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Abstract
The Multidimensional Assessment of Sex and Aggression (the MASA) was initially
created to supplement the often poorly represented information in the archival records
of sex offenders and to provide sufficient data to classify adult sex offenders. It has now
been revised four times, expanding the breadth of its assessment, simplifying its
language to make it appropriate for juveniles, and computerizing its administration. We
argue that the versions of the MASA reviewed in this report provide a solid data-
gathering vehicle for research purposes, when the instrument is administered with
confidentiality guaranteed. This report summarizes the reliability and validity analyses
on this inventory, focusing on data that were gathered as part of a National Institute of
Justice grant (94-1J-CX-0049). To date reliability and validity data have been gathered on
a wide variety of samples including. college students, community non-criminals, non-sex
offending criminals, and adult and juvenile sex offenders. Continued reliability and
cross-sample stability of factor structures and the intercorrelations across its scales
suggest that the inventory shows promise as a useful assessment instrument for sex
offenders. These data suggest that the MASA could be developed into a useful clinical
assessment tool, especially for identifying treatment needs and for offender
classification. The requirements for developing the MASA into such a tool are discussed.
Such a development would be the first step to addressing a significant lacuna in the

assessment of sexual aggression.
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Computerization and Validation of an Inventory to Assess Adult and Juvenile Sex
. Offenders: Final Report, Grant No. 94-IJ-CX-0049

The high prevalence of sexual aggression (Koss, Woodruff, & Koss, 1991; Wyatt,
1992) and the seriousness of the consequences of such aggression to its victims (Burgess
& Holmstrom, 1974; Hanson, 1990) are well documented. The widespread concern of
society about sexual aggression is reflected in the numerous legislative initiatives that
have been directed at reducing its incidence. Recent legislation has created sexual
predator laws, required community notification about high risk offenders, and
mandated the treatment of offenders (Grubin & Prentky, 1993; Prentky, 1996).
Adequate implementation of such directives requires a solid foundation in the
assessment and prediction of sexual aggression. The goals of enhancing our ability to
identify potential sex offenders and to assess the risk of re-offending of known

. offenders, of making adequate dispositional decisions about convicted offenders, of
identifying and treating the specific deficits of sex offenders, of evaluating the efficacy
of intervention techniques, and of predicting recidivism all depend on the adequacy of
our theoretical models and our ability to assess the critical domains of sexual aggression
reliably and validly.

If we are going to progress toward achieving these goals, we need to identify or
develop a standardized, assessment instrument for sex offenders that can guide
adjudication, serve the function of pre- and post-treatment evaluation, and provide the
data for valid risk assessments and predictions of recidivism. It is critical that that this
assessment inventory or battery not only be reliable and valid and have adequate
standardized norms, but also that it be comprehensive and easily administered and
processed, so that it will be widely used. The generation of a model of sexual

. aggression that will be useful for guiding decisions requires the analysis of multiple
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domains, measured on sufficiently large samples. The extensive use of an efficient,
reliable, valid, standardized multivariate assessment tool would contribute substantially
to the establishment of data bases required to generate such a model.

The option of adapting existing, well standardized inventories to serve this
evaluation need has not proven viable. Although the major self-report inventories that
are currently available (e.g., MMPI-2, MCMI, MSI) are appropriate for and helpful with
the assessments for which they were created, they are suboptimal for the assessment of
sex offenders, because they do not assess the most critical sexual aggression domains
(see Knight, Rosenberg, & Schneider, 1985; Prentky & Knight, 1991). Each of these
major assessment instruments has its own distinct advantages, but is also burdened
with significant disadvantages that compromise its utility for this purpose.

The MMPI, which is the most frequently studied psychometric instrument for sex
‘ offenders and other criminal populations (see Gearing, 1979; Knight et al., 1985),
provides a rich source of empirically validated data for comparative purposes and
contains the most extensively researched scales for faking good and bad.
Unfortunately, large numbers of sex offenders produce profiles that match non-
offender groups (Marshall & Hall, 1995), and within clearly defined subgroups of sex
offenders MMPI profiles have been characterized more by their heterogeneity than by
their similarities (Erickson, Luxenberg, Walbek, & Seely, 1987; Hall, Maiuro, Vitaliano, &
Proctor, 1986; Marshall & Hall, 1995). Moreover, cluster analytic studies of sex offenders
have yielded inconsistent results across studies (Anderson, Kunce, & Rich, 1979;
Kalichman, Szymanowski, McKee, Taylor, & Craig, 1989; Schlank, 1995; Shealy,
Kalichman, Henderson, Szymanowski, & McKee, 1991), and when types have emerged,

they have often pooled subjects with quite different offense histories (Marshall & Hall,

®
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~ The MCMI has fared somewhat better than the MMPI with sex offenders. It is

‘ sensitive to the antisocial and narcissistic features that are so prevalent in correctional
settings (McNeil & Meyer, 1990), and it has scales that show the same stability for sex
offenders as other deviant populations (Langevin et al., 1988). It has yielded some
meaningful cluster groupings of sexual offenders (Bard & Knight, 1986), and the factor
structure of the responses of an inmate sample approximated those found in clinical
populations (Langevin et al., 1988).VMoreover, some differences among both adult and
juvenile sex offender groups on the MCMI parallel the differences found in previous
diagnostic literature (Carpenter, Peed, & Eastman, 1995; Chantry & Craig, 1994).
Regretfully, only a handful of studies using the MCMI with sexual offenders have been
carried out, and it shares with the MMPI and the MSI the general difficulties that we
discuss below. |

. The MSI has the distinct advantage of providing information about sexual
behavior and pathology not tapped’ by traditional psychological tests. The scales of the
MSI have shown fair internal consistencies in independent assessments of the
instrument (Kalichman, Henderson, Shealy, & Dwyer, 1992), and its test-retest
reliabilities range from .64 to .92 over a 21-day period (Nichols & Molinder, 1984).
Importantly, some of its scales have been related to improvement in sex offender
treatment programs (Minor, Marques, Day, & Nelson, 1990; Simkins, Ward, Bowman,
& Rinck, 1989). Unfortunately, despite its widespread use, relatively little empirical
work has been done to assess its validity. Moreover, although there is some evidence of
correlations with greater pathology on MMPI scales, these correlations have not been
found to be consistent across samples (Kalichman et al., 1992). The transparency of its
items and potential response bias contamination are also potential drawbacks. The

’ Rape, Sexual Obsessions, and Cognitive Distortions and Immaturity scales all have
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negative relations with the Marlowe-Crowne (Kalichman et al., 1992). In a sample of
child molesters many of the MSI scales correlated substantially with the MMPI F and K
scales (Rape, Exhibitionism, Sexual Obsessions, Premature Ejaculation, Cognitive
Distortions and Immaturity, and Justifications). In a cluster analytic studies of sex
offenders (Kalichman et al., 1989; Schlank, 1995) only the Paraphilias Scale has shown
cross-study discriminatory power. In addition, none of the MSI sexual dysfunction
subscales were related to sex drive or sexual fantasy on the Derogatis Sexual
Functioning Inventory (Kalichman et al. 1992), even though these have been found to
be important components of sexual aggression (Knight, 1995).

The most telling problems with these three inventories, however, are three
shared difficulties that make them all questionable instruments for evaluating sex
offenders. First, no data exist on the usefulness of any of their scales for making
dispositional decisions at any level for sex offenders, and no data on the most
appropriate scale cutoffs or on the hit rates for various dispositional decisions are
evident. Second, none of the inventories sufficiently sample all the domains that have
been found critical in assessing sexual aggression (see Knight et al., 1985; Prentky &
Knight, 1991). Third, most studies on these inventories have assessed offenders who
admit their guilt. Substantial evidence indicates deniers differ significantly from
admitters, report little psychopathology, and present themselves in a favorable light
(Langevin, 1988; Lanyon & Lutz, 1984). An adequate assessment tool for sex offenders
must provide better solutions to the duplicity problem.

These problems explain the disenchantment with such instruments that has
arisen among practitioners and researchers (e.g., Marshall & Hall, 1995). In our own
research program, it also became clear to us that if we were going to integrate

adequately the role of sexual behavior, cognitions, and fantasy and offense planning
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into the taxonomic systems we were developing for sex offenders, we needed to
develop a self-report inventory that met these assessment needs. Consequently, we
created the Multidimensional Assessment of Sex and Aggression, the MASA, a self-
report inventory that assesses all domains necessary for classification in our taxonomic
systems (see Knight, Prentky, & Cerce, 1994; Knight & Cerce, 1999).

It is the purpose of this report to present some of the data on the development
and validation of this instrument, focusing primarily on the analyses that were
completed as part of our most recent NIJ grant. We will argue that the research
presented in this report provide solid evidence that the MASA is a reliable and valid
data-gathering vehicle for research purposes, when the instrument is administered with
confidentiality guaranteed. We will also discuss the requirements for developing the
MASA into a useful clinical assessment tool, especially for identifying treatment needs
. and for offender classification. Such a development would be the first step to

addressing a significant lacuna in the assessment of sexual aggression.

To understand and properly evaluate the results of these most recent analyses, it
is also necessary to summarize some analyses of prior samples. The consistency of
findings across disparate samples is one of the strongest indicators of validity that we
have. In this report, after presenting the history of the development of the MASA and
describing the samples on which analyses were done, we will present: (a) the prior
analyses necessary for comparison to the present results, (b) data on the internal
consistencies and test-retest reliabilities of factor analytic scales of both adults and
juveniles tested in the current NIJ grant; (c) a comparison of the consistencies of the
pattern of the correlations among factor scales between recently tested juvenile sex
offenders and adult samples; (d) an analysis of the developmental antecedents of sexual

' aggression for the juvenile sample; and (e) a comparison of the juvenile and adult
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samples on the factors in the ten factor domains.

. Method

History and Design of the MASA

We have previously described in detail our methodology for constructing the
original MASA (Knight et al., 1994). In brief, it involved the specification of multiple
domains that our research had shown important in the assessment of sexual
aggression, the creation of an extensive item pool covering all these domains, the rating
by experienced clinicians of the appropriateness of items for each domain, the selection
of the most suitable items for each domain, the rewriting of the chosen items to
maximize their relevance to the domains, the assessment of domain coverage, the
creation of supplemental items for areas that were not adequately represented, and
finally the preliminary testing of the original version of the MASA on 127 Massachusetts

. v Treatment Center (MTC) sex offenders and the re-administration of the MASA to 35 of
these offenders to assess reliability. |

This first version of the MASA, which focused more exclusively on adult rapists,
assessed social competence, juvenile and adult antisocial behavior, anger and anger
management, expressive aggression, sadism, sexual deviance and paraphilias, sexual
preoccupation and compulsivity, offense planning, hostility toward women, and
pornography use. These are the domains most critical for classification in our rapist
typology, MTC Rapist Typology, Version 3 (MTC:R3). Since testing the original version,
we have revised the MASA four times and retested it on generalization samples.

In the first revision of the MASA, which was completed seven years ago, we
incorporated the assessment of additional domains that our research program had
identified as important for evaluating sex offenders. For instance, items were added

. that assess those developmental antecedents that we have found (a) to discriminate
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sexually coercive non-criminals from non-sexually coercive males (Knight, 1993), (b) to
predict criminal recidivism (Knight, 1999), (c) to discriminate early-onset from late-
onset sex offenders (Knight & Prentky, 1993), and (d) to be correlated with the amount
of injury done to victims during sexual assaults (Prentky, Knight, Sims-Knight, Straus,
Rokous, & Cerce, 1989). Moreover, in this first revision an attempt to evaluate
components of Hare's Psychopathy Checklist (Hare, 1980; Hare, Harpur, Hakstian,
Forth, Hart, & Newman, 1990) was introduced, as well as improved lie and fake good
scales.

The second revision of the MASA (see Appendix 1) was completed prior to
beginning of the NIJ grant (94-1]-CX-0049). In this revision we simplified the language
and made it suitable for juveniles by incorporating alternative age-appropriate questions
both on social competence and on sexual attitudes, behavior, cognitions, and fantasies.
‘ In revising the core of the inventory we once again item analyzed scales to assure the
highest internal consistency. Our analyses from both the first and second revisions of the
MASA indicated that the scales that we had introduced to assess response bias required
more work. Response biases, or responding to a range of questionnaire items on some
basis other than the specific item content, plague all of psychometric assessment
(Paulhus, 1991), but especially the assessment of sex offenders, who present problems
not regularly associated with other patient or criminal populations (Marshall & Hall,
1995). Some of these problems stem from the fact that these offenders must talk openly
about sexual behavior, a topic that engenders much anxiety and discomfort in our
society. More importantly, the offender is asked to admit to behaviors that are not only
socially unacceptable, but are, in fact, illegal. To date we have applied the control
technique of demand reduction, by guaranteeing subjects anonymity. From the success

‘ of our reliability, internal consistency, factor analytic, and cross-group consistency
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analyses reported below, this has proved to be a successful strategy. A major focus of
the present NIJ grant was the computerization and validation of Version 3 of the MASA.

Participants

Participants in the Original MTC Sample

The participants in the validation study of Version 1 of the MASA were 127
incarcerated sex offenders, who had been civilly committed at the time of data
collection (1990-1991) to the MTC in Bridgewater. This sample included approximately
60% of the committed residents of the MTC during the period of data collection and
constituted a good representation of the entire population. It comprised repetitive
offenders against adult women and children. For the purposes of this report, the term
rapist (n = 59) refers to an adult male whose sexual offenses were committed
exclusively against adult women (i.é., 16 years of age or older). A child molester was

. defined as someone who had at least one sexual offense against a victim under the age
of 16 (n = 68). |

Participants in the Generalization Samples Validating Versions 2 and 3

Two waves of generalization samples have been tested on the MASA. In the first
wave, using a paper-and pencil version of the first revision of the MASA, we tested
Varioﬁs groups of subjects from prison facilities in Pennsylvania, Vermont, and Ontario,
Canada, and we tested non-criminal controls in the USA and Canada. These groups
included 127 college students, 60 unemployed, non-criminal community controls from
Ontario and 33 non-criminal prison employees from multiple sites, 162 non-sexual
offending criminals, 95 incarcerated rapists, and 45 sex offenders with extra-familial
child victims. In the second wave, using both computer and paper-and-pencil versions
of revision 2 of the MASA, we tested 578 criminals and non-criminals in New Jersey,

. Minnesota, Virginia, and Massachusetts. In this article we will report the results of 406
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of these subjects, 131 juvenile sex offenders from Virginia and Minnesota, and 275 adult

sex offenders from New Jersey and Minnesota prisons. All juvenile offenders had been

charged with and were being treated for at least one sexual crime involving sexual

contact with a victim. All adult sex offenders had been convicted of at least one sexual

crime involving sexual contact with a victim, and were currently incarcerated for such a

crime.

Procedure
Subject selection for all testing involved a simple two-step process. Potential volunteers

were identified and approached by on-site personnel. In some institutions this involved

advertising and in others possible participants were contacted through program personnel.

During the second wave of testing, parental or legal guardian permission had to be obtained

for juveniles before the testing team came on site. When the testing team arrived in the

‘ institution to administer the test, interested participants were convened in groups of 7 to 12
subjects. They were informed in mdre detail about the nature of the study, about the kind of
material they would be asked to answer, about the protection of confidentiality they were
guaranteed and about the Writ of Confidentiality we had been awarded from NIMH, and
about the fee they would be paid for their participation ($18.00). A strong plea was made for
honesty, and the potential future benefits of adequate assessment for offenders like
themselves was stressed. After informed consent statements had been explained by a visiting
research team member and signed both by the offender and the research team representative,
either the paper-and-pencil or the computer versions of the MASA were distributed and a
standard set of instructions was given. If offenders had difficulty reading the inventory,
arrangements were made for one of our team to read the inventory to him. If upon hearing
greater details of the nature of the questions in the MASA, an offender decided not to

. participate, he was dismissed. In early testing with Version 2 of the MASA we attempted to
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skip the initial contact by on-site personnel, and we perused prison records to target a
particular subset of offenders who met particular criteria. This procedure resulted in
considerable anger among inmates that “outsiders” had access to their records without their
permission. Consequently, both in that prior project and in the current research, we changed
our solicitation approach to that described above. After this change only a couple of offenders
who initially volunteered decided not to participate. This procedure did not, however, allow us
to identify the characteristics of those who did not volunteer.
Results
Overview
The intent of the present report is to present the results of the analyses done on
the juvenile and adult subjects tested during NIJ grant # 94-I]-CX-0049. As was
mentioned in the Introduction, to do this adequately, we must first summarize some of
. the results of pridr research so that the results of the present grant can be interpreted in
the context of these previous analyses. Toward that end we will first summarize the
already reported reliability and validity analyses of the first version of the MASA
calculated on the original MTC sample, give a sampling of our factor analyses of that
version, and summarize the relations among the factor domains. Second, using three
samples from the first generalization study of the MASA (Version 2), we will
demonstrate the consistency of the individual factor scales across these new samples
and using a slightly different breakdown of the samples in the first generalization
study, we will summarize the congruence of the pattern of correlations among factor
domains across both the original sample and these new samples. Third, using samples
of both juvenile and adult sex offenders from our second generalization study of the
MASA (the present grant research on Version 3), we will provide evidence for the

‘ utility of the MASA for juveniles sex offenders by showing their comparable internal

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of

Justice.



Validation of the MASA 13

consistencies and test-retest reliabilities on the factor scales to those of adult sex
offenders. Fourth, we will map the pattern of the relations among the factor domains
for the juveniles onto the patterns of relations we had reported for the adults. Fifth, on
prior samples we have tested simple models of the developmental antecedents of
sexual coercion; a comparable model will be tested on the juvenile offenders. Sixth, we
will compare the juvenile and the adult samples tested in the present grant, to
determine whether prior differences identified using a different methodology (Knight

& Prentky, 1993) could be replicated.

Analyses of the Original Sample

Reliability and Validity Analyses

For the original sample we calculated the internal consistencies and test-retest

' reliabilities for a set of rational scales that had been designed to measure the critical
domains for classification in MTC:R3. The high coefficient alphas for all these scales
(94% greater than .70) and high test-retest reliabilities (only two scales--Vandalism in
Adulthood and Impulsivity in the Offense yielding reliabilities < .70) indicated that
reasonable reliability had been achieved (Knight et al., 1994).

For these rational scales we also reported concurrent validity coefficients,
derived by correlating each scale with a parallel, independent assessment of the same
domain, which was created by rating the information provided in the participants’
archival records. These analyses indicated that only the domains of sexualization, sexual
aggression, and sexual offense planning failed to show adequate concurrent validity
coefficients. A comparison between offenders' answers to the MASA scales for these
domains and the information garnered from their archival files indicated that far more

. sexual preoccupation, deviance, compulsiveness, inadequacy, and sadistic fantasies and
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behaviors were reported on the MASA than were evident in the archival files,
suggesting that the MASA provided greater validity and coverage of the relevant
information than the criminal and clinical files.

Factor Analyses of the MASA: The Example of Offense Planning

Although the general rational scales had reasonably high internal consistencies,
suggesting that the items in each scale assessed the same general construct, we wanted
to explore the factor structure within each domain. Consequently, for eéch of ten
separate domains, which are listed in the left hand column of Table 2, we calculated
principal components analyses (Hartman, 1967), extracted all factors with eigenvalues
greater than 1, and rotated these factors to VARIMAX criteria. We examined these
preliminary factors to determine the number of core factors that were cohesive and
theoretically meaningful. We then récalculated the principle components analyses,

. limiting the extraction to the number of core factors. We will present the analysis of the
Offense Planning domain to illustrate the outcome of this procedure for one domain.

In the original offense planning principal components analysis ten factors were
extracted. An examination of this solution revealed that the last four factors were either
single item or weak, splinter factors. Consequently, a six factor solution was specified,
and this solution, which accounted for 65% of the variance is presented in Table 1. In the
clinical and criminal literature offense planning is often discussed as a univocal construct
(Rosenberg & Knight, 1988). The factor analysis of the offense planning items
challenges this notion and suggests that offense planning is a multidimensional
construct, comprising the six relatively independent factors of this analysis.

A brief consideration of these factors reveals that each represents a theoretically
meaningful and separable component of offense planning and pre-offense fantasy. The

‘ first factor closely approximates a construct that has often been described in the clinical
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literature. It involves fantasies that Cohen, Garofalo, Boucher, and Seghorn (1971)
attributed to their compensatory rapist type and Groth, Burgess, and Holmstrom (1977)
saw as characteristic of their similarly defined power-reassurance rapist. Hazelwood
(1987) has referred to these as pseudo-unselfish fantasies, and Marshall (1989) discussed
them in the context of seeking intimacy, which is the descriptor we have chosen. In
these fantasies the rapist ignores the agonistic nature of the sexual assault and fantasies
that his sexual overtures will elicit a positive response in the victim. The second factor,
Aggressive/Violent Fantasies, taps the offender’s fantasies about physically harming,
frightening, and even killing the victim. The third factor, Planning the Offense: Victim
Type and Crime Location, captures the offender’s forethought in seeking a particular
victim and fantasies about a particular location for an assault. The fourth, Sexual
Fantasies, includes the offender’s fahtasies about what sexual acts he would perform, or
‘ would have the victim do to or for him. The fifth, Eluding Apprehension, taps his plans
to elude apprehension after the crime. The sixth and final factor, Planning the Offense:
Weapons and Paraphernalia, focuses on the weapons and paraphernalia (his "rape kit")
that he planned to take with him for his crimes.

The relatively low intercorrelation among these offense planning characteristics
suggests that they are ripe for cluster analyses that might be informative either from a
criminal investigative analysis perspective (Knight, Warren, Reboussin, & Soley, 1998)
or from a psychotherapeutic vantage (Pithers, 1990). If distinct clusters of planning
could be identified and replicated, these could also have important implications for
crime scene analyses and for structuring relapse prevention interventions. The greater
differentiation of offense planning into distinct components of planning also provides
potential resolutions to the problems we encountered with the clearly inaccurate global

‘ representation of this construct in MTC:R3 (Knight, 1999).
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Correlations among the Factor Domains in the Original Sample
We generated factor scales (see Appendix 2) for the factors in the ten domains by
standardizing each item and averaging over all items that loaded >.40 on each factor.
To analyze the relations between the various components in the MASA, we correlated
the factor scores of each domain with the factor scores of the other domains for the 59
rapists who had taken the original version of the MASA. Table 2 presents a summary
of the intercorrelations among the factor domains. The number of factors in each
domain is presented in parentheses below the factor domain name in the left column of
the table. Above the diagonal is the average correlation among the factors for the two
domains. Below the diagonal is the percent of the correlations between the factors in
the two domains that reached .01 significance. Thus, the average correlation gives some
notion of the overall general level 6f relation between the two domains, and the
' percent gives an indication of the pervasiveness of the relationship across the factors in
the two domains.
There are several important relationships in this table that should be noted.
(1) Social competence was completely independent of all the other domains. None of
the correlations of its two factor scales, Relationships and Independence, reached
.01 significance with any other factor scale.
(2) Asexpected, juvenile and adult antisocial behavior were highly related.
(3) Antisocial behavior was moderately related to expressive aggression, but
relatively independent of other factors.
(4) As expected, pervasive anger, expressive aggression, and sadism were all
interrelated. Both sadism and pervasive anger were strongly related to expressive
aggression, and expressive aggression was strongly related to pervasive anger,

‘ but sadism and pervasive anger were only weakly related.
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(5) Sexual drive was strongly related to pervasive anger, expressive aggression,
sadism, and offense planning.

(6) Pornography use was strongly related to both sexual drive and expressive
aggression.

(7) The paraphilias were moderately related to expressive aggression, sexual drive,

and offense planning.

First Generalization Study Analyses
Consistencies of the Factor Scales across Samples

The first revision of the MASA was given to a variety of samples including sex
offenders in general prison settings (n = 140), non-sex offending criminals (n = 162), and
non-criminals (n = 220). We repeated the principal components analyses described
above on each of these groups and were able to replicate most of the factor structures

' of the original sample. Table 3 presents the average Cronbach alphas for these same
factor scales on the three new replication samples. For instance, for the sample in the
first column, who are the sex offenders in the first replication sample, and consequently
the sample that most closely approximated the 127 offenders in the original MTC
sample, the .87 represents the average of the alphas for this group for the
Independence (o = .81) and Relationships (o = .92) factor scales in the social competence
domain. An examination of the o's in this table reveals that the scales developed on the
original sample also cohere in the replication samples. The rare exceptions were
predominantly in the normal sample (e.g., expressive aggression, sadism, paraphilias,
and offense planning), where the particular behaviors were infrequent. Indeed, very
few non-criminals answered any of the items in the offense planning section.

Consistencies of the Relations between Factor Domains across Adult Samples
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Figure 1 presents a summary of the consistencies in the correlations among the
factor domains for five groups of adult subjects selected from in the original MTC
sample and from the samples in the first generalization study: the original MTC rapists
(n = 59), college students (n = 127), community normals (n = 93), non-sexually offending
criminals (n = 162), and rapists in prison (n = 95). In these consistency analyses we
focused only on rapists and not child molesters, because the MASA was originally
developed for rapists, and only incorporated more extensive assessment of child
molesters in Versions 3, 4, and 5. The numbers in the figure refer to the number of
different groups (up to 5) who reached our criterion for a significant relation between
each pair of factor domains. Thus, both blanks (zero groups reached criterion) and 5’s
indicate perfect agreement across the five groups. Because the offense planning
questions were only given consistehtly to the two sex offender groups, a dot was used
‘ to indicate perfect cross-group agreement of the two groups. Note in the legend of this
figure that different levels of shading from dark (5 group agreement) to no shading (0,
1, or 2 group agreement) also correspond to the different levels of group agreement.
Perfect two group consistency on offense planning is indicated by light diagonal lines.
These same shading designations will be used in Figure 2 to provide a comparative
backdrop of adult group agreement for the pattern of correlations of the juveniles.

The diagonal divides the matrix into the same two different assessments of
relation that we employed in Table 2. Above the diagonal the criterion is based on the
average correlation between factor scales in the two domains, and below the diagonal
the criterion refers to the percent of correlations across the two domains that reached
significance (p <.01). To meet the average correlation criterion above the diagonal, the
average correlation among the factor scales across a factor domain pair must have

‘ reached at least .01 significance (e.g., as indicated in Figure 1 for the juvenile antisocial
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domain [6 factor scales] and the adult antisocial domain [4 factor scales], the average of
the 24 correlations between all factor scales was significantly different from 0 at p < .01
for all five groups, and is consequently marked with dark shading and “5”) . The
numbers in the figure below the diagonal refer to the number of groups for whom the
percent of correlations (e.g., out of 24 in the above example) that reached .01
significance across the factor scales in the two domains was greater than 40%. The
average correlation gives some indication of the overall level of relation between the
two domains, and the percent of significant correlations reflects the pervasiveness of
the relation across the factor scales in the two domains. It is noteworthy that the pattern
of relations among antisocial behavior, sexual drive, violence, and offense planning that
were found in the original sample of rapists was replicated across all groups tested here,

including the non-criminals.

’ Second Generalization Study Analyses (NIJ #94-1]-CX-0049): The Utility of the MASA
for Juveniles
The second revision of the MASA (Version 3) focused on two goals--creating a

computerized form of the MASA and making the language and content appropriate for
juveniles. Version 3 of the MASA was administered to 131 juvenile sex offenders from
five different inpatient facilities in Minnesota and Virginia and to 275 adult sex offenders
from two prisons and one treatment center in Minnesota and from one treatment
center in New Jersey. Of the 131 juveniles, 121 were administered the computer form,
81 took the paper-and-pencil form, and 71 took both forms. Of the 275 adult sex
offenders, 50 adults took both forms of the MASA. In analyzing the internal
consistencies for the juveniles, five juveniles were dropped because their protocols

indicated random responding in part of the inventory.
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Attitude of Juveniles Toward Computer versus Paper-and-Pencil Administration of the
. MASA

Those juveniles who took both the computerized and paper-and-pencil versions
were asked which form of test administration they preferred. Only 26% preferred the
paper-and-pencil version. For 36% of this 26%, the reason for their preference was that
in the computer version, they were not able to go back to a question, where they had
made a mistake. This group said that if this problem were solved, they would prefer
the computer administration. Consequently, if this problem were solved, only 17%
would have preferred the paper-and-pencil administration. This limitation of our
computer program has now been corrected. The reasons why the vast majority of
juveniles preferred the computer version included: it helped them to focus their
attention, it was "easier to understahd,” "easier to answer," and "took less time." Those

. of us who did the testing observed that when juveniles were taking the computer
version, they concentrated more and had fewer behavioral problems. Thus, from both
the juveniles' self-report and from our observation, it appears that for juveniles the
computer administration offered considerable advantages.

In this administration of the MASA we received considerable feedback, especially
from the juveniles about wording, vocabulary, and computer looping problems that
need to be addressed in a revision. In our subsequent revision of the MASA we have
instituted all of these changes.

Reliability of the MASA for Juvenile Sex Offenders

In addressing the question of whether Version 3 of the MASA was an
appropriate assessment tool for juveniles, we examined the internal consistencies and
test-retest reliabilities of the factor scales on juvenile sex offenders we tested in our

. second generalization study. Table 4 presents the average internal consistencies and
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test-retest reliabilities for the ten factor domains for both the juvenile and adult samples

. in the second generalization study. The internal consistencies averages are based on 38
of the 41 original factor scales. Two of the factors comprised a single variable,
precluding calculation of internal consistencies. In addition, we dropped the fifth
paraphilia factor, zoophilia/necrophilia, because it did not cohere in the prior analyses
of the first generalization study. The test-retest reliabilities are based on all 41 factor
scales.

As can be seen in Table 4, the internal consistencies on these factors were
consistently high. For the juvenile sex offenders approximately 90% of the factor scale
o’s were greater than .70, and 67% were greater than .80. For the adults 92% exceeded
.70, and 84% were greater than .80. Although the internal consistencies of the juveniles
were slightly lower than those of the adults, they were still high and clearly support the

’ use of these factor scales for juveniles. Both the juveniles and the adults showed poor
consistency on the items in the Sexual Behavior factor in the sexual drive domain, r = .21
and .20, respectively, and both showed suboptimal consistency on the Voyeurism factor
in the paraphilia domain, r = .59 and .59, respectively. Although Sexual Behavior (i.e.,
the frequency of sexual activity) factor did not cohere, both the Sexual Preoccupation
and Sexual Compulsion factors, the other factor scales in the sexual drive domain, did
evidence high internal consistency for both juveniles and adults. The average of the low
Sexual Behavior factors with the high Preoccupation and Compulsion factors yielded
the averages presented in Table 4 for the adults (r = .66) and juveniles (r = .62) for the
sexual drive domain. In addition to these common problems in consistency, the
juveniles showed inferior consistency on factor scales that were clearly less appropriate
for this young sample: Independence in the social competence domain and Drugs and

. Vandalism in the adult antisocial domain. In the computer form, which used the
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subject’s age as a criterion for which questions were asked, a large proportion of the

. juvenile sémple were not asked the adult antisocial items because they were too young
(i.e:, less than 17 years old). Moreover, those who had reached their seventeenth
birthday and were asked the adult antisocial items, often had their responses to these
items affected by their incarceration during their brief adult life.

The average correlations for each domain between the factor scales for the
written and computer administrations of the MASA are also presented in Table 4. The
correlations are sufficiently high that they can be considered reasonable assessments of
test-retest reliability. For the juveniles 93% of the reliabilities were greater than .60 and
approximately 80% exceeded .70. For the adults 98% were greater than .60, and
approximately 90% exceeded .70. The test-retest reliabilities of the juveniles, although
slightly lower than those of the adtﬂts, were nonetheless high and support the use of

. these same factors for juveniles. It is noteworthy that the factors with low test-retest
reliabilities for the juveniles were exclusively in those domains that could be considered
less appropriate for a juvenile sample-—social competence and adult antisocial. Both
juveniles and adults showed high test-retest correlations on both the Voyeurism and
Sexual Behavior factors, despite the low internal consistencies found for these factor
scales.

Comparison of the Relation among Factor Domains for Juveniles And Adults

Figure 2 depicts the comparison of the pattern of correlations across factor
domains that the juveniles produced with the patterns of the previous adult samples. To
illustrate the relation of the juveniles to the previous adult samples, we deleted the
numbers in the body of Figure 1, which represented the number of adult groups that
were in agreement for a particular cell, and we retained only the shading to indicate this

’ agreement. We then mapped the agreement between factor domains for the juveniles

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of

Justice.



Validation of the MASA 23

onto the relations produced by the adult groups in the first generalization study, using

. the # and ** symbols. Because the adult antisocial factor scales were inappropriate for
and not answered by a large number of juveniles, we deleted that factor domain, but
maintained the same domain numbering as in Figure 1. Graduated shading indicates 5
group, 4 group, or 3 group criterion achievement, as we described earlier for Figure 1.
The offense planning domain is shaded somewhat differently, because of the smaller
number of groups (two) previously given this section (light diagonal lines indicating
two group agreement for the specific factor domain pair).

Figure 2 presents a mapping of the pattern of correlations of the juveniles onto
the shaded patterns of the previous groups. Above the diagonal two asterisks (**)
indicate that the juveniles (n=131) reached the criterion of agreement for the average
correlation, and below the diagonai the pound sign (#) indicates that juveniles reached

. the criterion for the percent of correlations that reached p <.01 significance. The figure
clearly indicates that there was considerable agreement between the juveniles and the
previous adult samples in their patterns of correlations between domains. Of the 72
cross-domain cells in the 9 X 9 matrix, 38 had had perfect agreement (either 0 or 5
groups; see Figure 1) among the five previous adult groups. In only two of these cells
were the juveniles completely discrepant with the other groups in their pattern of
responding. In all other relations at least two or three adults groups showed a relation
between the domains (e.g., the pervasive anger and juvenile antisocial behavior
correlations showed 2 adult group agreement for the average correlation and 3 adult
group agreement for the percent of correlations greater than 40%). It is interesting that
the only two completely discrepant cells involved the relation between juvenile
antisocial behavior and social competence, where there was a relation for the juveniles,

. but not for any of the adult groups. A finding in our retrospective study sheds some
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light on this disagreement (Knight & Prentky, 1993). Juvenile antisocial behavior and

. social competence were found to be the major distinguishing characteristics between
offenders charged with sexual offenses as juveniles and those who had no sexually
coercive behavior until adulthood. This suggests that these two characteristics might be
related to being apprehended for sexual coercion as a juvenile, and thus might produce
the correlation in apprehended juvenile samples that we see here. In general, the
pattern of correlations strongly supports the comparability of juvenile sex offenders'’
patterns of responding to other groups’ patterns across these factor domains.

Table 5 presents two other ways to summarize these results. The first, the left
numbers without parentheses in each box, used the values of the average correlation
between two domains for each group as data points and correlated each group with
every other group on these averagé correlations. The second, the right numbers in

. parentheses in each box, used the percentage of correlations that were significant
between two domains for each group as data points and again calculated correlations
between pairs of groups on these percentages. For both ways of evaluating cross-
group compatibility of domain relations, the juvenile showed both high correlations
with all adult groups that paralleled the relations among the adult groups. This
consistency with adult groups suggests again that the juveniles’ pattern of responding
on the MASA was comparable to that of the other groups and indicates that the MASA
can serve as an appropriate assessment tool for juveniles.

Developmental Antecedents for Juvenile Offenders

In addition to the ten domains discussed above, the MASA now begins with an
extensive developmental history. Knight (1997) has demonstrated among all adult
samples that he tested there was a consistent pattern of developmental antecedents

. leading to the presence or absence and/or frequency of sexually coercive behavior. The
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developmental data in the MASA thus provide another way to test the patterns of

. validity of the MASA. With the MASA data from the present research we can evaluate
whether the patterns that predicted sexual coercion among adults do as will among
juveniles.

Research has shown that sexual coercion is caused by a multiplicity of variables
(Malamuth, 1986) and is committed by a heterogeneous group of offenders (Knight &
Prentky, 1990). Although a large number of sexual assaults are committed by juvenile
offenders (Fehrenbach, Smith, Monastersky, & Deisher, 1986). relatively few empirical
studies have focused on this population. Much of the empirical research on this
population that does exist primarily describes offender and offense characteristics
(Davis & Leitenberg, 1987) and ignores the possible covariation of early sexual coercion
with other variables (Prentky & Krﬁght, 1993). Consequently, an analysis of the

. developmental antecedents of sexual coercion among juveniles not only contributes to
the validation of the MASA, it also Provides important information about the causes of
coercion in these offenders.

Using the developmental variables in the MASA, we attempted to identify
variables relevant to the etiology of sexual coercion in these offenders. The study
invol;/ed three primary steps: (a) identification of antecedents of sexual coercion in the
research literature, including a causal model as a basis for our own application; (b)
construction of variable scales, using the factor analyses of the MASA and rational scale
derivation of scales that were theoretically congruent with those used in the established
model; and (c) computation of path analyses of the variables hypothesized to predict
sexual coercion.

We based our variable scales, and the hypothesized developmental paths

. between them, on those used by Malamuth, Sockloskie, Koss, and Tanaka (1991) in
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their study of antecedents of sexual coercion in male college students. To this model we

. added scales measuring childhood and adolescent alcohol abuse because of alcohol's
role in adult sexual assaults (Langevin, 1983; Rada, 1976). A misogynistic fantasies
factor from the Expressive Aggression factor analysis previously discussed, consisting
of variables measuring aggressive fantasies against females and cognitive biases, was
also added because of its discriminatory power (Prentky & Knight, 1991) and its
relevance to sexual compulsivity and hypermasculinity among adult sexual offenders
(Knight, 1995). As indicated, a secondary purpose of this study was to learn if our
model of the variables implicated in the development of sexually coercive behavior
replicated those found in the Malamuth et al. model.

Malamuth et al. posited that the development of coercive behavior can often be
linked to early home experiences and parent-child interactions. Violence between

. parents and parent-child interactions characterized by physical and sexual abuse may
influence developmental processes (e.g. inhibit behavioral control and adaptive social
skills) leading to violence against women (Malamuth et al., 1991). Children enmeshed
in violent family structures often interact with delinquent peers and engage in antisocial
behaviors (Patterson, DeBaryshe, & Ramsey, 1989). These delinquency experiences
may in turn promote the further development of negative cognitions and subsequent
aggression towards women (Malamuth et al., 1991).

As seen in Figure 3, Malamuth et al. were interested in how delinquent
experiences perpetuate coerciveness against women through the confluence of two
paths. The first path arises when delinquency promotes attitudes that increase the
likelihood of coercive behavior (Patterson et al., 1989). These attitudes combine to
constitute a construct called negative masculinity, or the extent to which individual's

’ hold "macho" attitudes (e.g. risk taking, power seeking, overly competitive behavior,
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etc.). The second path occurs when delinquent tendencies are expressed in an overtly
sexual manner. Malamuth et al. hypothesized that boys who emphasize sexuality and
conquest as a means to peer status and self-esteem may use coercion to induce sexual
contact with females.

In previous theoretical replications of the Malamuth et al. developmental model,
Knight (1995) discovered similar paths between antecedents of sexually coercive
behavior across four different adult samples: incarcerated rapists, incarcerated general
criminals, socioeconomically matched community controls, and college students. In all
four samples Knight noted similarities in the way in which sexual compulsivity,
hypermasculinity, and aggressive misogynistic fantasies interacted to predict sexual
coercion. For rapists, community controls, and college students, sexual compulsivity
and hypermasculinity directly and indirectly affected sexual coercion. For general
. criminals, the links between sexual coercion, sexual compulsivity and misogynistic

fantasies were similar, but unlike the other three samples, hypermasculinity did not
prove as salient a predictor of sexual coercion.

Knight (1993, 1995) found that multiple variables, such as sexual abuse, physical
abuse, juvenile delinquency, and alcohol abuse significantly anteceded the two paths
defined by sexual compulsivity and hypermasculinity. Alcohol abuse in childhood
indirectly affected sexual coercion by directly predicting juvenile delinquent behavior in
all but the rapist sample. Physical abuse also indirectly affected sexual coercion through
direct effects on juvenile delinquency and hypermasculinity and/or misogynistic
fantasy behavior in all but the non-sexual offending criminal population. Adolescent
alcohol abuse was a strong predictor of sexual coercion in both the rapist and the
college student samples. Sexual abuse was highly predictive of sexual compulsivity, and

‘ physical abuse of hypermasculinity, in both of these samples. Adolescent alcohol abuse
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did not significantly affect sexual coercion in the community control and non-sexual
. offending criminal samples. Though each sample exhibited some unique interactions
between these developmental variables, the evident commonalties across disparate
samples supported the possibility of a unified theory of sexual coercion (Knight, 1.995).
Based upon Knight's findings and the Malamuth et al. model, we hypothesized
that sexual and physical abuse would predict juvenile delinquency and have direct
effects on sexually coercive behavior. Second, we hypothesized that, consistent with
the Malamuth et al. model, juvenile delinquency would indirectly affect sexual coercion
through the two paths defined by sexual compulsivity and hypermasculinity. Third, we
hypothesized that sexual compulsivity and hypermasculinity would have indirect
~ effects on sexual coercion through their direct effects on misogynistic fantasy behavior.
Finally, we hypothesized that alcohol abuse in childhood would directly affect
. involvement in juvenile delinquent behavior, whereas alcohol abuse in adolescence
would directly affect sexual coercion.

Construction of scales. Scales were either rationally derived or were based upon

the results of principal components analyses. Scales derived from Knight's (1995;
Knight & Cerce, in press) factor analysis used in this study were misogynistic fantasies,
sexual compulsivity, peer aggression, and school disruption. Rationally derived scales
were physical and sexual abuse, hypermasculinity, and alcohol abuse.

In constructing these scales we initially standardized all selected variables. For
the factor analysis, only variables that loaded above a cutoff of .50 were selected.
Variables that loaded above this level on more than one factor were excluded. We
obtained an estimate of the internal consistency of each scale using Cronbach's alpha.
The alphas for the scales measuring predisposing experiences and behaviors were .80

’ (sexual abuse), .60 (physical abuse), .82 (childhood alcohol abuse), .88 (school
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disruption), .84 (peer aggression), and .92 (adolescent alcohol abuse). The alphas for the
scales measuring moderating dispositions were .72 (sexual compulsivity), .58
(hypermasculinity), and .83 (misogynistic fantasies). Scale scores were obtained by
taking the mean of the standardized variables constituting each factor/rational scale.
Each subject thus had a single standardized score for each of the nine scales.

The sexual and physical abuse scales paralleled the childhood abuse and family
violence antecedents associated with later coercion in the Malamuth et al. model. The
variables constituting these scales detailed the type and frequency of abuse as well as
the perpetrator(s). The peer aggression and disruption in junior high school scales were
congruent with the Malamuth et al. conception of delinquency. Peer aggression
consisted of variables pertaining to the frequency of fighting with same or near age
peers, and to the bullying of youngér individuals. School disruption referred to less
overt aggression and detailed behavior problems such as skipping school, upsetting
class, insubordination, and suspension. The adolescent alcohol abuse component
furthered our conception of delinquent behavior and delineated frequency of alcohol
consumption and number of times intoxicated. Thus, our juvenile delinquency
construct consisted of adolescent peer aggression, school disruption, and alcohol abuse.

Malamuth et al.'s sexual promiscuity construct was related to, though not
completely congruous with, Knight's (1995) sexual compulsivity factor. This factor
comprises items pertaining to not being able to resist the urge to perform sexual acts.
Knight (1995) found that this component correlated highly with sexual preoccupation
and the strength of sexual drive. It was chosen because it was the best discriminator
between coercive and non-coercive non-criminals. The hypermasculinity scale used in
this study closely approximates the Malamuth et al. construct of negative masculinity.

The variables constituting this scale focus on attitudes supporting male dominance both
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sexually and intellectually, and behaviors such as driving recklessly and relying on

‘ violence as a means of dealing with conflict.

Finally, the sexual coercion outcome variable was based upon the sexually
coercive behaviors leading to anal or vaginal penetration that offenders disclosed while
taking the MASA. Coercive behaviors included using verbal threats, physical force,
and/or providing their victim(s) with alcohol/drugs in order to elicit compliance.
Offenders were asked about the frequency with which they engaged in these
behaviors. Responses ranged from O, never, to "4," very often (over 50 times). Each
subject received a standardized coerciveness score by taking the mean of the
standardized variables constituting this outcome scale.

Simultaneous multiple regression analyses. The path model was constructed so
that scales measuring predisposing.experiences and behaviors in childhood (e.g.

. physical abuse) were hypothesized to predict scales measuring predispositions in
adolescence (e.g. peer aggression). Predisposing experiences were hypothesized to
predict moderating dispositions (e.g. hypermasculinity), which in turn predictéd sexual
coercion. Each time frame was defined by the age of the subjects when the specific
events occurred. Events in childhood occurred up to 13, whereas events and behaviors
in adolescence occurred between 13 and 18. Initially, each of the three scales meésuring
predisposing behaviors in adolescence was entered as a dependent variable with the
three childhood scales entered as predictors. Next, the scales measuring the
moderating dispositions of sexual compulsivity and hypermasculinity were entered as
dependent variables with the six predisposing scales entered as predictors. These eight
scales were then entered as predictors of misogynistic fantasies. Finally, sexual coercion

was the dependent variable and the entire set of nine scales was entered as predictors.
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Preliminary analysis. Individual variable distributions, if not normally

. distributed, were positively skewed. Regression plots of each continuous variable with
sexual coercion did not exhibit curvilinearity nor extreme heterogeneity of arrays. The
casewise plot of standardized residuals did not show any systematic pattern, and the
histogram of the standardized residuals did not reveal any marked skew. There was a
preponderance of error values bunched in the middle of the distribution, and the
overall curve approached normality, suggesting that the underlying statistical
assumptions of linearity and homogeneity of variance along the regression line
(homoscedasticity) were met.

The studentized residuals, assessing the standardized deviation of individual
cases from their predicted Y values, indicated that only eight cases were greater than
two t-values. Only one of these eight cases was also high on leverage (varied unusually

. from values of other x variables), having a value of .24, which exceeded the calculated
conventional maximum by .02. Because this case did not rank high on influence, as
indicated by a less than 1 Cook D value (Howell, 1997), it was not eliminated from the
analysis.

Path analysis. Sexually coercive behavior patterns in juvenile offenders were
diffé]gentially predicted by multiple developmental antecedents. The zero-order
correlations indicated that there were some significant relations between variable scales,
both within and across developmental epochs. As seen in Table 6, every independent
variable incorporated into the path analysis had a significant (p<.05) zero-order
relationship with sexual coercion. Yet, many fewer of these variables contributed
unique variance as predictors of sexual coercion in the regression analyses (Figure 4)

and total effect calculations (Table 7). The correlation matrix thus provided a reference
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for delineating the spurious effects of each variable scale and subsequently assessing the

. amount of multicollinearity existing within the model.

Figure 4 highlights the salient standardized regression coefficients (betas) in this
path analysis. Paths were selected for inclusion in the model if a significant relationship
existed between an individual variable and the criterion. Most notably, physical abuse
directly affected adolescent alcohol abuse (B = .19), which in turn directly affected
hypermasculinity (B = .36) and sexual coercion (§ = .26). Childhood alcohol abuse
directly affected peer aggression (B = .39) which in turn directly predicted both sexual
compulsivity (B = .27) and hypermasculinity ( = .27). Both sexual compulsivity and
hypermasculinity indirectly predicted sexual coercion through their direct effects on
misogynistic fantasies (B = .57 and .18, respectively). Misogynistic fantasies, in turn, had
a significant direct effect on sexual coercion (B = .37).

. With the exception of the second regression, in which the childhood scales were
hypothesized to predict school disruption, each regression explained a significant
amount of variance in the respective outcome variable. R? ranged from .11 to .51 for
the six of seven regressions, which were at least significant at p<.05. The final
regression showed the strength of the model as a whole. The R? of .31 indicated that
approximately 31% of the variance in sexually coercive behavior was explained through
the paths defined by the nine predictor scales. An R? of .31 corresponds to f2=.45 which
is a large effect size by Cohen's (1992) conventions. This large effect size points to the
adequacy of the sample size and subsequently to the power of the model. Based on
Cohen and Cohen's (1983) standards for calculating power and reflecting the large

effect size, adequate sample size, and parsimonious predictor set, this model had power
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in the .90 range. We therefore expected to have approximately a 90% probability of
. rejecting the null hypothesis and finding a significant result if one did exist.

As seen in Table 7, the final step in the analysis was to calculate the direct,
indirect, and spurious effects of each variable having a significant bearing on the final
outcome variable, sexual coercion. It appears that about 75% of the zero-order
correlations with sexual coercion for both physical abuse and peer aggression were
commonly caused. A large proportion of the zero-order correlations for sexual
compulsivity and hypermasculinity were also spurious, reflecting the redundancy of
some of their variance. The variables with the smallest proportion of their zero-order
correlations being spurious were alcohol abuse, both in childhood and adolescence, and
misogynistic fantasies. These calculations thus reaffirm the multicollinearity present in

the model as well as the particular predictive strength of fantasy behavior and alcohol

. abuse.
Comparisons between Juvenile and Adult Sex Offenders on the Factor Scales

Knight and Prentky (1993) had found that among sexual offenders, those who
had begun their sexually coercive behavior in adolescence could be distinguished from
offenders who began their offending as adults by the frequency of childhood sexual
abuse, their general level of social competence, and the frequency of their antisocial
behavior, especially juvenile antisocial behavior. Having comparable data on these
domains in the MASA for both juveniles and adult sexual offenders allowed us to
determine whether these same retrospective differences could be found in current
samples of juveniles and adults. Table 8 presents a summary of the comparison
between the all of the juvenile sex offenders tested (n = 131) and all of the adults (n =
275) on the ten factor domains and selected additional scales. Consistent with the data

. on comparing adult offenders who started their sexually coercive behavior as juveniles
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to those who first sexually aggressed as adults, (Knight & Prentky, 1993), juveniles were
significantly lower than adults in both factors of social competence (Independence and
Relationships, Figure 5). Although not higher in delinquency, juveniles were
significantly higher in Disruption in Jr. High School, Bullying, and Problems in
Grammar School (see Figure 6). Not surprisingly, adults were higher in Driving
problems. Because of more opportunities to offend as adults, the adult sex offenders
were consistently higher in all four adult antisocial factors (see Figure 7). In the
Pervasive Anger domain, whereas juveniles were significantly higher in their report of
Fantasy of Hurting and Cruelty to Animals, adults were higher in Anger Lasting (see
Figure 8). In contrast, adults were significantly higher in both Expressive Aggression
toward Women and Sadism (see Figures 9 and 10), consistent with prior theorizing that
these hostile attitudes and sexually laggressive fantasies and behaviors develop with
. age. Although juveniles were higher in Transvestitism and Zoophilia/Necrophilia (see
Figure 11), adults were significantly higher in Sexual Preoccupation and Sexual
Compulsivity (see Figure 12). Adults were significantly higher in their use of
conventional sex materials (Playboy) for masturbatory behavior, but juveniles were
higher on the Porn in the Family factor (see Figure 13). Finally, consistent with prior
findings (Knight & Prentky, 1993), juveniles experienced significantly more sexual abuse
as children, but adults as teens (see Figure 14). Although juveniles were slightly higher
than adults in their endorsement of social desirability items (i.e., the Marlowe-Crowne
scale), this difference did not reach significance.
Discussion
The extensiveness and seriousness of sexual aggression demands a concerted
societal response. Effective prevention and intervention programs and accurate

‘ dispositional decisions, however, presuppose substantial knowledge of the causes,
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determinants, and sustainers of sexually coercive behavior. The attainment of such

. knowledge is difficult, because sexual coercion is committed for a variety of reasons by
a heterogeneous group of offenders (Knight et al., 1985; Knight & Prentky, 1990), and
because the causes, determinants, and sustainers of such behavior may vary for
different types of offenders. An understanding of the multiple determinants of sexual
aggression will be possible only if we can identify and adequately measure the critical
differences among offenders. There is, therefore, a crucial need for a standardized
assessment tools that can provide reliable and valid evaluation for sex offenders at
adjudication, that assess pre- and post-treatment change, and that measure follow-up
adaptation. If we can centralize such standardized information so that these data could
be analyzed on large samples, suitably complex multidimensional models could be
generated and tested. Consistent, réliable, valid measures on large numbers of

. offenders are needed to generate and test viable multidimensional models.

Although the MASA is now a comprehensive inventory for sex offenders, it
began as a circumscribed questionnaire for rapists, aimed initially at supplementing
archival ratings in the areas of sexual and aggressive fantasy for our taxonomic
research program. Because our initial taxonomic and assessment work had been done
exclusively using the admittedly biased and seemingly unique sample of offenders at
the MTC, who had been committed as sexually dangerous, there were clear
methodological demands to demonstrate the generalizability of the constructs that we
had developed. When we began to study additional samples, we quickly discovered
that the wealth and depth of data we had become accustomed to in the archival files at
the MTC was rarely matched at other institutions. Consequently, the scope of our
assessment needs broadened and the MASA was expanded, first to include new

. assessment domains, then to encompass new samples including non-criminal, juveniles,
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and child molesters. The current version (Version 5), which exists only in a

. computerized format, takes full advantage of contingency based questioning and has
added modules for a detailed developmental history, greater assessment of adolescent
social competence, and more extensive evaluation of domains unique to child molesters
(e.g., fixation, amount of contact with children, questions identifying the range of victim
ages and sex, and specific modus operandi of child molesters). It now has the potential
to fill the role of a standardized, comprehensive self-report instrument for sex
offenders.

As is evident in the data presented in this report, the MASA shows great promise
for fulfilling the role of a comprehensive assessment tool for both juvenile and adult
offenders, and indeed for both criminal and non-criminal samples. In the original
sample the rational scales, which had been created to measure specific theoretical

. domains found important in the classification of rapists, demonstrated high internal
consistency and reasonable cross-témporal stability. Moreover, these scales either
correlated highly with companion scales that had been rated using archival records, or
evidenced considerably more frequent admission of sexual deviance, violence, and
sadism than was recorded in the archival files. This suggested that the scales were likely
to have been tapping true variance and to have captured information not recorded in
the archival sources.

Stability of Factor Structures across Samples and the Reliability of Factor Scores in the

Current Sarriples Tested

The factor analyses calculated on the original MTC sample have not only been
informative about potentially important cohesive constructs in the select MTC sample,
but they also provided structures that we found to cohere across multiple, radically

. different samples. The factor analysis of the offense planning items, presented here as a
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representative example of the results of these analyses, illustrates the potential insights
these factor analyses have yielded for assessment, taxonomic structuring, criminal
investigative analyses, and therapeutic intervention.

The factor structures generated on the MTC sample were with some exceptions
substantially recoverable across generalization samples we have tested. In the both
adult and juvenile samples tested as part of the present grant the factor scales derived
from these analyses had both high internal consistencies and test-retest reliabilities.
Moreover, the pattern of correlations among the factor domains had been found to be
consistent across five previously tested adult samples that included sex offenders and
non-sexual offenders, criminals and non-criminals. In the present study the correlation
pattern among the factors of juveniles was mapped onto these previous samples and
was found to be congruent. |
. The consistency of the pattern of correlations between domains across both

adult and juvenile samples has provided substantial support for the possibility of
creating a unified theory of sexual aggression that encompasses diverse populations.
Across all samples antisocial behavior emerged as essentially independent of sex drive,
expressive aggression, and offense planning. In contrast, sexual drive was invariably
related to expressive aggression, and sadism, and it appeared to be a major driving
force of offense planning. On the basis of the consistency of this pattern and also the
similarly congruent patterns in data on developmental antecedents of the components
of sexual aggression in previous samples and in these current samples, discussed in the
next section below, Knight (1997) has proposed a tripartite developmental model of
sexual aggression, which will be discussed briefly at the end of the developmental

section, which follows.
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Developmental Antecedents of Sexual Coercion among Juveniles

The results of the path analysis of the developmental antecedents of sexual
coercion among juvenile sex offenders indicated that our variable scales were capable of
explaining a substantial proportion of the variance of juvenile sexual offenders' sexually
coercive behavior. The strong relationship expected between the factors measuring
juvenile delinquency and subsequent sexually coercive behavior (via sexual
compulsivity and hypermasculinity) was confirmed. Additionally, and as hypothesized,
sexual compulsivity had an indirect effect on sexually coercive behavior through its
direct effect on misogynistic fantasy behavior. The strong standardized regression
coefficient (B =.58) achieved from regressing misogynistic fantasies on sexual
compulsivity suggests that these variables are intertwined in their facilitation of sexually
coercive behavior. As predicted, hyPermasculinity also had an indirect effect on sexual
. coercion via misogynistic fantasies. It appears that individuals expressing the behavior
patterns and cognitive biases intrinsic to these two paths are especially likely to develop
aggressive fantasies, which in turn serve to trigger sexually coercive actions.

Although the relationship between alcohol abuse and adult sexual aggression is
well documented (Langevin, 1983; Langevin, Paitich, & Russon,1985), its relevance to
sexually coercive behavior in juveniles is less clear. Awad and Saunders (1991) found
that adolescent sexual offenders were significantly less likely to have a history of
alcohol abuse than other delinquents, with alcohol implicated in none of the offenses
they studied. Yet in this study alcohol abuse is the second strongest predictor of sexual
coercion. As seen in Table 7, the total effect of alcohol abuse in adolescence (.28) is
second only to the direct effect of misogynistic fantasies (.37) in predicting sexual

coercion.
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Recognizing early life alcohol abuse as an etiological variable has important
implications for prevention and treatment. Early intervention and education about
alcohol abuse might significantly reduce the incidence of sexually coercive behavior in
high risk young male populations. Treatment of some juvenile sexual aggressors might
also be refined if alcohol is recognized as integral to their coercive behavior patterns.

Physical and sexual abuse in childhood did not have as significant an effect on
coercive behavior and general juvenile delinquency as was hypothesized. Physical
abuse did have an indirect effect on sexual coercion, as indicated in Table 7, but
approximately 75% of its zero-order correlation was spurious. That is, in this model
sexual abuse was neither directly nor indirectly significant as an exogenous predictor,
even though the zero-order correlation with coercion was significant. This suggests
either that variables not assessed in. the model mediated the effect of sexual abuse on
subsequent sexual coercion, or that the covariation of sexual and physical abuse was
sufficient to ameliorate the impact of sexual abuse as independent predictor. Physical
abuse interfaced with the endogenous variables in the model better than sexual abuse,
and would consequently always be chosen as the direct effect, leaving only residual
variance for sexual abuse to explain. The covariation of sexual and physical abuse might
also indicate an atmosphere of general violence and deviance that should be further
explored. The fact that physical abuse is a direct predictor of school disruption and
alcohol abuse in adolescence reaffirms the importance of uncovering the implications of
this childhood trauma.

As will be discussed in the next section the comparison of this juvenile sample
with the sample of adult sexual offenders (n = 275), also tested on the MASA as part of
this grant, indicates that the juveniles reported both more frequent and more severe

childhood sexual abuse than adult offenders and evidenced more delinquency. This
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suggests, consistent with previous data (Knight & Prentky, 1993), that early sexual
abuse may be a risk factor for early sexual acting out in general, but may only be
weakly related to the frequency of sexual coercion among juvenile offenders, as
indicated in the present model. These data plus prior linkage of sexual abuse to sexual
compulsivity and through this variable to sexual coercion in both non-criminal and
adult sex offender samples (Knight, 1995) indicate that sexual abuse plays an important
role in sexual offending that requires further investigation. |

Although the overall regression analyses explained a fair amount of the variance
in sexually coercive outcomes, it is clear that there are inadequacies in the content of our
scales that must be addressed. Because early childhood abuse experiences were not
strongly predictive, it is important to look both for better measures of these domains
and also to examine other realms of research for suggestions about the etiology of
‘ coercion. Research on temperament and the continuity of personality suggest that
variables assessing a context-temperament match or mismatch bolster predictive
validity over traumatic life events taken alone.

Based upon the findings of Malamuth, et al. (1991) and others, we theorized that
association with delinquent peers may promote sexually coercive behavior, yet the
etiology of delinquency is traced back to the experience of abuse in childhood, and a
deviant family structure. In contrast, a sizable body of evidence supports a
temperamental basis for aggressive behavior and delinquent peer association (e.g.
Caspi et al.,, 1995; White et al., 1994). The issue of temperament is also important when
considering the measurement of child abuse. There is evidence (e.g. Dunn, 1980; Keogh
& Pullis, 1980) that children with certain temperaments may be at risk for experiencing
negative parent-child interactions. An undercontrolled child may induce a parent to

. more violent means of behavioral control. It is clear that to flesh out the underpinnings
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of sexual coercion, we must consider the interaction between environmental factors and
possible biological substrates.

Undoubtedly, abusive experiences and family deviance play an important role in
an individual's development of a coercive personality. Our interpretive power may be
bolstered by taking the perspective that negative early life experiences aggravate an
individual's behavioral style and disrupt an adaptive environment-temperament fit. As
Henry, Caspi, Moffitt, and Silva (1996) recognize, early emerging behavioral difficulties
interacting with disorganized family environments can have a profound impact on
social development. In this respect, alcohol may be a more salient "releaser” for those
individuals who are already predisposed to impulsivity and sexual coercion by an
undercontrolled temperament. To explore the complex interactions of early
environment and temperament in fhe etiology of sexually coercive behavior, in the
. more recent revisions of the MASA (Versions 4 and 5) we have increased both the

temporal specificity and the quality and breadth of coverage of abuse and family
interaction domains; and we have added relevant temperament scales.

The complexities of the domains measured in our model is matched by the
methpdological problems encountered in attempting to research these antecedents.
The design of the present study, though heuristically informative, has inherent
limitations that must be factored into the interpretation of the results. Studies based on
retrospective self-reports of childhood experiences are open to a number of possible
biases (Widom, 1988). For instance, it is possible that individuals are remembering and
possibly reinterpreting /distorting past memories in the context of present experiences.
Memory lapses, unconscious denial, or repression of childhood traumas may prevent

recollection of episodes of abuse. It is, however, also probable that these juvenile
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offenders' more recent experience of childhood events makes possible memory lapses
and distortions less likely.

Second, the data for this study were not gathered longitudinally. Yet, for the
purposes of drawing causal inferences between exogenous antecedents and
endogenous variables, and among the endogenous variables, a temporal /causal
structure had to be imposed. Without a prospective design it is impossible to
unequivocally assert that certain predisposing events actually precede distal,
moderating dispositions. Additionally, because of the age restriction within this sample
there is the possibility of overlap between the events offenders remember in childhood
and those they remember in adolescence.

In essence, the direction of causation that we have inferred to exist between
some variables is not ironclad. For .example, it is not possible to determine from
‘ offenders’ responses on the MASA whether sexual drive predicts fantasy behavior and

whether fantasy behavior causes, is concomitant with, or even the result of, sexually
coercive behavior. Nonetheless, the structure of the model was consistent with the
literature in proposing that fantasy behavior precedes deviant sexual action (Byrne,
1977; Laws & Marshall, 1990; Marshall & Barbaree, 1990; Storms, 1981). Further, the
relative success of Marshall, Abel, and Quinsey (1983) at increasing non-deviant arousal
by modifying arousal to deviant sexual fantasies further supports the hypothesis that
deviant fantasy behavior spurs deviant sexual action, and impedes normal sexual
adaptation (Prentky & Knight, 1991).

A third methodological concerh involves the independence of the scales used as
antecedents. As suggested by the zero-order correlations and spurious effects, some
multicollinearity exists within this path analysis. For example, there is a significant zero-

. order correlation (r = .35) between the sexual and physical abuse variables--two scales
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which exist in the same temporal predictor set. Such correlations between scales within

' time frames suggest that the independence of these variables was not maintained.
Without independence of variables it is difficult to ascertain the relation between a
given predictor and the criterion variable. As further evidence of collinearity, it is
interesting to note that both sexual (r = .18) and physical abuse (r = .25) were
significantly predictive of peer aggression when taken individually, but when childhood
alcohol abuse was included in the model, the influence of these two variables was no
longer unique.

As Cohen and Cohen (1983) recognize, the predictive power of multivariate
causal models depends in part on the correlation of each of the variables in the model
with the criterion, on the intercorrelation among the predictors in the model, and on
the selection of domains of predictdrs that account for as much criterion variance as

‘ possible. Rather than focusing blindly on a large number of weak dimensions and
generating a huge matrix of intercdrrelations, we have focused on a small number of
powerful, empirically supported indicators (Meehl, 1979) in an attempt to uncover the
complex causal network underlying sexual coercion. In doing so we have increased the
probability of identifying possible categorical groups, or taxa within the juvenile sexual
offender population. The variation in sexual coercion exhibited in this sample indicates
that violence may play a similar taxonomic role in juvenile, as well as in adult, offenses
(Knight & Prentky, 1990; Prentky & Knight, 1991).

Recognizing the apparent limitations in both scale content and methodology, the
present study does uncover commonalties between the paths leading to sexually
coercive behavior in our sample of juvenile offenders and Malamuth et al.'s (1991)
sample of college males. Further, it corroborates some of Knight's (1995) findings

‘ regarding the relationship between particular antecedents and sexual coerciveness
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across rapist, community control, college student, and non-sexual offending criminal
populations. Indeed, as we indicated earlier, the consistency of these developmental
findings, especially when interpreted in light of both the similarities of factor structure
and the patterns of correlations among factors across groups, led to the positing a
unified theory of sexual aggression. This tripartite developmental model of sexual
aggression combines: (a) sex drive/promiscuity, which is frequently predicted by early
sexual abuse and sometimes indirectly predicted by physical abuse; (b) predatory
personality / emotional detachment, which is preceded by physical abuse and appears
to play an equivalent role across criminal and non-criminal samples, and (c) impulsivity
or antisocial behavior, which covaries strongly with alcohol and drug abuse, and is the
major discriminator between criminal and non-criminal samples. The model integrates
these data with the work of Malamﬁth (in press) and with recent developments in the
. study of the components of psychopathy (Patrick & Zempolich, in press) and
personality disorder (Berenbaum, 1995) in an attempt to interweave biological/genetic,
developmental/experiential, and societal/attitudinal etiological factors.

This model provides a relevant and enlightening foundation for our research.
Additionally, this study outlines a multiplicity of variables in need of explication for the
possible improvement of treatment, intervention, and classification techniques. The
strength of our findings point to the relevance of applying this exploratory model to
other juvenile and adult samples for confirmation. Such an application, if successful,
would offer a clearer understanding of the possible etiology of sexual coercion in both
juvenile and adult sexual offenders.

Level Comparisons between Juvenile and Adult Samples on the Factor Scales

Although juvenile and adult sex offenders had similar factor structures and

‘ showed significant congruence in the correlations among factor domains, they still
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varied in the mean levels of their responses to various factors. Using archival data,
supplemented by a developmental questionnaire, Knight and Prentky (1993) had found
in a retrospective study of a group of incarcerated sexual offenders that those offenders
who had begun their sexually coercive behavior as adolescents were lower in social
competence, higher in juvenile antisocial behavior, and were more likely to have
experienced sexual abuse as a child than sexual offenders who began their sexual
aggression as adults. Consistent with these data, juveniles were found in the present
data to be lower in social competence, higher in juvenile antisocial behavior, and more
likely to have experienced childhood sexual abuse. The corroboration of these findings
using radically different samples and completely different assessment techniques both
indicates the strength of these differences and offers additional support for the validity
of the MASA. These results also stréngthen the hypothesis that these three variables
constitute risk factors for early sexual coercive behavior.

Another set of differences erherged from these analyses, which, although they
require replication because they were not predicted, still provide a base for some
interesting speculation about the development of more aggressive forms of sexual
coercion. Although the juveniles were higher than the adults in pervasive anger, an
extreme, but non-sexual form of aggression, they were significantly lower in both
expressive aggression toward women and sadism. These results are consistent with
speculations that more aggressive forms of sexual aggression develop over time, and
their manifest behavior is preceded by a protracted period of preoccupation with
violent fantasies (Prentky, & Burgess, 1991).

Future Directions of Research with the MASA
Although the MASA has already proven a rich source of numerous insights into

various components of sexual aggression, it will never be able to serve the role of a
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viable assessment tool for sexual aggression without solving the critical problem of
. duplicity. As we indicated in the introduction, the issues of denial and lying are
especially problematic for sex offenders. To date we have addressed this response bias
problem by applying the control technique of demand reduction by promising and
guaranteeing anonymity to all participants in our studies. From the success of our
reliability, internal consistency, factor analytic, cross-group consistency, and
developmental modeling analyses, this i’\as proven to be a successful strategy.

If the MASA is, however, to have practical utility, it must incorporate
assessments of various response biases, so that their presence can be evaluated and
taken into account in situations in which anonymity cannot be guaranteed. In the
version of the MASA tested here we used an abbreviated Marlowe-Crowne scale
(Saunders, 1991) and a newly creatéd Sexual Behavior Lie scale, which asked about

. common sexual behaviors (e.g., masturbation, viewing sexual materials) that non-
defensive respondents should admit, but defensive respondents might deny, proved
suboptimal. In our subsequent (to the present grant research) and most recent revision
to the MASA, we have decided to make a concerted effort to address this problem,
implementing three independent response bias assessment strategies and testing their
validity under varying conditions that should increase or decrease duplicity (giving
feedback to clinical staff about test results versus guaranteeing the anonymity of
responses, using instructional sets to fake good or fake bad versus a set to reply
honestly, testing inmates at various stages in their treatment history, and comparing
offenders whose responses closely match key information from their criminal files to
those for whom there is a significant discrepancy). These strategies include: (a)
traditional content perspective, but using the more sophisticated scales developed by

. Paulhus (1991) and analogues of the MMPI VRIN and TRIN scales to measure

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of

Justice.



Validation of the MASA 47

consistency of responding (Butcher, Dahlstrom, Graham, Tellegen, & Kaemmer, 1989),
(b) Holden’s (1995) technique of detecting duplicity by measuring response latencies to
questions, and (c) using item response theory (IRT) to generate appropriateness
measures aimed at identifying dishonest respondents (Zickar & Drasgow, 1996).

Although the MASA was originally conceived and constructed as an assessment
instrument for rapists, the logistics of testing in institutions has resulted in a large
number of child molesters taking the inventory. The determination of an offender’s
status as a rapist, child molester, mixed-age offender has most frequently been made
after testing by ratings from the offender’s criminal history. The original factor analyses
of the ten domains and the replication factor analyses in the sex offender sample both
included child molesters. Consequently, the factor scales thus far generated are equally
appropriate for both child molesteré and rapists. Many of the child molesters tested
were dismayed by their perception that critical components of their offense and sexual
histories were not adequately assessed by the questions in the test. They made many
excellent suggestions for changes and additions. Using both their recommendations
and also incorporating domains that we had found important in our child molester
typology research (Knight, 1992), we have in Versions 4 and 5 created complete new
subroutines assessing fixation on children, sexual preference, identification of the range
of victim ages and the sex of victims, amount of contact with children, and offense
modus operandi specific to child molesters. We are currently validating these new
additions on sex offender samples in Maine, Massachusetts, and Minnesota.

The current version the MASA (Version 5), which exists only in a computerized
format, takes full advantage of contingency based questioning and has added modules
for a detailed developmental history, greater assessment of adolescent social

competence, as well as the more extensive evaluation of domains unique to child
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molesters, just described. It now has the potential to fill the role of a standardized,
comprehensive self-report instrument for sex offenders. If, as now seems possible, the
duplicity problem can be adequately addressed, the next step in its development will be
the creation of computer algorithms to provide user friendly feedback to aid in clinical

and dispositional decision making.
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. Table 1

Factor Analyses of the MASA: The Example of Offense Planning: 6-Factor Solution

Factors Eigenvalue % of Variance # Items
Intimacy-Seeking Fantasies 15.69 36.5 10
Aggressive/Violent Fantasies 4.10 9.5 9
Planning Offense: Victim Type & 2.82 6.5 7

Crime Location
Sexual Fantasies 2.06 4.8 4
Eluding Apprehension 1.89 4.4 4
Planning Offense: Weapons & 1.43 33 3
Paraphernalia
TOTAL: 65.0
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Table 2

Correlations Among Ten Factor Domains in the MASA

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
SC JA AA PA EA Sad Para SD OP PU

1 Social Competence -12 05 -.03 05 -15 -08 - -.05 -.04 -.04
(n=2)
2 Juvenile Antisocial 0% 45** 26* 26* .09 .06 16 08 19
(n=6)
3 Adult Antisocial 0% 92%
(n=4)
4  Pervasive Anger 0% 33%
(n=6)
5 Expressive Agg. 0% 42%
(n=2)
6 Sadism 0% 11%
(n=3)
7  Paraphilias 0% 3%
(n=5)
8  Sexual Drive 0% 17%
(n=3)
9 Offense Planning 0% 0%
(n=6)
10 Pornography Use 0% 21%
(n=4)
* p<.05
** p<.01
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. Table 3

Assessment of the Average Internal Consistencies of the Factors in Each of the Ten Factor

Domain Across Criminal and Non-criminal Generalization Groups

Cross-Val. Sex Off. Non-Sex Criminals Normal Controls

(n = 140) (n=162) (n =220)
1 Social Competence .87 .84 .94
2 Juvenile Antisocial 87 .88 .81
3 Adult Antisocial .85 .85 79
4 Pervasive Anger .88 .85 .82
5 Expressive Agg. .82 .80 .60
6 Sadism 75 .83 21
7 Paraphilias .60 75 .50
. 8  Sexual Drive 76 73 74
9 Offense Planning .87 .90 .60
10 Pornography Use .86 .83 .85
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Assessment of the Average Test-Retest Reliabilities and Internal Consistencies of the
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Factors in Each of the Ten Factor Domain Across Adult and Juvenile Sex Offender Groups

Adults Juveniles
Test-retest Internal Test-retest Internal
(n=50) Consistency (n=71) Consistency
(n =275) (n=126)
1 Social Competence 97 .85 71 .69
2 Juvenile Antisocial .83 .87 .82 .86
3 Adult Antisocial .89 .86 51 75
4 Pervasive Anger a5 .86 72 .87
5 Expressive Agg. .90 .89 5 81
6 Sadism 81 79 .83 78
7 Paraphilias 91 .79 .82 78
8 Sexual Drive .84 .66 .83 .62
9 Offense Planning .85 .86 72 .85
10 Pornography Use .86 .88 7 81
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Table 5

Cross-Factor-Domain Correlations among Percent of Significant Correlations and Average
Correlations (in Parenthesis) for the Six Groups on the MASA Factor Domains

Community Non-Sex Original Cross-Valid.  Juveniles

Controls Criminals MTC Prison

Rapists Rapists
College Students 57 (.54) 71 (.68) .66 (.58) .68 (.64) 73 (.72)
Community Controls .84 (.75) .90 (.81) 87 (74) .60 (.73)
Non-Sex Criminals .85(.79) .93 (.81) 76 (.76)
Original MTC Rapists .88 (.79) AT
Cross-Validation Rapists 77 (.80)
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Correlations for the Variable Scales Used in the Juvenile Sex Offender Path Analysis

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
SA PAb  AAI3  PAg SD AAI8 SCom Hm ME  SCoer
1 Sexual Abuse
2 Physical Abuse 35%**
3 Alcohol Abuse <13 .14 21*
4  Peer Aggression 18* 25%* 42**
5  School Disruption .02 15 14 46™*
6  Alcohol Abuse 13-18 .11 27%F  50** 47** 47
7 Sexual Compulsivity  18* 10 05 29%*  18* 07
8  Hypermasculinity -01 .08 ,25**V 44** ‘.39** 47°% 217
9 Misogynist Fantasies .10 A1 A5 40%*  19*  21F ea*t  37**
10 Sexual Coercion 24%%  22% 21% 29%%  a8*  33%F 35** 20" 45™F
* p<.05
#* p< 0l
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Summary of Direct, Indirect, and Spurious Effects on Sexual Coercion

64

Scales Zero-
Order Spurious Direct Indirect Total
Physical Abuse Via AlcAbuse .05
Via AlcAbuse, HypMasc,Mfantasies .00
22 A7 --- .05 .05
Alcohol Abuse < 13 Via PeerAg,SexCom,Mfantasies .02
Via PeerAg, HypMasc,Mfantasies 01
Via AlcAbuse A2
Via AlcAbuse,HypMasc,Mfantasies .01
21 .05 --- .16 .16
Peer Aggression Via SexCom,Mfantasies .06
Via HypMasc , Mfantasies 02
29 21 --- .08 .08
Alcohol Abuse 13-18 Via HypMasc,Mfantasies 02
.33 .05 .26 .02 .28
Sexual Compulsivity Via Mfantasies 21
.35 14 --- 21 21
Hypermasculinity Via Mfantasies 07
20 13 --- 07 07
Misogynist Fantasies 45 .08 37 --- 37
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. Table 8

Summary of Comparisons of Juvenile and Adult Sex Offenders on Factor Scores in the Ten Domains

and on Selected Scales

Domain Factor/Scale F p direction
Social Competence
Independence 568.31 <.001 A>]
Relationships 165.80 <.001 A>]
Juvenile Antisocial
Delinquency 1.90 NS
Disrupt. Jr. Hi. 14.99 <.001 I>A
Bully 33.24 <.001 J>A
Driving Prob. 3.98 <.05 A>]
Prob. Gr. Sch. 59.95 <.001 I>A
Drug Prob. 0.02 NS
Adult Antisocial
Alcohol/Aggression 50.57 <.001 A>]
Armed Robbery 14.83 <.001 A>]
Drug Vandalism 23.40 <.001 A>]
General Aggression 8.44 <.001 A>]
Pervasive Anger
Constant Anger 0.01 NS
' Physical Fights 2.53 NS
Fantasy of Hurting 7.13 <.01 I>A
Cruelty to Animals 8.11 <01 I>A
Anger Lasts 5.46 <.025 A>]
Verbal Aggression 0.52
Expressive Aggression
Aggressive Behavior 20.20 <.001 A>J
Aggressive Fantasy 10.48 <.005 A>]
Sadism
Bondage 3.09 <.10 A>]
Synergism 4.92 <.05 A>]
Severe Fantasies 025 - NS
Paraphilias
Atypical 1.19 NS
Exhibitionism 1.13 NS
Trangsvestitism 5.30 <.025 J>A
Voyeurism 3.34 <.10 A>]
Zoo/Necrophilia 4.20 <.05 I>A
Sex Drive/Fantasy
Preoccupation 4.76 <.05 A>]
Sexual Drive 0.67 NS
Compulsivity 15.57 <.001 A>]
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. Table 8 (cont.)

Domain Factor/Scale F P direction

Porn Use

Conventional Porn 76.28 <.001 A>]

Aggressive Porn 1.63 NS

Child/Man Porn 0.24 NS

Porn in Family 18.72 <.001 I>A
Offense Planning

Intimacy 0.54 NS

Sadism 1.22 NS

Vic. type and loc. 0.00 NS

Sexual Acts 1.35 NS

After Assault 0.59 NS

Paraphernalia 0.19 NS
Abuse Variables

Physical Abuse (freq.) 2.68 NS

Freq. hitting 1.92 NS

Severity Phy. Abuse 0.21 NS

Sex Abuse Child - 6.09 <.025 I>A

Sex Abuse Teen 5.45 <.025 A>1]

. Sex Level Child 7.80 <01 I>A

Sex Level Teen 0.19 NS

Sex Coer. Child 0.02 NS

Sex Coer. Teen - 4.09 <.05 A>]
Social Desirability

Marlowe-Crowne 3.06 <.10 I>A
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Figure Captions
Figure 1. Assessment of the Consistency Across the Five Adult Groups on the
Correlations Among the Ten Factor Domains in the MASA.
Figure 2. Assessment of the Consistency of Juveniles with Previous Adult
Groups in Cross-Factor Domain Correlations on the MASA.
Figure 3. Confluence Model Depicting Antecedents of Sexually Coercive
Behavior in a Sample of College Males. Note. Adapted from Malamuth et al.,
1991.
Figure 4. Path Analysis of Antecedents of Sexually Coercive Behavior in Juvenile
Sexual Offenders (N = 121). Note. All coefficients are standardized regression
coefficients (betas) unless otherwise indicated. * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p < .001.
Figure 5. Comparison of Iuvenilé and Adult Sex Offenders on Social Competence
. Factor Scores.
Figure 6. Comparison of Juvenile and Adult Sex Offenders on Juvenile Antisocial
Behavior Factor Scores.
Figure 7. Comparison of Juvenile and Adult Sex Offenders on Adult Antisocial
Behavior Factor Scores.
Figure 8. Comparison of Juvenile and Adult Sex Offenders on Pervasive Anger
Factor Scores.
Figure 9. Comparison of Juvenile and Adult Sex Offenders on Expressive
Aggression Factor Scores.
Figure 10. Comparison of Juvenile and Adult Sex Offenders on Sadism Factor
Scores.

Figure 11. Comparison of Juvenile and Adult Sex Offenders on Paraphilia Factor

‘ Scores.
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Figure 12. Comparison of Juvenile and Adult Sex Offenders on Sexual Drive
. Factor Scores.
Figure 13. Comparison of Juvenile and Adult Sex Offenders on Pornography Use
Factor Scores.

Figure 14. Comparison of Juvenile and Adult Sex Offenders on Sexual Abuse

Scale Scores.
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IDGRK AND SOCIAL HISTORY

Check the box next to the answer that best applies to you.
Please answer all questions.

Work_History

1. Have you ever had a full-time job?
D - No, I have never had a full-time job.
D - Yes, L have had a full-time job that lasted from 1 to 6 months.
D - Yes, I have had a full-time job that lasted from 6 months to 1 year.
D - Yes, I have had a full-time job that lasted from 1 to 2 years.
D ~ Yes, I have had a full-time job that lasted for more than 2 years.

2. Check the item below that best describes your job history. Do not count military
service.

. D - Never worked--I have never had a full-time job.
[] - I have had a job or jobs, but no job lasted more than 3 months.

[

D - Ihave held a job for more than 6 months, and I have not changed jobs frequently.

I have had 3 or more jobs during the last 5 years that I was on the street.

D -~ Ihave had the same job for a long time (more than a year).

D - I'have been employed in the same kind of work, and I have been promoted to higher levels.

3. Did you make enough money in a part-time or full-time job to pay for all of your
living expenses?

- Inever held a part-time or full-time job.
- No, my job did not pay me enough to live on.

- Yes, in my job I made just enough money to pay my bills.

ooad

- Yes, in my job I made enough money to pay my bills and had some left over.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
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4. Have you ever been in the military service? If so, check the branch.

- No, I was never in the military. (*** If you check this, go directly to question # 7 on the
next page.)

- Air Force.

- Army.

Marines.

- Navy.

- Coast Guard.

— Reserves or Guard.

JUuoooon

5. How long were you in the military service?
~ I was never in the military.

- Less than a year.

1 to 2 years.

- 2to 5 years.

Oogon

- more than 5 years.

6. What kind of discharge from the service did you have?
- I'was never in the military.

- Medical/psychiatric discharge.

- Dishonorable discharge.

Other than or less than honorable discharge.

- General discharge.

- Honorable discharge.

oo
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7.

Have you ever lived on your own away from your parents, relatives, or other
people who took care of you? Do not count the time you may have spent in the
military services or in an institution (such as a prison, hospital, . . .)?

- No, I have never lived on my own.

- Yes, Ilived on my own for between 1 and 6 months.

Yes, I lived on my own for between 6 months and a year.

- Yes, I lived on my own for between 1 and 2 years.

HENEEEEEE

- Yes, I lived on my own for over 2 years.

Since I have been on my own, I have:

- I have never lived on my own.

— Never lived in the same place for more than 6 months.
Lived in the same place for only about 6 months to 1 year.

— Lived in the same place for over a year, but still moved around some.

oo

- Lived in one place most of my life.

Have you ever made enough money to live on, even if you committed crimes to get
the money?

- No, I have never made enough money to live on without the help of parents, guardians, or
welfare.

- Yes, I have made enough to support myself for up to 6 months at a time.

Yes, I have made enough to support myself for 6 months to 1 year at a time.

— Yes, I have made enough to support myself for 1 to 2 years at a time.

ninfulnin

- Yes, I have made enough to support myself for over 2 years.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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Marital Histor

10. Which of the following describes your marital status? ‘If you are now in prison
(or otherwise locked up), answer for the time before you went to prison.

- Single, never married. (*** If you check "'single,” go directly to question # 13 on the
next page.)

- Divorced once.

- Divorced two or more times.

Separated.

- Widowed.

- Married.

UOoogo

11. If you have ever been married, how long did you live with your wife? (Answer
for your longest marriage, if you were married more than once.)

- Single, never married.
- Married, but never really lived together for any period.
- Lived together for less than 6 months.

Lived together for between 6 months and 1 year.

Lived together for more than 1 year.

- Lived together for more than 2 years.

Oogdoao

12, If you have ever been married, check each of the following that was true about
your relationship with your wife (for this question you can check more than one
box):

Does not apply because I was never married.

- I'was married, but fought all the time.
- I'was married, but we were not very close to each other.
- My wife and I talked a lot about thoughts, feelings, plans, and our goals.

- My wife and I had planned to spend our lives together.

UOOooOoOoo

Although at times we had arguments, my wife and I felt very close to each other.
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. Long-Term, Non-Marital Relationships

If you have ever been married, go directly to question #17 on the
next page.

13. If you have never been married, have you ever been involved in a sexual
relationship with a man or woman?

— Does not apply because 1 was married.
- No, I was never involved in a long-term sexual relationship.
Yes, I was involved in a relationship that lasted for less than 6 months.

Yes, I was involved in a relationship that lasted between 6 months and 1 year.

- Yes, I was involved in a relationship that lasted between 1 and 2 years.

- Yes, I was involved in a relationship that lasted for 2 years or longer.

ooodo

14. If you have never been married, but have been involved in a long-term sexual
relationship with a man or woman, how would you describe this relationship?

Does not apply because I was married.
- I'was never involved in such a relationship.
- The relationship was not very important, just a casual relationship.

The relationship was only sexual, nothing more.

The relationship was important to both of us--we cared about each other.

ooood

15. If you have never been married, but have been involved in a long-term sexual
relationship with a man or woman, check the box that best applies:

- Does not apply because I was married.

- I'was never involved in such a relationship.

- I'was involved in such a relationship, but we never lived together.
- Ilived with my lover for 1 to 6 months.

- Tlived with my lover for 6 months to a year.

I lived with my lover for 1 to 2 years.

OoooOood

- Tlived with my lover for 2 years or more.
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16. If you have never been married, but you were in a long-term relationship, check
‘ each of the following that was true about that relationship (for this question you
can check more than one box):
D - Does not apply because I was rnanried.A
- I'was never in a long-term sexual relationship.
- I had a long-term relationship, but we fought all the time.
- Ihad a long-term relationship, but we were not very close to each other.
My partner and I talked a lot about thoughts, feelings, plans, and our goals.
~ My partner and I had plans to spend our lives together.

- My partner and I agreed at one time not to see anyone else besides each other.

Ooooooo

- Although at times we had arguments, we felt very close to each other.

Children

17. Did you have a child (including step child, adopted child, or foster child)?
[] - No. Inever had any children.

D - Ihad one child.
L__l - T had more than one child.

18. If you had at least one child or were in a relationship where there were children,
which of the following describes your role in their care?

D ~ I have never had a child or been in a relationship where the woman had children.
E] - I'was responsible for a child, but did not provide any financial support for the chiid.
D - I provided money to support a child, but had little else to do with the child.

D - I provided money to support a child and helped a little with caring for the child.

D - I provided money to support a child and took care of the child a lot.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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. History of Friendships and Relationships

19. Before my 17th birthday I had:

- No friends during this time.

A few casual friends only, but no close friends. (Casual friends are only acquaintances.)
Many casual friends, but no close friends.

Only one close friend.

- Some close and casual friends.

NN

D - Many close and casual friends.

20. For the friends that you had pefore your 17th birthday, which of the following
was true? You can check more than one box.

[:I - Ihad no friends during this time.
D - My friends were just kids I hung around with.
. D - They were kids that I did group activities with like sports, partying, etc.
[:] - They were kids that I shared common interests with (like hobbies).
D - I could talk about my feelings, thoughts, and problems with my friend(s).

D - My friend(s) cared about me and I cared about them. I could depend on them when I
needed them.

21. How many of your friends before your 17th birthday were girls or women?
- During this time I had no friends who were girls.

- I had only one casual friend who was a girl.

I had several casual friends who were girls, but no close friends who were girls.

— Ihad one close friend who was a girl, but we did not go steady.

- I had one close friend who was a girl, and we went steady for a while.

oo

D - I had lots of casual and close friends who were girls, and at least one steady girlfriend.
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22. Since my 17th birthday I have had:
' D - Tam not yet 17, or just turned 17.
D - No friends during this time.
[] - A few casual friends only, but no close friends.
D - Many casual friends, but no close friends.
D - Only one close friend.
D - Some close and casual friends.

D -~ Many close and casual friends.

23. For the friends that you had after your 17th birthday, which of the following was
true? You can check more than one box.

D - Iamnot yet 17, or just turned 17.
D - I had no friends during this time.
D - My friends were just people I hung around with.
. D - They were people that I did group activities with like sports, partying, going to the
movies, etc. -
D - They were people with whom I shared common interests (like hobbies).
D - Icould share my feelings and thoughts with my friend(s).

[:] - My friend(s) cared about me and I cared about them. I could depend on them when I
needed them.

24. How many of your friends after your 17th birthday were girls or women?
I:I - During this time I had no friends who were girls or women.
[] - I'had only one casual friend who was a girl or a woman.
. g - TIhad several casual friends who were girls or women, but no close friends who were girls
or women.
D - I had one close friend who was a girl or a woman, but we did not go steady.

D - Ihad one close friend who was a girl or a woman, and we went steady for a while.

D - I had lots of casual and close friends who were girls or women, and at least one steady
girlfriend.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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25. When you want to socialize, play sports, or just hang out with friends, who do you
‘ most like to spend time with?

I:] ~ Guys around my own age.

[] - Girls or women around my own age.

D - Boys (age 12 or younger).

D_

Girls (age 12 or younger).

26. Which of the following statements best describes the type of people that you meet
in your work?

D_
E]_
D_
I:l_

On my job I spend time only with adults and almost never with children or teenagers.
On my job I spend time equally with both adults and children or teenagers.

In my job I am with children or teenagers more than adults (such as being a toy salesman,

amusement park attendant, etc.).
In my work I am mostly responsible for taking care of children or teenagers (teacher,

youth counselor, etc.)

27. Which of the following statements best describes the kind of people that you spend
. your free time with? (Check as many as are true for you.)

D_
D_
D_
I:]_
D_

1 spend my spare time mostly with adults and almost never with children or teenagers.
I spend some of my spare time with teenagers.

I spend some of my spare time with children.

I spend most of my spare time with teenagers.

I spend most of my spare time with children.

28. Which of the following people do you think you have your closest
relationships with (the persons that you care the most about and care about

you)?

10

®
oooooo

(Check as many as are true for you.)

Male friends around my own age.

Female friends around my own age.

Male friends who are older than I am.

Female friends who are older than I am.

Male friends who are younger than I am.

Female friends who are younger than I am.

Males friends who are very much younger than I am (children).

Females friends who are very much younger than I am (children).
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SCHOOL BEHAUIGR

The following items ask about any problems that you may have had while you were in elementary
school (kindergarten through grade 6) or middle school or high school (grades 7 through 12).

Check the box that indicates how often these behaviors occurred. If a behavior did not occur,
check "Never." Please answer every item for elementary school and for middle or high school. If
you dropped out of school before 7th grade or have not attended 7th grade yet, then skip the items

for grades 7 to 12.

10.

Number of Times:
I had behavior or discipline problems:

in grades kindergarten to 6

in grades 7 to 12

1 skipped school, when I was not sick:

in grades kindergarten to 6
in grades 7 to 12

My parents were asked to come into
school because of my behavior:

in grades kindergarten to 6
in grades 7 to 12

Other kids in school bullied me or
picked on me:

in grades kindergarten to 6
in grades 7 to 12

I bullied other kids in school;

in grades kindergarten to 6

in grades 7 to 12

Some- Fairly Very
Never Once times often often
(0) (1) {210 10) {11 to 50) {over 50)
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Some- Fairly Very
Never Once times often often
‘ Num Times: o) (1) (2to 10) (11 to 50) (over 50)

I was suspended from school:

11. in grades kindergarten to 6

12. in grades 7to 12

I picked fights or hit other kids in school:

13. in grades kindergarten to 6

14. in grades 7 to 12

I was disruptive in the classroom:

15. in grades kindergarten to 6

16. in grades 7to 12

I have sworn at teachers or said
. nasty things to them:

17. in grades kindergarten to 6

18. in grades 7to 12

I hit a teacher:

19. in grades kindergarten to 6

20. in grades 7 to 12

I had to stay after school for misbehaving:

21. in grades kindergarten to 6

22. ingrades 7to 12

I was expelled from school:

. 23. in grades kindergarten to 6

24. in grades 7to 12

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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Justice.



Booklet 2

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

SCHOOL HISTORY

Circle the last grade you completed

Elementary

High College Grad School

in school. Donotcountclassesin |[K 1234567891011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

prison or reform school.

Still in School

Write in the larger box to the right how old
you were, when you left school. If you
are still in school, check the smaller box.

Yes No  stillin School
Did you get any additional education
after you left school?
Circle the grade you completed with " Elementary High College Grad School
additional schooling. K1234567891011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
If you earned a GED, circle this GED

Yes No
Were you ever kept back a grade in
school?
Circle the first grade that you Elementary High College Grad School

repeated, if you were kept back. K123456789101112 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

How many grades did you repeat?

How many years of special classes
did you have?
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JUUENILE HISTORY

Behaviors befare your I7th birthday

Check the box that indicates how often you got in trouble with the police for the behaviors listed
below. You did not have to be charged or arrested for the behavior. The police could have only
been contacted or could have only talked to you about what happened.

Some- Fairly Very
Never Once times otten often
Number of Times: ) (1) (2to10)  (11t050)  (over 50)
Before 1 was age 17, I was
in trouble with the police for:
1. driving without a license or registration or
driving with license suspended
2. speeding
3. going through a stop sign or red light
4. passing in a no passing zone
5. unlawfully attaching plates (putting a
license plate on a car that does not belong to
the car)
6. use of automobile without authority
(driving someone's car without their
permission)
7. drunk driving or driving under the influence
(driving while drunk or high on drugs)
8. driving to endanger (driving that is
dangerous to yourself or others)
9. hit and run (leaving the scene of an
accident)
10. other traffic or motor vehicle violation not
listed above
11. delinquency (repeatedly breaking laws or
rules) L
12. stubborn child
13. habitual truant (truancy)

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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Before I was age 17, I was
in trouble with the police for:

14. runaway

15. cruelty to animals

16. disorderly conduct or disturbing the peace
(annoying others verbally or physically)

17. malicious mischief (playing harmful pranks

or tricks)

18. trespassing (going on to property when you

should not be there)

19. vagrancy or loitering (wandering the streets
without a home or place to stay)

f

im

20. vandalism or destruction of property

. (purposely damaging or destroying

someone's property)

21. rude or harassing phone calls

22. dirty or obscene phone calls

23.. indecent exposure
24. voyeurism (peeping tom)

25. open and gross lewdness

26. lewd and lascivious behavior
27. contributing to the delinquency of a minor

28. drunk or drunk-and-disorderly

‘ 29. possession of alcohol

30. possession of illegal drugs

Some-

Fairly

5
Very

Never  Once  tlimes  often  often

©)

(1)

(210 10}
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Number of Times:

Before I was age 17, I was
in trouble with the police for:

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

illegal use of drugs

selling drugs

fraud, forgery, passing bad checks
receiving stolen property

stealing cars

theft or larceny (stealing propérty or
money) -

breaking and entering (B & E) or attempted
breaking and entering (not a sexual offense)

unarmed robbery
armed robbery

carrying a concealed weapon other than a
firearm

illegal possession of a firearm or carrying a

~ concealed firearm

illegal possession of explosives or
discharging explosives in public

fire-setting or arson

assault or assault and battery (A & B) (not
a sexual offense)

assault and battery with a dangerous
weapon (A & B w/DW) (not a sexual
offense)

domestic abuse

a sexual offense involving contact with a
female under 16 years old

Never
{0)

Once
(1)

Some-
times
(2to 10)
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Some- Fairly Very
Never Once times often often
. Number of Times: (0) (1) (2to10)  (11t050)  (over 50)

Before I was age 17, I was
in trouble with the police for:

48. a sexual offense involving contact with a
male under 16 years old

49. a sexual offense involving contact with a
female over 16 years old

50. asexual offense involving contact with a
male over 16 years old

51. attempted kidnapping or kidnapping
(forcible confinement [not sexual))

52. attempted murder (not a sexual offense)

53. manslaughter or murder (not a sexual
offense)

For each statement check the box that best describes how often you did each behavior when you
‘ were a child or teenager. The police did not have to be involved. Answer these items for the time

up to your 17th birthday.

Some- Fairly Very
Never Once times often often
mber /] H 0) (1) (2to 10) (1110 50) {over 50)

Before 1 was age 17, I did
the following behaviors:

54. Iran away from my parent's home.

55. 1ran away from a foster home.

56. Iranaway from an institution (orphanage,
reform school, etc.).

57. I setfires.

58. I purposely damaged or destroyed
personal or public property.

59. I started fights or picked on others.

60. 1 was involved in physical fights.
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Number of Times:

Before I was age 17, I did
the following behaviors:

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71,

72.

73.

I physically assaulted males (not including
sex offenses).

I physically assaulted females (not sexual).

I carried a knife to use as a weapon.
I owned and/or carried a gun.

I carried a weapon other than a knife or
gun.

I carried and used a weapon when
comrmitting a crime.

I was stopped for drunk drivihg.
I started fights when I was drinking.

I was mean or verbally abusive to people
after drinking alcohol.

I assaulted people, when I was drinking.

I committed a crime after drinking alcohol.

I assaulted people, while I was high on
drugs.

I committed a crime, while I was high on
drugs.

Never
(0)

Once
(1)

8

Some- Fairly Very
times often often
(2 to 10) (11 to 50) (over 50)
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ADULT HISTORY

Behaviors after your i7th birthday

Check the box that indicates how often you got in trouble with the police for the behaviors listed
below. You did not have to be charged or arrested for the behavior. The police could only have
been contacted or have talked to you about what happened.

Some- Fairly Very
Never Once times often often
Number of Times: (0) (1) (2to10)  (11t050)  (over 50)

After I was age 17, I was
in trouble with the police for:

1. driving without a license or registration or
driving with license suspended

2. speeding

3. going through a stop sign or red light

4. passing in a no passing zone

5. unlawfully attaching plates (putting a
license plate on a car that does not belong to

the car)

6. use of automobile without authority
(driving someone's car without their
permission)

7. drunk driving or driving under the influence
(driving while drunk or high on drugs)

8. driving to endanger (driving that is
dangerous to yourself or others)

9. hit and run (leaving the scene of an
accident)

10. other traffic or motor vehicle violation not
listed above

11. escape

12. cruelty to animals

13. disorderly conduct or disturbing the peace
(annoying others verbally or physically)
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Numbper of Times:

After I was age 17, I was

in trouble

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

with the police for:

malicious mischief (playing harmful pranks
or tricks)

trespassing (going on to property when you
should not be there)

vagrancy or loitering (wandering the streets
without a home or place to stay)

vandalism or destruction of property
(purposely damaging or destroying
someone's property)

rude or harassing phone calls

dirty or obscene phone calls
indecent exposure

voyeurism (peeping tom)

open and gross lewdness

lewd and lascivious behavior

contributing to the delinquency of a minor

drunk or drunk-and-disorderly
possession of alcohol
possession of illegal drugs

illegal use of drugs
selling drugs

fraud, forgery, passing bad checks

Some-

Fairly

10
Very

Never Once times often often

©)

(1)

(210 10)
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Number of Times:

After I was age 17, I was
in trouble with the police for:

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

receiving stolen property
stealing cars

theft or larceny (stealing property or
money)

breaking and entering (B & E) or attempted
breaking and entering (not a sexual offense)

unarmed robbery
armed robbery

carrying a concealed weapon other than a
firearm

illegal possession of a firearm or carrying a
concealed firearm ‘

illegal possession of explosives or
discharging explosives in public

fire-setting or arson

assault or assault and battery (A & B) (not
a sexual offense)

assault and battery with a dangerous
weapon (A & B w/DW) (not a sexual
offense)

domestic abuse

a sexual offense involving contact with a
female under 16 years old

a sexual offense involving contact with a
male under 16 years old

a sexual offense involving contact with a
female over 16 years old

a sexual offense involving contact with a
male over 16 years old

Some-

Fairly

11
Very

Never  Once  times  often  often

©

(1)

(2o 10)
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Some- Fairly Very
Never Once times often often
N Ti : 0) (1) (210 10) (1110 50) (over 50)

After I was age 17, I was
in trouble with the police for:

48. attempted kidnapping or kidnapping
(forcible confinement (not a sexual offense)

49. attempted murder (not a sexual offense)

50. manslaughter or murder (not a sexual
offense)

For each statement check the box that best describes how often you did each behavior after your
17th birthday. The police did not have to be involved.

Some- Fairly Very
Never Once times often often
N r i H (0) (1) (2 to 10) (11 to 50) (over 50)

After I was age 17, 1 did
the following behaviors:

51. 1set fires.

52. Ipurposely damaged or destroyed private
or public property.

53. Istarted fights or picked on others.

54. Iwas involved in physical ﬁghts.

55. I physically assaulted males (not a sexual
offense).

56. Iphysically assaulted females (not a sexual
offense).

57. Icarried a knife to use as a weapon.

58. Iowned and/or carried a gun.

59. Icarried a weapon other than a knife or
gun.

60. Icarried and used a weapon when
committing a crime.

61. Iwas stopped for drunk driving.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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of Ti

After I was age 17, I did
the following behaviors:

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

I started fights when I was drinking.

I was mean or verbally abusive to people
after drinking alcohol.

I assaulted people, when I was drinking.

I committed a crime after drinking alcohol.

I assaulted people, while I was high on
drugs.

I committed a crime, while I was high on
drugs. '

Never
(0)

Once
(1)

13

Some- Fairly Very
times often often
(2 to 16) (11 to 50) (over 50)
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Part A

ERRLY LIFE EXPERIENCES

The first part of this booklet asks questions about things that happened to you as a child or
adolescent. Notice that what each answer means is different from the last booklet. Here each choice
indicates a different number of times within a specific time period, like once a month (Sometimes) or
once a week (Fairly often). You may not be able to answer some questions because they do not
apply to you. For example, you may never have had a stepmother or brother. If the item does not
apply to you, check the circle at the far right. Be sure to mark a choice for each numbered item.

Number of Times:

The people who physically punished me

when | was a child or teenager (until your
17th birthday), were:

items blank.)

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Mother
Stepmother
Father
Stepfather
Sister
Sgepsister
Brother
Stepbrother
Grandmother
Grandfather

Other relative

Foster parent

(Do not leave any

A caregiver in an institution (prison

staff, nun, etc.)

Never
{0)

