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Abstract

A female sex offender is any female who engages in criminal sexual penetration,
and/or criminal sexual contact with a minor and is charged with a criminal offense within
a court of law (New Mexico Statutes and Court Rules, Unannotated, 2012) Early research
purports that there is a high prevalence of male sex offenders in comparison to the low
prevalence of female sex offenders. A large body of research focuses on male sex
offenders but it is problematic to generalize the results of these studies to women sex
offenders (Vandiver & Walker, 2002; Wijkman, Bijleveld, & Hendricks, 2010). The gap
in research on female sex offenders gives the impression to society that female sex
offenders do not exist.

There is very little empirical research that provides the exact number of female sex
offenders in the United States (O’Connor, 1987; Finkelhor, Hotaling & Smith, 1990;
Lewis & Stanley, 2000; Vandiver & Walker, 2002). Official reports and independent
studies vary in the number of female sex offenders reported. Some studies report that
females are involved in 1% of all sexual offenses whereas international statistics report
that females make up 5% of the sex offending population (Vandiver & Walker, 2002;

Cortoni, Hanson & Coache, M., 2010). Other empirical studies report that females make



up 60% of all sex offenders (Vandiver & Walker, 2002). The variation between these
reports demonstrates that there is a need for more research conducted with female sex
offenders in order to prevent such abuse. This current study will attempt to determine if

gender roles affect judicial attitudes towards female/male sex offenders.

Vi
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Chapter 1

Introduction

All victims of sex offenses deserve equal access to the justice system, regardless
of the gender of the perpetrator. In the last fifty years female-perpetrated sex offenses
were thought to be largely non-existent and it was not until the 1980°s that female
perpetrators emerged in the research (Tsopelas, Tsetsou, Ntounas & Douzenis, 2012).
Child sex abuse has occurred throughout the centuries, and who we identify as the
primary offenders of child sexual abuse may be shocking. It has only been within the last
decade that research done in the United States has begun to acknowledge the fact that
females do commit sex crimes (Denov, 2003). The term ‘female sex offender,’ is used to
describe a female who has been charged with sexually touching or engaging in a sexual
act with a child (Colorado Sex Offender Management Board, [CSOMB], 2012). A child
is considered to be a person under the age of 14, as age of consent for sexual behavior in
many states is anywhere from age 13 to 18 (New Mexico Statutes, 2007). The age of
consent varies from state to state, depending on the different laws and ways in which
criminals are prosecuted (Benedet, 2010). In cases such as these, the victim is typically
viewed as a person of 14 years old or under that has sexual contact with a female that is
at least 5 years older than the victim (Denov, 2003).

There is very little information regarding female sex offenders, including what the
average female sex offender looks like demographically, which leaves society with little
information about who female sex offenders are (Tsopelas, Spyridoula, & Athanasios,

2011). The female gender is often associated with specific labels such as nurturer or



caretaker, and is rarely associated with sexually violent and deviant acts within our
society (Studd, 2007). Sex crimes are often labeled as male specific crimes that are
regarded with disdain by society and within the judicial system. Females who commit sex
offenses are often seen as low level offenders who do not have a large impact on society:
however, they have been found to have sexually offended against 2 to 3 million people in
the United States (Hislop, 2001). There are a few reasons why female-perpetrated sex
crimes may be greatly overlooked, which will be explored in further detail.

The media attention and societal beliefs about female-perpetrated sex crimes
affect the perceptions that judges, lawyers, and law enforcement officials have about
female sex offenders (Denov, 2003, 2004). Female sex offenders have been eroticized by
the media and portrayed as “hot” and “sexy.” The female sex offenders that have been
given the most attention in the media are teachers where the victim is viewed as a
‘willing participant’ (Frei, 2008). The idea that female sex offenders are all attractive
teachers and have willing participants as victims impacts how the legal system views
female sex offenders in general. It is because of this line of thinking that judges at times
appear ambivalent or unconcerned about female-perpetrated sex offenses (Allen, 1991;
Denov, 2003, 2004; Hetherton, 1999).

There is information in current literature that explores the connection between the
gender of the sexual offender and legal response to the actual sex offense itself (Bunting,
2005, 2007; Hislop, 2001). Many research articles argue that female-perpetrated crimes
are not as serious, have less of an impact on the victim, and are not as heinous as male-
perpetrated sex crimes (Gakhal & Brown, 2011; Sandler & Freeman, 2011; West,

Friedman & Kim, 2011). The sexual offenses that women commit warrant a closer look



by researchers. Cultural beliefs about gender affect how judges hand down sentences to
male or female sex offenders (Church, Wakeman, Miller & Clements, 2007; Denov,
2001). A culture that denies that females commit sex offenses influences the decision
making of judges and jurors which can lead to charges against her being plead down or
not charged as a male sex offender would be (Bunting, 2007).

Professionals, including, judges are more likely to believe that sentencing males
to time in jail is more suitable than sentencing females because of the societal bias
(Bunting, 2007). When judges are less likely to charge a female for a sex crime it is this
phenomenon that leads to low percentages of female sex offenders who are charged and
sentenced, which then perpetuates the idea that female sex offenders do not exist.

Though the statistics reported from earlier studies are not sufficient to claim that
there is an increase in female-perpetrated sex offenses, there is enough evidence to
support the need for professionals, such as judges to be aware that females do indeed
commit sex crimes (Bunting, 2007; Hislop, 2001; Sandler & Freeman, 2011). Once
judges have the awareness of female-perpetrated sex offenses, appropriate measures can
be taken during conviction, sentencing, and treatment stages (Bunting, 2007; Vandiver &
Walker, 2004). It is clear that sex offenses are serious crimes that warrant close attention
of the judicial system including those sex offenses committed by women.

Sex crimes impact more than just the victim and sex offenders present a complex
problem for society as well. According to the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI),
there are almost 700,000 convicted sex offenders on the sex offender registry and live in
the United States (FBI, 2013). Research has found that the ratio of male sex offenders to

female sex offenders is 20:1 (Gakhal & Brown, 2011). Women make up roughly 17% to



23% of all adult criminals, 10% of all adult violent offenders and only 1% to 5% of all
adult sex offenders (Cortoni, Hanson & Coache, 2010; Vandiver & Walker, 2002).
According to the data compiled by the FBI, men make up 93.3% of all convicted sex
offenders and women make up only 6.7% of all convicted sex offenders (FBI, 2013).
Research shows that females are between 12% and 23% less likely to receive prison or
jail time for a sexual offense than are males who commit the same sex offenses
(Fernando Rodriguez, Curry & Lee, 2006; Spohn, 1999; Spohn & Beichner, 2000). The
variation in percentages of female sex offenders is an example of the tendency to
minimize the impact of female-perpetrated sex crimes as they occur less frequently in the
research than do similar crimes committed by men (Cortoni, Hanson & Coache, 2010).

It is difficult to pin down the exact number of female sex offenders because sex
crimes have a very low reporting rate in general, and female sex offenders are not as
likely to be charged as their male counterparts (Anderson & Swainson, 1991; Deering &
Mellor, 2007; Denov, 2001; FBI, 2013; Hagan & O'Donnel, 1978; Vandiver & Walker,
2002). Female sex offenses have also been viewed as having less of an impact on the
victims and society at large than do male-perpetrated sex offenses (Bunting, 2007;
Denov, 2003; Hetherton, 1999). Research on attitudes towards female sex offenders has
been largely unexplored (Gakhal & Brown, 2011). Professionals who work with male sex
offenders have been found to have more of a negative attitude towards sex offenders
(Craig, 2005). There is little data on attitudes towards female sex offenders.

Diversity is an important element in the counseling field (Hansen, 2010). The
implications of this research for counseling practice are linked to diversity. Clinicians

must be brought up in the counseling field with knowledge about multicultural issues that



includes diverse populations, diverse settings, as well as advocacy for their clients
(Brady-Amoon, 2011). Counselors who work with different settings, such as the judicial
system, need to be aware of how the court system works in order to better assist their
client. These clients may also be a sex offender or a victim of sexual abuse and learning
how to navigate both of these systems successfully is key in good clinical care (Glosoff
& Durham, 2010). The implications for advocacy are immense, as all clients, regardless
of their stance in the eyes of the law, deserve to have a clinician that will advocates for
them.

The purpose of this dissertation study was to examine judicial attitudes towards
sex offenders. In doing research such as this, counselors can gain insight about the legal
system and how it works for their own practice. Having an understanding about judicial
attitudes towards sex offenders allows researchers to make policy and practice

implications that can impact victim safety and justice for years to come.



Chapter 2

Literature Review

The review of literature that follows begins by introducing who female sex
offenders are, moves into an exploration of female sexuality and what it means in society
to be a female, and concludes by offering how society views female perpetrated sex
crimes. Female sex offenders are almost invisible in the literature. One reason why is the
lack of statistical data available regarding female offenders. The lack of available data
within empirical research often gives the impression that there are no females who
commit sex crimes (Kramer & Bowman, 2011). A second reason for the lack of focus on
females who commit sex offenses is the influence of the modern patriarchy. Society has
defined roles for females and males based on the patriarchal beliefs that have been passed
down through the last fifty years (Grabe, Trager, Lear & Rauch, 2006). Lastly, women
who commit sex offenses are often eroticized by the media, which negates the
seriousness of female-perpetrated sex crimes and downplays the existence of violent
female sexual offenses (Gakhal & Brown, 2011). In this case, I will be looking at the
impact of gender on judicial perceptions regarding female perpetrated sex crimes.

The Female Gender Throughout History

Historically, women have been viewed as people without sexual feelings or sexual
appetites (Acton, 1858; Beir, 2000; Bunting, 2007; Degler; 1974; Delin, 1978; Parvin
,1883). The traditional characteristics of women who fit the feminine and subservient
genders role are revered with adoration and praise (Welldon, 1988). Females who meet
the expectations of what society has defined as ‘female,’ can fly under the radar when it

comes to suspicion about committing sex crimes (Amato, 2012; Cavanagh, 2007; Rupp,
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2012). The concept of gender has often been regarded with concrete categories and
pointed characteristics that define what is male and what is female (Scharer, Rowe &
Arnqvist, 2012). Ideas about what gender is and who fits into the male and female
categories directly affect how society categorizes crime and gender (Bell, 1999; Brow,
Knopp & Lackey, 1987; Church, Wakeman, Miller & Clements, 2007; Delin, 1978;
Denov, 2001). The biases about women and their lack of sexuality have led to the current
misconceptions that female-perpetrated sex crimes rarely happen or do not happen at all.
Dating back to the Victorian age, beliefs and attitudes about women and sex held that
women were not sexual in any manner or means (Acton, 1858; Degler; 1974; Delin,
1978; Ferguson & Meehan, 2005; Parvin, 1883; Studd & Schwenkhagen, 2009).
Throughout history females have embodied specific roles within society such as
being a mother, caretaker, or nurturer (Bell, 1999; Brow, Knopp & Lackey, 1987;
Church, Wakeman, Miller & Clements, 2007; Cortoni, Hanson & Coache, M., 2010;
Delin, 1978; Denov, 2001). There are not many females who are considered to be the
nurtures or mothers in our world that are also be labeled as sex offenders or as
pedophiles, or child molesters (COSM, 2012). Vandiver and Kercher (2004) discovered
that a historical and cultural misconception about females and their lack of ability to
commit sexual violence sets the stage for misperceptions within the judicial system as
well as in the law enforcement system. The misperceptions allow officials to overlook
female perpetrated sex offenses. Research conducted by Degler (1974) argued that gender
is a concept that is created and/or influenced by the dominant heterosexual culture. The
female role and characteristics of the female gender inform society about what types of

offenses a female may commit which excludes any and all sex offenses/crimes. The



concept of gender is now influenced by ideals inherent to biology, culture, and perception
(Bunting, 2007; Faller, 1987; Hetherton, 1999). Thusly, females who are not biologically
set up to be sexual and not culturally idealized to be aggressive are not then thought of as

sexually violent.

Margaret Mooney (1990) argued that gender roles and the large delineation
between male and female gender roles originated back in the hunting and gathering days.
Men were the hunters and warriors, and women were the child bearers and cooks. The
idea of femininity and what constitutes female sexuality has been ingrained into the
dominant culture that for centuries has looked to the patriarchy for what is ideal, what is
the ideal female, and how does the ideal female act (Bell, 1999; Brow, Knopp & Lackey,
1987; Church, Wakeman, Miller & Clements, 2007; Delin, 1978; Denov, 2001). There is
speculation that some early tribes were matriarchal but anthropologists have little
evidence of this (Delin, 1978). Women were also rarely depicted as powerful leaders or
warriors throughout history, though it did happen occasionally (Mooney, 1990). The idea
that a woman had very little power physically or sexually has been a historical cultural
influence on societal beliefs that then translates to how society thinks about female
perpetrated crimes (Angel, 2012). Viewing women as non-perpetrators allows people to

believe that female sex offenders do not exist.

Female Sex Offenders: A social phenomenon and perspective.

The female sex offender could almost be considered a myth. However, because
female sex offenders do exist, we know that female-perpetrated sex crimes have been
long overlooked: judges and those professionals that are charged with working with
female sex offenders need to treat males and female sex offenders equally (Sandler &

8



Freeman, 2011). Research has argued that there are not high percentages of women who
are capable of committing sex offenses alone (Vandiver & Teske Jr., 2006). Other
research studies have shown that the reason there are not many women in the data is
because women have received preferential treatment within the judicial system which
leads to the low number of female sex offenders who are actually charged with sex
offenses (Beichner & Spohn, 2005; Sandler & Freeman, 2011; Steffensmeier, 1980;
Steffensmeier, & Demuth, 2006). Very few studies have examined how gender
influences the way judges perceive female sex offenders (Sandler & Freeman, 2011).
Research studies that have focused on sex crime rates for males and females have found
that men are more likely to commit violent crimes like rape (O’Brien, 1999; Schwartz,
Steffensmeier & Feldmeyer, 2009) Research has found that gender has more influence on

sentencing than do factors like age, ethnicity, or race (Sandler & Freeman, 2008).

Societal perceptions about which sex is the likely target of rape greatly influences
the sentencing women receive when they commit a sex offense (Cortney & Noelle, 2008;
Sadler & Freeman, 2008; Vandiver, 2004). The court system acts as the social mediator
and enforcer of social rules which continues to treat women as the weaker sex; the sex
that is not viewed as capable of sexual violence (Cortney & Noelle, 2008). Social and
cultural rules infiltrate the inner workings of legal/judicial system and ultimately

influence how the systems work.

Le Grande (1973) argued that laws about rape are based on historical beliefs
about gender. Le Grande (1973) even went so far to say that “normally” rapists are men.
Historical research on chivalry/paternalism and gender conflict gives teeth to Le

Grande’s arguments (Cortney & Noelle, 2008). The data gathered about patriarchy’s
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role in society demonstrates that women have been portrayed throughout history as the
weaker sex: the sex that does not/cannot commit rape (Curry, Lee & Rodriguez, 2004).
Historical and cultural beliefs about gender lead the judicial system to believe that
women are less aggressive, more amenable, and less oppositional than men within the
legal system (Cortney & Noelle, 2008; Curry, Lee & Rodriguez, 2004; Dawson, 2006;
Hagan & O'Donnel, 1978; Henshel, 1973; Sutherland & Cressey, 1960). The research
cited demonstrates how easy it is for judges to look at female sex offenders with less

negativity than male sex offenders.

The research conducted by Anderson and Swainson (1991) found that men view
their own aggressive acts like verbal intimidation, force, and physical force as more
acceptable male behaviors than as acceptable female behaviors (Curry, Lee & Rodriguez,
2004; Rupp, 2012; Swaison, 1991). Women, who commit similar sexual offenses to
males, have more social empathy than do their male counterparts (Anderson and
Swainson, 1991; Curry, Lee & Rodriguez, 2004). There is much speculation that a
woman’s sexually aggressive act is over- looked by society because it has been a long

held belief that women will not harm others physically or sexually (Oliver, 2007).

Women sex offenders have been overlooked by the judicial system as well as by
law enforcement (Degler, 1974; Delin, 1978; Parvin, 1883). Denov (1994) argued that
law enforcement officers are historically trained to look at men as the sex offenders and
women as the typical victim. It is likely that the same idea is true for judicial
professionals: when you think of a sex crime victim, the first thing that comes to mind is
often the male gender. Denov (2004) argued that because of the inherent flaws in law
enforcement training, officers are more likely to minimize the offenses of a female sex

10



offender and often times even dismiss them, a tendency which has been shown to
translate to other professionals, such as judges (Allen, 1991; Denov, 2003, 2004;

Hetherton, 1999).

Sexual aggression and violence are often associated with the male gender
(Bunting, 2007). Freud argued that gender was the precursor to personality and
temperament (Chrisler, 2001). The way a woman could fulfill her role as a female was to
get married and have children (Degler, 1974; Kinsey, Pomeroy, Martin & Gebhard, 1953;
LeGrande, 1973; Mooney, 1990; Rosenberg, 1973; Scharer, Rowe, Arnqvist, 2012;
Weldon, 1988 Wood-Allen, 1905) Though ideas about the female gender have changed
over the last fifty years however, there are still people who have old-fashioned ideals
about female roles. Because women are the bearer of children it is not unlikely that
people can conceive that mothers would also sexually abuse their children because
socially they are allowed more contact with children than are men (Oliver, 2007).
Women and the behaviors of women have been socially constructed throughout history
and those social constructions paint women as the less violent more passive of the two
genders in society (Chrisler, 2001; Parvin, 1883). Historic culture has delineated how
women should act sexually which is different than how men should act sexually (Studd &
Schwenkhagen, 2009).

The preconceived notion that females are uninterested in sex and therefore
unlikely to commit a sexual offense has definitely colored the way judges hand out
sentences when it comes to females who are tried for sex crimes (Bunting, 2007; Denov,
2004; Ferguson & Meehan, 2005; Vandiver & Walker, 2004). Because there are fewer

women who are convicted of sex crimes there is very little research about female sex
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offenders, so little may be known about the perceptions of the professionals, like judges,
who work with these females. Currently there are laws in certain states that define rape
as a male-only perpetrated offense (Denov, 2003). If males only commit rape, then this

idea invites the question: how often are females who commit sex offenses overlooked?

The misperception that females cannot commit sex crimes like rape influences the
likelihood of judges to convict a female of sex crimes because judges rely on what they
know about male sex offenders (Gannon & Alleyne, 2013). Because society assumes
females do not have a propensity for sexual abuse, they are overlooked within the legal
system and prevented from receiving important opportunities for appropriate treatment
interventions outside of the legal system (Allen, 1991; Brow, Knopp, & Lackey, 1987,
Bunting, 2007; Hislop, 2001). Female-perpetrated crimes are treated as a non-issue,
despite the voracious media attention female-perpetrated crimes attract (Bunting, 2007).
Female-perpetrated sex crimes that involve a teacher who has had sex with a student gain
sensational media attention which then eroticizes female sex offenders, negates that there
is a victim in female-perpetrated sex crimes, and negatively impacts the perceptions of
professionals such as judges (Angelides, 2010; Frei, 2008).

The low number of female sex offenders in comparison to the number of male sex
offenders (5% female, 95% male) perpetuates the cultural denial that female sex offenses
do not occur (Cortoni, Bunting, 2007; Hanson & Coache, M., 2010; Vandiver & Walker,
2002) Victims of sexual abuse are less likely to come forward for fear of their sexual
abuse experience being minimized by the legal system and because women are not
viewed within society as sexually aggressive (Denov, 2003, 2004; Ferguson & Meehan,

2005). Males may be less likely to report female-perpetrated sexual abuse because males

12



are socialized to be more sexually aggressive and view sex as something minor (Ferguson
& Meehan, 2005). The prevalence of female-perpetrated sex crimes depends on each
cultures view of female sexual violence.

According to the United States Department of Health (2013), in the year 2012
women accounted for roughly half (50%) of all sex offenders with the exception of
Vermont and The District of Colombia (where women accounted for roughly 30% of all
sex offenders). The statistics reported by the US Department of Health aggregates data
based on all reported incidences of sexual abuse. The tremendous shame victims feel due
to the experience of sexual abuse prevents victims from coming forward. Males who are
sexually abused by females are often hesitant to report their experience of sexual abuse
due to the stereotypes that surround females who commit sex offenses: female-
perpetrated sex abuse does not happen and makes those males who are abused by females
feel like they should consider themselves “lucky” (Angelides, 2010; Denov, 2004;
Hetherton, 1999).

Current research reveals the low reporting totals of female sex offenders and
exposes a cultural bias about female-perpetrated sex offenses (Bunting, 2007; Finkelhor,
Hotaling, Lewis & Smith, 1990). The social stigma of sexual abuse in our culture causes
grief, shame, and guilt, which is a huge deterrent in not reporting sex crimes to law
enforcement (Denov, 2004). Victims, who are sexually abused by a female, especially
when the victim is a male, are even less likely to report the abuse due to the gender bias
within society (Solis & Benedek, 2012). The bias that men or young boys can’t be raped
prevents many male victims from coming forward. Denov (2001) argued that socially,

young males who are sexually abused have gone through a proverbial rite of passage and
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coming forward to report abuse committed by females will emasculate them (Deering &
Mellor, 2007; Hislop, 2001; Patrick & Marsh, 2005). Research demonstrates that the
gender of a sex offender influences how we respond to the abuse itself. An on line survey
was posted asking people if they would like to be raped by a teacher who was accused of
sexually abusing a male student of hers, and an overwhelmingly 90% of the respondents
said ‘yes’ (Angelides, 2010).

Media influence on perceptions of female sex offenders. The media attention
given to female sex offenders is different than the media attention given to male sex
offenders. The media focuses on male sex offenders only when they belong to the
priesthood and other than in these instances male sex offenders are not coined as ‘hot’
(Graham, 2007). The media has likened the teacher/student female sex offense as a rash
outbreak in the last decade (Angelides, 2010). Female sexual offenses are often
sensationalized and eroticized by the media, which is strikingly different from male-
perpetrated sex offenses that the media does not sensationalize (Cavanaugh, 2007,
Angelides, 2010).

Females accused of committing a sex offense are often given lots of media
attention. You might wonder why so much attention is devoted to women who are
engaged in inappropriate sexual contact with minors. It is because female sex offenders
are almost unheard of in Western cultures and the question is often asked: How can a
woman commit a sex offense when sexual crimes are tied to those with a penis (Rupp,
2012)? No one wants to think of their mother, sister, aunt or girlfriend as a predator who
preys on young children for sex. Due to the misconceptions that women cannot be sex

offenders, their offenses are often overlooked, pleaded down in a court of law, or just not

14



talked about (Denov, 2004; Giguere & Bumby, 2007; Vandiver & Walker, 2002).
Stereotypes about who sex offenders are influence the way society views the gender of a
sex offender (Sanghara & Wilson, 2006). Thus, judges and professionals alike become
complacent in their thinking or lack of thinking about females as sex offenders. The bias
about women and their lack of ability to be sexual and/or sexually violent predates to the
eighteen hundred’s when women and the word sex were never used in the same sentence.
A major argument of Cavanaugh’s (2007) article is that society becomes
enthralled with the hot teacher anecdote and focuses less on the pathological aspect of
female-perpetrated crimes and even less on the victims of these crimes. It appears that
females who commit sex offenses that hold the role of a school teacher, like Debra
Lafave, a school teacher who pled guilty to sleeping with an underage male, are called a
“pin-up pedophiles” by the media (Angledies, 2010). Mary Kay Letourneau, Debra
Lafave and Pamela Rogers Turner are three highly sensationalized stories about teachers
who had sex with underage students and received light sentences (Stennis, 2006). Debra
Lafave’s attorney argued that Lafave was “too attractive,” to receive a harsh sentence
(Angelides, 2010). Angelides (2010) argued that the depiction of Debra Lafave and the
lack of judicial punishment are an examples of the double standard held in the judicial
system regarding female and male sex offenders. The academic literature that I perused
had very few articles that examine media and female perpetrated sex crimes: however
during my search I found an overwhelming number of media articles on the web, in the

newspaper and in magazines.
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Previous Research

There have been very few studies that have explored attitudes towards sex offenders in
the last decade. The research on attitudes towards sex offenders has explored attitudes of
treatment providers or public attitudes towards rehabilitation of sex offenders (Gakhal & Brown,
2011). A research study conducted by Bumby and Maddox (1999) explored the attitudes
of 42 trial judges from the Midwest. The study looked at judges’ knowledge and views
regarding sex offenders. Bumby and Maddox found that these 42 judges had some long-
held misperceptions about sex offenders and identified that they wanted more
information about sex offenders. Bumby and Maddox speculated that the misperceptions
of the 42 judges coupled with the portrayal of sex offenders in the media allows for a
negative influence on judicial perceptions. There is a need for judicial education
regarding sex offenders in order to have more effective sentencing strategies as well as
more effective treatment interventions for sex offenders. There are not many other studies
that have examined attitudes towards sex offenders. However a few of the studies that
have explored public perception, law enforcement perception, correction officer
perception or treatment perception of sex offenders have used a few choice instruments.

The tools that have been used in previous research regarding community attitudes
towards sex offenders include the following scales: Community Attitudes towards Sex
Offenders Scale (Church,Wakeman, Miller, Clements, & Sun, 2007), Attitudes Towards
Prisoners Scale (Melvin, Grammling & Gardner, 1985), Attitudes Towards Sex
Offenders Scale (Hogue, 1993), and Attitudes Towards Female Sex Offenders Scale
(Gakhal & Brown, 2001).

In 1985, Mevlin, Grammling and Gardner created a survey instrument called
Attitudes Towards Prisoners Scale (ATPS). The Attitudes Towards Prisoners Scale
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contained 36 items whose responses were ranked in a Likert-Scale format. Melvin,
Grammling, and Gardner’s found a Spearman-Brown score of .90 and .84 for students
(N=101). The score for the Kuder-Richardson test was .92 and .86 for law enforcement
(N=23). Lastly, the test-retest score was .82 (N=40). The ATPS instrument was later
adapted in 1993 and then again in 2011.

Hogue, used Melvin, Grammling, and Gardner’s (1985) original survey but
switched the word ‘sex offender’ for the word ‘prisoner.” Hogue basically repurposed an
carlier survey by changing the target of the survey. Changing or swapping out words of
an original survey does reduce the reliability because the original study’s reliability
scores are a direct product of the survey as originally constructed. Hogue produced a
scale similar to Melvin et al. and associated high scores (0-144) with positive attitudes
towards sex offenders. Hogue (1993) found that the probation/psychology sample has the
most positive attitudes towards sex offenders and law enforcement officers to have a
more negative attitude towards sex offenders. Hogue’s (1993) results showed an
acceptable amount of reliability, consistency, and validity with a Spearman Brown score
of r=10.90, p <0.01. The split half reliability was r = 0.84, p < 0.01. The Knuder-
Richardson scores were comparable to the Melvin et al. scores.

Brown (1999) conducted one of the first studies that explored attitudes towards
the treatment of sex offenders. Surveys were sent out through the mail asking participants
in the community to rate their thoughts regarding how sex offenders were treated in
prison. Brown (1999) discovered that his sample of legal voting age participants had
overall positive attitudes towards sex offenders when the sex offenders had been

sentenced for their crimes. Brown (1999) also discovered that the same participants were
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less likely to be accepting of sex offenders if they were a part of the participant’s
community.

Church, Wakeman, Miller, Clements, and Sun (2007) created a tool called
Community Attitudes towards Sex Offenders scale (CATSO). The CATSO was one of
the first instruments used to measure attitude towards sex offenders in research. Church et
al. obtained a Cronbach’s alpha of 73 and a correlation between scales of 0.10. Over all,
the Church et al. study found that corrections officers view sex offenders as ‘dangerous’
but also that sex offenders can benefit from treatment.

Later Gakhal and Brown (2011) adapted Hogue’s Attitudes towards Sex
Offenders Scale to create a new scale called Attitudes Towards Female Sex Offenders
Scale (AFSO). Gakhal and Brown (2011) substituted the word male for female and
inserted the word female before the words ‘sex offender.” Gakhal and Brown’s (2011)
tool showed good internal consistency with an alpha of 0.88 and found that professionals
had more positive attitudes towards female sex offenders than did students or people
from the community. Very few scales have been created to measure attitudes towards sex
offenders and not enough data has been collected to gather information on attitudes
towards female sex offenders. Female sex offenders have been studied in other areas such
as personality characteristics, offense patterns, and recidivism rates.

According to the Colorado Sex Offender Management, approximately 63% of
female victims, and 27% of male victims reported having been sexually victimized by a
female (CSOM, 2013). The Uniform Crime Report composed by the FBI, reported that

females represent up to 6% of rapes or sexual assaults by an individual acting alone, and
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reported that female offenders are involved in up to 40% of sex crimes that involve a

male co offender (FBI, 2013).

Female-perpetrated sexual abuse is less likely to be reported than abuse by male
counterparts (Angelides, 2010). The problems associated with reporting sexual abuse is
complicated when the offender is female. The thought of a woman sexually offending is
almost unheard of in our society (Oliver, 2007). People have not been taught to view
females as physically capable of “rape” or any other type of sexual assault (Heatherton,
1999). When people think about who may be committing violent crimes like rape, most
often persons will think of a male. The belief that women do not commit rape or child
sexual molestation is perpetuated by the biases within families, the legal systems, and law
enforcement agencies (Cortoni, Bunting, 2007; Hanson & Coache, 2010; Vandiver &
Walker, 2002). The bias that females cannot commit sexual crimes stems from a highly
traditional view of gender roles (Curry, Lee & Rodriguez, 2004).

Researchers have identified many reasons why females are underrepresented in
official data (Oliver, 2007). Sexual abuse by a woman is often overlooked in the legal
system and not thought of as a particularly violent crime (Hetherton, 1999; Johansson-
Love & Fremouw, 2009). Women sex offenders often go unnoticed because women are
able to disguise sexual offenses when engaging in routine child-rearing activities such as
bathing and dressing (Angelides, 2010; Finkelhor, 1990). Females who act with a male
co-offender may be seen as less culpable than their male partner (Mayer, 1992; Oliver,
2007). Research indicates that females, who commit sex offenses alone, make up less

than twenty percent of all sex offenders (Finkelhor, Hotaling, Lewis & Smith, 1990).
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Pathology versus criminology

The criminal justice system may seek to pathologize a female sex offense in order
to explain it away rather than revise their cultural misconceptions that female sex
offenders can commit heinous crimes (Angelides, 2010). Males are more likely to
sexualize violence than are females: however this does not negate the fact that females
can be sexually violent (Ferguson & Meehan, 2005). Female perpetrated sex acts are
considered taboo and often not talked about or reported (Oliver, 2007). Researchers have
looked at history of sexual abuse, physical abuse and verbal abuse as a precursor to adult
perpetration by females, however the sample sizes for research is relatively low which
does not allow for good generalizability (Christopher, Lutz-Zois, & Reinhardt, 2007).

Research indicates that the average female sex offender is most likely in the 20 to
30 year old age range with an average age of 26 (Faller, 1987; Strickland, 2008; Vandiver
& Kercher, 2004). The typical ethnicity or race of a female sex offender in some studies
has been reported to be almost 90% Caucasian (Vandiver & Kercher, 2004). Some people
may assume that female-perpetrated sex offenses are the byproduct of a mental illness
(Degler, 1974). The rate of mental illness is high for female sex offenders but a high rate
of mental illness does not point out a direct cause for female-perpetrated sex offenses
(Johansson-Love & Fremouw, 2009).

Lewis and Stanley (2000) found in a small study that 66% of female participants
had a psychotic disorder, which included depression and schizophrenia. Nathan and
Ward (2002) also found that 66 % of the small number of female sex offenders had
depression symptoms, eating disorders, self-harming behaviors and/or suicidal ideations.

Kaplan and Green (1995) found high rates of mental illness within their study of female
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sex offenders. Further, Kaplan and Green found that 72% of females had post-traumatic
stress disorder, 63% had experienced major depression, 63% had a personality disorder,
and 45% had a dependent personality disorder. The researchers found that 40% of women

had psychotic features and co-morbid mental health issues.

The link between mental health and sex offenses needs further research in order to
ascertain just how much mental health influences these acts. The studies conducted
regarding the link between mental health problems and female-perpetrated sex offenses
have not produced strong data and often researchers go so far as to state that mental
health issues are definite precursors to child sex abuse (Christopher, Lutz-Zois, &
Reinhardt, 2007). As such, to merely blame female perpetrated sex abuse on a mental

health diagnosis would be unethical.

Other research studies that looked at the pathology of female sex offenders found
that there have been instances of borderline intellectual functioning and mental
retardation in some of the cases reviewed (Johansson-Love, & Fremouw, 2009).
Between twenty-seven percent and thirty-three percent of 55 cases from two different
studies were mentally retarded or had brain damage (Faller, 1987). Twenty-two percent
of 72 cases in another study had mental retardation (Faller, 1995). The diagnosis of
mental retardation complicates the situation in that it calls for further studies about

predisposing factors, adjudication and treatment.

Research conducted by Johansson-Love and Fremouw (2009) explored female
sex offender drug and alcohol abuse. Slightly more than half of the 40 cases had a

substance abuse history (Faller, 1987). In Rosencrans’ (1997) study of 93 female sex
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offenders, 32% had abused alcohol and 19% had a substance abuse history. The drug
and/or alcohol abuse for many women may be evidence of poor coping strategies in
general but may not be a factor in sexual perpetration. The data suggests that a moderate
number of females display some type of mental health symptoms. A subset of the data
alludes to the idea that a small number of female sex offenders were said to be impaired
in some way (Oliver, 2007; Rosencrans, 1997). Some researchers have proposed that the
judicial system needs to be therapeutic when dealing with sex offenders (Winick &
Wexler, 2005); thusly, the judicial system believes that the mental health services should
work to decrease and eliminate negative behaviors of those that participate in treatment
(Cauffman, 2008). The research on how well any one treatment modality works to ‘fix’
female sex offenders is limited. The judicial system should hold hands with mental health
systems in order to develop a more coherent plan for perpetration prevention and
identification (Bickley, Beech, James, & Anthony, 2001). The key to preventing further

sexual abuse by females is awareness at both the judicial and community level.

Female sex offenders are likely to have experienced sexual victimization during
their childhoods (Lewis & Stanley, 2000). The general population assumes that females
who were sexually abused as children often go on to become sex offenders (Faller, 1987.
Delin, 1978) It is rare, however, that a female who was sexually abused as a young child
goes on to sexually abuse as an adult (Christopher, Lutz-Zois, & Reinhardt, 2007).
Experience of early childhood sexual abuse is a risk factor for sexual victimization later
in life (Nathan & Ward, 2002). Faller’s (1987) study found that 56% of the female sex
offenders were sexually abused as a child. In another study, 20% of female sex offenders

had been abused by their father and 20% were abused by their mother (Rosencrans,
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1997). While some women who were sexually, emotionally or physically abused as

children do go on to sexually abuse, not all grow up to sexually abuse others.

Female sex offenders have been shown to display deviant sexual arousal patterns
that would indicate a diagnosis of pedophilia (Nathan & Ward, 2002). During the
1970°s, paraphilia was considered male only diagnosis within the Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders despite a widely held belief within society that
pedophilia could never be a female issue (Denov, 2003). Traditional ideas about how
females should act and what behaviors they should engage in serve as barriers to
recognizing that females actually do commit sex crimes.

Research Questions and Hypothesis

For my research study, I decided to explore whether there is a judicial bias related
to the gender of the sexual offender. I explored the perceptions of judges when asked to
rate the severity of crimes for male and female sexual offenders. From the data I collect,
I addressed the following two hypotheses and address them statistically. Hypothesis 1:
The gender of the sex offender affects the attitude of a judge. I anticipated that judges’
ranked perceived negativity will be related to gender of sex offender. My second
hypothesis was that the judge’s own gender will affect his/her attitude towards sex
offenders. It is my belief that my data would demonstrate gender role association in my

sample.
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Chapter 3
Method

Participants

The purpose of this study was to explore judicial attitudes towards sex offenders,
thusly; I gathered a sample of judges to participate in the survey. The United States
currently has over 20,000 judges (Reginald Bishop & Associates, 2013). The American
Bench, which is a directory of judges and courts across the U.S., lists 3,924 email
addresses for judges, with permission of the judicial system. The book is accessible to
any person who holds a library card or purchases the book, and as such this email
directory is open access for researchers to utilize in studies, such as mine. I randomly
selected 400 female judges from the total N=3,924 and randomly assigned 200 into each
judge into one of two groups. I also randomly selected 400 male judges and randomly

assigned each judge into one of two male groups, all using a table of random numbers.

In total I had four groups (2 x 2). Groups one and two consisted of male judges,
and groups three and four consisted of female judges. I then asked group one to keep in
mind male sex offenders (as an aggregate group) while they were taking the Attitudes
Towards Sex Offenders (ATS) survey first followed by the Community Attitudes
Towards Sex Offenders (CATSO). Group two was asked to keep female sex offenders (as
an aggregate group) in mind while they took the ATS survey first followed by the
CATSO. I then asked group three to keep in mind male sex offenders (as an aggregate
group) while they took the ATS survey first followed by the CATSO. Group four was

then asked to keep female sex offenders (as an aggregate group) in mind while they took
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the ATS survey first followed by the CATSO. I used this procedure to explored the

differences among and within these four groups.

Participation in the study was limited to respondents (adults, 18 years of age and
above) who currently hold a judicial position within the United States. I conducted a
power test regarding the total number of participants selected using a statistical
calculation website (Statistical Solutions, 2013). The sample of 800 judges is a large
sample that draws out a power level of 0.80 (Statistical Solutions, 2013). The power
level of 0.80 is a typical and demonstrates that a total of 800 respondents are sufficient
for a study of this size. Participants were also limited to residents of the United States to
avoid confounding variables related to cultural or regional differences. The data
collection took place over a span of eight weeks in order to obtain all of the data

necessary to complete the research study.

There were a total of two hundred and two respondents who consented to take the
survey. Participants were selected through The American Bench (2013) and through
communication with the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court in New Mexico. Initially
4,127 judges from across the United States were recruited to participate in the first round.
The second round included 114 judges from New Mexico. Of the 4,240 emails that were
sent out, 206 (10%) were returned. Of the 206 returned survey’s 203 (96%) were
analyzed because three participants (4%) did not fully meet the requirements for number
of questions answered within the ATS or CATSO, making them unable to be scored.
Participants from both the first round and the second round both took the CATSO. The
first round participants took the ATS and the CATSO, a determination was made to
ignore the data from the first wave ATS scores and focus on the CATSO scores for both
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rounds. This chapter will report descriptive statistics as well as parametric testing for

each hypothesis.

Recruitment

Potential participants’ email/physical addresses were gathered via The American
Bench (Reginald Bishop & Associates, 2013). The American Bench is a comprehensive
and detailed directory that includes biographical information about judges in the United
States. The e-mail addresses for judges were listed within the book and accessible to the
public. Information about the court that each respondent practices at is also listed within
The American Bench along with demographic information such as gender, educational
and legal background. The number of judges within The American Bench is taken from
the total number of judges across the United States. Thusly, the sample is a national
sample comprised of the judges whose emails are published. For a pilot study, I asked a
few judges with whom I have professional relationships from within New Mexico, judges
who do not have their e-mail addresses listed in the American Bench, to pilot my survey
and ensure that the survey is an appropriate length and worded in a way that would make
sense to a typical judge participant. The survey was updated after receiving feedback
from the Supreme Court Justice of New Mexico. The Supreme Court Justice
recommended that the length of the survey be much shorter than originally planned. The
questions also appeared to be somewhat nonsensical as reported by the Chief Justice. The
Chief Justice recommended that if the survey was paired down and that the judges should
be given the option to not answer the questions. Being given the option to not answer the
questions allows the judges the freedom to not feel as though they would be implicated

for answering the question a certain way according to the Chief Justice.
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Procedure

The entire survey was conducted via the internet using judicial e-mail addresses
obtained from the American Bench and the Opinio survey system (Object Plantet, 2013).
Opinio is a survey tool that was created by Object Planet. The survey tool has been
purchased by the University of New Mexico for the use of students and faculty who are
conducting research, evaluations, and tests. All data was stored on the UNM mainframe
computer where personal information on students and faculty is kept. UNM takes
adequate measures that include the use of firewalls, and password protection to assure
that no student or faculty information is accessible to the public. No identifying
information has been linked with the participants to protect the privacy of the
participants. All participants were assigned a number that takes place of identifying

information.

Each participant was sent an e-mail that will include information about informed
consent, information about confidentiality, a short explanation and purpose of the survey
as well as the risks and benefits, and the amount of time the survey will take (Dillman,
Smyth, & Christian, 2009). The e-mail asked respondents to initial at the bottom giving
their consent to take the survey. Once the initials were entered in, the respondents were
given the link to take the actual survey. Participants were informed that their consent to
participate is indicated by entering their initials, acknowledging that they are aware of
what taking the survey entails and by clicking the submit button. The actual survey was

sent electronically through Opinio with the use of each respondent’s e-mail address.
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The participants were sent reminder e-mails within a week of the actual e-mailing
of the survey to remind the participants to complete the survey if they have not already
done so. The second reminder e-mail was sent two weeks after the first reminder e-mail.
A final reminder e-mail was sent four weeks after the initial survey was mailed. I kept
track how many surveys have been delivered, how many surveys were completed/not
completed and Opinio automatically did not resend the survey to those who already
completed the survey. Upon the completion of the survey participants were sent a thank
you e-mail for participating in the survey at six weeks after the initial survey was mailed

out.

Measures

The demographics that I included in the survey are the following: Gender,
education, and years of experience, age, experience in working with a sex offender
population, and whether or not the respondent or someone close to them has experienced
sexual harm. To enhance response rate each participant was notified that there will be no
demographic information linked to a specific participant’s information. Additional

information and a copy of the Demographic form can be found in the Appendix.

The sample consisted of mainly male judges (N=166; 83%) with fewer females
(N=34; 17%). Of the total N (202), two respondents did not report a gender. The mean
age of the sample was 59 years of age (SD=7.91). The ethnic composition was primarily
Caucasian (N=181; 89.6%), followed by Hispanic (N=11; 5.5%), then African American
(N=6; 3.0%) , Asian American (N=2; 1.0%) and Native American (N=2; 1.0%) . The

mean number of years as a judge was 15.37 S.D. From the first round of data collection
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the majority of judges held a doctorate degree (88%). From the second round again most
judges held a Juris doctorate degree (79%). The distribution of scores for the

independent/dependent variables were measured on the CATSO (Church, et al. 2007).

Perceived attitude towards sex offenders

The measure of attitude towards sex offenders was employed in this study. The
Community Attitudes towards Sex Offenders Scale (CATSO) was developed by Wesley
Church in 2007 to measure attitudes towards sex offenders. Church’s survey primarily
focuses on male sex offenders. The CATSO survey instrument was designed to examine
attitudes, perceptions and stereotypes concerning sex offenders (Church, et al. 2007). The
original CATSO measures attitudes towards male sex offenders only. The respondents
were given the original CATSO survey and a modified CATSO that measures attitudes

towards female sex offenders as well.

The survey’s questions asked participants to rate their level of agreement or
disagreement with 18 statements concerning sex offenders. There were four main topic
areas addressed: capacities to change, level of social isolation/ inclusion in a community,
blame attributions, and sexual deviance (See Appendix A for a complete list of all survey
questions). The scale is composed of four factors that gather information on participants’
views towards a sex offender. The questions within the CATSOSO are formatted in
Likert Scale form (Strongly Disagree-1, Disagree=2, Probably Disagree=3, Probably
Agree=4, Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6). Scoring involves summation of responses.
There are a number of advantages to using a survey design that include versatility,

efficiency and generalizability (Fowler, 2009).
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Validity and Reliability

Church et al. (2008) developed a tool that would specifically measure attitudes
toward sex offenders. Church et al. (2008) found that the internal consistency
demonstrated by the Cronbach’s alpha for the Community Attitudes Towards Sex
Offenders Scale was 0.80 for the social isolation Category, 0.80 for the capacity to
change Category, 0.70 for the severity or dangerousness Category, and 0.43 for deviancy.
The total internal consistency for the CATSO scale was 0.74. Church et al. found that the
CATSO has sufficient internal consistency. The sub scales in the CATSO have been
found to be normally distributed but have very low levels of relatedness that draws a
correlation of .10 (Church et al., 2011). Cronbach’s alpha will be calculated for the
CATSO in order to measure internal consistency during this study. The CATSO uses
quantitative and ordinal variables. A second study used the CATSO instrument and
found similar results. In a study conducted by Conely, Hill, Church, Stoeckel and Allen
(2011) the Cronbach’s alpha was found to be similar to Church et al.’s original study;
capacity for change alpha was 0.77, social isolation alpha of 0.84, deviancy alpha was a

0.43 and scale questions 3 and 10 drew a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.69.

Attitudes Towards Sex Offenders
The Attitudes towards Sex Offenders Scale was created by Todd Hogue in 1993.
Hogue (1993) created the ATS as an adaptation of the Attitudes Towards Prisoners Scale,
which was originally created by Melvin, Gramling, Gardner and Williams (1985). The
Attitudes towards Prisoners Scale is a 36-item scale that was created to measure
attitudes towards prisoners. The evaluation of attitude is measured by how high or low a

respondent scores. The higher a respondents score the more positive attitude the
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respondent is said to have towards prisoners. Hogue (1993) was interested in exploring
attitudes towards sex offenders and adapted the ATP by replacing the word ‘prisoner,’
with the word ‘sex offender.” The ATP and the ATS are identical with the exception of
the subject respondents are being asked to rate their attitudes towards. The ATS scale is a
36-item Likert scale form (Strongly Disagree-1, Disagree=2, Probably Disagree=3,
Probably Agree=4, Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6).

The ATS has demonstrated that the test-retest reliability is high (Hogue, 1993).
Numerous studies that have used the ATS have also demonstrated sufficient levels of
reliability with an alpha ranging from 0.85 to 0.95 (Hogue, 1993). Cronbach’s alpha will
be calculated for the ATS in order to measure internal consistency. Again, this instrument
uses quantitative variables (level of agreement or disagreement) and ordinal variables.
The validity of the ATS has been demonstrated to be high. The ATS measures what it
purports to measure after having been used in many other studies (Craig, 2005). The
same threats to internal validity for this instrument could be mortality, instrument decay,
and Hawthorne effect as well. Participants may not answer the survey questions in their
entirety or, may choose to not complete the survey or only complete certain parts of it. In
the second wave of testing the respondents did not take the ATS survey, and the
instrument was dropped from analysis.

Statistical Analysis

The survey methodology was informed by Messer and Dillman (2011), and by
Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009) with particular attention to their chapters on
internet/mail surveys. The survey analysis was also informed by Tabachnick and Fidell

(2012) with particular attention to the chapters on multivariate analysis of variance and
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profile analysis. The Community Attitudes towards Sex Offenders Scale (CATSO) and
the Attitudes Towards Sex Offenders Scale (ATS) responses were entered into Opinio, an
on-line survey software. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was the
software utilized for calculating the results. The primary analysis included: (1)
exploration of the data; (2) coding and entering the data; and (3) analyzing the data. |

conducted a factorial MANOVA.

We use an MANOVA when we want to study the effects of independent categorical
variables on a dependent favorable. Further, running a MANOVA, allows us to look at
means across several populations. We can break down factorial designs by the following:
Main Effects and Interactions. The total variability in factorial MANOVA comes from
the between subjects variability and the within subjects variability. Advantages to using
this design are: good to use when the treatment is variable, it’s a robust test, it is efficient,
and it is one of the only ways to look at an interaction (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). I set

an alpha of 0.05 which will determine the probability of making a Type I error.
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Chapter 4

Results

This chapter discusses the results of a repeated measures factorial Analysis Of

Variance (MANOVA). This study investigated the attitudes of judges towards sexual Comment [K1]: Chris, please add the MANOVA
S here as well.

offenders, exploring to see if any differences were present between respondent genders or
between genders of sexual offender on the Community Attitudes Towards Sex Offenders

(CATSO). Research hypotheses for this study included:

Hypothesis 1: It is predicted that respondent scores on the CATSO will reveal
that judges, both male and female, will have greater negative attitudes towards
male sex offenders than female sex offenders. In the ANOVA, this hypothesis
predicts a main effect of sex offenders’ gender.
Hypothesis 2: It is predicted that respondent scores on the CATSO will reveal
that male judges will have more negative attitudes sex offenders, both male and
female. In the ANOVA, this hypothesis predicts a main effect of judge gender.
Hypothesis 3: It is predicted that an interaction will be found between
respondent (judge) gender and sex offender gender such that female judges will
make more distinction in their ratings of male and female offenders than will male
judges.
Prior to the start of the study, G*Power (Version 3.0 10; Faul, 2008) software was
used to determine desired sample sizes for the study to ensure appropriate statistical
power. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Graduate Pack was
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utilized to analyze the data. The power analysis determined that to detect moderate size
main effects at 80% power at alpha = 0.05 requires 64 subjects per group in a between
subjects design. To test an interaction effect in a 2 factor between subjects design would
require more subject per group. In a survey study, the final sample size cannot be
guaranteed by the investigator because it depends upon the response rate of volunteers

solicited to complete the survey.
Analysis

To test my hypotheses, I conducted a repeated measures factorial MANOVA with
a design of Respondent (Judge) Gender X Sex Offender Gender X CATSO Item (18
items; within subjects). The main effect for Judge Gender tests Hypothesis 1, and the
main effect of Sex Offender tests Hypothesis 2. The interaction of Judge Gender X Sex
Offender Gender tests hypothesis 3. I conducted preliminary analysis to evaluate the data
for normality, outliers, and variances. No outliers were detected on the 6 point rating
scales. Group samples sizes were 34 for female judges and 166 for male judges. Thus, at
these group sizes the sampling distributions of the means approach normality. Variances

per group were homogeneous.

Hypotheses (1-3). The main effect of Judge Gender was very small and
statistically non-significant, F(1,196) = 1.97, p < 0.16, 1 * = 0.004; Cohen’s d = 0.08.
The main effect of Offender Gender was also very small and statistically non-significant,
F(1,196) = 0.48, p < 0.49; 1 > = 0.002; Cohen’s d = 0.04. The 2-way interaction effect of
Judge Gender by CATSO Item was very small and statistically non-significant, Wilk’s A

=0.86; F (17,180) = 1.73, p < 0.04; 1 > < 0.14. The 2-way interaction effect of Offender
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Gender by CATSO Item was very small and statistically non-significant, Wilk’s A = 0.87,
F (17,180)=1.59, p < 0.07; 1 % < 0.13. The 2-way interaction effect of Offender Gender
by Judge Gender was very small and statistically non-significant, F (17,196) = 0.01, p <
0.95;1%<0.12. The 3-way interaction effect of Judge Gender by Offender Gender was
very small and statistically non-significant, F (17,180) = 1.38, p < 0.83; 12 < 0.001. (See

MANOVA Summary Table)

Figure 1a shows that female judges tend to make more discrimination when rating
male vs. female sex offenders than do male judges. Note that seven of the 18 mean
comparisons of male to female offenders for female judges show moderate to large
differences (i.e., items: 1,6, 11, 12, 15, 16 and 17). In fact, Figure 1b shows that male
judges make almost no discrimination at all in their ratings of male vs. female sex
offenders. The likely reliability of this female to male judge difference in attitudes
toward male vs. female sex offenders is support in part by the statistically significant
Judge Gender by CATSO Item 2-way interaction described in the paragraph above (p <
0.04), and the nearly statistically significant Offender by CATSO Item 2-way interaction

also described above (p < 0.07).

Mean ratings for all 18 items (i.e., 72 means) were between 2.00 (i.e., disagree)
and 4.00 (agree), with most means being near 3.00. Standard deviations for the 72 means
varied from 0.50 to 1.32, indicating moderate agreement on each rating among the judges
regardless of offender gender. That is, judges did not show substantial disagreement by

and large in their ratings for specific items on the CATSO.

35



Chapter 5

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to explore judicial attitudes towards sex offenders.
Judges across the United States were surveyed through e-mail. The study was created to
examine whether or not judges of both sexes (male and female) are biased towards the
gender of sex offender that might be present in their courts. The study also explored
whether or not the gender of the judge had any impact on the ways in which judges
viewed not only the gender of a sex offender, but sex offenders in general. The questions
that support the study were as follows: Will both males and female judges have negative
attitudes towards male sex offenders? Will scores on the ATS support the idea that both
male and female, will have positive attitudes towards female sex offenders? Will a judges
own identified gender affect his/her attitude towards sex offenders? And lastly will the
ranked perceived negativity will be related to gender of sex offender. This study was
created to find out what judges’ attitudes were and how those attitudes might inform the
ways in which they ruled in the court room.
Gender and Attitude towards Male Sex Offenders

The study revealed that there were no statistically significant results in scoring on
the CATSO for both female and male judges. What does this mean? The study uncovered
no statistically significant findings when measuring attitude towards sex offenders
regardless of the gender of the sex offender. Both male and female judges attitudes
towards sex offenders were found to be similar, and there were no indications that the sex
of the offender affected the responses from male or female judges. Because there were no
significant attitudes discovered, judges may not rule differently in their courts based on
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the gender of the sex offender as originally hypothesized. Reports from the CATSO
indicated that female judges have a slightly more negative attitude towards sex offenders
in general than do male judges. However, there is no statistically significant data to
support this. The results were not statistically significant enough to fully support that
female judges have more of a negative attitudes towards sex offenders than do males.
Results of the ATS for both male and female judges indicated that attitudes towards male
sex offenders are relatively similar. Female and male judges rated male sex offenders on

average relatively similar ways.

Gender and Attitude Towards Female Sex Offenders

The CATSO scores for both male and female judges pointed again towards non-
significant results when measuring attitude towards sex offenders. Both male and female
judges’ ranked attitude towards female sex offenders was rated with mostly similar
scores. Neither male nor female judges rated female sex offenders more positively than
they did male sex offenders. The study supports that the gender of both male and female
judges did not influence attitudes towards sex offenders in general and that there was no
causality for bias. Males tended to score in like manner to female judges. Overall, both

male and female judges reported similar scores consistently throughout the entire survey.

Implications for Future Judicial Practice
This study aimed to explore judicial attitudes when sentencing both male and
female sex offenders. While conducting this study it was found that perhaps it is fair to

assume that both male and female offenders should be viewed the same as offenders and
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maybe not the same due to gender. It is postulated in some schools of thought that the
ways in which male and female sex offenders offend is qualitatively different according
to a study created by Mathis, (1972; Landor & Eisenchlas, 2012) By nature, males are apt
to cause more damage due to the physical anatomy of male genitalia (Landor &
Eisenchlas, 2012). Because of this school of thought that is found in some professional
communities, it is easy to see how female sex offenses may be pushed to the wayside by
the judicial community. However, it is important for judges to maintain impartiality when
working with any offender regardless of sex.

Judges who participate in on going trainings regarding acceptance of diversity,
how to act evenhandedly and impartial when sentencing sex offenders are on the right
track. If judges are facing the possibility of not being able to be unbiased when working
with sex offenders, judges should seek out consultation from the lead judge in their

district or possible outside consolation with a trusted leader in the judicial community.

Ny {Formatted: Indent: First line: 0.5"

Implications for Future Clinical Practice

There are at least 700,000 sex offenders on the sex offender registry throughout
the United States (FBI, 2013). The large number of sex offenders does not account for the
number of reported sex abuse victims in the United States because of the perception that
female’s do not commit sex offenses and because of the even more complex reporting
issues when dealing with a female offender (Landor & Eisenchlas, 2012). It is essential
that counselors have the knowledge and ability to assist clients who are victims of sexual

abuse through navigation of the legal system. In addition, for those counselors who work
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with offenders, it is important for them to be aware of how the legal system functions,
and how their clients might navigate these systems. If clients discuss potential issues
around judicial impartiality (or not), counselors could point towards this study as
supporting that perhaps clients might be defensive about their judgment, but that judicial
gender or attitudes may not have influenced their court case. Although this may not be
useful in the therapeutic relationship with one’s client, it could inform the counselor to
continue to explore their client’s story and use it as an opportunity to explore their
relationship with the legal system throughout their lifetime.

Future Research Implications

Future analysis of this data should look at a larger sample of judges across the
world, as well as explore other national sample pulled from different recruitment sources.
Researchers could explore international attitudes towards sex offenders will yield results
that are more useful in the judicial system. They might ask: do all judicial educational
systems view sex offenders the same? Are there some international communities where
certain types of sex offenses are ‘overlooked’ or viewed more harshly than in other
communities? In other words, perhaps including culture as a factor will demonstrate real
‘attitudes’ towards sex offenders.

When looking at the appropriate tool for surveying judicial attitudes, researchers
need to make sure that the tool they select addresses the questions they have in ways that
will not off put the very subjects who are taking the survey. It is possible that judges may
be offended by the level of questioning in a survey because they are expected to be
neutral when dealing with all offenders. Some of the questions may appear to be

straightforward, however more thought into how judges perceive the line of questioning
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should be taken into account. The instruments used in this study are one of the few
instruments that capture attitudes towards sex offenders. Perhaps a broader scale may be
of more assistance when gathering information from judges.

Researchers need to collaborate with any judicial system that may possibly be
surveyed in order to ensure that the judicial system is willing to collaborate, and to ensure
that the participants understand the value of their contributions to the research
community. Judges are a class that is protected in many ways. Access to communication
with judges is kept very private and for this reason communication with judges before
sending out requests for participation will increase the chances that ingress will be
granted to researchers.

Limitations

The current sample used in this survey cannot be generalized to the larger
population of judges. The survey was sent out to judges across the United States but
yielded a very small response rate, which does not allow for generalization of any results.
A larger, more representative sample will be needed in the future in order to generalize
any results.

The study needs additional recruitment measures in order to gain a more robust
and representative sample. There needs to be communication with each court system in
each state in order to be given permission to bypass the e-mail firewall security. A
number of e-mails bounced back because of the levels of security for judges. Because of
the lack of homogeneity of the demographic data this limits the ability to draw strong
conclusions in this study. Another limitation of this study is that this study does not

account for the all judges attitudes towards sex offenders in the United States because not
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all judges were surveyed. A further limitation of this study is that there are more male
judges than female judges causing unequal group sizes. It is possible that judges knew
they were being studied on their own attitudes towards sex offenders may have changed
or altered their opinions due to the Hawthorne Effect, which could influence the outcome
chosen to be measured (Holden, 2001). In fact, there were a few judges who responded

with questions about how to answer the survey because they felt like the basic principal

of the survey violated their views on ‘blind justice.’

A final limitation is that when the survey was sent out there was no control for the
possibility that the judges didn't haphazardly complete the survey by not filling out each
response. The feedback from judges was that the option to not completely fill out all of
the questions in the survey was most favorable. Due to this, there were incomplete
responses scattered throughout the survey. Not all of the judges that were selected to
participate sent their surveys back and thus it left big holes in the data and again the data
is not as generalizable. During the first round of surveying, there were some technical
difficulties with the survey database and the link given to judges was broken. Many
judges reached out through e-mail to request a working link. It is possible that not all
judges who received the survey reached out to obtain a working link. Lastly, the response
rate was poor, which did not allow a chance for the data collected to be significant.
Conclusion

It is important to explore judges’ attitudes towards female sex offenders in order
to provide ideas for professional development for those judges who may present with a
biased attitude towards female sex offenders. By making sure that women who commit

sex offenses are rightfully charged for the actual sex offenses they commit, the judicial
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system can better serve the communities they reside in for common good. There is much
to be discovered and assessed when exploring areas for professional development for
judges such as bias towards certain populations. The research discussed in this proposal is
just the beginning of a deeper look at judicial bias and female offenders. Without further
research, the community at large may be at risk and areas of professional development
that judges can experience may be ignored. Professional development is important when
your job deals with protecting the innocent and sentencing the guilty. The study proposed
has many limitations. The number of participants who responded to the study was low,
therefore generalizability and usability of the data from this study is also low. The
limitation of participants points to the idea that more judges throughout similar
geographical areas need to be included in the study.

Currently, there is not enough research in the area of attitudes towards sex
offenders. The limitations in the current study survey as a template for improvements to
future studies in this area. Collaboration with the judicial system is a key factor in the
success of future research in exploring judicial attitudes towards sex offenders. Working
with the judicial system will allow for a greater acceptance in the judicial community of

the importance of the education that is gained from all research.
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Figure 1la. Mean Ratings of Male Judges by Gender of Sex Offender by CATSO Items
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Figure 1b. Mean Ratings of Female Judges by Gender of Sex Offender by CATSO Items
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Table 1. EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION ABOUT SEX OFFENDERS

An offender who is convicted, adjudicated, or granted a deferred sentence, is previously
convicted, has a history of a criminal sexual conviction, or is convicted of an offense with
an underlying factual basis of which is a sexual offense.

The following is a list of current crimes considered sexual offenses according to the
Colorado State Statute.

. First Degree Sexual Assault

. Second Degree Sexual Assault

. Unlawful Sexual Contact or Third Degree Sexual Assault
. Sexual Assault on a Child

. Sexual Assault on a Child by one in a Position of Trust
. Sexual Assault on a Client by a Psychotherapist

. Enticement of a Child

. Incest or Aggravated Incest

. Trafficking in Children

. Sexual Exploitation of Children

. Procurement of a Child for Sexual Exploitation

. Indecent Exposure

. Soliciting a Child for Prostitution

. Pandering of a Child

. Procurement of a Child

. Keeping a Place of Child Prostitution
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. Pimping of a Child

. Inducement of Child Prostitution

. Patronizing a Prostituted Child

. Class 4 Felony Internet Luring of a Child

. Internet Sexual Exploitation of a Child

. Public Indecency (if an offense is committed within 5 years of the first)
. Invasion of Privacy for Sexual Gratification

. Engaging in Sexual Conduct in a Correctional Institution

. Wholesale Promotion of Obscenity to a Minor

. Promotion of Obscenity to a Minor

. Second degree kidnapping, if committed in violation of section 18-3-302 (3) (a)

-SOMB (2013)
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Table 2. Typology of Female Sex Offenders

Male-coerced: These women tended to be passive and dependent individuals
with histories of sexual abuse and relationship difficulties. Fearing
abandonment, they were pressured by male partners to commit sex offenses,
often against their own children.

Predisposed: Histories of incestuous sexual victimization, psychological
difficulties, and deviant sexual fantasies were common among these women,
who generally acted alone in their offending. They tended to victimize their
own children or other young children within their families.

Teacher/lover: At the time of their offending, women in this subtype were
often struggling with peer relationships, seemed to regress and perceive
themselves as having romantic or sexually mentoring “relationships” with
under-aged adolescent victims of their sexual preference, and, therefore, did
not consider their acts to be criminal in nature.

(Matthews, J.K., Mathews, R., & Speltz, K. 1991; Nathan & Ward, 2002; Vandiver & Kercher, 2004)

47



Table 3. Sex Offender Grooming Strategies

Targeting:

* Vulnerable (e.g., low self-confidence, low self-esteem)
* Less parental oversight

* Socially isolated or emotionally needy

Strategies:

* Caretaking (e.g., babysitting, teaching, tutoring)

* Form “special relationship”

* Become welcome in home/gain trust of parents

* Gifts, games, special times

* [solate

* Seize on feelings of being unloved/unappreciated

* Emotional bonding and trust building

* Desensitize to sex (e.g., talking, pictures, pornographic videos)
* Use pretense (“teaching,” “exploring,” “closeness”)

* Exploit victim’s natural sexual curiosity or uncertainty

EENT3

Maintenance:

* Bribes, gifts to ensure continued compliance
* Threaten dire consequences to ensure secrecy
* Threaten to blame victim

* Threaten loss of “loving” relationship

Source: Elliot, Browne, & Kilcoyne (1995).
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Table 4. Personal Crime Rates for United States, 2008

Percent distribution of single-offender victimizations, by type of crime and perceived sex of offender

Type of # of single- Total Male Female Not known
Crime offender
victim.
Rape/Sexual | 181,830 100% 78.1 18.5% 3.5%
assault

*Estimate is based on 10 or fewer sample cases. Includes verbal threats of rape and threats of sexual

-US Department of Justice, 2013
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Table 5. Mean (SD) Ratings of Male vs. Female Judges by Male vs. Female Sex Offenders on
the Community Attitudes Toward Sex Offenders Scale.

Male Judge Female Judge
Offender Offender

Male Female All Male Female All
CATSO Attitude Item: (n=52) | (n=114) | Offenders | (n=17) | (n=17) | Offenders
1: With support and therapy sex 4.19 4.04 4.09 4.47 3.82 4.15
offenders can learn to change (0.84) (1.05) (0.80) (0.95)
2: People who commit sex 3.56 3.39 3.44 3.29 3.12 3.21
offenses should lose their civil (1.17) (1.30) (1.40) (1.40)
rights
3: People who commit sex 3.12 3.01 3.04 2.53 2.65 2.59
offenses want (0.83) (0.97) 1.06 (0.70)
4: Sex offenders should be 2.35 2.46 2.42 2.18 2.35 2.26
punished (0.88) (0.97) 0.80 (1.16)
5: A lot of sex offenders use their 2.92 2.86 2.88 2.76 2.94 2.85
victims (0.92) (1.00) (1.14) (0.74)
6: Sex offenders prefer to stay 3.17 3.02 3.07 3.29 2.82 3.06
home (0.73) (0.85) (1.10) (0.63)
7: Most sex offenders do not have 2.85 293 2.90 3.06 2.71 2.88
friends (0.75) (0.87) (1.02) (0.58)
8: Sex Offenders have difficulty 2.96 2.96 2.96 3.06 2.71 2.88
making friends (0.79) (0.86) (0.89) (0.58)
9: The prison sentences sex 2.96 2.82 2.86 2.94 2.71 2.82
offenders receive (1.04) (1.00) (1.08) (0.98)
10: Sex offenders have high rates 3.19 3.29 3.26 2.71 3.00 2.85
of sexual activity (0.56) (0.81) (0.98) (0.61)
11: Trying to rehabilitate a sex 2.67 2.70 2.69 2.24 2.88 2.56
offender is a waste (0.90) (0.97) (0.90) (0.99)
12: Sex offenders should wear 3.58 3.55 3.56 3.88 3.29 3.59
tracking devices (0.91) (1.16) (1.05) (1.10)
13: Only a few sex offenders are 3.50 3.39 3.42 3.65 3.29 3.47
dangerous (1.14) (1.28) (1.32) (1.31)
14: Most sex offenders are 2.92 2.90 291 2.88 2.71 2.79
unmarried (0.76) (0.88) (1.16) (0.58)
15: Someone who uses emotional 2.33 2.33 2.33 1.76 2.12 1.94
control is not as bad as someone (0.92) (0.91) (0.83) (0.92)
who uses physical control
16: Most sex offenders keep to 3.06 2.82 2.90 3.55 2.94 3.15
themselves (0.69) (0.86) (1.16) (0.55)
17: A sex offense against 1.92 1.78 1.83 1.35 2.29 1.82
someone known is less serious (0.78) (0.79) (0.60) (0.77)
than an offense against a stranger
18: Convicted sex offenders 2.06 2.20 2.16 2.24 2.59 241
should never be released (0.87) (0.86) (1.03) (0.93)

Overall Means: 2.96 291 2.93 2.86 2.83 GM =2.85
Means for Judge Main Effect: 2.93 2.85
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Table 5 continued

Rating scales for Table 5:
1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = probably disagree; 4 = probably agree; 5 = strongly agree; 6 = strongly agree
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Table 6. Summary Table for Repeated Measures MANOVA of Design Judge Gender

B) X

Sex Offender Gender (B) X Community Attitude Toward Sex Offender Items (W)

Source df SS MS F Wilks A p n
Offender Gender 1,196 0.93 0.93 0.48 0.53 0.002
Judge Gender 1,196 3.82 3.82 1.97 0.37 0.004
JG X OG 1,196 0.001 0.001 0.01 0.83 | <0.001
BS Error 1,196 380.61 1.94

JG X Items 17, 180 17.71 1.90 1.73 0.86 0.07 0.14
OG X Items 17, 180 28.39 3.00 1.60 0.87 0.04 0.13
JG X OG X Items 17, 180 20.38 2.16 1.38 0.89 0.15 0.12
WS Error 1844.71 2845.51 1.54
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APPENDIX A: Tentative Time Line of Events
April-June 2013 - T will work with my chair to prepare my dissertation proposal.

May 2013 - Once my chair is satisfied with the proposal, then I will call a committee
meeting to review the proposal.

June 2013 - Supervisory committee meets to review and approve the dissertation pro-
posal.

July 2013 - After my supervisory committee approves the dissertation proposal, I will
submit materials to UNM IRB Committee for Research Involving Human Subjects for
review and approval.

Aug.-Oct. 2013 - Collect data

Nov. 2013- Jan. 2014 - Analyze data

January 2014 - Complete the writing of the first draft of each chapter

May 2014 - Final exam (dissertation defense)
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APPENDIX B: Sample Materials

SURVEY-

Community Attitudes toward Sex Offenders Scale (CATSO)
(Church, Wakeman, Miller, Clements, & Sun, 2008)

Items and Scoring

Below are 18 statements about sex offenders and sex offenses. Please select the
corresponding number from the rating scale given below for the answer that best
describes the way you feel or reflects what you believe. Most of the statements below are
difficult to prove or verify in an absolute sense, and many are specifically about your
opinion based on what you may have heard, read, or learned; thus, we are less interested
in the “right” or “wrong” answers, and more interested in your beliefs and opinions
regarding sex offenders. Even if you have no general knowledge about the issue, please
provide an answer to each question.

Strongly Disagree Probably Probably Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6

When taking this survey please keep in mind that this refers to a male/female sex
offender.

1. With support and therapy, males who committed sexual offenses can
learn to change their behavior.

2. Males who commit sex offenses should lose their civil rights (e.g. voting
and privacy).

3. Males who commit sex offenses want to have sex more often than the
average person.

4. Male sex offenders should be punished more severely than female sex
offenders.
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5. Sexual fondling (inappropriate unwarranted touch) is not as bad as rape.

6. Male sex offenders prefer to stay home alone rather than be around lots of
people.

7. Most male sex offenders do not have close friends.
8. Male sex offenders have difficulty making friends even if they try hard.

9. The prison sentences male sex offenders receive are much too long when
compared to the sentence lengths for other crimes.

10. Male sex offenders have high rates of sexual activity.
11. Trying to rehabilitate a male sex offender is a waste of time.

12. Male sex offenders should wear tracking devices so their location can be
pinpointed at any time.

13. Only a few male sex offenders are dangerous.
14. Most male sex offenders are unmarried men.

15. Males who uses emotional control when committing a sex offense are
not a bad as those who uses physical control when committing a sex offense.

16. Most male sex offenders keep to themselves.

17. A sex offense committed against someone the perpetrator knows is less
serious than a sex offense committed against a stranger.

18. Convicted male sex offenders should never be released from prison.

Factor 1 (Social Isolation): 6,7,8,14, 16
Factor 2 (Capacity to Change): 1*,2, 11,12, 18
Factor 3 (Severity/Dangerousness): 4%, 9%, 13*, 15%, 17*
Factor 4 (Deviancy): 3,5, 10

* these items must be reverse scored when computing factor scores

Add all 4 factors together to get a total score; higher scores represent more negative
attitudes
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ATS

1. Sex offenders are different from most people
2. Only a few sex offenders are really dangerous
3. Sex offenders never change

4, Most sex offenders are victims of circumstances and deserve 10 be helped
5. Sex offenders have feelings like the rest of us

6. 1t is not wise 10 Lrust & sex offender too far

7. 1 think T would like a lot of sex offenders

8, Bad prison conditions just make sex offenders more bDitter

9, Give a sex offesder an Inch and they'll take a mile

. Most sex offenders are stupld

. Sex offenders nead affection and praise just like anybody else

- You should not expect 100 much from a sex offender

. Trying to rehabilitate sex offenders is & waste of time and money
. You néver know when a sex offender is telling the truth

. Sex offenders are no betler of worse than other people

- You have to be constantly on your guard with sex offenders

. In general, sex offenders think and act alike

- If you give a sex offender your respect, hell give you the same

. Sex Offenders only think about themselves

. There are some sex offenders | would trust with my Iife

- Sex offenders will lsten Lo reason

Most sex offenders are 100 Lazy 1o earn an honest living

. T wouldnt ming living next door 1o a treated sex offender

- Sex offenders are Just plain mean at heart

. Sex offenders are always trying 1o get something out of somebody

. The values of most sex offenders are aboul the same as rest of us
. 1 would never want one of my childrén dating a treated sex offender
. Most sex offenders have the capacity for love

. Sex offenders are immaoral

. Sex offenders should be under strict, harsh discipline

s are basically bad pecple

- Most sex offenders can be rehadilitated
. Some sex offenders are pretty nice pecple
. 1 would like asscciating with some sex offenders

35.

35,
parole

Sex offenders respect only brute force
If sex offenders do well in prison/hospital, they should be let out on

© T.E.Hogue(1993)

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree Undecided Agree

I
I
I

Please answer the following statements by indicating the extent to which you agree with each item. To respond,
circle the number to the right of each item that describes the extent to which you agree with the statement.
There are no right or wrong answers.

trangly
Agree
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Scoring for the Attitudes Towards Sexual Offenders Scale (ATS)

The original ATS is a 36 item scale with each item rated from 1 to 5
19 of the items are reverse scored. These are items:
1,3,6,9,10, 12,13, 14, 16, 17, 19, 22, 24, 25, 27, 29, 30, 31, 35
To score the ATS:
1)  Reverse the scoring on the above items
2)  Total the score of all items
3)  Remove a constant to 36 to make the possible scale score range

from 0 to 144.

In Factor analysis the scale has been shown to be a single factor with high internal
consistency.

NOTE: It is important when comparing means across different studies that you are clear

whether the author removed the constant to ensure that the absolute level of scores being
compared are on the same metric.

Todd Hogue, Ph.D.

19 November 2002
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APPENDIX C: Permission to use Surveys

From: Christine Jaclyn Romero-DeBell [mailto:cromer07@unm.edu]
Sent: Saturday, October 13, 2012 12:58 PM

To: Church, Wesley

Subject: CATSO Tool

To: Church, Wesley
Subject: CATSO Tool

Good morning Dr. Church,

I am currently a doctoral candidate at the University of New Mexico, in Albuquerque,
New Mexico. [ will begin the process for completing my dissertation proposal within the
next few months. I am hoping to use the Community Attitudes Towards Sex Offenders
tool in my research study. I would like to adapt the CATSO in order to measure attitudes
towards female sex offenders. I am hoping to gain your permission to use the CATSO.
Please let me know if there is further information you will need so that I may be able to
use the CATSO instrument, and if you have any questions.

Thank you

Christine Romero-DeBell MEd. LPCC
UNM Doctoral Candidate

On Oct 15,2012, at 7:37 AM, "Church, Wesley" <wchurch@sw.ua.edu> wrote:

Good luck to you

Wesley T. Church I1, Ph.D, L.G.S.W.

Associate Professor

Chair of the PhD Program

The University of Alabama School of Social Work Box 870314 Tuscaloosa,
AL 35487-0314

205.348.3933

205.348.9419 (fax)
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wchurch@sw.ua.edu

From: Christine Jaclyn Romero-Debell [mailto:cromer07@unm.edu]
Sent: Monday, October 15, 2012 10:49 AM

To: Church, Wesley

Subject: Re: CATSO Tool

Thank you Dr. Church. I appreciate it very much.
Christine Romero-DeBell

Church, Wesley <wchurch@sw.ua.edu>
To: Christine Jaclyn Romero-Debell <cromer07@unm.edu>

RE: CATSO Tool

Happy to help

Wesley T. Church 11, Ph.D, L.G.S.W.

Associate Professor

Chair of the PhD Program

The University of Alabama School of Social Work
Box 870314

Tuscaloosa, AL 35487-0314

205.348.3933

205.348.9419 (fax)

wchurch@sw.ua.edu
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Christine Romero-DeBell <cromer(07@unm.edu>
To: thogue@lincoln.ac.uk

Attitudes Towards Sex Offenders Scale

April 9th, 2013

Good evening Dr. Hogue,
I am writing to you regarding your Attitudes Towards Sex Offenders Scale.

My name is Christine Romero-DeBell and I am currently a doctoral candidate at the
University of New Mexico, in Albuquerque, New Mexico.

I will begin the process for completing my dissertation proposal within the next few
months. I am hoping to use your Attitudes Towards Sex Offenders tool in my research
study. I would like to adapt the ATS in order to measure attitudes towards female sex
offenders as well as male sex offenders. I am hoping to gain your permission to use the
ATS. Please let me know if you need more information or if you have questions.

Thank you!

Christine Romero-DeBell MEd. LPCC
UNM Doctoral Candidate

Todd Hogue <thogue@lincoln.ac.uk>

To: Christine Jaclyn Romero-Debell <cromer07@unm.edu>
RE: Attitudes Towards Sex Offenders Scale

April, 10th, 2013

Dear Christine,

Thank you for your inquiry about the ATS. I have attached to this e-mail, copies of the
ATS, scoring and a number of relevant articles for your reference. It is important when
scoring the ATS to ensure that you remove a constant of 36 so that the scores range from
0-144. A number of studies (Radley; Johnson et al, also Nelson — I think) have not done
this (hence all scores 36 points higher than other studies) so you need to consider this in
your reading of ATS research. I have indicated the ones that I know of in the IAFMHS
talk. Also the measure is conceptualized as an individual difference measure not an
outcome measure although some have attempted to us it this way. I have attached an
SPSS spread sheet and scoring syntax which prorates over missing items up to a
maximum of four.
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Some people have used the ATS by changing the target of the rating. My personal view is
that rather changes the target gender of the questionnaire it is better to stay with “sex
offender” and then change your vignette or other questions to represent male/female
difference. I think that if you were to use the ATS as the original scale and then predict
differences in the way that your subjects rate sexual offences done by male and female
sexual offenders that this would be a much better research design. It is also much more in
keeping with the concept of the ATS being reflective of an attitude measure. I know some
people have looked at gender differences by changing the reference point (female
offenders etc.) but I think they misunderstand the overall effect of attitudes to sexual
offenders / or general offenders as a group. I have run a number of studies like this where
you test on the ATS, give a vignette or questionnaire related to male or female sexual
offenders and then asked questions afterwards about the guilt/punishment etc. of the
individuals to test the effect that gender has. This is a much stronger design which then
allows you to make comparative statements about views of different offenders. The
attached survey form allows them to indicates the type of offender they are thinking
about so this can also be used in your analysis of the data.

You also have to watch as some people have used the ATS as an outcome measure; e.g.,
“Think of a rapist and then rate based on this...” The problem with this is that this is not
in line with how the ATS is conceptualized and you also can’t use any of these ratings to
compare between groups as they are compromised by the target prompt — even though the
same authors use them this way.

As long as you use the ATS in an unaltered format then you are able to compare
normative data. I am just in the process of writing up a paper with UK, German and
Greek community norms. I am aware of Canadian, American and Australian samples as
well.

Can you please send me some information on what you are planning to do for a study and
what university you are studying at. I am trying to keep track of how the ATS has been
used. When you have completed your research could you forward me a copy of the
completed report / summary of results from the research?

Good luck with the research if you need more information please let me know.
All the best

Todd

Professor Todd E Hogue,

Professor of Forensic Psychology

University of Lincoln
Brayford Pool, Lincoln, LN6 7TS
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APPENDIX D: Recruitment/Follow-Up Letters

e

COLLEGEef EDUCATION

November 12, 2013

Honorable Judge Nakamura

jnakamura@state.nm.us

Your Honor,

My name is Christine Romero-DeBell and I am currently a doctoral candidate at the University of New Mexico in the College of
Education Department. I am writing to you to ask for your help with an important study being conducted by the University of New
Mexico to understand the attitudes towards female and male sex offenders. In this packet you have received a request to participate in
this survey by answering questions about your attitudes towards sex offenders.

‘We would like to do everything we can to make it easy and enjoyable for you to participate in the study. The research can only be
successful with the generous help of people like you.

To say thanks, you can check at the bottom of the survey that it is okay for us to enter your name in a drawing to receive a gift card
after completion of the survey. I hope that you will take 15 minutes to complete the survey. Most of all, I hope that you enjoy the
questionnaire and the opportunity to voice your thoughts and opinions.

Sincerely yours,

Christine Romero-DeBell MEd. LPCC
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COLLEGE of EDUCATION

December 12th, 2013

Last week a questionnaire was e-mailed to you because you were randomly selected to help in a study about attitudes
towards sex offenders.

If you have already completed and submitted the questionnaire, please accept our sincere thanks. If not, please
complete the survey right away. I am especially grateful for your help with this important study.

If you did not receive a questionnaire, or if it was misplaced, please call me at 505-504-6097 and I will e-mail another
one to you today.

Sincerely,

Christine Romero-DeBell, MEd. LPCC
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APPENDIX E: Demographic Questions

PART 1- Survey Respondent Characteristics
Now we would appreciate it if you would please share some basic information about yourself.

We will use this information only to describe the kinds of people who complete this survey and
to determine if different kinds of people have different views.

Remember that your responses will never be associated with your name or other ways to identify
you.

If you are unsure of any response, please provide your best estimate.

1. What is your sex? Male - 1 Female - 0

2. What is your age? years old

3. How do you describe yourself in terms of race or ethnic group?
(Mark ALL Categories that apply to you)

American Indian or Alaska Native - 1 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Is.
Asian or Asian American - 2 White or Anglo American/Cacu
Black or African American - 3 Other (describe) -7

Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin - 4

3. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?

(Mark only ONE level of education)
_ No high school diploma or GED certificate - 1
__ High School graduate or earned GED certificate - 2
_ Completed some college — but no degree - 3
___ College, 2-year associate degree - 4
_ College, 4-year bachelor’s degree - 5
_ College, master’s degree (MA, MS) - 6
_ Professional degree (MBA, MPH, MSW, etc.) -7

Doctoral degree (Ph.D., M.D., J.D., Pharm.D., Sc.D., Ed.D., etc.) - 8
4. What legal education do you have: degree from a law school no law degree

Some other legal education:

64



5. How many years of experience, if any, do you have working (if zero, please write in “0”):

a. Asajudge ofanylevel?  years

b. Asalawyer of any type?  years

C. Asaprosecuting attorney?  years

d. Asacriminal defense attorney?  years
e. Asacivil attorney?  years

6. Please estimate as best you can, how many individual males and females who have been
accused of sexual crimes of any type that you have been directly involved with in each of the

listed roles (if zero, please write in “0”):

a. Asajudge? _ males _ females
b. Asalawyer of any type? _ males _ females
C. As a prosecuting attorney? _ males _ females
d. As acriminal defense attorney? _ males _ females
e. Asacivil attorney? ~ males ~ females

7. How would you describe yourself on a scale about social issues?

Very
Very
Conservative Moderate on
Liberal on
on Social Issues Social Issues Social
Issues
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
8. How would you describe yourself on a scale about money issues?
Very
Very
Conservative Moderate on
Liberal on
on Money Issues Money Issues Money
Issues
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
9. How would you describe yourself on a scale about your traditional religious values?
Not at All Somewhat Very
Traditionally Traditionally
Traditionally
Religious Religious
Religious
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10. How would you describe yourself on a scale about your spirituality?
Not at All Somewhat Very
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Spiritual Spiritual
Spiritual

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Thanks very much for taking time to complete this survey!
Your responses will help us to better understand how people think about people accused of sexual
crimes
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APPENDIX F: Definitions

Definitions from New Mexico Statute Book, 2013

Sexual abuse: unwanted sexual contact between two or more adults or two or more
minors; any sexual contact between an adult and a minor; any unwanted sexual contact
initiated by a youth toward an adult; or sexual contact between two minors with a
significant age difference between them. Sex crimes can involve physical contact (e.g.,
unwanted sexual touching) or no physical contact, fondling (e.g., Internet crimes).

Child Sex Abuse: the employment, use, persuasion, inducement, enticement, or coercion
of any child to engage in, or to assist any other person to engage in, any sexually explicit
conduct or simulation of such conduct for the purpose of producing a visual depiction of
such conduct.

Female sex offender: any woman that engages in sexual intercourse or sexual contact

with a person or persons under the age of consent; A female who engages in criminal
sexual contact or criminal sexual penetration with a person or persons under the age of
consent and has been adjudicated and placed on the sex offender registry.

Criminal Sexual Contact: legally defined as intentional, non-consensual touching by the
victim or actor, either directly or through clothing, of a victim's or actor's sexual organs,
genital area, anal area, inner thigh, groin buttock or breast, for the purpose of degrading
or humiliating the victim.

Criminal Sexual Penetration: Sexual Penetration (sexual intercourse, cunnilingus, fellatio,

anal intercourse, any other intrusion of a body part or an object into genital or anal
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openings); and under one of the following circumstances: Victim under age of consent
for each state. Occurs during commission of another felony Assailant is aided by another
person,

Criminal offense: Any act that is considered illegal in any certain state, i.e.: robbery,

assault, homicide, trafficking, sex assaults.

68



References

Acton, W. (1858) Functions and Disorders.8-9.

Age of consent. (2013). Columbia Electronic Encyclopedia, 6th Edition, 1.

Allen, C. (1991). Women and men who sexually abuse children. A comparative

study. Orwel, VT: Safer Society Press.

Allen, D. M., & Tarnowski, K. J. (1989). Depressive characteristics of physically

abused children. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 17, 1-11.

Allen, C. M., & Pothast, H. L. (1994). Distinguishing characteristics of male and

female child sex abusers. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 21, 73-88.

Amato, F. J. (2012). The Relationship of Violence to Gender Role Conflict and
Conformity to Masculine Norms in a Forensic Sample. Journal Of Men's Studies, 20(3),

187-208.

Anderson, I. & Swainson, V. (1991). Perceived motivation for rape: Gender
differences in beliefs about female and male rape. Current Research in Social

Psychology, 6(8), 107-122.

Angel, K. (2012). Desire that dare not speak. New Statesman, 141(5124), 54-55.

Angelides, S. (2010). Hot for teacher: The Cultural Ertotics and Anxieties of

Adolescent Sexuality. Media International Australia (8/1/07-Current), (135), 71-81.

69



Awad, G., Saunders, E., & Levene, J. (1984). A clinical study of male adolescent
sex offenders. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology,

28, 105-115.

Babbie, E. (1990). Survey Research Methods. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, Inc.

Barker, J. (2009). A “typical” female offender. Women and the criminal justice

system: A Canadian Perspective. Toronto, Ontario, Canada; Edmond Montgomery. 63-87

Beichner, D. & Spohn, C. (2005). Prosecutorial Charging Decisions in Sexual
Assault Cases: Examining Impact of Specialized Prosecution Unit. Criminal Justice

Policy Review. (16). 461-498.

Beier, K. M. (2000). Female analogies to perversion. Journal of Sex and Marital

Therapy, 26(1), 79-93.

Bell, K. (1999). Female offenders of sexual assault. Journal of Emergency

Nursing, 25(3), 241-243.

Benedet, J. (2010). The Age of Innocence: A Cautious Defense of Raising the
Age of Consent in Canadian Sexual Assault Law. New Criminal Law Review: An

International And Interdisciplinary Journal, (4), 665.

Benell, C., Alison, L., Stein, K., Alison, E., & Canter, D. (2001). Sexual offenses
against children as the abusive exploitation of conventional adult-child relationships.

Journal of Social & Personal Relationships. 18 (2), 155-171.

70



Bickley, J., Beech, A. R., James, B., & Anthony R., B. (2001). Classifying Child
Abusers: Its Relevance to Theory and Clinical Practice. International Journal Of Offender

Therapy & Comparative Criminology, 45(1), 51.

Brady-Amoon, P. (2011). Humanism, Feminism, and Multiculturalism: Essential
Elements of Social Justice in Counseling, Education, and Advocacy. Journal Of

Humanistic Counseling, 50(2), 135-148.

Brow, M.E., Knopp, F.H., & Lackey, L.B. (1987). Female Sexual Abusers: A

Summary of Data from 44 Treatment Providers.Orwell: Safer Society Press.

Brown, M.E., Hull, L.A., & Panesis, S.K. (1984). Women Who Rape. Boston:

Massachusetts Trial Court.

Bunting, L. (2007). Dealing With a Problem That Doesn’t Exist? Professional

Responses to Female Perpetrated Child Sex Abuse. Child Abuse Review. 16:252-267.

Bunting, L. (2005). Women Who Sexually Offend Against Children. NSPCC

Policy Practice Research Series. NSPCC: London.

Cakir, M. (2012). Epistemological Dialogue of Validity: Building Validity in

Educational and Social Research. Education, 132(3), 664-674.

Campbell,T., Gillaspy Jr., J., & Thompson, B. (1997). The factor structure of the
Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI): Confirmatory factor analysis of long and short forms

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 57.

71



Cauffman, E. (n.d). Understanding the Female Offender. Future Of Children,

18(2), 119-142.

Cavanagh, S. L. (2007). Sexing the Teacher. Social Text, 23(1), 111-134.

Chesney-Lind, M. (1986). Women and Crime: The female offender. Signs. 12.

78-96.

Chrisler, J. C. (2011). Feminist Psychology and the “Body Problem”: Sexuality,
Physical Appearance, and Women’s Physical and Mental Health. Psychology of Women

Quarterly. 35 (4) 648-654.

Christopher, K., Lutz-Zois, C., & Reinhardt, A. (2007). Female sexual-offenders:
Personality pathology as a mediator of the relationship between childhood sexual abuse
history and sexual abuse perpetration against others. Child Abuse & Neglect, 31(8), 871-

883.

Church W. T., Wakeman, E., Miller, S., & Clements, C. B., & Sun, F., (2007).
Community attitudes toward sex offenders: The development of a psychometric

assessment instrument. Research on Social Work Practice 18 (3) 251-259.

Cohler, B. J. & Galatzer-Levy, R. M. (2008). Freud, Anna, and the problem of

female sexuality. Psychoanalytic Inquiry, 28, 3-26.

Cook, T. & Campbell, C. (2001) Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs

for Generalized Causal Inference. Wadsworth Publishing.

72



Conrad, B.K., (2006). Neo-Institutionalism, Social Movements, and the Cultural
Reproduction of a Mentalité: Promise Keepers Reconstruct the Madonna/Whore

Complex. The Sociological Quarterly, (2), 305.

Cortney A., & Noelle E. (2008). Gender, race, and formal court decision-making
outcomes: Chivalry/paternalism, conflict theory or gender conflict? Journal of Criminal

Justice, 6279-290.

Cortoni F; Hanson R., & Coache, M. (2010) Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research

& Treatment. 22 (4): 387-401.

CSOM -the Office of Justice Programs (OJP),(2012) U.S. Department of Justice,
Convened the National Summit: Promoting Public Safety through the Effective

Management of Sex Offenders in the Community. http://www.csom.org/

Craig, L. (2005). The impact of training on attitudes towards sex offenders.

Journal of Sexual Aggression. 11. 197-207.

Culpepper, S., & Aguinis, H. (2011). Using analysis of covariance (ANCOVA)

with fallible covariates. Psychological Methods, 16(2), 166-178.

Curry, T., Lee, G., & Rodriguez, S. (2004). Does victim gender increase sentence
severity? Further explorations of gender dynamics and sentencing outcomes. Crime and

Delinquency, 50 (2004), pp. 319-343.

Delin, B. (1978). The sex offender. Boston: Beacon Press.

73



Deering, R. & Mellor, D.(2007). Female Perpetrated Child Sex Abuse:
Definitional and Categorization Analysis. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law. Vol. 14, 212-

226.

Degler, C. N. (1974) "What ought to be and what was: women's sexuality in the

nineteenth century."An American historical review 79: 1467-1490.

Denov, MS. (2001). Culture of Denial: Exploring professional perspectives on

female sex offending. Canadian Criminology. 303.

Denov, MS. (2003). ‘To a safer place’: Victims of sexual abuse by female and

their disclosures to professionals. Child Abuse & Neglect 27: 47-61.

Denov, MS. (2004). Perspectives on Female Sex Offending: A Culture of Denial.

Aldershot, UK: Ashgate PublishingCompany.

Denov, MS. (2004). The long term effects of child abuse by female perpetrators.

Journal of Interpersonal Violence. 9: 1137-1156.

Dillman, D., Smyth, J., & Christian, L.M. (2009). Internet, Mail, and Mixed-

Mode Surveys: The Tailored Design Method. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Faller, K. C. (1987). Women who sexually abuse children. Violence and Victims,

2(4), 263-276.

Faller, K. C. (1995). A clinical sample of women who have sexually abused

children. Journal of  Child Sexual Abuse, 4(3), 13-29.

74



FBI, Uniform Crime Reports, http://www.fbi.gov/about-us/cjis/ucr/ucr (2012).

FBI, Uniform Crime Reports, http://www.fbi.gov/about-us/cjis/ucr/crime-in-the-

u.s/201 1/crime-in-the-u.s.-201 1/tables/table-37. (2012).

Ferguson, C. J., & Meehan, D. (2005). An Analysis of Females Convicted of Sex
Crimes in the State of Florida. Journal Of Child Sexual Abuse: Research, Treatment, &

Program Innovations For Victims, Survivors, & Offenders, 14(1), 75-89.

Fernando-Rodriguez, S. S., Curry, T. R., & Lee, G. (2006). Gender Differences in
Criminal Sentencing: Do Effects Vary Across Violent, Property, and Drug Offenses?

Social Science Quarterly (Blackwell Publishing Limited), 87(2), 318-339.

Finkelhor, D., Hotaling, G., Lewis, I. A., & Smith, C. (1990). Sexual abuse in a
national survey of adult men and women: Prevalence, characteristics, and risk factors.

Child Abuse and Neglect, 14, 19-28.

Fisher, H. (1999). The first sex: The natural talents of women and how they are

changing the world. New York: Random House.
Fowler, F. (2009). Survey Research Methods. Sage Publications, Inc.

Fraenkel, J.R., & Wallen, N.E. (2009). How to design and evaluate research in

education (7™ ed.). New York, NY England: Mcgraw-Hill Book Company.

75



Frei, A. (2008). Media Consideration of Sex Offenders: How Community
Response Shapes a Gendered Perspective. International Journal Of Offender Therapy &

Comparative Criminology, 52(5), 495-498.

Freud, S. (1940). An outline of psychoanalysis. International Journal of

Psychoanalysis, 21, 27-84.

Gakhal, B., & Brown, S. J. (2011). A comparison of the general public's, forensic
professionals' and students' attitudes towards female sex offenders. Journal Of Sexual

Aggression, 17(1), 105-116.

Gannon, T. A., & Alleyne, E. A. (2013). Female Sexual Abusers’ Cognition: A

Systematic Review. Trauma, Violence & Abuse, 14(1), 67-79.

Gibbons, D. (1977) Society, Crime, and Criminal Careers. Englewood Cliffs,

New Jersey:Prentice-Hall.

Giguere, R., & Bumby, K. (2007). Female sex offenders. Silver Spring, Maryland:

Center for Effective Public Policy, Center for Sex Offender Management.

Glosoff, H. L., & Durham, J. C. (2010). Using Supervision to Prepare Social

Justice Counseling Advocates. Counselor Education & Supervision, 50(2), 116-129.

Goldner,V., Penn, P., Sheinberg, M., & Walker, G. (1990). Love and violence:

Gender paradoxes in volatile relationships. Family Process, 29, 342-364.

76



Grabe, M., Trager, K. D., Lear, M., & Rauch, J. (2006). Gender in Crime News:
A Case Study Test of the Chivalry Hypothesis. Mass Communication & Society, 9(2),

137-163.

Graham, A. (2007). Simply Sexual: The discrepancy in treatment between male

and female offenders. Whittier Journal of Child And Family Advocacy, 7145.

Hagan, J., & O'Donnel, N. (1978). Sexual Stereotyping and Judicial Sentencing:
A Legal Test of the Sociological Wisdom. Canadian Journal Of Sociology/Cahiers

Canadiens De Sociologie, 3(3), 309-319.

Hansen, J. T. (2010). Consequences of the Postmodernist Vision: Diversity as the
Guiding Value for the Counseling Profession. Journal of Counseling & Development,

88(1), 101-107.

Hetherton, J. (1999). The idealization of women: Its role in the minimization of

child sexual abuse by females. Child Abuse and Neglect, 23(2), 161-174.

Hislop, J. (2001) Female Sex Offenders: What Therapists, Law Enforcement and

Child Protective Services Need to Know. Issues Press: Ravensdale.

Hoffman, R. & Borders, D. (2001) Twenty-Five Years After the Bem Sex-Role
Inventory: A reassessment and New Issues Regarding Classification Variability.

Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and Development. 34. 39-55.

77



Holden, J. D. (2001). Hawthorne effects and research into professional practice.

Journal of Evaluation In Clinical Practice, 7(1), 65-70.

Hogue, T.E. (1993). Attitudes Towards Prisoners and Sexual Offenders. Issues in

Criminological & Legal Psychology. 1927-32.

Huberty, C. J., & Olejnik, S., (2006). Applied MANOVA and discriminant

analysis. Hoboken, N.J: Wiley-Interscience.

Johansson-Love, J., & Fremouw, W. (2009). Female Sex Offenders: A Controlled
Comparison of Offender and Victim/Crime Characteristics. Journal of Family Violence,

24(6), 367-376.

Johnson, H. (1968) Crime, Correction, and Society. Homewood, Illinois: Dorsey

Press.

Kanowitz, L. (1973). Sex Roles in Law and Society. Albuquerque, New Mexico:

University of New Mexico Press.

Kaplan, M. S., & Green, A. (1995). Incarcerated female sexual offenders: A
comparison of sexual histories with eleven female nonsexual offenders. Sexual Abuse: A

Journal of Research and Treatment, 7(4), 287-300.

Kazdin, A. (2002). Research Design in Clinical Psychology. Pearson. 4th ed.

78



Kinsey, A. C., Pomeroy, W. R., Martin, C. E., and Gebhard, P. H. (1953). Sexual

Behavior in the Human Female. Philadelphia, PA:W. B. Saunders.

Knoll, J. (2010). Journal of Child Sexual Abuse; Vol. 19 Issue 4, p371-386.

Kramer, S., & Bowman, B. (2011). Accounting for the ‘invisibility” of the female
paedophile: an expert-based perspective from South Africa. Psychology & Sexuality,

2(3), 244-258.

Landor, R. & Eisenchlas, S. (2012). ‘Coming Clean’ on Duty of Care; Australian
Print Media’s representation of Male Versus Female Sex Offenders in Institutional

Contexts. Sexuality & Culture, 16(4), 486-502.

Lawson, L. (2003) Isolation, gratification, justification: Offenders’ explanations

of child molesting. Issues of Mental Health Nursing. 24(6-7). 695-705.

Le Grand, C. (1973). "Rape and rape laws: sexism in society and law." California

Law Review 61:191-241.

Lewis, C. F., & Stanley, C. R. (2000). Women accused of sexual offenses.

Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 18, 73-81.

Logan, C. (2008). Sexual deviance in females: Psychopathology and theory. In D.

Laws, W. T.

79



Patrick, S., & Marsh, R. (2011). Sentencing outcomes of convicted child sex

offenders. Journal Of Child Sexual Abuse, 20(1), 94-108.

Marshall, W. L. (1989). Intimacy, loneliness and sexual offenders. Behaviour

Research and Therapy, 27, 491-503.

Marshall, W. L. & Barbaree, H. E. (1990). An integrated theory of the etiology of
sexual offending. In W. L. Marshall, D. R. Laws, & H. E. Barbaree (Eds.), Handbook of
sexual assault: Issues, theories, and treatment of the offender (pp. 257- 275). New York,

NY': Plenum Press.

Marshall, W. L., Barbaree, H. E., & Fernandez, Y. M. (1995). Some aspects of
social competence in sexual offenders. Sexual Abuse: Journal of Research and

Treatment, 7, 113-127.

Marshall, W. L. & Christie, M. M. (1981). Pedophilia and aggression. Criminal

Justice and Behavior, 8, 145-158.

Marshall, W. L., Hudson, S. M., Jones, R., & Fernandez, Y. M. (1995). Empathy

in sex offenders. Clinical Psychology Review, 15, 99-113.

Mathis, J. L. (1972). Clear thinking about sexual deviation. Chicago: Nelson Hall.

Matthews, J.K., Mathews, R., & Speltz, K. (1991) Female sexual offenders: A
typology In M.Q. Patton (Ed.), Family Sexual Abuse (pp. 199-219). Sage: Newbury Park,

CA.

80



Mcalindon, A. (2006). “Setting ’em up”: Personal, familial and institutional

grooming in the sexual abuse of children. Social & Legal Studies, 15(3), 339-362.

Melvin, K.B., Gramling, L.K., Gardner, L., William, M. (1993) Attitudes

Towards Prisoners Scale. Criminal Justice and Behavior. 20, 190-198.

Mesch, R. (2009). Housewife or harlot? Sex and the married woman in

nineteenth-century France. Journal Of The History Of Sexuality, 18(1), 65-83.

Messer, B. L., & Dillman, D. A. (2011). Surveying the general public over the
internet using address-based sampling and mail contact procedures. Public Opinion

Quarterly, 75(3), 429-457.

Miller, G. A., & Chapman, J. P. (2001). Misunderstanding Analysis of

Covariance. Journal of Abnormal Psychology. 110 (1), 40-48.

Mooney, M. (1990). Sex and Gender: What Do We Know? Sociological Forum ,

Vol. 5, No. 1 pp. 95-120

Murphy, W. D. (1990). Assessment and modification of cognitive distortions in
sex offenders. In W. L. Marshall, D. R. Laws, & H. E. Barbaree (Eds.), Handbook of
sexual assault: Issues, theories, and treatment of the offender (pp. 331-342). New York,

NY: Plenum Press.

81



Nathan, P., & Ward, T. (2002). Female sex offenders: Clinical and demographic

features. The Journal of Sexual Aggression, 5-21.

NM Statutes-Court Rules Annotated, 2007.

New Mexico Statutes and Court Rules, Unannotated. (2012).

http://www.nmonesource.com/ nmpublic/gateway.dll/?f=templates&fn=default.htm

O’Brien, R. (1999). Measuring the convergence/divergence of “serious crime,”

arrest rates for males and females. Journal of Quantitative Criminology. 15. 97-114.

O'Connor, A. (1987). Female Sex Offenders. British Journal of Psychiatry, 150,

615-20.

Oliver, B. (2007). Preventing female-perpetrated sexual abuse. Trauma Violence

& Abuse, 8(1), 19-32.

Parvin, T. (1895) The Science and Art of Obstetrics. Philadelphia: Lea Brothers &

Co.

Parvin, T. (1883-84) The Hygiene of Sexual Functions. New Orleans Medical and
Surgical Journal, n.s. 1. P. Henry Chevasse, Physical Life of Man and Woman: or,

Advice to Both Sexes (1866; re- print, New York, i897), 291-92; quotation from Trall in

Michael Gordon, "From an Unfortunate Necessity to a Cult of Mutual Orgasm:

Sex in American Marital Education Literature, 1830- 1940," in James M. Henslin, ed.,

Studies in the Sociology of Sex (New York, 1971), 58.

82



Payne, F.D. (1985). Review of Bem Sex-Role Inventory. In J.V. Mitchell (Ed.)

The ninth mental measurements yearbook. (1) 178-179.

Pflugradt, D., & Allen, B. (2010). An exploratory analysis of executive
functioning for female sexual offenders: a comparison of characteristics across offense

typologies. Journal of Child Sexual Abuse, 19(4), 434-449.

Pollak, O. (1950) Criminality of Women. New York: A.S. Barnes and Company,

Inc.

Porter, A.C., & Raudenbush, S.W. (1987). Analysis of Covariance: Its Model and

Use in Psychological Research. Journal of Counseling Psychology. 34. 383-392.

Rodman Aronson, K. M., & Buchholz, E. (2001). The Post-Feminist Era: Still
Striving for Equality in Relationships. American Journal Of Family Therapy, 29(2), 109-

124.

Rosencrans, B. (1997). The last secret: Daughters sexually abused by mothers.

Orwell, VT: Safer Society Press.

Rosenberg, C. E. (1973) "Sexuality, class and role in Eighth century America."

American Quarterly 25: 131-153.

83



Rupp, J., (2012). Sexual Fluidity “Before Sex” Signs. 37. 4, Sex: A Thematic

Issue pp. 849-856.

Russianoff, P. (1981). Why do I think I am nothing without a man? Toronto, ON,

Canada: Bantam Books.

Sandler, J., & Freeman, N. J. (2011). Female sex offenders and the criminal
justice system: A comparison of arrests and outcomes. Journal Of Sexual Aggression,

17(1), 61-76.

Sanghara, K. K., & Wilson, J. (2006). Stereotypes and attitudes about child sexual
abusers: A comparison of experienced and inexperienced professionals in sex offender

treatment. Legal & Criminological Psychology, 11(2), 229-244.

Schirer, L., Rowe, L., & Arngvist, G. (2012). Anisogamy, chance and the

evolution of sex roles Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 27(5), 260-264.

Schwartz, J., Steffensmeier, D., & Feldmeyer, B. (2009). Assessing trends in
women’s violence via data triangulation: Arrests, convictions, incarcerations, and victim

reports. Special Problems, 56, 494-525.

Solis, O., & Benedek, E. (2012). Female sexual offenders in the educational

system: a brief overview. Bulletin of The Menninger Clinic, 76(2), 172-188.

84



Sex Offender Management Board (SOMB). (2013).

http://dcj.state.co.us/odvsom/ sex_offender/ resources.html

Spohn, C. (1999). “Gender and Sentencing of Drug Offenders: Is Chivalry Dead?.

Criminal Justice Policy Review. 9:365-99.

Spohn, C., & Beichner, D. (2000) “Is Preferential Treatment of Female Offenders
a Thing of the Past? A Multistate Study of Gender, Race, and Imprisonment. Criminal

Justice Policy Review. 1:149-84.

Statistical Solutions, LLC. (2013). On-Line Statistical Calculators. http://

www.statisticalsolutions.net/pss_calc.php.

Steffensmeier, D. J. (1980). Sex Differences in Patterns of Adult Crime, 1965-77:

A Review and Assessment. Social Forces, (4).

Steffensmeier, D., & Demuth, S. (2006). Does gender modify the effects of race-
ethnicity on criminal sanctioning? Sentences for male and female white, black, and

Hispanic defendants. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 22(3), 241-261.

Stennis, J. (2006). CHALK TALK: Equal Protection Dilemma: Why Male
Adolescent Students Need Federal Protection From Adult Female Teachers Who Prey On

Them. Journal of Law & Education, 353-395.

85



Strickland, S. M. (2008). Female Sex Offenders. Journal Of Interpersonal

Violence, 23(4), 474-489.

Studd, J. (2007). A comparison of 19th century and current attitudes to female

sexuality. Gynecology/Endocrinology, 23, 673—681.

Studd, J., & Schwenkhagen, A. (2009). The historical response to female

sexuality. Maturitas, 63(2), 107-111.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2012). Using multivariate statistics, 6th

edition. New York, NY: Allyn & Bacon.

Tsopelas, C., Spyridoula, T., & Athanasios, D. (2011). Review on female sexual
offenders: Findings about profile and personality. International Journal of Law &

Psychiatry, 34(2), 122-126.

Tsopelas, C., Tsetsou, S., Ntounas, P., & Douzenis, A. (2012). Female
perpetrators of sexual abuse of minors: What are the consequences for the victims?

International Journal of Law and Psychiatry. (35) 305-310.

United States Department of Health and Human Services. (2012).

http:www.hhs.gov

Van der Knaap, L. M., Alberda, D. L., Oosterveld, P., & Born, M. h. (2012). The
predictive validity of criminogenic needs for male and female offenders: Comparing the relative

impact of needs in predicting recidivism. Law and Human Behavior, 36(5), 413-422.

86



Vandiver, D.M., & Walker, J. T., (2002). Female Sex Offenders: An Overview

and Analysis of 40 Cases. Criminal Justice Review, 27(2), 284-300.

Vandiver, D. M., & Kercher, G. (2004). Offender and victim characteristics of
registered female sexual offenders in Texas: A proposed typology of female sexual

offenders. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 16(2), 121-137.

Vandiver, D.M. & Teske Jr. R. (2006). Juvenile Female and Male Sex Offenders:
A Comparison of Offender, Victim and Judicial Processing Characteristics. International

Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology. 50. 148-165.

West, S. G., Friedman, S., & Kim, K. (2011). Women Accused of Sex Offenses:

A Gender-Based Comparison. Behavioral Sciences & The Law, 29(5), 728-740.

Welldon, E.V. (1988). Mother, madonna, whore: The idealization and

denigration of motherhood. London: Free Association Books.

Whitley, B. E. (1983). Sex role orientation and self-esteem: A critical meta-

analytic review. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 765-778.

Wilson, F. & Cook, E. (1984). Concurrent validity of four androgyny instruments.

Sex Roles. 11: 813-837.

Wijkman, M., Bijleveld, C., & Hendricks, J., (2010). Women Dont Do Such

Things!

87



Characteristics of Female Sex Offenders and Offender Types. Sexual

Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment. 22: 135-156.

Wolfers, O. (1993). The paradox of women who sexually abuse children. In M.

Elliot (Ed.), Female sexual abuse of children (pp. 93-99). New York: Guilford.

Wood-Allen, M. (1905). What a Young Woman Ought to Know. Philadelphia,

155.

88



	University of New Mexico
	UNM Digital Repository
	1-29-2015

	Sex, Violence and the Female Sex Offender
	Christine Romero-DeBell
	Recommended Citation


	tmp.1471035245.pdf.jDkne

