needs. Non-criminogenic needs are dynamic 

and changeable but are weakly associated with recidivism and show little relationship 

with criminal behavior. Criminogenic needs are a subset of an offender’s risk level, thus 

higher risk offenders will have more needs (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). Criminogenic 

needs are also dynamic risk factors and therefore can change over time, however they are 

associated with changes in the probability of recidivism. If treatment services are offered 

with the intention of reducing recidivism, then criminogenic need factors must be 

targeted for change. To determine criminogenic needs the following must be shown: (1) 

deliberate interventions produce changes on the potential need factor, (2) deliberate 

interventions produce changes in criminal conduct, and (3) the magnitude of the 

association between intervention and criminal behavior may be reduced through the 

introduction of statistical controls for change on the potential need factor (Andrews, 

Bonta, & Hoge, 1990). Table 1 below provides examples of criminogenic and non-

criminogenic needs from Ogloff (2002). Dowden’s (1998) meta-analytic review found 

that programs targeting criminogenic needs displayed a mean effect size of 0.19, 
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compared to an average effect size of –0.01 for interventions that targeted non-

criminogenic needs. 

 

Table 1 

Criminogenic vs. Non-Criminogenic Needs 

Criminogenic Non-Criminogenic 

Pro-criminal attitudes Self-esteem 

Criminal associates Anxiety 

Substance abuse Feelings of alienation 

Antisocial personality Psychological discomfort 

Problem-solving skills Group cohesion 

Hostility-anger Neighborhood improvement 

Note. From Ogloff (2002).  

 

The central eight risk/need factors. In the early 1980s, the first version of the 

Level of Service Inventory-Revised (LSI-R) was in use in the province of Ontario, 

Canada (Andrews, 1982). The LSI-R instrument was composed of a set of risk/need 

items that fell in the domains of antisocial attitudes, antisocial associates, criminal 

history, substance abuse, family/marital, school/work, leisure recreation, financial 

problems, accommodation problems, and personal/emotional issues. This was the first 

structured outline of what would later become the “Central Eight” risk and need factors 

(Andrews & Bonta, 2010).  



                                                                            Texas Tech University, Brooke Bell, August 2020 

 10 

The “Central Eight” risk and needs factors are comprised of the “Big Four” and 

the “Moderate Four” (Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2006). The “Big Four” criminogenic 

risk/need factors are history of antisocial behavior, antisocial personality pattern, 

antisocial cognition, and antisocial associates. The big four are intercorrelated in theory, 

but their separate assessment allows the specification of individualized criminogenic need 

areas for the case management of program planning (Andrews et al., 2012). The 

“Moderate Four” criminogenic risk/need factors are family/marital circumstances, 

school/work, leisure/recreation, and substance abuse. The moderate four are theoretically 

less strongly related to the occurrence of criminal activity. Andrews and Bonta (2010) 

summarized eight meta-analytic reviews of the predictive validity of central eight 

risk/need factors on criminal recidivism stating that, “The grand mean r value for the big 

four was .26 (95% CI of .22-.39, k = 24) compared to .17 (.13-.20, k = 23) for the more 

modest four” (p. 116). 

Responsivity. The responsivity principle refers to the need to deliver programs in 

a style that will engage offenders (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). The responsivity principle 

states the rehabilitative intervention will most benefit the offender’s ability to learn “by 

providing cognitive behavioural treatment and tailoring the intervention to the learning 

style, motivation, abilities and strengths of the offender” (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). 

Previous research has mainly focused on the risk and needs principles from the RNR 

model; thus, the responsivity principle has been vastly understudied (Polaschek, 2012). 

The responsivity principle is, in part, the need to match clients to specific therapeutic 

environments and the need to deliver services that target criminogenic needs in an 
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optimal way specific to the individual. The responsivity principle is also focused on how 

to deliver services that are conducive to engagement and learning.  

  No one mode of therapy or type of therapist is equally effective with all 

individuals; therefore, the interaction of the therapist, technique, and client must be 

considered (Bourgon & Bonta, 2014). In 1990, Andrews, Bonta, & Hoge came to two 

conclusions related to responsivity. First, that cognitive behavioral treatments are more 

effective than any other type of treatment and second, that client and therapist 

characteristics must be considered in treatment interventions. These two conclusions 

made by Andrews and colleagues created two sub-categories of the responsivity 

principle: general responsivity and specific responsivity. General responsivity refers to 

the use of cognitive social learning methods to influence the offender’s behavior, while 

specific responsivity examines the use of cognitive behavioral interventions taking into 

account personal factors such as strengths, learning styles, motivation, and bio-social 

characteristics. Based on the responsivity principle, reduced reoffending would be 

mediated through enhanced engagement and learning and targeting the client’s 

criminogenic needs (Bourgon & Bonta, 2014). However, by simply focusing on reduced 

reoffending as a measure of responsivity there is a large gap in the understanding of the 

process and measurement of change, such as the application and internalization of the 

program’s key concepts and skills that lead to changes in need and a reduction of risk 

(Serin, Lloyd, Helmus, Derkzen, & Luong, 2013). Given the lack of knowledge around 

the responsivity principle, more research is needed to better understand who would most 

benefit from specific rehabilitation programs. 
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Effectiveness of Cognitive Programs on Offenders 

Because the Big Four includes antisocial personality patterns and antisocial 

cognitions, these seemed like programs designed to modify antisocial personality and 

cognitions would be effective. Antisocial cognition includes attitudes, values, beliefs, 

rationalizations, and a personal identity that is favorable to crime. Research has 

demonstrated antisocial cognition mediates the well-documented relationship between 

past criminality and future criminality (Spivack, Platt, & Shure, 1976; Walters & DeLisis, 

2013). Cann, Falshaw and Friendship (2005) describe the premise of cognitive models as 

that “what and how an offender thinks, how they view the world, how well they 

understand people, what they value, how they reason and how they solve problems play 

an important role in their criminal behavior” (p. 165). Cognitive interventions focus on 

replacing maladaptive thinking skills with pro-social skills and helping individuals 

develop consequential thinking to absolve poor behavior.  

However, the literature around the effectiveness of cognitive intervention 

programs has had inconsistent results with some studies finding a significant reduction in 

recidivism after participating in a cognitive program while others find no difference in 

overall reconviction rates. Izzo and Ross (1990) analyzed 46 juvenile offender studies 

and found that programs incorporating a cognitive component were more than twice as 

effective as those which did not. 

McGuire and Hatcher (2001) looked at the Offense-Focused Problem-Solving Program 

that aims to teach participants problem-solving skills with a range of cognitive-skills 

application exercises. The program consisted of a series of 21 two-hour group training 

sessions using data from 220 probation clients that completed the program. While the 
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researchers did not look specifically look at the effect of the program on recidivism rates, 

the results indicated decreases in anticipation of re-offending, general attitude offending, 

and evaluation of crime as worthwhile and well as an increase in self- esteem.  

Enhanced Thinking Skills (ETS; Clark, 2000) is a behavior program designed for 

male offenders that has been evaluated within the English and Welsh Prison and 

Probation Services. One study reported significantly lower rate of reconviction at 2-year 

follow-up for completers of ETS compared to a matched sample of non-completers 

across all risk categories (Friendship, Blud, Erikson, Travers, & Thornton, 2003). 

However, subsequent studies were not able to replicate these findings and found no effect 

on reconviction (Cann, Falshaw, Nugent, & Friendship, 2003; Falshaw, Friendship, 

Travers, & Nugent, 2003, Palmer, Hatcher, McGuire, & Hollin, 2013). Friendship, Blud, 

Erikson, and Thorton (2003) investigated the efficacy of the group cognitive-behavioral 

programs Reasoning and Rehabilitation (R&R) and Enhanced Thinking Skills (ETS) in 

reducing psychological symptoms and recommitment rates among inmates. They found 

that after the intervention, the inmates who completed the program maintained better 

psychological states and lower reconviction rates than those in the control group. 

Khodayarifard, Shokoohi-Yekta, and Hamot (2010) examined a cognitive-behavioral 

intervention structured similar to the R&R and its effects on male prisoners in Iran. The 

researchers found the intervention had a significant impact on the reduction of recidivism 

and recommitment of crimes. At one-year follow up, none of the participants who 

received the intervention returned to any of the prisons throughout the country, while 15 

percent of the control group returned to jail.  
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The National Institute of Corrections’ cognitive-behavioral program for adult 

offenders is called Thinking for a Change (T4C). T4C is an innovative, evidence-based 

cognitive behavioral curriculum that incorporates research from cognitive restructuring 

theory, social skills development, and the learning and use of problem-solving skills 

(NIC, 2020). One study evaluating the efficacy of Thinking for a Change on probationers 

found that 33% fewer subjects who completed the program committed new offenses, 

compared to those who did not attend the program up to 12 months after the program 

(Golden, Gatchel, & Cahill, 2006). Golden and colleagues (2006) also found that 

program completers improved significantly on interpersonal problem-solving skills after 

completing T4C. A quasi-experimental evaluation of Thinking for a Change was 

conducted by Lowenkamp, Hubbard, Makarios, & Latessa (2008), and found that 23% of 

the group who participated in T4C recidivated while 36% of the comparison group 

recidivated. Lowenkamp and partners (2008) found the significant predictors of 

recidivism post-program were younger offenders, higher risk offenders, and those in the 

comparison group who did not participate in the program.  

Cann, Falshaw, and Friendship (2005) analyzed the effectiveness of two cognitive 

skills programs, Reasoning & Rehabilitation and Enhanced Thinking Skills, on young 

male offenders held in custody in HM Prison Service located in England and Wales. 

Using reconviction as the outcome measure, the researchers looked at the impact of the 

two programs. With 1,534 male offenders in the intervention group and 1,534 male 

offenders in the comparison group, the evaluation found no significant differences in 

reconviction at one or two-years between young offenders who started a cognitive skills 

program and a matched comparison group. However, the study found a significant 4.1 
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percent reduction at one year in reconviction for those who completed the program versus 

those who did not, and a significant 4.8 percent reduction for the high-risk group at one 

year. 

Lipsey, Landenberger, and Wilson (2007) conducted a systematic review of the 

efficacy of cognitive-behavioral programs for general criminal offenders. The meta-

analysis consisted of 58 studies examining the effects of CBT on the recidivism, 

offending subsequent to treatment, of offenders and potential moderators of those effects. 

The researchers investigated interventions for juveniles and adult offenders who were 

treated while on probation, incarcerated/institutionalized, or during aftercare/parole. The 

analysis supported the positive CBT effects on the recidivism of offenders, with 

decreases in recidivism rates ranging from 25% to 50% depending on the program 

characteristics, such as amount of CBT and the CBT treatment elements. No significant 

differences were found in the different versions of CBT programs. The most effective 

programs were indicated by low proportions of treatment dropouts, close monitoring of 

the quality and fidelity of the treatment implementation, and adequate CBT training for 

the providers. 

Factors associated with effective cognitive programs. Multiple studies have 

identified a key component of successful cognitive intervention programming is program 

integrity, which is made up of factors such as staff training and motivation, adherence to 

an instruction manual and ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the program (Cann, 

Falshaw, & Friendship, 2005; Hollin 1995; McGuire & Hatcher, 2001). Along with 

program integrity are program components, such as homework, that potentially help 

individuals retain the information given to them. Burns and Spangler (2000) used 
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structural equation modeling to examine causality of program success and found that 

patients who completed homework consistently improved more than patients who did 

not. Another key component to effective programs is they are conceptualized and 

theoretically driven, thus their content and methods are empirically based (McGuire & 

Hatcher, 2001). The structure of the program, also referred to as treatment design, has 

also been associated with different outcomes. Theoretical orientation goes into the 

structure, as well as delivery of the treatment. As noted by Lipsey (1992), “More 

structured and focused treatments (e.g. behavioral, skill-oriented) and multimodal 

treatments seem to be more effective than less structured and focused approaches (e.g. 

counseling)” (p. 123). Additionally, the principle of responsivity, the interaction between 

staff and clients to ensure participation and engagement, is important (McGuire & 

Hatcher, 2001).  In addition to high level of integrity, an individual’s motivation to attend 

the program can also affect their success in a program (Cann, Falshaw, & Friendship, 

2005).  

Only a few of the possible variables that come under the responsivity principle, 

specifically related to enhancing engagement and learning, have been studied in any 

detail. One of those variables is an individual’s motivation to change. “Motivation is a 

theoretical construct used to explain the initiation, direction, intensity, and persistence of 

behavior, especially goal-directed behavior” (Brophy, 1998). Finding what drives the 

initiation, direction, intensity and persistence of motivation is essential to developing 

effective educational and rehabilitation programs. Students are motivated by different 

individual, family, peer, teacher, school, and classroom factors that influence learning 

and performance objectives (Schunk, Meece, & Pintrich, 2014).  As noted by Schunk et 
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al. (2014), teacher’s instructional practices, such as lecture planning, grouping for 

instruction, teaching methods and use of technology, affect student motivation and create 

effective learning environments. The interaction between the student and the teacher may 

also influence motivation. As noted by Schunk, Meece, and Pintrich (2014), “Social 

cognitive theory stresses how goal properties of specificity, proximity, and difficulty 

affect motivation. While working on tasks, students compare their progress to their goals” 

(p. 208). 

Self-determined goals for offenders have not been widely examined in the 

literature, with the small amount of research that has been done being on sexual 

offenders’ and domestic violence offenders’ goals for treatment. A study conducted by 

Lee, Uken, and Sebold (2014) found that the self-determined goals described by domestic 

violence offenders were centrally themed around attitudinal change and skills 

development in emotional regulation, positively stated goals, and capacity building. Lee, 

Uken, and Sebold (2007) examined the role of self-determined goals in predicting 

recidivism in domestic violence offenders and found that goal specificity and goal 

agreement predicted confidence to work on goals. Goals for change, especially in a 

rehabilitation type education program, have an important and pervasive impact on the 

therapeutic process. Goals allow individuals the opportunity to play an active role in their 

educational process and rehabilitation (Lee, Uken, & Sebold, 2007).  Lack of motivation 

in rehabilitation programming is one of the most cited reasons for negative treatment 

outcomes (Gideon, 2010). Curado, Henriques, and Ribeiro (2014) found results 

indicating that being voluntarily enrolled in a program had a higher impact on motivation 

than being mandatorily enrolled. 
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While motivation and self-determined goals are considered dynamic factors and 

can change over time, some static factors have also been investigated in terms of specific 

responsivity. As noted by Higley, Lloyd, and Serin (2019), “Specific responsivity 

features are not directly targeted in offender rehabilitation programs but may impact a 

client’s receptivity” (p. 558). McGuire (2004) describes specific responsivity as adapting 

intervention strategies to accommodate difference and diversity among participants with 

regard to age, gender, ethnicity, sexuality, language, history of prior convictions, and 

learning styles. Previous research has found interaction effects in cognitive-behavioral 

therapy for age and ethnicity (Johnson & Hunter, 1992; Robinson, 1995). Ross, Fabiano, 

and Ewles (1988) noted that some CBT interventions, specifically R&R, are not 

appropriate to low-functioning individuals, such as those with IQ scores lower than 80. 

Similarly, Andrews and Bonta (2010) recommended that individuals with limited 

cognitive or interpersonal skill sets (including low levels of interpersonal maturity or IQ) 

should not be assigned to modes of service that are verbally and interpersonally complex, 

requiring self-reflection, sensitivity and empathy to others, complex vocabulary, or 

abstract reasoning. By considering specific responsivity in interventions, potential 

barriers to engagement are taken into account.   

 Gender.  A key concern with using intervention programs initially designed for 

male offenders is whether the programs are responsive and target criminogenic needs 

relevant to female offenders and if these needs are the same for male and female 

offenders (Palmer, Hatcher, McGuire, & Hollin, 2015). “However, the vast majority of 

the research informing our knowledge about effective interventions has been conducted 

with male samples (Andrews et al., 1990), and it is not clear whether, or to what extent, 
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these findings can be generalized to women offenders” (Palmer et al., 2015). Research 

has demonstrated different patterns of offending, risk factors and pathways into 

offending, and criminogenic needs between males and females. These female-specific 

risk/need factors relate to issues surrounding mental health, victimization and abuse, and 

substance abuse. Women offenders also have higher rates of a history of victimization 

and abuse starting from childhood and continuing into adolescence and adulthood 

(Browne, Miller, & Maguin, 1999; McClellan, Farabee, & Crouch, 1997; Salisbury & 

Van Voorhis, 2009). “Treatment targeted at these needs may be more appropriate through 

both reducing these issues and at the same time providing women with the capacity to 

deal with the everyday issues, such as financial constraints and relationships, that may 

lead to offending” (Palmer et al., 2015, p. 355).   

Among male offenders, meta-analyses have shown cognitive-behavioral programs 

targeting the thinking styles, attitudes, and beliefs associated with offending are effective 

in reducing recidivism (Lipsey, Chapman, & Landenberger, 2001; Wilson, Bouffard, & 

Mackenzie, 2005). Conversely, research has found inconsistent results regarding the 

association of criminal cognitions and recidivism among women offenders (Palmer et al., 

2015; Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009; Spiropoulos et al., 2005; Van Voorhis et al., 2013).  

Age. Change in criminal behavior over time has been exemplified by the age-

crime curve, in which a curved peak of offending behavior occurs in emerging adulthood 

and then begins to taper off through adulthood (Higley et al., 2019; Piquero, Farrington, 

& Blumstein, 2003). While the literature surrounding age moderating program success in 

offender populations is sparse, some researchers have found evidence to support the 

hypothesis that efficacy of programming focused on changing criminogenic needs will 
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vary among younger and older clients (Andrews & Dowden, 2005; Spruit, van de Put, 

Gubbels, & Bindels, 2017; Van Voorhis, Spiropoulos, Ritchie, Seabrook, & Spruance, 

2013). Andrews and Dowden (2005) reported a very small difference in the correlation 

between effect size and program integrity for young offenders (r = 0.39) and adult 

offenders (r = 0.38). Van Voorhis and colleagues (2013) found older clients made the 

most therapeutic gains, indicating age potentially moderates clients’ responses to 

correctional programming (Higley et al., 2019). Similarly, Spruit and colleagues (2017) 

found age differences in the impact and relevance of certain dynamic risk factors. 

Andrews and Bonta (2010) advocated for addressing age differences through 

developmentally appropriate services. This could potentially be done by understanding 

what dynamic risk factors or criminogenic need factors should be addressed by each age 

range. Higley and colleagues (2019) examined the moderating effects of age and 

motivation on rehabilitation programs on a diverse offender sample to better understand 

specific responsivity. Results from the study indicated, “older age and higher preprogram 

motivation were associated with improved outcomes to a higher degree than expected” 

(p. 565). More research is needed to better understand the relationship between age and 

differing responsivity to program content. Future research is needed to explore specific 

variables that may enhance responsivity (Higley et al., 2019).  

Windham School District’s Cognitive Intervention Program (CIP2) 

The Cognitive Intervention Program (CIP2) is provided by the Windham School 

District and is designed to reduce recidivism while facilitating adaptive attitudes and 

beliefs during incarceration and after release (Armstrong, Giever, & Lee, 2012). As 

described by Armstrong, Giever, and Lee (2012): 
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“The program utilizes an internally developed cognitive-based curriculum, which 

combines teaching and classroom exercises to help offenders strengthen their problem-

solving skills, develop accountability and responsibility, manage anger and impulsive 

behavior, overcome criminal thinking, create positive attitudes and beliefs, and set goals. 

The program emphasizes class discussions and role-playing exercises to assist offenders 

in critically reviewing past harmful behaviors and developing methods to control such 

behaviors as well as implement pro-social actions in the future” (p. 33). 

In August of 2016, Morgan and team modified the original CIP (now called CIP2) 

while retaining the integrity of the original program. The following updates were outlined 

by WSD (2016): 

• With limited exception, reduced the reading level for all materials to a 7th grade 

reading 

level or below 

• Incorporated homework throughout the program 

o One homework exercises per lesson 

• Decreased the length of the program from 180 hours to 150 hours. 

• Updated materials emphasizing: 

o Outdated language and scenarios 

o Included more in-class active learning exercises 

o Added a review of the previous lesson when one was missing 

o Condensed thinking errors to include three types of thinking errors 

o Adding information on Disputing Questions for thinking errors 

▪ Added a section on assertive communication (Lesson 7) 
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o Deleted activities/lessons that were no longer relevant (e.g., “I Messages”), 

or were potentially counterproductive (i.e., “empathy vs. sympathy”) 

• Developed a comprehensive assessment plan (to include assessment feedback for 

teachers) 

o Pre-post program assessment 

o Pre-post lesson learning 

The following passages are taken from the CIP2 manual (WSD, 2016): 

Homework. “Generally speaking, offenders have spent a lifetime learning to be 

offenders. It takes significant repetition of new knowledge and skills for them to break 

out of their offending cycles. This repetition must include using learned information and 

skills in their natural environment. That is, programs for offenders are most effective 

when they reach into the offender’s real-world environment to facilitate new ways of 

thinking, feeling and behaving. Homework is necessary to accomplish this goal. Research 

has clearly demonstrated that programs such as CIP2 are more effective when they 

include homework. There are two types of homework that can be assigned to students. 

Active or passive homework. Active homework requires students to act upon the 

information they learned in class. They must put the information to use in their 

environment. They must do something in active homework. Having student’s record (log) 

their challenging (modifying) of their criminal thinking is an example of active 

homework. Passive homework is homework to which a student simply responds. Writing 

down personal goals is an example of passive homework. In this revision to CIP2, they 

have included homework in each lesson and, where possible, they focused efforts on 

developing relevant, active homework assignments. Assigning homework increases 
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learning and enhances behavior change; however, it creates more work for teachers and 

students alike. Teachers have more work by assigning homework, collecting completed 

homework, grading homework, providing feedback, and, when necessary, addressing 

homework non-compliance. Although homework requires more work for teachers, it also 

provides them greater insight (assessment data) into the offenders’ understanding of core 

concepts and skills that are taught in class. This is valuable information that will allow 

teachers to be even more effective with their students.  

Students will be resistant to homework. Simply stated, it is extra work for them, 

and they will not want to do this extra work. Thus, some homework non-compliance is 

expected from students. They offer two strategies for dealing with non-compliance. 

Strategy one is applied when non-compliance is an individual problem and only a few 

students are not completing the homework. Teachers should challenge students to commit 

to being responsible, which often means doing what they don’t want to do (even if they 

are tired, have other more enjoyable things they want to do, or struggle to find the time) 

as the process of being assigned and expected to complete homework is a microcosm of 

the expectations they will face in society. To not engage and complete assigned tasks is to 

continue a life of irresponsible decision-making, irresponsible choices, and consequently 

antisocial behavior. Such behavior will not allow them to remain crime-free or to 

accomplish their goals.  

Strategy 2 is intended for use when it’s a class-wide problem rather than an 

individual problem. Two strategies are recommended here: (1) task modeling, wherein 

the teacher provides students an in-class demonstration on how to properly complete the 

homework task, and (2) public commitment, wherein the teacher reinforces the purpose 
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of homework, verbally encourages students to comply with the homework assignment, 

and obtains a tally of those who publicly agree to comply (it is anticipated that nearly all 

students will commit to completing the homework). Research has demonstrated these two 

strategies to be effective not only for enhancing homework compliance, but also for 

enhancing the quality of homework completed, the beliefs about the benefits of 

completing homework, and perceived benefits of completing homework, as well as 

overall engagement with assigned homework.” (p.3). 

Goals. “CIP2 places more of an emphasis on goals. The previous version of CIP 

overviewed goal-setting in the beginning of the program but did not carry these goals 

throughout the different lessons. Written goals are crucial for behavioral change, and the 

students will need to be reminded of their goals throughout CIP2. It is to be expected that 

students will alter their goals as they learn new information. Repetition of goals will 

decrease the chaos and ‘noise’ in student’s lives by helping them focus on specific and 

attainable short-term and long-term goals.” (p. 4). 

Activities. “Additional activities were added for the students to complete. Many 

of these activities were adapted from WSD teachers. Although they were not able to 

incorporate all of the suggestions, they were able to incorporate many, and these 

activities were intended to be dynamic and add to students’ understanding of the 

material.” (p. 4). 

Updated Information. “Based on current research, three primary thinking errors 

were included in the lessons regarding thinking errors. The previous version of CIP 

included ten thinking errors. While these errors were not incorrect, they were not 

consistent with current research, nor were they most practical for student learning. Few 
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people can cognitively process ten distinct items of information while dealing with real 

world situations – three thinking errors is much simpler for inmates to process. Again, it 

is worth pointing out, that current research supports the inclusion of only three thinking 

errors. The intention of identifying and disputing thinking errors is that this will be 

generalized to the real world. Consistent with the basic principles of cognitive behavioral 

interventions, WSD provided updates to the material that incorporates the most up-to-

date theory and research. Specifically, they included six questions to help students 

dispute (or modify) their criminal thinking. These six questions are referred to as 

Disputing Questions and were developed by Judith S. Beck (2011). 

The six questions are: 

1. What is the evidence for this thought? What is the evidence you have that supports 

your idea and what is the evidence against (does not support) your idea? 

2. Is there an alternative explanation? Are there other ways of looking at the situation? 

3. If my thought is true, what is the worst that could happen? If my thought is true, what 

is the best that could happen? What is the most realistic outcome? 

4. What is the effect of my believing this automatic thought on my feelings and behavior? 

What could be the effect on my feelings and behavior of changing my belief? 

5. What should I do about this? What do I want to do about this? 

6. What would I tell a friend if he or she were in the same situation? 

These questions were added to the thinking reports so that students can learn to 

dispute/challenge their own thoughts. While identifying their thinking errors is the first 

step, being able to dispute that thinking error is just as important. Throughout the 

curriculum, material was updated to ensure the correct differentiation between thoughts, 
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feelings, and behaviors/actions. This differentiation is key for students’ understanding of 

the material. For example, a student might respond to a teacher’s question about how he 

feels about a situation by saying “I feel like that guy was a jerk.” The teacher must 

correct the student by explaining that “that guy is a jerk” is not a feeling, but a thought. 

This foundational understanding is important not only to understand the curriculum, but 

also be able to apply this information in the real world. Additionally, Windham School 

District provided an activity that integrates the material on problem-solving for lessons 7 

to 12. These 6 lessons were sequentially developed (i.e., each lesson built upon the 

previous lessons), but the program lacked an activity that connected the lessons. The 

activity that was added is a brief, but powerful way to help the students link the problem-

solving techniques in an applicable way. This activity was adapted from Carol Byrd, 

Administrative Education Specialist.” (pp. 4-5). 

The major elements of the program consist of lecture, group discussion, 

individual assignments, role-plays, video lessons, and other dynamic activities. Dynamic 

activities such as role-plays, group projects, and art projects are important to this 

program. Because classes tend to be about 3 hours per day, implementing dynamic 

activities can help decrease inattention, and increase understanding and comprehension. 

As noted by Morgan and team (2016), “Our data show that CIP2 will be most effective 

when implemented for about 150 hours. Previously, the class was structured such that the 

program was 180 hours. However, our research found that 150 hours, give or take about 

10 hours, leads to less recidivism than 180 hours (17.5% versus 23.8% recidivism rate). 

This means that, for a 3-hour class, the curriculum will be cut by about 10 days (or two 

work-weeks)” (p. 7).  
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The major elements of the program consist of lecture, group discussion, 

individual assignments, role-plays, video lessons, and other dynamic activities. Dynamic 

activities such as role-plays, group projects, and art projects are important to this 

program. Because classes tend to be about 3 hours per day, implementing dynamic 

activities can help decrease inattention, and increase understanding and comprehension. 

As noted by Morgan and team (2016), “Our data show that CIP2 will be most effective 

when implemented for about 150 hours. Previously, the class was structured such that the 

program was 180 hours. However, our research found that 150 hours, give or take about 

10 hours, leads to less recidivism than 180 hours (17.5\% versus 23.8\% recidivism rate). 

This means that, for a 3-hour class, the curriculum will be cut by about 10 days (or two 

work-weeks)” (p. 7). CIP2 utilizes a demo form, lesson quizzes, the Measure of Criminal 

Attitudes and Associates (MCAA) and the Measure of Criminogenic Thinking Styles 

(MOCTS) as programmatic measures. Morgan and team (2016) claim these particular 

measures were selected to provide a broad assessment of educational and mental health 

functioning and outcomes. Table 2 below provides the schedule for measure 

administration. 
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Table 2 

Schedule for Measure Administration 

Outcome Measures 

 Pre-Program Post-Lesson Post-Program 

Demo Form X  X 

MCAA-Part B X  X 

MOCTS X  X 

Lesson Quizzes X X  

 

The Current Study 

The current study attempts to fill in gaps in the responsivity literature by 

analyzing students who have completed the CIP2 program at the Windham School 

District (WSD) in Texas. WSD is the primary educational provider to the Texas 

Department of Criminal Justice and, as such, has a large sample of students and access to 

a large number of predictors which were used to identify who is responsive to a cognitive 

intervention program, specifically CIP2. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Participants 

Participants were students in the Windham School District in Texas that 

participated in the revised Cognitive Intervention Program (CIP2) in the first three (3) 

years of new program (August, 2016 through August, 2019). The participants are a 

convenience sample of those who have participated in the program. The data was de-

identified archival data of approximately 20,587 students who completed CIP2 during 

this time.  

Measures 

 Criminal thinking. The Measures of Criminogenic Thinking Styles (MOCTS) 

assessment is a 70-item self-report instrument designed to measure the presence of 

thinking styles that perpetuate criminal and maladaptive behaviors. The test consists of 

five scales: Total Criminogenic Thinking, Control, Cognitive, Immaturity, and 

Egocentrism. The Control scale (26 items) represents thinking patterns that address an 

individual’s need for power and control over one’s own emotions, the environment, and 

other people. The Cognitive Immaturity scale (28 items) represents thoughts of self-pity 

and over-reliance on underdeveloped cognitive shortcuts such as labeling and judging. 

The Egocentrism scale (11 items) represents an individual’s extreme feelings of 

uniqueness, focus on one’s self, and overestimation of one’s own importance. The Total 

Criminogenic Thinking scale (65 items) represents overall level of criminogenic thinking 

and consists of all the items from the three criminogenic thinking subscales 
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(Mandracchia, 2013). All questions are answered on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly 

Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Mixed/Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree) with 

questions such as “I have often felt worthless or inadequate because of what others have 

said about me” or “I don’t stop to think before I act, I just act”. Completion of the 

MOCTS should take between 10 to 15 minutes. The test also includes a scale to detect 

inattentive response style. The Inattentiveness Scale consists of five items that direct a 

respondent to provide a particular response option, such as “Answer this item with 

Agree” or “Answer this item with Mixed/Neutral”. For each of the five Inattentiveness 

items, there is a correct response; all other responses are considered incorrect. Answering 

with a correct response corresponds to a score of 0 for that items, and endorsement of an 

incorrect response corresponds to a score of 1 for that item. As such, the range of scores 

for the Inattentiveness scale is 0 to 5, with higher scores indicating more inattentive 

responding. Preliminary analyses (Mandracchia, 2013) suggest an optimal cut-score for 

identifying an inattentive respondent as 2 or higher on the Inattentiveness scale. The 

MOCTS is currently only available in English.  The MOCTS assessment has 

demonstrated strong to adequate reliability of internal consistency and test-retest 

reliability for the Total Criminogenic Thinking scale and each of the subscales (alpha = 

0.945; r = 0.62) (Mandracchia & Morgan, 2011). These values are presented in Table 3 

below: 
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Table 3 

Reliability of MOCTS 

Scale Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Split-Half 

Coefficients 

Test-Retest Pearson 

Product Moment 

Correlations 

Control .917 .903 .55 

Cognitive Immaturity .929 .908 .64 

Egocentrism .807 .790 .67 

MOCTS Total .945 .914 .62 

 

Antisocial attitudes and associates. The Measures of Criminal Attitudes and 

Associates (MCAA) is a two-part assessment. Part A quantifies the number of criminal 

associates a person self-reports and Part B is an attitude measure consisting of four 

scales: Attitudes Towards Violence (12 items), Sentiments of Entitlement (12 items), 

Antisocial Intent (12 items), and Associates (10 items). Part A consists of five Yes/No 

questions regarding the four adults the individual spends the most time with and contains 

questions such as “Has person #1 ever committed a crime?” or “Has person #1 tried to 

involve you in a crime?”. Part B consists of agree or disagree statements such as “It’s 

understandable to hit someone who insults you”, “Most of my friends don’t have criminal 

records”, or “Rules will not stop me from doing what I want”. For the purpose of the 

current study, only results from Part B were collected. The MCAA’s reading level is 

approximated at a Grade 5 level (Mills & Kroner, 2001).The MCAA has demonstrated 

acceptable internal consistency (alpha = .89) and moderate to high correlations with other 

attitude measures, such as the Criminal Sentiment Scale (CSS) scales and the Pride in 

Delinquency (PID), supporting its validity (Mills, Kroner, & Forth, 2002). Table 4 below 
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provides test-retest reliability values provided in the assessment manual (Mills & Kroner, 

2001).  

 

Table 4 

Test-Retest Reliability of MCAA 

Scale Test-Retest Correlation 

Violence .74 

Entitlement .77 

Antisocial Intent .79 

Associates .66 

MCAA Total .82 

 

 TABE. The Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) is used by educators to 

provide a solid foundation for effectively assessing the skills and knowledge of adult 

learners. The TABE is a diagnostic test used to determine an individual’s skill levels and 

aptitudes as well as academic readiness. The standard TABE test covers reading, math, 

and language. For the current study, the reading test scores were used to better understand 

offender’s reading ability and the impact on the efficacy of CIP2. 

Procedure 

This study analyzed secondary data provided by the Windham School District 

regarding demographics, criminal history, pre and post-test scores from the MCAA and 

MOCTS assessments, and the TABE reading test scores. Demographic information was 

collected at intake. The participants were administered pre-test questionnaires for the 

MOCTS and MCAA prior to the course to measure their cognitive thinking and attitudes. 

After the participants completed the course, post-tests for the MCAA and MOCTS were 
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completed to measure differences in the scores after CIP2 intervention. The two surveys 

assessed changes in thinking styles, attitudes, and antisocial tendencies. Each 

questionnaire was self-administered. The assessments were administered within the 

classrooms available to each unit that the offenders take the cognitive intervention 

program within. Trained officials sit in on the class sessions when the assessments are 

administered to ensure fidelity. All surveys were deidentified with a test sequence 

number and therefore were anonymous to the researcher.   

Data Analysis 

After the MOCTS, MCAA, TABE survey data, as well as general offender related 

data, were received, R statistical software was used to analyze the data (RStudio Team, 

2018). 

In a preliminary step, descriptive statistical analysis were conducted to examine 

distributional properties of the study variables at each measurement time point. 

Descriptive statistics for the current sample are provided in Table 6 and 7. Descriptive 

statistics help in “describing, presenting, summarizing, and organizing your data 

(population), either through numerical calculations or graphs or tables” (Donges, 2018). 

In addition, assumptions for univariate and multivariate analyses were checked; no 

assumptions were violated. 

Once the researcher had a general understanding of the data, Reliable Change 

Index (RCI) analysis was conducted to analyze the difference in pre- and post-scores on 

the MOCTS and MCAA to determine significant changes in criminogenic thinking and 

behavior. To determine whether clinical significance changes are statistically reliable and 

not simply the result of measurement error, Jacobson and Truax (1991) developed the 
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Reliable Change Index (RCI).  “An RCI is a psychometric criterion used to evaluate 

whether a change of time of an individual score (i.e., the difference score between two 

measurements in time) is considered statistically significant” (Guhn, Forer, & Zumbo, 

2014). RCIs are commonly used to assess whether a certain condition changed during an 

intervention. To calculate the RCI’s for each participant, the RCI function within the 

wangr package was used in RStudio. Due to the therapeutic nature of the program, the 

function used Jacobson and Truax’s (1991) original equation of subtracting the post-

treatment score from the pretreatment score and dividing by the standard error of 

estimate. The RCI formula to determine statically reliable change is: 𝑅𝐶𝐼 =
𝑋1−𝑋2

𝑆𝐸
, where 

X1 = pretest score; X2 = posttest score; 𝑆𝐸 = 𝑠1√(1 − 𝑟𝑥𝑥); s1 = the standard deviation 

[SD] of pretreatment group; and rxx = the test-retest reliability (Wise, 2011). The 

denominator was calculated within the function with the following syntax: results$SE <- 

results$preSD * sqrt(1-reliability). The value for reliability was based on the test-retest 

reliability (see Tables 3 and 4) given in the MOCTS and MCAA manuals for the total 

scales and subscales. Unless measurement procedure is faulty, or the instrument is biased, 

measurement errors are normally distributed. However, some subjects are going to be 

misclassified simply due to measurement error. To solve this problem, the researcher 

formed confidence intervals around the cutoff point (Jacobson & Truax, 1991). Utilizing 

a 95% confidence interval, the confidence interval was calculated with the following 

syntax: rci.ci = 1.96*sqrt(2*results$SE*results$SE). The individuals RCI values were 

then grouped into 3 groups: improved, unchanged, and deteriorated. The RCI function 

then places the individual into one of the three categories based on their results. If the 

participants score is clinically significant and the RCI was greater than 1.96, then reliable 
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change has occurred and the person would be considered to have improved (Wise, 2011). 

If the difference between the pre-test and post-test multiplied by -1 was greater than the 

confidence interval, then the individual deteriorated. If neither of the conditions described 

above happen, then the individual was unchanged. 

To better understand what offender static and dynamic factors are related to 

success in the program, decision tree analytics were applied using data from RCI, 

criminal history, educational history, and demographics. The outcome variable was the 

RCI value while the independent variables were demographic variables, criminal history, 

and educational history. The complete list of predictor variables are in Table 5 below. 

The function CTree in the R package partykit was used to create the conditional inference 

trees. As described in the CTree vignette by Hothorn, Hornik, and Zeileis (2015), “CTree 

is a non-parametric class of regression trees embedding tree-structured regression models 

into a well-defined theory of conditional inference procedures. It is applicable to all kinds 

of regression problems, including nominal, ordinal, numeric, censored as well as 

multivariate response variables and arbitrary measurement scales of the covariates” (p.1).  

Classification tree analysis investigates multilevel interactions by calculating important 

predictor variables related to an outcome variable (Kuhn, 2018). Analogous to a real tree, 

decision trees are upside down with the root at the top, branches in the middle, and leaves 

at the bottom. The leaves, also known as the terminal nodes, of a decision tree represent 

the possible categories trying to be predicted within the outcome variable. Since the 

algorithm for the decision tree fills the tree in with predictors using a top-down approach, 

the best predictor is the root node of the tree. Each node, besides the terminal nodes, is 

labeled with one of the predictors. The branches split the predictor values based on how 
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well the predictors partition the observations within the data set (Curtis, 2017). Therefore, 

regardless of the number of predictor variables, the algorithm will only keep the 

important predictors.  

Table 5 

List of Predictors 

Independent Variables 

Sex Previous Felony Arrests 

Race Previous Misdemeanor Arrests 

Previous Violent Arrests Previous Property Arrests 

Previous Drug Arrests Previous Other Arrests 

Inmate Type Previous Good Time Lost 

Sentence Length Total Times in Prison 

Total Times in State Jail Total Times in SAFP 

Total Times in ISF Current Offense Category 

Vocational Hours Program Hours 

Academic Hours TABE Reading Level 

Years of Education Age at Start of CIP 

Previous Minor  Previous Major  

Current VPDO Category  

 

Random Responding on MOCTS 

Prior to running the Reliable Change Index (RCI) function, certain cases 

identified as random responding were removed. Random responders answer items 
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without regard for what the items mean. For example, for any given item the random 

responder is just as likely to give a response at the bottom of a response scale (e.g., 

Strongly Disagree) as they are to respond at the top (e.g., Strongly Agree) or middle (e.g., 

Neutral), making their data completely meaningless and invalid. To identify random 

responding, a combination of the inattentiveness subscale score built into the MOCTS 

and a response pattern analysis in the careless package in R called longest string were 

used. A random responder was identified based on either a score greater than or equal to 

2 on the Inattentiveness scale or the longest string on the MOCTS was less than or equal 

to 2 or greater than or equal to 12. The decision to remove certain cases was made if 

either the pre or post-test were flagged as random responding then the entire case was 

dropped, taking the sample size from 20,587 to 11,477. Longest string function was only 

used on the MOCTS assessment and not the MCAA because the MOCTS had a built-in 

measurement of random responding to cross check against. Also, the literature mainly 

involved a pattern of responses for Likert scale questions as opposed to the Yes/No 

answer choices in the MCAA.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Descriptive Statistics 

After removing individuals who randomly responded, the total sample size was 

11,477. To explore the nature of the sample and the frequency and means of the variables 

being used for analysis, descriptive statistics were applied (see Tables 6 and 7). The 

participants were individuals who completed CIP2 in the first three years of 

implementation. Out of the total sample, more than 80% were males. About 40% of the 

sample was white, 30% was black, and 31% Hispanic. The majority of the sample’s 

inmate type was ID (87%). The most prevalent current VPDO category was violent  

(44%) and the next highest was drug (23%). For current offense category, 35% of the 

participants were “other” and the second highest category was 17% were 

assault/terroristic threat/trafficking.  

On average, the participants had about two previous felony arrests and about three 

previous misdemeanor arrests. The average number of times in prison was about two, 

with the maximum number of times in prison being eight. The participants had on 

average about two previous violent, property, drug, or other arrests, indicating a history 

of criminal behavior. The typical age at start of CIP2 for the sample was 36 years. A 

mean of about 12 years of education and a TABE reading level of 10 shows that most of 

the sample was able to read the material. However, the minimum TABE reading level 

was less than one and the minimum years of education was zero, demonstrating some of 

the sample did not meet the minimum reading level of the CIP2 program of 7th grade.  
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Table 6 

Characteristics of the sample (N = 11,477) 

Independent Variable Frequency Percentage 

Sex    

 Female 1,911 17% 

 Male 9,566 83% 

Race    

 Black 3,446 30% 

 Hispanic 3,548 31% 

 White 4,440 39% 

 Other 43 < 1% 

Inmate Type    

 ID 9,985 87% 

 IS 704 6% 

 SAFP 7 0% 

 SJ 599 5% 

Current VPDO 

Category 

   

 Drug 2,600 23% 

 Property 1,530 13% 

 Violent 5,069 44% 

 Other 1,789 16% 

Current Offense 

Category 

   

 Assault/Terroristic 

Threat/Trafficking 1,969 17% 

 Robbery 1,518 13% 

 Drug-Possession 1,390 12% 

 Drug-Delivery 1,207 11% 

 Burglary 881 8% 

 Other 4,023 35% 

 

 



                                                                            Texas Tech University, Brooke Bell, August 2020 

 40 

Table 7  

Characteristics of the sample (N = 11,477) 

Independent Variable Mean Minimum Maximum 

Previous Felony Arrests 1.95 0.00 2.00 

Previous Misdemeanor Arrests 2.55 0.00 3.00 

Previous VPDO Violent Arrests 1.65 0.00 3.00 

Previous VPDO Property Arrests 1.51 0.00 3.00 

Previous VPDO Drug Arrests 1.60 0.00 3.00 

Previous VPDO Other Arrests 2.11 0.00 3.00 

Sentence Length (in Days) 4,761.00 180.00 36,525.00 

Total Prison 1.63 0.00 8.00 

Total State Jail 0.41 0.00 15.00 

Total SAFP 0.14 0.00 4.00 

Total ISF 0.28 0.00 10.00 

Vocational Hours 177.00 0.00 3,527.00 

Program Hours 67.00 0.00 970.00 

Academic Hours 248.00 0.00 8,529.00 

TABE Reading Level 10.36 0.70 12.90 

Years of Education 11.59 0.00 20.00 

Age at Start of CIP2 35.67 18.00 90.00 

Previous Minors 0.89 0.00 219.15 

Previous Majors 0.27 0.00 28.10 

Previous Good Time Loss 7.38 0.00 444.22 

 

Reliable Change Indices 

To understand the effectiveness of the revised Cognitive Intervention Program 

(CIP2) on individuals, a Reliable Change Index (RCI) analysis was performed on pre- 
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and post-MOCTS and MCAA assessments. RCI was ran on each of the MOCTS and 

MCAA subscale scores and on the total scores. As a result of participating in the 

program, there should be a decrease in criminogenic thinking, attitudes, and behavior. For 

the MOCTS subscale scores and total score, the scales were coded so that higher scores 

equate to higher levels of criminal thinking, therefore one would expect for posttest 

scores to be lower than pretest scores. For MCAA Part B, the items are both positive-

keyed and reverse-keyed. The Attitudes Towards Violence and Sentiments of Entitlement 

subscales are positively keyed, while some items in the Antisocial Intent and Attitude 

Towards Associates are negatively keyed. For complete details see “Scoring Guide to the 

MCAA” in Appendix D (Mills & Kroner, 1999). To determine how an individual 

responded to the program material, the RCI formula took the posttest score minus the 

pretest score as the numerator, while the denominator is the standard error. The standard 

error is calculated with the following formula: 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑑𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑛 × √(1 −

𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦). Test-retest reliabilities of each subscale and total scale are found in both the 

MOCTS and MCAA manuals (Mandracchia, 2013; Mills & Kroner, 1999). RCI’s were 

calculated for each individual resulting in participants being placed into one of three 

categories: Improved, Unchanged, or Deteriorated. Individuals were placed in the 

improved category if the difference between pre-test and post-test was greater than the 

confidence interval, deteriorated if the difference between pre- and post-test multiplied by 

-1 was greater than the confidence interval, and unchanged if neither aforementioned 

condition was met.  

The following plots in figures 1-9 are the Reliable Change Index results for each 

subscale and total scale scores. Due to the large sample size, only 25% of the total sample 
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were plotted on each graph, however, the results are indicative of the total sample. The 

green dots on the plots represent individuals who improved, the black dots are those there 

were unchanged, and the red dots are individuals who deteriorated. The first set of dotted 

lines to the left and to the right of the solid black line represent the upper 95% confidence 

interval, separating unchanged from deteriorated and unchanged from improved. The 

other dotted lines indicate the deviations from the 90% confidence interval and the 80% 

confidence interval. The complete RCI results are in Table 8 below. After completing 

CIP2, 4,788 (45.6%) individuals improved on antisocial attitudes and associates (MCAA) 

and 4,590 (40.2%) individuals improved on total criminogenic thinking (MOCTS). On 

the MCAA, 3,539 (33.7%) improved on Attitudes Towards Associates, 3,371 (32.1%) 

improved on Sentiments of Entitlement, 5,009 (47.7%) improved on Antisocial Intent, 

and 3,948 (37.6%) improved on Attitudes Towards Violence. On the MOCTS, 4,564 

(39.8%) improved on Cognitive Immaturity, 3,563 (31.1%) improved on Control, and 

3,749 (32.8%) improved on Egocentrism. Conversely, after completing CIP2, 672 (6.4%) 

deteriorated on antisocial attitudes and associates (MCAA) and 548 (4.8%) deteriorated 

on total criminogenic thinking (MOCTS). On the MCAA, 1,208 (11.5%) deteriorated on 

Attitudes Towards Associates, 1,649 (15.7%) deteriorated on Sentiments of Entitlement, 

662 (6.3%) deteriorated on Antisocial Intent, and 830 (7.9%) deteriorated on Attitudes 

Towards Violence. On the MOCTS, 516 (4.5%) deteriorated on Cognitive Immaturity, 

756 (6.6%) deteriorated on Control, and 1,932 (16.9%) deteriorated on Egocentrism.  
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Table 8  

Statistics for the outcome variables 

Measure Sample 

Size 

Pre-test 

Mean 

Pre-

test SD 

Post-test 

Mean 

Post-test 

SD 

RCI Total 

Score 

% 

Improved 

Effect Size 

(Cohen’s 

D) 

MCAA Total 10,500 17.81 8.25 12.84 6.61 1.42 45.6% 0.66 

MCAA Associates 10,500 6.56 2.26 5.67 2.43 0.67 33.7% 0.38 

MCAA Sentiments of Entitlement 10,500 4.49 2.38 3.82 2.16 0.59 31.2% 0.29 

MCAA Antisocial Intent 10,500 3.72 3.16 1.74 2.31 1.37 47.7% 0.72 

MCAA Attitudes Towards Violence 10,500 3.04 2.98 1.61 2.19 0.94 37.6% 0.55 

MOCTS Total Score 11,418 169.60 28.86 151.20 27.48 1.04 40.2% 0.65 

MOCTS Cognitive Immaturity 11,466 68.66 17.64 57.68 15.26 1.04 39.8% 0.67 

MOCTS Control 11,456 57.97 13.36 52.01 12.66 0.66 31.1% 0.46 

MOCTS Egocentrism 11,429 43.01 5.66 41.48 6.29 0.47 32.8% 0.26 
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Figure 1 

MCAA Total Score RCI Results 
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Figure 2 

MCAA Associates Subscale RCI Results 
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Figure 3 

MCAA Sentiments of Entitlement Subscale RCI Results 
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Figure 4 

MCAA Antisocial Intent Subscale RCI Results 
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Figure 5 

MCAA Attitudes Towards Violence Subscale RCI Results 
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Figure 6 

MOCTS Total Score RCI Results 
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Figure 7 

MOCTS Cognitive Immaturity Subscale RCI Results 
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Figure 8  

MOCTS Control Subscale RCI Results 
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Figure 9  

MOCTS Egocentrism Subscale RCI Results 
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Decision Trees 

Classification tree analysis investigates multilevel interactions by calculating 

important predictor variables related to an outcome variable. Using RCI categories as the 

outcome variable, decision tree analytics were applied using conditional inference trees 

(ctree) function from the partykit package in R to both the MOCTS total score and 

MCAA total score, as well as the subscales from the MOCTS and MCAA, using a three-

category outcome (improved, unchanged, or unimproved); resulting in nine final models. 

On the terminal nodes, green represents number of people who improved, yellow 

represents unchanged, and red signifies deteriorated. Different max depths for the trees 

were explored, however a max depth of six branches was reached. For the purpose of this 

dissertation the results and discussion will focus on the total scale scores, however, the 

results for the subscales are located in Appendix C. 

Total scale trees. Applying a multiway split, the ctree function used RCI 

categories from the MCAA total score as the outcome variable and 25 predictors, with an 

alpha of 0.05. Of the 25 predictors, four different independent variables appeared in the 

final tree. The best predictor was age at the start of taking CIP. Individuals with the 

highest rate of improvement were people who were less than or equal to 39 years of age, 

had a TABE reading level of greater than 8.6, inmate type was ID, and had been to prison 

more than once. Within this group of characteristics, 55% (N = 860) improved from pre- 

to post-test and only 4% (N = 62) worsened. Another group with a high percentage of 

improvement were individuals less than or equal to 39 years of age, TABE reading level 

greater than 8.6, inmate type was ID, and had been to prison one more or not at all. From 

this group, 50% (N = 1,509) improved. Of the participants who were greater than 39 
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years of age, majority were unchanged. However, 43% (N = 359) of participants 

improved who were greater than 39 years of age and had been to prison more than once.  

Utilizing a multiway split, ctree was run using RCI categories from the MOCTS 

total score as the outcome variable and 25 predictors, with an alpha of 0.05. Of the 25 

predictor variables, seven different independent variables appeared in the final tree: 

inmate type, sex, total state jail, academic hours, age at start of CIP, TABE reading level, 

and race. When examining the MOCTS total score with three-category outcome tree, the 

best predictor was inmate type. Individuals with the highest percentage of improvement 

were females whose inmate type was ID and who had been to state jail more than once. 

Within this group, 73% (N= 54) improved and 3% (N = 2) deteriorated from pre- to post-

test. Another group with a high percentage of improvement were females whose inmate 

type was prison, who had been to state jail one time or less and had less than or equal to 

652 academic hours. Within this group, 54% (N = 526) improved. White males whose 

inmate type was prison and who were less than or equal to 49 years of age, 46% (N = 

1,006) improved. Additionally, 45% (N = 705) of Hispanic males whose inmate type was 

prison and had a TABE reading level great than 9 improved. Majority of individuals 

whose inmate type was intermediate sanction (ISF), state jail, or SAFP were unchanged 

from pre-test to post-test. Full results from the decision trees are shown in figures 10 and 

11 below, and figures 12-18 in Appendix C. Table 9 below presents the important 

predictor variables that appeared in the final trees. 
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Table 9 

List of important predictors by outcome 

Measure of Criminal Thinking 

(MOCTS) 

Measure of Criminal Attitudes (MCAA) 

Inmate Type Age at Start of CIP2 

Gender TABE Reading Level 

Number of Times in State Jail Total Number of Times in Prison 

Race Inmate Type 

Academic Hours  

Age at Start of CIP2  

TABE Reading Level  
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Figure 10 

MCAA Total Score Decision Tree 
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Figure 11 

MOCTS Total Score Decision Tree 
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CHAPTER V 

 

DISCUSSION 
 

Utilizing a risk needs responsivity (RNR) model framework on criminal conduct, 

the responsivity principle suggests that there is potential to identify possible 

characteristics to differentiate who has a greater likelihood of success in the program and 

thus potentially reduce the risk of recidivism among offenders who take the CIP2 

program. The goal of this dissertation was to determine if significant change was 

occurring by taking the revised Cognitive Intervention Program (CIP2) and to define 

characteristics that best predict success in CIP2 with improvement in criminal thinking 

and attitudes. I used a dataset on Texas offenders that included pre-test and post-test 

scores on the MOCTS and MCAA, TABE reading scores, and twenty-seven predictor 

variables. The goal of this dissertation took the form of three research questions:  

 

Research Question #1: Does the Cognitive Intervention Program (CIP2) 

create reliable change? 

In order to determine the efficacy of CIP2, and whether or not CIP2 created reliable 

change in the sample, reliable change index (RCI) analysis was run on the pre- and post-

test scores from all of the subscales and the total scale scores from the MOCTS and 

MCAA. Out of 10,500 participants on the MCAA assessment, 4,788 (45.6%) improved 

from pre- to post-test for the measure of criminal attitudes. Out of the 11,418 participants 

on the MOCTS assessment, 4,590 (40.2%) improved from pre- to post-test for the 

measures of criminogenic thinking styles. While a higher percentage of individuals fell 

into the “unchanged” category based on the RCI analyses for both the MOCTS and 
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MCAA total scores, there was still a sizeable number of individuals with significant 

change in their criminal thinking and attitudes. This finding indicates CIP2 created 

reliable change for a substantial percentage of the current sample.  

From the four subscales on the MCAA assessment, the highest percentage of 

individuals who improved was on the scale of antisocial intent. According to the MCAA 

manual (Mills & Kroner, 2001), “The Antisocial Intent scale contains items that refer to 

potential antisocial actions that the respondent believes that he could commit in the 

future. Assessed are perceptions of what will guide their future behavior” (p. 5). For this 

subscale, 5,009 (47.7%) of participants had significant improvement from pre- to post-

test. From the three subscales included in the RCI analyses for the MOCTS, the highest 

percentage of individuals who improved was on the scale for cognitive immaturity. As 

described in the MOCTS manual (Madracchia, 2013), “The Cognitive Immaturity scale 

(28 items) represents thoughts of self-pity and underdeveloped cognitive shortcuts such 

as labeling and judging” (p. 2). For this subscale, 4,564 (39.8%) of participants 

significantly improved from pre- to post-test.  

The Cohen’s d for MOCTS was 0.65 and MCAA was 0.66, indicating a moderate 

treatment effect. The Cohen’s d for MCAA Associates was 0.38, for MCAA Sentiments 

of Entitlement was 0.29, and for MOCTS Egocentrism was 0.26 indicating a small 

treatment effect for these subscales. Moderate treatment effects were found for the 

MCAA Attitudes Towards Violence with a Cohen’s d of 0.55, MOCTS Cognitive 

Immaturity with 0.67, and MOCTS Control with 0.46. The largest treatment effect was 

0.72 on the MCAA Antisocial Intent subscale, indicating a large effect. 



                                                                            Texas Tech University, Brooke Bell, August 2020 

 60 

A benefit of using RCI as a measure of change is the index allows for direct 

comparisons with other studies that have been conducted intervention among offenders 

(Kroner & Yessine, 2013) and identifies individual change as opposed to the global 

change indicated by Cohen’s d. Morris and Moore (2009) examined a criminal thinking 

scale called PIDT among substance abusers, and found 21.3% of the sample had reliable 

change. For social skill and hostility/anger measures among forensic inpatients, the 

reliable change was between 12.9% to 42.6% (Chakhssi et al., 2010; Timmerman & 

Emmelkamp, 2005). Kroner and Yessine (2013) studied a cognitive behavioral 

intervention focused on changing antisocial attitudes. They used the MCAA, CSS-M and 

PID assessments and found a range of 3.8% to 13.7% improved. Other criminal thinking 

measures demonstrated a reliable change of 6.5% to 29.0% (Morgan, Kroner, Mills, 

Bauer, & Serna, 2014). The current study had reliable change for criminal thinking 

ranging from 31.1% to 40.2% and for criminal attitudes ranging from 32.1% to 47.7%. 

The reliable change results for CIP2 contained significantly higher percentage of 

improvement than prior literature found on similar program measures.  

 

Research Questions #2 and #3: What characteristics are predictive of success 

in CIP2? Who would be most responsive to CIP2? 

As noted by Higley, Lloyd, and Serin (2019), “Specific responsivity features are 

not directly targeted in offender rehabilitation programs but may impact a client’s 

receptivity” (p. 558). McGuire (2004) describes specific responsivity as adapting 

intervention strategies to accommodate difference and diversity among participants with 

regard to age, gender, ethnicity, sexuality, language, and learning styles. By considering 
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specific responsivity in interventions, potential barriers to engagement are taken into 

account. Previous literature is lacking in the exploration the specific variables that may 

enhance responsivity in programs, especially in for the offender population. Poignantly 

described by Van Voorhis and colleagues (2013), “The problem this creates for research 

and prevailing understandings of the effectiveness of correctional interventions is one that 

involves masking the effects of specific interventions” (pg. 1251). In order to understand 

what characteristics are predictive of success in CIP2 and decreasing criminal thinking 

and attitudes, decision tree analytics were applied using the function “CTree” in RStudio 

on both the total scores for measures of criminal thinking (MOCTS) and attitudes 

(MCAA).  Using the reliable change indices (RCI) values for each participant as the 

outcome variable and 25 predictor variables available from the secondary data (listed in 

table 4), certain independent variables appeared as important in predicting whether an 

individual was categorized as improved, unchanged, or deteriorated from participation in 

CIP2. The most important predictors for reliable change category on the measure of 

criminal thinking (MOCTS) were inmate type, gender, number of times in state jail, race, 

academic hours, age at start of CIP2, and TABE reading level. The most important 

predictors for reliable change category on the measure of criminal attitudes (MCAA) 

were age at start of CIP2, TABE reading level, total number of times in prison, and 

inmate type. On both the MOCTS and MCAA total scores, age, inmate type, and TABE 

reading level were important predictors of level of change.  

Only a few of the possible variables that come under the responsivity principle 

have been studied in any detail, especially regarding specific responsivity. McGuire 

(2004) describes specific responsivity as adapting intervention strategies to accommodate 
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difference and diversity among participants with regard to age, gender, ethnicity, 

sexuality, language, history of prior convictions, and learning styles. In the current study, 

age, inmate type, and TABE reading level appeared as important predictors of reliable 

change in both the MOCTS and MCAA.  

Age. Andrews and Bonta (2010) advocated for addressing age differences through 

developmentally appropriate services. But how does age affect criminal thinking and 

criminal attitudes? The literature around age moderating program success in offender 

populations is scarce. Johnson and Hunter (1992) found a cognitive behavioral program 

to be least effective among offenders less than 30 years of age. Similarly, Robinson 

(1995) found that cognitive behavior therapies were least effective among offenders 

younger than 25 or older than 39. Higley, Lloyd, and Serin (2019) explored age as a 

feature of specific responsivity and rehabilitation outcome, with results denoting age and 

motivation deserve attention in rehabilitation practice. The results from the current study 

indicate differences in program success for individuals greater or less than the ages 30, 

39, and 49. Higley, Lloyd, and Serin (2019) described age as “either a demographic risk 

factor (often divided into more specific age-related features, such as age at first 

offending) or a stage-of-life responsivity, depending whether age is considered through 

the lens of invariant passage of time, or as a proxy for variations in developmental 

maturity” (pg. 559). Understanding the developmental stage an individual is currently in 

and what rehabilitation approach may alter their criminal thinking is important in the 

consideration of how age may affect reliable change outcomes. While the nonlinear 

relationship between age and crime has been well documented, future research is needed 
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to explore the relationship between age and outcome in cognitive behavioral programs 

(Sampson & Laub, 2003; Sweeten, Piquero, & Steinberg, 2013).  

Reading level. Contrary to previous findings in the literature, reading level 

appeared as a significant variable to the outcome in both of the total scale decision trees 

(Van Voorhis, et al., 2013). TABE reading level may not only be indicative of the 

reading readiness of the individual but could also be associated with higher levels of 

cognitive functioning and ability. As noted by Van Voorhis and associates (2013), 

“…individuals with limited cognitive or interpersonal skill sets (including low levels of 

interpersonal maturity or IQ) should not be assigned to modes of service that are verbally 

and interpersonally complex, requiring self-reflection, sensitivity, and empathy to others, 

complex vocabulary, or abstract reasoning” (pg. 1252). One of the changes made in the 

revised CIP2 was reducing the reading level for all materials to a 7th grade reading level 

or below and the reading level for the MOCTS and MCAA is approximately at a 5th 

grade level. Even if an individual’s reading skills are below this level, the assessments 

can be administered orally. However, just because someone can read the material does 

not necessarily mean they are retaining or understanding the information being given. 

One hypothesis for why TABE reading level may be an important predictor of reliable 

change in CIP2 is not necessarily because reading is vital to responding to the tool, but 

perhaps due to a confounding variable of cognitive ability. For the MOCTs total score, 

the TABE reading level split on less than or equal to 8.9 or greater than 8.9, which is 

essentially a 9th grade reading level. Off of that split, more individuals with a reading 

level greater than 8.9 improved than individuals with less than or equal to 8.9 reading 

level. Similarly, on the MCAA total score, the TABE reading level split on less than or 
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equal to 8.6 or greater than 8.6 for individuals less than or equal to 39 years of age, with 

more individuals improving with greater than an 8.6 reading level. For individuals greater 

than 39 years of age, MCAA total score split for less than or equal to 11.2 or greater than 

11.2 reading level, with more individuals improving with greater than 11.2 reading level.  

When examining existing literature there is little evidence to support a correlation 

between criminal attitudes of an offenders and academic reading level. However, due to 

cognitive-behavioral therapy’s (CBT) comparatively high level of cognitive demand, 

previous research has been done examining cognitive function and response to CBT. As 

described by Carroll et al. (2011), “CBT places a high level of emphasis on complex 

tasks such as learning and retaining new cognitive and social coping skills and strategies, 

recognizing and challenging problematic cognitions, attending to cues in the environment 

that might precipitate craving, inhibiting conditioned responses, and substituting new 

behaviors. Thus, individuals who has difficulties with attention/concentration and/or 

inhibiting their behaviors might be expected to have particular problems with CBT” (pg. 

2). Aharonovich and colleagues (2006) assessed cocaine dependent patients receiving 

CBT in outpatient clinical trials to assess cognitive performance. They found that mild 

cognitive impairments negatively affect retention in outpatient CBT treatment for cocaine 

dependence. However, Carroll and associates (2011) examined substance users with 

limitations in cognitive function to assess cognitive functioning in the treatment of 

substance use disorders using CBT and found no significant differences in CBT outcome. 

A better understanding of the relationship between criminal attitudes, reading level, and 

cognitive impairments for offenders through future research will better inform developing 

and delivering rehabilitation programs.  
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Inmate type. Inmate type was not a variable originally anticipated as an important 

predictor, nor is there much literature surrounding inmate type and cognitive 

programming outcomes. Understanding the differences in criminal thinking and attitudes 

between the prisoners, state jail offenders, intermediate sanctions, and substance abuse 

felony offenders is key in understanding the predictive power of inmate type as a 

variable. In the measure of criminal thinking, inmate type appeared as the most important 

predictor of reliable change in CIP2, splitting off of prisoners and then intermediate 

sanction, state jail, and SAFP. Historically, intermediate sanctioned and state jail 

offenders are lower risk, require less security, and have committed less severe crimes, 

such as non-violent crimes, than the prison population. For the prison inmate type, other 

predictors were relevant in predicting the reliable change on the MOCTS, however, for 

IS, SAFP, and SJ, only inmate type mattered for the prediction of their outcome. This 

suggests that the SJ, IS, and SAFP populations are more homogenous within the group, 

while ID populations are more diverse. Additionally, the IS population was the least 

likely inmate type to improve, especially on the measure of criminal thinking, with only 

22% improving overall. This may be a function of the fact that IS inmates are the only 

population where enrollment is mandatory for violating the conditions of release to parole 

or mandatory supervision.  

Other important predictors. Besides age at start of CIP2, TABE reading level, and 

inmate type appeared as important predictors for reliable change on both MOCTS and 

MCAA, several other variables appeared as important predictors on the final decision 

trees. As hypothesized, gender appeared as an important predictor, however not in the 

way originally anticipated. While age did not appear as an important predictor on the 
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measure of criminal attitudes, gender was the second most important predictor for the 

measure of criminal thinking. About 52% of the female population significantly 

improved and 40% of the male population improved on the measure of criminal thinking, 

with the majority of men unchanged from the program. 

Criminal history also showed up as an important predictor on the MOCTS and 

MCAA, with total number of times in state jail being important on the measure of 

criminal thinking and total number of times in prison being important on the measure of 

criminal attitudes. Females with who had been to state jail one time or less were more 

likely to improve than females who had been to state jail more than once. However, 

individuals greater than 39 years of age at the start of CIP2 who had been to prison more 

than once were more likely to improve than individuals who has been to prison one time 

or never before.  

Race appeared as an important predictor for significant change on the measure of 

criminal thinking. How race influences correctional treatment has not been widely 

explored in previous literature (Spiropoulos, Salisbury, & Van Voorhis, 2014). However, 

Spiropoulos and colleagues (2014) studied whether or not race needed to be integrated 

into the treatment setting to explain why African Americans and Whites reacted 

differently to the same treatment program. Similar to the current findings, the researchers 

found that age moderated the success of cognitive-behavior treatment, and it did so 

differently by race. In the current study, both African American and White males further 

split on age at start of CIP2, with African American males less than or equal to 30 years 

of age improving at a higher rate than those older than 30 years of age and White males 

less than or equal to 49 years of age improving at a higher rate than those older than 49 
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years of age. Hispanic males further split off TABE reading level, with a higher 

percentage of improvement for individuals with greater than 8.9 reading level.  

Finally, academic hours appeared as an important predictor for the measure of 

criminal thinking for females who had been to state jail one time or never before. In that 

group, 54% (N = 526) of females with less than or equal to 652 academic hours 

improved. This suggests that ensuring participants of CIP2 complete academic hours 

prior to enrollment will help with the success in the program. A hypothesis for why 

academic hours is splitting at 652 hours is that individuals who stay in academics for a 

long time are the ones who don’t have a high school diploma and whose TABE reading 

level is less than 10th grade. Individuals are enrolled in academic hours if they do not 

have a GED, do not have a 10th grade reading level and/or failed the GED test. Once 

individuals get a GED, they can no longer take academic hours. This lends to the 

hypothesis that individuals with a high number of academic hours are not high 

functioning academically or cognitively, and therefore may not be as successful in a 

cognitive intervention.  

Overall, six of the eight most important predictors of reliable change in CIP2 were 

static factors that cannot be changed. However, academic hours and reading level are 

modifiable factors that can be utilized for increasing program success for offenders. By 

ensuring participants of CIP2 are exposed to academic hours prior to participation and a 

reading level equal to or greater than 9th grade, then there will be a high success rate for 

improvement of criminal thinking and attitudes. Removing the impending barrier to 

engagement and understanding of the material could help these individuals. The other six 
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factors are important for understanding the type of offender who would most benefit from 

this program, thus reducing potential recidivism and costs associated with that outcome.  

Implications 

The first implication from the findings regards the screening procedure done prior 

to individuals enrolling in CIP2. Filtering the data for random responding cut the sample 

size almost in half. Based on the high percentage of random responding and the 

importance of the indicator reading level, CIP2 should refine the pre-program screening 

procedure with assessments prior to the course to check for random responding.  

An additional screening procedure measuring the cognitive abilities of the 

individual could also increase the likelihood for success. While CIP2 material is set at a 

7th grade reading level, descriptive statistics from the sample showed individuals with an 

elementary school reading level or less were enrolled in the program. Another 

implication from the dynamic factors most predictive of success suggests the need for 

attention paid to increasing reading level as a proxy for readiness and optimal program 

success.  

Understanding whether or not there are people who CIP2 is not the right program 

for is essential to current correctional programs and stakeholders. As indicated by the 

decision tree analytics, on the measure of criminal attitudes, 9% (N = 150) of individuals 

who were less than or equal to 39 years of age and had a TABE reading level less than or 

equal to 8.6 deteriorated. On the measure of criminal thinking, 10% (N = 55) of ISF 

inmates deteriorated. It is not only important to know who would be successful in this 

program, but also understanding who does not improve or gets worse from CIP2. 

Enrolling offenders in the appropriate programming is imperative for their rehabilitation. 
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If CIP2 will not be beneficial for someone, then knowing that prior to enrollment could 

allow them to enroll in a different program more fitting to their needs.  

Limitations and Future Research 

The current research is not without its limitations. One limitation was in using 

secondary data I was only able to analyze the variables available to me. I did not have 

access to post-release data and could not examine how participation in CIP2 impacted 

recidivism. Another limitation in using the archival data was the lack of dynamic 

variables. The only variables that were dynamic were program, vocational, and academic 

hours. If I had access to more data, especially dynamic variables, officials within the 

criminal justice setting could potentially make improvements such as helping facilitate 

changes in those variables to improve program success. If other programming related 

data, such as substance use programming or mental health programming, was found to be 

significantly related to reliable change then participation in those programs could be 

encouraged prior to participation in CIP2. Future research would benefit from additional 

data collection, specifically a mixed method approach, by incorporating qualitative data 

to gain a better understanding of the overall efficacy of CIP2 and identifying individual 

characteristics of a successful offender through triangulation (Plano Clark & Ivankova, 

2016). Interviewing offenders pre and post intervention to understand what they want to 

get out of CIP2, what aspects of the program they found to be beneficial and what parts 

they found to be unfavorable. The qualitative method could also explore how the 

offenders’ criminogenic thinking and behavior changed. Future research could also 

incorporate post-release variables to explore how the cognitive intervention affected 

recidivism as another indicator of success.  
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The second limitation in the current research is the use of pre- and post-test scores 

as the measure of change and not including random assignment or a control group. In 

criminal justice research, specifically when analyzing programs specific to the offender 

population, it can be difficult to create a control group. The lack of a control group limits 

the cause and effect relationship between program participation and improvement in 

criminal thinking and attitudes. Future research should use a control group to say more 

strongly the program caused a specific level of response, instead of making inferences 

based on changes in pre- and post-test scores. Additionally, future research should 

include an additional 6-month follow-up post-test to see if participants level of change 

sustained over time.  

The third limitation is in the use of Reliable Change Index (RCI) analysis for 

calculating the outcome variable of reliable change in the program. It is important to note 

that the RCI alone does not indicate clinical significance, but that the pre-to-post 

difference score exceeds the RCI and the post-treatment score falls within the range of 

normative values (Ferguson, Robinson, & Splaine, 2002). The confidence interval used in 

the current study was 95%, however, other cut-off scores can be used. Using other cutoffs 

could impact how individuals were categorized in their RCI and thus change the overall 

results from the decision tree analytics. Also, other clinical significance estimations could 

be used. Future research should explore different confidence intervals to see how that 

effects the important predictors related to success in CIP2.  

Conclusion 

The goal of this dissertation is to determine if significant change occurred by 

taking the revised Cognitive Intervention Program (CIP2) and to define characteristics 
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that best predict success in CIP2 with improvement in criminal thinking and attitudes. 

Overall, the revised Cognitive Intervention Program (CIP2) resulted in a significant 

percentage of participants improving from pre- to post-test on measures of criminal 

thinking and attitudes. Out of the 27 predictor variables, the most important predictors of 

reliable change were inmate type, gender, number of times in state jail, race, academic 

hours, age at start of CIP2, TABE reading level, and totally number of times in prison. 

The current study adds to existing literature around the responsivity principle of the RNR 

model for rehabilitation programs. Knowing what type of offender would most benefit 

from attending this program could potentially reduce recidivism by providing the proper 

rehabilitation programming to offenders before they are released. 
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MCAA Sample Questions 
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Appendix C 

MCAA Subscale Decision Trees 

Figure 12 

MCAA-Attitude Towards Associates Subscale CTree Results 
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Figure 13 

MCAA- Antisocial Intent Subscale CTree Results  
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Figure 14 

MCAA-Attitudes Toward Violence Subscale CTree Results 
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Figure 15 

MCAA-Attitudes Towards Entitlement subscale Ctree Results 
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Figure 16 

MOCTS-Cognitive Immaturity Subscale CTree Results 
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Figure 17 

MOCTS Control Subscale CTree Results 
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Figure 18 

MOCTS Egocentrism Subscale CTree Results 
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 Attitudes Toward Associates. For the Attitudes Towards Associates subscale, 

the most important predictor was TABE reading level. The highest percentage of 

improved individuals were those whose TABE reading level was greater than 10.9, had 

more than one previous drug arrest, inmate type was prison, race was white and had been 

to state jail at least once. Of this group, 51% improved (N = 180). The highest number of 

people (N = 1,484) who improved had a TABE reading level of less than 10.9; however, 

2,526 individuals within the same category remained unchanged.  

 Antisocial Intent. The tree created from the Antisocial Intent subscale RCI 

outcomes, the most important predictor was TABE reading level, splitting on less than or 

equal to 8.9 and greater than 8.9. The highest percentage and number of improved (53%; 

N = 2,286) were individuals with a TABE reading level greater than 8.9, less than or 

equal to 38 years of age at start of CIP2, and inmate type was prison. The next highest 

percentage of improved were individuals with a TABE reading level greater than 8.9, less 

than or equal to 38 years of age at start of CIP2, inmate type was state jail, and had at 

least one previous misdemeanor arrest. From the people who fit into these characteristics, 

52% improved (N = 122). Another set of people with 49% improvement (N = 371) were 

those with TABE reading level greater than 8.9, age at start of CIP2 was greater than 38 

years and had been to prison more than once.  

 Attitudes Towards Entitlement.  No group had a high proportion of 

improvement on this subscale. The highest percent of significantly improved was 35% (N 

= 1,971) whose inmate type was prison, age at start of CIP2 was less than or equal to 40, 

and TABE reading level was greater than 6.9. However, 50% (N = 2,810) of individuals 

who fit the same characteristics were unchanged.  
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 Attitudes Towards Violence. The most important predictor of significant change 

for Attitudes Toward Violence was age at start of CIP2. Most people over the age of 38 

showed no change from pre- to post-test.  Of the individuals who were less than or equal 

to 25 years of age and inmate type was prison, 50% (N = 714) had significant 

improvement on this. The next highest percentage of improvement were individuals who 

were between the ages of 26 to 38, inmate type was prison, and who had been to prison 

more than once: 44% (N = 778) showed significant improvement.  

MOCTS Subscale Decision Trees 

Cognitive Immaturity. The most important predictor of reliable change on the 

cognitive immaturity subscale of the MOCTS was inmate type. For females whose 

inmate type was prison, race was white, and were less than or equal to 51years of age at 

the start of CIP2, 58% (N = 351) improved from pre- to post-test. Another high 

percentage of improvement (54%; N = 158) was from Hispanic females whose inmate 

type was prison. Although a larger percentage of individuals in this subgroup were 

unchanged, 45% (N = 1,093) of white ID males were improved. Similarly, while a larger 

percentage of individuals with the following factors were unchanged, 41% (N = 960) of 

Hispanic males whose inmate type was prison improved on cognitive immaturity.  

Control. While the tree for this subscale only split three times, the most important 

predictor for the Control subscale was inmate type. Most individuals were unchanged 

from pre- to post-test on this subscale. The highest percentage of improvement were ID 

females less than or equal to 49 years of age at the start of CIP2. Within this group of 

characteristics, 36% (N = 404) improved. While a higher number of individuals in this 

group were unchanged (N = 4,180), 2,306 ID males less than or equal to 49 years of age 
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at the start of CIP2 improved; demonstrating the highest volume of individuals who 

improved. 

Egocentrism. Figure 18 shows the tree for this subscale only split off of one 

variable, TABE reading level, resulting in a single split of less than or equal to 10.8 and 

greater than 10.8. For greater than 10.8 TABE reading score, 35% (N = 1,651) improved 

and 51% (N = 2,396) remained unchanged. For individuals with a TABE reading score of 

less than or equal to 10.8, 32% (N = 1,514) improved and 49% (N = 2,311) were 

unchanged from pre- to post-test on egocentrism.  
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