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Abstract

Forty-two untreated imprisoned sexual offenders completed interviews and questionnaires to establish the priority they assigned to three ‘goods’ from the good lives model at the time of their offending, and to gain insight into how they operationalized these goods at that time. The relationship between the priorities offenders assigned to the goods of (1) agency, (2) relatedness and (3) inner peace at the time of offending, and their problem solving ability was also explored. A measure of problem solving ability was obtained using the SPSI-R, and a measure of functional and dysfunctional problem solving obtained from its scales. The results suggest that sexual offenders tend to experience problems in prioritizing, rather than operationalizing inner peace, as this good is not related to problem-solving ability, but tends to be assigned lower priority than agency and relatedness. Although agency and relatedness tend to be given higher importance, and this is related to better problem solving ability, there appear to be problems with scope in some offenders’ good lives conceptions and problems with the capacity, means and conflict among the means used to achieve these goods. Directions for future research are suggested.
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The rehabilitation of offenders is a matter of public and political importance, particularly in relation to sexual and violent crime. Over the past thirty years opinion has shifted in favor of rehabilitative efforts, as academics in the field moved from the doctrine that ‘nothing works’, to the question ‘what works?’ in reducing recidivism (e.g. Hollin, 1999; Abracen & Looman, 2004; Harkins & Beech, 2007). Meta-analytic reviews of the effectiveness of sexual offender treatment have indicated a reasonable level of success in reducing rates of both sexual and non-sexual re-offending (Hanson, Gordon, Harris, Marques, Murphy, Quinsey, & Seto, 2002; Lösel & Schmucker, 2005). Results of the latter study led the authors to conclude ‘the most important message is an overall positive and significant effect of sexual offender treatment’ (Lösel & Schmucker, 2005, pg. 135). 

The risk-need-responsivity (RNR) model of offender rehabilitation is one of the leading treatment models for offenders, and has received considerable research attention (Andrews & Bonta, 2003). As the name suggests, the RNR model consists of three main principles. The risk principle indicates that level of treatment provision should be dependent on the level of risk an offender poses, with higher risk offenders receiving more treatment than lower risk offenders. The need principle asserts that treatment should be focused purely on criminogenic needs which are defined as ‘dynamic attributes of an offender that, when changed are associated with changes in the probability of recidivism’ (Andrews & Bonta, 2003, pg. 176). The responsivity principle states that the intervention should be conducted in a manner that promotes pro-social attitudes and behavior and in a way that makes sense to the participants for whom it was designed.  
The RNR model is often operationalized as part of the most widely used approach to sexual offender treatment: relapse prevention. This approach is based on a cognitive behavioral framework, and is concerned with helping people to identify and practise ways of coping with high-risk situations and lapse behaviors, to reduce their risk of relapse. High risk situations are defined as those in which relapse is more likely: lapse behaviors are risky behaviors, that although not approximating to full relapse, could lead to relapse. In the context of treating sexual offenders, a re-offense would equate to a relapse, whilst engaging in deviant sexual fantasy for example, would be a considered a lapse, increasing the likelihood of sexual recidivism (Eccleston & Ward, 2006). In sexual offender treatment the relapse prevention approach suggests that the best way to reduce re-offending is to reduce or eliminate an offender’s dynamic risk factors by helping the offender to understand their pattern of offending and to cope with those factors that place them at risk of recidivism (Ward & Hudson, 2000). This approach leads to a focus on those dynamic, changeable risk factors that are directly related to risk of recidivism, in line with the need principle of the RNR model.

However, more recently the RNR model and relapse prevention approach have been criticized for varying reasons, including their exclusive focus on criminogenic risk factors (e.g. Laws, 2003; Yates & Ward, 2007; Ward, Mann & Gannon, 2007). It has been argued that the focus on relapse avoidance techniques ‘is a necessary but not sufficient treatment aim’ (Ward & Gannon, 2006, pg. 78). Ward and Brown (2004) consider that, ‘although the management of risk is crucial in rehabilitation, treatment approaches must also include strategies to equip individuals with tools to live more fulfilling and worthwhile lives’ (Ward & Brown, 2004 pg. 244).  Ward and Stewart (2003) argue that this involves providing offenders with the necessary skills, values, opportunities and social support for meeting their non-criminogenic, ‘human’ needs in more adaptive ways. The assumption is that offenders would then be better equipped to manage themselves and reach their goals in more pro-social ways, and consequently would be less likely to harm themselves or others. Indeed, research has demonstrated the importance of non-criminogenic needs such as self-esteem, in influencing treatment outcome (Thornton, Beech & Marshall, 2004). This has prompted a shift towards a strength-capabilities approach to offender treatment. Indeed, the relapse prevention component of the United Kingdom’s Sexual Offender Treatment Programs (SOTPs) has recently been adapted to incorporate such an approach, based on the good lives model of offender rehabilitation (Ward & Stewart, 2003). 

The good lives model of offender rehabilitation

The good lives model (GLM) is a social-cognitive model of offender motivation based on the notion that all humans strive to achieve nine primary human ‘goods’ (Ward & Stewart, 2003). These are defined as, ‘actions or states of affairs that are viewed as intrinsically beneficial to human beings and are therefore sought for their own sake rather than as a means to some more fundamental ends’ (Ward, 2002, pg 515). They include: ‘(1) Life (including healthy living, optimal physical functioning and sexual satisfaction), (2) knowledge, (3) excellence in play and work (including mastery experiences), (4) excellence in agency (i.e. autonomy and self-directedness), (5) inner peace (i.e. freedom from emotional turmoil and stress), (6) relatedness and community (including intimate, romantic and family relationships), (7) spirituality (in the broad sense of finding meaning and purpose in life), (8) happiness and (9) creativity’ (McMurran & Ward, 2004 pg. 298).

The GLM proposes that all meaningful human actions, including offending, indicate attempts to achieve primary human goods (Ward & Stewart, 2003). The model suggests that the primary goods an individual prioritizes are linked to their personal identity as the weightings of importance an individual assigns to each of the goods, ‘spell out the kind of life sought, and relatedly, the kind of person he or she would like to be (their good lives conception)’ (McMurran & Ward, 2004, pg. 299). The GLM posits that ‘it is important that all classes of primary goods are addressed in a conception of good lives: they should be ordered and coherently related to each other’ (Ward & Brown, 2004 pg. 247). It assumes that an unbalanced good lives conception, which is defined as a conception that does not address all of the goods, is harmful to the individual and others. However, Ward and Stewart (2003) emphasize that there is no ‘right kind of life’ for any one individual, and that there are numerous possible good lives conceptions, each of which are constrained by that individual’s circumstances, abilities and preferences. The GLM also proposes that individuals commit offenses as a result of attempts to achieve the primary goods when they lack to capability to do so in socially acceptable and personally fulfilling ways (Ward, Mann & Gannon, 2007). 

The GLM provides an alternative approach to the treatment of offenders, based on a theory of offending from which treatment aims can be constructed. The aim of treatment based on this approach is to equip offenders with the conditions that are necessary to implement their good lives conception. Dynamic risk factors are viewed as obstacles that frustrate the individual’s ability to achieve their good lives plan, which leads to a twin focus in treatment: establishing good lives and avoiding harm (Ward & Mann, 2004).   

The prioritization and operationalization of goods in good lives conceptions 

Using the GLM approach to offender rehabilitation, therapists can assess the priority offenders assign to each of the primary goods, and incorporate their individual values, or ‘personal identities’ into the intervention, thereby increasing responsivity to treatment. Responsivity can be defined as the extent to which an intervention engages the individual and responds to individual characteristics such as cognitive ability (Hollin, 1999). 

Research has specifically addressed the issue of responsivity in treatment (e.g. Andrews & Bonta, 2006; Kennedy & Serin, 1997) and suggests that a positive relationship exists between responsivity and effective rehabilitative treatment. For example, a meta-analysis of ‘what works’ in offender treatment programs showed that effective programs had a high level of offender responsivity (Hollin, 1999). The GLM suggests that if an offender’s individual needs and motivation are incorporated into treatment, responsivity would be increased and with it, the effectiveness of treatment. The GLM proposes that by assessing the primary goods prioritized by the offender greater responsivity to treatment may also be achieved (Ward & Mann, 2004).

The GLM also highlights the importance of exploring how the offender has previously attempted to achieve primary goods. This exploration should focus on identifying those goods that the individual struggled to achieve in socially acceptable ways, and should identify why they struggled to achieve these goods (McMurran & Ward, 2004). The GLM outlines four main difficulties people could experience in achieving primary goods: ‘(1) Means (problems with the means to secure goods), (2) Scope (a lack of scope within their plans for achieving all of the goods), (3) Conflict (conflict between the goals sought or incoherence of goals) and (4) Capacity (lack of the necessary capacities - both internal, such as attitudes, and external, such as resources - to form and adjust their plans to changing circumstances)’ (McMurran & Ward, 2004, pg. 300). 

This could suggest that offending is partly a function of poor planning or poor problem-solving, as offenders may be using inappropriate strategies to manage the problems arising from one or more of the four possible deficits in their good lives conceptions outlined by Ward and Stewart (2003). Problem solving has been defined as ‘the self-directed cognitive-behavioral process by which a person attempts to discover effective or adaptive ways of coping with problematic situations encountered in the course of everyday living’ (D’Zurilla, Chang & Sanna, 2003, pg. 426). A lack of any one primary good in an individual’s life is viewed as a problem by the GLM, as this deficit is proposed to lead to negative consequences for the individual or for others in their life. Such a deficit would equate to a lack of scope in the individual’s good lives conception. 
If the individual values and prioritizes the missing good, they too would view its absence as a problem. Therefore, it seems reasonable to suggest that the way in which they plan to address this deficit, and the means by which they attempt to achieve the good could be affected by their problem solving ability. For example, a problem with the means to secure a good, such as choosing inappropriate or harmful means to achieve that good, could be affected by an individual’s ability to generate alternative solutions to their problem (i.e. alternative means to secure the good), an ability which has been conceptualized as part of effective problem solving (D’Zurilla, Change & Sanna, 2003).

An incoherence of life goals, or conflict in the good lives conception, can also be related to problem solving ability. Someone with the ability to define and verify problems would be better able to specify where the conflict lies in their good lives conception than someone who does not possess this ability. They would also be more able to think flexibly about alternative solutions and to consider the long term consequences of these solutions, than would someone with deficits in their problem-solving ability. As a result, someone with good problem solving skills should, theoretically, be better able to resolve that conflict than someone who has deficits in this area. Problem definition and verification, the ability to generate alternative solutions and the ability to predict the long and short-term consequences of a decision form part of D’Zurilla, Nezu and Maydeu-Olivares’ (2002) conception of effective problem solving. 
Additionally, the ability to adapt plans to changing circumstances (defined as a problem of capacity in the GLM), could also be expected to be influenced by how able someone is to use adaptive problem solving methods, such as thinking flexibly and being able to identify realistic, alternative ways in which to meet their goals. It seems reasonable therefore, to assume that an individual’s problem solving ability could influence the efficacy of the actualization or operationalization of their good lives conception. To the current authors’ knowledge, links between sexual offenders’ problem solving and the GLM have not been examined. As the improvement of problem solving is a common aim of sexual offender treatment programs and the GLM is becoming increasingly influential this is a good opportunity to examine the existence of any links between the two.
Problem solving and sexual offending

Poor problem solving has consistently been linked to criminal behavior. Slaby and Guerra (1988) found that young offenders, including sexual offenders, demonstrated numerous deficiencies in problem-solving including among others, a) defining problems in hostile ways, b) adopting hostile goals, c) seeking few additional facts, and d) generating few alternatives.
Other research has indicated that the pathway to offending, both against children and adults, is, in a significant proportion of cases, characterized by the reduction of negative emotions associated with the problem (e.g. using psychoactive substances) to the exclusion of dealing with the problem itself (Polaschek, Hudson, Ward & Siegert 2001; Proulx, Perreault & Oimet, 1999). Avoiding problems is conceptualized as one of the dysfunctional problem solving styles that affects someone’s overall problem solving ability (D’Zurilla, Nezu & Maydeu-Olivares, 2002). Barbaree, Marshall and Connor (unpublished, 1988, cited in Fisher & Howells, 1993) found that child molesters had difficulty with social problem solving. They might recognize problems and generate some options to solve them, but were likely to choose the wrong option and fail to see its negative consequences. Cortoni and Marshall (1996, 2001) and Cortoni, Heil and Marshall (1995) found that sexual offenders tended to use emotion-focused strategies such as fantasizing things could be better, ruminating, focusing on the negative emotions evoked by the problem rather than the problem itself, for dealing with stress. In line with this finding, D’Zurilla, Nezu and Olivares (2002) found that a negative problem orientation, which is characterized by an emotional reaction to a problem, becoming distressed and viewing problems as a threat, combined with negative self-efficacy expectations, was negatively related to effective problem solving. 

 Hanson and Harris (2000) looked at a number of different dynamic predictors of sexual offense recidivism and found that some stable predictors strongly differentiated recidivists from non-recidivists. One of these factors was a view of the self as no risk, which may equate to not recognizing a problem, another facet of poor problem solving (D’Zurilla, Nezu & Maydeu-Olivares, 2002). In a more recent study Nezu, Nezu, Dudek, Peacock and Stoll (2005) found that social problem solving deficits were associated with sexual aggression and sexual deviance in a sample of child molesters. 
 Given that poor problem solving has been linked to sexual offending, it seems reasonable to assume that the problems with means, scope, conflict and capacity that sexual offenders are theorized to experience in operationalizing their good lives conceptions, could be linked to deficits in their problem solving ability. Problems in scope, that is problems in prioritizing some goods to the detriment of others, could also be linked to problem solving ability. We would expect fewer problems of this kind in an individual who is able to predict the positive and negative consequences of ignoring certain areas of their life (e.g. prioritizing work at the expense of relationships) in the short and long term. 
The present study

Ward and Mann (2004) suggest that certain human goods, namely agency, relatedness and inner peace, are more strongly associated with sexual offending than others because they are conceptually linked to a number of dynamic factors related to risk of sexual offending. Agency involves self-directedness, a sense of control over life and self-management, and can be conceptually related to four dynamic risk factors for sexual offending. The first of these is inadequacy, which is partly characterized by a sense of a lack of control (Fisher, Beech & Browne, 1993). The second is impulsivity, which is characterized by a lack of self-directedness and self-management (Prentky & Knight, 1986). In addition, agency is arguably related to adversarial sexual attitudes, which have been linked to attempts to achieve control through dominating and abusive behavior within intimate relationships (Pollard, 1994). Lastly, agency can be linked poor emotional control, which is a lack of self-management or sense of control over certain emotions, particularly anger (Prentky & Knight, 1986). According to the GLM sexual offenders’ ability to achieve agency in pro-social, adaptive ways would be negatively affected by the presence of these dynamic risk factors, which would act as obstacles that frustrate the ability to achieve this good. 
 Relatedness, which involves love, friendships and intimacy, is also conceptually linked to a number of risk factors related to sexual offending. Indeed, a lack of emotionally intimate relationships with adults is in itself, one of the criminogenic factors related to sexual offending (Hanson & Bussiere, 1998). However, there are also a number of dynamic risk factors that would clearly frustrate or block an individual’s ability to achieve relatedness with another adult. These include a distorted intimacy balance in which children are favored over adults as intimate partners, and attitudes such as believing women to be deceitful or sexual entitlement beliefs (Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2005; Malamuth & Brown, 1994; Ryan, 2004). There are also well established risk factors relating to deviant sexual interests such as a sexual preference for children or for sexual violence could (Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2005). The presence of these criminogenic factors could clearly have a negative impact on an offender’s ability to achieve relatedness in an adaptive way. 

 Inner peace involves feeling free from emotional distress, and may be particularly difficult to achieve for someone who, for example, feels inadequate or emotionally lonely (Beech, 1997). Achieving inner peace may also be problematic for someone who tends towards a grievance thinking style. This style is characterized by a negative, suspicious view of others and a tendency to ruminate angrily on thoughts of vengeance for perceived wrong doings, and is also a dynamic risk factor related to sexual offending (Pawlak, 1994). Indeed, the act of offending could make it difficult for offenders to achieve inner peace, as they may have to contend with feelings of guilt, shame or disgust as a result of their behavior.   

This study aimed to explore the problems offenders experienced in balancing their good lives conception (how they prioritized agency, relatedness and inner peace) and how they operationalized these goods at the time of their offending. The study also aimed to explore whether or not the priority offenders attached to these goods were related to their problem solving ability. We would expect that offenders would not prioritize all three of these goods highly because the GLM conceptualizes offending as a result of deficits in a good lives conception. That is, offending occurs as a result of an unbalanced conception, in which not all goods are included and/or deficits in the way in which the goods are achieved as a result of poor planning or use of maladaptive means to achieve these. We would also expect that this unbalanced conception would be linked to poor problem solving ability, and more specifically, to deficits in the ability to anticipate the long term consequences of ignoring certain goods. In addition, we would expect that those goods that were prioritized highly were being achieved through anti-social or maladaptive means. It is important to explore such issues, as insight into the problems experienced by offenders at the time of offending using the GLM approach could guide treatment interventions, increase treatment responsivity and provide directions for future research in this area.

As this is a relatively new area of research, this study adopted an exploratory approach. The priority offenders assigned to agency, relatedness and inner peace at the time of their offending is defined by their score on a ‘Good Lives’ questionnaire designed for this study. Overall problem solving ability is defined by participants’ score on the Social Problem-Solving Inventory: Revised (SPSI-R) (D’Zurilla, Nezu & Maydeu-Olivares, 2002). Qualitative interview questions were also asked to gain insight into how offenders operationalized agency, relatedness and inner peace at the time of offending. 

There were four main research questions:
1) Is there a difference between the priorities sexual offenders assigned to agency, relatedness and inner peace, at the time of their offense?

2) Do the priorities assigned to the goods of agency, relatedness and inner peace at the time of offending predict offenders’ problem solving ability?

3) In what way does the priority assigned to agency, relatedness or inner peace at the time of sexual offending relate to dysfunctional (maladaptive) or functional (adaptive) problem solving?

4) How do sexual offenders operationalize agency, relatedness and inner peace at the time of their offending?
Method

Participants

The sample consisted of 42 adult males serving custodial sentences for a sexual offense in one of three UK prison establishments. The age of participants ranged from 22 - 68 (Mean = 43.18, SD = 13.11). The majority of the participants were white, (91.8 %), while 6.2% identified themselves as Black and 2% as Asian. The sample included offenders who had offended against adults (rapists) and those that offended against children (child molesters). The latter group included both extra and intra-familial offenders. Offense information was not available for all of the participants, as this was obtained from an existing national database which held incomplete records. 
All participants were untreated sexual offenders who at least partially acknowledged their offending behavior. Untreated offenders were selected as treated offenders were likely to have improved their problem solving ability during imprisonment due to the cognitive skills components of interventions. As we were asking people to talk about the period of time leading up to and during offending, participants who categorically denied that they had offended were also excluded from the sample. Offenders who had engaged in intentional self-injurious behavior in the last 6-months were also excluded from the study, due to the potentially distressing nature of some of the questions.
 The sample was considerably limited by the above criteria, as the majority of offenders who were untreated were also categorically denying their offenses. We approached all 60 participants who were judged to be eligible to take part in the study: 42 agreed to participate. Of those approached who declined to participate, the main reason cited was that they did not want to discuss their offending. All were made aware that participation was voluntary and informed of their right to withdraw from the study at any time.  

Measures

Good Lives Questionnaire
Participants completed a ‘Good Lives’ questionnaire that was designed for this study. This measured the priority participants assigned to agency, relatedness and inner peace at the time of offending. The questionnaire consisted of three scales (one for each good studied), and each scale was comprised of the same six questions. Each scale started with a further definition of the good measured, based on the names assigned to the goods in the HM Prison Service sexual offender relapse prevention program. The names of the goods were adapted by the Prison Service to make the concepts more accessible. Agency was described as ‘self-management’ while relatedness was defined as ‘love, friendship and intimacy’. Inner peace was described as ‘freedom from emotional distress’. A pilot study employing ten offenders revealed no comprehension problems with the scales (copies of the questionnaire can be obtained from the first author).
The items were taken from an article by Ward and Mann (2004) outlining questions to be incorporated in any measure of an offenders’ conception of a good life. Items were rated on a five point Likert scale ranging from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree’. Questions in the first half of the scales were positively worded and items in the second half were negatively worded, to control for acquiescence biases. Responses were summed to produce an overall ‘priority’ score for each good. Higher scores on the scales indicated a higher level of priority assigned to that good: 30 was the maximum potential score. 

Reliability analysis indicated that all three goods’ priority score scales had good internal consistency (agency scale Cronbach’s α = .86; relatedness scale Cronbach’s α = .82; inner peace scale Cronbach’s α = .73). 
Social Problem Solving Inventory: Revised.

Participants also completed the Social Problem Solving Inventory – Revised (SPSI-R) (D’Zurilla, Nezu & Maydeu-Olivares, 2002), a theory-based, empirically validated psychometric test. The SPSI-R is a 52-item self-report questionnaire designed to give a measure of problem solving ability. It comprises five basic scales, one of which has four sub-scales. The questionnaire measures six functional and three dysfunctional problem solving abilities or styles. 
The functional abilities measured include: Positive problem orientation (PPO; a constructive problem solving cognitive set including being optimistic about and committing to, problem solving); Problem Definition and Formulation (PDF; including clarifying and understanding a problem); Generation of Alternative Solutions (GAS; including a focus on problem solving goals); Decision Making (DM; including predicting the positive and negative consequences of each solution alternative, short and long-term); Solution Implementation and Verification (SIV; including practicing chosen solutions to  increase chances of success); and Rational Problem Solving (RPS; the rational, deliberate systematic application of effective problem-solving strategies). The latter scale is calculated using scores from the PDF, GAS, DM and SIV scales.

 The dysfunctional abilities or styles measured are: Impulsivity/Carelessness Style (ICS; using narrowed, impulsive, careless, hurried and incomplete problem solving strategies); Avoidance Style (AS; characterized by procrastination, passivity or inaction and dependency); and Negative Problem Orientation (NPO: becoming distressed when encountering problems and having negative self-efficacy expectancies) (D’Zurilla, Nezu & Maydeu-Olivares, 2002). 

Participants rated statements on a five point Likert-type scale ranging from ‘0 = Not at all true of me’ to ‘4 = Extremely true of me’. Higher total scores indicated a higher level of problem solving ability with a maximum potential score of 152. The authors of this tool report high internal consistency statistics for all subscales, as well as for the total problem solving ability scale (Cronbach’s α = between .87 and .96 for young adults and middle-aged adults respectively) (D’Zurilla, Nezu & Maydeu-Olivares, 2002).

Procedure

Participants were seen individually in interview rooms on the residential wings of their establishment. We administered the SPSI-R and the Good Lives questionnaire. These were both read aloud to all participants to compensate for any literacy difficulties. To control for order effects half of the participants completed the SPSI-R before the priority questionnaire and interview questions, whereas the other half completed the priority questionnaire and interview questions first. Analysis of participants’ responses to the questionnaires indicated that the order in which they were administered did not affect the measure scores.
Additionally, after completing the Good Lives questionnaire, participants were asked two open-ended questions about how they operationalized each good at the time of offending. Participants’ responses to the open-ended questions were independently assigned to one of the four categories of problems offenders could experience in operationalizing their good lives conception (problems with means, scope, conflict and capacity), as proposed by the GLM (Ward & Stewart, 2003). Ninety percent of responses were correctly classified (defined as when both researchers categorized the same response under the same GLM category).

 The time to administer both questionnaires and to ask the two open-ended questions ranged between 30 minutes to over an hour. 
Ethical considerations

Informed consent was sought from all participants. Participants’ right to withdraw consent at any time was reiterated throughout the research process. Participants were provided with access to support services in their establishment, in case they felt distressed as a result of their participation. The study was approved by a university ethics committee and by the Prison Service. 
Results

All data was screened and tested for violations of the assumptions of each statistical test used. No violations were found. For each statistical test an alpha level of .05 was used.
Prioritization of agency, relatedness and inner peace

To assess the difference between priority scores assigned to the three goods, a within-subjects ANOVA was conducted. Results indicated that participants did assign the goods different priority scores, as ‘good type’ demonstrated a main effect F (2, 42) = 7.579, p < .001. Pair-wise comparisons indicated that priority scores for inner peace (M = 17.02, SD = 6.60) were significantly different to those for agency (M = 20.92, SD = 6.48), p < .05, and relatedness (M = 20.20, SD = 6.82), p < .05. Priority scores assigned to agency and relatedness were not significantly different. 
To examine the difference in priority scores further, participants were categorized as having a high or low priority score for each good. A high priority score for a good was defined as a score above the mid point of the scale (a score of 15 or above), whereas a low priority score was defined as anything below the scale mid point (14 or below). More than half of the sample gave a high priority score (a score above the mid point of the scale) to the three goods studied. Relatedness was scored highly by the largest percentage of the sample, then agency and lastly inner peace (see Table 1). 
Offenders were subsequently categorized as having either a balanced or unbalanced good lives conception, based on whether or not they assigned high or low priority (using the criteria outlined above) to all three goods. Those that assigned low priority to one or more of the goods were categorized as having an ‘unbalanced’ good lives conception (as, according to the GLM, an unbalanced conception is one that does not assign high priority to goods). Those who assigned high priority scores to all three of the goods were categorized as having a ‘balanced’ good lives conception. Table 1 shows that about half of the sample (52.8%) was classed as having a balanced good lives conception.

INSERT TABLE ONE ABOUT HERE

To further examine the relationship between the priorities assigned to the different goods, a correlational analysis was performed. This indicated that those who tended to prioritize agency highly also prioritized relatedness highly (see Table 2). Higher scores on inner peace were also correlated with higher scores on the two other goods.
INSERT TABLE TWO ABOUT HERE

Problem solving ability

Problem solving scores were calculated from participants’ raw scores which were converted to standard scores, in line with the scale authors’ directions (D’Zurilla, Nezu & Olivares, 2002). Table 3 shows that the mean standard problem solving score for the sample was 95.5 (SD = 24.17), which is interpreted as ‘average’ problem solving ability according to the scale authors (D’Zurilla, Nezu & Olivares, 2002). Less than a quarter of the sample (23.8%) had an above average standard problem solving score (over 114 as defined by D’Zurilla, Nezu & Maydeu-Olivares, 2002), and just under half of the sample (42.8%) scored below average (below 86) for problem solving. The remaining 33.4% of the participants had an average overall problem solving score (a score of between 86 and 114).
INSERT TABLE THREE ABOUT HERE

To gain an overall score for problem solving five of the functional problem solving ability scales of the SPSI-R were amalgamated to create an overall functional problem solving score for each participant (the RPS was excluded as this is calculated using the sum of four of the other functional problem solving scales). Individuals’ standard (as opposed to raw) scores were used when amalgamating the scores. Participant’s standard scores on the three dysfunctional scales were amalgamated to create an overall dysfunctional problem solving score. 

To assess whether participants with unbalanced good lives conceptions demonstrated poorer problem solving than those with balanced good lives conception, a MANOVA for independent samples was conducted, using total problem solving score, total functional problem solving score or total dysfunctional problem solving score as the dependent variable (Table 4). Results indicated that a balanced or unbalanced good lives conception did not have an impact on functional problem solving score, F (1, 41) = 2.383, p = n.s. However participants with a balanced good lives conception demonstrated greater overall problem solving ability than those with an unbalanced conception, F (1, 41) = 9.384, p < .004. Additionally, those with an unbalanced good lives conception demonstrated greater dysfunctional problem solving than those with balanced conceptions, F (1, 41) = 13.585, p < .001. 

INSERT TABLE FOUR ABOUT HERE

To further explore the relationship between the priorities assigned to the goods and problem solving ability, a standard regression was conducted, using the priority attached to each good as a predictor and problem solving ability as the dependent variable. Results again showed that priority attached to goods did predict problem solving ability, accounting for 38% of the variance in the model. The important predictors in the model were agency and relatedness: the direction of the Beta values indicate that offenders who assigned these two goods high priority demonstrate better problem solving ability (see Table 5). 
A further standard regression analysis was then conducted, using the priority scores for each of the three goods as predictors of functional problem solving ability. Results showed that priority of the individual goods (with the exception of inner peace) predicted functional problem solving ability and explained 24% of the variance (see Table 5). The model showed that relatedness was the most important predictor of functional problem solving ability. The direction of the Beta values revealed that the more priority offenders attached to relatedness the more likely they were to have functional problem solving abilities (see Table 5). 
A regression analysis using agency, relatedness and inner peace as predictors and dysfunctional problem solving score as the dependant variable produced a significant model that explained 32% of the variance. Again the most important predictor was relatedness and the direction of the Beta value indicates that the more priority offenders gave to relatedness the less likely they were to have a high dysfunctional problem solving score (see Table 5).
INSERT TABLE FIVE ABOUT HERE

Operationalizing good lives conceptions

Participants’ responses to open-ended questions about how they tried to achieve agency, relatedness and inner peace at the time of their offending indicated that they did experience problems in operationalizing their good lives conceptions. All participants reported that they had difficulty in achieving one or more of these goods leading up to or during offending. Some of the participants indicated that offending was one of the methods they used to attempt to achieve the goods:
“How did I go about achieving agency? Offending – I was trying to control someone sexually” (Participant 3) 

“My past sexual abuse and a lack of confidence have impacted on my relationships. I couldn’t be open as I was worried how they’d react….intimacy was very important to me at the time of my offending, I thought I could achieve it with my victim (who was a child)” (Participant 16)
‘I tried to get inner peace with drugs, to block out my emotions, and through crime, trying to feel better by doing something I enjoy – offending’ (Participant 13)

 Both researchers coded the responses as one of the four categories of operationalization problems defined by Ward and Stewart (2003): scope, means, conflict and capacity. Ninety percent of the problems were assigned the same code by both raters. This process revealed that offenders reported all four categories of problems in operationalizing agency, relatedness and inner peace. Problems with scope included those who did not want to achieve one of these goods:

 “I mainly enjoyed being dependent on others, I didn’t want my independence or control” (Participant 42)

 “My partner asked me to choose between her and the job. I’d rather go to work: I felt it was easier, less complicated.” (Participant 5)

“I was sexually abused and never faced up to it. I tried to block it out but had a lot of anger inside me as a result”. (Participant 14)

Problems with means were also reported for all three of the goods:

“I was a workaholic: it was my main priority, made me feel like I was going somewhere”. (Participant 5)
“I was trying hard (in relationships) but it wasn’t working...I was overprotective. I would feel I had a good thing and would be afraid of losing it, but then my actions meant I lost them anyway” (Participant 14)
“I used drugs, video games, DVDs, alcohol and music (to achieve inner peace)” (Participant 7)
“I felt ashamed of myself. I’d been boozing and womanizing since I was a teenager…had low self-esteem throughout my life…there seemed to be a self-destruct button in me. I had no confidence without alcohol so I used to drink to make myself feel better. I would end up doing things I was ashamed of and always felt bad about myself. I would drink to block out those feelings”. (Participant 41)

Responses indicated that conflict between the goals sought was an issue for some participants, particularly with regard to agency and relatedness:

“I achieved agency through work, I was very successful…but as a result a lack of communication between me and my partner in my relationship made me feel out of control in my personal life” (Participant 30)
“I put too much time into work and not enough into my relationships” (Participant 17)
However, for one participant, who used alcohol to block out his emotions, conflict between goals was a problem that related to relatedness and inner peace:

“Alcohol was a destructive influence in my relationships, it made me selfish” (Participant 42)

Participant three described a lack of self-management and agency as affecting his ability to achieve inner peace: 

“My chaotic lifestyle meant I couldn’t achieve it (inner peace), I was all over the place, couldn’t settle” (Participant 3)
Participants also indicated that they lacked (or believed they lacked) the capacity to achieve the goods:

 “I never had any real long-term plans: I would see what hand life dealt me on a day-to-day basis.” (Participant 40)

“A lack of love as a child meant that I didn’t know how to express my feelings (in relationships)…I pushed things under the carpet for the sake of the marriage, I was always concerned what others would think”. (Participant 30)
“I was my own worst enemy, put myself down. A lack of education made me feel thick.... I was just existing” (Participant 1)

Discussion

This study explored the priority sexual offenders assigned to agency, relatedness and inner peace at the time of their offending. These goods are those hypothesized to be those that are most related to sexual offending (Ward & Mann, 2004). We also explored how these priorities related to problem solving ability, which is a risk factor associated with sexual offending (e.g. Cortoni & Marshall, 1995; Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2005). Finally we looked at how sexual offenders operationalized these goods at the time of their offending.

The first research question examined differences in the priority assigned to agency, relatedness and inner peace. Results showed that at the time of their sexual offending, participants assigned significantly more priority to agency and relatedness than they did to inner peace. This is in line with the notion that sexual offenders may have problems in equally weighting primary goods in their implicit good lives plan (Ward & Gannon, 2006). However, further examination of the results revealed that about half of the sample prioritized all three goods highly at the time of offending, suggesting that they had balanced good lives conceptions. This analysis has its limitations, as we considered only three of the nine primary goods. The other half of the sample, did however, possess unbalanced good lives conceptions. Just under half of the offenders stated that, at the time of their offending, they assigned low priority to at least one of the three goods studied.  

The equal weighting of goods is not necessary for psychological well being as individual differences in goal setting is an acknowledged component of a good lives plan (Ward, 2002). However, these results do suggest that some offenders’ good lives plans lack scope, which is considered to be harmful to the individual or others (Ward & Gannon, 2006). Ward and Gannon (2006) also note that there may be incoherence or conflict between the ways certain goods are pursued. Conflict between relatedness and agency was apparent in qualitative responses indicating how offenders’ work (which they had related to achieving the good ‘agency’) affected the quality of the relationships they had with their partners. As such their agency goal appears to have had a negative impact on their relatedness goal and vice versa leading to conflict between the goals. 
Ward and Gannon (2006) suggest that individuals who experience conflict in their good lives plan may feel frustration when they do not achieve all of the primary goods they value. This may affect their personal circumstances and lead to feelings of loneliness and despair (Ward & Gannon, 2006). As a result, alcohol may be used to ease their emotional turmoil, which may lead to a reduction in personal control, acting as a disinhibitor, which could result in the commission of a sexual offense (Ward & Gannon, 2006). Consistent with this idea, some offenders’ qualitative responses indicated that they had difficulties with achieving agency and relatedness at the time of their offense and some stated that they used alcohol or drugs as a form of escape. Because both goods featured prominently in participants’ good lives conceptions, as they prioritized these highly, it seems possible that frustration at their lack of ability to achieve satisfactory levels of these goods could have contributed to their offending behavior. 

An interesting finding was that inner peace did not feature prominently in participants’ good lives conceptions. A lack of scope in a good lives plan may mean that a goal such as sexual satisfaction is given overriding importance and that goods such as agency may be used to achieve this goal (gaining a sense of control in a sexual situation) whereas other goods are simply ignored (Ward & Gannon, 2006). Qualitative responses suggest that offenders in our study were able to ignore goods such as inner peace by using distracters to avoid negative emotions. Those reported included alcohol, drugs, Internet chat rooms, videos and DVDs. As a result, inner peace may not be a priority because distractions enable offenders to ignore it. Alternatively, inner peace may be achieved temporarily through these means, by blocking out or numbing distress, and therefore this good is not viewed as a problem or priority. Similarly, given that the majority of offenders were aware that their behavior was ‘wrong’, a degree of emotional distress may be considered an acceptable cost, outweighed by the gains they achieve through offending. Further research in this area would help to gain insight into the lack of priority the sexual offenders in this study assigned to inner peace.

Our second and third research questions considered the relationship between overall problem solving ability, functional and dysfunctional problem solving and the priority offenders assigned to agency, relatedness and inner peace. We found that those who had an unbalanced good lives conception had poorer overall problem solving ability than those with balanced good lives plans. This suggests that the ability to prioritize a range of primary goods could be in some way related to problem solving ability. It may be that individuals that are better able to predict the long-term consequences of focusing their efforts exclusively on one area of their life will be more likely to widen their efforts to encompass other areas of their life. Further analysis indicated that the priority assigned to agency and relatedness were important predictors of overall problem solving ability, whereas the priority attached to inner peace was less important. Results also indicated that having an unbalanced good lives conception was related to more dysfunctional problem solving. Those who assigned low priority to relatedness tended to have higher dysfunctional problem solving scores.

However, our results also indicated that those with a balanced good lives conception did not possess better functional problem solving ability. Rather, an examination of the individual contribution each good made to the prediction of functional problem solving again indicated that only the priority assigned to agency and relatedness had an important impact on this area: the priority assigned to inner peace was not significantly related to functional problem solving. 

These findings indicate that the sexual offenders who prioritized relatedness in particular were able problem solvers and that they used functional rather than dysfunctional problem solving techniques. However, it is not clear whether these offenders applied these problem solving skills to the problems in their life at the time of their offending.  
We might assume that the clear link between functional problem solving and relatedness shows that sexual offenders not only valued their relationships but they also had the wherewithal to deal successfully with problems arising in those relationships. However, it is equally possible that sexual offenders use their functional problem solving ability to secure sexual offending goals (see, for example, the approach-explicit sexual offenders identified by Ward & Hudson (1998) as systematic and effective offense planners). To illustrate, an offender who wants to enter into a relationship with a child may face obstacles such as access to the child and opportunities to be alone with him/her. The sexual offender with good problem solving ability will be better able to overcome such obstacles and secure his/her goal of sexual activity with a child. In fact when the offenders in this study refer to relatedness we cannot even be certain that they were not referring to relationships with the victims of their offenses as some offenders seek emotional intimacy through sexual offending (e.g. Marshall, 1989). 

The qualitative data indicated offenders had a range of problems in operationalizing agency, relatedness and inner peace. Alcohol was mentioned as a way of achieving inner peace, but was also referred to as a hindrance to the achievement of both agency and relatedness. When asked about how he achieved inner peace in his life at the time of his offending one participant commented,

“As soon as I finished work I’d be straight down the pub, de-stress. But alcohol caused me more stress in my life…it was a destructive influence in my relationships, made me selfish…all I’ve ever known is not being in control, I liked it that way…alcohol meant I had less control in my life” (Participant 42).

This demonstrates how problems with means and a lack of capacity to achieve inner peace impacted on this offender’s ability to achieve agency and relatedness. It also supports previous findings that suggest that while sexual offenders can generate solutions to problems they are, as a rule, poor at identifying the best solution (Barbaree, Marshall & Connor, unpublished, 1988; cited in Fisher & Howell, 2003). As illustrated above, the offenders in our study did not lack the opportunity to secure relatedness in a socially acceptable way as many reported that they were in appropriate relationships. Instead it seems that conflict in the ways offenders operationalized agency, relatedness and inner peace may have caused difficulties in their potentially healthy and fulfilling relationships, leading to intimacy deficits and loneliness. Alternatively, offenders may have had problems in their relationships because they had deviant sexual interests, or because they turned to substances such as alcohol to regulate the negative emotions resulting from their unfulfilling relationships. Then again, some offenders could have been using alcohol as a disinhibitor to enable them to commit an offense. More systematic research exploring the problems offenders experience in operationalizing goods at the time of offending could provide direction on whether problems with means, scope, conflict or capacity are good specific. That is, do problems with agency tend to centre on the means used to achieve this, rather than capacity, or vice versa? Such findings would allow treatment to focus on building skills to increase offenders’ ability to achieve goods in more effective and pro-social ways.

Limitations and future research

It is important to note that offenders’ current SPSI-R score may not reflect their problem solving ability at the time of offending. We tried to offset this by using an untreated sexual offender population so that their problem solving styles/ability would not have changed since the time of offending. However, the experience of contending with the criminal justice system may well have improved some participants’ ability to problem solve. Likewise the retrospective priorities offenders assigned to agency, relatedness or inner peace may not be wholly accurate. It is important that future work makes comparisons between sexual offenders and non-offending samples and to increase the number of primary goods examined to see if sexual offenders differ from the non-offending population in the way they prioritize and operationalize goods. This would offer us more insight into their treatment needs and potentially increase treatment responsivity. Potentially responsivity could also be heightened by exploring differences between different types of sexual offenders (e.g. child molesters and rapists, intrafamilial and extrafamilial offenders). This study also suffers from a small sample size, limiting the generalizability of our findings.
This study sheds some light on the difficulties sexual offenders have in prioritizing and operationalizing their good lives conceptions and how that prioritization of goods relates to problem solving. Our findings show that inner peace was given little priority by sexual offenders at the time of their offending. This indicates a lack of scope in some sexual offenders’ good lives plans, which the GLM indicates can increase risk of harm to the individual and others. However, relatedness and agency tended to be given high priority, and offenders who valued relatedness had functional problem solving abilities. What we cannot know is if they used this skill to pro-social or anti-social ends. The qualitative data indicates problems with the ways in which offenders were attempting to achieve all three goods. For example, the conflict between the means used to secure agency (e.g. control) and relatedness (intimacy), suggests problems with the way sexual offenders operationalize these goods do exist. Further research is required to explore this area in more depth, and to provide further guidance on treatment direction with this population.
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