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Abstract

Cognitive distortions o f  sexual offenders with or without learning disabilities are 
considered to play a vital role in the etiology and maintenance o f  sexually deviant 
behaviour. This assumption has driven research to focus on investigating the cognitive 
content o f  distorted cognitions held by sexual offenders. Indeed, to facilitate researchers in 
this quest, attention has focused on trying to develop psychom etrically robust instruments 
to measure distorted cognitions. H owever, these attempts have met with little success, as 
current assessm ent measures fail to address a w ide range o f  sexual attitudes, are not 
suitable for use on individuals with learning disabilities, are open to social desirability and 
som e are unable to discriminate sexual offenders from  normal males. To address these 
weaknesses a new  measure has been developed by Lindsay (unpublished) to assess 
cognitive distortions among sexual offenders with learning disabilities (i.e. QACSO; 
Questionnaire on Attitudes Consistent with Sex O ffences).

This thesis tested the reliability and validity o f  this new  measure. Results found this 
measure to be a promising clinical and research instrument, with good internal consistency  
and reliability and discriminative ability. A  principle component analysis revealed that 11 
o f  the 13 components were reliable and successfully separated sexual offenders from  
controls. Results confirmed that sexual offenders with learning disabilities held 
significantly more distorted cognitions, compared to control groups o f  non-sexual 
offenders with learning disabilities, non-offenders with learning disabilities and normal 
males.

To develop understanding o f  the role cognitive distortions play in sexual offending  
behaviour it is not enough just to examine the cognitive content, as it is necessary to 
examine the cognitive processes (i.e. attention) that underlie the initiation, maintenance 
and justification o f  sexual deviant behaviour. This w ould result in better understanding o f  
the cognitive processes that underlie behaviour at all stages o f  the offence chain and 
facilitate clinicians’ theoretical and practical ideas when developing suitable treatment 
programmes.

Studies tw o to six used a number o f  experimental paradigms to investigate the cognitive 
processes, and in particular attentional ability, o f  sexual offenders with learning
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disabilities. Study tw o investigated if  conscious recollection o f  past events influenced the 
average tim e sexual offenders spent view ing pictures o f  people, compared to objects. 
Results found that the type o f  picture did not affect view ing time. To reduce the likelihood  
o f  conscious influence masking sexual offenders’ responses, studies three to six employed  
experimental paradigms that involve attentional ability being affected by prior experiences 
with no conscious recollection o f  past events. Results found sexual offenders with learning 
disabilities’ attentional abilities to be consistent with controls. Failure to obtain significant 
differences in the attentional abilities o f  sexual offenders compared to controls does not 
mean they do not have attentional deficits. Indeed, the methods employed might have been 
unable to detect any differences.

In light o f  these findings the appropriateness o f  the methods em ployed to investigate 
attentional abilities was discussed and recommendations for future were made.
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Defining Learning Disabilities and Sexual Offending 

Chapter 1 -  Defining Learning Disabilities and Sexual Offending

1.0 Defining Learning Disability

To date there is no single universally accepted definition for learning disability, although a 
number o f  key definitions have been put forward by the W orld Health Organisation, the 
International C lassification o f  D iseases-10 (IC D -10), Diagnostics and Statistical Manual 
IV-TR (D M S-IV -TR ), the Mental Health A ct (1983), the British Psychological Society  
(BPS) and the Am erican A ssociation on Mental Retardation (AAM R).

The W orld Health Organisation published in 1992 the tenth revision o f  the International 
Classification o f  D iseases (ICD-10) which defines learning disability (mental retardation) 
as ‘fl c o n d i t io n  o f  a r r e s t e d  o r  in c o m p le te  d e v e lo p m e n t  o f  th e  m in d , w h ic h  is  e s p e c ia l l y  
c h a r a c te r i s e d  b y  im p a ir m e n t  o f  s k i l ls  m a n ife s te d  d u r in g  th e  d e v e lo p m e n t  p e r io d ,  s k i l ls  
w h ic h  c o n tr ib u te  to  th e  o v e r a l l  l e v e l  o f  in te l l ig e n c e ,  i .e . c o g n i t iv e ,  la n g u a g e , m o to r  a n d  
s o c i a l  in a b i l i t i e s ' . To assess an individual’s overall level o f  intelligence IC D -10 advocates 
that a ‘skilled diagnostician’ should administer and score a standardised intelligence test, 
as w ell as a scale to assess the level o f  social adaptation. Once an IQ score is obtained the 
diagnostician can then refer to a framework that subdivides learning disability (mental 
retardation) into four precise categories based on IQ scores. The four categories are mild, 
moderate, severe and profound levels o f  intellectual functioning. Table 1.0 shows the 
classification for learning disability according to ICD-10.

Table 1.0 Classification o f‘Mental Retardation9 under ICD-10
Classification IQ

Mild mental retardation 50-69
M oderate mental retardation 35-49
Severe mental retardation 20-34
Profound mental retardation < 2 0
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D efin in g  L earning D isa b ilities  and Sexual O ffending

D SM -IV -TR  defines learning disability as 4s ig n i f ic a n t ly  s u b a v e r a g e  g e n e r a l  in te l le c tu a l  
ju n c t io n in g ,  a c c o m p a n ie d  b y  s ig n i f ic a n t  d e f ic i t s  o r  im p a ir m e n ts  in  a d a p t i v e  ju n c t io n in g  
w ith  o n s e t  b e f o r e  th e  a g e  o f  1 8 \  According to DSM -IV-TR, an individual who scores 
below  70 on an IQ scale would be classified as having significantly subaverage general 
intellectual functioning. To assess adaptive functioning, DSM -IV -TR  lists a number o f  
ways to ascertain whether som eone has deficits or impairments with their adaptive 
functioning. Clinicians are advised to assess adaptive functioning by examining a person’s 
effectiveness in m eeting the standards expected for his/her age by his/her cultural group in 
areas such as social skills and responsibility, communication, daily living skills, personal 
independence and self-efficiency.

D SM -IV -TR  is not as inflexible as IC D -10 with its diagnostic criteria, as it states that even  
i f  an individual scores below  70 on an IQ score but shows good adaptive skills, they 
should not be diagnosed with a learning disability. Similarly, i f  an individual scores above 
70 and below  84, but their adaptive skills are markedly impaired, D SM -IV-TR states that 
such individuals could be diagnosed with a learning disability. DSM -IV-TR also 
acknowledges the presence o f ‘borderline intellectual functioning’, which ICD-10 fails to 
do. Table 1.1 outlines DSM -IV -TR ’s classifications o f  learning disability.

Table 1.1 Classification of Learning Disability under DSM-IV-TR
Classification IQ

Borderline intellectual functioning approx. 70-84
Mild learning disability 50-55 to approx. 70
M oderate learning disability 35-40 to 50-55
Severe learning disability 20-25 to 35-40
Profound learning disability below  20 or 25

The Mental Health Act (1983) defines learning disability using a two-tier classification  
system  (e.g. mental impairment and severe mental impairment). Instead o f  using the term  
‘learning disability’ the Mental Health Act (1983) opted to use the term ‘mental
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impairment’ and defined it as ‘...a state o f  arrested or incomplete development o f  mind 

which include significant impairment o f  intellectual and social functioning....’ When 

defining ‘severe mental impairment’ the Mental Health Act substitute the word significant 

with severe, enabling the definition to read ‘severe impairment of intellectual and social 

functioning’, rather than ‘significant impairment’. Problems arise when trying to establish 

exactly what is meant by the terms ‘severe’ and ‘mental impairment,’ as the Mental Health 

Act has yet to provide a clear explanation of the difference in the level of social and 

intellectual functioning needed to warrant either the ‘ severe impairment’ or ‘mental 

impairment’ classification.

To make the two-tier classification of the Mental Health Act more operational the British 

Psychological Society (BPS) offered further clarification. Alves, Williams, Stevens and 

Prosser (1991) suggested that IQ scores and levels of social functioning should be used to 

classify someone as either having ‘severe’ or ‘mental impairment’ . An individual with an 

IQ between 55 to 69 would be classified as having a ‘mental impairment.’ Someone with 

an IQ of 54 or below would be classified as having a ‘severe mental impairment’ . 

Individuals who require occasional help with eating, washing, clothing themselves and 

keeping warm would be considered to have a ‘significant mental impairment’ of social 

functioning. However, an individual who requires repeated support when completing these 

tasks would be classified as having a ‘severe impairment’ of social functioning.

Finally, the American Association on Mental Retardation (AAMR) provides a rather 

comprehensive definition and explanation for what constitutes a learning disability. The 

AAMR states that three criteria must be fulfilled in order for someone to be classified as 

having a learning disability. Firstly, an individual must have significant impairment of 

their intellectual functioning. Secondly, their adaptive living skills must be impaired. They 

must have limitations in two or more of the following adaptive living skills: 

communication, self-care, home living, social skills, community use, self-direction, health 

and safety, functional academics, leisure and work. Finally, the onset of the learning 

disability must occur before the age of eighteen years of age. However, an individual 

whose intellectual impairment is caused by a trauma, such as a head injury in adulthood, 

or dementia, would not be classified as having a learning disability by the classification set 

out by the AAMR.

14



D efin in g  Learning D isa b ilities  and Sexual O ffending

It would appear that there is no single definition for ‘learning disability’ that is universally 

accepted and used in either a clinical or academic context. What is clear is that a major 

problem lies with trying to fix a ‘borderline’ between those who can and those who cannot 

be described as having a ‘learning disability’ . In general, the classification systems used to 

define learning disability would class someone with and IQ of 69 as having a learning 

disability, but an individual with an IQ of 70 as not. Who could say that an individual with 

an IQ of 70 would not require similar help and assistance to that of an individual with an 

IQ of 69? To address this issue DSM-IV-TR incorporated a broad ‘Borderline 

Intelligence’ category that includes individuals with an IQ that falls between 70 to 84. 

There are problems with this broad classification category, as it fails to offer further 

explanation or information when trying to distinguish between someone with an IQ of 69 

and one with an IQ of 70. Lack of explanation has led clinicians and researchers to class 

individuals with an IQ that falls between 55 to 75 as having a mild learning disability, 

rather than follow the classification criteria set out by DSM-IV-TR (Swanson and 

Garwick, 1990; Charman and Clare, 1992).

After considering the above issues it was decided that the DSM-IV-TR definition of 

learning disability (mental retardation) would be adopted for use in this study for a number 

of reasons. In the first instance, it provides a comprehensive definition and explanation for 

what constitutes a learning disability, as well as recognises the need for a classification 

system that includes a borderline intellectual functioning category. By including this 

borderline category it makes this classification system more flexible than the AAMR, as it 

recognises the difficulty of setting and adhering to static classification criteria

1.1.1 Single Factor Theories of Sexual Offending

According to Sahota and Chesterman (1998) no single definition for sexual offending 

exists, as legal definitions tend to change with time, as well as from country to country. 

Thompson and Brown (1997) highlight that researchers have their own preference for the 

terms they choose to use when describing sexual offending behaviour. Some researchers 

(Ryan, 1997; Manocha and Mezey, 1998) prefer to use the term sexually abusive 

behaviour when discussing sexual offending, whereas others (e.g. Becker and Murphy, 

1998) specifically talk about paraphilia. Apart from the terms that are used to describe
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sexual offending varying, so too does the actual behaviours that they cover. Indeed, 

Lanyon (1991) suggested that the act of sexual offending incorporates sexually deviant 

behaviours such as rape, child molestation, exhibitionism and voyeurism. However, 

Freund and Seto (1998) referred to paraphilic behaviours such as rape, voyeurism and 

exhibitionism, and also included fetishism, masochism and frotteurism.

As stated above, there is no single definition for sexual offending and the behaviours that 

it covers. Unfortunately, a similar situation exists when trying to explain why people 

sexually offend, as there is no single theory or explanation that can fully account for why 

individuals engage in sexually deviant behaviour. Traditionally the explanations that have 

been put forward to try to account for why individuals sexually offend have been single 

factor theories. Up until the 1980s research into the etiology of sexual offending was 

dominated by single factor theories including psychodynamic, feminist, biological and 

psychological explanations.

1.1.2 Psychoanalytic/Psychodynamic Theory

One of the first single factor theories developed to try to explain the etiology of sexual 

offending was proposed by the psychoanalytic school of thought. The psychoanalytic 

approach focuses on Oedipal conflicts, repression of the Oedipal desires and castration 

anxiety when trying to explain sexual offending. This approach postulates that sexual 

deviation is caused by a fixation at, or a regression to an infantile level of development 

(Redmond, 1978). Indeed, Rada (1978) suggests that the cause of an individual’s sexual 

deviance can be traced back to their early childhood development and those infantile 

sexual desires and practices are continued into their adulthood.

The psychoanalytical/psychodynamic explanations have been developed to explain the 

causes of sexual offending and in particular the sexually deviant acts of rape and child 

molestation. To explain rape Cohen, Garofolo, Boucher and Seghom (1971) developed a 

three-way classification system that suggests that the act of rape is carried out either for 

aggressive, sexual or sadistic purposes. If the rape is carried out for aggressive purposes it 

is believed that the motive behind the perpetrator’s behaviour is to humiliate and degrade 

their victim. However, if the motivation behind the behaviour is sexual this suggests that
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the rape is influenced by the individual’s sexual fantasies. An individual may fantasise that 

their sexual skill is very good and this results in their sexual partner experiencing great 

pleasure. However, when their fantasy fails to be fulfilled they will keep having sex in an 

attempt to achieve their sexual fantasies. Finally, Cohen et al. (1971) suggests that rape 

may occur for sadistic reasons, as an individual’s sexual and aggressive drives might work 

together in order for some level of violence to occur so that the individual can achieve 

sexual excitement.

Groth, Burgess and Holstrom (1977) developed a similar explanation to that of Cohen et 

al. (1971) when trying to explain rape. They argued that rape was motivated by either 

power or anger needs. Groth and colleagues divided power needs into two subtypes: 

power-assertive and power-reassurance. Power-assertive motives give individuals the 

drive to express their virility, mastery and control, whereas power-reassurance motives 

provide individuals with the opportunity to deal with any annoying doubts that they have 

about their own masculinity or sexual ability. According to Groth et al. anger needs can 

also account for rape. Indeed, anger rape enables an individual to use rape as a method to 

hurt and humiliate a woman. Individuals may use anger during rape as a means of 

retaliation; so that they can hurt women in order to get revenge for any wrong doings they 

feel were caused by women in general.

The psychodynamic school of thought has also put forward explanations that try to 

account for the etiology of child molestation. This approach suggests that an individual is 

not solely motivated by sex, but by additional factors including expression of non-sexual 

needs and unresolved life issues. Indeed, Groth, Hobson and Gray (1982) argue that 

individuals may become focused on children, as they have not developed psycho sexually 

beyond that level themselves. However, Groth et al. (1982) also suggest that some 

individual’s sexual development may involve appropriate sexual behaviour, but then 

something happens (e.g. failure with adult relationships) which causes them to become 

sexually involved with children.

Despite the psychodynamic explanation being one of the first single factor theories 

developed to try to explain the etiology of sexual offending and in particular rape and 

child molestation, there is no psychological or statistical evidence available to support 

these theories (Becker and Murphy, 1998). Without empirical support these theoretical
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explanations have led researchers to conclude that the psychodynamic account for the 

etiology of sexual offending loses its credibility and support (Becker and Murphy, 1998).

1.1.3 Feminist Theory

The psychodynamic account for the etiology of sexual offending may have fallen from 

favour (Becker and Murphy, 1998), but its principles have influenced the feminist 

explanation of sexual offending. Groth, Burgess and Holstrom (1977) suggest that rape is 

motivated by power and aggression, a view that fits well with the ethos of the feminist 

school of thought. Feminists believe that males have a desire to dominate and control 

situations in order for them to maintain male supremacy (Herman, 1990). Males will use 

their power and aggression to enable them to gain and maintain their control and authority 

over women. Relating this to the etiology of sexual offending, feminists (Brownmiller, 

1975; Griffin, 1971) argue that sexual assault serves as a mechanism by which terror and 

power can be used for male dominance to be preserved.

The belief that sexual assault is used as a method by which men maintain power and 

control is taken a stage further by the feminist school of thought. In a review of feminist 

literature Herman (1990) highlights that feminists argue that men not only believe sexual 

assault to be acceptable, they also engage in this behaviour because they find it rewarding. 

Finding sexual assault rewarding and pleasurable gives males the opportunity to exercise 

their male dominance and intimidate women. However, research findings from a study 

carried out by Malamuth and Thornhill (1994) question this feminist belief, as they found 

that although males have a desire to control women, they believed that the etiology of this 

need for control was caused by differing factors (e.g. sexual aggression and “hostile 

masculinity” [i.e. sexual dominance, hostility towards women and attitudes supporting 

aggression against women]) to the ones raised by feminist theorising (e.g. power and 

aggression motivated by male supremacy).

Apart from male dominance and power being used to explain sexual offending, specific 

feminist theories have been developed: the feminist theory of male socialisation and the 

victimisation explanation (Brownmiller, 1975). The theory of male socialisation examines 

the role it plays in accounting for sexual offending behaviour by focusing on the attitudes

18



D efin in g  L earning D isa b ilities  and Sexual O ffending

that males have that are supportive of sexually aggressive behaviour. Experimental 

designs have tried to measure males’ attitudes towards rape and sexual stereotypes. 

Indeed, research investigated the relationship between attitudes and aggressive behaviour 

among a subset of sexually aggressive individuals (Malamuth, Sockloskie, Koss and 

Tanaka, 1991). This study found that there was some support for the relationship between 

attitudes and aggressive behaviour. However, before any strong conclusions could be 

drawn from this research, this study would need to be replicated using a sample of 

individuals who had a sexual offending history. Comparisons would need to be made 

between the attitudes towards rape and sexual stereotypes held by non-offenders compared 

to sexual offenders. If there was a significant difference in the attitudes held by these two 

comparisons groups then some form of conclusion could be made. Indeed, if sex offenders 

held stronger attitudes related to rape and sexual stereotype than non-offenders, this could 

offer support for the feminist belief that male socialisation and in particular their 

development of attitudes could explain sexual offending. Unfortunately, no such 

conclusion can be made as this research has yet to be instigated.

The feminist approach also proposes the victimisation explanation for sexual offending. 

This approach argues that if an individual is sexually abused they will in turn go on to be a 

sexual abuser. If this theory were the sole explanation for sexual offending you would 

expect a concordance rate of 100% between personal sexual abuse and sexual offending. 

However, this is not the case, as many individuals who have been sexually abused do not 

go on to engage in sexually abusive behaviour. Indeed, McCarthy and Thompson (1997) 

found that of the sex offenders tested, 25% had personal experience of sexual abuse. When 

Thompson (1997) investigated the personal history of 75 individuals who had been 

sexually abused, he found that 23% of them had themselves been abused. Consistent with 

this finding, Lindsay, Law, Quinn, Smart and Smith (1998) found that when a group of 48 

sexual offenders with learning disabilities were examined 38% had experienced sexual 

abuse. These findings suggest that experiencing sexual abuse in childhood does not 

determine whether an individual will go on to sexually offend in adulthood.

The above discussions have highlighted that the psychodynamic and feminist theories may 

offer some insight into the etiology of sexual offending, but neither theory can fully 

explain why individuals engage in sexually deviant behaviour. Another single factor 

theory that attempts to explain the etiology of sexual offending is the biological approach.
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1.1.4 Biological Theories

Particular interest has developed into the etiology of sexual offending, as it is felt that a 

better understanding will facilitate treatment and prevention programmes. Attention has 

therefore been directed towards biological explanations to try to explain why individuals 

sexually offend. To date there is no single biological explanation that can fully account for 

why individuals engage in sexually deviant behaviour; although Lanyon (1991) suggests 

that the biological theories that are used fall under one of three categories: plasma 

testosterone, brain dysfunction, or aggression.

The level of plasma testosterone present in an individual may influence whether or not 

they engage in sexually deviant behaviour. Rada, Laws and Kellner (1976) investigated 

the level of plasma testosterone present in a group of rapists compared to a group of non- 

rapists. No significant difference was found between the two groups, although Rada and 

colleagues did find that the rapists who had been involved in aggressive assaults had 

higher levels of plasma testosterone. Other research studies have also found that 

individuals who are aggressive tend to have higher levels of plasma testosterone (Dolan, 

Anderson & Deakin, 2001; Aromaki, Lindman & Eriksson, 1999). These research findings 

imply that it might be plausible to suggest that in order to try to reduce the level of 

aggression amongst sexual aggressors and aggressors in general, future treatments should 

try to reduce their level of plasma testosterone. Researchers such as Thibaut, Kuhn, 

Cordier and Petit (1998) have suggested this could be achieved through hormonal 

treatments. Thibaut et al. (1998) report that their use of hormonal treatment did reduce 

plasma testosterone levels and sexual aggression; however, their results may have been 

influenced by other factors. They failed to control for the effects other types of therapies 

as the hormonal therapy was not used alone, but it was administered in conjunction with 

psychotherapy. Future research needs to address this methodological flaw and carry out a 

controlled study where there is at least three comparison groups: hormonal treatment 

alone, psychotherapy alone and both hormonal and psychotherapy.

Brain dysfunction has also been suggested as an explanation for sexual deviance, despite 

there being no research that can provide conclusive evidence to indicate that brain 

dysfunction could be the sole cause of sexual deviance. Hucker, Langevin, Dickey, Handy, 

Chambers and Wright (1988) did find slight differences in the neurological and
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neuropsychological examinations of sexually aggressive males compared to control 

subjects, however those differences were not found to be statistically significant. Indeed, 

using the Luria-Nebraska Neuropsychological Test Battery (LN test) to examine brain 

function, Hucker et al. (1988) found sexual offenders’ to have more global impairment, 

compared to a control group of non-violent, non-sexual offenders. Despite observing this 

difference, Hucker et al. were unable to identify the brain sites responsible for these global 

impairments, as the LN test does not have the ability to do this.

Becker and Murphy (1998) suggested that caution should be exercised when using brain 

dysfunction as an explanation for sexual offending, as they believe that the studies that 

have tested the role brain dysfunction plays in sexual offending have a number of 

methodological flaws. First they argue that studies that have investigated brain, and in 

particular structural brain damage, have failed to use random samples. They also suggest 

that studies that have investigated structural brain damage have failed to carry out further 

studies to examine whether they are able to replicate their initial findings. Considering 

these methodological weaknesses, Becker and Murphy (1998) concluded that no strong 

evidence exists that could fully support the view that brain dysfunction is a single causal 

factor in sexual offending.

In contrast to the biological explanations for sexual deviance that have already been 

discussed, there has been some research to suggest that mental health problems can 

account for sexual deviance. Since 1998 Sahota and Chesterman have been investigating 

the relationship between sexual offending and mental illness. In a study that examined 20 

mentally ill sex offenders, Chesterman and Sahota (1998) found support for a link between 

sexual offending and psychosis. However, recent research by Fazel, Hope, O’Donnell and 

Jacoby (2002) does not offer support for Chesterman and Sahota’s view. Fazel et al. 

(2002) suggested that the cause of sexual offending might not be due to mental illness or a 

biological cause, but rather personality factors. In their study Fazel et al. examined elderly 

sex offenders and non-sex offenders and found that the prevalence of mental illness for the 

two groups did not differ. They did find that the elderly sex offenders presented with a 

higher incidence of certain personality traits (e.g. schizoid, obsessive-compulsive and 

avoidant traits) than the non-offenders. This finding led Fazel et al. to conclude that the 

cause of sexual deviance may rest with personality factors rather than biological or mental 

illness explanations.
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Future researchers may wish to consider Berlin’s (1983) view when trying to explain the 

etiology of sexual deviance. He suggests that the causes of sexually deviant behaviour 

may be multiple. Indeed a variety of explanations may account for sexual offending, some 

of which may be biological in origin (Berlin, 1983).

1.1.5 Psychological Explanations -  Behavioural Accounts and Learning Theory

A number of researchers have proposed psychological explanations and in particular 

behavioural accounts for the etiology of sexual offending (Quinsey and Marshall, 1983; 

Abel, Blanchard, and Becker, 1978). Based on the premise that behavioural therapy 

techniques can be used to treat sexual deviance (Earls and Castonguay, 1989), researchers 

believe that the cause of sexually deviant behaviour may lie with a behavioural 

explanation.

Learning theories based on classical, operant or social learning theory principles have been 

put forward to try to explain the etiology of sexual deviance. However, Schwartz (1984) 

argued that when trying to explain sexual deviance or sexual offending it was difficult to 

do so by using only a classical or operant conditioning explanation. He believed that 

classical and operant conditioning assisted one another when trying to explain the cause of 

sexual deviance.

The principles of classical conditioning can be used to demonstrate how an individual 

could develop a sexual deviance. An individual would associate a sexual fantasy with the 

action of masturbation that would result in the individual experiencing high sexual arousal 

and an orgasm. The individual would continue with this pairing until eventually all he 

would need to do was think of the fantasy and this would cause him to experience high 

sexual arousal. However, as earlier stated Schwartz (1984) believed that classical 

conditioning did not work alone when trying to illustrate how a sexual deviance was 

learned. He believed that reinforcement had a part to play in the process when trying to 

explain sexual deviance. For example, an individual’s behaviour would be reinforced 

because he enjoyed the sexual arousal that he experienced when he thought about his 

sexual fantasy. This pleasurable experience he obtained from his sexual fantasy would act 

as positive reinforcement to that behaviour.
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The above description attempts to explain how classical and operant conditioning 

principles can be used to explain sexual deviance in general. However, can such principles 

explain a specific sexually deviant act such as rape? Laws and Marshall (1991) applied the 

principles of classical and operant conditioning to explain rape. They suggested that an 

individual might think about his sexual fantasy and wish to carry it out; although when he 

attempts to act out his fantasy he is rejected by females and this causes him to become 

angry. Violence and force may then enter his fantasy, as this will enable him to obtain the 

sexual arousal that he initially got from his sexual fantasy. The presence of violence and 

force in the individual’s sexual fantasy may cause him to act out his fantasy in a sexually 

aggressive way that results in him raping a woman.

Social learning theory can also be used to explain sexual deviance. Based on the principle 

of Bandura’s social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), sexual deviance could be learned via 

three processes: participant modelling, vicarious learning and symbolic modelling. 

Participant modelling involves an individual observing another person’s behaviour and 

then copying it. For example, an individual may watch his father or friend masturbate and 

try to copy that behaviour. The father or friend may offer instruction to the child observing 

them and this enables the child to learn a particular behaviour that will result in sexual 

arousal. Vicarious learning also involves an individual copying another person’s 

behaviour. However, this time the person is not aware that they are being observed and 

therefore will not offer any tuition. Finally, symbolic modelling occurs when an individual 

replicates an individual’s behaviour through thought and mental images.

Although the principles of learning theories have been used to try to explain the cause of 

sexual deviance in general, Lanyon (1991) argues that they fail to fully account for the 

role behavioural principles play in explaining specific sexually deviant acts such as rape, 

child molestation, exhibitionism or voyeurism. Lanyon suggests that this is probably due 

to a lack of theoretical literature. Research into the role behavioural principles play in 

shaping sexual deviance might have been hindered by ethical constraints. As it is unethical 

to use behavioural principles to teach someone to be sexually deviant, researchers have 

had to rely on using treatment outcomes from behavioural techniques to help them explain 

how learning theory could explain sexual deviance (Quinsey and Marshall, 1983).
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1.1.6 Psychological Accounts -  Empathy Deficits

Empathy is another example of a psychological explanation that has been suggested to 

explain the etiology of sexual offending. Researchers have argued that sexual offenders 

have deficits in their ability to empathise (Marshall, Hudson, Jones & Fernandez, 1995; 

Burke, 2001; Roys, 1997). This finding has led researchers to suggest that those empathy 

deficits may play an important role in the development and maintenance of sexually 

deviant behaviour (Marshall et al., 1995).

Empathy has been defined by Moore (1990) as ‘ the ability to understand and identify with 

another person’s point o f  view, the capacity to experience the same feelings as another, 

and cognitive role/perspective-taking.’ Indeed, empathy indicates an individual’s ability to 

understand and imaginatively enter another person’s feeling. Individuals may sexually 

abuse a female as they become sexually aroused during the attack, but are unable to stop 

the attack as they do not recognise or have any consideration for the female’s distress 

(Barbaree, Marshall and Lanthier, 1979).

Burke (2001) specifically investigated sex offender’s ability to empathise. He measured 

the adolescent male sex offenders’ level of empathy and compared it to the level of 

empathy among a comparison group of non-offenders. Burke found that on the overall 

score of empathy, sex offenders scored significantly lower than the non-offenders. These 

results were consistent with the findings from similar research studies (Rice, Chaplin, 

Harris & Coutts, 1994; Lindsey, Carlozzi & Eells, 2001; Fisher, Beech, & Browne, 1999). 

However, earlier research by Hoppe and Singer (1976) failed to produce findings that 

supported these research studies. Hoppe and Singer did not find a significant difference in 

the level of empathy among sex offenders and non-offenders. In their study, they 

measured the empathy levels of rapists, child molesters and non-offenders and were 

surprised to find that these groups did not differ significantly from one another. Similar 

research by Langevin, Wright and Handy (1988) found no significant deficits in the 

emotional empathy of sex offenders compared to non-offenders.

The research studies investigating empathy among sex offenders indicate that there are 

inconsistencies with the claims that sex offenders have empathy deficits. These 

inconsistencies might be the result of the type of assessment tools that researchers use to
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measure empathy. Although there are many measures that claim to assess empathy, there 

are three that are used regularly in research studies: Hogan’s Empathy Scale (Hogan, 

1969); the Emotional Empathy Scale (Mehrabian and Epstein, 1972); and the 

Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1983). A review study carried out by Choplan, 

McCain, Carbonell and Hagen (1985) on Hogan’s Empathy Scale and Mehrabian and 

Epstein’s Scale found them to have relatively good psychometric properties. In general, 

both measures were found to be reliable and valid. However, when Cross and Sharpley 

(1982) investigated the psychometric properties of the Hogan Empathy Scale, their 

findings did not offer support for those of Choplan et al’s. (1985) findings. Cross and 

Sharpley found Hogan’s scale to have poor internal consistency and low reliability 

estimates. Apart from the discrepancies over the psychometric properties of these empathy 

assessment tools, Choplan et al. found that Hogan’s Empathy Scale and Mehrabian and 

Epstein’s Scale measured different aspects of empathy. Indeed, Hogan’s scale was found 

to assess role-taking skills. Greer, Estupinan and Manguno-Mire (2000) also found that 

these empathy measures failed to take into consideration situational or individual 

differences that may affect an individual’s empathic response. They pointed out that the 

three most regularly used empathy measures tend to view empathy in a trait-like manner, 

assuming that an individual’s response will be the same in all situations or that they are 

deficient in empathic responsiveness.

To address some of the problems that have been identified with the way empathy is 

viewed, measured and assessed; Marshall, Hudson, Jones and Fernandez (1995) developed 

a four-staged process model of empathy. This model proposes that an individual must 

progress through all four stages (i.e. emotion recognition, perspective taking, emotion 

replication and response decision) in order for him or her to be able to empathise.

The first stage of the process, emotion recognition, requires the individual to identify the 

emotion that the individual is experiencing. Once the individual has identified the emotion 

he can move onto the second stage -  perspective taking. This stage of the process requires 

that the individual try to put himself in the other person’s shoes and try to see the world 

from that person’s perspective. The individual now needs to try to imagine the same 

emotion that the person he is observing is experiencing. This is the third stage of the 

process -  emotion replication. Finally, the fourth stage of the process, response decision,
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requires the individual to decide how to act based on the information that they have 

obtained from the three previous stages.

Marshall et al. (1995) have suggested that sexual offenders may not have a problem with 

the first three stages of their empathy model. Sexual offenders may have a problem with 

the fourth stage of the empathic process, as they may have deficits with their decision 

making abilities. To test this Marshall et al. suggest that future studies need to examine 

each stage of the process, rather than try to assess empathy as a whole.

Geer and colleagues reviewed general empathy research that had not been specifically 

designed to test Marshall et al’s model. However, Geer et al. suggested that certain studies 

did in actual fact test particular stages of the four-staged model. The studies reviewed by 

Geer et al. tend to review the first stage of Marshal et al’s model (e.g. emotion 

recognition). Indeed, Greer and colleagues examined research carried out by Hudson, 

Marshall, Wales, McDonald, Bakker and McLean (1993). In this study, participants were 

required to look at various slides of male and female expressions. Hudson et al. found that 

the sexual offenders demonstrated the least sensitivity to the emotional stimuli, compared 

with the violent non-offenders who appeared to be the most sensitive to the stimuli. Both 

groups of participants found it difficult to differentiate between the emotional expressions 

fear and surprise, which led researchers to hypothesise that sexual offenders may interpret 

fear as surprise, thus accounting for why sexual offenders tend to interpret the victim’s 

behaviour as positive rather than negative during a sexual attack (Geer et al., 2000).

Consistent with Hudson et al’s research findings, Marshall, Fernandez, Lightbody and 

O’Sullivan (1994) found similar results. They found that sexual offenders experienced 

difficulties when requested to recognise emotions. Both these studies suggest that sexual 

offenders have deficits with emotion recognition and thus the first stage of Marshall et al’s 

four-staged process model of empathy.

Unfortunately, there is still a lack of knowledge about the remaining three stages of 

Marshall et al’s model. Marshall et al. (1994) did suggest that sexual offenders have 

deficits with stage two and three of their process, but there has been no independent 

research carried out that is able to substantiate their claims. Future research needs to 

design experimental research that will examine stage two, three and four of Marshall et
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al’s model. This is particularly important if researchers wish to follow Geer et al’s. (2000) 

and Marshall et al’s. (1995) views and test empathy in a way that does not rely on global 

and trait-like measures. Future research must also recognise that there may be individual, 

as well as situational differences involved when testing empathy.

Sex offender literature comprises of a vast amount of theories and explanations that have 

attempted to explain the etiology of sexual deviance or sexual offending. To date these 

theories have ranged from biological to psychological explanations such as empathy. 

Unfortunately, no theory or explanation has been able to fully explain sexual deviance or 

offending for a number of reasons. Psychological literature reviewing empathy deficits has 

been criticised for trying to assess empathy in a global manner (Geer et al. 2000) and using 

assessment tools that have been found to have inconsistencies with their psychometric 

properties (Choplan et al., 1985). Behavioural explanations have also been criticised as 

they fail to fully account for the role behavioural principles play in trying to explain sexual 

deviance (Lanyon, 1991).

1.1.7 Psychological Accounts -  Cognitive Processes

In the 1980s there was a change in direction to the way sexual deviance and offending was 

studied. This change was motivated by a ‘cognitive revolution’ that recognised the 

importance of the cognitive processes’ of sexual offenders when trying to explain the 

etiology of sexual offending. There was an explosion of research into investigating the 

cognitive processes’ of sexual offenders and in particular examining their cognitions.

Attention has focused on the role cognitions play in trying to explain the etiology and 

maintenance of sexual behaviour. Researchers (Bumby, 1996; Stermac and Segal, 1989; 

Ward, Hudson, Johnston and Marshall, 1997) have focused on investigating the distorted 

cognitions of sexual offenders, as they are believed to play a pivotal role in the etiology, 

maintenance and justification of sexual behaviour. Bumby (1996) argued that cognitive 

distortions were ‘learned assumptions, sets o f  beliefs, and self-statements about deviant 

sexual behaviours such as child molestation and rape, which serve to deny, justify, 

minimise and rationalise an offender’s action’s.’ Despite researchers believing that 

cognitive distortions play a central role in sexual offending, to date there is little research
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to support or explain the exact role cognitive distortions play in sexual offending 

behaviour (Bumby, 1996; Ward, Hudson, Johnston and Marshall, 1997). Indeed, Ward, 

Fon, Hudson and McCormack (1998) have argued that understanding of the role cognitive 

distortions play in the etiology of sexual offending has been hindered by a deficiency in 

any theoretical framework that would enable models to be developed and empirical 

research carried out.

There is still a great deal of research interest into the role cognitive distortions play in 

sexual offending. In particular attention has focused on trying to develop assessment 

instruments that have good psychometric properties and are able to assess cognitive 

distortions, as researchers believe that distorted cognitions can be a valid predictor of 

treatment potential (Bumby, 1996). Research has also attempted to investigate the 

cognitive mechanisms that generate the cognitive distortions held by sexual offenders 

(Murphy, 1990; Ward, Hudson, Johnston and Marshall, 1997; Ward and Keenan, 1999). 

Understanding these mechanisms may provide insight into how cognitive distortions allow 

sexual offenders to justify and rationalise their sexual offending behaviour. With the 

growing research interest in this area, this is an issue that warrants further attention and 

will be addressed in chapter three of the thesis.

1.1.8 Multifactor Theories of Sexual Offending

From the literature reviewed in this chapter it is clear that single factor theories are unable 

to fully explain the etiology of sexual offending. Further insight into the causes of sexually 

deviant behaviour may lie with a number of factors, rather than just one single cause 

(Becker and Murphy, 1998).

Ward and Hudson (1998) criticised single factor theories for being narrow in their focus. 

Failing to address a variety of issues that could explain sexual offending led Ward and 

Hudson to suggest that the factors that are dealt with in single factor theories should be 

incorporated into multifactorial models, as this would offer a wider focus and incorporate 

a number of causal factors. There are two multifactorial models that have attempted to 

investigate a number of casual factors in order to facilitate our understanding of the
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etiology of sexual offending behaviour: Wolfs (1984) multifactor model and Finkelhor’s 

(1984) model of sexual offending.

Wolf (1984) developed a model that attempted to explain the etiology of sexual offending 

as being the result of an individual’s personal development. This model proposes that 

early childhood experiences shape an individual’s personality and thus play an influential 

role in whether he will go on to sexually offend. According to Wolf most sexual offenders 

tend to have experienced an upbringing that has subjected them to physical or emotional 

abuse, neglect or belonging to a dysfunctional family. He suggested that an individual 

does not necessarily have to personally experience the abuse, but just being present and 

observing the abusive attitude is enough to have a detrimental effect on the development 

of an individual’s personality. Observing or experiencing abusive behaviour or attitudes 

result in the individual learning inappropriate behaviour, which in turn leads the individual 

to develop a belief system that supports the idea that males are superior and powerful. This 

belief enables individuals to engage in whatever behaviour they wish to.

Wolfs multifactor model combines ideas from the behavioural, sociological and feminist 

school of thought when trying to explain the etiology of sexual offending. This model 

suggests that an individual will go on to sexually offend because they have learnt from 

personal experience or observation (e.g. vicarious learning), as well as hold feminist 

beliefs that males are superior and wish to have power over women. Unfortunately, 

research has been unable to support the view that rape myths, power and male dominance 

can account for sexual offending behaviour. Indeed, research has found that sexual 

offenders and in particular rapists’ attitudes towards women do not differ significantly 

from non-sexual and non-offenders (Stermac and Segal, 1984; Bumby, 1996; Blementhal, 

Gudjonnson and Bums, 1999).

Wolfs model also suggested that the general way in which individuals are socialised 

would shape their personality and development. Through observation and modelling they 

will learn from their peers and society in general. Finkelhor (1986) also shared this view, 

as he believed that sociological factors play an important role in accounting for sexually 

deviant behaviour and felt that this was an area that had been neglected by single factor 

theories. To address this area of weakness, Finkelhor (1984) developed a multifactor 

model that attempted to explain the cause of sexual offending. He proposed a four-staged
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process that tried to explain sexual offending against children. Although this model was 

initially developed by Finkelhor to explain child sexual abuse, it has been modified to 

explain sexual offending in general (Thompson and Brown, 1997).

According to Finkelhor’s model there are four stages that describe the conditions needed 

for an offence to take place. The first stage is described as the ‘motivation to abuse 

sexually’ and refers to the likelihood of an offence occurring being determined by how 

motivated the individual is to engage in sexually deviant behaviour. According to 

Finkelhor an individual’s level of motivation can be influenced by a number of factors. In 

the case of child abuse, a sex offender’s motivation may be influenced by the way in 

which an abuser views a child. Canter, Hughes and Kirby (1998) argued that individuals 

who sexually abuse children may not all be alike, but they generally view children in a 

special way. A child molester may view children as weak and non-threatening individuals 

who they are able to control. The motivation of sexual offenders may also be influenced 

by their own childhood experiences. If abusers were abused this may cause them to go on 

to offend as they have learned to identify with the aggressors role. If this were true we 

would expect all sexual abusers to have been abused or observed abuse during their 

childhood. However, research has found that many sexual abusers never experience any 

personal abuse (McCarthy and Thompson, 1997; Thompson, 1997; Lindsay, Law, Quinn, 

Smart and Smith, 1998).

Finkelhor referred to the second stage of his model as ‘overcoming internal inhibitions.’ 

This stage of the model refers to individuals being aware that the deviant sexual beliefs 

that they find arousing are wrong, but they will overcome their inhibitions by convincing 

themselves that they will not get caught, use drugs or alcohol as disinhibitors or develop 

cognitive distortions that will allow them to justify and rationalise their beliefs. Once a sex 

offender has overcome their internal inhibitions they can then deal with the third stage of 

Finkelhor’s model: ‘overcoming external inhibitions.’ Sexual offenders need to create 

situations where they can get access to children. Often this stage of the offending process 

is referred to as ‘grooming’ and involves the offender engineering situations where he can 

meet with a child. They may buy the child sweets or give them money in an attempt to get 

the child to trust them. The offender may also try to befriend the parents of a child by 

offering to baby-sit, as this would also give him access to children.
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Figure 1.0 Finkelhor’s four staged model of offending
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The final stage of Finkelhor’s model deals with ‘overcoming the resistance of the 

child/victim. ’ The offender achieves this by continuing with the ‘grooming’ procedure. If 

the sex offender is met with any resistance from the child he will try to bribe the child with 

gifts, money or threats. Figure 1.0 shows a diagrammatic version of Finkelhor’s four- 

staged process that attempts to explain sexual offending. This diagram suggests that each 

stage of the offence chain logically leads on to the next, indicating that individuals need to 

deal with each stage of the process before they will sexually offend. However, Ward and 

Hudson (1998) identified a particular weakness with this model, as they felt the model 

failed to explain each stage of the process in detail. The first stage of Finkelhor’s model 

states that an individual must have the motivation to sexually offend and suggests that this 

motivation is influenced by the way the potential offender views a child. Despite 

Finkelhor stating what some of the views might be (i.e. the child as weak or vulnerable), 

Ward and Hudson argued that the model failed to explain how such views were initially 

acquired and how they could influence an individual’s motivation. Ward and Hudson felt 

that each stage of the model failed to explain the actual processes that were involved in 

accounting for how an individual becomes motivated, overcomes internal and external 

inhibitions and how they overcome resistance from the child or victim. In Ward and 

Hudson’s view, the model also failed to explain how each stage of the four stage process 

interacted and could account for why an individual sexually offended.

In general, multifactor models have been criticised for failing to provide enough 

information that fully explains each stage of the model, as well as how the stages interact 

in order to explain sexual offending. Ward and Hudson (1998) also argue that multifactor 

models fail to identify the importance of personality, developmental experiences and 

genetic inheritance when trying to explain sexual offending, as the models tend to focus
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only on situational and causal features. These models place a great deal of importance on 

factors such as access to victim, stress or intoxication accounting for sexual offending 

rather than distal factors (e.g. personality, developmental experiences and genetics).

From the material discussed above on both single and multifactor theories of sexual 

offending, it would appear that there is still no one theory that is able to fully explain the 

etiology of sexual offending. Limitations appear to exist with all theories and Hudson and 

Ward (2000) have argued that the current theories on etiology of sexual offending fail to 

attempt to integrate the theories or explanations together. Current theories are mutually 

exclusive from other theories and fail to develop new theories that incorporate important 

aspects from already developed theories. A similar view is held by Kalmar and Sternberg

(1988) who argue that by failing to incorporate important aspects from already existing 

theories, this in turns hinders the development of new theories that may offer further 

insight into the etiology of sexual offending. Kalmar and Sternberg believe that 

researchers should acknowledge what has already been developed to prevent future 

investigations from examining different parts of the same phenomenon.

To overcome some of the flaws with current theories into the etiology of sexual offending 

Hudson and Ward suggest that global theories should be developed. These global theories 

should integrate key features from single and multifactor models and ensure that detailed 

explanations are provided for each stage or process of the model. Global models will also 

be required to address specific flaws that have been identified with the single and 

multifactor models. Ward and Hudson criticised multifactor models for failing to explain 

how each part of the model interacted in order to explain how an individual sexually 

offended. Global theories must tackle this issue if they hope to provide insight into how 

future models will explain the offence chain.

According to Hudson and Ward global models must also focus on distal as well as 

situation and causal factors when trying to explain the etiology of sexual offending. Single 

and multifactor models were criticised by Ward and Hudson for either focusing just on 

distal or situational factors. Future research should give equal weighting when 

investigating factors such as access to victim, stress or intoxication and distal factors such 

as personality, developmental experiences and genetics.
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Despite Ward and Hudson (1998) suggesting that global theories are needed to facilitate 

and improve current understanding of what causes an individual to sexually offend, to date 

there is still no sign of this all encompassing theory. Rather than wait until this global 

theory is developed some researchers have diverted their attention onto specific aspects 

that they feel play an important part in sexual offending behaviour.

Since the 1980s researchers (e.g. Bumby, 1996; Stermac and Segal, 1989; Ward, 

McCormack, Hudson, and Polaschek, 1997) have focused their attention on the role 

cognitions play in accounting for sexual offending behaviour, as they believe that they 

play an important role in the etiology, maintenance and justification of sexual offending. 

Although there has been a great deal of research interest into the area of cognitive 

distortions and sexual offending there is little research that is able to explain the exact role 

they play in facilitating and justifying sexual offending. Despite this it is generally 

accepted that cognitive distortions do play a very influential role in sexual offending 

(Bumby, 1996; Ward, Hudson, Johnston & Marshall, 1997; Ward, Keenan, & Hudson, 

2000; Hudson & Ward, 2000; Hayashino, Wurtele & Klebe, 1995) and this could account 

for why there has been a great deal of interest into treatment programmes using methods 

which challenge sex offender’s cognitions (Lindsay, Olley, Jack, Morrison & Smith, 1998; 

Lindsay, Neilson, Morrison & Smith, 1998; Marshall & Serran, 2000). Treatment 

programmes that have targeted cognitive distortions of sex offenders have obtained 

promising results. Lindsay (1998) reviewed the treatment progress of 49 sex offenders 

with learning disabilities between 1990 and 1996. Part of the treatment programme that 

they received focused on challenging their cognitive distortions. Lindsay found that of the 

49 clients reviewed, 23% of the cohort had either re-offended or were suspected of re

offending in the 12 months following their discharge from treatment. This figure is 

notably lower than recidivism rates quoted by other researchers (Marshall, Jones, Ward, 

Johnston & Barbaree, 1991; Klimecki, Jenkinson & Wilson, 1994; Furby, Weinrott & 

Blackshawl, 1989). This low recidivism rate may have been influenced by the emphasis 

placed on treatment programmes assessing and challenging cognitive distortions. 

Treatment programmes failing to put a strong focus on challenging sex offenders’ 

cognitive distortions may have led to higher rates of recidivism (Marshall et al. 1991; 

Klimecki et al. 1994). Although these treatment programmes were cognitively based their 

focus might have been on empathy, sexual fantasies or relationship skills, rather than 

specifically assessing and challenging cognitive distortions. Conclusions cannot be made
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that state that the difference in recidivism rates were due to one treatment programme 

putting more of an emphasis on challenging cognitive distortions than another, as other 

factors need to be taken into consideration.

Cognitive-behavioural treatment programmes that are used to treat sex offenders tend to 

target a number of areas (e.g. cognitive distortions, empathy, self-esteem, intimacy and 

attachment issues, coping skills, substance abuse and anger; Marshall et al. 2000). To 

investigate the role cognitive distortions play in sexual offending future research must 

carry out controlled treatment outcome studies. These studies must clearly define the 

content of the treatment programme under investigation, as this will enable comparisons 

and conclusions to be made.

The current research findings into cognitive distortions and sexual offending provides 

future researchers with food for thought and suggests that this area of research needs to be 

examined further. Carrying out further research in this area may offer further insight into 

the etiology of sexual offending, as well as provide material that could be incorporated 

into a global theory.

1.1.9 Summary

The principle aim of this chapter was to outline and try to establish clear definitions of 

learning disability, as well as discuss theories that have been used to try to explain the 

etiology of sexual offending. It was felt important that this thesis attempted to define the 

term learning disability and thus justify why a particular definition was adopted for use in 

this thesis. The DSM-IV-TR definition for learning disability was adopted, as it seemed to 

be flexible and allowed individuals with an IQ of 75 to be included in the mild learning 

disability category. It was also necessary to identify some of the theories that have been 

developed to try to explain the etiology of sexual offending. Unfortunately, despite single 

and multifactor models being developed, no one theory is fully able to account for why an 

individual sexually offends. However, current and past research has generally identified 

that there are a number of factors involved when trying to explain the etiology of sexual 

offending. Indeed, research has highlighted that cognitive distortions play an important
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role in the etiology of sexual offending. This is an area that will be discussed in much 

more detail in chapter three of this thesis.
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Chapter 2 -  The Relationship between Learning Disability and Sexual Offending

2.0 Introduction

Interest into the relationship between crime and learning disability has been around since 

the early 1900s (Lund, 1990). Indeed, Goring (1913) held the simplistic opinion that “the 

greatest single cause o f  delinquency and crime is low grade mentality, much o f  it within 

the limits o f  feeblemindedness” (cited in Lund, 1990. pg. 726). Barron, Hassiotis and 

Banes (2002) also argued that low intelligence is a factor that is associated with crime and 

delinquency. Unfortunately, the link between crime and learning disability is not as 

simplistic as Goring (1913) or Barron et al. (2002) suggest. Understanding of the true 

nature of the relationship between learning disability and crime has been hampered by a 

lack of research into the identification, assessment and treatment of offenders (Taylor, 

2000; Johnston and Halstead, 2000; Thompson, 1997; Caparulo, 1991). Factors such as 

the revision of mental health legislation (Lindsay and Holland, 2000), changes in 

government policies to ensure provisions are in place to protect the human rights and 

dignity of individuals with learning disabilities (Holland, Clare and Mukhopadhyay, 2002) 

and the resettlement of individuals with learning disabilities from long-stay hospitals into 

the community (Day, 1993) have driven research within the past decade to focus on 

forensic issues among the population with learning disabilities. By considering these 

factors, as well as the examination of current literature regarding the prevalence of 

offending by males with learning disabilities and the characteristics associated with 

offending, this chapter aims to show how the opinions have been developed with regard 

the relationship between learning disability and crime.

2.1.1 Prevalence of learning disability among prison populations

Since the early 1970s, a number of investigations of individuals within the criminal justice 

system has led some researchers to conclude that there is ample evidence to suggest that 

individuals with learning disabilities are over represented in the offender population (Day, 

1994; Hayes, 1991; Griffiths, Quinsey and Hingsburger, 1989). Indeed, research carried 

out by Brown and Courtless (1971) played a very influential role in shaping this opinion. 

Brown and Courtless carried out a survey that examined state correctional facilities in the
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United States of America. Information on the prevalence of IQ within the prisons, the 

nature of offence committed and the treatment programs available was collected from all 

the state correctional facilities participating in the survey. Over 80% of the state 

correctional facilities provided information on over two hundred and seventy thousand 

inmates.

Examination of the original 270,000 sample enabled Brown and Courtless to obtain 

information regarding IQ for ninety thousand inmates. The mean IQ for this sample was 

93.2, with a standard deviation of 17.1. Brown and Courtless employed a cut-off IQ of 

<69, which is consistent with both the American Association on Mental Retardation 

(AAMR) and the Diagnostics and Statistical Manual IV-TR (DMS-IV-TR) diagnostic 

classification of learning disability. Using this cut-off they calculated that the prevalence 

of learning disability among this sample was 9.5%.

Apart from the results of this study being influential in shaping opinions about the high 

prevalence of offending among a population with learning disabilities, it has also led 

researchers (Barron et al. 2002) to conclude that it is a very controversial study. It 

highlights a number of serious methodological flaws with the way assessment tools were 

administered, the failure to ensure that the same assessment measures were used with each 

inmate and the environment in which psychometry was undertaken. The problems 

associated with defining what constitutes a learning disability also posed problems for 

Brown and Courtless’s study.

Brown and Courtless did not have any control over the way in which the assessment tools 

used in their survey were administered; neither did they have any say in which measures 

were used. In some cases intelligence tests were administered by members of staff who 

were neither qualified nor proficient in the administration of intelligence tests. Failure to 

ensure consistencies with the assessment measures used and the way in which they were 

administered presented problems for Brown and Courtless when trying to make 

comparisons between the different institutions and offenders. The environment in which 

the assessment took place may also have influenced the prevalence rate of offenders with 

learning disabilities. According to researchers, (Gudjonsson, Clare, Rutter and Pearce, 

1993; Barron et al, 2002) undertaking psychometric assessment in stressful environments
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such as prisons or police stations can lead to the rate of learning disability being inflated. 

The environment can affect their mood and influence their stress and motivational levels.

The problems associated with defining learning disability also posed a problem for Brown 

and Courtless’s research. First, there was the problem of the terminology. Rather than 

refer to individuals with a learning disability, they were referred to as having a mental 

retardation. In the UK the term ‘learning disability’ has been adopted to replace the term 

‘mental retardation’, as it is perceived as derogatory (Barron et al. 2002). Using the term 

‘learning disability’ has been encouraged by the British government to ensure that the 

dignity of the individuals with learning disabilities is maintained (Holland, Clare and 

Mukhopadhyay, 2002). Despite this concern over terminology, it did not pose a 

methodological problem for the Brown and Courtless study, as both terms refer to 

individuals whose intellectual and social functioning is significantly impaired and has 

been so since before the age of eighteen years (AAMR, 2002; APA, 1995). The issue of 

definition of learning disability did pose a problem when trying to establish what 

constitutes a learning disability. Brown and Courtless employed an IQ cut-off of <69 

when defining learning disability. Both the AAMR and DSM-IV-TR classification 

systems advocate this as a suitable cut-off point, as long as a reliable and standardised 

assessment tool has been used to measure IQ. This assessment tool should have a mean 

population of 100 and standard deviation of 15. Based on these principles an individual 

would need to fall two standard deviations below the mean in order to be classified as 

having a learning disability. Unfortunately, Brown and Courtless did not ensure that all 

their assessment measures fulfilled the criteria outlined by the AAMR and DSM-IV-TR 

when trying to assess IQ.

As previously mentioned, both intellectual and social functioning must be significantly 

impaired to warrant a learning disability being diagnosed (AAMR, 2002; APA, 1995). To 

Brown and Courtless’s credit they did address the social functioning component of 

learning disability and claimed that their entire sample had impaired social functioning. A 

claim justified by the belief that being in prison indicates that inmates have some element 

of impairment with their social functioning. Unfortunately, assessing social functioning is 

not as easy as Brown and Courtless suggest. According to the BPS (2001) a variety of 

measures exist, but they each possess their own deficits with psychometric properties, 

making it difficult to compare or recommend one measure for use. Even with the most
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established measures (e.g. Vinelands Adaptive Behaviour Scale) Murphy and Clare (1991) 

state that they are often difficult to administer. They rely on carers or prison staff 

providing information about the client or inmate and the logistics of obtaining this 

information is often difficult.

Brown and Courtless did not attempt to provide information about their sample’s social 

functioning via an assessment tool. They did not gather information in any of the 

following areas: communication, self-care, home-living, social skills, community use, self 

direction, health and safety, functional academics, leisure and work, all of which are 

important components when trying to assess social functioning. Considering these points, 

Brown and Courtless failed to measure social functioning and therefore defined learning 

disability solely by relying on intellectual ability.

The prevalence of learning disability in the UK forensic population is lower than that of 

countries such as the USA or Australia. Indeed, Coid (1988) surveyed 362 mentally 

abnormal men admitted to Winchester prison on remand for psychiatric reports between 

1979 and 1983. Of this sample, Coid was only able to obtain psychiatric reports for 334 

inmates and concluded that 5.1% had an IQ less than 75. However, less than 1% were 

considered ‘subnormal’ and thus had a learning disability. Caution should be exercised 

with this prevalence rate, as it was based on information obtained from psychiatric reports 

regarding each inmate’s psychiatric history of mental illness. At no stage during the 

psychiatric assessment or Coid’s investigation were the inmates screened for a learning 

disability using psychometry.

2.1.2 Prevalence among prisoners on remand

More recently, Murphy, Harnett and Holland (1995) screened 157 men who were on 

remand at Belmarsh (London) Prison. During screening the prisoners on remand were 

asked a number of questions including: demographic details, place of residency, if they 

had been in a psychiatric hospital, if they had had a mental illness recently and if they used 

drugs. To ascertain whether they had a learning difficulty they were asked whether they 

had any literacy problems, learning difficulties or had been to a ‘special school’. Thirty- 

three inmates identified themselves as having learning difficulties and they were
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administered the reading and numeracy subtests of the British Ability Scale (Elliot, 

Murray, and Pearson, 1983) and short forms of the Weschler Adult Intelligence Scale- 

Revised (WAIS-R; Weschler, 1981) and the General Health Questionnaire (GHQ; 

Goldberg, 1981). From these assessments Murphy et al. calculated that five men had an IQ 

less than 75. However, no inmate from the sample was found to have an IQ less than 70, 

indicating that none of the men could be categorised as having a learning disability.

In a study into the prevalence of mental disorder in prisoners on remand at Durham prison, 

Birmingham, Mason and Grubin (1996) found results that were consistent with Coid and 

Murphy et al. Four hundred and forty one men were administered the Quick Test 

(Ammons and Ammons, 1962 cited in Birmingham et al. 1996) to assess IQ. Six men 

were identified with a learning disability that indicated a prevalence of 1%. Although this 

figure is marginally higher than the results obtained by Coid and Murphy et al., this could 

be explained by the different uses of psychometry employed to assess IQ. Coid failed to 

use any formal assessments, Murphy et al used a short form of the WAIS-R and 

Birmingham et al used the Quick Test. The use of different assessment tools may have 

caused Birmingham et al to over or under estimate the number of people with learning 

disabilities, as quick or abbreviated measures may not gather adequate information that 

allows for an accurate measure of IQ. Although this could also be true of Murphy et al’s 

study.

The British studies have found the prevalence of learning disability among offenders on 

remand in prisons to be much lower than that of the USA and Australia. Differences in 

results may lie with screening methods and the way the criminal justice system deals with 

offenders with learning disabilities. As previously discussed, Murphy et al. invited remand 

prisoners to identify themselves as having a learning difficulty by disclosing whether they 

had attended a ‘special school’ or had reading difficulties. Once identified they were given 

formal IQ assessments. However, how reliable is the information inmates provide before 

being formally assessed. To Murphy et al’s credit they did identify this concern by stating 

that some of the information inmates provided could not be checked (e.g. occupation and 

special school attended), although information regarding criminal charge could. Also 

noted by Murphy et al. was the surprising low number of individuals who could not 

remember the name of the ‘special school’ that they had attended. Failure to recall the 

name of school could have been due to them lying or that they had genuinely forgotten.
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Either way it does throw into the question the reliability of the information provided by 

these prisoners. Some inmates may have denied attending a ‘special school’, as they did 

not want to be labelled as having a learning disability. Others may have denied it because 

they feared the tests and assessments that they would have to endure if they agreed to take 

part in the study. Some prisoners may have falsely said they had learning difficulties 

because they wished to appear more intelligent. Finally, some remand prisoners may have 

falsely disclosed having a learning difficulty, as they believed this would influence the 

legal system to treat them in a more lenient manner.

In all three British studies learning disability was investigated among a population of 

prisoners on remand. Such a sample may not be representative when the implications of 

the introduction of the Reed Report (Department of Health, 1992) are taken into 

consideration. This report recommends the diversion from custody of offenders with 

learning disabilities, as they are either bailed or placed on hospital orders under the Mental 

Health Act, 1983. Hence, a sample of remand prisoners may not reflect the actual number 

of offenders with learning disabilities, as they have been diverted back into the 

community.

Before they are diverted back into the community, their first point of contact with the legal 

system is via the police station. If offenders with learning disabilities are being diverted 

from custody, their prevalence should be higher in police stations than prisons. Indeed, 

three British studies (Gudjonsson, Clare, Rutter and Pearce, 1993; Lyall, Holland and 

Collins, 1995; Winter, Holland and Collins, 1997) found the prevalence rate in police 

stations to be slightly higher than that of prisons.

Gudjonsson et al (1993) investigated a sample obtained from two London police stations 

to examine whether people with learning disabilities are over-represented amongst those 

who are apprehended and questioned by the police. From a sample of one hundred and 

fifty six the mean full-scale IQ was 82 and ranged from 61 to 131. Nearly 9% (8.6%) were 

calculated to have a full-scale IQ of less than 70, compared to 42% falling within the 

borderline intelligence category (FSIQ 70-79). Such a high prevalence of 8.6% may have 

been influenced by the methodology employed by Gudjonsson et al.
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Participants were tested on a short-form of the WAIS-R, using three of the eleven sub-tests 

(vocabulary, comprehension and picture completion). Unfortunately, the sub-tests selected 

to prorate the estimated IQ are not the same as the ones recommended in the standardised 

short-form of WAIS-R (e.g. similarities, vocabulary, block design and matrix reasoning). 

Gudjonsson et al also failed to select a balanced number of sub-tests to measure verbal and 

performance IQ. Considering these methodological flaws, it could suggest that the 

prevalence rate for IQ was inaccurate, as the three sub-tests used were unable to collect 

enough information to enable an accurate estimated measure of IQ.

Like other studies (Brown and Courtless, 1971; Hayes and Mcllwain, 1988) Gudjonsson et 

al based their prevalence rate solely on estimated IQ scores. They did not attempt to 

measure developmental or social functioning. As previously discussed, it is important to 

measure both IQ and social functioning when trying to measure learning disability. Again 

this throws into question whether the 8.6% of people identified in Gudjonsson et al’s study 

did in actual fact have a learning disability.

In 1993, two hundred and fifty one people were screened by police officers while in 

custody at a Cambridge police station (Lyall et al 1995). They were asked four questions 

regarding their educational background and literacy skills (i.e. do you have difficulty in 

reading and writing; while at school, did you receive some extra help because you had 

difficulty learning; did you attend a special school; please name the last school you 

attended). Of the total screened, 15.2% either attended a school for children with moderate 

to severe learning difficulties, or a school for children with emotional or behavioural 

difficulties, or a learning support unit within mainstream school. 6.7% self-reported to 

having reading and writing difficulties. From the information gathered by the police 

officers, Lyall et al estimated that 4.4% had mild learning disabilities, compared to 0.4% 

having a severe learning disability. Unfortunately, these figures were not obtained by any 

formal assessment and therefore cannot be considered to be a reliable measure of 

prevalence of learning disability among a police station population.

More recently, Winter, Holland and Collins (1997) investigated the prevalence of learning 

disability among adults held in custody at a city police station in Cambridge. A total of 

2 1 2  individuals were screened using the four-item questionnaire that measures educational 

background and literacy skills and was utilised in Lyall et al’s (1995) study. The screening
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process took place over 33 days and identified 21 individuals as having a suspected 

learning disability. This group then undertook voluntary formal assessment that included 

questioning to obtain demographic information, medical and forensic history, family 

history of offending, childhood behavioural problems and drug and alcohol use. They 

were also questioned about their past and present contact with social, probation, learning 

disability, voluntary and psychiatric services. Five sub-tests (vocabulary, comprehension, 

picture completion, block design and object assembly) of the WAIS-R, the Neale Analysis 

of Reading Ability (Neale, 1978), the Psychiatric Assessment Schedule for Adults with 

Developmental Disability (PAS-ADD), the Gudjonsson Suggestibility Scales1 were all 

administered, as well as a measure for significant life events in the 6 months prior to the 

alleged offence. Winter et al reported that only 2 individuals from the original sample had 

an IQ that fell below 70 and could be categorised as having a learning disability. Although 

only 2 were identified as having significant intellectual impairment, Winter et al stated 

that many in the sample would have been likely to have had major difficulties with their 

adaptive behaviour. Considering this, it stresses the need to measure both intelligence and 

adaptive behaviour when assessing learning disability.

2.1.3 Prevalence among individuals appearing in court

Prevalence studies have also been carried out on individuals with learning disabilities who 

appear before the court, although there are few examples of this (Hayes, 1997; Murphy 

and Mason, 1999). Three studies have been carried out in New South Wales (Australia) 

that have examined the prevalence of learning disability in rural and urban magistrate’s 

courts and local courts (Hayes, 1993, 1996, 1997). In 1993 Hayes surveyed two rural and 

two urban courts of individuals appearing before the magistrate’s court. A total of 113 

individuals were surveyed using the Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test (K-BIT) Matrices 

Section, which is a non-verbal untimed test of fluid intelligence. An abbreviated form of 

the Mini-Mental State Examination (Folstein, Folstein and McHugh, 1975) was also 

administered, as well as background and demographic information being gathered. Hayes 

found 14.2% obtained IQ scores less than 70, indicating that they would be categorised 

with a learning disability. 8.8% obtained scores between 70 and 79, which indicated that

1 PAS-ADD and Gudjonsson Suggestibility Scales both cited in Winter et al. (1997).
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they would be classified as having borderline intelligence. On the Mini-Mental State 

Examination, Hayes calculated that 31% of the sample fell below the cut-off point 

indicating that they would require further mental state assessment.

Using the same methodology as her 1993 study, Hayes examined two rural magistrate’s 

courts in New South Wales that had a large representation of offenders appearing before 

the court who were Aboriginal in ethnic origin (Hayes, 1996). A total of 88 individuals 

were tested and Hayes found 36% had an IQ less than 70, compared to 20.9% having an 

IQ which fell within the borderline intelligence range. Finally, in 1997 Hayes carried out 

her third study which investigated the prevalence of learning disability among a cohort of 

individuals appearing before 6 local courts in New South Wales. Again following the 

same methodology as her other two studies Hayes found that nearly a quarter (23.6%) of 

her original sample could be classified as having a learning disability. A further 14.1% had 

an IQ between 70 to 79, indicating that they had borderline intelligence. Overall, the 

results obtained from the K-BIT indicated that a total of 37.7% of the sample had serious 

cognitive deficits with their cognitive skills.

The studies carried out by Hayes indicate that people with learning disabilities are over 

represented amongst the population of individuals who appear before courts in Australia 

Indeed, the prevalence of Aboriginal Australians is greatly over-represented in court 

appearances. Such high prevalence rates are worthy of further investigation.

The Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test (K-BIT) was used to measure intelligence. It is an 

assessment tool that comprises two sub-tests, which measures vocabulary and matrices. In 

the matrices sub-test it assesses non-verbal skills and problem solving ability, by using 

items that involve pictures or abstract designs rather than words. The matrices sub-test has 

also been recommended for use on individuals who may have difficulties with language 

(e.g. English is not their first language, dyslexia or problems with speech) or come from 

different cultural backgrounds (e.g. Aboriginal) (Kaufman and Kaufman, 1990). To Hayes 

credit she did take into consideration the cultural differences of her sample and used a test 

of intelligence that could be regarded as culture-fair. However, Hayes only used the 

matrices sub-test of the K-BIT to assess intelligence. As previously discussed, assessment 

of both verbal and performance abilities is necessary when trying to measure IQ. Using
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only one sub-test is simply not enough to give an accurate measure of IQ. This may have 

caused IQ scores to be under estimated and thus caused the prevalence rates to be so high.

To date, inconsistencies in prevalence of criminal offending among a population of 

learning disabilities exist. There seems to be a clear divide between the high prevalence 

rates in Australia and the USA, compared to low rates in the UK The studies reviewed 

have also found that the number of people with learning disabilities who present at police 

stations varies, however few of them seem to arrive in the prison system. This may be the 

result of inaccurate screening tools being used to identify individuals with learning 

disabilities, this population being diverted away from the criminal justice system or failure 

to report crimes. Indeed, Lyall, Holland and Collins (1995) reported that within many 

services for people with learning disabilities there is a high tolerance to criminal offences. 

In particular, they found that crimes such as theft and criminal damage were rarely 

reported to the police. They also found that out of the 30 services surveyed there were at 

least three that stated they were unsure whether they would report serious crimes such as 

rape. Failing to report crimes suggests that a number of people with learning disabilities 

who offend will never come into contact with the criminal justice system. Under 

estimation of criminal acts will cause prevalence rates of offending among a population 

with learning disabilities to be inaccurate.

Whatever the explanation for the disparity between the number of individuals with 

learning disabilities who are not reported to the police, questioned by the police, appear in 

court or held in prison or hospital, current researchers still suggest that individuals with 

learning disabilities are either not being charged, convicted in court, or receiving non

custodial sentences after conviction (Mason and Murphy, 2002a). One of the first studies 

(Mason and Murphy, 2002a) to examine the prevalence of non-custodial sentences 

received by individuals with learning disabilities identified a number of individuals within 

the probation service who were suspected of having a learning disability. Mason and 

Murphy (2002a) screened 70 probationers who presented to a probation office in southeast 

Kent (England) using a short structured interview designed to obtain information 

regarding demographic and criminal history, psychiatric history, ‘learning difficulties’, 

reading problems and/or attendance at a special school. Two sub-tests (e.g. basic 

numerical sub-test and the basic word reading sub-test) of the British Ability Scales 

(Elliott, Murray and Pearson, 1983) were also administered and probation officers were
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asked to id e ntify individuals w h o  they suspected o f  h a vin g  a learning disability. F r o m  the 

sample o f  70  probationers 16 (2 2 .8 6 % ) were identified as lik e ly to have a learning 

disability. M a s o n  and M u rp h y  exam ined this group further using the short fo rm  o f  the 

W A I S - R  and the Vinelands A d a p tiv e  B e h avio u r Scales ( V A B S ;  S p a rro w , B a lia  and 

Cicchetti, 19 8 4 ) and identified fo u r ( 5 .7 % )  probationers w ith  significant deficits in both 

their cognitive and social functioning. T h e y  also found that in terms o f  social and 

cognitive fu nctio ning eight ( 1 1 .4 % )  probationers obtained scores on both the W A I S - R  and 

V A B S  that placed them  in the b o tto m  5 %  o f  the general population. Ac c o rd in g  to 

G udjonsson, C la re , Ru tte r and Pearce (19 9 3 ), such a sample require m any o f  the 

supportive needs that individuals w ith  learning disabilities need.

T h e  results fro m  this study indicate that individuals w ith  learning disabilities are entering 

the crim inal justice system. H o w e v e r, studies that have exam ined the prevalence o f  

learning disability am ong British prison populations (C o id , 19 8 8 ; M u rp h y , Harnett and 

H o lla n d , 19 9 5 ; B irm in g h a m , M a so n  and G ru b in , 19 9 6 ) have failed to replicate M a so n  and 

M u r p h y ’ s (2002a) research findings. T h is  disparity between the num ber o f  individuals 

w ith  learning disabilities in prison and on probation have led researchers to conclude that 

offenders w ith  learning disabilities are not receiving custodial sentences and are being 

diverted back into the com m unity (M a s o n  and M u r p h y , 2002a). This process o f  giving  

individuals w ith  learning disabilities non-custodial sentences places pressure on the 

probation service to be able to effectively screen probationers fo r a suspected learning 

disability. M a s o n  and M u rp h y  (20 0 2b ) recognised the need to develop a valid screening 

tool fo r learning disability and borderline learning disabilities that could be administered 

and scored b y  probation officers.

T h e  assessment to o l developed b y  M a s o n  and M u rp h y  (20 0 2b ) consisted o f  items relating 

to a participant’ s demographic h istory, previous contact w ith  learning disabilities services, 

type o f  residence and coping skills (e.g. ability to  keep appointm ents). T o  test cognitive 

functioning participants completed the vocabulary test o f  the Q u ic k  Te st and the clock 

draw ing test ( C D T ;  Freedm an, Le a c h , K a p la n , W in o c u r, Shulm an and D e n is, 1994 cited in 

M a so n  and M u r p h y , 2002b. pg. 3 1 7 ) , as both tests correlate h ig h ly w ith  the W A I S - R  

(W eschler, 19 8 1 ). E ig h ty  participants w ere screened to test the va lid ity o f  the assessment 

tool and M a s o n  and M u rp h y  fou n d  that the screening assessment correctly classified 8 7 %
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o f  the participants. Such a high success rate w ith  this screening tool warrants further 

investigation.

M a so n  and M u r p h y  (20 0 2b) recognised the importance o f  assessing both intellectual and 

social functioning w h e n tryin g  to define learning disability. H o w e v e r , rather than fo llo w  

the D S M - I V - T R  guidelines to assess social skills and responsibility, com m unication, daily 

livin g  skills, personal independence and self-efficacy, M a so n  and M u rp h y  selected certain 

items o f  the V A B S  that related only to one dom ain (e.g. socialisation). Failu re to assess 

the relevant areas outlined b y  D S M - I V - T R  to  measure social functioning suggests that 

M a so n  and M u rp h y  m a y  not have been able to obtain enough info rm a tio n, causing them  to 

over or under estimate the actual level o f  social functioning o f  the participants. T h e  social 

functioning ability o f  participants m ay also have been affected b y  M a so n  and M u rp h y  

choosing to assess social functioning using a self-report measure. T h e  items selected fro m  

the V A B S  to assess social functioning should be administered to carers o f  the participants 

suspected o f  h avin g  deficits w ith  their social functioning. R e ly in g  on participants to 

provide accurate inform ation about their o w n  social functioning m a y create problem s, as 

they m ay w ish to  o ver or under estimate their abilities fo r a num ber o f  reasons. 

Participants m a y n o t w ish to appear incompetent, they m a y not fu lly  understand the 

question or they m a y  w ish  to appear less able as they believe this w ill cause the crim inal 

justice system to treat them  in a m ore lenient manner. O v e ra ll, the problems associated 

w ith  self-report measures and d a y -to -d a y  functioning being assessed rather than social 

functioning throw s into question whether an adequate measure o f  social functioning was 

obtain. T h is  m a y suggest that M a so n  and M u r p h y ’ s screening tool relies m ore on 

intellectual functio ning  than a balance between intellectual and social functioning to 

identify individuals w h o  are like ly to have a learning disability. Indeed, a problem  that has 

been encountered b y  a num ber o f  researchers (B ro w n  and Courtless, 1 9 7 1 ; Haye s and 

M c llw a in , 19 8 8 ; G udjonsson , Clare, R u tte r and Pearce, 1993).

M a so n  and M u r p h y ’ s (2002c) screening tool also encountered m ethodological problems 

when it was used in  a study to investigate the prevalence o f  learning disability among 

people on probation in the south-east o f  En g la n d . T h e  screening to o l was specifically 

designed so that it could be easily administered and scored b y  probation officers. 

H o w e v e r, o ve r a six-m on th  research period M aso n and M u r p h y  found that only 45 

(2 2 .5 % ) out o f  a possible 200 assessments had been com pleted. M a so n  and M u rp h y  failed
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to o ffe r any explanation fo r such as lo w  com pletion rate o f  assessments b y  probation 

officers. P o o r com pletion rates m ay suggest that probation officers did not like 

adm inistering the assessment, felt it was too tim e consum ing, added to their w o rk  load or 

felt they were n o t suitably qualified to adm inister the assessment tool. W hatever the 

explanation, it warrants further investigation into w h y  p robation officers failed to 

administer the instrum ent. Th is issue needs to be addressed i f  present and future screening 

tools hope to be used b y  probation officers to identify individuals w ith  learning 

disabilities.

2.1.4 Sexual offending and learning disability
Individuals w ith  learning disabilities engage in a variety o f  crim inal activities (H a ye s, 

1996; T h o m p s o n  and B r o w n , 19 9 7 ), w ith a rate o f  offending that is slightly low er than in 

the general popu lation ( D a y , 1994). Indeed, the offences com m itted b y  individuals w ith 

learning disabilities are comparable to those perpetrated b y individuals w ith ou t a learning 

disability (C o o p e r, 1995). Acco rdin g  to some researchers, ( L u n d , 19 9 0 ; H o d g in s , 19 9 2; 

D a y , 1993) property offences is the m ost com m on crim e com m itted b y  individuals w ith  

learning disabilities. H a ye s (19 9 6 ) categorised the types o f  offences m ost like ly to be 

com m itted b y  this population; they included offences against persons, nuisance offences, 

physical assault, sexual assault, m urder and manslaughter. M o to rin g  offences and ‘ white 

collar’ crimes, such as fraud and deception, w ere either under represented or not 

com m itted b y  individuals w ith  learning disabilities. A c c o rd in g  to some researchers, 

(H o lla n d , Clare and M u k h o p a d h y a y , 20 0 2; H a y e s , 1996) they do n o t possess the necessary 

skills required or the opportunities needed to allow  them to engage in these criminal 

activities. H o w e v e r , arson offences have been fou n d  to be over-represented among this 

client group. Indeed, Le o n g  and S liva  (19 9 9 ) reported a prevalence o f  1 5 %  among an out

patient population o f  arsonists w ho had been diagnosed w ith a learning disability. Sexual 

offending has also been found to be over-represented among the popu lation w ith  learning 

disabilities. Indeed, G ro ss (19 8 4 ) reported that nearly 5 0 %  o f  prison inmates w ith  learning 

disabilities had been convicted o f  a sexual offence. In  light o f  m ethodological issues 

already discussed, caution should be exercised w hen referring to the prevalence rate 

quoted b y G ro ss, as this study failed to use any fo rm  o f  form al assessment to determine 

learning disability o r social functioning.
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W h e n  investigating prevalence o f  sexual offending am ong people w ith  learning 

disabilities, researchers often group sexual crimes under the generic term  ‘ sexual 

offend in g ’ (H a y e s , 1 9 9 7 ; R y a n , 19 9 7 ; W in te r et al. 1 9 9 7 ; D a y , 19 8 8 ; G ro ss, 19 8 4). Such a 

term  encompasses a w id e  range o f  sexually deviant behaviours. A s  previously discussed in 

chapter 1 (pg. 15 -1 6 ) the term  ‘ sexual o ffe n d in g ’ can incorporate the fo llo w in g  types o f  

sexual crimes: offences against children (i.e. le w d  and libidinous), incest, homosexual 

assault, sexual assault (i.e . rape), indecent exposure (i.e. exhibitionism ), frotteurism, 

fetishism , m asochism  and sexual harassment (i.e . stalking and voyeu rism ) (Fre u nd  and 

Seto, 19 9 8 ; L a n y o n , 19 9 1). Researchers have chosen to group these sexually deviant 

behaviours under this generic term  fo r tw o  m ain reasons. F irs t, fo r practical reasons. 

Lim ite d  num bers o f  sexual offenders w ith  learning disabilities (e.g. rapists, paedophiles, 

voyeurs and exhibitionists) creates problems w hen tryin g  to carry out research w ith  this 

population. Indeed, lo w  sample size creates problem s w ith  the statistical pow er o f  

experiments developed to investigate different types o f  sexual offenders. T o  address this 

problem  and thus increase p ow er, researchers chose to group the different types o f  sexual 

deviant behaviours under this generic heading ( L u n d , 1990; W a lke r and B iles, 1986; 

K n o p p , 19 8 4). Second, the absence o f  a clear or single definition fo r sexual offending 

means that there is no clear fram ew o rk fo r researchers to fo llo w  w hen investigating in this 

area (Sahota and Chesterm an, 1988). Th is results in researchers using their clinical 

experience and judgm ent w hen deciding w h ich  types o f  sexually deviant behaviours they 

w ill group together under the term  ‘ sexual o ffe n d in g ’ (H a ye s , 1 9 9 7 ; R y a n , 1 9 9 7 ; W inter et 

al. 1 9 9 7 ; D a y , 19 8 8 ; G ro ss, 1984). G ro u p in g  different types o f  sexually deviant behaviour 

under this generic term  is not a unique process, as current and previous research have 

fo llo w e d  this procedure (H a ye s , 19 9 7 ; W inte r et al. 1 9 9 7 ; D a y , 19 8 8 ; L u n d , 1990; W alker 

and B ile s, 19 86 ). It is fo r this reason, as w ell as practical issues (e.g. as outlined above) 

that this thesis chooses to fo llo w  this procedure and use the term  sexual offending to 

encompass different sexually deviant behaviour. H o w e v e r, unlike previously published 

research (W in te r et al. 1 9 9 7 ; L u n d , 1990; G ro ss, 19 8 4 ) this thesis w ill state the specific 

types o f  sexually deviant behaviours that the term  sexual offending covers. W h e n  the term 

‘ sexual o ffe n d in g ’ is used in connection w ith  the six empirical studies o f  this thesis (see 

chapters 5 and 6) , it w ill encompass the fo llo w in g  sexually deviant behaviours: rape, 

voyeu rism , exhibitionism , dating abuse, hom osexual assault, offences against children, 

stalking and sexual harassment.
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A s  previously discussed, grouping different types o f  sexually deviant behaviours under the 

term  ‘ sexual o ffe n d in g ’ is not a new  or unique process. F o llo w in g  this procedure m ay help 

assist researchers w ith  some practical problems (e.g. statistical p o w e r), but it also creates 

additional problem s fo r researchers. Indeed, failure to  exam ine different sexually deviant 

behaviours (e.g. rape, paedophilia, exhibitionism  or voyeurism ) separately m ight cause 

valuable info rm a tio n to go undetected. F o r  exam ple, different types o f  sexual offenders 

m ight hold different cognitive distortions related to sexually deviant behaviour. Alth o u g h  

prelim inary research b y  Lin d s a y  (unpublished) has found that, apart fro m  paedophiles, 

sexual offenders (e.g. rapists, voyeurs, exhibitionist, stalkers, hom osexual assault and 

dating abuse) tend to hold sim ilar cognitive distortions irrespective o f  the type o f  sexually 

deviant crim e the y have com m itted. Such a fin d in g  suggests that it m ight be acceptable to 

keep certain types o f  sexual offenders (e.g. rapists, voyeu rs, exhibitionist, stalkers, 

hom osexual assault and dating abuse) together w hen investigating cognitive distortions 

amongst this group.

G ro u p in g  all sexually deviant behaviours together also creates problem s w hen trying to 

ascertain prevalence o f  certain sexual crimes being com m itted b y  individuals w ith  learning 

disabilities. T h e  fo llo w in g  studies (e.g. H a ye s, 1 9 9 7 ; K lim e c h i, Jenkinson and W ilso n , 

19 9 4 ; L u n d , 1990; W a lk e r and B ile s , 1986) g ive  a general idea o f  the overall level o f  

sexually deviant behaviours being com m itted b y  people w ith  learning disabilities, how ever 

they fail to provide figures fo r the incidence o f  rape, voyeu rism , exhibitionism , stalking, 

hom osexual assault, fetishism , masochism and frotteurism  being com m itted b y  individuals 

w ith  learning disabilities. A p a rt fro m  this problem  these studies also fail to state w hich 

sexually deviant behaviours they are grouping under the term  ‘ sexual o ffe n d in g .’ F o r  

exam ple, between 1980 and 19 8 3 , L u n d  (19 9 0 ) exam ined census type data fo r 5 7 

offenders w ith  learning disabilities receiving their first sentence fo r a crime they had 

com m itted. A lth o u g h  L u n d  found that 3 1 .6 %  o f  this sample was convicted o f  a sexual 

offence, he failed to state w hat these sexual offences were. L u n d  (19 9 0 ) also carried out 

an interview  study to exam ine the types o f  offence individuals w ith  learning disabilities 

serving care orders on the 1 January 1984 had been convicted o f. F r o m  a sample o f  ninety- 

one, nineteen (2 0 .9 % ) had been convicted o f  a sexual offence. A g a in , L u n d  failed to state 

w hich sexually deviant behaviours he exam ined. Despite this fa ilin g , these L u n d ’ s figures 

are consistent w ith  other researchers (G ro s s, 19 8 4 ; K n o p p , 19 8 4 ; W a lke r and M c C a b e , 

1 9 7 3 ; D a y , 1988) w ho have fou n d  that sexual offences account fo r one-quarter to one-half
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o f  all ind ex offences fo r m en w ith  learning disabilities w h o  have been admitted to hospital 

o r other specialist treatment facilities.

H a ye s ( 1 9 9 7 )  investigated the types o f  offences com m itted b y  offenders w ith  learning 

disabilities w h o  appeared at six local courts in N e w  South W ales (Australia). T h e  m ost 

co m m o n ly com m itted offences fo r the participants in  this su rvey were assault or sexual 

assault. L i k e  G ro ss , (19 8 4 ) H aye s fou n d  that fo r a group o f  individuals w ith  either a 

learning disability o r borderline intelligence, 4 6 .2 %  had com m itted offences against 

another person.

H ig h  prevalence figures obtained b y  L u n d  (19 9 0 ) and H a ye s ( 1 9 9 7 )  warrant further 

investigation. Inspection o f  these studies has found flaw s w ith  their m ethodology. B o th  

studies base prevalence rates o f  sexual offend in g  on figures obtained fro m  offenders w ith  

borderline intelligence ( I Q  7 0  -  7 9 ) , as well as those w ith  an I Q  less than 70 . A s  

previously discussed in this chapter, a num ber o f  problem s exist w hen trying to define 

learning disability. Based on either the A A M R  (20 0 2) or A P A  (19 9 5 ) definitions fo r 

learning disabilities, they both state that the c u t-o ff p o int fo r a classification o f  learning 

disability is full scale I Q  score o f  less than 70 . F a ilin g  to fo llo w  these guidelines, Hayes 

and L u n d ’ s studies both run the risk o f  calculating figures that are not a true representation 

o f  the num ber o f  offenders w ith learning disabilities w h o  have sexually offended.

H a ye s also failed to distinguish between assault and sexual assault, w hen calculating 

prevalence fo r sexual offending am ong a population w ith  learning disabilities. T h is causes 

problem s w h en try in g  to establish h o w  m uch o f  the overall prevalence rate o f  4 6 .2 %  was 

made up o f  sexual offences or offences against another person that did not invo lve sexual 

assault. F a ilin g  to distinguish between sexual assault and assault m a y have caused Haye s 

to over estimate the prevalence rates fo r sexual offending am ong a forensic population 

w ith  learning disabilities.

Recent research has fou n d  the prevalence o f  sexual offending b y  im prisoned offenders 

w ith  learning disabilities to be much lo w e r (K lim e c k i, Jenkinson and W ils o n , 1994; 

W in te r et al, 19 9 7 ; W a lke r and B ile s, 1986). In  1994 K lim e c k i et al investigated a sample 

o f  60 offenders w ith  learning disabilities and fou n d  that 1 6 .6 7 %  had com m itted a sex- 

related offence. H o w e v e r, W a lke r and Biles (19 8 6 ) fo u n d  the prevalence rate to be much
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low er. T h e y  fo u n d  that o f  an Au stralian prison population w ith  learning disabilities 3 .7 %  

had been convicted o f  a sexual offence. A lth o u g h  W in te r et al ( 1 9 9 7 )  found that w ith in  a 

prison sample o f  28 inmates suspected o f  h avin g  learning disabilities, tw o  had com mitted 

sexual crim es, w hich calculates to a prevalence rate o f  7 .1 4 % . M u rp h y  et al (19 9 5 ) also 

found that am ong a sample o f  21  remand prisoners suspected o f  having a learning 

disability, 9 .5 %  had com m itted a sexual offence. C a u tio n should be exercised w hen 

interpreting W in te r et al and M u rp h y  et al’ s prevalence rates fo r  sexual offending, as they 

were obtained fro m  samples w ho were suspected o f  having a learning disability rather than 

h aving a fu ll scale I Q  less than 70 .

Despite the inconsistencies in prevalence rates fo r sexual o ffe nd in g  am ong the forensic 

population w ith  learning disabilities, the research to date (H a y e s , 19 9 7 ; K lim e c ki et al, 

19 9 4; L u n d , 19 9 0 ) still suggests that it is a problem  fo r this group o f  offenders.

2.1.5 Over representation of sex offenders with learning disabilities

L a c k  o f  understanding about legal procedures could account fo r the o ver representation o f  

sex offenders w ith  learning disabilities. A c c o rd in g  to H aye s (19 9 6 ) they are m ore like ly to 

be found g u ilty as they have lim ited or no understanding o f  the legal procedures. 

G udjonsson, Clare and Cross (19 9 2 ) investigated their vulnerability during police 

interview s, b y  com paring individuals w ith  and w ith o u t learning disabilities understanding 

o f  the ‘ N o tic e  to Detained Persons.’ T h e y  fo u n d  that individuals w ith  learning disabilities 

could o nly understand 1 1 %  o f  this caution com pared to 68%  fo r the individuals w ithout a 

learning disability. C lare and Gudjonsson (19 9 5 ) concluded that the inform ation provided 

in this caution, w h ich  inform s them  o f  their right to silence, is too d ifficult fo r them to 

understand. Fa ilu re  to understand m ay prevent individuals w ith  learning disabilities using 

the inform ation fro m  the caution to protect themselves w h ile in police custody (Clare and 

G udjonsson, 1995). E v e n  w ith  the amendments to the ‘ right to silence’ caution (C rim inal 

Justice and Pu blic O rd e r A c t , 19 9 4) people w ith  learning disabilities still find the 

inform ation too d ifficu lt and com plex to use (M u rp h y  and C la re , 199 8 ).

M o re  recently, D a y  (20 0 0 ) suggested that individuals w ith  learning disabilities have 

im paired understanding o f  the consequences that accom pany false confessions. T h e y  often
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m ake false confessions to please, gain attention ( D a y , 2000), o r believe that it w ill result in 

them  being able to return hom e (Clare and G ud jonsson , 1995). Individuals w ith learning 

disabilities do n o t w o rry  about giving false confessions, as they believe that it can be 

retracted w ithout any consequences. A c c o rd in g  to Clare and G udjonsson (19 9 5 ) they are 

unaware that this info rm a tio n can be produced in court as evidence o f  their guilt.

L a c k  o f  know ledge about legal procedures and im paired understanding o f  a caution and 

their legal rights makes individuals w ith  learning disabilities vulnerable w hile in police 

custody. Ac c o rd in g  to Gudjonsson (19 9 3 ) they w ill often answer questions in an 

affirm ative m anner, irrespective o f  whether the content o f  the statement is true or false. 

T h e y  are also m ore vulnerable to leading questions than individuals w h o  do not have a 

learning disability (C la re  and Gudjonsson, 19 9 3 ). T h e  desire to please influences 

individuals w ith  learning disabilities to agree w ith  police questions and recall events in a 

w a y  the y thin k they should be rem embered, rather than p rovid e an account o f  actual 

events.

A n o th e r explanation that has tried to account fo r  the over representation o f  sex offenders 

w ith  learning disabilities in prisons or secure units is the rate o f  recidivism . A  num ber o f  

studies have fou n d  that the rate o f  recidivism  fo r this population ranges fro m  40 to 7 0 %  

(K lim e c k i, Jenkinson and W ils o n , 19 9 4 ; Scorzelli and R e in c e -S c o rze lli, 1 9 9 7 ; D a y , 1994). 

Sw anson and G a rw ic k  (19 9 0 ) investigated the rate o f  recidivism  fo r 15 sex offenders w ith 

learning disabilities. T h e y  received w e e kly treatment sessions fo r approxim ately 35 

weeks. F o llo w in g  treatment Swanson and G a rw ic k  found a 4 0 %  re-offending rate. 

K lim e c k i et al (19 9 4 ) reported at 3.5 years after treatment a recidivism  rate o f  4 2 % . 

H o w e v e r , m ore recent research b y  Lin d s a y , N e ils o n  and M o rriso n  (19 9 8 ) has found the re

offend in g  rate fo r sex offenders w ith  learning disabilities to be as lo w  as 2 8 % . These 

recidivism  rates led H a ye s (19 9 6 ) to conclude that this population m a y be more inclined to 

re-offend and this could account fo r the o ver representation o f  sex offenders w ith  learning 

disabilities. R e -o ffe n d in g  w ill result in repeat sentences and this w ill increase the over

representation o f  sex offenders w ith  learning disabilities.

H a ye s (19 9 6 ) suggested that individuals w ith  learning disabilities are m ore likely to 

engage in behaviours that are regarded as illegal. A lth o u g h  T h o m p s o n  and B ro w n  (19 9 7) 

suggest that both individuals w ith  or w ith o u t learning disabilities engage in sexual
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behaviou r that is regarded as crim inal, but individuals w ith  learning disabilities do not 

possess the necessary skills that enable them  to conceal their crime. T h e y  are also m ore 

lik e ly to be detected, as they are restricted to the am ount o f  tim e they are able to spend 

alone w ith o u t supervision fro m  staff or carers. Indeed, the care needs o f  individuals w ith  

learning disabilities often dictates that they require supervision during personal care 

activities (e .g. bathing and dressing). Assisting clients w ith  these activities provides carers 

or sta ff w ith  the opportunity to observe and ju d g e certain behaviours as inappropriate (e.g. 

private m asturbation or consenting same or opposite sex relationships) (M itc h e ll, 19 8 7). 

O th e r sexual behaviours such as, pornography, fetish behaviou r tow ards w o m e n ’ s clothing 

or use o f  pictures o f  children to cause sexual arousal have also been detected under similar 

circumstances (B o w le r and C o lla c o t, 1993). H o w e v e r , the sexual behaviou r o f  individuals 

w ith o u t learning disabilities cannot be accessed or m onitored as easily as those w ith  

learning disabilities. A n y  attempts to compare the sexual behaviou r o f  these tw o  groups is 

extrem ely d ifficult. A lth o u g h  considering these points it could be that both groups engage 

in sim ilar rates o f  sexual offending or deviance, but there are ju s t m ore opportunities fo r 

individuals w ith  learning disabilities to be detected.

L a c k  o f  know ledge about sexually appropriate and inappropriate behaviour has also been 

suggested to account fo r the over representation o f  sex offenders w ith  learning disabilities 

(B arm an n and M u rre y , 1 9 8 1 ) O fte n  this population are unaware o f  the laws pertaining to 

sexually appropriate behaviour. T h e y  are often confused about issues regarding consensual 

sex and where it is appropriate to have sex. B a rm a nn and M u rre y  ( 1 9 8 1 )  found that this 

population often have sex o r masturbate in a public place, as they are unaware that this is 

socially inappropriate. B e ing  naive about sexual expression and the legalities o f  sexually 

appropriate behaviou r m a y increase the rate o f  sexual offending am ong the population 

w ith  learning disabilities, as they try to establish sexual relationships and express their 

sexual needs.

2.1.6 Gender and sexual offenders with learning disabilities

Sexual o ffe nd in g  has typ ic a lly been seen as a crime com m itted b y males (Constantine, 

20 0 4 ; D o b a sh , D ob ash  and Gutteridge, 1986). L ittle  research exists on female sexual 

offenders w ith  learning disabilities. T h e  research that does exist indicates that the
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prevalence o f  sexual o ffe nd in g  among females is extrem ely lo w . F o r  exam ple, Lin d s a y , 

S m ith , Q u in n , A n d e rs o n , Sm ith, A lla n  and L a w , (in  press 2004) fo u n d  that o f  a sample o f  

1 7 9  females w ith  learning disabilities referred to a Scottish com m unity-based service fo r 

severe and challenging behaviour and forensic problems between 1990 and 2001 only 18 

had com m itted an offence. O f  those 1 8 , o n ly 1 had com m itted a sexual offence (i.e. 

procurement fo r the purpose o f  sexual assault). Th is find ing  was consistent w ith  M a d e n 

(19 9 6 ) w h o  fo u n d  that o f  a sample o f  incarcerated w o m e n at H e r  M a je s ty ’ s Prisons 

H o llo w a y , S ty a l, D ra k e  H a ll and D u rh a m  between 1988 and 19 9 0 , only 1 female 

identified w ith  a learning disability was convicted o f  a sexual offence (i.e. indecent 

assault). Such lo w  incidences o f  females com m itting  sexual offences could account fo r 

sexual offend in g  research focuses predom inantly on sexual o ffe nd in g  com m itted b y  males 

w ith  or w ithout learning disabilities (M arshall, 1999; W inte r et al. 1 9 9 7 ; K lim e c ki et a l.,

19 9 4). Considering this it was felt appropriate fo r  this thesis to focus solely on sexual 

offences com m itted b y  males w ith  learning disabilities.

2.1.7 Characteristics of sexual offenders with learning disabilities

A  w ide range o f  possible contributory factors has been associated w ith  sexual offending o f  

individuals w ith  learning disabilities. These factors include: social circumstances, lo w  

self-esteem, recent life  events, psychiatric illness, fa m ily history o f  learning disability, 

history o f  sexual abuse, psychiatric illness, epilepsy, p oor im pulse control and distorted 

cognitions (Lin d s a y  and M a c le o d , 2 0 0 1; W in te r, et al. 19 9 7 ; Glaser and D eane, 1999). 

T h e  extent to w hich these factors account fo r sexual offending b y this population remains 

unclear.

D a y  (19 8 8 ) studied 20 offenders w ith learning disabilities w ho had been discharged from  a 

hospital based treatment program m e. U sin g  case note data, D a y  fo u n d  that 8 5 %  had a 

history o f  serious childhood behavioural problem s, 5 0 %  had a background o f  psychosocial 

deprivation, 5 0 %  had a fa m ily  history o f  o ffe n d in g  and 3 0 %  had a psychiatric disorder. 

M o re  recent research b y  W in te r et al. (1 9 9 7 )  fou n d  similar results. H o w e v e r , the extent to 

w hich these factors can be used to account fo r the characteristics o f  sexual offending b y 

individuals w ith  learning disabilities has been questioned. A  re vie w  paper b y  Lin d s a y and 

M a cle o d  (2 0 0 1) stated that it is difficult to establish the role these characteristics play in 

sexual o ffendin g w h en m ost o f  these studies fa il to exam ine an appropriate control group.
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Glaser and D eane (19 9 9 ) investigated the characteristics o f  sex offenders and offenders 

w ith  learning disabilities and found that there w ere no m ajor differences between the tw o  

groups. T h e y  fo u n d  that offenders w ith  learning disabilities com m itted non-sexual and 

sexual crimes fo r sim ilar reasons. P o o r socialisation, lack o f  social skills, history o f  

institutionalisation during childhood, poor anger management and im pulse control were all 

identified as characteristics fo r both sexual and non-sexual o ffendin g. H o w e v e r, these 

characteristics m ay also be present am ong offenders w h o  do not have learning disability.

Several researchers have identified disturbance in fa m ily  background as characteristic o f  

sexual offending. La n g e v in  and Pope (19 9 3 ) found that m any o f  their clients w ho had 

com m itted a sexual crim e came fro m  disturbed fa m ily backgrounds. Investigating 

approxim ately 100 sex offenders w ith learning disabilities, w h o  had perpetrated either a 

sexual offence against a child, incest or w ere sexually aggressive tow ards adult w om en, 

they fou n d  the sexually aggressive group had the m ost fa m ily disturbance. La n g e vin  and 

P o pe  found that the parenting background o f  this group was far m o re  disturbed than that 

w ith in  the general population. There was a higher incidence o f  alcoholism , violence, 

history o f  forensic contact w ith  one or more o f  the fa m ily  members and attitude problems 

w ith  the parents w ith in  the group o f  sexual aggressive offenders. La n g e v in  and Pope 

concluded that the h igh incidence o f  these fa m ily  disturbances lead to bad parenting and 

was often reflected in the child having educational o r behavioural problems. W inter et al.

( 1 9 9 7 )  found similar results w hen they com pared the fa m ily  background o f  21 offenders 

w h o  self-reported themselves w ith  learning disabilities to a match group o f  offenders w ho 

had been identified w ith  a learning disability in childhood. T h e y  fou n d  that the self- 

reported individuals w ith  learning disabilities w ere significantly m ore like ly to have lost 

contact w ith  their father, crim inality, illicit drug use, truancy, experience recent life events 

in the 6 months prio r to their offence and self-reported behavioural problems.

B o th  studies into the characteristics o f  fa m ily background have highlighted that 

behavioural and educational problems can be a result o f  disturbances in parental 

backgrounds. Indeed, La n g e v in  and Po pe fou n d  that almost 2 in 3 sex offenders had 

repeated at least one academic year o f  school. O f  their sample, 8 5 %  o f  sexual aggressive 

offenders, 4 8 %  o f  pedophiles and 5 6 %  o f  incest perpetrators had repeated at least one 

year. A  high prevalence rate fo r behavioural problem s was also fo u n d  in these studies.

56



R elationship  b etw een  Learning D isab ility  and Sexual O ffending

W in te r et al. found that 6 1 .9 %  o f  their self-reported offenders w ith  learning disabilities 

had experienced behavioural problems at school.

Sim ilarities in  drug and alcohol misuse were also identified b y  La n g e v in  and P o p e ’ s

(19 9 3 ) and W in te r et al. ( 1 9 9 7 )  studies. L a n g e v in  and Po p e  fo u n d  that there was a 

significant am ount o f  alcoholism  among their sexual aggressive perpetrators. Sim ilarly, 

W in te r et al found that there was a high incidence o f  drug and alcohol misuse. In  their 

sample o f  self-reported offenders w ith  learning disabilities 2 7 .8 %  w ere found to have a 

drug and alcohol dependency. These results are no t consistent w ith  other studies that have 

exam ined drug and alcohol misuse am ong sex offenders w ith  learning disabilities. Glaser 

and D e a ne  (19 9 9 ) found that this population was less likely to have a history o f  drug or 

alcohol dependency than non-sex offenders w ith  learning disabilities. H a ye s (19 9 6 ) and 

Lin d s a y  and Sm ith (19 9 8 ) also found that sex offenders w ith  learning disabilities were less 

lik e ly to engage in illicit drug or alcohol misuse. Differences in results m a y be explained 

b y  the different m ethodologies em ployed. B o th  La n g e v in  and Po pe  and W inte r et al. 

obtained their samples fro m  a forensic setting, whereas Hayes and Lin d s a y  and Sm ith 

obtained participants fro m  a clinical setting. T h is  suggests that the setting m a y influence 

the results, as research studies have found alcohol and drug misuse to be prevalent among 

offenders fro m  a forensic setting (K lim ic k i et al. 19 9 4 ; W in te r et al. 19 9 7 ), but not a 

clinical setting (H a y e s , 19 9 6 ; Lin d s a y, L a w , Q u in n , Sm art and S m ith , 1998). Sim ilarly 

G laser and Deane (19 9 9 ) fou n d  that there was a high prevalence o f  substance abuse 

am ong offenders w ith  learning disabilities w h o  were sent to prison than am ong offenders 

in an intensive residential treatment program m e.

W in te r et al’ s results m ay also have been affected b y  the m ethodology em ployed to obtain 

participants. T h e y  were asked to self-report whether or not they had a learning disability. 

O f  the offenders w h o reported themselves as h avin g  a learning disabilities o n ly tw o  were 

fou n d  to have a full scale I Q  less than 70 . T h is creates problems w hen trying to make 

com parison w ith  other studies, as Hayes (19 9 6 ), Lin d s a y  and S m ith  (19 9 8 ) and Glaser and 

Deane (19 9 9 ) all tended to use offenders w h o had an I Q  less than 70 .

O th e r characteristics associated w ith sexual o ffe n d in g  behaviour include epilepsy and a 

history o f  sexual abuse. B o th  o f  these characteristics are controversial, as there are 

inconsistencies w ith  current and previous research studies. C o rb e tt and Po nd (19 79 )
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suggested that as there is a higher prevalence o f  epilepsy am ong individuals w ith  learning 

disabilities, this could contribute to their sexual o ffe nd in g  behaviour. T h e y  suggest that an 

offence m a y be com m itted as a result o f  the epileptic seizure. A lth o u g h  W in te r et al. found 

no direct correlation to  indicate that offending was a result o f  an epileptic seizure. In  their 

study o n ly  one offender was identified as h avin g  an epileptic seizure prior to their offence. 

H o w e v e r , the seizure had occurred eight days prio r to the offence being com m itted. F ro m  

this W in te r et al. concluded that there was little evidence to support the association 

between epilepsy and offending.

D iffe rin g  view s also exist between the association o f  offending and history o f  sexual 

abuse. T h o m p s o n  and B ro w n  (1 9 9 7 ) suggest that sexual abuse in childhood is a 

characteristic o f  sex offenders w ith  learning disabilities and several studies have found 

that this population have been sexually abused in childhood (Q u in se y, 19 8 6 ; G riffith s , 

Q u in s e y and H in gsb u rge r, 1989). Indeed, recent research b y  Lin d s a y  et al. (19 9 8 ) has 

fou n d  that there is a higher prevalence o f  childhood sexual abuse am ong sex offenders 

w ith  learning disabilities than non-sexual offenders. F r o m  a sample o f  48 sex offenders 

w ith  learning disabilities 3 8 %  had been sexually abused in childhood, compared to 1 2 .7 %  

o f  a sample o f  50 non-sexual offenders. H o w e v e r, a num ber o f  authors have argued that 

the lin k  between fa m ily  history o f  abuse and sexual offending is tentative. La n g e v in  and 

Po pe (19 9 3 ) found that w ith in a population o f  sex offenders w ith  learning disabilities not 

all o f  them  had been abused in childhood. Sim ila rly , D a y  (19 9 4 ) found little evidence to 

support the link between sexual offending and history o f  childhood abuse.

Som e recent research has suggested that the prevalence rates o f  childhood sexual abuse o f  

sexual and non-sexual offenders m ay be inaccurate due to under reporting (H u n te r, 1990; 

B riggs and H a w k in s , 1996). H u n te r claims that m any males feel embarrassed and are less 

likely to report being sexually abused than females. Issues such as hom opho bia, lack o f  

societal acceptance o f  male sexual abuse and perceived threats to their m asculinity have 

all been identified as reasons w h y  males fail to report sexual abuse.

Recent research has started to examine h o w  learning disabilities m a y contribute to the 

incidents o f  sexual offending. Lin d s a y  and S m ith  (19 9 8 ) proposed that deficits in 

conceptual understanding m ight lead offenders to develop stronger beliefs that allow  them 

to deny o r m inim ise their crime. Indeed, deficits w ith  the conceptualisation o f  these

58



R elationsh ip  b etw een  Learning D isab ility  and Sexual O ffending

concepts w ill m ake it difficu lt fo r offenders w ith  learning disabilities to understand that 

the denial and m inim isation o f  an offence is self-justification rather than a truth.

Lin d s a y  and colleagues have carried out a nu m ber o f  studies that have exam ined the 

cognitions associated w ith  denial and m inim isation. Investigating the responses to 

treatment fo r sex offenders w ith  learning disabilities, Lin d s a y  and S m ith  (19 9 8 ) found that 

the cognitions associated w ith  denial w ere extrem ely po w e rfu l and d ifficu lt to address 

during treatment. S e x  offenders consistently believed that the crim e did not take place i f  

people did no t talk about it. Lin d s a y  and Sm ith also fou n d  that h avin g  a learning disability 

made it m ore d ifficu lt fo r individuals to empathise. Several researchers have found that 

sex offenders experience problems w hen trying to understand the perspective o f  the victim  

(B u rk e , 2 0 0 1; Fish e r, Beech and B ro w n , 1999; Barbaree, M arshall and La n th ie r, 19 79 ). 

Deficits w ith  identifyin g  emotions in others create problems fo r individuals w ith  learning 

disabilities w hen they becom e sexually aroused. T h e y  m a y recognise their emotions, but 

fail to realise that their vic tim  does not feel that same w ay. Lin d s a y  and Sm ith concluded 

that sex offenders m ay have problems trying to decentre themselves fro m  their emotions 

and this in turn affects their ability to understand the perspective o f  others.

T h e  role cognitions p lay in accounting fo r sexual offending behaviou r has received a great 

deal o f  research interest w ith in  the past decade. Researchers (B u m b y , 1996; Stermac and 

Segal, 19 8 9 ; W a rd , H u d s o n , Johnston and M a rsh a ll, 19 9 7 ) believe that cognitions, and in 

particular distorted cognitions, play a pivotal role in the e tiolog y, maintenance and 

justification o f  sexual behaviour. Despite little research existing to explain or support the 

exact role cognitive distortions p lay in sexual o ffe n d in g , it is generally accepted that they 

play an im portant role as they enable sex offenders to dim inish their responsibility and 

thus m ake their deviant sexual behaviour acceptable (A b e l, G o r e , H o lla n d , C a m p , Becker 

&  R a th n e r, 1989). Considering this clinicians have developed treatment programmes that 

attempt to address these cognitions (Lin d s a y , N e ils o n , M o rris o n  and Sm ith, 1998b; 

M arshall and Serran, 2000).
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2.1.8 Summary

F r o m  the research studies review ed in this chapter it has becom e evident that the issue o f  

prevalence o f  individuals w ith  learning disabilities in the crim inal justice system is not 

straightforw ard. D isp a rity between the prevalence rates o f  individuals w ith  learning 

disabilities varies no t o n ly  across countries bu t also w ith in  institutions and a num ber o f  

factors have been identified to account fo r these differences. P o o r m ethodological design 

including problem s in the definition o f  w hat constitutes a learning disability, variation in 

the assessment instruments used to assess cognitive and social functioning, varying 

environm ents in  w h ic h  psychom etry is undertaken and variations in the w a y individuals 

are dealt w ith  b y  the crim inal justice system have all contributed to varying prevalence 

rates.

B ritish studies have fo u n d  that approxim ately 8%  o f  the population w h o  com e into contact 

w ith  the crim inal justice system have a learning disability, h o w e ve r less than 1 %  o f  this 

population fin d  themselves w ith in  the prison system. M o re  recently a B ritish  study (M aso n 

and M u rp h y , 20 0 2a) found that nearly 6%  o f  individuals on probation had significant 

deficits in their cognitive and social functioning. Indeed, this difference in prevalence 

figures between the numbers o f  individuals w ith  learning disabilities w h o  are in prison 

compared to those w h o  are on probation, suggests that they are being diverted aw ay fro m  

custodial sentences. W ith  offenders w ith  learning disabilities receiving non-custodial 

sentences and being directed back into the com m u n ity it has p u t extra pressure on the 

probation service to be able to accurately screen fo r learning disability. A s  yet there is no 

single screening process that is able to do this.

W h a t is clear fro m  the studies discussed in this chapter is that the learning disability 

population engage in a variety o f  criminal activities. Indeed, arson and sexual offending 

have been fo u n d  to be o ver represented w ith in this population. H o w e v e r, no single 

explanation or characteristic has been identified that can fu lly  account fo r w h y individuals 

w ith  learning disabilities engage in these crim inal activities. Indeed, the extent to which 

factors such as social circumstances, history o f  learning disability, history o f  sexual abuse, 

psychiatric illness, epilepsy, p o o r im pulse control and distorted cognitions account for 

sexual o ffe nd in g  behaviou r is unclear.
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Chapter 3 -  Cognitive Distortions of Sex Offenders

3.0 Introduction

T h e  concept ‘ cognitive distortions’ is used w id e ly  across m any areas o f  clinical 

psychology and is recognised as an im portant factor in the etiology and maintenance o f  

psychological disorders including bulim ia nervosa and depression (Ph illip s, Tiggerm an 

and W a d e , 1 9 9 7 ), chronic fatigue (M o ss -M o rris and Petries, 19 9 7 ) and chronic pain (T u r k  

and R u d y , 1989). Indeed, E llis  (1 9 7 0 )  claimed that m any clinicians are o f  the opinion that 

cognitive distortions are responsible fo r nearly all emotional disorders. In  the past tw enty 

years significant research has exam ined the lin k  between cognitive factors and sexual 

offending (e.g. A b e l, G o re , H o lla n d , C a m p , B ecker and Rathner, 19 8 9 ; Stermac and Segal, 

1989) and concluded that they also play an influential role in the etiology and maintenance 

o f  sexual o ffe nd in g  behaviour.

B u m b y  (19 9 6 ) defined cognitive distortions in relation to sexual o ffendin g as ‘ learned 

assumptions, sets o f  beliefs, and self-statements about deviant sexual behaviours such as 

child molestation and rape, which serve to deny, justify, minimise and rationalise an 

offender’s actions' (cited in B u m b y , 1996 pg. 38). T h e  term  ‘ cognitive’ refers to an 

in d ivid u a l’ s internal processes that include the ju stificatio n, perceptions and judgements 

used b y  sex offenders to rationalise their sexual o ffe nd in g  behaviour. H o w e v e r, according 

to Segal and Sterm ac (19 8 4 ) there are a num ber o f  w ays cognition in sexual offenders can 

be conceptualised. Indeed, three different cognitive variables have been identified: 

cognitive structures, operations and products. C o g n itive  structures refer to the schemas 

sexual offenders hold. F o r  exam ple, sexual offenders m ay hold m aladaptive attitudes and 

beliefs to legitimise their sexually deviant behaviou r (Sterm ac and Segal, 19 8 9 ; A b e l et al. 

19 8 9 ; B u m b y , 19 9 6 ), but use adaptive inform ation processing strategies such as 

confirm atory biases (e.g. operations) to ju s tify  their behaviour and support its continuation 

(e.g. the product) (A b e l et al. 1989). Researchers suggest that sexual offenders m ay d iffer 

fro m  non-offenders on some rather than all three variables (W a rd , Lo u d e n , H u dso n  and 

M a rsh a ll, 19 9 5 ; W a r d , H u d s o n  and M a rsh a ll, 1995). Failu re  to conclude that sexual 

offenders do or do not diffe r fro m  non-offenders on all three variables results fro m  

researchers failure to exam ine sexual offenders’ inform ation processing abilities. Indeed,
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previous and current research (A b e l et al. 1989; B u m b y , 1996) has p rim arily focused on 

the cognitive content o f  cognitions, rather than try  to investigate the cognitive processes o f  

cognitions (e .g . h o w  cognitions are stored, organised, retrieved and altered b y new  

info rm atio n). Considering this, it appears that the term  ‘ co g nitive ’ relates m ore to the 

attitudes and beliefs that reflect sexual offenders behaviours, rather than the cognitive 

processes that generate them. A lth o u g h  the cognitive content has been recognised to p lay 

a pivotal role in  trying  to explain sexually deviant behaviou r, Johnston and W a rd  (1996) 

also recognise that it is equally im portant to investigate the cognitive processes that 

generate these cognitions. Th is is an area that warrants further attention and w ill be 

addressed in chapter 6 o f  this thesis.

Research exam inin g  the lin k between cognitive distortions and sexual offending has been 

delayed b y  the absence o f  any theoretical fra m e w o rk that w o u ld  enable models to be 

developed and em pirical research to be undertaken (W a rd , H u d s o n , Johnston and 

M arshall, 1 9 9 7 ; W a r d , F o n , H u d s o n  and M c C o rm a c k , 19 9 8 ; W a r d , Keenan and H u d so n ,

2000). B y  considering this issue, as w ell as current research regarding the integrated 

approach o f  the ory building o f  cognitive distortions, this chapter aims to show  h o w  

opinions regarding the link between cognitive distortions and sexual offending have 

developed o ver the past tw o  decades.

3.1.1 Cognitive Content of Cognitive Distortions

C o g n itive  distortions are the result o f  conflict between external reinforcem ent and internal 

condem nation. S e x offenders recognise this conflict and develop their o w n  personal b e lie f 

system o f  cognitions that enables them  to legitim ise, ju s tify , m inim ise and rationalise their 

sexual o ffe nd in g  behaviour. Indeed, child molesters (A b e l, G o r e , H o lla n d , C a m p , Becker 

and Rathner 19 8 9 ), rapists (Sterm ac and Segal, 19 8 9 ), exhibitionist (Lin d s a y , M arshall, 

N e ils o n , Q u in n  and S m ith , 1998a) and stalkers (Lin d s a y , O lle y , Ja c k , M o rriso n  and Sm ith, 

1998) have all been fo u n d  to hold distorted cognitions that enable them  to deny or 

m inim ise their sexual offending behaviour.

T o  exam ine h o w  distorted cognitions facilitate sexual o ffe nd in g  behaviou r, initial research 

focused attention on the cognitive content o f  these attitudes and beliefs (A b e l et al. 19 8 9 ;
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Stermac and Segal, 19 8 9 ; B lum enthal, Gudjonsson and B u m s , 19 9 9 ). Indeed, research 

carried out b y  A b e l, G o re , H o lla n d , C a m p , B ecker and Rathner (19 8 9 ) played an 

influential role in this research area. T h e y  exam ined 240 child molesters, 48 non-child 

sexual offenders and a control group o f  86 non-offenders. In  order to assess cognitions, 

participants w ere asked to complete a 29 -item  questionnaire that had been designed to 

measure possible cognitive distortions o f  child molesters (T h e  C o g n itio n  Scale: A b e l, 

B ecker, Cu n nin gh am -R a thn e r, R o u le a u , K a p la n  and R e ich , 19 8 4 ). A b e l et al compared the 

results o f  the assessment fo r the three groups and fou n d  that child molesters held more 

distorted cognitions relating to children and the consequences o f  their behaviour on 

children than the other tw o  groups.

Stermac and Segal (19 8 9 ) also exam ined the cognitive content o f  m ale child molesters and 

found results consistent w ith  A b e l et al (19 8 9 ). A  sample com prising 20 male child 

molesters, 1 7  male rapists and a control o f  108 m ale and fem ale non-offenders were 

exam ined using sexual contact w ith  children vignettes and the same 29 item  questionnaire 

to assess cognitive distortions that was utilised in A b e l et al’ s research study. Participants 

read six vignettes that depicted a male interacting w ith  a 7-y e a r-o ld  child. T h e  degree o f  

sexual contact depicted in the vignettes varied (e.g. touching, fond lin g  genitalia over 

clothing, fo n d lin g  and taking the c h ild ’ s clothes o f f  and ejaculation), as w ell as the 

response o f  the 7  year old child (e.g. sm iling, no response, crying and resistance). Th e  

sample under investigation responded to a set o f  questions after each vignette to assess 

their view s tow ards the adult and child’ s behaviour. Stermac and Segal fo u n d , that 

compared to the other groups, child molesters w ere m ore inclined to perceive the children 

as initiating sexual contact and regarded this sexual contact as harmless to the child, as 

well as socially acceptable.

B o th  studies fo u n d  child molesters to perceive children as being sexually provocative and 

believed that it was the child w h o initiated sexual contact. T h e y  w ere also found to believe 

that children enjoyed having sex w ith  adults and that it is good fo r the child. Despite these 

findings, caution should be exercised w hen interpreting these results as a num ber o f  

problems existed w ith  their m ethodological design. In  both studies some o f  the child 

molesters w ere receiving treatment. A s  m ost treatment program m es fo r sex offenders 

comprise an elem ent that challenges distorted cognitions (M arshall and Serran, 2000), die 

participants in these studies attitudes and beliefs could have been affected b y the treatment
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they had received. T o  avoid this future studies should assess cognitive distortions prio r to 

treatment.

The re  was also a problem  w ith  the definition o f  the samples under investigation. B o th  

studies defined w hat constituted a child molester, rapist and non-child sexual offender, but 

failed to state whether the child molesters preferred to have sex w ith  children rather than 

adults. Fa ilu re  to clearly define the sample under investigation could suggest that the 

cognitive content o f  the child molesters m a y not be a true reflection o f  the attitudes and 

beliefs o f  individuals w h o  prefer to have sex w ith  children than those w h o enjoy having 

sex w ith  both children and adults. T h e  results o f  Sterm ac and Segal (19 8 9 ) study m ay also 

have been affected b y their sample com prising o f  both incestuous and extrafamilial 

molesters. Failu re  to exam ine these tw o  groups o f  offenders separately prevents further 

insight into the content o f  the cognitions held b y  these tw o  types o f  child molesters.

M o re  recent research addressed the m ethodological flaw s outlined above. H a ya shin o , 

W u rtele and K le b e  (19 9 5 ) exam ined the cognitive content o f  cognitive distortions held b y  

22 incestuous child molesters, 2 1 extrafam ilial child molesters, 33 rapists, 2 7  nonsexual 

offenders and 26 non-offenders. A l l  offenders were incarcerated and not receiving 

treatment at the tim e o f  assessment. C o g nitive  distortions w ere assessed using the 29-item  

C o g n itio n  Scale (A b e l et a l., 19 8 4 ). H ayashino et al’ s results revealed that compared to 

incestuous molesters, rapists, non-sexual offenders and non-offenders, extrafamilial 

molesters had a significantly higher level o f  distorted cognitions. H o w e v e r, the cognitive 

distortions held b y  incestuous molesters did not diffe r significantly fro m  rapists, non

sexual offenders or non-offenders. Th is difference m ight suggest that cognitive distortions 

have a greater function fo r extrafam ilial molesters than incestuous molesters. Indeed, 

Ha ya shin o  et al. suggest that extrafam ilial molesters m a y require m ore cognitive 

distortions than incestuous molesters as they have a greater need to m inim ise, ju s tify  and 

rationalise their behaviour.

Researchers have also been interested in the cognitive content o f  cognitions held b y  rapists 

(M a ro lla  and Sc u lly, 19 9 4 ). B lum enthal, Gudjonsson and B u m s  (19 9 9 ) exam ined whether 

30 adults sex offenders held m ore cognitive distortions related to sex w ith  adults than 

children. T h e y  also investigated 36 child sex offenders to establish whether they possessed 

m ore cognitive distortions related to sex w ith  children than adults. Blum enthal et al (19 9 9 )

64



C ogn itive D istortion s o f  S ex  O ffenders

fou n d  that child sex offenders did hold more cognitive distortions relating to sex w ith a 

child than sex w ith  an adult. H o w e v e r, adult sex offenders did not d iffe r significantly on 

the nu m ber o f  cognitive distortions relating to sex w ith  an adult or child that they held. 

T h is  fin d in g  suggests, that unlike child molesters, adult sex offenders cannot be 

differentiated fro m  other types o f  sexual offenders.

N e id ig h  and K r o p  (19 9 2 ) exam ined the content o f  cognitions o f  sex offenders further. 

T h e y  fo u n d  that the cognitions held b y child sex offenders could be grouped into eight 

categories. T h e  cognitive content o f  three o f  the categories related to the child molesters 

perceiving the child as w anting and enjoying sex: ‘ she enjoyed i t , ’  ‘ she is flirting and 

teasing m e , so she wants m e to do it’ and ‘ we lo ve  each oth er.’ T w o  categories related to 

h o w  child molesters placed the blam e on m itigating circumstances: ‘ I  was high on drugs 

or alcohol at the tim e, and ‘ I  w asn’ t thinking at all or I  w o u ld n ’ t have done i t .’ Th e  final 

three categories related to child molesters ju s tifyin g  their behaviour: ‘ this is not so bad, it’ s 

not really w r o n g ,’ ‘ this w o n ’ t hurt her in any w a y ’ and ‘ no one w ill ever fin d  out so I 

w o n ’ t get caught.’

Research into the cognitive content o f  distorted cognitions o f  sex offenders has been 

valuable and offered insight into the attitudes and beliefs that child sexual offenders and 

rapists ho ld. H o w e v e r, this research has predom inately been carried out on a population o f  

sex offenders w h o  do not have a learning disability. T h e  literature review ed in chapter tw o 

suggested that the learning disability population engage in a variety o f  crim inal activities, 

w ith  arson and sexual o ffe nd in g  being over represented (B arm an n and M u rre y , 1984; 

K le m e c k i et al. 19 9 4 ; H a y e s , 19 9 7). This h igh prevalence o f  sexual offending among 

individuals w ith  learning disabilities warrants research to be carried out to examine 

whether they hold sim ilar distorted cognitions to  sex offenders w ith o u t a learning 

disability. A  series o f  studies that exam ined the efficacy o f  cognitive-behavioural therapy 

on a group o f  male sex offenders w ith  learning disabilities identified that one o f  the key 

areas to address during treatment was their distorted cognitions (Lin d s a y  et al. 1998a,b,c). 

A g a in  this provides support for cognitive distortions to be exam ined among this 

population.

Research to date has predom inately focused on the cognitive products o f  cognitions (A b e l 

et al. 19 8 9 ; Sterm ac and Segal, 1989; Blem enthal et al. 19 9 9 ), w hich has in turn led
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research to focus on trying  to develop a measure that has good psychom etric properties 

and is able to assess dysfunctional beliefs and attitudes that discriminate sex offenders 

fro m  others (B u m b y , 1996). E ffo r ts  to do so have m et w ith  little success, as a num ber o f  

problem s exist w ith  current assessment tools. M a n y  fail to address a w id e  range o f  sexual 

attitudes, as they focus on rape and child m olestation (B u m b y ; 1996) and do not address 

stalking, dating abuse, voyeu rism  or exhibitionism . Assessment tools measure sexual 

attitudes using a L ik e r t  Scale, w hich Lin d s a y  (2 0 0 1) argues m ight be conceptually too 

difficu lt fo r individuals w ith  leaning disabilities to use. Som e measures are not able to 

discriminate between sex offenders and control groups o f  males (e .g. Rape M y th  

Acceptance Scale; B u r t , 1980). These problems highlight the need fo r further research in 

this area and this w ill be addressed in chapter fo u r o f  this thesis.

3.1.2 Three-Process Model of Cognitive Factors

Focu sin g  o n ly  on the cognitive products o f  the cognitions led M u rp h y  (19 9 0 ) to put 

forw ard the v ie w  that research has neglected to exam ine the processes that generate these 

cognitions. T o  fu lly  understand sexual offending behaviour researchers argue that the 

cognitive processes that underlie the initiation, maintenance and justification o f  sexual 

offending need to be exam ined (M u rp h y , 19 9 0 ; W a r d , F o n , H u d s o n  and M c C o rm a c k , 

19 9 8 ; W a rd , K eenan and H u d s o n , 2000). M u rp h y  (19 9 0 ) proposed a three-process model 

o f  cognitive factors that attempts to explain h o w  sexual offenders process incom ing 

inform ation. Stage one o f  the process refers to the statements sex offenders make to ju stify 

their sexual o ffe nd in g  behaviour. These statements do not cause the sexually inappropriate 

behaviour, but enable sexual offenders to deny, m inim ise, ju s tify  and rationalise their 

behaviour. T h is  process w ill in turn enable the m  to m aintain their sexual offending 

behaviour. T h e  fem inist school o f  thought influenced stage tw o  o f  the process. Sex 

offenders hold beliefs that are consistent w ith  the ‘ rape m y th ,’ as they believe that they are 

entitled to have sex w ith  w o m e n , have control over w o m e n and that their sexual impulses 

must be satisfied. T h e  final stage o f  the process involves denial. Sexual offenders deny 

responsibility fo r their actions and place the blam e on their victim s. Unfortu n ate ly 

M u r p h y ’ s m odel is rather superficial in its attempts to explain h o w  sexual offenders’ 

process inform ation. Indeed, describing each stage o f  M u r p h y ’ s m odel as a process 

im plied that it explained the procedure invo lved  that enabled individuals to disengage self
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regulatory control. Researchers argue that M u r p h y ’ s m odel failed to explain these 

processes, as each stage o f  the m odel o nly enabled cognitive distortions to be classified 

(W a rd , H u d s o n , Johnston and M arshall, 19 9 7).

Problem s also arise w ith  the second stage o f  the M u r p h y ’ s process. T h is  stage o f  the 

process advocates that sexual offenders, and in particular rapists, possess a num ber o f  

cognitions that are supportive o f  rape and the sexual entitlement that males believe they 

have. U n fo rtu n a te ly, the m ajo rity o f  research that has exam ined rapists’ attitudes towards 

w o m e n and the rape m y th  has found that they do n o t d iffer fro m  other types o f  sexual 

offenders (Segal and Sterm ac, 19 8 4 ; B u m b y , 19 9 6 ; B lum enthal, G udjonsson and B u m s ,

1999).

L ik e  M u r p h y  other researchers recognised the im portant distinction between the cognitive 

content o f  distortions held b y  sex offenders and the cognitive operations that generate 

them. W a r d , F o n , H u d s o n  and M c C o rm a c k  (19 9 8 ) exam ined these cognitive operations b y 

investigating the range o f  cognitive factors associated w ith  sexual offending using the 

qualitative m ethod o f  grounded theory. T h is  is an analysis procedure that utilises 

m ethodical practice to obtain a set o f  categories fro m  qualitative data. These categories 

then enable m ore descriptive o r quantitative data to be collected.

Investigating 20 im prisoned child molesters, no t yet receiving treatment, W ard  and 

colleagues referred to previous assessment notes or any available docum ented inform ation 

(e.g. police records and parole board reports) on each client before interview ing them. 

D u rin g  the interview  the child molesters were asked about their offend in g  patterns (e.g. 

w hat m otivates them  to o ffe n d , h o w  they overcom e factors that m a y prevent them  fro m  

offending and h o w  they deal w ith  a victim s resistance), as w ell as inform ation about 

significant life events. A n a lysis o f  the child molesters’ responses to these questions 

enabled W a rd  et al. (19 9 8 ) to form ulate a m odel o f  dysfunctional cognitions. This m odel 

groups child molesters’ cognitions into fo u r categories: offence chain, cognitive 

operations, cognitive content and meta-variables. T h e  offence chain category o f  the m odel 

identifies five  stages (e.g. background factors, high-risk situations, lapse, relapse and post 

relapse) that describe the procedure and cycle o f  the sexually assaultive behaviour against 

children. T h e  second category o f  the m o del, cognitive operations, describes the seven 

methods (e.g. describing, explaining, interpreting, evaluating, denying, m inim ising and
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planning) child molesters use to convey inform ation regarding their o ffe nd in g, offences 

and victim s. C o g n itiv e  content, describes the child molester’ s attitudes, beliefs and 

perceptions about their sexual offending behaviour in relation to themselves, their victims 

and the situation. F in a lly , the fourth category o f  this m o del, m eta-variables, refers to the 

methods utilised b y  child molesters to disclose inform ation about their sexual offending 

behaviou r (e.g. detail, euphemisms, concreteness and passivity). O v e ra ll this model 

recognises the distinction between cognitive content and cognitive processes. Indeed, it 

recognises that the content o f  the cognitions can va ry depending on w hich stage o f  the 

m odel is being exam ined.

Elem ents o f  the M o d e l o f  D ysfu n c tio n  Cognitions have been supported b y  earlier research. 

Pre vio u sly discussed in this chapter, N e id ig h  and K r o p  (19 9 2 ) exam ined the cognitive 

content o f  child sex offenders’ cognitions and grouped them  into eight categories. 

Statements such as ‘ she enjoyed i t ,’ ‘ she is flirtin g  and teasing m e, so she wants me to do 

it ’ and ‘ this w o n ’ t hurt or affect her in any w a y ’ were consistent w ith  the cognitive 

operations category o f  the m odel o f  dysfunction cognitions. L i k e  N e id ig h  and K ro p

(19 9 2 ), W a rd  et al. (19 9 8 ) found that child molesters gave sim ilar responses w hen 

provid ing  inform ation regarding their o ffendin g and victim s. Despite this support for 

W a rd  et al’ s m o del, caution should be exercised w hen draw ing conclusions fro m  this 

research. F irs t, a small sample size (e.g. n = 2 0 ) was used w hich questions the reliability o f  

being able to generalise W a rd  et al’ s findings. B e fo re  attempting to generalise these results 

further analysis is needed that examines a larger sample.

W a rd  and colleagues failed to clearly define their sample as either incestuous or 

extrafam ilial child molesters, w hich m a y have affected the results. A s  previously 

discussed H a y a s h in o , W u rtele and K le b e  (19 9 5 ) found extrafam ilial child molesters to 

have a significantly higher level o f  cognitive distortions than incestuous child molesters. 

Indeed, incestuous child molesters’ level o f  distorted cognitions did not differ significantly 

fro m  other types o f  sexual and nonsexual offenders. A s  these tw o  groups o f  child 

molesters have different levels o f  cognitive distortions, it m ay suggest that they have 

different cognitive processes. T o  ensure that both types o f  child molesters’ cognitions can 

be grouped into the fo u r categories o f  the m odel o f  dysfunction cognitions, W a rd  et al’ s 

study should be repeated on a sample that clearly distinguishes incestuous fro m  

extrafam ilial child molesters.
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E x a m in in g  o n ly  im prisoned child molesters m a y h ave  affected W a rd  et a l’ s research 

findings. A lth o u g h  offenders were given the opportunity to volunteer to take part in the 

research stu dy, they m a y have considered that there w o u ld  be consequences to their 

actions i f  the y to o k  part. Forensic assessments are not anonym ous and there can be serious 

consequences to  the inform ation that they p rovid e (B u m b y , 1996). T o  prevent any serious 

ram ifications fro m  the inform ation the child molesters p ro vid e d , they m a y not have been 

as honest w ith  the responses g ive n in W a rd  et al’ s study. Fu tu re  research needs to address 

this and obtain a sample that includes incarcerated offenders, non-incarcerated offenders 

and non-convicted offenders.

3.1.3 Cognitive Deconstruction Theory

M u r p h y ’ s m odel o f  cognitive process and W a rd  et al’ s m odel o f  dysfunction cognitions 

have a nu m ber o f  m ethodological flaws and lack empirical support, resulting in neither 

m odel being able to provide a clear conceptual m odel that accounts fo r the process w hich 

generates cognitive distortions and enables sex offenders to ju s tify  their offending 

behaviour. W a rd , H u d s o n  and M arshall (19 9 5 ) proposed a general cognitive theory that 

attempted to describe a possible explanation fo r the process that generates the cognitive 

distortions held b y sexual offenders. T h e y  proposed Baum eister’ s construct o f  cognitive 

deconstruction in an attempt to provide a conceptual m odel that could explain initial 

o ffendin g, relapse and insight into cognitive distortions (Baum eister, 19 9 1). C og nitive 

deconstruction w orks on the premise that individuals try to avoid traumatic or stressful 

situations b y  avoid ing  negative consequences o f  self-awareness.

T h e  ke y com ponent o f  cognitive deconstruction involves a self-regulatory process that 

enables individuals to focus their attention on certain aspects o f  behaviour. A l l  aspects o f  

behaviour have different levels o f  meaning or interpretation associated w ith  them  and 

individuals can narrow  their focus o f  attention to centre their interest on certain features o f  

behaviou r that w ill prevent them  fro m  experiencing negative em otional states. A cco rdin g  

to C o v e il and Scalora (2002) ,  individuals w ill only focus their attention on aspects o f  

behaviou r that w ill enable them  to achieve their goal.
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W h e n  a pplying the cognitive deconstructionist approach to sex offenders W a rd  et al.

(19 9 5 ) suggest that this cognitive theory w orks in conjunction w ith  social learning 

processes and social skills deficits. Sex offenders m ay have a p o o rly developed cognitive 

processing style, unable to evaluate the consequences o f  their actions and consideration o f  

the v ic tim ’ s response. Rather than consider the w id er ram ifications o f  their sexual 

offending b ehaviou r, they focus on the im m ediate gratification the y receive fro m  their 

actions. F o r  exam ple, w hen sex offenders engage in sexually deviant behaviour they 

narrow  their focus o f  attention to prevent themselves fro m  experiencing the cognitive 

process o f  self-regulation. T h is process w o u ld  cause individuals to experience feelings o f  

guilt and shame, as w ell as thoughts about h o w  the vic tim  was feeling. Ac c o rd in g  to W ard  

et al. during cognitive deconstruction offenders suspend self-regulation to prevent 

themselves fro m  experiencing cognitive dissonance (e.g. tw o  conflicting thoughts) so that 

they can continue w ith  their offending behaviour.

T h e  cognitive deconstruction m odel suggests that w hen an individual is in a cognitive 

deconstructed state their self-awareness is rigid and they focus on basic cognitive 

processes such as feelings and m ovem ent. T h e ir focus is n arrow  to enable them  to engage 

in their deviant behaviou r and thus obtain im m ediate gratification. U n lik e  M u rp h y ’ s

(19 9 0 ) m odel, the cognitive deconstruction approach attempts to explain the process that 

enables individuals to disengage self-regulatory control. Rather than focus on com plex 

cognitions (e.g. the welfare o f  their vic tim , responsibility fo r their actions and 

consequences fro m  their behaviour) sex offenders shift their attention to pleasurable 

thoughts and feelings (e.g. sexual arousal). U n fo rtu n a te ly, the cognitive deconstruction 

m odel o nly accounts fo r basic cognitive processes and fails to explain m ore com plex 

cognitive processes (e.g. responsibility and blam e) that p lay an im portant role in the 

rationalisation o f  an offender’ s sexually deviant behaviour (G e e r, Estu pinan and 

M a n g u n o -M ire , 2000).

A n o th e r weakness w ith  the cognitive deconstruction m odel is that the underlying 

principles o f  the m odel are all conjecture, as there is no empirical research that has been 

able to validate it. F in a lly , there is a problem  w ith  the process o f  self-regulation. T h e  

m odel im plies that all sex offending can be explained through an offe n d e r’ s ability to self- 

regulate. U n fo rtu n a te ly , there is no empirical evidence to suggest that all sexual offenders
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have the ability to self-regulate. Fu tu re  research needs to develop reliable methods that are 

able to detect and measure self-regulation.

3.1.4 Social Cognition Approach

M arshall, L a w s  and Barbaree (19 9 0 ) stated a ‘ cognitive gap’ (p g .4 ) exists w ith in the 

cognitive distortion literature. Despite the research advancements that have been made 

w ith  the cognitive content o f  cognitive distortions (A b e l et al. 19 8 9 ; Sterm ac and Segal, 

19 8 9 ; B lum enthal et al, 19 9 9 ), researchers (M u rp h y , 19 9 0 ; W a rd  et al. 1995; W ard  et al. 

1998) have met w ith  little success in their attempts to develop a single theory that can 

fu lly  account fo r the cognitive processes in vo lve d  in the facilitation, justification and 

rationalisation o f  sexual offending behaviour. Consistent w ith  previous research (W a rd  et 

al, 19 9 5 ; G e e r, et al. 2000; C o ve ll and Scalora, 20 0 2), Johnston and W a rd  (19 9 6 ) 

recognised the im portant distinction between the cognitive content o f  cognitions and the 

cognitive processes that generate them. T h e y  proposed a social cognition approach that 

addresses the cognitive processes that m ight account fo r the contributing factors that lead 

to sexual o ffe nd in g  behaviour. E x a m in in g  both content and cognitive process this model is 

an approach that aims to guide research to address three areas. Firs t it is concerned w ith  

the storage and organisation o f  inform ation in m e m o ry, h o w  existing inform ation stored in 

m e m o ry affects later inform ation processing, decision m aking  and behaviour and finally 

the m odel is concerned w ith  h o w  new  inform ation and cognitive processes change stored 

inform ation (Sherm an, Judd and Pa rk , 1989).

T o  investigate h o w  inform ation is stored and organised in m e m o ry Johnston and W ard are 

o f  the opinion that it is necessary to exam ine the content o f  the b elief, h o w  inform ation is 

stored and h o w  n e w  incom ing inform ation impacts on existing inform ation and beliefs. 

Th is stage o f  the social cognition fra m e w o rk recognises the im portant role that 

inform ation plays and suggests that tw o  types o f  inform ation exists: general category 

inform ation and inform ation about specific instances. H o w e v e r, it is lik e ly that these tw o 

types o f  info rm a tio n w ill be stored d ifferently, as it m ay be easier to distinguish 

inform ation about specific examples fro m  the m ore general inform ation (Johnston and 

H e w sto n e , 19 9 2 ). Em o tio n s and thoughts have also been identified as factors that w ill 

influence inform ation (Johnston and W a rd , 1996). M em ories and thoughts that are closely
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related w ill facilitate in  triggering already stored inform ation in m e m ory. F o r  exam ple, a 

child molester m a y  have stored in their m e m o ry a strong association between know ledge 

about children and sex. Th is strong association between these tw o  concepts results in  the 

activation o f  inform ation about children being sexually p rovocative, w hich in turn 

activates info rm a tio n about sex w ith  children being enjoyable.

Stage tw o  o f  the social cognition m o del focuses on the w a y  an individual processes 

inform ation and h o w  existing inform ation affects future inform ation processing, 

judgem ents and behaviours. A cco rdin g  to  Johnston and W a rd , existing beliefs stored in 

m e m o ry can be influenced b y  a num ber o f  factors. Indeed beliefs that are readily 

accessible w ill be easy to locate, utilise and influence an in d ivid u a l’ s decision m aking and 

behaviour. U n fo rtu n a te ly , these accessible beliefs can result in  individuals interpreting 

inform ation in a biased manner. O n c e  the accessible b e lie f is triggered it w ill influence an 

in d ivid u a l’ s thoughts and behaviour in a specific direction, although a different outcom e 

m ight have been achieved i f  the b e lie f had not been initially activated.

A n o th e r functio n o f  the second stage o f  the social cognition m o del is concerned w ith  h o w  

new  inform ation is integrated w ith  material already stored in m e m ory. Individuals have to 

deal w ith  a large am ount o f  inform ation on a daily basis, w h ic h  puts pressure on their 

inform ation processing mechanisms. U n a b le  to process all this inform ation, individuals 

use mental short cuts (e.g. stereotypes) to help them  process and integrate new  inform ation 

(Fis k e  and T a y lo r , 19 9 1).

T h e  final stage o f  the m odel is concerned w ith  the process that changes existing beliefs. 

Sex offenders possess a num ber o f  distorted cognitions (A b e l et al. 1989; Stermac and 

Segal, 19 8 9 ; Blem enthal et al, 1999) that need to be changed to m ore socially accepting 

cognitions. T o  do this sex offenders are presented w ith inform ation that contradicts their 

cognition. F o r  this process to be effective sex offenders m ust be presented w ith 

inform ation that is not extreme or deviates too m uch fro m  their existing b e lie f (Johnston 

and H e w sto n e , 199 2).

T h e  social cognition approach also recognises that emotions can influence the cognitive 

process. Individuals w h o experience increased em otional states w ill rely m ore on mental 

short cuts (e.g. stereotypes) w hen processing inform ation (W a r d , H u d s o n  and M arshall,
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1994). F o r  exam ple, during an offence child molesters’ emotions w ill be high as they try  

to satisfy their sexual needs. This increased em otion state m a y cause child molesters to 

rely on stereotypes such as ‘ she wants to have sex w ith  m e ,’ ‘ she is flirting and teasing 

m e ’ and ‘ sex is n o t harm ful to a c h ild .’ These cognitions m a y result in child molesters 

rationalising their sexual offending behaviour.

Johnston and W a r d ’ s social cognition approach provides a structured explanation that 

attempts to focus on the inform ation processing procedure at all stages o f  the offence 

chain in order to o ffe r insight into the inform ation processing mechanisms that generate 

cognitive distortions. R e v ie w in g  literature they attempted to demonstrate h o w  the 

principles o f  their approach could be applied to previous research findings. F o r  exam ple, 

as previously discussed, Stermac and Segal (19 8 9 ) investigated the cognitive content o f  

child molesters’ using sexual contact w ith  children vignettes. C h ild  molesters were found 

to perceive the children as responsible fo r the sexual contact. A p p ly in g  the principles o f  

the social cognition approach to Stermac and Segal’ s research fin d in g , child molesters’ 

behaviour w o u ld  be explained b y being influenced b y  stereotypes and existing 

assumptions the y possessed about children. D espite Johnston and W a rd  attempts to apply 

their approach to previously carried out research, their social cognition approach is purely 

theoretical. T o  establish the true values o f  their approach, sound m ethodological research 

needs to be developed that w ill test all stages o f  the social cognition approach.

In  their approach Johnston and W a rd  highlight the need to exam ine the underlying 

processes that generate cognitive distortions. T h e y  address this b y  suggesting individuals 

use mental short cuts and stereotypes to help them  process the vast am ount o f  inform ation 

that they experience on a daily basis. T h is  m echanism enables individuals to be selective 

w ith their processing and reduce the am ount o f  inform ation they need to deal w ith  (W a rd , 

H u d s o n , Johnston and M arshall, 19 9 7). U n fo rtu n a te ly, no em pirical research has been 

carried out to validate this explanation. Rather than stereotypes and mental short cuts 

being solely responsible fo r the production o f  cognitive distortions, researchers suggest 

that individuals m a y have deficits w ith  their cognitive abilities w h ich  result in them having 

significant deficiencies in their social inform ation processing skills. Indeed, D o d g e  (19 86 ) 

proposed that individuals require appropriate cognitive skills (e.g. attention and m em ory) 

to enable the m  to process inform ation, w hich w ill in turn result in socially appropriate 

behaviour. A c c o rd in g  to D o d g e , individuals w ith  deficits w ith  their cognitive skills w ill be
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unable to successfully fo llo w  a five-stage inform ation processing m odel: interpreting 

social cues fro m  the environm ent; creating mental images and interpreting social cues; 

generating potential behavioural responses; selecting a response fro m  the possibilities 

generated and initiating the chosen response (D o d g e , 1986). Problem s in processing 

inform ation at one or m ore o f  these stages w ill result in  socially inappropriate or problem  

behaviour. Indeed, researchers fou n d  aggressive children to have deficits at a num ber o f  

the stages o f  D o d g e ’ s m odel compared to non-aggressive children (D o d g e , 1986; G o m e z  

and H a ze l dine, 1996).

Considering the v ie w  o f  D o d g e , the underlying processes that generate cognitive 

distortions are n o t as straightforward as Johnston and W a rd  (19 9 6 ) suggest. M e n tal short 

cuts and stereotypes m a y have a role to play in explaining part o f  the inform ation 

processing mechanism s, although fro m  the literature discussed above it w ou ld  appear that 

they are not the o n ly factors to consider. T o  understand the inform ation processing 

mechanisms further, future research needs to exam ine the role cognitive skills (e.g. 

attention and m e m ory) play.

A tte n tio n  has been identified as an im portant area to investigate, as researchers have fou n d  

that sex offenders m a y have deficits w ith  their selective attention process (C ra ig , 19 9 0 ; 

M a la m u th  and B r o w n , 19 9 4). Research suggests that sex offenders are selective w ith  the 

inform ation that they w ill attend to (Lip s itt &  T ic e , 19 8 8 ; C ra ig , 1990). Subjectively 

w eighting the importance o f  different cues fro m  the environm ent, they selectively focus on 

cues that are supportive o f  their sexual offending behaviour (e.g. ‘ she’ s asking fo r it, and 

‘ she’ s enjoying i t . ’ ). Research has also fo u n d  that sex offenders appear to have deficits 

w ith their ability to interpret cues fro m  the environm ent (C ra ig , 1990). Indeed, M a la m u th  

and B r o w n  (19 9 4 ) found sexually aggressive males misinterpreted clear and assertive cues 

as hostile, com pared to friendly cues as seductive. Despite research suggesting sex 

offenders have deficits w ith  their selective attention processing and interpretation o f  cues 

fro m  the environm ent, to date no published research has exam ined the w a y in w hich sex 

offenders attend to and process cues and inform ation. T h is  is an area that warrants further 

investigation and w ill be addressed in chapter six o f  this thesis.

Despite the weaknesses identified w ith  the social cognition approach, it has made a 

valuable contribution to current understanding o f  the un derlying processes that generate
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cognitive distortions b y  attempting to provide an integrated approach to theory building. It 

utilised principles fro m  the theory developm ent strategy called ‘ theory knitting ’ (K a lm a r 

and Sternberg, 19 8 8 ), w hich is a technique that incorporates the best ke y features fro m  

com peting m odels w ith  its o w n . Integrating elements fro m  three-process m odel o f  

cognitive factors (M u rp h y , 1990) grounded theory (W a rd  et al. 19 9 8 ), cognitive 

deconstructionist approach (W a rd  et al. 1995) and un derlying structures and stereotypes 

(Sterm ac and Segal, 19 8 9 ; Fisk e  and T a y lo r , 1 9 9 1 ) the social cognition approach 

recognised the need to differentiate between cognitive products, structures, processes, 

mechanisms o f  change and the interaction between cognitive and affective processes when 

investigating cognitive distortions. H o w e v e r, fro m  the material review ed above it is 

evident that there is still a great deal research to be carried out in this area. In  particular the 

social cognition approach m ust consider specific cognitive skills (e.g. attention), 

investigate h o w  attitudes and beliefs are represented in m e m o ry, exam ine whether sex 

offenders have adaptive inform ation processing styles than non-offenders, as w ell as carry 

out em pirical research that is able to exam ine each com ponent o f  the approach.

3.1.5 Implicit Theories

T h e  extent to w hich cognitive distortions are the result o f  underlying schemas stereotypes, 

dysfunctional cognitive processing o r all three is unclear (W a rd , 2000). Recent research 

proposed that causal theories (e.g. im plicit theories) could explain h o w  sex offenders 

acquire their cognitive distortions (W a rd  &  Keenan, 19 9 9 ; W a rd , 2000). Indeed, research 

suggests that m aladaptive im plicit theories produce cognitive distortions b y  enabling sex 

offenders to interpret and comprehend their social environm ents, behaviour and thoughts, 

w hich w ill in turn allo w  them  to make assumptions about future events (W a rd , 2000). 

These assumptions enable individuals to make decisions about their life and behaviour 

(W a rd  and K e e n an , 1999). Im plicit theories enable individuals to organise their know ledge 

into theories, thus perm itting them  to understand people and situations (W a rd , 2000).

V ie w in g  cognitive distortions as im plicit theories provides insight into h o w  inform ation is 

represented and structured in m em ory. Indeed, research proposes that beliefs and desires 

are the tw o  k e y  mental constructs that sexual offe n d e r’ s im plicit theories are structured 

around (W a rd  and K een an , 1999; W a rd , 2000). These im plicit theories enable sex

75



C ogn itive D istortion s o f  S ex  O ffenders

offenders to  k n o w  w hat their victim s w ant, need, prefer and believe. These assumptions 

guide sexual offenders to process inform ation that w ill support w hat they consider the 

desires and beliefs o f  their victim s are; inform ation that is not supportive w ill be rejected. 

A c c o rd in g  to W a rd  (2000), im plicit theories comprise o f  different requirements, ideas and 

beliefs that dictate w hich inform ation w ill be considered and h o w  it w ill be interpreted. 

T h e y  determine h o w  sex offenders w ill interpret their vic tim s’ behaviour and actions and 

this w ill influence their view s on their victim s’ need, w ant and belief. Researchers suggest 

that the distorted im plicit theories held b y  sex offenders w ill result in them  developing 

p oor interpersonal skills, social skills and v ie w  situations in a w a y  that supports their 

offending behaviour (W a rd  and Keenan, 1999; W a rd , 2000).

W a rd  and Keenan (19 9 9 ) review ed published literature that exam ined the cognitive 

content o f  distortions held b y  sex offenders (e.g. A b e l et al. 19 8 9 ; H a n so n , G izza re lli and 

Scott, 19 9 4 ; B u m b y , 1996). F r o m  this literature W a rd  and K eenan identified that the 

m ajo rity o f  cognitive distortions held b y  child molesters could be classified into one o f  

five  im plicit theories (e.g. ‘ children as sexual objects,’ ‘ entitlem ent,’ ‘ dangerous w o rld ,’ 

‘ u n controllability’ and ‘ nature o f  harm ’ ). Ac c o rd in g  to W ard  and K een an , each o f  the 

im plicit theories held b y  sex offenders contain inform ation that enables them to 

understand and interpret their victim s’ behaviour, as w ell as help them  to make decisions 

at all stages o f  the offence chain.

V ie w in g  cognitive distortions as im plicit theories enable researchers to claim  that it offers 

insight into the mechanisms that generate distorted cognitions (W a rd  and K eenan, 1999; 

W a rd , 2000). T h e y  assume sex offenders have m aladaptive im plicit theories as they have 

failed to develop appropriate interpersonal and social skills. T h is  results in dysfunctional 

im plicit theories generating cognitive distortions, as sex offenders w ill interpret the needs, 

desires and behaviour o f  their victim s in an offence support w ay. U n fo rtu n a te ly, this 

explanation focuses more on post-offence cognitions, as it suggests h o w  faulty im plicit 

theories enable sex offenders to ju s tify  and rationalise their sexual o ffendin g behaviour b y 

interpreting the desires and behaviour o f  their victim s in a m anner that w ill support their 

deviant actions. It fails to explain the actual processes (e.g. attentional processing deficits, 

faulty social inform ation processing) invo lve d  that could fu lly  account fo r maladaptive 

im plicit theories and p oor interpersonal and social skills.
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L i k e  the m ajo rity o f  studies that have attempted to investigate the mechanisms invo lved  in 

generating cognitive distortions they are all p urely theoretical (M u r p h y , 19 9 0 ; W ard  et al. 

19 9 5 ; W a rd  et al. 1 9 9 7 ). N o  empirical research has been undertaken to investigate the 

claims o f  these theories. F o r  research to progress in this area controlled studies must be 

developed that w ill test each stage o f  these proposed theories.

3.1.6 Summary

Research has had some success w ith  investigating the cognitive content o f  distortions held 

b y  sex offenders. D e spite  m ethodological flaw s (e.g. definition o f  sam ple, small sample 

size and cognition affected b y  treatment) a num ber o f  studies have consistently found that 

sex offenders hold distorted attitudes and beliefs that are significantly different fro m  non- 

sexual offenders and non-offenders. This success has driven current and previous research 

to focus on developing a measure that has g ood  psychometric properties and is able to 

assess dysfunctional beliefs and attitudes that discriminate sex offenders fro m  others. 

U n fo rtu n a te ly, this research has met w ith little success, w hich suggests that research is still 

needed in this area to develop a valid and reliable instrument that is suitable fo r use on 

individuals w ith  a learning disability.

T h e  literature review ed in this chapter suggests that it is just as im portant to investigate the 

cognitive processes that underlie cognitions, as it is to exam ine the cognitive content. 

Theories that have attempted to explain the cognitive processes have m et w ith  a num ber o f  

problem s (e.g. no em pirical research to support theories and failure to explain inform ation 

processing strategies such as attention). Despite these problem s, the research to date has 

been regarded as ju st the first step in attempting to provide some insight into the 

inform ation processing mechanisms in vo lve d  in  generating cognitive distortions. 

Id e ntifying  strengths and weaknesses w ith  this research w ill help to guide future research 

in this area.
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C h a p te r 4 -  Assessment o f  Sexual O ffe nde rs

4.0 In tro d u c t io n

Assessments are carried out on sexual offenders fo r a variety o f  reasons. Indeed, one o f  the 

m ain reasons is to estimate the likelihood o f  risk o f  an individ u al re-offending (M arshall, 

19 9 6 ; M arshall and Serran, 2000). W ith  the high rates o f  recidivism  am ong sexual 

offenders ( L u n d , 19 9 0 ; Sw anson and G a rw ic k , 19 9 0 ; D a y , 19 9 4 ) causing a serious and 

disturbing social p ro ble m , this has resulted in pressure being placed on clinicians to assess 

risk to enable them  to make recommendations to the crim inal justice system regarding 

sentencing, probation and release. D espite recent research efforts into developing a 

suitable risk assessment instrument o f  sexual offenders (e.g. the V io le n c e  R is k  Appraisal 

G u id e  [ V R A G ] ;  Q u in s e y , H arris, R ic e  and C o rm ie r, 1998 and T h e  Se x O ffe n d e r R is k  

Appraisal G u id e  [ S O R A G ] ;  Q u in se y et al. 19 9 8 ), it is still in its infancy (M arshall, 1996; 

Se g ho m  and B a ll, 2000). Indeed, M arshall (19 9 6 ) argues that current research into risk 

assessment fails to address the impact that treatment can have o n an individual and 

currently focuses o n  assessing sexual b ehaviou r, physical problem s, substance abuse (e.g. 

alcohol o r drugs), self-esteem, em pathy and cognitive processes. Current research 

(G ru b in , 1 9 9 7 ,1 9 9 8 ) suggests that w h e n assessing the risk o f  sexual offenders re

offending, clinicians should examine the effects o f  both actuarial factors (e.g. static 

historical data) and clinical predictions (e .g. the effects o f  treatment).

In  W a r d , H u d s o n  and M c C o rm a c k ’ s (1 9 9 7 ) vie w  treatment is the ideal result o f  

assessment. Sexual offenders should receive a complete assessment that focuses on 

exam ining their sexual behaviour, life history, psychological deficits, cognitive processes 

(e.g. em pathy and cognitive distortions), substance misuse and personality, as this w ill 

facilitate diagnosis, as w ell as ensure that the key areas that need to be addressed during 

treatment are identified. O n c e  this systematic assessment has been com pleted, clinicians 

can use this data as a baseline to evaluate change and the therapeutic progress o f  sexual 

offenders.

W ith  the popu lation o f  incarcerated sexual offenders increasing (Be cke r and M u rp h y , 

1998) and the incidence o f  sexual crimes causing a serious and w o rry in g  social problem , 

this has resulted in clinicians recognising the need to develop methodical assessment
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program mes that utilise a num ber o f  methods to collect relevant inform ation w hich w ill 

facilitate the decision m a king  process concerning the risk posed b y  sexual offenders and 

their m o tivation and willingness fo r treatment. A t  present, clinical interviews, 

adm inistration o f  psychological scales and phallom etric testing are the recommended 

methods to collect clinical inform ation (W a rd , H u d s o n  and K e e n an , 2000).

W ith in  the past 30 years, the behavioural and m o re recently the cognitive behavioural 

schools o f  thought have influenced the assessment and treatment o f  sexual offenders. 

These approaches utilise an evidence-based practice approach ( K a z d in , 19 78  [as cited in 

M arsh all, 19 9 9 ]) and recognise the role cognitive processes p lay in sexual offending 

behaviour. Indeed, the cognitive-behavioural approach recognises that sexual offenders 

possess a nu m ber o f  distorted attitudes relating to sexual behaviou r, resulting in 

researchers focusing their attention on sex offenders’ distorted perceptions, negative 

attitudes tow ards w o m e n  and children and their denial and m inim isation o f  their deviant 

sexual behaviour (Sterm ac and Segal, 19 8 9 ; B u m b y , 1996; M arsh all, 1999). This interest 

has resulted in researchers trying to develop a reliable and va lid  assessment tool that is 

able to measure the cognitive distortions held b y  sexual offenders (B u r t, 1980; A b e l, G o re , 

H o lla n d , C a m p , B e c ke r, and Rathner, 19 8 9 ; B u m b y , 1996). Ide n tifyin g  these distorted 

cognitions w ill enable clinicians to recognise the areas that need to be addressed and 

challenged during treatment. Despite this research interest into cognitive distortions, the 

assessment literature still values the role p hallom etry can p lay in provid ing  relevant 

clinical inform ation (Fre u n d , 1966a,b; La lu m ie re  and Q u in s e y , 19 9 4 ; Harris, R ic e , 

Q u in s e y and C h a p lin , 19 9 6 ; W a rd , H u d s o n  and K eenan, 2000). B y  review ing current 

literature that has exam ined the role phallom etry (i.e . a physiological assessment) and 

cognitive distortions p la y in assessment, this chapter aims to show  h o w  opinions have 

developed regarding the value and contribution phallom etry and cognitive distortions have 

made to the assessment process.

4.1.1 P hys io lo g ica l Assessment

Physiological assessments are routinely used as part o f  the assessment procedure for 

sexual offenders in  A m e ric a  and Canada. Indeed, penile plethysm orgraphy is a 

physiological assessment that measures a m an’ s erectile response w hile view in g  or
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listening to sexual stim uli. T h is  assessment technique was originally developed b y  Fre u nd  

(19 6 3 ) and involves m onitoring any changes in the length and circumference o f  a m a n’ s 

penis w hile he watches o r listens to appropriate sexual interactions (e.g. consensual sex) or 

inappropriate sexual acts (e g. under-age sex). It  is argued that exam ining a m ale’ s erectile 

responses to these tw o  classifications o f  audio and visual stimuli can determine whether he 

has a sexual deviance.

U sin g  phallom etric assessment Fre u nd  (19 6 7a ) investigated the sexual preference o f  child 

molesters. H is  sample comprised o f  2 7  heterosexual and 20 hom osexual child molesters, 

23 hom osexuals w h o  preferred to have sex w ith  teenagers between the ages o f  13 and 1 7  

years, 25 homosexuals w h o  preferred sex w ith  an adult and 35 participants w ho were not 

suspected o f  h avin g  a sexual deviance. Participants were show n 60 colour slides o f  

children o f  both sexes, w ith  three measurements o f  their penis vo lu m e  being taken fo r 

each slide (e.g. at the start o f  exposure to a slide, at the end o f  exposure and 7  seconds 

after the end o f  exposure). F r o m  these measurements, Fre u n d  concluded that the sexual 

offenders w h o  had molested you ng  girls demonstrated greater levels o f  sexual arousal to 

the slides o f  yo u n g  children than they did to the slides o f  adults. Participants w ho were not 

suspected o f  sexual deviance demonstrated a preferred preference to the slides o f  adults 

than children. Fre u n d  has replicated these findings in a num ber o f  studies (Fre u n d , 19 6 7b ; 

Fre u n d  and B lanch ard , 19 8 9 ), although researchers conclude that these studies are 

controversial as they have a num ber o f  m ethodological flaws (M u r p h y  and B ecker, 1988; 

M a rsh a ll, 1996). F o r  exam ple, M arshall and Fe rn a n d e z (2000) stated that Fre u nd  failed to 

state that the participants in his studies all adm itted to having m u ltiple victim s. This m ay 

have affected Fre u n d ’ s results, as sexual offenders w ith  m ultiple victim s m ay find any 

type o f  sexually inappropriate behaviour sexually arousing, whereas this m ay not be true 

fo r sexual offenders w ith  o n ly one v ic tim , as their sexual experience and preference w ill 

be specific to one typ e o f  victim . T o  address this m ethodological fla w  future research 

should compare the phallom etric results o f  sexual offenders w ith  m a n y victim s, w ith only 

one v ic tim  and individuals w h o have only com m itted one offence.

Fre u n d  (19 6 7 a ,b ) also failed to define child molesters as either incestuous or nonfam ilial 

child molesters. Incestuous child molesters tend to engage in sexually inappropriate 

behaviou r w ith  the same vic tim , how ever nonfam ilial w ill have m a n y victim s. Sim ilar to 

the behavioural explanations offered fo r sexual offenders w ith  m ore than one victim , it
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w o u ld  be expected that nonfam ilial child molesters w o u ld  becom e sexually aroused b y  

m ost stim uli depicting sexual behaviour w ith children (A b e l and Blanchard, 19 74 ). 

Incestuous child molesters w o u ld  be less lik e ly to be generally aroused, as the stimuli 

w o u ld  not be o f  victim s that they recognised. W ith o u t the preference and experience o f  

inappropriate sexual interaction w ith  a variety o f  victim s, incestuous child molesters 

w o u ld  not be expected to become sexually aroused b y  visual o r audio stimulus o f  children 

that they w ere not fam iliar w ith. F a ilin g  to recognise the differences between incestuous 

and nonfam ilial child molesters, as w ell as exam ining them  separately m ay have resulted 

in F re u n d ’ s results fa iling  to provide an accurate picture o f  h o w  these tw o  types o f  child 

molesters respond to sexual stimuli o f  children.

Q u in s e y and colleagues (Q u in s e y , Steinm an, Bergersen and H o lm e s , 1 9 7 5 ; Q u inse y, 

C h ap lin  and Carrigan, 19 7 9 ) have replicated Fre u n d ’ s studies using sim ilar phallom etric 

techniques, whilst addressing one o f  the m ethodological flaw s identified w ith  Fre u n d ’ s 

sample. M easu ring  o n ly the penile circumference o f  change fo r each sexual offender 

Q u in s e y and colleagues tested 16 incestuous and 16  nonincestuous child molesters 

(Q u in s e y , C h a p lin  and Carrigan, 19 79 ). T h e  incestuous child molesters comprised o f  9 

individuals w h o  had either sexually abused their daughter o r stepdaughter, 4 w h o had 

offended against their sisters, 2 against their nieces and fin a lly  one against their cousin. 

Nonincestuous child molesters were matched w ith  incestuous offenders based on their age 

and their v ic tim ’ s age. Participants were show n slides o f  people that varied in age and sex 

and penile circum ference measurements were taken fo r each stim ulus that was presented. 

W h e n  this data was statistically analysed to calculate the duration o f  arousal to each class 

o f  stim uli, Q u in s e y  and colleagues found that nonincestuous child molesters demonstrated 

a stronger sexually deviant preference fo r children than incestuous child molesters did. 

Results also indicated that incestuous child molesters, whose victim s were either their 

daughters o r stepdaughters, showed more appropriate age preference than their matched 

counterparts o f  nonincestuous child molesters. H o w e v e r, w hen appropriate age preference 

was exam ined between incestuous child molesters (e.g. fem ale vic tim  relatives including 

sisters, nieces and cousins) and their matched control, no significant difference was found. 

Q u in se y concluded that inappropriate sexual age preference was m ore o f  a priority fo r 

nonincestuous child molesters than it was fo r child molesters whose victim s were their 

daughters or stepdaughters. These differences identified between incestuous and
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nonincestuous child molesters highlight the need fo r researchers to ensure that they 

exam ine them  separately.

Interest also exists w ith  the phallom etric assessment o f  rapists. Indeed, Q u insey strongly 

advocates that phallom etric assessments are able to discriminate rapists fro m  non-sexual 

offenders (Q u in s e y , C h a p lin  and V a rn e y , 1 9 8 1 ; Q u in s e y , C h a p lin  and U p fo ld , 1984). T o  

investigate the sexual preference o f  rapists phallom etric assessment is guided b y  the 

sexual-preference hypothesis. T h is  hypothesis assumes that sexual desires drive sexually 

deviant b ehaviou r and rapists prefer coercive rather than consenting sex.

A  nu m ber o f  researchers have tested the sexual preference hypothesis b y  carrying out 

phallom etric assessments on rapists (Q u in s e y  et al, 19 8 4 ; P ro u lx , A u b u t, M c K ib b e n  and 

C o te , 19 9 2). In  these studies participants are exposed to either audio or visual stimulus 

depicting consenting and sexually aggressive nonconsenting sex. Measurements o f  their 

penile circum ference o f  change fo r each stimulus are recorded and a ‘ rape index’ (A b e l, 

B a rlo w , Blanchard and G u ild , 1 9 7 7 )  calculated. T o  com pute the ‘ rape ind e x’ the mean 

score o f  an in d iv id u a l’ s responses to consenting sexual stimulus is divided by his mean 

response to nonconsenting sex. Q u in s e y and colleagues (Q u in s e y  et al. 1 9 8 1 ; Q uinsey and 

C h ap lin , 19 8 4 ; Q u in s e y et al, 1984) have fo llo w e d  this procedure and consistently found 

that phallom etric assessments are able to discriminate rapists fro m  non-sexual offenders. 

F o r  exam ple, w h en Q u in s e y  and C h a p lin  (19 8 4 ) tested 15 rapists and 15 non-offenders, 

they fou n d  that the rapists responded m ore to the stimulus that depicted sexually 

aggressive sex than the stimulus that show ed consenting sex. Rapists were also found to 

respond m ore to the nonconsenting sex stimulus than the non-offenders did. Consistent 

w ith  this fin d in g , P ro u lx , A u b u t, M c K ib b e n  and C o te  (19 9 4 ) obtained similar results w hen 

they tested 10 rapists and 10 non-offenders.

Despite these studies consistently find ing  phallom etric assessments to discriminate rapists 

fro m  non-offenders and o ffe r support the sexual preference hypothesis, there are just as 

m any studies that have been unable to replicate these research findings. Indeed, Eccles, 

M arshall and Barbaree (19 9 4 ) compared 19  rapists w ith  19  non-offenders and found that 

the rape ind e x derived fro m  the audio descriptions o f  consenting sex and aggressive and 

hum iliating nonconsenting sex did not differ significantly betw een the tw o  groups. 

Consistent w ith  this research finding w hen researchers com pared the rape indices o f
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rapists and non-sexual offenders, they w ere unable to discriminate betw een the tw o  groups 

(M u rp h y , K ris a k , Stalgaitis and A n d e rso n , 1984).

A  debate appears to exist between the ability o f  phallom etric assessments to discriminate 

rapists fro m  non-offenders. M arshall and Fe rna nd e z (2000) suggest that the over 

estimation o f  phallom etric assessments ability to discriminate could be explained b y  the 

type o f  sam ple investigated. Ac c o rd in g  to researchers, sadistic rapists m ay demonstrate a 

preference fo r nonconsenting sex, whereas nonsadistic rapists m ay not (M arshall and 

Ec c le s, 1 9 9 1 ). I f  this o p in io n  is correct it could explain Q u in s e y ’ s results, as his samples 

o f  rapists w ere lik e ly to  have comprised m ainly o f  sadistic rapists (Q u in s e y  et al. 1 9 8 1 ; 

Q u in s e y and C h a p lin , 19 8 4 ; Q u insey et al, 19 8 4). Indeed, obtaining a sample fro m  a 

m axim um -secu rity psychiatric hospital that receives the m ost violent and aggressive 

offenders increases the probability that Q u in s e y ’ s sample was o ve r represented w ith 

sadistic rapists. P ro u lx  et a l’ s (19 9 2 ) research findings m a y  also have been the result o f  

utilising a sample that comprised m ainly o f  sadistic rapists, as they fou n d  that rapists could 

o nly be discrim inated fro m  non-offenders w h en the nonconsenting stimulus depicted 

victim s being hum iliated.

Research that was unable to discriminate rapists fro m  non-rapists m a y have resulted in 

their samples com prising o f  fe w  sadistic rapists (Ecc le s, M arshall and Barbaree, 1994; 

M u rp h y , K r is a k , Stalgaitis and An d erson , 19 8 4 ). T o  o ffe r further insight into the extent to 

w hich phallom etric assessment can discriminate between rapists and non-rapists, future 

research m ust ensure that they exam ine these tw o  samples separately.

Variations in results and m ethodological weaknesses (e.g. defining samples as incestuous 

or nonincestuous and sadistic and nonsadistic rapists) o f  phallom etric assessments have 

resulted in three general flaw s being identified w ith  this type o f  research. T h e  first 

m ethodological fla w  concerns the problem  o f  fa kin g , as this is believed to com prom ise 

phallom etric assessment. Researchers suggest that to prevent further consequences fro m  

the crim inal justice system , convicted sexual offenders fake their responses b y  trying not 

to show  sexual preference to inappropriate and forced sexual contact stimulus (La lu m ie re  

and Q u in s e y , 19 9 4 ; M a rsh a ll, 1996; M arshall and Fe rn a n d e z, 2000). Indeed, rapists w ill 

try to respond m ore to consenting sexual stim uli and less to nonconsenting stim uli, 

resulting in sexual preference data fo r consenting sex being exaggerated.
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Participants m a y also use distraction tactics (e.g. cognitive strategies) to prevent 

themselves fro m  show ing their true sexual arousal to the stim uli presented. T h e y  use 

cognitive strategies to inhibit sexual arousal or increase sexual preference to less favoured 

sexual stim uli. T o  prevent sexual offenders fro m  using distraction tactics is extrem ely 

difficu lt, as researchers are unable to detect w hen and i f  sexual offenders are using them  

(M arshall and Fe rn a n d e z, 2000).

T h e  second m ethodological fla w  deals w ith  the ethical issue raised b y show ing pictures o f  

sexually deviant behaviour. Stim uli depicting sexually aggressive nonconsenting sex m ay 

result in reinforcing a sexual offender’ s beliefs and deviant sexual behaviour. Exp o s in g  

these stim uli to sexual offenders m a y co nfirm  to them  that it m ust be acceptable and 

encourage them  to sexually offend.

Problem s also arise w ith  the w a y  w o m e n are depicted in the stim uli. M arshall (19 9 6 ) 

states that the stim ulus degrades w o m e n as they are portrayed in a submissive and 

hum iliating manner. Po rtra yin g  w om en in this w a y  m a y  reinforce rape myths that some 

sexual offenders posses. M arshall (19 9 6 ) also suggests that considering the legal issues o f  

child pornography, depicting children as sexual objects in audio and visual stimulus could 

be regarded as illegal. Considering these ethical concerns throw s into question the 

appropriateness o f  using this type o f  stimulus.

T h e  final m ethodological fla w  deals w ith  adm inistration o f  the stimulus. W ith  no 

standardised instructions em ployed, set m ethod to present stimulus (e.g. slides, film  or 

audiotapes, colour or black and white) o r set procedure to record subject’ s responses (e.g. 

volum etric or circum ference changes) this creates problems w h en tryin g  to compare the 

results fro m  different studies and d raw  conclusions. The re  is also a problem  w ith  

ecological v a lid ity , as the stimulus used is often artificially created b y  computers. 

Generating stim ulus in this w a y  is artificial and not reflective o f  h o w  children and females 

are presented in  society. F a ilin g  to use real images o f  children or females m ay result in 

phallom etry being affected, as generated images m ay not elicit the same level o f  arousal 

that real images w o u ld .

T h e  inconsistencies and m ethodological flaw s identified in the phallom etric research 

questions its clinical ability to fu lfil the roles o f  assessment (e.g. identify risk and
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treatment needs and m o n ito r therapeutic progress). Indeed, M arshall (19 9 6 ) suggests that 

clinicians should consider using other methods o f  assessment w h ile  further research is 

carried out o n  phallom etry that addresses the m ethodological flaw s outlined above. 

Despite M a rsh a ll’ s concerns, Q u in se y and colleagues (Q u in se y et al. 1 9 8 1 ; Quinsey and 

C h ap lin , 19 8 4 ; Q u in s e y et al, 19 8 4) are still strong supporters o f  phallom etry and continue 

to advocate its use. Q u in s e y  acknowledges that phallom etry is n o t perfect and has 

im plem ented certain procedures to deal w ith  m ethodological flaw s (e.g. problems w ith 

faking). H o w e v e r, it w o u ld  appear that Q u in s e y is o f  the op inion that the num ber o f  

strengths fo r phallom etry outnumbers the weaknesses.

A lth o u g h  phallom etry continues to be used throughout N o r th  A m e ric a  as part o f  the 

assessment process, w ith  the increase in literature questioning its reliability (M arshall, 

Payne, Barbaree and Ec c le s , 19 9 1; Eccles et al. 19 9 4 ; M arshall and Fernand ez, 2000, 

2003) and a cognitive revolu tion, researchers have recognised that fo r an assessment 

process to be effective it needs to be comprehensive. Rather than rely on one source o f  

inform ation, researchers suggest that a nu m ber o f  different areas should be examined. 

Indeed, M arshall (19 9 9 ) suggests that there are eight areas that should be targeted during 

an assessment: ‘ sexual b e h a vio u r,’ ‘ social fu n c tio n in g ,’ ‘ life h isto ry,’ ‘ cognitive 

processes,’ ‘ pe rso n ality ,’ ‘ substance abuse,’ ‘ physical problem s’ and ‘ relapse-related 

issues’ (pg .22 3 ).

It is logical to expect that ‘ cognitive processes’ w ill be exam ined considering the impact 

that the cognitive behavioural approach has had on treatment o ve r the past 20 years. M o s t 

o f  the sexual offender treatment programmes in N o r th  A m e ric a  (M arsha ll, 1999) and 

m any in E u ro p e  (e.g. U K ,  Portugal, Spain, B e lg iu m , Ireland and H o lla n d ; Frenken, 2003) 

are based on cognitive-behavioural principles. These program mes aim  to prevent relapse 

b y focusing on cognitive factors including em pathy, distorted cognitions and deviant 

sexual preference.

4.1.2 Assessment and  C o g n it iv e  Processes

W ith in  the sexual o ffender literature, em pathy has received a great deal o f  research 

interest. A  num ber o f  researchers argue that sexual offenders have deficits w ith  their
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empathic abilities and therefore incorporate empathic training into treatment programmes 

(W illia m s and F in k e lh o r, 1990; B u rk e , 2 0 0 1). Indeed, K n o p p , Fre e m a n -Lo n g o  and 

Stevenson (19 9 2  [cited in M arshall et al, 1995 pg. 10 5 ]) reported that o f  the treatment 

program m es review ed in a N o r th  Am e ric a n  su rvey, 9 4 %  contained a large com ponent o f  

empathic training.

E m p a th y  has been defined as ‘ the capacity to cognitively perceive another’s perspective, 

to recognise affective arousal within oneself and to base compassionate behavioural 

response in the motivation induced by these concepts' (Pithers, 1994 pg. 565). Sexual 

offenders w h o  are unable to empathise w ill continue w ith  their sexually deviant behaviour, 

as they are unable to recognise the distress o f  their victim s. Indeed, research suggests that 

child molesters are unable to demonstrate vic tim  em pathy (A b e l et al. 19 8 9 ), as they 

believe that their behaviou r w ill not distress or harm  a child. T h is b e lie f results in sexual 

offenders a vo id ing  feelings o f  guilt or shame and allows them  to continue w ith  their 

sexually inappropriate behaviour.

B e lie vin g  that sex offenders are unable to empathise is a rational and logical explanation 

that helps people to understand h o w  they can abuse children and w o m e n (H u d so n  and 

W a rd , 2000). Indeed, research fou n d  that child molesters were unable to recognise various 

em otional states o f  other people (H u d so n , M arsh all, W ale s, M c D o n a ld , B akker and 

M c L e a n , 1993). Te stin g  7 1  incarcerated offenders, 2 1 o f  w h ic h  were sex offenders, 

H u d s o n  et al (19 9 3 ) presented them  w ith  36 slides o f  males and fem ales show ing different 

facial expressions (e.g. anger, disgust, fear, surprise, happiness and sadness). T h e  results 

indicated that sexual offenders had deficits in their ability to recognise facial expressions, 

as they demonstrated the least sensitivity to the em otional stim uli. H o w e v e r, when 

em pathy am ong sex offenders is exam ined using self-report measures, the results are not 

as convincing as that o f  H u d s o n  et al.

H a y s h in o , W u rte le  and K le b e  (19 9 5 ) exam ined em pathy am ong 22 incestuous and 21 

extrafam ilial child molesters, 33 rapists and 2 7  non-sexual offenders. Participants were 

tested on the Interpersonal R e a c tivity In d e x (D a v is , 19 8 0 [cited in H a ys h in o  et al. 1995 pg. 

10 9 ) w hich measures fo u r components o f  em pathy (e.g. ‘ perspective ta k in g ,’ ‘ fantasy,’ 

‘ empathic concern’ and ‘ personal distress’ [cited in M arshall et al. 1995 pg. 1 0 1 ]) . Results 

indicated that there was no significant difference in em pathy scores between incestuous
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and extrafam ilial child molesters. O v e ra ll, the results indicated that there were no 

differences in em pathy scores fo r the fo u r groups tested. Consistent w ith  this research, 

H o p p e  and Singer ( 1 9 7 6 )  found no significant difference in em pathy scores between a 

group o f  rapists, child molesters and non-sexual offenders.

Inconsistencies in the em pathy deficits literature m ay be the result o f  methodological 

flaw s. F o r  exam ple, problems w ith  screening the sample m ay have resulted in the em pathy 

data being affected. Researchers have noted that some sexual offenders score high on 

psychopathy (Q u in s e y , 2003). These individuals do not demonstrate em pathy fo r anyone, 

so it is u n like ly that they w o u ld  be able to show  em pathy to their victim s. A  num ber o f  

studies failed to  state whether or not they screened fo r psychopathy (H o p p e  and Singer, 

1 9 7 6 ; H a ys h in o  et al. 1995). Th is creates problem s w hen tryin g  to d raw  conclusions fro m  

this research, as it is not clear whether these result were due to sexual offenders not having 

em pathy deficits or because they had high psychopathy scores. Fu tu re  studies need to 

address this issue and ensure that samples are screened fo r psychopathy.

A n o th e r problem  exists w ith  the measures that are used to assess em pathy. M a n y  empathic 

assessment instruments v ie w  em pathy as ‘ trait lik e ’ , assuming that em pathy is fixe d  over 

tim e and across situations and individuals. Indeed there are three com m only used 

instruments that have been identified as assuming that em pathy is ‘ trait lik e :’ the E m p a th y  

Scale (H o g a n , 1969 [cited in M arshall et al. 1995 pg. 10 3 ]), the Interpersonal R e a c tivity 

In d e x (D a v is , 19 8 3 ) and the Em o tio n a l E m p a th y  Scale (M e hra b ia n and Epstein, 19 7 2  

[cited in M arshall et al. 1995 p g .10 3 ]). Tre atin g  em pathy in this w a y  fails to recognise that 

em pathy m a y change depending on the situation, m ood and characteristics o f  a sex 

offender’ s victim .

T h e  current literature review ed here, utilised empathic measures that assume empathy is 

‘ trait lik e ’ (H o p p e  and Singer, 19 76 ; H a ys h in o  et al. 19 9 5 ), suggesting that this research 

offers little insight into the true nature o f  em pathy. Recognising that em pathy m ay vary 

depending on the situation; M arshall et al (19 9 5 ) propose that a four-staged process should 

be used to guide future empathy research. T h is process proposes that individuals need to 

go through fo u r stages in order for them  to able to empathise (e.g. ‘ em otion recognition,’ 

‘ perspective ta k in g ,’  ‘ em otion replication’ and ‘ response decision’ [pg. 1 0 1 ]) . Failu re at 

any one o f  the stages w ill result in an individual being unable to empathise. Th is fo u r-
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stage process o f  em pathy provides a criterion against w hich em pathic research can be 

evaluated (G e e r, Estu pin an and M a n g u n o -M ire , 2000). It breaks em pathic responding into 

logical com ponents that can be m onitored and assessed (M arsh a ll, et al. 1995). 

U n fo rtu n a te ly, there is no research to date that has exam ined em pathic responding in this 

w ay.

Despite the inconsistencies in em pathy research, it w o u ld  appear that fro m  the large 

num ber o f  sex o ffender treatment program m es, w hich incorporate some component o f  

empathic training (K n o p p , Fre e m a n -Lo n g o  and Stevenson, 19 9 2 ), clinicians still feel 

em pathy has an im portant role to play in sexual offending behaviour. Considering this, 

future research needs to address the m ethodological flaw s (e .g. sam pling and assessment 

process) in order to provide further insight into the role empathic responses play in 

accounting fo r sexually deviant behaviour. Im p ro ving  understanding o f  empathy is likely 

to make clinicians further aware o f  the key areas that need to be addressed during 

treatment.

4.1.3 Assessment o f  C ogn it iv e  D is to r t io n s

T h e  content o f  sex offender treatment program mes varies (Fre n ke n , 20 0 3 ), as there is no 

standardised m anual that outlines the areas that need to be addressed during therapy. 

H o w e v e r, a re vie w  o f  N o r th  A m e ric a n  treatment program m es fo u n d  that they share 

com m on features. Em p a th y  and cognitive distortions w ere both identified as key areas that 

are addressed in m ost sex offender treatment program mes (M arshall, 1999).

B o th  em pathy and cognitive distortions have received a great deal o f  research interest over 

the past tw en ty years. Sim ilar to the em pathy literature researchers recognise the im portant 

role that cognitive distortions p lay in sexual offending b ehaviou r, but have been unable to 

explain the un derlying cognitive processes that generate these cognitions w hich enable 

sexual offenders to ju s tify  and rationalise their sexual offending behaviou r (M u rp h y , 1990; 

W a rd , H u d s o n  and M arsh all, 19 9 5 ; Johnston and W a r d , 1996). E v e n  w ith  this gap in  the 

literature, researchers still believe that cognitive distortions p la y  a vital role in the 

etiology, maintenance and justification o f  sexual offending behaviou r (B u m b y , 1996; 

M arshall and Serran, 2000).
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Clinicians believe that cognitive distortions provide inform ation about a sexual offender’ s 

m o tivation to treatment and therapeutic progress (M u rp h y , 19 9 0 ; Becker and M u rp h y , 

1998). T h is b e lie f has driven research to date to focus on the cognitive content o f  sex 

offenders’ distorted cognitions (A b e l et al, 19 8 9 ; Stermac and Segal, 19 8 9 ; B u m b y , 1996). 

A c c o rd in g  to H o r le y  and Q u in s e y ( 1 9 9 7 ) , there are tw o  methods that can be utilised to 

assess cognitive distortions: semantic differential and self-report measures that assess 

specific attitudes and beliefs related to sexual offending behaviour.

Semantic differential is a m ethod used to obtain inform ation about a sexual offender’ s 

thoughts about h im self, victim s and other people. Sexual offenders are presented w ith a 

list o f  2 1  bipolar adjectives (e .g. deceitful-trustful, b ad -g o o d , kind-cruel, im m ature- 

mature, narrow -m inded-bro ad-m inded, trusting-suspicious, selfless-selfish, pleasant- 

unpleasant, affectionate-not affectionate, as I ’ d like to be-not liked to be, happy-sad, sexy- 

sexless, seductive-repulsive, b eautiful-ugly, clean-dirty, subm issive-dom inant, erotic- 

frig id , constrained-spontaneous, soft-hard, cold-hot and big-sm all; H o rle y  and Q u inse y, 

1994 pg. 1 7 4 )  that are placed at either side o f  a seven point L ik e r t scale. Sexual offenders 

are asked to rate each o f  these adjectives based on h o w  they vie w  them selves, the ideal 

self, b o y , g irl, w o m a n  and spouse. T h e y  indicate h o w  they rate these adjectives b y  placing 

an £X ’ on the 7  point L ik e r t scale.

H o rle y  and Q u in s e y (19 9 4 ) fo llo w e d  this procedure to assess the cognitive distortions o f  

child molesters. T h e y  assessed 5 7  imprisoned child molesters, 50 im prisoned non-sexual 

offenders and 30 non-offenders. T h e ir results found that there w ere not m any significant 

differences between the three groups under investigation, although differences were found 

between the w a y  child molesters and non-child molesters rated ‘ themselves’ and their 

‘ ideal s e lf.’ W h e n  the results o f  the child molesters and non-child molesters were 

com pared, non-child molesters were fou n d  to describe themselves as m ore seductive, more 

sexy, m ore erotic, harder and cleaner. H o rle y  and Q u in s e y also found a difference between 

the w a y  child molesters and non-child molesters rated the eroticism o f  a w o m a n, as non

child molesters view e d w om en as m ore erotic.

It is unclear whether the participants in H o rle y  and Q u in s e y ’ s study were receiving 

treatment. F a ilin g  to state w hether the im prisoned participants were currently receiving 

treatment or yet to start treatment could have affected the results o f  this research. A s  most
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sex offender treatment program mes incorporate some com ponent o f  em pathic training and 

challenging o f  cognitive distortions (M arshall, 19 9 9 ), it is essential that assessments be 

taken before treatment starts to obtain data that has not been affected b y  treatment.

H o rle y  and Q u in s e y  also failed to state whether the participants denied or admitted to their 

crimes. Individuals w h o  adm it to their crime m ay be m ore open to the assessment and 

therapeutic process and be m ore prepared to take responsibility fo r their deviant sexual 

behaviour. T h is  acceptance m a y result in sex offenders p ro vid in g  an accurate account o f  

their distorted cognitions. Individuals w h o deny their crim e m a y be m ore inclined to self

m o nitor their responses to ensure that they p ro vid e  socially acceptable answers. Indeed, 

Scully and M a ro lla  (19 8 3 ) investigated a group o f  rapists w h o  adm itted to their crime and 

a group w h o  did not. B o th  groups were asked to describe the sexual assaults that they had 

com m itted. W h e n  their descriptions were com pared, Scully and M a ro lla  fou n d  that the 

group w h o  did not adm it to their crime described their offence w ith  stereotypes that 

vindicated themselves and placed the blam e on their victim . These results w ere interpreted 

to suggest that rapists are aware o f  culturally and socially acceptable beliefs about sexual 

behaviou r, h ow ever the beliefs they possess are based upon flaw ed conceptions.

E x a m in in g  o n ly  im prisoned sexual and non-sexual offenders m a y also have affected 

H o rle y  and Q u in s e y ’ s research findings. A lth o u g h  offenders w ere g ive n the opportunity to 

volunteer to  take part in the research study, w ith  confidentiality and ano n ym ity assured, 

B u m b y  (19 9 6 ) argues that these types o f  forensic assessments cannot be solely 

confidential, as serious consequences can result fro m  the inform ation offenders provide. 

T o  prevent serious consequences fro m  the inform ation sexual and non-sexual offenders 

provide they m a y  fake their responses b y  g ivin g  m ore socially acceptable ratings o f  

themselves, ideal self, boys, girls, w om en and spouses. Fu tu re  research needs to address 

this issue b y  obtaining a sample that includes im prisoned offenders, non-im prisoned 

offenders and non-convicted offenders.

Problem s also arise w ith  the suitability o f  use o f  semantic differential assessment on 

certain groups o f  people. Th is m ethod o f  assessment requires that participants are able to 

read, have a grade 10 level o f  education (e.g. standard grade or G C S E  level o f  education), 

can conceptualise a L ik e r t scale m ethod o f  rating and be able to think in  terms o f  the ‘ ideal 

self. ’ These requirements suggest that it w o u ld  exclude a num ber o f  participants. Indeed,
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individuals w ith  a learning disability are ve ry u n like ly to meet the inclusion criteria and 

w o u ld  therefore be unable to com plete a semantic differential assessment. Individuals w ith  

learning disabilities are u nlikely to have a G C S E  o r standard grade level o f  education and 

w o u ld  probably have d iffic u lty w ith  the interpretation o f  certain w ords (e.g. seductive, 

constrained, subm issive and spontaneous). Fa ilu re  to understand these w ords w ould 

prevent them  fro m  being able to rate them  accurately. Second, Lin d s a y  (2 0 0 1) argues that 

individuals w ith  learning disabilities find  L ik e r t scales conceptually too difficult to 

understand and use, suggesting that the practicality o f  using this method to obtain 

inform ation is not suitable fo r this population. F in a lly , individuals w ith  learning 

disabilities m a y have problems trying to think in terms o f  the ‘ ideal se lf.’ I f  this 

population, and in general sex offenders, have problem s em pathising and trying to put 

themselves in an other persons situation (A b e l et al, 19 8 9 ; H u d s o n  et al, 19 9 3 ), this m ight 

suggest that they w o u ld  be unable to thin k o f  themselves in terms o f  h o w  the ideal person 

should be. U n a b le  to conceptualise the ‘ ideal s e lf suggests that individuals w ith  learning 

disabilities w o u ld  be unable to complete the semantic assessment.

A  second m ethod to assess cognitive distortions is a m ore focused approach that utilises 

self-report measures. Researchers (B u m b y , 1996; Va nhou che and V e rto m m e n , 1999) 

believe there are three dom inant measures that have been developed to assess distorted 

attitudes and underlying beliefs o f  sexually deviant behaviour: A b e l and Becker 

Cognitions Scale (A b e l et al, 19 89 ), the R ap e M y th  Acceptance Scale (B u rt, 1980) and 

tw o  scales o f  the M ultiph asic S e x Inve n to ry (N ic h o ls and M o lin d e r, 19 8 4 ) -  the C o g nitive  

Distortions and Im m atu rity Scale and the Justifications Scale. These assessment measures 

focus on the cognitive content o f  distorted cognitions, as researchers believe these are 

fundam ental to sexual o ffendin g (A b e l et al, 19 8 9 ; Stermac and Segal, 19 8 9 ; B u m b y ,

1996).

Since the 1980s researchers have focused their attention on trying  to develop assessment 

measures o f  cognitive distortions that have good psychom etric properties, as they believe 

it is vital to have reliable and valid instruments that are able to id e ntify the cognitive 

content o f  sexual offenders’ distorted cognitions (B u rt, 19 8 0 ; A b e l et al, 1989; B u m b y , 

1996). Clinicians need these assessment measures to enable them  to  identify the key 

distorted cognitions that need to be addressed during treatment. Indeed, research into the 

cognitive content o f  child molesters has consistently fo u n d  that they possess distorted
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cognitions that legitimise their deviant sexual behaviou r w ith children (A b e l et al. 1989; 

Stermac and Segal, 1989). C h ild  molesters also believe children initiate sexual contact 

w ith  adults and perceive them  to be sexually provocative.

Po llo c k  and H a sh m all (1 9 9 1 )  investigated the cognitive content o f  excuses provided b y  86 

child molesters and concluded that they could be placed into 6 categories: placing the 

blam e on extenuating circumstances, sexual interactions w ith  children is acceptable, 

interactions are nonsexual, blam ing psychological factors, blam ing the vic tim  and denial. 

H o w e v e r, the research into the cognitive content o f  rapists is not as clear. Rapists provide 

explanations that ju s tify  and rationalise their inappropriate behaviour that are not 

significantly different fro m  men in the general population w h o  have not sexually offended 

(B u m b y , 19 9 6 ; W a rd , H u d s o n , Johnston and M a rsh a ll, 19 9 7 ). Failu re  to find distinct 

differences between the cognitions held b y  rapists and non-rapists has encouraged 

researchers to focus on issues o f  responsibility rather than cognitions related to the 

acceptability o f  their behaviour. Indeed, M a ro lla  and S cu lly (19 8 6 ) found that rapists 

mitigate responsibility fo r their sexually deviant behaviour onto their victim s. Denial o f  

responsibility results in rapists believing that they are innocent.

A  c o m m o n ly accepted measure used to assess the cognitive content o f  rapists’ 

maladaptive cognitions is the R ap e M y th  Acceptance Scale (B u r t, 1980). This is a 19 -item  

questionnaire that assesses rape supportive attitudes. Items are scored on a 7-p o in t Lik e rt 

scale ranging fro m  ‘ strongly agree’ to ‘ strongly disagree’ . T h e  scale comprises o f  11 items 

that relate to justificatio n o f  rape and displacement o f  blam e to the victim . These items are 

all w orded in the same direction w ith  higher scores indicating greater support fo r rape 

supportive attitudes. T h e  rem aining 8 items relate to false accusations and the rate at 

w hich rapists are lik e ly to believe individuals’ claims o f  rape (e .g. best friend, black and 

white w o m a n ).

T h e  R a p e  M y t h  Acceptance Scale claims to have good psychom etric properties, w ith B u rt

(19 8 0 ) reporting a Cronbach A lp h a  o f  0.88. This score suggests that the measure has good 

internal consistency and items are lik e ly to be measuring the same cognition. H o w e v e r, 

problems appear to exist w ith  the discrim inative ability o f  the measure. Despite B u rt 

(19 8 0 ) claim ing that m en w ho engage in sexually deviant behaviou r w ith females possess 

a greater nu m b e r o f  rape supportive attitudes than a group o f  controls and university
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students w h o  do not sexually o ffe n d , research has been unable to  provide support fo r this 

finding. Indeed, Segal and Sterm ac (19 8 4 ) found that rapists did not hold significantly 

different attitudes towards w om en than non-sexual o r non-offenders. T h is  find ing  was 

endorsed b y  M a ro lla  and Scu lly (19 8 6 ), as they fou n d  no significant difference between 

the attitudes held b y  rapists and other types o f  offenders. F a ilin g  to find significant 

differences betw een different groups o f  sex offenders and non-offenders attitudes has led 

B u m b y  (19 9 6 ) to questions the R ap e M y th  Acceptance Scale’ s ability to discriminate 

between these groups.

T h e  R a p e  M y t h  Acceptance Scale’ s inability to discriminate between rapists and other 

groups m ay be the result o f  nearly one-third o f  the items fa iling  to measure rape myths or 

distorted cognitions. Indeed, these items relate to dem ographic factors including age, race 

and gender, as w ell as an in d ivid u a l’ s awareness o f  whether o r not rape allegations are 

believable. T o  establish w hether rapists do hold m ore rape supportive attitudes than non- 

sexual and non-offenders, future assessment measures m ust ensure that they incorporate 

items that solely focus on rape myths (e.g. ‘ men are entitled to have sex w ith w o m e n ,’ 

‘ men have control over w o m e n ’ and ‘ m en’ s sexual impulses m ust be satisfied’ ) and 

distorted cognitions relating to sexual offending.

L ittle  is also k n o w n  about the social desirability aspect o f  the R a p e  M y th  Acceptance 

Scale. Research has found sexual offenders to be aware o f  cultural and socially acceptable 

responses. Indeed, sexual offenders often provide socially acceptable response to avoid 

negative consequences fro m  their responses, to mitigate responsibility or exonerate 

themselves (S c u lly  and M a ro lla , 19 83; B u m b y , 1996). T h e  R a p e  M y t h  Acceptance Scale 

m ay encourage sexual offenders to present themselves in a positive and socially 

acceptable m anner, as it is a rather transparent questionnaire w ith  all the items being 

w orded in the same direction. Fa ilin g  to vary the direction o f  the w o rd in g  o f  the items m ay 

encourage sexual offenders to fall into an acquiescence response set. Fu tu re  assessments 

must address this concern, as w ell as the issues o f  social desirability. Assessment measures 

m ay w is h  to incorporate a Tie  scale’ that w o u ld  detect individuals w h o were giving  

unusually h igh num bers o f  socially acceptable responses.

Problem s have also been identified w ith  the 7-p o in t L ik e r t  m ethod o f  scoring utilised b y 

the R a p e  M y t h  Acceptance Scale. Pro vid in g  participants w ith  an odd num ber o f  options
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(e.g. 1 to 7 )  enables individuals to take a neutral stance w h e n rating rape supportive 

attitudes. T h e y  can avo id  agreeing or disagreeing w ith  statements, resulting in the 

usefulness o f  the scale being hindered. I f  participants take an indifferent position to the 

statements this m ight account fo r no significant difference being detected between the rape 

supportive attitudes o f  rapists, non-sexual and non-offenders.

A  second measure o f  cognitive distortions am ong sexual offenders is the A b e l and Becker 

Cognitions Scale (A b e l, G o r e , H o lla n d , Cam p and B e c ke r, 1989). Th is is a 29-item  

questionnaire, orig inally developed b y A b e l, Becker and Cun nin gh am -Rathn er (19 8 4 ), to 

assess cognitive distortions am ong child molesters. A l l  items are w orded in the same 

direction and are answered o n a 5-point L ik e r t scale ranging fro m  ‘ strongly agree’ to 

‘ strongly disagree’ . L o w e r  scores indicate a greater support fo r sexually deviant 

cognitions.

T h e  C o g n itio n  Scales appears to have acceptable psychom etric properties, w ith  test retest 

reliability ranging fro m  .64 to .7 7  and an overall reliability score o f  .7 6  (A b e l et al. 1989). 

A b e l et al (19 8 9 ) claimed the C o g n itio n  Scale to be unidim ensional, despite a factor 

analysis extracting 6 com ponents: ‘ child-adult sex helps the c h ild ,’ ‘ children initiate child- 

adult sex fo r  specific reasons,’ ‘ adults initiate child-adult sex fo r specific reasons,’ ‘ the 

child’ s behaviou r show  their desire fo r child-adult se x’ and ‘ child-adult sex is or w ill be 

acceptable in society’ (pg. 1 4 4 -14 5 ). A b e l et al (19 8 9 ) reported Cronbach Alp h a s ranging 

fro m  .59 to .82 fo r the six factors, again indicating good internal consistency.

Research has fou n d  some prom ising results w ith  the C o g n itio n  Scale’ s discrim inative 

ability. Indeed, A b e l et al. (19 8 9 ) found that child molesters scored m ore deviantly on all 

six subscales than norm al controls, although none o f  the factors were able to discriminate 

between child molesters and non-child sexual offenders. Fa c to r 1 ( ‘ child-adult sex helps 

the ch ild ’ ) o f  the C o g n itio n  Scale was able to discriminate between child molesters and 

controls. Results also fo u n d  that non-child sexual molesters scored significantly more 

deviantly than the controls on factors 1 (child-adult sex helps the child) and 3 (adults 

initiate child-adult sex fo r  specific reasons).

Stermac and Segal (19 8 9 ) replicated A b e l et al’ s research and obtained sim ilar results. 

T h e y  fo u n d  that child molesters differed fro m  non -child  sexual offenders and non
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offenders in the types o f  cognitions and beliefs the y held regarding the positive benefits 

fro m  sexual contact w ith  a child, view in g  a child as sexually provocative and view ing a 

child as responsible fo r initiating sexual contact. H o w e v e r , contrary to A b e l et al’ s finding, 

Sterm ac and Segal did fin d  a significant difference between the deviant cognitions held b y 

child molesters and non-child sexual offenders, thus offerin g  support fo r the 

discrim inative ability o f  the C o g n itio n  Scale.

Inconsistencies w ith  the discrim inative ability o f  the C o g n itio n  Scale w ith in certain sexual 

offender groups (A b e l et al. 19 8 9 ; Stermac and Segal, 19 89 ) m ay result fro m  a num ber o f  

weaknesses that have been identified w ith  the measure. Firs t it has been criticised for 

being transparent (H o r le y  and Q u in s e y, 19 9 4 ; M a rsh a ll, 19 9 6 ), suggesting that it 

encourages participants to present themselves in a socially acceptable w a y (M u rp h y ,

1990). U tilis in g  a socially desirable response biases to present themselves in a positive 

m anner, participants can avo id  g ivin g  a realistic im pression o f  their cognitions related to 

deviant sexual behaviour. T h e  5-point L ik e r t m ethod o f  scoring m a y  also create problems 

w hen tryin g  to discriminate the groups based on their cognitions. Sim ilar to the Rape M y th  

Acceptance Scale, this odd num ber o f  response options (1 to 5) provides participants w ith 

the o ppo rtu nity to take a neutral stance, rather than com m it themselves to agreeing or 

disagreeing w ith  specific cognitions.

Problem s have also been identified w ith  the content o f  the some o f  the items in the 

measure. T w o  o f  the items assess beliefs about the treatment o f  child molestation, rather 

than the act o f  child molestation (e.g. ‘ i f  a person is attracted to sex w ith  children, he (she) 

should solve that problem  themselves and not talk to professionals’ ). Som e items contain 

m ore than one question. F o r  exam ple, ‘ m ost children 13 (or younger) w o u ld  enjoy having 

sex w ith  an adult and it w o u ld n ’ t harm the child in the future’ . Som e participants m ay 

agree that children enjoy h avin g  sex w ith  adults, bu t believe that it could still cause the 

child harm . H a v in g  m ore than one answer to an item  could create problems for 

participants w hen tryin g  to rate their b e lie f on a 5 -point L ik e rt scale. S im ila rly , the item 

‘ w hen a yo u n g  child asks an adult about sex, it means that she (he) wants to see the adult’ s 

sex organs or have sex w ith  the adult’ could result in participants h avin g  m ore than one 

b e lie f to this cognition. It is essential assessment measures contain items that refer only to 

one cognition w hen using static scoring methods (e.g. L ik e r t scale).
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A  third c o m m o n ly accepted measure o f  cognitive distortions is the M ultiphasic Sex 

In ve n to ry developed b y  N ic h o ls  and M o lin d e r (19 8 4 ). T h is  comprises o f  tw o  subscales 

designed to com prehensively assess distorted cognitions o f  sexual offenders: the C o g n itive  

Distortions and Im m atu rity Subscale and the Justifications Subscale. B o th  subscales were 

designed to be used on child molesters, rapists and exhibitionists, unlike B u r t ’ s R a p e  M y th  

Scale w h ic h  is specific to rape and A b e l and B e c k e r’ s C o g n itio n  Scale to child 

m olestation.

T h e  C o g n itiv e  Distortions and Im m atu rity Subscale consists o f  2 1 items that require a true 

or false response to statements designed to assess a sexual o ffender’ s self-accountability 

fo r his offence and the extent to w hich he adopts a v ic tim ’ s attitude (e.g. ‘ in some ways I 

was used b y  the person w h o  reported m e’ ). Som e o f  the items assess cognitive distortions 

regarding sexually deviant behaviour (e.g. ‘ m y  problem  is not sexual, it is that I really love 

children’ ) ,  whereas other items assess beliefs sexual offenders m ay hold to rationalise their 

behaviour (e.g. ‘ I ’ m  often hurt b y  other people’ ).

T h is  scale claims to have satisfactory psychometric properties (A b e l et al. 19 8 9 ), although 

problems have been identified w ith  the va lid ity o f  this subscale. Indeed, M u rp h y  (19 9 0 ) 

argues that some o f  the items have poor face v a lid ity and m ay not assess m aladaptive 

cognitions related to sexually assaultive behaviour. These items (e.g. I  was curious about 

sex as a c h ild ’ and ‘ I  became interested in sex after high school’ ) m ay focus on denial o f  

sexual feelings and sexual issues than distorted cognitions. Problem s have also been 

identified w ith  the discrim inative ability o f  the subscale, as it was unable to differentiate 

between rapists, non -violen t offenders and non-sexual violent offenders (A b e l et al. 1989). 

Fu rth e r analysis o f  the discrim inative ability o f  the subscale is hindered b y the scale 

presum ing that the participant com pleting the measure has com m itted a sexual offence.

T h e  Justification Subscale o f  the M ultiphasic S e x In ve n to ry has also encountered similar 

problem s to the C o g n itive  Distortions and Im m atu rity Subscale. T h e  scale comprises o f  24 

items that require a yes or no response and assess the extent to w hich a sexual offenders 

tries to ju s tify  his sexual o ffendin g behaviour. Som e items focus on beliefs w h ic h  ju s tify  

sexually deviant behaviou r (e .g. ‘ m y  sexual offence occurred as a result o f  m y  w ife ’ s lack 

o f  understanding fo r m e ’ o r ‘ m y  sexual offence occurred because o f  stresses in m y  life ’ ) , 

whereas other items are concerned w ith  the extent to  w hich sexual offenders attribute
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blam e (e g. ‘ m y  sex offence w o u ld  not have occurred i f  the vic tim  had not been sexually 

loose’ ).

R e lia b ility  data has not been provided fo r the Justification Subscale and little is know n 

about the v a lid ity o f  the scale (M u rp h y , 1990). It has also been suggested that this subscale 

is lik e ly to encourage a social desirability response bias (B u m b y , 1996). H o w e v e r, when 

H o g u e  (19 9 4 ) investigated the social desirability o f  the Justification scale, no significant 

relationship was fo u n d  between this measure and the M a rlo w e - C ro w n e  Social 

D e sirab ility Scale (C ro w n e  and M a rlo w e , 1960). It w o u ld  appear that the extent to which 

the Justification Subscale is affected b y  social desirability is unclear. Despite these 

psychom etric weaknesses, the Justification Subscale it does have the advantage o f  being 

able to be administered to a w id e  range o f  paraphiliacs, unlike the R a p e  M y th  Acceptance 

Scale and the Cognitions Scale.

M o re  recently, B u m b y  (19 9 6 ) developed tw o  distinct instruments to assess cognitive 

distortions am ong sexual offenders. T h e  first is the M O L E S T  Scale, w hich assesses the 

cognitive distortions o f  m en w ho sexually offend against children and the second is the 

R A P E  Scale, w h ich  measures maladaptive attitudes rapists hold. B o th  scales comprise o f  

items that have been derived fro m  either the C ognitions Scale (A b e l et al. 1989) or the 

R a p e  M y t h  Acceptance Scale (B u rt, 19 8 0 ), although none o f  them  are w orded in exactly 

the same w a y.

T h e  M O L E S T  Scale comprises o f  38 items that are scored on a 4-po int Lik e rt Scale 

ranging fro m  ‘ strongly disagree’ to ‘ strongly agree’ . A l l  items are scored in the same 

direction, w ith  a higher score indicating m ore sexually deviant beliefs about sexual 

interactions w ith  children. U s in g  a 4-po int L ik e r t Scale prevents participants fro m  taking a 

neutral position on attitudes related to sexually deviant behaviou r and forces participants 

to either agree or disagree w ith  statements. It prevents people fro m  expressing that they 

m ay not have a strong opinion about a particular statement o r that the y do not understand 

the content o f  the item. T h is  m ay result in  the arbitrary rating o f  item s, resulting in 

participants not p ro vid ing  a true reflection o f  their cognitions.

T h e  M O L E S T  Scale has prom ising psychom etric properties. Indeed, B u m b y  reported an 

alpha co-efficient o f  .9 7  indicating the M O L E S T  Scale to have excellent internal
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consistency. O n  test-retest reliability the scale w as fo u n d  to be relatively stable over the 

tw o  w eek adm inistration interval (r =  .8 4 ). T h e  scale was also fo u n d  to have satisfactory 

discrim inative ability , as it was able to discriminate between child molesters, rapists and 

non-sexual offenders. C h ild  molesters w ere found to possess significantly m ore distorted 

cognitions than either the rapists or non-sexual offenders, h o w e ve r no significant 

difference was fo u n d  between the cognitions held b y  the rapists and non-sexual offenders. 

B u m b y  also reported that the M O L E S T  Scale was not open to social desirability bias, as 

no significant correlation was fou n d  between the scale and the M a rlo w e -C ro w n  Social 

D e sirab ility Scale (C ro w n e  and M a rlo w e , 1960).

Despite these encouraging psychometric properties, it is not clear the extent to w hich the 

type o f  sample under investigation m ay have affected the discrim inative ability o f  the 

M O L E S T  Scale. S ixty -n in e  o f  the 89 sexual offenders tested in this research were 

in vo lve d  in a cognitive behavioural sexual o ffender treatment program m e. Receiving 

treatment m a y encourage sexual offenders to be m o re open to the therapeutic process and 

take responsibility fo r their sexual offence. Indeed, research has fou n d  that sexual 

offenders w h o  take responsibility fo r their crimes are less likely to describe their offences 

in a stereotypical m anner, try  to vindicate themselves and place the blam e on their victim , 

whereas the opposite is true fo r sexual offenders w h o  deny their offence (S c u lly and 

M a ro lla , 19 8 3 ). T h e  participants in B u m b y ’ s sample m ay have been m ore inclined to 

adm it responsibility fo r their offences as they w ere undergoing treatment. Th is m ay have 

resulted in the m  p ro vid ing  accurate accounts o f  their m aladaptive cognitions rather than 

socially acceptable responses. Participants responding in this w a y  m ight have made it 

easier fo r B u m b y  to establish whether there were any significant differences between the 

cognitions o f  child molesters, rapists and non-sexual offenders. T o  avoid contamination o f  

the discrim inative ability o f  the M O L E S T  Scale future research should treat sexual 

offenders w h o  are or are n o t receiving treatment and sexual offenders w h o  adm it or do not 

adm it responsibility fo r  the offences as separate groups.

T h e  R A P E  Scale was the second scale developed b y  B u m b y  (19 9 6 ) and comprised o f  36 

items that w ere also rated on a 4-point L ik e rt Scale. Sim ilar to the M O L E S T  Scale the 

R A P E  Scale had good internal consistency. B u m b y  reported an alpha coefficient o f  .96 

indicting that the R A P E  Scale was measuring the same construct. It was also reported to 

have good tem poral stability, as the test-retest correlation was r =  .86 over the tw o  week
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adm inistration interval. B u m b y  also reported that the R A P E  Scale was able to discriminate 

between rapists and non-sexual offenders, as rapists w ere fo u n d  to possess significantly 

m ore m aladaptive cognitions about rape than non-sexual offenders. H o w e v e r, the R A P E  

Scale was unable to discriminate between rapists and child molesters, despite their mean 

scores being different. F in a lly , B u m b y  reported that the R A P E  Scale was not open to 

social desirability bias, as no significant relationship was found between the scale and the 

M a rlo w e -C ro w n  Social Desirability Scale (C ro w n e  and M a rlo w e , 1960).

T h e  R A P E  Scale encountered similar problems to the ones identified above regarding the 

discrim inative ability o f  the M O L E S T  Scale. B o th  scales also experienced problems w ith 

some o f  their items containing statements that required m ore than one response. H o w e v e r, 

participants are restricted b y the L ik e r t m ethod o f  scoring to provide o n ly one response fo r 

each item . F o r  exam ple, in the M O L E S T  scale the item  ‘ since some victim s tell the 

offender it feels good w hen the offender touches them , the child probably enjoys it and it 

probably w o n ’ t affect the c h ild ’ contains tw o  questions. T h is  item  first asks whether the 

sexual o ffender thinks a child enjoys being touched and then asks whether it w ill do them 

harm. Sexual offenders m ay agree w ith  the first part o f  the statement and not the second or 

vice versa. I f  this occurs they are unable to provide an accurate response to this item , as 

the m ethod o f  scoring em ployed b y  B u m b y  restricted one response per item. Th is problem  

was also evident w ith in  the R A P E  Scale (e.g. ‘ w hen w o m e n  act like they are too good for 

m en, m ost m en probably think about raping the w o m e n to put them  in their place’ ).

T h e  R A P E  Scale also contained one item that related to marital rape: ‘ part o f  w ife ’ s duty 

is to satisfy her husband sexually w henever he wants it, whether or not she is in the m ood. ’ 

Sexual offenders m ay have problems responding to this statement i f  they have not been 

m arried, considering the vie w  that they have em pathy deficits (A b e l et al. 1989; B u rke ,

2 0 0 1). I f  they are unable to put themselves in another person’ s situation, they w ill find it 

difficult to im agine h o w  a husband thinks.

Research to date has focused on trying to develop reliable and valid assessment measures 

o f  m aladaptive attitudes and beliefs related to sexually deviant behaviour (B u rt, 1980; 

A b e l et al. 1989; B u m b y , 19 9 6 ), although efforts to do so have only had lim ited success. A  

num ber o f  problem s exist w ith  the assessments measures that have been review ed above. 

M a n y  fail to address a w ide range o f  sexual attitudes, as they focus on rape and child
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m olestation (B u r t, 19 8 0 ; A b e l et al. 19 8 9 ; B u m b y , 1996) and do n o t address stalking, 

dating abuse, voyeu rism  and exhibitionism . Fo c u sin g  o n ly on attitudes related to child 

m olestation and rape restricts the population to w h o m  these measures can be administered. 

T h e  M u ltip h asic S e x In ve n to ry can be used on different types o f  sexual offenders, 

how ever its weakness lies w ith  it assuming that participants have com m itted a sexual 

offence. T h is  restricts its u tility , as it cannot be used on individuals w h o  have com mitted a 

non-sexual offence and those suspected o f  com m itting a sexual or non-sexual offence. It 

also prevents discrim inative ability being exam ined between the scores o f  sexual and non- 

sexual offenders.

T h e  R a p e  M y t h  Acceptance Scale failed to discriminate between rapists and a control 

group o f  random ly selected males (B u r t, 19 8 0 ), w hich results in the construct validity o f  

this measure being questioned. O n  both subscales o f  the M ultiphasic S e x Inventory, 

rapists w ere fou n d  not to differ significantly fro m  non-sexual offenders (G illis , 19 9 1 [cited 

in Van hou ch e and V e rto m m e n , 1999 pg. 1 7 9 ]) . T h e  R A P E  and M O L E S T  Scales appear to 

fair m o re p ositively than the other measures review ed, as the M O L E S T  Scale was able to 

discriminate between child molesters and non-child sexual offenders. O n  the R A P E  Scale 

rapists possessed significantly m ore sexually deviant cognitions than non-rapists. 

H o w e v e r , these results m a y have been influenced b y  m ost o f  B u m b y ’ s sample being 

in vo lve d  in  treatment. A s  discussed above, these participants m a y have been m ore w illin g  

to disclose their cognitions, rather than provide socially acceptable responses, m aking it 

easier to discriminate been sexual and non-sexual offenders.

4.1.4 Assessment o f  C ogn it iv e  D is to r t io n s  am ong  Sex O ffe nde rs  w ith  L e a rn in g  
D isa b ilit ie s

T o  date the assessment measures review ed have all been developed and tested for use on 

individuals w ith o u t a learning disability. Considering individuals w ith  learning disabilities 

are over represented w ith in the crim inal justice system , (G ro s s , 19 8 4 ; H a ye s, 19 9 1) it 

suggests that assessment tools that are suitable fo r use on this population are required. 

Indeed, research has fou n d  that sexual offences account fo r one-quarter to o ne -half o f  all 

index offences fo r men w ith  learning disabilities w h o  have been adm itted to hospital o f  

other specialist treatment facilities (W a lk e r and M c C a b e , 1 9 7 3 ; D a y , 1988). Lin d s a y ,
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O lle y , Ja c k  and S m ith  (19 9 8 ) review ed a variety o f  studies that suggested that up to 5 0 %  

o f  offenders w ith  a learning disability had com m itted a sexual offence (G ro s s , 1984; 

B o d n a , 19 8 7 ). T h is  h igh prevalence o f  sexual o ffe nd in g  am ong individuals w ith  learning 

disabilities warrants an assessment to o l being developed that has good psychometric 

properties, discriminates sex offenders fro m  non-offenders and can be administered to 

individuals w ith  a learning disability.

U n fo rtu n a te ly, there is no single measure currently available that is suitable fo r use on this 

population. Lin d s a y  (2 0 0 1) argues that the current assessment measures o f  cognitive 

distortions are too com plex fo r individuals w ith  learning disabilities to understand and use. 

F o r  exam ple, the A b e l and B e cke r’ s Cognitions Scale and B u m b y ’ s M O L E S T  Scale have 

Fle sc h -K in c a id  reading ease scores o f  8.2 and 8 .1 respectively. These scores indicate that 

individuals w ith  a grade 8 (age 1 3 - 1 4  years) level o f  education should be able to 

understand these documents. Research advocates that standard documents should aim  fo r a 

score between 7  and 8 ( D ’ Alessandro, K ing sle y and Jo h nso n-W e st, 2 0 0 1). B o th  the 

Cognitions Scale and the M O L E S T  Scale achieved this g oal, h o w e ve r it is u nlikely that 

individuals w ith  learning disabilities w ill have a grade 8 level o f  education. H o w e v e r, the 

R A P E  Scale (B u m b y , 1996) obtained a slightly better Fle sc h -K in c a id  reading ease score 

o f  6. Th is score indicates that this docum ent should be understood b y  individuals w ho 

have a grade 6 ( 1 1 - 1 2  years) level o f  education. A lth o u g h  these measures fu lfilled  the 

standard docum ent requirements (i.e. a score between 7  -  8 ), to enable assessment 

measures to be administered to a population w ith  learning disabilities documents should 

aim to obtain lo w  Fle sc h -K in c a id  reading ease scores.

Problem s w ere also identified w ith  the methods o f  scoring utilised b y  the assessment 

measures that w ere review ed. T h e  Cognitions Scale, R A P E  and M O L E S T  Scales and the 

Rape M y th  Acceptance Scale were all scored o n a L ik e r t Scale. In  Lin d s a y ’ s (2 0 0 1) vie w , 

L ik e rt Scales m a y be conceptually to o  difficult fo r  individuals w ith  learning disabilities. 

T o  rate attitudes o n a scale ranging fro m  ‘ strongly agree’ to ‘ strongly disagree’ is a 

com plex task and one that individuals w ith  a learning disability w o u ld  find difficult to do 

on their o w n  (Lin d s a y , 2 0 0 1). Th is questions the suitability o f  using assessment measures 

scored on a L ik e r t Scale on this population.
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T h e  assessment instruments review ed are all self-report measures that can provide 

valuable inform ation. H o w e v e r, they can be affected b y cognitive processing, deficits in 

m e m o ry, fatigue, m o tivation , concentration and defence mechanisms used to protect 

sexual offenders (e.g. denial) (W a rd , H u d s o n  and K e e n an , 20 0 0 ), w hich results in an 

inaccurate account o f  sexual offenders maladaptive cognitions. A p a r t fro m  these general 

problems that are associated w ith  self-report measures, additional problems are 

encountered w hen they are administered to individuals w ith  learning disabilities. Research 

suggests that a m ajo r problem  w ith  individuals w ith  learning disabilities is illiteracy 

(La n g e v in  and P o p e , 1993). B e in g  unable to read or having reading difficulties suggests 

that the current self-report assessment tools are not suitable fo r use on individuals w ith  

learning disabilities. E v e n  i f  they have some reading ability the y m a y  experience problems 

trying to understand key terms used in the measures (e.g. child molester, molesting, 

penetrating, fantasies and m anipulation [B u m b y ’ s M O L E S T  Scale]). Fa ilin g  to ascertain 

whether participants fu lly  understand the term inology used in the assessment measures, 

questions the accuracy o f  the participants’ responses.

F r o m  the material review ed it appears that current assessment measures m ay not be 

suitable fo r use o n  individuals w ith  learning disabilities. It seems there is still a long w a y  

to go to achieve an assessment measure o f  maladaptive cognitions that is suitable fo r use 

on this popu lation and addresses the weaknesses identified w ith  the current instruments 

(e.g. problem s w ith  psychom etric properties o f  the scales, failure to assess a w ide range o f  

sexual attitudes and unable to be administered to different types o f  offenders).

4.1.5 S um m a ry  and  In te r im  C onc lu s io n

Th is chapter has review ed current methods utilised to assess sexual offenders and evaluate 

their contribution to the assessment process. Despite the m ethodological weaknesses 

identified w ith  phallom etry (e.g. ethical concerns regarding stimulus material, problems 

w ith fa kin g  responses and no standardised assessment procedure) and the inconsistencies 

w ith its discrim inative ability, it is still view ed b y  m a n y clinicians in N o r th  A m e ric a  to 

play a p ivo tal role in the assessment process. A lth o u g h  recent acknowledgm ent that 

phallom etry is not perfect has led clinicians to recognise that to achieve an effective
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assessment process it needs to be com prehensive, rather than dependent on one source o f  

inform ation.

A  cognitive revolu tion in the 1980s highlighted ke y areas that needed to be identified 

during assessment (e.g. em pathy and cognitive distortions). Indeed, chapter three 

endeavoured to explain the lin k  between cognitive distortions and sexually offending 

behaviour. T h e  literature review ed demonstrated that despite failing to account fo r the 

underlying processes that generate cognitive distortions, the cognitive content o f  

m aladaptive cognitions are believed to play an im portant role in  the m inim isation, 

justification and rationalisation o f  sexual offending behaviour. Considering this, it is 

reasonable to understand w h y  researchers have focused their attention o f  trying to develop 

reliable and va lid  assessment instruments o f  cognitive distortions. Atte m p ts to achieve a 

psychom etrically robust instrument have m et w ith  lim ited success. Problem s w ith 

discrim inative a bility , social desirability, w o rd  direction o f  item s, m ethod o f  scoring (e.g. 

L ik e rt Scale), lim ited assessment o f  sexual attitudes, items containing m ore than one 

cognition and u tility o f  measures on different types o f  offenders suggests there is still a 

long w a y  to go before a reliable and valid assessment instrum ent is achieved. O n e  

conclusion that can be draw n fro m  this chapter is that the assessment measures review ed 

are not suitable fo r use on individuals w ith  a learning disability.

Chapter one and tw o  exam ined the lin k  between sexual o ffe nd in g  and learning disability 

and highlighted that despite the disparity in prevalence rates o f  individuals w ith  learning 

disabilities w h o  o ffe n d , it was clear that this population engaged in a variety o f  criminal 

activities, w ith  sexual offending being over represented. Considering this and evaluating 

the effectiveness o f  current assessment measures, this chapter serves as an introduction to 

part o f  the m e thodology adopted in chapter 5, w hich attempts to address some o f  the 

weaknesses o f  the review ed instrument b y  testing a ne w  measure that has been developed: 

the Questionnaire on Attitudes Consistent w ith  Sex O ffe nce s ( Q A C S O ;  Lin d s a y , Carson 

and W h ite fie ld , 2000). This ne w  measure assesses cognitive distortions across seven areas 

and has been developed fo r use on individuals w ith  a m ild  learning disability. T h e  research 

presented in chapter fiv e  demonstrates the psychom etric properties and the u tility o f  this 

assessment measure being administered to individual w ith  learning disabilities.
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C h a p te r 5 - S tu d y  1

5.0 In tro d u c t io n

Studies have show n that individuals w ith  learning disabilities engage in a variety o f  

crim inal activities, w ith  arson and sexual offending being o ver represented (see chapter 2). 

Indeed, several studies have fo u n d  that sexual o ffendin g accounts fo r one-quarter to one- 

h a lf o f  all ind ex offences fo r m en w ith  learning disabilities (G ro s s, 19 8 4; D a y , 1988; 

L u n d , 1990). H o w e v e r, recent research has found the prevalence o f  sexual offending 

among individuals w ith  learning disabilities to be low er. K lim e c k i, Jenkinson and W ilso n

(19 9 4 ) reported a prevalence rate o f  1 6 .6 7 %  compared w ith  W in te r, H o lla n d  and Collins 

(1 9 9 7 ) w h o  reported a prevalence o f  7 .1 4 % . Variations in prevalence rates m ay result 

fro m  problem s w hen defining learning disabilities and m ethodological weaknesses (e.g. 

variations in adm inistration o f  assessment tools and the environm ent in w hich 

psychom etry is undertaken). D espite the inconsistency o f  these prevalence rates, research 

to date still suggests that sexual offending appears to be a problem  fo r individuals w ith 

learning disabilities.

Concerned w ith  the high prevalence rates and the pernicious effect sexual offending is 

having on society, research has exam ined h o w  learning disability m ay contribute to the 

incidents o f  sexual offending. Lin d s a y  and S m ith  (19 9 8 d ) propose that deficits in 

conceptual understanding m ight lead sexual offenders to develop stronger beliefs that 

allow  them  to deny or m inim ise their crime. A n  inability to conceptualise these concepts 

prevents individuals w ith  learning disabilities fro m  realising that the denial and 

m inim isation o f  an offence is self-justification rather than a reality. Ide ntifying  that the 

beliefs held b y  sexual offenders plays an im portant part in their sexually deviant behaviour 

has encouraged research to focus on the cognitive content o f  their beliefs. Several studies 

have exam ined the cognitive content o f  sexual offenders’ cognitions and fou n d  that they 

hold distorted attitudes and beliefs that are significantly different fro m  non-sexual 

offenders and non-offenders (see chapter 3). This fin d in g  has driven researchers to focus 

on tryin g  to develop an assessment measure o f  cognitive distortions that has good 

psychom etric properties (see chapter 4). H o w e v e r, a num ber o f  weaknesses exist w ith 

current assessment measures (e.g. problems w ith  discrim inative ability, lim ited range o f  

sexual attitudes measured and conceptually too d iffic u lt fo r use on individuals w ith
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learning disabilities). T o  address these weaknesses a ne w  measure has been developed. 

T h is  measure, the Questionnaire on Attitudes Consistent w ith  S e x O ffences ( Q A C S O ) ;  

L in d s a y , Carson and W h ite fie ld , 2000), assesses agreement o r disagreement o f  

m aladaptive attitudes relating to sexually deviant behaviour across seven areas (e.g. rape, 

vo ye u rism , exhibitionism , dating abuse, hom osexual assault, offences against children and 

stalking) and is suitable fo r  use on individuals w ith  learning disabilities. Based on clinical 

observations and clinical interview s evaluating a nu m ber o f  sexual offenders w ith  learning 

disabilities and a review  o f  previously published questionnaires (e g. A b e l and Becker 

Cognitions Scale: A b e l et al. 19 8 9 ; R ap e M y th  Acceptance Scale; B u r t, 1980) Lin d s a y 

(unpublished) originally identified six areas that he felt w ere necessary to investigate 

attitudes consistent w ith  sexual offences (e.g. rape, voyeu rism , exhibitionism , dating 

abuse, hom osexual assault and offences against children). W ith  continued clinical contact 

w ith  sexual offenders w ith  learning disabilities Lin d s a y  included a seventh topic to the 

Q A C S O  (e.g. stalking and sexual harassment). Lin d s a y  (unpublished) n o w  had a 

questionnaire w hose content was based on clinical experience evaluating a num ber o f  

sexual offenders w ith  learning disabilities that reflected the offences o f  this group.

T o  investigate the psychom etric properties o f  this ne w  measure this study (study one) 

aimed to first test the reliability o f  the Q A C S O  as an assessment measure o f  sexual 

attitudes and secondly, investigate the discrim inative ability o f  each item  in the 

questionnaire. T o  investigate the psychometric properties o f  the Q A C S O  it was 

administered to fo u r participant groups: sexual offenders w ith  learning disabilities, non- 

sexual offenders w ith  learning disabilities, non-offenders w ith  learning disabilities and 

‘ norm al m ales.’ Sexual offenders w ith learning disabilities com prised the experimental 

group w ith  the rem aining three groups form ing the controls. It was im portant to compare 

like w ith  like, hence the reason fo r investigating three groups w ith  learning disabilities. 

Testing these groups provided the opportunity to investigate whether these three groups 

differed in their attitudes relating to sexual offences. F o r  the Q A C S O  to be a valid 

questionnaire it needed to be able to discriminate sexual offenders w ith  learning 

disabilities fro m  the other tw o  groups w ith learning disabilities. Including a group o f  

‘ n o rm a l’ males was to address problems identified in previous published research where a 

questionnaire assessing attitudes towards rape failed to discriminate rapists fro m  non- 

sexual offenders and non-offenders (e.g. Rape M y th  Acceptance Scale; B u rt, 1980). It 

w o u ld  also have been beneficial to include a sample o f  offenders w ith o u t a learning
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disability to investigate w hether they held significantly different attitudes towards sexual 

offences than sexual offenders w ith  learning disabilities. It was not possible to access a 

group o f  offenders w ith o u t a learning disability due to the rules g overning publication o f  

data obtained fro m  this population. A c c o rd in g  to H e r  M aje sty Prisons Regulations, all data 

gathered fro m  prisons is the prison’ s property and therefore not eligible fo r use out w ith 

the prison service.

5.1.1 M e th o d

T h e  participants fo r  this study w ere obtained fro m  the learning disability services in 

D u n d e e , w hich include Strathmartine H o sp ita l, D u d h o p e  A d u lt Resource Centre and the 

H e lm . Participants w ere also draw n fro m  tw o  non-professional football teams. Permission 

fo r this study was obtained fro m  the T aysid e  Com m ittee on M e d ic a l Research Ethics 

Proposal fo r C lin ical Research.

5.1.2 D e s c r ip tio n  o f  P a r tic ip a n ts

O n e  hundred and thirty six participants w ere em ployed in this study. Based on the 

Diagnostics and Statistical M a nu al I V - T R  ( D M S - I V - T R )  classification o f  learning 

disability, 105 o f  those participants had a m ild intellectual disability (m ean I Q  =  66.80,

S .D . =  7 .2 1 ,  range 53-69). T h e ir mean age w as 32.09 years ( S .D . =  1 1 .7 8 , range 17-6 0 ). 

T h e  31 participants in the control condition did not have a learning disability.

5.1.3 Sex o ffende rs  w ith  L e a rn in g  D isab ilit ie s

T h e  group consisted o f  4 1 male participants. T h e  mean age o f  this group was 35.64 years 

( S .D . =  1 4 .1 7 ,  range 18 -6 0 ) and the mean F u ll Scale I Q  ( W A I S - R )  was 6 4 .71  ( S .D . =  

7 .3 4 , range 5 3 -74 ). Participants had no diagnosed psychiatric condition apart from  their 

learning disability. T h is  group comprised o f  participants w h o had either been convicted o f  

perpetrating a sexual offence in the months prior to participating in this study, charged and
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aw aiting a court appearance and/or cautioned b y  police in  connection w ith  sexual 

offending behaviours bu t had been diverted fro m  criminal proceedings.

5.1.4 O ffende rs  w i th  L e a rn in g  D isab ilit ie s

T h ir ty  fo u r male participants made up this G ro u p . T h e  mean age was 28.39 years ( S .D . =  

1 1 .1 4 , range 1 7 - 5 7 )  and the mean F u ll  Scale I Q  ( W A I S - I I I )  was 68.36  ( S .D . =  5 .8 2, range 

5 8 -78 ). Participants had no diagnosed psychiatric condition apart fro m  their learning 

disability. T h is  group comprised o f  participants w h o  had com m itted a non-sexual offence. 

Participants had com m itted offences such as breach o f  the peace, theft or assault.

5.1.5 N on -o ffe nde rs  w ith  L e a rn in g  D isa b ilit ie s

T h irty  male participants made up this group. T h e  mean age was 3 2 .9 7 years ( S .D . =  9 .26 , 

range 18 -4 9 ). T h e  m ean F u ll  Scale I Q  ( W A I S - I I I )  was 6 8 .16  ( S .D . =  8 .0 1 , range 5 5 -79 ). 

Participants had no diagnosed psychiatric condition apart fro m  their learning disability. 

Participants in this group had not com m itted a crim inal offence.

5.1.6 N o rm a l males

F o r  the rem aining 3 1 participants their mean age was 34.68 ( S .D . =  8 .2 4 , range 2 1-5 2 ) and 

they did not have an intellectual disability. T h e ir mean time spent in further education was 

2.93 years ( S .D . =  3 .0 5 , range 0 - 1 2 ) .

5.1.7 M easures: Q ue s tio n na ire  on a ttitu d e s  cons is ten t w ith  sex offences (Q A C S O )

Th is 108-item  questionnaire was originally developed b y  Lin d s a y  in 1996 (unpublished) to 

assess cognitive distortions across seven areas: rape and attitudes to w o m e n , voyeurism , 

exhibitionism , dating abuse, hom osexual assault, offences against children and stalking 

and sexual harassment. E a c h  o f  these seven sections contains questions that measure
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sexual attitudes that have been identified in earlier literature (e .g. A b e l, G o re , H o lla n d , 

C a m p , B ecker, &  Rathner, 1989; B u rt, 19 8 0 ; N ic h o ls &  M o lin d e r, 19 8 4) as being anti

social in nature or consistent w ith  sexual offending behaviour. These questions were 

w ritten to  be understood b y  individuals w ith  a reading ability o f  children w h o w ou ld be in 

the fou rth  grade (e.g. 9 - 1 0  years) o f  school (see reading scales pg. 1 3 0 -1 3 1 ).

E a c h  section comprises o f  questions that fo llo w  one o f  three themes: intent, responsibility, 

or vic tim  awareness. Pre vious research has highlighted that in d ivid u a ls’ attitudes tow ard 

such themes is im portant, as it m ay p rovide inform ation that is vital w hen trying to assess 

their risk o f  re -o ffe n din g  (B u m b y , 1996; A b e l et a l., 1989). S o m e  o f  these themes have 

been further d ivid e d  into sub-themes. Responsibility has been d ivid e d  into ‘ personal’ 

(blam e or force) and ‘ other’ responsibility (blam e, lying o r p ro vo k in g ). Obtain ing  this 

detailed inform ation enables a clinician to develop a suitable treatm ent program m e that 

meets the needs o f  the individual client.

T w o  versions (V e rs io n  1 and Ve rsion 2 ) o f  the Q A C S O  exist. B o th  contain exactly the 

same questions, w ith  version 1 (see appendix 3 ) p roviding further explanation fo r some o f  

the items used in the questionnaire. T h is fo rm  o f  the Q A C S O  contains additional 

explanations at the start o f  4 o f  the 7  subsections (i.e. rape and attitudes to w om en, 

exhibitionism , hom osexual assault and offences against children) fo r some o f  the 

terms/concepts used in this measure. T h is  additional info rm a tio n ensures that the 

individual understands the term inology that appears in some questions. F o r  exam ple, at the 

start o f  the section ‘ rape and attitudes to w o m e n ’ an individ u al w ith  an intellectual 

disability w o u ld  be asked ‘ what does it mean to be raped?’ and in the subsection ‘ offences 

against children’ individuals w o u ld  be asked ‘ w hat does it m ean to have a period?’ . 

Clinicians need to be satisfied that the individual understands the terms before going on to 

ask the questions related to those concepts. V e rsio n  2 (see appendix 3) o f  the Q A C S O  was 

developed fo r adm inistration to individuals w ith o u t a learning disability. Th is fo rm  does 

not p rovid e conceptual definitions, but does include response boxes and demographic 

detail questions.

T h e  original Q A C S O  assesses sexual attitudes consistent w ith  sexual offending using a 

‘ yes’ , ‘ n o ’ and ‘ d o n ’ t k n o w ’ response m ethod. Responses to questions are either socially 

acceptable or socially unacceptable. In  its original fo rm  the Q A C S O  w o u ld  be scored as
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fo llo w s: i f  an individual gives a socially acceptable response it was assigned a score o f  0, 

whereas a socially unacceptable response received a score o f  2 . ‘ D o n ’ t k n o w ’ responses 

were scored as 1 . T h e  scores were totalled fo r each section and then com bined in order to 

give an overall score. T h e  higher the score the m ore socially unacceptable responses were 

given.

5.1.8 P ro cedu re

Participants w ere either given or read inform ation sheets (see appendix 1 )  that outlined the 

aim  o f  the study. T h e y  were inform ed that their responses were confidential and given the 

opportunity to ask questions about the study. N o rm a l males were inform ed that they could 

contact either the qualified clinical psychologist or research assistant invo lve d  in the 

adm inistration o f  the study. Participants were also given participation consent form s (see 

appendix 2 ) , w hich required their signature. Dem ographic inform ation including age and 

I Q  was obtained fro m  participants and case notes. N o rm a l males stated their age and 

num ber o f  years they had spent at college or university on the actual questionnaire.

T h e  sex offenders and offenders, w h o participated in this stu dy, had been referred to 

psychological services, as individuals w h o had previously offended and were suspected o f  

having a learning disability. These participants were referred to their local Clinical 

Psycho logy D e partm ent fo r assessment, w ith  some going on to receive treatment.

P rio r to starting treatment all sex offenders w ere administered the Questionnaire on 

A ttitu d e  Consistent w ith  S e x O ffences ( Q A C S O ,  V e rsio n  1). T h is  was administered 

during a one h o u r semi-structured interview  session b y a qualified C linical Psychologist. 

T o  obtain test-retest data the Q A C S O  was administered again approxim ately fo u r weeks 

later. T h e  m a x im u m  and m in im u m  tim e interval between the first and second 

adm inistration o f  the Q A C S O  was fo u r and six weeks respectively. It is im portant to note 

that during the first and second presentation o f  the Q A C S O  participants received no 

treatment intervention.

Ad m in istra tio n  o f  the Q A C S O  (V e rs io n  1 )  to the offenders w ith  learning disabilities 

follow e d  a sim ilar procedure to the sex offenders. Participants w ere administered the
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QACSO during a one hour semi-structured interview and completed it again 

approximately four to six weeks later. Of the 34 participants who initially completed the 

first administration of the QACSO, only 17 completed it for a second time.

The QACSO (Version 1) was administered to all participants, who had not offended but 

had a learning disability, by a research assistant who had been trained by the clinical 

psychologist with expertise with the sex offender and non-sex offender groups. Again, the 

QACSO was administered to individuals during a one hour semi-structured interview. Six 

of the 31 completed the second administration of the QACSO. With such a discrepancy 

between the number of non-offenders and offenders with learning disabilities who 

completed the second administration of the QACSO, this could have resulted in the data 

being skewed. However, it is unlikely that the data was skewed, as there was no 

significant difference between these two group’s QACSO scores.

All normal males received two copies of the QACSO (Version 2) and were asked to 

complete anonymously one of the questionnaires and return it by post to a research 

assistant for analysis. Participants were informed that by returning the completed QACSO 

in the post they were consenting to participate in the study. Four weeks later, participants 

were requested to complete the second QACSO and return it by post. Twenty-two of the 

thirty-one participants completed and returned their second questionnaire. Prior to sending 

out, the questionnaires had been coded to enable each questionnaire to be paired with its 

correct partner and also maintain anonymity for the participants.
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5.2 Results for Study 1

5.2.1 Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Age

The differences in age of the four groups of participants can be seen in Figure 5.00.

Figure 5.00 - Mean age of Participants in each group

Figure 5.00 seems to indicate that the offenders with learning disabilities were as a group 

young than the other groups. However, when a one way analysis of variance was 

performed the result only approached significance (F(3,113) = 2.64 p = 0.053). Given the 

proximity of this finding to the 0.05 level, a post hoc test (Tukey’s LSD) was performed 

on the pairs of groupings and the offenders with learning disabilities was found to be 

significantly younger than the sex offenders (t (113) = 7.25 p = 0.01) and the controls (t

(113) = 6.29 p = 0.02), but not the non-offenders with learning disabilities (t (113) = 4.58 

p = 0.09).
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IQ

The difference in IQ for the three groups of participants with learning disabilities can be 

seen in Figure 5.01.

Figure 5.01 -  Mean IQ for participants in each group with learning disabilities (LD)

Figure 5.01 shows that the mean IQ of sex offenders appears to be lower than the other 

two groups. When a one-way analysis of variance was performed, the result approached 

significance (F (2, 96) = 3.08 p = 0.051). A post hoc test (Tukey’s LSD) analysis was 

performed on the pairs of groupings, which revealed the mean IQ of sexual offenders to be 

significantly lower than non-offenders (t(96) = 3.66 p = 0.03) and approaching a 

significant level for the non-offenders (t(96) = 3.45 p = 0.057).
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Convictions

Figure 5.02 shows the breakdown of sexual offences committed by the sex offenders. The 

most common type of offences committed were sexual assault and lewd and libidinous. 

Sexual assault included rape and attempted rape and accounted for 34.62% of all sexual 

offences committed, compared to lewd and libidinous which accounted for 30.77% of the 

crimes committed. However, due to the limited number of participants in the study the 

analysis did not differentiate between the different types of offences committed by the 

participants.

Figure 5.02 -  Sexual convictions of participants

Homosexual Indecent Sexual Lewd and Sexual Incest
assault exposure assault libidinous harassment

Figure 5.03 shows the breakdown of non-sexual offences committed by the non-sexual 

offender. Theft and assault were the most common offences committed. Theft included 

robbery and breaking and entry and accounted for 33.33% of all the non-sexual offences 

committed. Assault, which included aggravated assault, accounted for 31.37% of non- 

sexual offences committed.
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Figure 5.03 -  Non-Sexual convictions of participants

5.2.2 Analysis Procedure and Results for Study 1

Initially, the 108 items from the QACSO were scored in one of three ways -  socially 

acceptable, socially unacceptable or ambiguous. Items were scored on a nominal scale, 

with no inherent order. For example, a socially acceptable response was awarded a score 

of 0 and a socially unacceptable a score of 2. An ambiguous answer was one that the 

investigator found difficult to allocate as either being an acceptable or unacceptable 

response. Those answers were typically ‘don’t know’ responses to the statements and 

awarded a score of 1 .

5.2.3 Reliability

The reliability of each item of the QACSO was investigated using a test-retest design. 

Each participant provided answers to the questionnaire on two separate occasions with a 

gap of between four to six weeks.

114



Study 1

A simple Chi-Square was performed on all items to test for reliability and thus determine 

whether the responses were likely to be consistent over time. Data from all four participant 

groups was pooled and responses were coded with either a ‘0’ to indicate no change or ‘ 1 * 

to indicate change. The direction of change (e.g. from socially unacceptable to acceptable) 

was not recorded. However, all items seemed to be reliable using this blunt measure of 

analysis. To increase reliability a more stringent analysis was undertaken on all items 

where more than 10% of the responses had changed. For these items the responses from 

the normal controls were separated and compared to the pooled responses from the three 

groups with learning disabilities. A chi-square (for independence) was used to determine 

whether the participants with learning disabilities were less likely than the normals to 

answer consistently. For each item where this pattern occurred a third and final chi-square 

(goodness of fit) was carried out, but only on the data from the learning disability groups. 

This analysis was carried out to investigate whether there were any differences in re-test 

between the three groups with learning disabilities. All items failing to produce consistent 

responses in the above tests were removed from the final questionnaire. A chi-square was 

then performed

This analysis only found one question not to be reliable and it was from the ‘rape and 

attitudes towards women’ subsection. The question ‘i f  a woman gets drunk at a party and 

has sex with a man there, sh e’s fair game for anyone else?' was found not to be reliable on 

the test re-test (x2(l)=3.063 p=0.080). Closer inspection of this analysis found that 39% of 

the individuals with learning disabilities were likely to change their responses to this 

question. This question was removed. Overall, the test-retest analysis revealed that with 

the small number of changes in responses to the items, it suggested that the items were 

easily understood, or participants’ cognitions were so strong that they did not change.

5.2.4 Discriminative validity of individual items

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the remaining items to determine 

that each item discriminated between the responses given by sex offenders and non

offenders. It was important to establish that the questions were able to discriminate 

between sex offenders and non-offenders, as the final QACSO would be utilised as an 

assessment tool in a clinical setting. Thus, for the remainder of this section analysis was
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performed on only the three groups with learning disabilities, as it was felt the normal 

males might skew the data, as they provided so few socially unacceptable responses.

The data was originally scored as ‘0’ to indicate a socially acceptable response, ‘ 1’ an 

ambiguous response and ‘2’ a socially unacceptable response. Scoring responses in this 

way suggested that the data from the questionnaire could be treated as an interval level of 

measurement. Such a level of measurement implied that there was an equal distance 

between each point on the scale. However, this was not the case as the scoring system of 

0, 1 and 2 were arbitrary values rather than a score that indicated a level of measurement 

whereby each score measured an equal amount. Considering this, this thesis aimed to 

address the problems identified with the scoring system. The data was now scored as 

follows: £0’ indicated socially acceptable response, ‘ 1 ’ socially unacceptable and 

ambiguous responses were treated as missing data. Scoring items in this way recognised 

that it was a nominal level of measurement and acknowledged that ambiguous responses 

were too difficult to score as either socially acceptable or unacceptable and were treated as 

missing data. Such a protocol was adopted as it was felt that it was too difficult to 

determine whether participants had given ambiguous responses because they had 

genuinely not known the answer, did not want to answer the question or they had not 

understood the question. As this information could not to be established it was decided 

that it would be inappropriate to attempt to code these responses as either socially 

acceptable of unacceptable. This decision accounted for 10.85% of the original data being 

excluded from the analysis.

Coding responses to items on the QACSO as ‘socially acceptable’ or socially 

unacceptable’ implies that they are either conforming to or not conforming to societal 

norms. To try to avoid this assumption and the moral implications implied by socially 

acceptable and socially unacceptable, it might be appropriate to replace them with the 

terms typical and atypical. However, for the purpose of this thesis the historical terms of 

‘socially acceptable’ and ‘socially unacceptable’ will continued to be used, as these are the 

preferred terms of the author of the QACSO (Lindsay, unpublished).

The re-coded data now meant that the dependent variable was the amount of socially 

unacceptable response that was given to a particular item. A one-way between ANOVA 

and post hoc tests (Tukey’s LSD) were now run on each item to compare the likelihood of
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each of the four group’s responses being socially unacceptable. Items where the sex 

offending group failed to score higher than at least one of the non-sex offending groups 

were removed from the analysis.

According to this procedure a total of 22 items were found not to discriminate. Table 5.00 

shows the total number of items that were found not discriminate in each subsection of the 

QACSO.

Table 5.00 -  Total number of items that did not discriminate in each subsection

Subsection Number of items that did not discriminate

Rape and Attitudes to Women 6

Voyeurism 1

Exhibitionism 4

Dating Abuse 0

Homosexual Assault 4

Offences Against Children 2

Stalking and Sexual Harassment 5

Of the 22 items three discriminated, but not in the predicted fashion. One item from the 

homosexual assault subsection had non-offenders scoring significantly higher than the 

sexual offenders (t(95) = 0.24 p = 0.002). The remaining two items came from the stalking 

and sexual harassment subsection. On one item non-offenders scored significantly higher 

than sexual offenders and the non-offenders (t(96) = 0.49 p = 0.001 and t(96) = 0.53 p = 

0.001, respectively) and on the other item offenders scored significantly higher than non- 

offenders (t(86) = 0.33 p = 0.01). These 22 items were removed from the final 

questionnaire.
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5.2.5 Internal Consistency

Corrected item-to-total analysis was performed to test the appropriateness of including 

each remaining item in the separate scales. This procedure was carried out multiple times 

with items leading to low correlations being withdrawn and the procedure repeated until 

one maximised the internal consistency of the set of items. The aim was to achieve levels 

of internal consistency that were at least as high as published scales intended for use with 

offenders without intellectual disabilities (e.g. Bumby, 1996).

Bumby has previously used 0.4 for such correlations in his study as a cut-off and a target 

of greater than 0.8 for the internal consistency co-efficient. Indeed, items with item-to- 

total correlations of less than 0.4 were normally excluded from the final set of items 

retained in the questionnaire. Items that approached the 0.4 cut-off were retained, as they 

were considered to be of clinical value. For example, in the rape and attitudes to women 

subsection the item ‘are women often to blame for the rape taking place?’ had an item-to- 

total correlation of 0.39. When this item was removed from the final set of questions it did 

not affect the internal consistency-coefficient and it was for this reason that it was felt 

appropriate to keep this item in. This was also true for the items in the stalking and 

homosexual assault subsections that did not reach the 0.4 cut-off. Table 5.01 shows that 

although there were three subsections with items whose item-to-total correlations were 

only approaching the 0.4 cut-off, they were retained as the internal consistency-coefficient 

was of a satisfactory level (e.g. >0.8) and it was felt these items did satisfy the clinical 

relevance assumption.
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Table 5.01 - A summary of the internal consistency scores from each of the final 

questionnaires (Set A questions)

SCALE Number 
of initial 
questions

Number of 
questions 
on final 
scale

Internal 
consistency -  
Coefficient

Smallest
item-total
correlation

Rape and Sexual Assault 26 11 0.83 0.39
Dating Abuse 10 8 0.86 0.43
Voyeurism 13 8 0.82 0.4
Exhibitionism 13 5 0.82 0.51
Offences Against Children 18 12 0.86 0.44
Stalking 16 10 0.79 0.35
Homosexual Assault 12 4 0.68 0.36

Table 5.01 shows that six of the seven subsections had satisfactory alpha co-efficient of 

>0.8 which indicates high internal consistency. The subsection ‘homosexual assault’ failed 

to reach the required alpha level of 0.8. With an alpha level of 0.69 this suggested that this 

subsection had low internal consistency and may not be assessing the same cognition. It 

could be assessing homophobia, rather than attitudes towards homosexual assault. Only 

four items in this subsection were found to have good psychometric properties. Such a 

result has questioned whether this subsection should be retained in the final QACSO, as 

there are uncertainties to what it is that these items actually assess.

5.2.6 Discriminative validity of final items in each subsection

Finally, an ANOVA was performed on all remaining questions in each section to test 

discriminative validity between the four groups. Table 5.02 includes the mean total scores 

for the number of socially unacceptable responses, the standard deviations for each of the 

3 groups with learning disabilities, as well as a summary of the resultant analysis of 

variance. The three groups did differ in the number of socially unacceptable response 

given, with the sex offenders being the most likely to provide such answers on all scales.
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Table 5.02 - The mean total score for each of the groups with learning disabilities 
separated by scale

SCALE Average Total Score for each of the 
three participant groups.

Main effect 
of group 

membership
Sex

offenders
Offenders Non

offenders
Rape and Sexual Assault 5.39* 

s.d 2.78
1.26

s.d. 1.46
2.73

s.d. 2.11 p <0.001

Dating Abuse 4.39* 
s.d. 2.69

1.29
s.d. 1.38

2.07 
s.d. 2.08 p< 0.001

Voyeurism 5.56* 
s.d. 2.26

2.94 
s.d. 1.89

2.27 
s.d. 1.57 p< 0.001

Exhibitionism 3.10* 
s.d. 1.67

0.74 
s.d. 1.05

1.83
s.d. 1.49 P <0.001

Offences Against Children 5.46* 
s.d. 3.13

1.09
s.d. 1.80

2.17 
s.d. 1.84 p< 0.001

Stalking 4.61* 
s.d. 2.52

1.91
s.d. 2.18

1.90 
s.d 1.79 p< 0.001

Homosexual Assault 1.12* 
s.d. 1.21

0.14 
s.d. 0.44

0.60 
s.d. 1.00 p < 0.001

N.B. * indicates that this group scored significantly higher than all other groups.
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5.2.7 Discriminative Ability

A one-way analysis of variance revealed a significant main effect of Group (F(3,132) = 

49.28 p=0.001), indicating that the groups differed on the number of socially unacceptable 

responses they gave. Figure 5.04 shows the extent to which the four groups’ mean scores 

varied in this subsection. When a post hoc test (Tukey’s LSD was performed sexual 

offenders were found to differ significantly from the other three control groups in the 

number of socially unacceptable responses they gave. Indeed, the mean difference was 

significant at p = 0.001 for all groups.

Figure 5.04 - Final items for Rape and Attitudes to Women Subsection
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Similar results were obtained for the ‘voyeurism’ subsection, as a one-way analysis of 

variance revealed a significant main effect of group (F(3,132) = 49.137 p=0.001). It can be 

seen in Figure 5.05 that the four groups differed in the number of socially unacceptable 

responses they gave in this subsection. Closer inspection of this data revealed that when a 

post hoc test (Tukey’s LSD) was performed sexual offenders differed significantly from 

each of the other three control groups. Again, the mean difference was significant at p = 

0.001 for all groups. However, this analysis also revealed that offenders did not differ 

significantly from non-offenders (t(132) =0.67 p = 0.13).

Figure S.05 - Final Items for Voyeurism Subsection
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In the exhibitionism subsection a significant main effect of group was observed when a 

one-way analysis of variance was performed (F(3,132) = 36.83 p=0.001). This variation in 

the number of socially unacceptable responses given by the four groups can be seen in 

Figure 5.06. The graph in figure 5.06 also shows that there was only a small difference in
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the number of socially acceptable responses given by the offenders and normal males. 

When a post hoc test (Tukey’s LSD) was performed on this data, this difference did not 

reach significance (t(132) = 0.57 p = 0.075). However, a significant difference was found 

between the sexual offenders the other three control groups, with the mean difference 

being significant at p=0.001 for all groups.

Figure 5.06 - Final Items for Exhibitionism Subsection
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Consistent with the previous subsections a significant main effect of group was observed 

in the dating abuse subsection (F(3,132) = 29.93 p=0.001). Figure 5.07 shows the variation 

in socially unacceptable responses given by the four groups. Indeed, this figure also shows 

that there was not a great difference in the mean number of responses given by the 

offenders and non-offenders. When a post hoc analysis (Tukey’s LSD) was performed on 

this data, this difference failed to reach significance (t(132) = 0.77 p = 0.112). However,
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the post hoc analysis did find sexual offenders differed significantly from the other three 

groups on the number of socially unacceptable responses they provided. Again, this mean 

difference was significant at p = 0.001 for all groups.

Figure 5.07 - Final Items for Dating Abuse Subsection
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The homosexual assault subsection provided interesting results, as it was found to have 

low internal consistency, as well as only four of the original 12 items being found to be 

reliable. Despite these findings, when an analysis of variance was performed a significant 

main effect of group (F(3,132) = 10.842 p=0.001) was observed, indicating that the four 

participant groups varied in the number of socially unacceptable responses they provided 

(figure 5.08). When this was examined further, by a post hoc analysis (Tukey’s LSD), it 

revealed that sexual offenders differed significantly from the other three groups. Indeed, 

the mean difference was significant at p=0.001 for the offenders and controls, however for 

the non-offenders it was significant at p=0.013.
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Figure 5.08 - Final Items for Homosexual Assault Subsection
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Figure 5.09 shows the extent to which sexual offenders’ mean scores for the remaining 12 

items in the ‘offences against children’ subsection varied from the other three groups. 

Consistent with the previous subsections, the sexual offenders provided the highest 

number of socially unacceptable responses than the other three control groups. When this 

data was examined further an ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of group 

(F(3,132) = 45.102 p 0.001). A post hoc analysis (Tukey’s LSD) revealed the difference in 

responses given by the sexual offenders from the other three groups reached significance, 

with the mean difference being significant at p=0.001 for all groups. This analysis also 

revealed that the difference in responses given by the offenders and normal males 

approached significance (t(132) = 1.02 p = 0.055).
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Figure 5.09 - Final Items for Offences Against Children Subsection

Condition

Similar results were obtained for the final subsection, as again sexual offenders provided 

the highest number of socially unacceptable responses. However, figure 5.10 shows that 

offenders and non-offenders were similar in the number of socially unacceptable response 

that they gave. When this data was examined further a one way analysis of variance 

confirmed the variation in responses, as a significant main effect of Group (F(3,132) = 

28.17 p=0.001) was observed. A post hoc analysis (Tukey’s LSD) was performed which 

found that the difference between the sexual offenders’ responses from the other three 

groups reached significance. . Indeed, the mean difference was significant at p=0.001 for 

all groups. The post hoc analysis also revealed that the difference in responses given by 

the offenders and non-offenders failed to reach significance (t(132) = 1.18E-02 p = 0.981).
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Figure 5.10 - Final Items for Stalking and Sexual Harassment Subsection
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From the results discussed above it appears that the remaining items in each subsection 

have good discriminative ability, with the exception of the homosexual assault subsection. 

Sexual offenders’ mean scores for the remaining items in each of the seven subsections 

differed significantly from the other three groups, despite the mean scores for some 

subsections failing to discriminate between the other control groups (e.g. voyeurism -  

offenders did not differ significantly from non-offenders).

5.2.8 Control group of ‘normal males’

In each of the seven subsections of the QACSO, normal males’ mean scores of socially 

unacceptable responses were consistently low, indicating that they were more inclined to 

give socially acceptable responses. Such low scores provided support for the socially 

acceptable and unacceptable distinction on these items.

127



Study 1

5.2.9 Social Desirability

Normal males were found to favour socially unacceptable responses to four items of the 

QACSO: ‘some women lead men on,’ ‘if a woman has a big pair of boobs it’s only natural 

to have a look,’ ‘a woman has to look when a man flashes at her’ and ‘a woman could 

walk away when a man flashes at her’ . Table 5.03 shows the percentage of socially 

unacceptable responses given for each of the four groups under investigation. Normal 

males were found to consistently respond in a similar way to the other three groups.

Table 5.03 - Percentage of socially unacceptable response to 4 items of the QACSO

Items % of socially unacceptable responses given

Sex

offenders

Offenders Non-

offenders

Control

1. Some women lead men on 87.5 82.35 80.0 87.1

2. If a woman has a big pair of boobs 

it’s only natural to have a look

82.93 75.76 56.67 61.29

3. A woman has to look when a man 

flashes at her

87.8 100 93.33 74.19

4. A woman could walk away when 

a man flashes at her

90.24 93.94 96.67 83.87

A one way analysis of variance was performed on the mean scores of each of the four 

items that received high numbers of socially unacceptable responses from all four groups. 

On the first item, no significant difference was found between the four groups (F (3,124) =

1.19 p = 0.315). Similarly, no significant difference was found between the way the four 

groups responded to the second item (F (3,119) = 2.29 p = 0.083). However, this analysis 

of variance was approaching a significant level. When a post hoc test (Tukey’s LSD) 

analysis was performed the normal males were found not to differ significantly from the 

other three groups (p>0.108). For the remaining two items (e.g. item three and four) no
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significant difference was found between the four groups (F(3,123) = 1.34 p = 0.266 and 

F(3,131) = 1.22 p = 0.304 respectively). These results indicate that these four items have 

poor discriminative ability, as the four groups appear to respond to these items in a similar 

way.

The percentage of the socially unacceptable responses that were given to either all 4, 3, 2, 

or 1 item/s was calculated for each group. Table 5.04 shows that the controls responded in 

a similar way to the other three groups. Indeed, there was only a difference of 24.9% 

between the percentage of socially unacceptable responses given by the controls and sex 

offenders on all 4 items. The difference between these two groups was even lower for their 

responses to 3 and 2 of the items (e.g. 11.8% and 7.33% respectively).

Table 5.04 - Percentage of socially unacceptable responses given to 4,3,2, and 1 

item/s

Group % of socially unacceptable responses given

4 items 3 items 2 items 1 item

Sex offenders 66.85 85.37 97.65 100

Offender 57.58 87.88 96.97 100

Non-offenders 55.17 82.73 100 100

Controls 41.94 74.19 90.32 100

Although these four items were found to have poor psychometric properties, as they were 

unable to discriminate between the four groups, clinicians may wish to use the as a 

tentative measure of social desirability. Monitoring participants’ responses on these items 

could give some indication as to whether an individual is trying to respond in a socially 

acceptable way. However, it could be that these four items were initially scored 

incorrectly. With controls and sexual offenders agreeing with these four statements this 

could suggest that these are socially acceptable responses rather than an unacceptable. 

Before conclusions can be made about whether these items indicate if an individual is 

trying to respond in a socially acceptable way or require to be re-scored, further analysis is 

needed. Future research, out with this PhD thesis, may wish to examine whether these
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items in the QACSO correlate with Marlowe-Crown Social Desirability Scale (Crown and 

Marlowe, 1960). This would be consistent with published research (Hogue, 1994) that 

correlated current assessment measures of cognitive distortions (e.g. Rape Myth 

Acceptance Scale; Burt 1980 and the Multiphasic Sex Inventory; Nichols and Molinder,

1984) with Marlowe-Crown Social Desirability Scale.

5.2.10 Reading Scores

The questionnaire (A Items) has a Flesch Reading Ease score1 of 88.21 out of 100 and a 

Flesch-Kincaid score of 4.46. The Flesch Reading Ease scale rates text on a 100-point 

scale and the higher the score the easier it is to understand the document. Most standard 

documents aim for a score between 60 to 70 (D’Alessandro, Kingsley and Johnson-West,

2001), thus with a score of 88.21 the QACSO exceeds this recommendation. Indeed, such 

a score implies that the QACSO is a readable document that surpasses the recommended 

score and thus one that is more suitable for use on people who have a learning disability. 

Table 5.05 shows the Flesch Reading Scores for the A items in each subsection of the 

QACSO.

Table 5.05 - Flesch Reading Ease Scores for A Items

Subsections A Items

Flesch reading ease score

Rape 89.1

Voyeurism 88.4

Exhibitionism 91.32

Dating abuse 91.94

Homosexual assault 88.93

Offences against children 83.1

Stalking 84.7

Overall total 88.21
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The Flesch-Kincaid reading scale1 2 rates text on an American grade school system and 

advocates that standard documents should try to achieve a score of between 7 to 8. 

D’Alessandro, Kingsley and Johnson-West (2001) also state that materials, such as 

education material found on the World Wide Web, should be written at an eighth grade 

level. A Flesch-Kincaid score of 8 would mean that individuals as young as those in the 

eighth grade (age 13-14 years) of school would understand the text in that document. The 

QACSO has a Flesch-Kincaid reading score of 4.46, which means that the text will be 

understood by students in the fourth grade of school (age 9-10 years). Indeed, achieving a 

score less than the recommended target is beneficial, as it suggests that the QACSO again 

is likely to be used and understood by individuals with a mild learning disability. Table

5.06 shows the Flesch-Kincaid Scores for the A items in each of the subsections of the 

QACSO.

Table 5.06 - Flesch-Kincaid Scores for A Items

Subsections A Items

Flesch-Kincaid Score

Rape 4.29

Voyeurism 5.04

Exhibitionism 3.72

Dating abuse 4.72

Homosexual assault 3.95

Offences against children 5.02

Stalking 4.51

Overall total 4.46

1 See appendix 4 for formula to calculate Flesch Reading Ease Score
2 See appendix 5 for formula to calculate Flesch-Kincaid Reading Scale
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5.2.11 (i) Principal Component Analysis

Analysis of the psychometric properties of the QACSO found that of the original seven 

subsections, six contained items that were found to be reliable and have good 

discriminative ability. These items were also found to have reasonably high internal 

consistencies, suggesting that the items in each subsection assessed the same general 

cognition. Unfortunately, the subsection ‘homosexual assault’ failed to reach the required 

alpha level of >0.8 (Bumby, 1996). With an alpha level of 0.69 this suggested that this 

subsection had low internal consistency and may not be assessing the same cognition. It 

was for this reason that the homosexual assault subsection was excluded from all further 

analysis. For the remaining six subsections, further analysis was performed to explore the 

factor structure within each subsection in an attempt to determine the number of core 

factors that were cohesive and theoretically meaningful.

The six subsections under investigation contained a total of 54 items that had been 

designed to elicit six clusters of information. However, it was felt appropriate to examine 

whether these variables were interrelated. Better understanding of the relationship between 

variables and core factors within each subsection would facilitate clinical psychologists’ 

understanding of the cognitive distortions related to sexual offending that are held by 

sexual offenders and assist them when trying to develop suitable treatment programmes. 

Detection of these core factors, within each subsection, would allow clinicians to identify 

key cognitions that need to be targeted during treatment sessions.

Based on previously published research (Brown, Aman & Havercamp, 2002; McDermott, 

Martin, Weinrich & Kelly, 1999), it was felt appropriate to perform an exploratory factor 

analysis on data that had been collected from a population with or without a learning 

disability and had been scored 0 and 1. Indeed, Brown et al. (2002) successfully performed 

a factor analysis on data relating to children with an IQ of less than 80 using such a code.

To explore the factor structures within each subsection a principal component analysis was 

calculated. This statistical technique was applied to each of the six subsections to 

investigate which variables form coherent subsets that are relatively independent of one 

another. Squared multiple correlations were used to identify the individual components. In 

this process the equivalent number of components are identified as variables. The first
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component extracted in this process accounts for the largest amount of shared variance by 

the test. The second extracted components accounts for the next largest amount of 

variance that is not explained by the first component. The third component extracts the 

next largest amount of variance and this process is continued until all the variance of the 

variables is accounted for. As the principle component analysis aims to reduce the number 

of variables being dealt with, the next stage of the analysis selects components that will 

either be retained or rejected. Deciding which components to select or reject is determined 

by the amount of variance each extracted component accounts for. Using a graphical scree 

plot method developed by Cattell (1966), this method plotted on a graph ( see Appendix 

10) the amount of variance accounted for by each component (their eigenvalues). This plot 

shows a break between the steep slope of the initial components and a gentle one of the 

later components. It is the components that lie before the point at which the eigenvalues 

seem to level off that are retained. These components were then rotated using a 

VARIMAX criteria (as recommended by Kaiser, 1959) to identify the empirically higher 

order variables. It was necessary to rotate these components to ease interpretability.

Based on die scree plot (see Appendix 10), two components from the rape and attitudes 

towards women subsection were extracted and examined for interpretability. Table 5.07 

presents the eigenvalues for the three components extracted and the percentage of variance 

accounted for by each component. The three components together accounted for 64.26% 

of the variance, with component 1 accounting for the greatest percentage of variance 

(43.89%).

Table 5.07 -  Eigenvalues and Percentage of Variance Accounted for by the 3 

Components

Rape and attitudes to women 

subsection

Eigenvalue % of

Variance

Cumulative %  

of Variance

Factor 1 -  Mitigation 4.83 43.89 43.89

Factor 2 -  Victim blame 1.22 11.12 55.01

Factor 3 -  Minimisation 1.02 9.25 64.26
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Examination of the full matrix factor loadings for the rape and attitudes towards women 

subsection (see Appendix 11) and using a loading score of 0.50 or higher as the cut-off for 

variable inclusion, the analysis indicated the presence of three factors: mitigation, victim 

blame and minimisation (Table 5.08). These factors were identified independently by two 

researchers (e g. the author of this thesis and a clinical psychologist working with sexual 

offenders). Both raters examined the factors identified in each of the six subsections 

independently and then agreement was made between the two raters for meaning for these 

factors.

Table 5.08 - Variables Comprising the Three Components with Variable Loadings 
as Determined by the Principal Component Analysis

Scale Item Loading

Factor 1: Mitigation

Can you show a woman that you love her by forcing 0.805
her to have sex with you?
At a party a man sees a woman going in to a bedroom 0.797
to have sex with another man, would it be okay then 
for him to force her to have sex?
If a man rapes a woman is it just a bit of fun? 0.725

Factor 2: Victim Blame

Could a woman wearing her Sunday best clothes be 0.794
raped?
Is it only women who wear tight clothes that can be 0.655
raped?
Are women often partly to blame for the rape taking 0.639
place?
Do women make too much fuss about sexual assault? 0.593
If the rape goes ahead does that mean she wants it? 0.561

Factor 3: Minimisation

Do you think that if a woman is raped that it would 0.827
cause her any harm?
If a woman was raped do you think that it would take 0.687
a few weeks or longer to get over it? 
Are women just a load of bitches? 0.587
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Selecting 0.50 or higher as salient factor loadings was influenced by a number of issues. 

Although factor loadings greater than 0.60 are regarded as high, compared to moderately 

high if they are above 0.30 (Kline, 1994), researchers vary in the cut-off criteria they use. 

For example, Abel et al. (1989) used 0.30 for criterion when determining whether or not a 

particular item loaded substantially well, compared to Duncan, Kennedy and Patrick

(1995) who utilised 0.40. Considering this research, it was felt appropriate to select 0.50 or 

higher as the cut-off criteria, as it is neither too strict nor lenient. Kline (1994) warns that 

setting a cut-off too high can be misleading and unrealistic. Similarly, he argued that it can 

be unreliable to regard very low factor loadings (e.g. 0.19) as salient (Kline, 1994 pg. 

180), as they account for so little variance. Opting for 0.50 and above seems realistic, as it 

implies that the factor loadings correlate highly with the variable and a reasonable amount 

of the variable’s variance is explained by the factor (e.g. 25%).

Sample size and number of variables also influenced the cut off criteria. A lenient cut off 

criteria is often set when a large sample, e.g. 1000 and over (Comrey and Lee, 1992) is 

involved and there are a number of variables in the analysis (Cattell, 1978). Although the 

sample size (n=136) in this study was not considered to be large, it was sufficiently large 

enough to warrant a factor analysis being performed (Bryman & Cramer, 1999; Kline, 

1994). Similarly, there were at least five participants per variable in each subsection to 

justify a factor analysis being carried out (Gorsuch, 1983). Although these data satisfied 

the criteria for carrying out a factor analysis (Bryman & Cramer, 1999; Kline, 1994; 

Gorsuch, 1983) it was not sufficiently large enough or have enough variables to justify 

utilising a less stringent cut off criteria.

As mentioned above, using a cut-off >0.50 the principle component analysis revealed 

three relatively independent components within the rape and attitudes towards women 

subsection. The first component, mitigation, included items that assess whether or not the 

perpetrator tries to make their behaviour less severe by blaming either the victim or 

another factor such as fun. These items (see table 5.08 for actual items) all focus on how 

sexual offenders mitigate their responsibility to make their deviant sexual behaviour 

acceptable. By diminishing personal responsibility it permits sexual offenders to continue 

with their deviant sexual behaviour without feelings of guilt, anxiety or shame. They 

mitigate responsibility, not by blaming the victim, but by excusing their behaviour as 

being a “bit of fun” or a way by which they can express their love for a woman. Mitigation
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of responsibility has been found to be a common cognitive distortion held by sexual 

offenders and researchers have consistently found it to be used to justify, minimise and 

rationalise a sexual offenders deviant sexual behaviour (Abel et al. 1989; Murphy, 1990).

The second component extracted from the analysis was victim blame and comprised solely 

of items where the blame was placed on the victim (see table 5.08 for actual items). The 

items loaded on this component suggest that sexual offenders blame women for the rape 

taking place due to the type of clothing they were wearing. Dressing in tight clothes 

indicates that she wants to have sex and if a sexual offender is successful in raping a 

woman, then she must have wanted it to happen.

Finally, four items loaded on the third component, minimisation. The item ‘if the rape 

goes ahead does that mean she wants it?’ loaded on both blame and minimisation. This 

item was placed only in the victim blame component category rather than the offender’s 

rationale (e.g. minimisation), due to a more logical fit. The remaining three items focused 

on assessing how sexual offenders minimise the act of rape. Cognitions such as believing 

that women are bitches, rape will not cause the victim harm and they will get over the 

sexual assault quickly enable sexual offenders to explain and rationalise their sexual 

offending behaviour.

5.2.11 (ii) Voyeurism Subsection

In the voyeurism subsection two components were extracted for interpretability (see 

Appendix 10). Again, using the >0.50 cut-off criteria for variable inclusion, the analysis 

identified the presence of 2 components4: intent and mitigation (Table 5.09).

4 S ee A p p en d ix  11 for F ull M atrix o f  Factor L oadings for the V oyeurism  Subsection
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Table 5.09 - Variables Comprising the Two Components with Variable Loadings as
Determined by the Principal Component Analysis

Scale Item Loading

Factor 1: Perpetrator and Victim Intent

If a woman is wearing a short skirt does it mean 
she wants men to look up it?

0.878

If a woman has a big pair of boobs is it alright to have 
a good look?

0.736

Is staring at a woman’s body a good way of showing 
her that you find her attractive?

0.698

Do women who don’t close their curtains when they are 
in their underwear want people to look at them?

0.675

Do women like men to stare at their bodies? 

Factor 2: Mitigation

0.605

Is it okay to stare at a woman if you don’t touch her? 0.810
If a woman sees a man staring at her do you think she 
would be upset about it for a few minutes or longer?

0.807

The items that loaded on component one had high factor loadings, as they exceeded 0.60. 

These items measure intent, both in relation to the perpetrator and the victim. Indeed, three 

items (e.g. ‘if a woman is wearing a short skirt does it mean she wants men to look up it?’, 

‘do women who don’t close their curtains when they are in their underwear want people to 

look at them?’ and ‘do women like men to stare at their bodies?’) measure the belief that 

women provoke men to engage in voyeuristic behaviour, compared to two items (e.g. ‘if a 

woman has a big pair of boobs its alright to have a good look?’ and ‘is staring at a 

woman’s body a good way of showing her that you find her attractive?’) that assess the 

sexual offender’s purpose and reason for engaging in this type of behaviour.

Two items loaded on component two and they were found to assess the cognitions sex 

offenders use to mitigate responsibility for engaging in voyeuristic behaviour. 

Explanations including the acceptability of looking and not touching and staring at a
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woman would not cause her to be upset enables sexual offenders to rationalise and justify 

their voyeuristic behaviour.

Table 5.10 presents the eigenvalues for the two components from the voyeurism 

subsection. Investigation of these eigenvalues indicates that intent accounted for 46.86% 

of the variance and mitigation accounted for 12.93%.

Table 5.10 -  Eigenvalues and Percentage of Variance Accounted for by the 2 

Components

Voyeurism Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 

of Variance

Factor 1 -  Intent 3.75 46.86 46.86

Factor 2 - Mitigation 1.03 12.93 59.79

5.2.11 (iii) Exhibitionism Subsection

In the exhibitionism subsection only one component (see Appendix 10) was extracted and 

investigated for interpretability. Even when the iterations for convergence were changed 

from the standard 25 to 50, there was still only one component extracted. All items in this 

subsection loaded on one component5 (e.g. mitigation), which accounts for 63.41% of the 

variance. These items all exceeded the >0.50 cut-off criteria (Table 5.11).

5 S ee  A p p en d ix  11 for F u ll M atrix o f  Factor L oadings for E xh ib ition ism  Subsection .
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Table 5.11 - Variables Comprising the Component with Variable Loadings as
Determined by the Principal Component Analysis

Scale Item Loading
Factor 1: Mitigation

Do women think that it is just a bit of fun to be flashed at? 0.864
Do women just pretend to be shocked when they see a penis? 0.829
When a man shows his penis to a woman does it really turn 0.823
her on?
Do most women just laugh about being flashed at? 0.754
Is flashing at someone a good way to show women that you 0.696
want to have sex?

All items in the exhibitionism subsection measure whether or not a sexual offender tries to 

make their behaviour less severe by blaming their victim or some other cause (e.g. 

flashing is fun and women pretend to be shocked). By mitigating responsibility for their 

actions, it enables sexual offenders to rationalise their behaviour, which permits them to 

continue with their exhibitionistic behaviour.

5.2.11 (iii) Dating Abuse Subsection

Consistent with the exhibitionism analysis, only one component was extracted in the 

analysis of the dating abuse subsection (see Appendix 10). Iteration for convergence was 

also changed in this analysis from the standard 25 to 50; however, both analyses yielded 

one component. All items loaded on one component6 (e.g. female volition/expectations), 

which accounted for 53.18% of the total variance. The items in this component measure 

how sexual offenders deny responsibility for their behaviour by displacing blame onto 

their victim (Table 5.12).

6 S ee A p pen dix  11 for the F u ll M atrix Factor L oadings for the D atin g  A buse Subsection .
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Table 5.12 - Variables Comprising the Two Components with Variable Loadings as
Determined by the Principal Component Analysis

Scale Item Loading
Factor 1: Female Volition/Expectations

Would a woman think that you found her ugly if you didn’t ask 0.816 
her to have sex with you?
If you don’t ask a woman to have sex will she think you don’t 0.787 
like her?
If you ask a girl out for a date should she know that you want to 0.769 
have sex?
If a girl invites you back to her place for coffee is she really 0.738
offering to have sex?
Do you think it’s okay to expect sex on the first date? 0.726
Do you think a woman should expect a man to try it on on a 0.726
date?
If the girl makes out she does not want to kiss is she playing a 0.681 
game?
Do you think a woman would get upset if her boyfriend kept 0.561
trying to encourage her to have sex even though she has already 
said no?

The analysis suggests that sexual offenders rationalise their offending behaviour, that is 

related to dating abuse, by believing that females want sex on the first date, females really 

want sex when they invite a man in coffee or females will be upset if a man does not try to 

have sex with them. These items all have the underlying theme that females should know 

that a man wants to have sex with them when they are on a date.

5.2.11 (v) Offences Against Children Subsection

In the offences against children subsection three components were extracted with 

eigenvalues greater than 1.00 (see Appendix 10) and examined for interpretability. Table

5.13 presents the eigenvalues for the three components extracted and the percentage of 

variance accounted for by each component. Together these components accounted for 

67.38% of the total variance.
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Table 5.13 -  Eigenvalues and Percentage of Variance Accounted for by the 3 

Components

Offences against 

children

Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative %  

of Variance

Factor 1 -  Attraction 5.24 43.68 43.68

Factor 2 -  Harm 1.64 13.68 57.36

Factor 3 - Recovery 1.20 10 .0 2 67.38

Varimax rotation yielded three components7 independent of one another: attraction, harm 

and recovery (Table 5.14). Items in component one measured attraction and assessed 

whether sexual offenders were attracted to children because they get sexually excited by 

them and enjoy having sex with them. Component two was found to contain four items 

that measured harm. These items assess whether sexual offenders believe that children can 

be harmed by people they know, strangers or family members and whether penetrative or 

non-penetrative sex can hurt them. Finally, component three measured recovery and 

assessed whether a sexual offender believed that a child would ever get over being 

sexually abused.

7 S ee A p pen dix  11 for the F u ll M atrix Factor L oadings for the O ffen ces A ga in st C hildren Subsection.
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T a b l e  5 .1 4  -  V a r i a b l e s  C o m p r i s i n g  t h e  T h r e e  C o m p o n e n t s  w i t h  V a r i a b l e  L o a d i n g s
a s  D e t e r m i n e d  b y  t h e  P r i n c i p a l  C o m p o n e n t  A n a l y s i s

S c a l e  I t e m  L o a d i n g

Fa c to r 1 : A ttra c tio n

D o  children do sexy things so that m en w ill get turned on and 0 .8 70  
w ant to have sex w ith  them?
D o  children lead m en on sexually? 0.865
C a n  y o u  show  y o u  lo ve  a child b y  h aving sex w ith  them? 0.694
D o  some children enjoy h avin g  sex w ith  men? 0.535

Fa c to r 2 : H a rm

C a n  children be abused b y people they k n o w , as well as 0.853
strangers?
C a n  a child be abused b y fa m ily members like their father, 0 .8 0 7
m other or their uncle?
D o e s m aking a child watch y o u  masturbate do them  any 0 .7 6 7
harm?
D o  y o u  think sex w ith  children does them  harm  i f  the adult 0 .7 1 3
is gentle?

Fa c to r 3: R e c o ve ry

A fte r  a fe w  years w o u ld  a child get over being sexually 0.858
abused?
W o u ld  a child ever fu lly  get over being sexually being 0 .76 0
sexually abused or w o u ld  they be okay in a fe w  weeks 
or years?
I f  a m an has sex o r masturbates in front o f  a child is it 0.642
just a bit o f  fun?
I f  a girl is old enough to have periods is she old enough 0 .5 71
to have sex?

In  the final subsection o f  the Q A C S O ,  stalking and sexual harassment, three components 

were extracted (see A p p e n d ix  10 ) and exam ined fo r interpretability. A n  investigation o f  

the eigenvalues indicated that the three components accounted fo r 6 2 .6 6 %  o f  the total 

variance, w ith  com ponent 1 accounting fo r the greatest percentage o f  variance (3 8 .0 6 % )

5 .2 .1 1  (v i)  S ta lk in g  a n d  S e x u a l H a ra s s m e n t S u bse ctio n

(Ta b le  5 .15 ).
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T a b le  5 .15  -  E ig e n v a lu e s  a n d  Pe rce nta ge  o f  V a r ia n c e  A c c o u n te d  f o r  b y  the 3 

C o m p o n e n ts

S ta lk in g  a n d  se xu al 

h a ra ss m e n t

E ig e n v a lu e % o f

V a r ia n c e

C u m u la tiv e  %  

o f  V a ria n c e

Fa c to r 1 -  O ffe n d e r’ s rationale 3.81 38.06 38.06

Fa c to r 2 -  H a rm 1 .3 7 13.68 5 1 .7 4

Fa c to r 3 - Scare 1.0 9 10 .9 2 62.66

T h e  three independent components8 extracted in this subsection w ere offenders’ rationale, 

harm  and scare (T a b le  5 .16 ). S ix  items loaded on com ponent one and assessed an 

offender’ s logic fo r stalking and sexually harassing females. T h e  tw o  items that loaded on 

com ponent tw o  had h igh factor loadings as they exceeded 0 .60. These items assessed 

whether the perpetrators regarded stalking as harmless and fun. F in a lly , one item loaded 

on com ponent three and measured whether or not sexual offenders thought stalking w o u ld  

scare a w om an.

8 S ee A p pen dix  11 for F u ll M atrix o f  Factor L oad in gs for Stalk ing and Sexual H arassm ent Subsection
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T a b l e  5 .1 6  -  V a r i a b l e s  C o m p r i s i n g  t h e  T h r e e  C o m p o n e n t s  w i t h  V a r i a b l e  L o a d i n g s
a s  D e t e r m i n e d  b y  t h e  P r i n c i p a l  C o m p o n e n t  A n a l y s i s

S c a l e  I t e m  L o a d i n g

Fa c to r 1 : O ffe n d e r’ s Rationale

Is fo llo w in g  a w o m a n a good w a y o f  show ing her y o u  w o u ld  0.860
like to have sex w ith  her?
D o  some w o m e n  like m en to fo llo w  them? 0 .74 1
I f  a w o m a n  is w a lk in g  around the to w n  is it okay fo r a m an to 0 .70 4  
fo llo w  her?
D o e s it m ake w o m e n  feel attractive i f  m en fo llo w  them? 0.599
I f  y o u  fo llo w e d  a w om an w ou ld it turn her on? 0 .5 79
Is fo llo w in g  a w o m a n  a good w a y  o f  show ing her y o u  like 0.573
her?

Fa c to r 2: H a rm

I f  a m an fo llo w s a w om an is he ju st h aving a bit o f  fun? 0.8 57
Is there any harm  in fo llo w in g  w om en? 0.705

Fa c to r 3: Scare

D o  m en fo llo w  w om en because they w ant to scare them? 0.821

5 .2 .1 2  G r o u p  C h a ra c te ris tic s  a n d  Subscale Scores

T h e  data was re-scored to investigate the effect each participant group had on the 

subscales identified in the principal com ponent analysis o f  each subsection o f  the Q A C S O . 

A n  A N O V A  was perform ed on this data. Tab le  5 .1 7  shows the mean total scores for 

socially unacceptable responses, the standard deviations fo r the fo u r participant groups 

and a sum m ary o f  the resultant analysis o f  variance. T h e  fo u r groups differed in the 

num ber o f  socially unacceptable responses given fo r  the subscales o f  each subsection, w ith 

sex offenders being m ost like ly to provide such answers on m ost subscales. Indeed, sexual 

offenders provid ed  significantly m ore socially unacceptable responses on all but tw o o f  

the subscales (e .g. voyeu rism  -  intent and stalking and sexual harassment -  scare).
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T a b le  5 .1 7  -  T h e  m e a n  T o t a l Sco re  o n  all factors f o r  each g r o u p

Subscales A v e ra g e  total score fo r each o f  the fo u r 
participant groups

M a in  
effect o f  

groupSex
offenders

O ffe n d e r
s

N o n 
offenders

Controls

R ap e - 
M itig a tio n

1 .3 2 *  
s.d. 1 .1 1

0.29 
s.d. 0.46

0 .4 7 
s.d. 0.86

0.03 
s.d. 0 .18

p O . O O l

R a p e -  
victim  blam e

2 .8 8 * 
s.d. 1.5 2

0.85 
s.d. 1.05

1 .8 7
s.d. 1 .4 1

0.06 
s.d. 0.25

p <0 .0 0 1

R a p e -
M in im isatio n

1 .1 9 *  
s.d. 0.98

0 .1 2  
s.d. 0 .4 1

0.40 
s.d. 0 .7 2

0.00 
s.d. 0.00

p O . O O l

V o y e u ris m  - 
Intent

3 .2 4 * 
s.d. 1 .7 3

1.38
s.d. 1.28

1.0 0  
s.d. 1 .1 1

0 .3 2 
s.d. 0 .4 7

p O . O O l

V o y e u ris m  -  
M itig atio n

1.44 
s.d. 0.74

1.18  
s.d. 0.67

0 .7 7  
s.d. 0 .73

0 .2 2  
s.d. 0.56

p = 0 .10 1

Exh ib itio n is m  - 
M itig a tio n

3 .1 0 *  
s.d. 1 .6 7

0 .74  
s.d. 1.05

1.83
s.d. 1 .4 9

0 .1 6  
s.d. 0.45

p O . O O l

D a tin g  abuse -
female volition/expectations

4 .3 9 * 
s.d. 2 .6 7

1.2 9
s.d. 1.38

2.06 
s.d. 2.0 8

0 .3 2 
s.d. 0.65

p O . O O l

O ffences against children -  
Attractio n

1 .7 6 *  
s.d. 1.4 9

0.32 
s.d. 0.59

0 .5 7 
s.d. 0 .9 7

0.06 
s.d. 0.23

p O . O O l

O ffences against children -  
harm

1 .4 6 * 
s.d. 1.43

0.38 
s.d. 0.85

0 .4 7 
s.d. 0 .73

0.00 
s.d. 0.00

p O . O O l

Offences against children -  
recovery

2 .2 4 * 
s.d. 1.3 9

0.38 
s.d. 0.82

1 .1 3
s.d. 1 .1 7

0.00 
s.d. 0.00

p O . O O l

Stalking -  
o ffender’ s rationale

2 .6 1 *  
s.d. 1.8 4

1 .1 5
s.d. 1.35

0.90 
s.d. 1 .3 7

0.35 
s.d. 0 .75

p O . O O l

Stalking -  
H a rm

1 .1 9 *  
s.d. 0.81

0.56
s.d .0 .75

0 .8 7 
s.d. 0 .73

0.00 
s.d. 0.00

p O . O O l

Stalking -  
Scare

0.52 
s.(L 0.51

0 .18  
s.d. 0.39

0 .1 1
s.d. 0 .3 2

0.33 
s.d. 0.50

p=0 .26 2

N B  *  indicates that this group scored significantly higher than all other groups. 

Italics a n d  b o ld  indicates th a t these g ro u p s scores d id  n o t d iffe r  sig n ific a n tly .

O n  the m itigation subscale o f  the voyeu rism  subsection sexual offenders did not differ 

significantly fro m  offenders on the socially unacceptable responses that they provided 

(t(13 2 ) =  0 .26  p =  0 .1 0 1 ) . H o w e v e r, on the scare subscale o f  the stalking and sexual 

harassment subsection it was the norm al males w h o did not d iffe r significantly fro m  the 

sexual offenders (t(90) =  0 .18  p =  0.26 ). These findings suggest that clinicians m ay w ish 

to score these subscales separately, as this w ill enable them  to identify the areas that need
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to be addressed during treatment. F o r  exam ples, on items w here sexual offenders do not 

differ fr o m  controls or offenders, this suggests that these are areas that do not need to be 

challenged during treatment

F r o m  the principal com ponent analysis it is clear that both the exhibitionism  and dating 

abuse subsections o f  the Q A C S O  are unidim ensional scales, as items in both scales loaded 

on o nly one com ponent (e.g. m itigation and fem ale v o litio n , respectively). T h e  rem aining 

fo u r subsections items either loaded on tw o  or three com ponents, w h ic h  suggest that these 

scales m a y  not be unidim ensional. H o w e v e r, the components identified (e.g. m itigation, 

blam e, m inim isation, intent, fem ale vo litio n , lo ve , harm , recovery, o ffe nd e r’ s rationale and 

scare) are not solely independent fro m  one another, as they share a com m on link. T h e y  are 

all explanations that sexual offenders use to ju s tify  and rationalise their sexual offending 

behaviour. T h is com m onalty suggests that the Q A C S O  is a unidim ensional scale and is 

consistent w ith  A b e l , G o r e , H o lla n d , C a m p , B ecker and R a th n e r’ s (19 8 9 ) Cognitions 

Scale w h ic h  also claimed to be a single factor scale, despite id e ntifyin g  6 factors.

5 .2 .1 3  D isc u ssio n

Th is section aims to explain the current investigation’ s findings, as w ell as discuss these 

results in relation to previous published research.

T h e  current study provides evidence that the Q A C S O  is a va lid  and reliable measure o f  

cognitive distortions held b y sexual offenders w ith  learning disabilities. T h e  rem aining 

items ( A  items) in each o f  the seven subsections were fo u n d  to discriminate sexual 

offenders w ith  learning disabilities fro m  the other three groups o f  participants, a finding 

consistent w ith  a num ber o f  researchers (A b e l et al. (19 8 9 ; Sterm ac and Segal, 19 8 9 ; 

B u m b y , 1996) and an achievement B u r t ’ s R ap e M y th  Acceptance Scale was not able to 

attain, as it could not discriminate sexual offenders (rapists) fro m  a control o f  random ly 

selected males. F in d in g  sexual offenders to have statistically significant cognitive 

distortions is useful fo r furthering the understanding o f  the etiology o f  sexually deviant 

b ehaviou r, as w ell as developing effective prevention and treatment programmes for 

sexual offenders. Indeed, researchers believe that these discrim inating items ( A  items) 

m ay id e n tify  particular m aladaptive cognitions that facilitate sexually deviant behaviour
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(Sterm ac and Segal, 19 8 9 ; M u rp h y , 19 9 0 ; M arshall and Eccle s, 19 9 1). B eing able to 

identify these distorted cognitions w ill enable clinicians to id e ntify the maladaptive 

cognitions that need to be challenged during treatment.

A lth o u g h  this research fo u n d  the rem aining items ( A  items) o f  the Q A C S O  to discriminate 

sexual offenders fro m  the other three participants groups, these items also discriminated 

non-offenders w ith  learning disabilities fro m  the controls ( ‘ n o rm a l’ males) on 6 o f  the 7  

subsections (e.g. rape, voyeu rism , exhibitionism , hom osexual assault, offences against 

children and stalking and sexual harassment). O n  the dating abuse subsection, the analysis 

was fo u n d  to be approaching a significant level fo r these tw o  participant groups. Despite 

this fin d in g , the sexual offenders w ith  learning disabilities still held significantly m ore 

distorted cognitions than the non-offenders w ith  learning disabilities. H o w e v e r, the find ing  

that non-offenders p ro vid e  significantly m ore socially unacceptable responses to items in 

the Q A C S O  than ‘ no rm a l’ males requires further attention. D espite this find ing  n o n 

offenders w ith  learning disabilities still scored significantly lo w e r than sexual offenders 

w ith  learning disabilities.

Rather than o n ly assess attitudes consistent w ith  sexual o ffe nd in g, the Q A C S O  m ay also 

measure sexual know ledge. Research suggests that individuals w ith  learning disabilities 

often have p o o r sexual know ledge (Charm an and Clare, 19 9 2 ; W elling s, Johnson and 

W ad sw o rth , 19 9 4). Indeed, lack o f  know ledge about w hat is and is not socially acceptable 

behaviour m ay have influenced h o w  they responded to items in the Q A C S O .  H o w e v e r, 

this does not mean that individuals w ith  p o o r sexual know ledge o r, are not fam iliar w ith 

societiy’ s protocols regarding w hat is considered socially acceptable behaviour, w ill go on 

to sexually o ffend. T h e y  m ay be m ore at risk o f  engaging in behaviour that is 

misinterpreted as sexually deviant b ehaviou r, due to lack o f  know ledge. F o r  exam ple, 

Th o m p so n  and B r o w n  (1 9 9 7 ) suggest that individuals w ith  learning disabilities are 

unaware about the rules regarding privac y, w hich can result in them  engaging in sexual 

activities in public. Considering this it m ay be w orthw hile assessing sexual know ledge 

prior to adm inistration o f  the Q A C S O ,  to ascertain their level o f  understanding. O b ta in ing  

this inform ation m ay help clinicians establish whether in d iv id u a l’ s responses on the 

Q A C S O  are the result o f  maladaptive cognitions or lack o f  sexual or social know ledge.
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Current research findings suggest that the revised Q A C S O  is a prom ising clinical and 

research measure fo r the assessment and treatment o f  sexual offenders. It assesses a w ide 

range o f  sexual attitudes and unlike existing measures does not focus on rape and child 

m olestation (B u r t, 19 8 0 ; N ic h o ls and M o lin d e r, 19 8 4 ; A b e l et al. 19 8 9 ; B u m b y , 1996), as 

it also assesses vo ye u rism , dating abuse, exhibitionism  and stalking. H o w e v e r, current 

findings th ro w  into question the reliability o f  the hom osexual assault subsection. O n ly  fo u r 

items w ere fo u n d  to be reliable and discriminate sexual offenders fro m  the other three 

participant groups. T h is find ing  questions whether this subsection measures attitudes 

tow ard hom osexuality o r hom ophobia. Fu tu re  research could address this issue b y 

including m ore participants in their cohort o f  subjects w h o have com m itted a homosexual 

assault, rather than have a prejudice sample com prising m a in ly o f  individuals w ho 

consider h om osexu ality to be w rong o r have not com m itted a hom osexual assault. 

Com parisons could then be made between these participant’ s scores on items fro m  the 

hom osexual assault subsection.

F r o m  the original 108 items o f  the Q A C S O ,  58 w ere found to have good psychometric 

properties ( A  item s). H o w e v e r, 20 items ( B  items) w ere fo u n d  to discriminate and be 

reliable, although they had lo w  internal consistency. These items have a Flesch Reading 

Ease score o f  8 9 .0 7 out o f  100 and a Fle sc h -K in c a id  reading score o f  3 .6 5 , which means 

that individuals aged between 8 to 9 years can understand the text. T w e n ty -fiv e  items had 

poor psychom etric properties and were classed as C  items (see A p p e n d ix  3 fo r A ,  B  and C  

items). T h e y  had a Flesch Reading Ease score o f  8 9 .18  out o f  100 and a Flesch -K incaid 

Reading score o f  4 .3 6 , indicating individuals aged between 9 to 10  years could understand 

the text. A s  previously discussed, there were fo u r items ( D  items) where controls favoured 

socially unacceptable responses and their responses were consistent w ith  the other three 

participant groups. Th is find ing  highlights that clinicians need to exercise caution w ith 

these item s, as they m a y be scored incorrectly or indicate that individuals are trying to 

provide socially acceptable responses i f  they reject these items. F in a lly , one item was 

om itted com pletely as it was a repetition o f  another item. Rather than exclude these items 

that have been identified to have problems o r poor psychom etric properties (e.g. B , C  and 

D  item s), clinicians m a y w ish  to retain them  fo r clinical purposes, a practise utilised b y  

B u m b y  (19 9 6 ). R etaining these items m ay provide additional inform ation, as they appear 

to have good face va lid ity and they m ay help clinicians w hen trying  to develop suitable
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treatment program m es fo r sexual offenders. H o w e v e r, it is im portant to keep these items 

separate and only focus on the A  items w hen tryin g  to assess distorted cognitions.

A n o th e r issue concerning scoring relates to the Q A C S O  g ivin g  participants the 

opportunity to answer ‘ y e s ,’ ‘ n o ’ or ‘ d o n ’ t k n o w ’ to each item . A lth o u g h  the current 

analysis recoded the data and treated ‘ don’ t  k n o w ’ responses as am biguous data, it is felt 

im portant to p rovid e individuals w ith  the opportunity to answer that they do not k n o w  to 

any item  in the Q A C S O .  U s in g  this m ethod o f  scoring over comes the problems associated 

w ith  using a L ik e r t  Scale on a population w ith  learning disabilities (see chapter 4 ), as well 

as preventing them  fro m  being forced into a ‘ yes’ or ‘ n o ’ response, a problem  associated 

w ith  the 4 -p o in t L ik e r t Scale utilised in B u m b y ’ s R A P E  and M O L E S T  Scales (B u m b y , 

1996). Individuals m a y genuinely not k n o w  h o w  to answer a specific item , or not fu lly  

understand the statement and should therefore be given the opportunity to express a 

neutral response.

In  the principal com ponent analysis the current investigation obtained results consistent 

w ith  A b e l et al’ s (19 8 9 ) findings. In  the offences against children subsection o f  the 

Q A C S O  the principle com ponent analysis extracted 3 components that can be compared 

w ith  the 6 factors identified in A b e l et al’ s Cognitions Scale (e .g. ‘ child-adult sex helps the 

c h ild ,’ ‘ children initiate child-adult sex fo r specific reasons,’ ‘ adults initiate child-adult sex 

fo r specific reasons,’ ‘ the ch ild ’ s behaviour shows their desire fo r child-adult s e x ,’ ‘ adults 

can predict w hen child-adult sex w ill damage child in the future’ and ‘ child-adult sex is or 

w ill be acceptable in society’ [pg. 1 4 4 -1 4 5 ]) . A lth o u g h  A b e l et al’ s factors do not have the 

same labels as the subscales o f  the offences against children subsection (e.g. attraction, 

harm  and recovery), they do contain similar items. F o r  exam ple, factor 1 o f  the Cognitions 

Scales contains items that are consistent w ith  the items contained in com ponent 2 o f  the 

offences against children subsection, as both subscales measure harm . Indeed, the items 

included in factor 1 o f  the Cognitions Scale include ‘ sex between a 13 year old (or 

you nge r) and an adult, causes the child no emotional p ro ble m s,’ ‘ an adult fondling a 

yo u n g  child or h avin g  the child fondle the adult w ill not cause the child any h a rm ,’ ‘ i f  

child has sex w ith  an adult, the child w ill lo o k  back at the experience as an adult and see it 

as a positive experience’ and ‘ the only w a y  I could do harm  to the child w hen having sex 

w ith  her (h im ) w o u ld  be to use physical force to get her (h im ) to have sex w ith  m e’ ; 

compared to items fro m  the subscale harm  o f  the offences against children that include
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‘ can children be abused b y  people they k n o w , as w e ll as strangers?’ , ‘ can a child be 

abused b y  fa m ily  members like their father, m other or their uncle?’ , ‘ does m aking a child 

watch y o u  masturbate do them  any harm ?’ and ‘ do y o u  thin k sex w ith  children does them 

harm  i f  the adult is gentle?’ . These items measure whether o r n o t sexual offenders regard 

sexual interactions w ith  children to be harm ful.

Fa c to r 2  extracted fro m  the Cognitions Scale contains items that are sim ilar to those 

contained in  the subscale attraction o f  the offences against children subsection. F o r  

exam ple, factor 2 o f  the Cognitions Scale contained items that include ‘ w hen a young 

child has sex w ith  an adult, it helps the child learn h o w  to relate to adults in the fu tu re ,’ 

‘ w hen a yo u n g  child asks an adult about sex, it means that she (he) wants to see the adult’ s 

sex organs o r have sex w ith  the adult’ and ‘ i f  an adult has sex w ith  a yo u n g  child it 

prevents the child fro m  h avin g  sexual hang-ups in the fu tu re ’ . Indeed, these items relate to 

attraction, as these are explanations sexual offender m a y p rovid e to rationalise their 

deviant behaviou r b y indicating that they are engaging in  this behaviou r to help the child. 

Th is fin d in g  is consistent w ith  the items contained in the subscale attraction o f  the 

offences against children subsection that includes ‘ do children do sexy things so that men 

w ill get turned on and w ant to have sex w ith  them ?’ , ‘ do children lead m en o n sexually?’ , 

‘ can y o u  show  yo u  love a child b y having sex w ith  them ?’ and ‘ do some children enjoy 

having sex w ith  m en?’ .

F o r  the final com ponent (e.g. recovery) identified in  the offences against children 

subsection there was no clear corresponding factor in the Cognitions Scale. A lth o u g h  

factor fiv e  contained tw o  items (e.g. ‘ an adult can tell i f  having sex w ith  a yo u n g  child w ill 

em otionally damage the child in the future’ and ‘ an adult can k n o w  just h o w  m uch sex 

between h im  (her) and a child w ill hurt the child later o n ’ ) that could be argued related to 

the topic o f  recovery and the effects sexual interactions w ith  a child can have.

U n fo rtu n a te ly, the rem aining subscales o f  the 5 subsections o f  the Q A C S O  (e.g. rape and 

attitudes to w o m e n , vo ye u rism , exhibitionism , dating abusing and stalking and sexual 

harassment) cannot be compared w ith previously published research, as factor analyses 

have yet to be carried out on current assessment measures o f  attitudes towards rape (e.g. 

B u r t ’ s R a p e  M y th  Acceptance Scale and B u m b y ’ s M O L E S T  and R A P E  Scales). F o r  the
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rem aining sexual attitudes assessed in the Q A C S O  there are currently no assessment 

measures that focus on these areas, so comparisons cannot be m ade.

H o w e v e r, the clinical significance o f  the components identified in each subsection o f  the 

Q A C S O  dem and further investigations. A lth o u g h  sexual offenders scored significantly 

m ore distorted cognitions that the other three participant groups in all but tw o  o f  the 

subscales, it w o u ld  be interesting to exam ine whether these subscales can discriminate 

between different types o f  sexual offenders (e.g. rapists, exhibitionists, voyeu rs, stalkers 

and child molesters). I f  future analysis found that different types o f  sexual offenders held 

different cognitions, then this w o u ld  facilitate clinicians w h e n trying to identify the 

distorted cognitions that need to be challenged in therapy.

B e fo re  e xam ining the subscales o f  the Q A C S O  it w o u ld  be interesting to establish whether 

the subsections are able to discriminate different types o f  sexual offenders. A p a rt fro m  this 

provid ing  info rm atio n to aid clinicians w hen developing suitable treatment programs it 

w o u ld  also o ffe r support fo r previous research. F o r  exam ple, i f  the Q A C S O  was able to 

discriminate child molesters fro m  rapists it w o u ld  provide further insight into the 

particular beliefs that m a y contribute to these different types o f  sexual offender’ s deviant 

sexual be ha vio u r, as well as offer support fo r a num ber o f  research studies (Sterm ac and 

Segal, 19 8 9 ; A b e l et al. 19 8 9 ; B u m b y , 1996; B lu m enth al, G u d jonsson and B u m s , 1999). 

Establishing w hether or not rapists can be discriminated fro m  other types o f  sexual 

offenders w o u ld  contribute to the current literature that has been unable to find significant 

differences in the cognitions held b y  rapists, non-rapists and non-sexual offenders (B u rt, 

1980; B u m b y , 19 9 6 ; B lum enthal et al. 1999). U n fo rtu n a te ly, this research could not be 

exam ined b y  this current investigation, due to the small sam ple o f  sexual offenders. W ith  

only 4 1 sexual offenders com prising o f  m ainly o f  rapists and paedophiles, it was not 

sufficiently large enough fo r this type o f  analysis.

5 .2 .1 4  M e th o d o lo g ic a l Issues

In  the exhibitionism  subsection the item  ‘do you think that it would take a woman a few 

days or years to get over being flashed atV was fo u n d  to have poor psychometric 

properties, as it was unable to discrim inative and had lo w  internal consistency. Th is
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find ing  m a y  have resulted fro m  the term inology used in this item . T h e  term  ‘ years’ implies 

a ve ry long tim e and could be regarded as the extrem e o f  ‘ a fe w  days’ . Individuals m ay 

have felt flashing is not as h arm ful and sexually deviant as other acts (e.g. rape and child 

molestation) and feel that individuals m ay take longer than a fe w  days but less than years 

to get o ve r being flashed at. T h e  term  ‘ longer’ m ay have been better suited, as this m ay not 

elicit such an extrem e v ie w  o f  the length o f  tim e it w ill take a person to get over being 

exposed to.

T h e  vo ye u rism  subsection m a y also have been affected b y  the term inology used in some 

o f  its items. A lth o u g h  8 o f  the original 13 items were found to have good psychometric 

properties and discriminated sexual offenders fro m  the other three participant groups, 

offenders w ith  learning disabilities did not differ significantly fro m  non-offenders w ith 

learning disabilities on these items. These findings m a y have been the result o f  the 

term inology fa iling  to elicit strong anti-social attitudes. F o r  exam ple, the term  ‘ stare’ was 

used to obtain w hat was regarded as a socially inappropriate behaviour. Participants m ay 

have interpreted this term  as ‘ to lo o k ’ and regarded this m ore as part o f  a ‘ norm al’ 

courtship ritual. T o  obtain anti-social attitudes in this subsection, it m ay be w orthw hile 

considering using the term  ‘ peep’ or ‘ sp y’ .

Problem s w ere also identified w ith  the am biguity o f  some o f  the item s, w hich resulted in 

difficulties being encountered w hen trying  to score these items as either socially 

acceptable o r unacceptable. F o r  exam ple, there w ere 5 items identified in separate 

subsections o f  the Q A C S O  that asked whether a m an raped, flashed, stared, had sex w ith 

children o r fo llo w e d  a w o m a n to scare them. F o u r  o f  these items were reliable and 

discriminated but had lo w  internal consistency (e.g. ‘ do m en rape w o m e n  to scare them?’ , 

‘ do m en stare at w om en to scare them ?’ , ‘ do men flash to scare w om en?’ and ‘ do men 

have sex w ith  children to scare them ?), where as the rem aining item ‘ do men fo llo w  

w om en to scare them? had good psychometric properties. Variations in the psychometric 

properties o f  these items m a y have been the result o f  these items being ambiguous. F o r  

exam ple, i f  a participant responded ‘ yes’ to these items these answers were scored as 

socially acceptable responses. H o w e v e r, sexual offenders engage in sexually deviant 

behaviou r fo r a num ber o f  different reasons and m ay have different m otives and 

intentions. In  some cases they m ay w ant to scare w o m e n  and children, h ow ever some
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sexual offenders m ay not. Individuals w ho respond ‘ n o ’ to these items m a y not be intent 

on scaring their vic tim s, but their motives are still equally anti-social and sexually deviant.

Sexual offenders m ay also be aware that some individuals engage in sexually deviant 

behaviou r to scare w o m e n , how ever the current scoring criteria o f  the Q A C S O  does not 

enable them  to express this opinion. A  possible solution w ou ld be to structure these items 

to take into consideration that all or some sexual offenders engage in sexually deviant 

behaviour to scare w o m e n  (i.e . ‘ do all men/some m en rape w om en to scare them?’ ).

A n o th e r problem  identified w ith  the Q A C S O  is that the subsections are open to response 

bias. E xa m in a tio n  o f  the rem aining items ( A  item s) o f  the Q A C S O  fou n d  that the m ajority 

o f  these require a ‘ n o ’ response fo r a socially acceptable response to be registered. Indeed, 

responding ‘ n o ’ to all items in  the voyeurism  and exhibitionism  subsections w o u ld  yield 

o nly socially acceptable responses. H o w e v e r, in the offences against children subsection 8 

o f  the 12  items require a ‘ n o ’ response fo r a socially acceptable response to be registered, 

com pared to 9 out o f  1 1  in the rape subsection, 7  out o f  8 in the dating abuse subsection 

and 8 out o f  10  in the stalking subsection. A s  acquiescence response is a problem  

experienced b y  individuals w ith  learning disabilities (C la re  and G udjonsson, 19 9 3 ), it is 

im portant to put in place mechanisms that w ill try to prevent participants fro m  falling into 

an acquiescent response pattern. Possible solutions include rew ording some o f  the items so 

that they are reverse scored, including questions that are logically paired w ith  current 

items to elicit an opposite response, o r adding items that stipulate either a correct or 

incorrect response.

5 .2 .1 5  R e c o m m e n d a tio n s  f o r  F u t u r e  Re se arch

Fu tu re  research m ay consider replicating the present study to test the reliability and 

va lid ity o f  the Q A C S O  further. Replication w o u ld  in vo lve  using a larger sample that 

defines the different types o f  sexual offenders (e.g. stalkers, voyeu rs, exhibitionists, 

rapists, child molesters and individuals w ho com m it a hom osexual assault) in order to 

obtain results that w ill either support or reject the current research’ s findings, as well as 

o ffe r insight into whether the Q A C S O  can discriminate different types o f  sexual offenders. 

La rg e r samples w o u ld  also enable further factor analysis to be undertaken. Indeed a factor
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analysis could be perform ed o n  the w hole questionnaire ( A  items) to identify themes and 

beliefs that are com m on to different types o f  sexual offenders. Th is analysis w o u ld  support 

or reject the current principle com ponent analysis o f  the separate subsections o f  the 

Q A C S O ,  as w ell as facilitate clinicians w hen tryin g  to identify the k e y cognitions that 

need to be challenged in therapy.

Se xu a lly deviant behaviou r is not only restricted to the population w ith  learning 

disabilities, as it is a pernicious problem  that is carried out b y individuals w h o do not have 

a learning disability (M arshall and Serran, 2000). Fu tu re  research m a y w ish to examine 

h o w  individuals w ith o u t a learning disability score on the Q A C S O ,  as it w o u ld  be 

interesting to find out i f  sexual offenders w ith o u t a learning disability share the same 

m aladaptive cognitions as those w h o do have a learning disability. T h is  inform ation w ould 

further understanding o f  the distorted cognitions that contribute to sexually deviant 

behaviou r, as well m ake clinicians aware o f  whether sexual offenders w ith  or w ithout 

learning disabilities require the same or different cognitions to be addressed in therapy.

Fu tu re  research m ay also w ish to consider including items in the Q A C S O  that assess 

sexual offenders’ beliefs pertaining to their o w n  sexual offend in g  behaviou r, as this 

inform ation is believed to offer insight into their future offending behaviou r (M u rp h y , 

19 9 0 ; H o g u e , 19 9 4). A d a p tin g  the Q A C S O  to include items that assess their attitudes 

towards their o w n  sexually deviant behaviour m a y provide valuable inform ation regarding 

their future offending b ehaviou r, as well as assist clinicians w hen developing personalised 

treatment program mes fo r their clients.

F in a lly , future researchers m a y w ish to exam ine the value o f  the Q A C S O  as a treatment 

outcom e measure. M arshall and Pithers (19 9 4 ) advocate that paper and pencil measures 

should be used to assess treatment efficacy, rather than relying on recidivism  rates. This is 

a practice exercised m y  B u m b y  (19 9 6 ) w ho used both his M O L E S T  and R A P E  Scales to 

measure treatment efficacy am ong rapists and child molesters. A d m in istra tio n  o f  B u m b y ’ s 

scales enabled sexual offenders’ cognitions to be m onitored at three-m onth intervals, to 

exam ine whether the num ber o f  distorted cognitions they held decreased. Future 

researchers m ay w ish  to use the Q A C S O  w hen testing treatment efficacy am ong sexual 

offenders w ith  learning disabilities. H o w e v e r, to exam ine whether it is the treatment that is 

h aving the effect on changing the cognitions, rather than sexual offenders learning the
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socially acceptable responses, future researchers m ay w ish  to consider adm inistering h a lf 

the items o f  the Q A C S O  in the first h a lf o f  the treatment program m e follow e d b y the 

rem aining items to asses whether there are any differences.

Sexual offenders m a y learn the socially acceptable responses to g ive  w hen they regularly 

have to com plete the Q A C S O .  T o  try to prevent this fro m  happening the Q A C S O  should 

be divided into tw o  sections, each com prising 29 items. A s  all rem aining items o f  the 

Q A C S O  have all been fo u n d  to be reliable, va lid  and successfully discriminate sexual 

offenders fro m  non-sexual and non-offenders, this should not pose a problem  when 

splitting the questionnaire. H o w e v e r, w hen splitting the questionnaire researchers should 

ensure that items still cover the 6 subsections covered b y the Q A C S O  (e.g. rape, 

vo ye u rism , exhib itionism , dating abuse, offences against children and stalking and sexual 

harassment). D u rin g  the first year o f  treatment sexual offenders should be administered the 

first section o f  the Q A C S O  to assess cognitive distortions. T h e n , in  the second year o f  the 

treatment program m e sexual offenders should be administered the second part o f  the 

Q A C S O .  I f  significant differences are found between the scores o n  the tw o  parts o f  the 

Q A C S O  this m a y suggest that sexual offenders have learned to give socially acceptable 

responses, rather than their cognitions changing. H o w e v e r , this proposed research w ou ld 

need to be exam ined further before conclusions could be draw n (e.g. further assessments 

over a longer period and utilising different assessment measures to establish whether 

results could be replicated).

5 .2 .1 6  In t e r im  C o n c lu s io n

T h e  present study suggested that the Q A C S O  is a reliable and valid measure o f  cognitive 

distortions o f  sexual offenders w ith  learning disabilities. These findings suggest that it is 

useful in  assessing beliefs o f  sexual offenders prior to , during and fo llo w in g  treatment. I f  

future research on the Q A C S O  offers additional support for its u tility , this measure m y be 

a prom ising clinical and research measure fo r the assessment and treatment o f  sexual 

offenders w ith  learning disabilities.

D espite the current research contributing to the current literature that recognises the 

im portant role cognitive distortions play in sexual offending behaviou r and the need fo r a
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psychom etrically robust instrument to assess these cognitions, attention fails to focus on 

the cognitive processes that generate these cognitions (see chapter 3). B eing able to 

measure these m aladaptive cognitions is essential w hen tryin g  to develop suitable 

treatment program m es, how ever it is equally im portant to establish h o w  these cognitions 

are generated in order to explain h o w  these cognitions can account fo r sexually deviant 

behaviour. Th is is an area that warrants further investigation and w ill be addressed in 

chapter six.
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C h a p t e r  6 -  E m p ir ic a l  Studies

6.0 In tr o d u c tio n

It is not enough ju s t to be able to assess cognitive distortions to obtain better 

understanding o f  w h y  individuals sexually offend. W a r d , H u d s o n , Johnston and M arshall 

(1 9 9 7 )  suggest that it is necessary to examine the cognitive processes that underlie the 

initiation, maintenance and justification o f  sexual offending behaviour. H o w e v e r, research 

to date has been stagnant, focusing prim arily on the cognitive content o f  post-offence 

cognitions (see chapter 3). A lth o u g h  the content o f  these cognitions have been recognised 

as p laying an im portant role in rationalisation o f  an offence, as w ell as subsequent re

offending, researchers suggest that inform ation-processing mechanisms are also im portant 

before and during the offence cycle (Pithers, 19 9 4 ; W a rd , H u d s o n  and M arsh all, 1994). It 

has been suggested that sexual offenders w ith  learning disabilities have deficits w ith 

inform ation processing, as material that is received b y  their sensory receptors (e.g. ears 

and eyes) m ay no t be processed as m uch as norm als, o r not at all (La n g e v in  and Po pe, 

1993). Sensory deficits, problems decoding inform ation, o r difficulties interpreting and 

m aking decisions about inform ation m ay prevent material reaching the brain unaltered. 

Ac c o rd in g  to La n g e v in  and Po pe , whatever the explanation, individuals w ith  or w ithout a 

learning disability d iffe r in their ability to process inform ation. Clinicians need to be 

aware o f  this difference, as this w ill facilitate their theoretical and practical ideas when 

developing suitable treatment programmes (La n g e v in  and P o p e , 19 9 3 ; W a rd , H u d s o n , 

Johnston and M arsh all, 19 9 7 ). U nfo rtu n ate ly, research exam ining the cognitive processes 

or inform ation processing mechanisms utilised b y sexual offenders is lim ited. B y  

review ing this lim ited research, this chapter aims to show  h o w  current research (w ithin 

this P h D )  has contributed to existing literature that attempts to explain the role inform ation 

processing plays in sexually deviant behaviour.

6 .1 .1  In fo r m a t io n  Pro ce ssing Studies

Variables that m a y influence inform ation processing have started to be exam ined. F o r  

exam ple, sexual offenders’ ability to process interpersonal cues in interactions between 

males and a fem ale has been investigated. L ip to n , M c D o n e l and M c F a ll (1 9 8 7 )
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investigated rapists’ , violent non-rapists’ and non-violent non-rapists’ responses to a series 

o f  7 2  thirty-second videotaped vignettes that depicted heterosexual couples either on a 

first date or m ore intimate interactions. Participants w ere instructed to indicate fro m  a list 

o f  5 affective cues (e .g. rom antic, positive, neutral, negative or bad m ood) w hich one was 

being demonstrated in the vignettes b y males and females. L ip to n  et al (1 9 8 7 )  found that 

rapists w ere significantly less accurate than the other tw o  groups in interpreting the cues 

emitted b y  w o m e n  in first date interactions. Rapists w ere also fo u n d  to be less efficient 

reading w o m e n ’ s cues, as opposed to m e n’ s cues, w ith  rapists being m ore inclined to 

perceive negative cues as relatively positive reactions.

M a la m u th  and B ro w n  (19 9 4 ) obtained sim ilar results w hen investigating sexually 

aggressive m e n ’ s perceptions o f  w o m e n ’ s com m unications. T h e y  compared sexually 

aggressive males responses to 4 thirty-second videotaped vignettes depicting an 

interaction between a m an and a w o m a n in a bar where the m a n ’ s advances were 

system atically varied (e.g. friendly, assertively rejecting, seductive and highly hostile) 

w ith  the responses o f  sexually non-aggressive males. Participants rated each interaction 

on a 9-point L ik e r t Scale (ranging fro m  strongly disagree [-4 ] to strongly agree [+ 4 ], w ith 

0 indicating neither agreeing or disagreeing). M a la m u th  and B r o w n  fo u n d  that sexually 

aggressive males interpreted clear and assertive com munications as hostile, and friendly 

behaviour as seductive. These findings led M a la m u th  and B ro w n  to  conclude that sexually 

aggressive males w ere incompetent in decoding w o m e n ’ s em otions, as they had particular 

difficulties interpreting negative cues.

H o w e v e r, caution should be exercised w hen interpreting these research studies’ findings 

(i.e. L ip to n  et al. 1 9 8 7 ; M a la m u th  and B ro w n , 19 9 4 ), as sim ilar m ethodological flaws 

have been identified in both studies. F o r  exam ple, both studies used videotaped vignettes 

to depict interactions between males and females. C ra ig  (19 9 0 ) raises concerns over the 

ecological va lid ity o f  using videotaped vignettes, as she believes participants respond 

differently to stimulus presented in this w a y than they do to real-life situations. 

Videotaped vignettes also raise ethical concerns. Po rtraying w o m e n  in a h igh ly hostile, or 

seductive m anner m a y reinforce sexual fantasies that sexual offenders h o ld, or confirm  to 

them  that this is w hat is regarded as ‘ norm al’ interactions between m en and wom en. 

Ex p o s in g  sexual offenders to this type o f  stim uli m ay confirm  to them  that this type o f  

behaviour is acceptable and it m ay encourage them  to offend. H o w e v e r, the practicalities
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o f  addressing these concerns are difficult. T o  elicit sexual offenders’ responses to sexual 

stim uli and investigate their ability to interpret interactions betw een males and females, 

they need to be exposed to some type o f  sexual stim uli. A lth o u g h  videotaped vignettes 

m ight not achieve the same responses real-life situation w o u ld , they m ight be the most 

suitable alternative, as ethical restrictions w o u ld  no t perm it males and females to act out 

sexual interactions in fro n t o f  sexual offenders.

Despite these weaknesses, both studies (i.e . L ip to n  et al. 1 9 8 7 ; M a la m u th  and B ro w n , 

19 9 4) suggest that sexual offenders have deficits in their ability to interpret a w o m a n ’ s 

interpersonal cues. T h is  find ing  offers support fo r the em pathy literature that argues that 

sexual offenders have deficits in their ability to empathise (see chapter 4 ). Indeed, deficits 

decoding w o m e n ’ s em otions suggest that sexual offenders have problems w ith the first 

stage o f  the E m p a th y  M o d e l (e.g. em otion recognition) proposed b y  M arsh all, H u d s o n , 

Jones and Fe rn a n d e z (1 9 9 7 ) . A s  outlined in chapter 4 , this is a four-staged process model 

that requires individuals to go through all stages fo r them  to be able to empathise. 

Problem s at any one o f  the stages w ill result in failure to empathise.

Research into em otion recognition o f  sexual offenders provides further support fo r the 

opinion that they m a y have deficits w ith  the em otion recognition stage o f  the Em p a th y  

M o d e l. H u d s o n , M a rsh a ll, W ales, M c D o n a ld , B a kk e r and M c L e a n  (19 9 3 ) tested 75 male 

prisoners and hypothesised that sexual offenders w o u ld  experience m ore difficulties 

recognising emotions including fear, disgust and anger than non-sexual and non-violent 

offenders. Participants w ere show n 36 slides depicting male or fem ale facial expressions 

representing surprise, fear, disgust, anger, happiness and sadness. A fte r  looking at each 

slide participants had to answer a checklist o f  questions (e.g. ‘ D id  that face show  anger, 

fear, disgust, surprise, happiness or sadness?’ ). Results indicated that sexual offenders, 

compared to other inm ates, w ere the least accurate in em otion recognition. Indeed, sexual 

offenders consistently confused fear w ith  surprise and disgust w ith  anger. H u d s o n  et al

(19 9 3 ) extended this analysis to investigate whether em otion recognition was a problem  

experienced b y  child molesters trying to identify the emotions o f  children and adults. 

E x a m in in g  20 male nonfam ilial child molesters and 20 male com m unity controls, H u dso n 

et al. fo u n d  child molesters were significantly less accurate at recognising emotions in 

both adults and children, than the com m unity controls. H o w e v e r, no significant difference 

was fo u n d  between the accuracy o f  the child molesters’ recognition o f  emotional states in
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either sets o f  children and adult pictures. Th is find ing  m a y suggest that child molesters’ 

ability to recognise em otions is a general problem , rather than a d iffic u lty restricted to 

their specific interest group (e.g. children).

6 .1 .2  So cial In fo r m a t io n  Processing M o d e ls

A l l  three studies, outlined above, (L ip to n  et al. 19 8 3 ; H u d s o n  et al. 19 9 3 ; M alam uth and 

B r o w n , 19 9 4) are concerned w ith the first stage o f  D o d g e ’ s (19 8 6 ) Social Inform ation 

Processing M o d e l and M c F a ll ’ s (19 9 0 ) Social Info rm atio n Processing M o d e l o f  Social 

Skills and Social Com petence. Ac c o rd in g  to D o d g e  (19 8 6 ) a series o f  inform ation 

processes influence behavioural responses to social situations. Indeed, the Social 

Inform ation Processing M o d e l (D o d g e , 1986) proposes that there are fiv e  sequential steps 

(e.g. ‘ encoding the social cues fro m  the environm ent’ , ‘ fo rm in g  a mental representation 

and interpretation o f  these cues’ , ‘ searching fo r  the possible behavioural response’ , ‘ 

deciding on a response fro m  those generated’ and ‘ enacting the selected responses’ ) 

required fo r behaviou r responses to occur. D e fic its in any o f  these processes w ill result in 

inappropriate behaviou r. Indeed, w hen the research findings fro m  L ip to n  et al. (1 9 8 7 ) and 

M a la m u th  and B r o w n  (19 9 4 ) research studies are applied to the Social Inform ation 

Processing M o d e l, it appears that sexual offenders have deficits w ith  the first stage o f  the 

m odel (e.g. encoding social cues fro m  the environm ent). A n  inability to accurately 

interpret the interpersonal cues emitted b y  w om en during interactions w ith males, m ay 

lead sexual offenders to demonstrate sexually inappropriate behaviour. Such an 

explanation is consistent w ith  M c F a ll ’ s account o f  sexually deviant behaviour.

M c F a ll (19 9 0 ) proposed a Social Inform ation-Processing M o d e l o f  Social Skills and 

Social Com petences to explain competent and incompetent behaviour. It is a three-staged 

m odel that incorporates decoding skills, decision skills and enactment skills. A l l  stages 

m ust be com pleted fo r  an individual to p erform  either appropriate or inappropriate 

behaviour. Fig u re  6.00 shows a diagrammatical fo rm  o f  M c F a ll ’ s M o d e l.
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F ig u r e  6.00 -  S c h e m a tic  o u tlin e  o f  Social In fo rm a tio n -P ro c e s s in g  M o d e l o f  Social 

Sk ills  a n d  So c ia l C o m p e te n c e 9
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Fig u re  6.00 illustrates that the m odel proposes that inform ation is presented to the sensory 

receptors, w here it is received, perceived and interpreted (decoding). Th is inform ation is 

then processed to generate a behavioural response (decision), w h ic h  is influenced b y  

heredity, em otional, learning history and environm ental factors. O nce the behavioural 

response has been generated it can then be carried out (enactm ent). H o w e v e r, w hile 

executing the behavioural response, individuals m ust m o n ito r the impact that the 

behaviour is h avin g  on the environm ent, as it w ill be jud g ed  as either a competent or 

incompetent response.

9 Schematic outline citied in McFall, (1990) pg. 314.
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B o th  D o d g e ’ s and M c F a lF s  M o d e ls are ve ry sim ilar and can b o th  be applied to explain 

sexually inappropriate behaviour resulting fro m  sexual offenders misinterpreting 

interpersonal cues fro m  females. H o w e v e r, these models are largely theoretical. T h e y  m ay 

provide useful descriptive inform ation about the processes in v o lv e d  that m a y account for 

sexually inappropriate behaviour, but they fail to explain w h y  sexual offenders have 

deficits decoding inform ation o r recognising emotions. A lth o u g h  it is vital fo r clinicians to 

be aware o f  the particular deficits sexual offenders have w h e n developing suitable 

treatment program m es, it w o u ld  also be beneficial fo r therapists to have a better 

understanding o f  the processes w h ic h  could account fo r these deficits. Indeed, Craig 

(19 9 0 ) suggests that sexual offenders are selective w ith  the cues that they attend to. W h e n  

inform ation is received b y  their sensory receptors they attribute a level o f  importance to 

each piece o f  inform ation. Individuals then select the inform ation that they regard as most 

im portant and relevant. U n fo rtu n a te ly, there is no published research, to date, that has 

exam ined the w a y  sexual offenders select, attend to and process cues or inform ation. 

Considering this, research w hich suggests sexual offenders have deficits decoding 

interpersonal cues and emotions ( L ip to n  et al. 19 8 7 ; A b b e y  and M e lb y , 1986; M alam u th  

and B r o w n , 19 9 4 ) and G o m e z  and H a ze ld in e  (19 9 6 ) w h o  argue that deficits in cognitive 

abilities (e .g. attention, m e m ory and language) leads to  deficiencies in social inform ation 

processing, it was felt that the area o f  attention and in particular selective attention needed 

to be exam ined. Indeed, i f  sexual offenders have deficits in their ability to read emotions 

and id e ntify negative cues, is this the result o f  selective attention deficits or excessive 

selective attention ability?

A c c o rd in g  to Solso (19 9 5 ), selective attention is ‘ the mechanism by which certain 

information is registered and other information is rejected (whether or not the latter 

enters conscious awareness)’ (cited in G ro ss, 1996 pp. 265). A  num ber o f  researchers 

(C h e rry , 19 5 3 ; B roadbent, 1958; Treism an, 1960) believe that because o f  the large amount 

o f  info rm a tio n that exists in the w o rld , a person needs to be able to select w hich 

inform ation to attend to and w hich to tune out. Indeed, Treism an (19 6 4 ) proposed a theory 

to account fo r the m any phenom ena associated w ith  selective attention. T h is theory 

proposes that inco m ing stim uli m ight undergo three different kinds o f  analysis. T h e  first 

test analyses the physical properties o f  the stim uli, w ith  the second task determining the 

different com ponents o f  the stim uli. F in a lly , the third test assigns m eaning to the stimulus. 

H o w e v e r, these three tests are not necessarily carried out on all incom ing inform ation, as
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some stim uli can be disentangled fro m  one another using o n ly one test o f  Treism an’ s 

Atte n u a to r M o d e l. H o w e v e r, i f  this test fails to separate the tw o  com peting stim uli, 

processing w ill continue until the y becom e disentangled fro m  one another. F o r  exam ple, 

y o u  are at the ra ilw a y station w atching people get o f f  a train, as y o u  w ait fo r y o u r female 

friend to arrive. A c c o rd in g  to Treism an’ s M o d e l y o u  w o u ld  sort there stim uli out using the 

first test (i.e . analysis b y  physical properties e.g. separate stimulus b y  male or female 

status). H o w e v e r , it is u n like ly that y o u  w ou ld be aware o f  any details about the males 

(e.g. hair colou r or what they were w earing), as y o u  did not process this inform ation 

because y o u r m ain focus was on the females. I f  this first test fails to disentangle the 

stim ulus, the second stage o f  Tre ism a n ’ s M o d e l w o u ld  be carried out. F o r  exam ple, still 

trying to locate y o u r female friend fro m  the others getting o f  the train m ight require more 

than just try in g  to separate the males fro m  the females. Y o u  w o u ld  need to exam ine the 

females further. A s  the difference between this stim ulus is not as clear, y o u  w o u ld  need to 

exam ine the components o f  the stim uli (e.g. size, hair colour, skin colour and height). 

H o w e v e r, this does not mean that y o u  com pletely disregard or ignore the components that 

are not relevant to yo u r friend, as Treism an’ s M o d e l states that this inform ation is 

attenuated (i.e . turned do w n or suppressed).

Tre ism an’ s M o d e l attempts to provide an account o f  h o w  individuals focus their cognitive 

processes o n  a narrow  band o f  sensory stim ulation in order to deal w ith  the vast am ount o f  

inform ation that the y encounter in the environm ent. Such an account o f  selective attention 

is consistent w ith  C ra ig  (19 9 0 ) w h o suggests that sexual offenders are selective w ith  the 

cues they attend to. Rather than attend to all the info rm atio n sexual offenders encounter, 

C ra ig  suggests that they filter out irrelevant inform ation, leaving the relevant stimulus for 

their attention. H o w e v e r, C ra ig ’ s vie w  is purely theoretical w ith  no empirical data to 

support it. Indeed, it is an area o f  research that has received little attention, as there are 

currently no published studies that have exam ined h o w  sexual offenders select, attend to, 

or processes inform ation they encounter.

T o  address this, this chapter presents a series o f  studies to test the attentional ability o f  

sexual offenders and exam ine their selective and divid e d  (e.g. a process b y  w hich 

individuals allocate available attentional resources to co-ordinate the performance o f  more 

than one task at a tim e) attention. T h e  first study investigates the average tim e sexual 

offenders w ith  learning disabilities spend looking at pictures o f  people (e.g. w om en and
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children) and objects compared to a control condition o f  non-offenders w ith  learning 

disabilities. Pre vio u s research findings (W a rd , H u d s o n , Johnston and M arsh all, 19 9 7 ; 

M a la m u th  and B r o w n , 19 9 4 ; C ra ig , 1990) have fo u n d  that sexual offenders have deficits 

w ith  their ability to  choose w hich inform ation to attend to and process. Indeed, Craig 

(19 9 0 ) states sexual offenders misinterpret cues that w o m e n  give o u t, as they tend to focus 

on cues that support their aggressive behaviour. A c c o rd in g  to W a rd  et al. ( 1 9 9 7 ) , sexual 

offenders have social inform ation deficits at the first stage o f  M a rsh a ll, H u d s o n , Jones and 

Fe rn a n d e z’ s (19 9 5 ) E m p a th y  M o d e l, that predisposes them to misconstrue cues and in 

particular negative ones. Problem s at this stage o f  the m odel w ill have a detrimental 

im pact on the rem aining three stages. Research has exam ined em pathy (i.e. facial 

expressions), bu t no single study has been designed to investigate the different stages o f  

M arshall et a l’ s (19 9 5 ) E m p a th y  M o d e l (see chapter 4 ). H o w e v e r, w hen G re e r, Estupinan 

and M a n g u n o  (2000) review ed studies that investigated em pathy am ong sexual offenders 

they fo u n d  certain studies tested the first stage o f  the Em p a th y  M o d e l (e.g. H u dso n, 

M arsh all, W a le s, M c D o n a ld , B akker and M c L e a n , 19 9 3 ; M c L e a n , 19 9 3 ), despite this not 

being their initial aim . A s  previously discussed, results fro m  these studies found that 

sexual offenders had deficits in  their ability to interpret facial expressions (e .g. fear, anger 

and surprise). U n fo rtu n a te ly, no published research has exam ined the fou rth  stage o f  the 

E m p a th y  M o d e l (i.e . response decision). Based on previous research findings that sexual 

offenders have deficits w ith  their ability to interpret facial expression and C ra ig ’ s (1990) 

vie w  that sexual offenders are p oor at choosing the appropriate inform ation to focus on, it 

was felt that sexual offenders m ight have deficits w ith  the fourth stage o f  the E m p a th y  

M o d e l (M arshall et al. 1995). Indeed, sexual offenders m ight have deficits in their ability 

to attend to all the necessary inform ation that w ill a llo w  them  to m ake decision and thus 

have deficiencies w ith  their selective attention.

Considering the research outlined above, it appears that sexual offenders m ight have 

deficits w ith  their selective attention. T o  test this hypothesis it is necessary to select 

appropriate m ethods to do this. H o w e v e r, as there is currently no published research that 

has investigated attentional deficits am ong sexual offenders that can guide research in this 

area, it is necessary to exam ine methodologies that are com m on ly used to test attentional 

abilities o f  a ‘ no rm a l’ population. Indeed, selective attention is often investigated using 

interference tasks. O n e  o f  the m ost com m on interference tasks used to measure selective 

attention is the Stroop effect (S tro o p , 1935). In  this task participants are presented w ith a
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list o f  names o f  colours that are printed in corresponding coloured ink (e.g. red written in 

red in k , or blue written in blue ink) and asked to read them  aloud. T h e y  are then presented 

w ith  another list o f  names o f  colours that are printed in different coloured in k  that do not 

correspond (e .g. red written in blue in k , or y e llo w  w ritten in green ink) and instructed to 

say the colour o f  the ink. Participants find  it easier to say the colou r o f  the in k  when the 

w o rd  and colou r correspond than w hen they do not. W h e n  the stim ulus material does not 

correspond, the w ritten w o rd  interferes w ith  nam ing the colou r o f  the ink. T h e  Stroop 

effect demonstrates the d iffic u lty participants experience w hen tryin g  to selectively attend 

to the colou r o f  the in k , w h ile ignoring the w ord . M a c L e o d  (1 9 9 1 )  suggests that this effect 

results fro m  reading being an automatic process fo r  m ost adults and is not readily subject 

to conscious control. Based o n this explanation, adults find  it d iffic u lt to stop themselves 

fro m  reading and concentrating on the colour o f  the ink.

T h e  “ N a v o n  task”  (N a v o n , 1 9 7 7 )  is another exam ple o f  an interference task used to 

investigate b oth  selective and divided attention. In  the “ N a v o n  task”  participants are 

presented w ith  large letters made up o f  smaller letters (see figu re 6 .0 1) and asked to 

identify letters at either the local (individual features that com prise the overall shape) or 

global level (overall shape). Panel 1 o f  figure 6 .0 1 shows a global H  made up o f  local H s  

and panel 2 shows global H s  made up o f  local Ss.

F ig u r e  6 .0 1  -  N a v o n  ta s k  S tim u lu s
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T o  test selective attention participants are asked to id entify either the small (local) or large 

(global) letters in  the presented stim uli. N o r m a l participants are quicker to identify the 

letters at the global than local level (N a v o n , 1 9 7 7 ) , w hich indicates a Gestalt precedence 

fo r processing visual stimulus. Indeed, the Gestalt approach is based on a global and m ore 

holistic approach to dealing w ith  visual stim ulus in the environm ent. Ac c o rd in g  to this 

approach the w h o le  o f  a fo rm  differs fro m  the sum  o f  its individ u al parts. This finding is 

also reflected in  participants’ responses in  the divided attention task. Participants are not 

instructed to attend to either the global or local level, but to identify w hether the letter A  is 

present or absent in  the stimulus (see figure 6 .0 2). N o rm a l participants are quicker to 

identify the letter A  being present at the global than local level (N a v o n , 1 9 7 7 ) , indicating 

that they m ight have a natural advantage to process visual stimulus quicker at the global 

than local level. T h is  fin d in g  suggests that they do not have conscious control over the 

speed at w hich they process inform ation at either the global or local level.

F ig u r e  6 .0 2  -  D iv id e d  A tte n tio n  S tim u lu s
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In  both the d ivid e d  and selective attention tasks, participants are quicker to identify the 

target letter w hen both stimulus letters are com patible (e.g. panel 1 o f  figure 6 .02 and

6 .02). T h is results fro m  an absence o f  any stimulus material interfering w ith  the 

processing task, as participants do not experience conflicting stim ulus w hen selectively 

attending to stimulus at either the global or local level in trials where the stimulus is 

compatible.
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B o th  the Stroop effect and the “ N a v o n  task”  are exam ples o f  indirect tasks that investigate 

the effects im plicit m e m o ry can have on an in d ivid u a l’ s perform ance. Indirect tasks 

investigate ind ivid u als’ enhanced perform ance on tasks, as a result o f  prior experience, 

despite not having any conscious awareness o f  recollecting the prior experience. Indeed, in 

the Stroop effect participants’ performance is affected b y  their autom atic process to read 

and in the “ N a v o n  task”  their precedence to process stimulus at the global level. A  num ber 

o f  indirect tasks are used b y  researchers to investigate whether perform ance on a task is 

facilitated b y  the absence o f  conscious recollection. F o r  exam ple, w ord-com pletion tasks 

(T u lv in g , Schacter and Stark, 19 8 2; Jacoby, T o th  and Y o n e lin a s , 19 9 3 ) are often used, 

where participants are either presented w ith  a list o f  w ords (e.g. m ercy or sweet) or not.

T h e y  are then presented w ith  a list o f  w o rd  fragments or w o rd  stems (e.g. mer__ or swe_

_) and asked to com plete the w o rd  stems w ith  the first w o rd  that comes to m ind. 

Participants w h o  are presented w ith the list o f  w ords are more likely to complete the w ord 

stems w ith  w ords that appeared on the list, than participants w h o  did not see the list. Such 

a fin d in g  suggests that the recent exposure to the w ords influenced the participants’ 

responses. H o w e v e r , participants’ are often unaw are that their perform ance was enhanced 

b y  conscious recollection, as they are unable to  recall the list o f  w ords w hen instructed to 

rem em ber them.

A p a r t fro m  an in d iv id u a l’ s performance being affected b y  prio r experiences, w ith  no 

conscious recollection o f  past events, it can also be influenced b y  conscious recollection o f  

a past event. D ire c t tasks are used to investigate this fo rm  o f  m e m ory retrieval that 

involves an individual intentionally recalling o r recognising particular inform ation. F o r  

exam ple, a task w hich instructed participants to m em orise one, tw o , three and fo u r letter 

words and then instructed them  to identify whether those sequence o f  letters were 

contained in a visual display containing one, tw o , three or fo u r letters is an exam ple o f  a 

direct task. T o  complete this task, participants need to retrieve inform ation fro m  their 

m e m o ry and com pare it w ith  the presented visual stimulus. Indeed, any task that requires a 

participant to consciously retrieve inform ation fro m  m e m ory is a direct task.

A fte r  considering some o f  the most co m m o n ly used methods to investigate attentional 

abilities o f  norm al individuals, some o f  these methods have been adopted fo r use to 

investigate attention am ong sexual offenders w ith  learning disabilities. Indeed, in the 

present research fiv e  studies are developed to investigate both the attentional abilities o f
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sexual offenders w ith  learning disabilities and test whether these methods o f  investigation 

are the m ost appropriate fo r use on this population.

6 .2 .0  E m p ir ic a l  Stu d ies

T h e  first study (study 2 ) is developed to investigate the tim e sexual offenders spend 

lookin g  at pictures o f  people and objects. T h is  task aims to investigate i f  the type o f  

picture influences the length o f  tim e sexual offenders and non-offenders spending view ing 

the stim ulus. T h is  is not a ne w  approach, as vie w in g  tim e has been used b y  a num ber o f  

researchers to exam ine sexual interest. Indeed, Q u in s e y and colleagues (Q u in se y, Chaplin 

and C arrig an , 19 7 9 ; Q u in s e y, C h ap lin and V a rn e y , 1 9 8 1 ; Q u in s e y , Ketse tzis, Earls and 

K aram ano u kian, 19 9 6 ; H a rris , R ic e , Q u inse y and C h ap lin , 1996) have used view in g  time 

to measure sexual interest am ong rapists, child molesters and non-sexual offenders. 

A lth o u g h  these studies also utilise phallom etric assessments (see chapter 4 ) to establish 

the level o f  sexual interest sexual offenders have to the visual stimulus. In  these studies 

both these measures were fou n d  to correlate. M o re  recent research has used vie w in g  tim e 

in conjunction w ith  sexual offenders rating level o f  attractiveness o f  visual stimulus 

(G la s g o w , 2003). H o w e v e r, study tw o  does not aim to measure the level o f  sexual interest 

or attractiveness sexual offenders attributed to the stim ulus, as this study is o nly concerned 

w ith  establishing whether sexual offenders prefer to look at pictures o f  people than 

objects.

Investigating the effects picture stimulus has on sexual offenders’ vie w in g  tim e is 

m otivated b y  personal clinical observations. Som e sexual offenders have been found to 

keep picture collections o f  their sexual interest group. E xa m in a tio n  o f  these picture 

collections has found them  to be extrem ely organised, containing only images o f  the 

person (i.e. i f  a w o m a n was photographed sitting on a chair, m ost o f  the chair had been cut 

aw ay to leave o n ly the im age o f  the w om an). Considering this interest that some sexual 

offenders have fo r collecting and looking at photographs o f  w o m a n  o r children, it was felt 

appropriate to investigate whether presentation o f  pictures stimulus o f  people and objects 

does affect sexual offenders’ vie w in g  time.
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T o  investigate this a direct task is used, where participants are rand om ly presented w ith 

visual picture stimulus o f  people and objects. Participants v ie w  the stimulus pictures fo r 

as lo n g  o r as short a tim e as they w ant and w hen they w ant a ne w  picture they press a ke y 

on a com puter keyboard. U s in g  this m e thod olog y proposes that sexual offenders’ 

responses m igh t be influenced b y  their conscious recollection o f  past events. A s  

participants com plete the task, they m ight recall memories that m ake them  realise that to 

change a picture that they do not like, or to get a picture they prefer all they have to do is 

press a button on a keyboard. Conscious recollection o f  the past m ight also influence 

sexual offenders behaviou r when com pleting this task, as the visual stimulus m ight trigger 

m emories o f  their sexual offence, or sexual interest g roup, w hich m ight result in them 

spending longer v ie w in g  pictures o f  people than objects. I f  conscious recollection o f  past 

events influences sexual offenders’ future behaviou r, this w ill result in them spending 

significantly longer vie w in g  pictures o f  people than objects.

6 .2 .1  P ilo t  S tu d y

A  sample o f  10  pictures o f  boys, 10  o f  girls, 20 o f  w o m e n  and 40 o f  objects where norm al 

males do not diffe r significantly on the tim e the y spend looking at each picture set was 

needed fo r study tw o .

6 .2 .2  M e th o d o lo g y

T h e  participants fo r this study were obtained fro m  the U n iv e rs ity  o f  A b e rta y and 

Strathm artine H o sp ital. Perm ission fo r this study and all subsequent studies was obtained 

fro m  the T a y s id e  C o m m itte e  on M edical Research Eth ic s Proposal fo r C linical Research 

(Reference num ber 1 4 7 / 0 1).
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6 .2 .3  D e s c rip tio n  o f  P a rtic ip a n ts

E ig h t males w ere em ployed in this pilot study. F o u r  were em ployed medical staff (e.g. 1 

doctor and 3 nurses) and the rem aining fo u r were university s ta ff (2 technicians and 2 

lecturers). T h e ir m ean age was 34.5 years ( S .D . =  7 .6 3 , range 25 -4 6 ).

6 .2 .4  P ro c e d u re

Participants w ere inform ed  that the study w o u ld  investigate the w a y  in which they 

com pleted a task. It  was not a m e m ory task and they w o u ld  not be asked to recall or do 

any addition tasks after they had completed this one.

U s in g  the Exp e rim e n ta l Superlab Softw are package (V e rs io n  1 .2  fo r W ind o w s) 

participants w ere ra n d o m ly presented w ith  12 9  stim ulus10 pictures that comprised 21 

pictures o f  boys, 2 1 girls, 29 females and 58 objects. Stim ulus pictures ranged fro m  8.0cm  

to 14 .0 c m  in w id th  and 9 .0 cm  to 1 1 .0cm  in height. Variations in stim ulus size were caused 

b y altered measurements to im prove the clarity o f  the stim ulus. E a c h  picture was 

presented separately in the centre o f  a com puter laptop screen. Participants had to spend as 

long or as short a tim e as they wanted lo o kin g  at each picture. W h e n  they wanted a new  

picture to appear on the screen they had to press the space bar o n the keyboard o f  the 

laptop. T h e  com puter recorded the time each participant spent lo o k in g  at each picture.

6 .2 .5  R e su lts f o r  P ilo t  S tu d y

F o r ty  pictures o f  objects, 20 o f  females, 10  o f  girls and 10 o f  boys, w ith  similar mean 

vie w in g  times were selected fro m  the original 129  stimulus pictures. A  one w ay A N O V A  

was perform ed on the mean looking tim e fo r the fo u r groups o f  pictures -  objects, females, 

girls and boys and no significant difference was fou n d  in the tim e the ‘ norm al’ males spent 

lo o kin g  at these pictures (F(3 ,6 3 6 ) =  0.005 p =  1 .0 ).

10 See appendix 7 for sample of pictures.
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T h e  10 pictures o f  b o ys, 10 girls and 20 females w ere n o w  grouped together fo r the 

purpose o f  the next study. A  sample o f  the 40  pooled pictures o f  people could n o w  be 

compared to the 40 pictures o f  objects. T a b le  6.00 shows the m ean tim e ‘ norm al’ males 

spent looking at this sample o f  80 pictures, and as a final check an independent sample t- 

test was perform ed on this data. N o  significant difference was fo u n d  between the tim e 

participants spent lo o kin g  at objects and people (t(6 3 8 )= 0 .11 p = 0 .9 1 ). These pictures were 

n o w  used in study tw o .

T a b le  6.00 -  M e a n  tim e  ‘ n o r m a l’  m ales spent lo o k in g  a t p ictu re s in  p ilo t stu dy

T y p e  o f  Picture M e a n  tim e lookin g

People (e.g. b o ys, girls and w om en) (n=3 20 ) 2755.59 m s
s .d .17 4 3 .9 0

Objects (n = 3 2 0 ) 2 7 70 .4 2 m s
s .d .1 6 79 .5 6

6 .3 .0  S tu d y  T w o

Th is study aim ed to investigate the average tim e participants spent looking at pictures o f  

objects and people. A  direct task was em ployed, using the stimulus material obtained fro m  

the p ilo t study. It was hypothesised that i f  conscious recollection o f  past events influences 

sexual offenders’ future behaviour, this w ill result in them  spending significantly longer 

vie w in g  pictures o f  people than objects.

6 .3 .1  M e th o d o lo g y

T h e  participants fo r studies 2 , 3, 4 , 5 and 6 were obtained fro m  the learning disabilities 

service in  D u n d e e , w h ich  include Strathmartine Ho sp ital, D u d h o p e  A d u lt  Resource Centre 

and the H E L M .  T h e  sexual offenders w h o  participated in these studies were all currently 

invo lve d  in a cognitive-behavioural treatment program m e fo r sexual offenders, run b y a 

team o f  C lin ical Psychologists in T a y s id e , Dundee . Perm ission to approach participants in
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all studies was obtained fro m  the Ta ys id e  C om m ittee on M e d ic a l Research Eth ic s 

Proposal fo r  C lin ic al Research.

6 .3 .2  D e s c r ip tio n  o f  P a rtic ip a n ts

In  all th irty -s ix participants w ere em ployed in study tw o . Based on the Diagnostic and 

Statistical M a n u a l I V - T R  classification o f  learning disability 24  had a m ild learning 

disability (m ean I Q  =  6 3 .18 , S .D . =  7 .0 6 , range 4 9 -76 ). T h e ir mean age was 37.63 years 

( S .D . =  12 .6 6 , range 18 -6 4 ). T h e  rem aining 12  participants did not have a learning 

disability.

6 .3 .3  S e x o ffe n d e rs w ith  le a rn in g  disabilities

T w e lv e  m ale sex offenders w ith  learning disabilities m ade up this group. T h e  mean age o f  

the sex offenders w ith  learning disabilities was 34.83 years ( S .D . =  14 .6 8 , range 18 -6 1). 

T h e  mean F u ll Scale I Q  ( W A I S - I I I )  was 6 5 .42 ( S .D . =  7 .4 4 , range 5 3 -76 ). Participants had 

no diagnosed psychiatric condition apart fro m  their learning disability. T h e y  had either 

been convicted o f  perpetrating a sexual offence in the months prio r to participating in this 

study, charged and awaiting a court appearance and/or cautioned b y  police in connection 

w ith  sexual o ffe nd in g  behaviours but had been diverted fro m  crim inal proceedings.

6 .3 .4  N o n -o ffe n d e r s  w ith  le a rn in g  disabilities

T w e lv e  male non-offenders w ith  learning disabilities made up this group. T h e  mean age 

was 36.25 years ( S .D . =  10 .5 5 , range 20 -49 ). T h e  mean F u ll Scale I Q  ( W A I S - I I I )  was 60.5 

( S .D . =  5 .8 4 , range 4 9 -70 ). Participants had no diagnosed psychiatric condition apart fro m  

their learning disability. Participants in this group had not com m itted a criminal offence.
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6 .3 .5  N o r m a l  m ales

T w e lv e  participants in this group w ith  mean age o f  3 0 .6 7 ( S .D . =  7 .5 9 , range 20-48). 

Participants in this group did not have a learning disability.

6 .3 .6  A p p a r a t u s

T h e  stim uli w ere generated b y the com puter software package Exp e rim e nta l Superlab 

Softw are and displayed on a M in c h  com puter laptop screen. Participants responded to 

each stimulus b y  pressing the spacebar on the keyboard o f  the laptop.

6 .3 .7  S tim u li

F o r ty  picture stim uli were em ployed in this study, w h ich  com prised 5 pictures o f  boys, 5 

girls, 10 w o m e n  and 20 objects (see appendix 7  fo r sample o f  stim uli). F o u r  picture stimuli 

were used in the practice trials (e.g. 1 picture o f  a b o y , 1 o f  a g irl, 1 o f  a w om an and 1 o f  

an object). T h e  stim uli pictures o f  children depicted girls and boys ranging fro m  4 to 12 

years and adult females were illustrated in the stim uli pictures o f  w om en. T h e  stimuli 

pictures o f  objects depicted inanimate objects (e.g. telephone, chair or b ook). Stim ulus 

pictures ranged fro m  8.0cm  to 14 .0 c m  in w id th  and 9 .0 c m  to 1 1 . 0 c m  in height. Variations 

in stimulus size were caused b y altered measurements to im prove the clarity o f  the 

stimulus.

6 .3 .8  P ro c e d u re

Participants w ere read inform ation sheets (see appendix 6) that outlined the aim o f  the 

study. T h e y  w ere inform ed that their performance on the task w o u ld  be anonym ous and 

given the opportu nity to ask questions. T h e y  also received consent form s (see appendix 2) 

that w ere either read or given to them  fo r their signature. A g e  and I Q  was obtained fro m  

participants and case notes. T h e  controls only gave their age.
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Participants were randomly presented the stimulus pictures on the centre of the screen of 

the laptop. They were instructed to view each stimulus picture for as long or as short a 

time as they wanted. When they wanted a new stimulus to appear on the screen they had to 

press the spacebar on the keyboard of the laptop and the computer recorded the time each 

participant spent looking at each stimulus picture.

The task comprised of two parts. First, participants completed a practice trial that 

comprised 4  stimulus pictures (e.g. 1 boy, 1 girl, 1 woman and 1 object). Second, they 

viewed 4 0  stimulus pictures that the pilot study had found ‘normal’ males not to spend 

significantly longer looking at. The task was counterbalanced with 5  pictures of boys, 5  

girls, 1 0  women and 2 0  objects.

6.3.9 Results for Study Two

6.3.10 Demographic Characteristics of the Sample for all 6 studies

The mean age of participants is presented in table 6 . 0 1  for the 6  studies presented in this 

chapter. No significant difference was found between the ages of the participants in each 

group, as all had p>0 .1 1 . Table 6 . 0 1  also shows the mean IQ for the participants with 

learning disabilities who participated in these studies. No significant difference was found 

between the IQ of the participants in each group, as all had p>0 .1 1 .
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Table 6.01 -  Mean Age and IQ of each participant group in all § studies

Mean Age Mean IQ

Sex Non- Normal Sex Non-

offenders offenders males offenders offenders

Study 2  - 3 4 . 8 3 3 6 . 2 5 3 0 . 6 7 6 5 . 4 2 6 0 . 5 0

Viewing time s.d.1 4 . 6 8 s.d.1 0 . 5 5 s.d.7 . 6 0 s.d.7 . 4 4 s.d.5 . 8 4

Study 3  - 3 3 . 7 0 3 4 . 7 0 6 2 . 5 0 6 1 . 8 8

Visual task s.d.1 2 . 3 1 s.d.9 . 7 8 s.d.6 . 3 8 s.d.4 . 7 6

Study 4  - 6 4 . 6 0 6 1 . 6 0 2 8 . 5 0 3 6 . 4

Auditory task s.d.6 . 3 6 s.d.7 . 7 9 s.d.1 0 . 5 5 s.d.1 0 . 5 1

Study 5  - 3 2 . 5 7 2 9 . 0 6 5 . 6 4 6 3 . 1 4

Divided attention task s.d.1 2 . 7 3 s.d.1 0 . 5 8 s.d.5 . 3 1 s.d.7 . 3 7

Study 5  - 3 1 . 3 1 3 0 . 1 3 6 5 . 3 8 6 3 . 0

Selective attention task s.d.1 2 . 2 9 s.d.1 0 . 3 4 s.d.5 . 7 1 s.d.6 . 8 8

Study 6 -Attentional bias 3 0 . 6 0 3 1 . 4 0 6 5 . 1 3 6 2 . 2 0

& Inhibition of return s.d.1 2 . 3 8 s.d.9 . 6 1 s.d.5 . 8 3 s.d.5 . 0 4

6.3.11 Analysis Procedure and Results for Study Two

A (2 x3 ) mixed design analysis of variance was performed with a one within subject factor 

of pictures (people and object) and a one between subjects factor of participant group 

(sexual offenders, non-offenders and normal males) on the average time the participants 

spent viewing the picture stimulus. The interaction found between the type of group and 

type of picture was found not to be significant (F(2 ,3 3 )=1 . 3 7  p=0 .2 7 ). There was no 

significant difference in the amount time spent looking at pictures of people (sex offenders 

x = 5 . 4 0  seconds, s.d.6 .3 8 ; non-offenders x = 8 . 3  seconds, s.d.6 .5 7 ; normal males x = 3 . 3 2  

seconds, s.d.1 .5 9 ) or objects (sex offenders x = 4 . 4 9  seconds, s.d.4 .0 7 ; non-offenders x =

8 . 0 7  seconds, s.d.6 .4 1 ; normal males x = 3 . 5 0  seconds, s.d.1 .3 5 ) (F(l,3 3 )=1 . 2 9  p=0 .2 6 ). 

Figure 6 .1 .3  shows that the non-offenders seemed to spend slightly longer looking at the 

pictures of objects and people than the other two groups. However, this difference just
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failed to be significant (F(2 ,3 3 )=2 . 9 9  p=0 .0 6 ). It is unlikely this reduction in time resulted 

from differences in level of IQ of the participant groups, as no significant difference was 

found between the mean IQ for the two groups with learning disabilities (t(2 0 ) = 1 . 7 0  p =

0.1 1 ).

Figure 6.1.3 -  Mean time spent looking at pictures for all 3 groups

9000

2000
Sex offender with LD Normal males

Non-offender with LD

Group

6.3.12 Discussion

No significant interaction was found between the type of group and the type of picture. 

The non-offenders did take slightly longer to complete the overall task, but the type of 

picture did not influence the length of time they viewed the pictures. This finding follows 

a trend observed in Harris, Rice, Quinsey and Chaplin’s (1 9 9 6 ) research, where non

offenders (e.g. ‘normal’ males) were found to spend slightly longer looking at pictures 

than child molesters. Indeed, Harris et al. (1 9 9 6 ) reported that non-offenders had a mean 

viewing time of 3 . 2 5  seconds (SD = 3 .0 4 ) per picture, compared to 1 . 8 7  seconds (SD = 

0 .8 8 ) for child molesters. For the current study non-offenders with learning disabilities had 

a mean viewing time of 8 . 2 6  seconds (SD = 6 .6 ) per picture of a person and 8 . 0 7  seconds 

(SD = 6 .4 ) for each picture of an object, compared to sexual offenders who spent 5 . 4 0
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seconds (SD = 6 .4 ) and 4 . 4 9  seconds (SD = 1 .6 ) looking at pictures of people and objects 

respectively. Sexual offenders may have spent less time viewing pictures, as they wanted 

to conceal their preference for the pictures of people. This suggests that sexual offenders 

had been aware that viewing time was being recorded and therefore may have tried to 

view the pictures quickly. An alternative explanation could be that sexual offenders with 

learning disabilities may have taken less time to complete the task because they were more 

experienced than non-offenders with taking part in experimental research.

Sexual offenders did not overtly spend longer looking at the pictures of people than 

objects and thus the experimental hypothesis was not supported. This result was a surprise, 

as it failed to support the clinical observation that had been made. As previously 

discussed, some sexual offenders were found to keep extremely organised collections of 

pictures of children or women. This observation influenced formulation of the current 

hypothesis of this study, as it was thought sexual offenders would prefer to look at pictures 

of people and children, rather than objects. However, failure to obtain significant results 

may have resulted from the methodology employed. For example, the stimuli used in this 

study portrayed people in everyday situations (e.g. a woman on the telephone, a boy 

playing with a football and a girl climbing a wall). Ethical restrictions would not have 

permitted nude photographs of people, pictures of children being overtly sexual or 

pornographic material from being used in this study. However, sexual offenders do not 

need to be exposed to this type of stimulus for them to offend (Quinsey, 2 0 0 3 ), so it was 

felt appropriate to portray people in a way that sexual offenders would be used to seeing 

women and children when they offend against them. However, Harris et al. (1 9 9 6 ) used 

nude photographs of men, women and children in investigating viewing time among child 

molesters and ‘normal’ males. Using this type of stimuli may have influenced their results, 

as they found child molesters spent significantly longer looking at pictures of children than 

adults, when compared to a group of ‘normal’ males. This finding may suggest that sexual 

offenders need to be presented with extreme pictures of people (e.g. naked pictures) to 

gain their attention, which results in viewing times that can discriminate them from non

offenders. However, before conclusions can be made about the effects different forms of 

stimulus can have on sexual and non-offenders’ viewing times, these studies need to be 

replicated.
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Another methodological weakness may lie with the instructions given to the participants. 

They had been instructed to look at the pictures for as long or as short a time as wanted, 

but this instruction may not have been enough to get them to focus on the pictures. 

Participants may have thought that they had to complete the task quickly because they 

wanted the task to end or they thought it was a race. Indeed, Harris and colleagues 

instructed their participants to look carefully at the photographs, as they would be asked 

questions later. This may have influenced their result, and again accounted for them 

obtaining significant results. However, this introduces the element of deception into the 

study, as they intentionally misled the participants, as they were not asked questions at the 

end of the study. To address this issue of deception, future researchers should consider 

asking questions at the end of the study (e.g. can you recall how many pictures of boys 

you saw? or can you recall the last picture that you saw?). Although these questions are 

not relevant to the study under investigation, it will prevent participants from thinking that 

in future studies instructions will not be carried out. Again, before drawing conclusions 

about viewing time this study needs to be replicated to establish whether the instructions 

had an effect on the time participants spent looking at the pictures.

Despite failing to find a significant difference between the mean time sexual offenders 

spent viewing pictures of people than objects, this does not mean that they do not have 

attentional deficits. The methodological weaknesses discussed above may have affected 

the results, or the direct task utilised in this study may have been unable to detect a 

difference. A direct task had been used as it was thought that random presentation of 

pictures would influence their future behaviour, as sexual offenders would recall their 

previous behaviour and realise that to get a picture of a person, rather than an object, all 

that was required was to press a key on a computer keyboard. However, this did not 

happen. Sexual offenders may have realised that viewing time was being measured and 

consciously tried to mask their response. Indeed, conscious influence can occur in direct 

tasks, however they are less likely in indirect tasks. Considering this, study three was 

developed to investigate attentional ability using an indirect task. As an indirect task 

involves performance being affected by prior experiences with no conscious recollection 

of past event, it was felt that this method might detect attentional differences among sexual 

offenders, as they will be unable to consciously try to mask their responses.
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6.4.0 Study Three - Introduction

An indirect task is employed in study three to address some of the weaknesses identified in 

study two (e.g. direct task failed to detect a difference). As previously discussed, an 

indirect task is less likely to be affected by conscious influence than a direct task, 

suggesting that participants are less likely to be aware that the task is trying to distract 

them. Following this procedure may detect differences, if indeed sexual offenders try to 

mask their response, in their attentional abilities.

The indirect task again presents participants with pictures of people (e.g. children or 

women) and objects. While the pictures are presented on the screen of a laptop, a black 

star appears in one of four locations. Participants are instructed to press a key on a 

keyboard when they locate the black star. If sexual offenders’ performance is affected by 

prior experience with no conscious recall, they may take longer to locate the star when 

presented with pictures of people than objects, with no recollection of the pictures they 

view.

6.4.1 Description of participants

Twenty participants were employed in this study. Based on the Diagnostic and Statistical 

Manual IV-TR classification of learning disability 2 0  had a mild learning disability (mean 

IQ = 6 2 .2 2 , S.D. = 5 .5 7 , range 5 5 -7 3 ). Their mean age was 3 0 . 0  years (S.D. = 1 0 .5 6 , range 

2 0  - 5 6 ).

6.4.2 Sex offenders with learning disabilities

Ten male sex offenders with learning disabilities made up this group. The mean age of the 

sex offenders with learning disabilities was 3 3 . 7  years (S.D. = 1 2 .3 1 , range 2 0 -5 6 ). The 

mean Full Scale IQ (WAIS-III) was 6 2 . 5 6  (S.D. = 6 .7 7 , range 5 3 -7 3 ). Participants had no 

diagnosed psychiatric condition apart from their learning disability. This group comprised 

of participants who had either been convicted of perpetrating a sexual offence in the 

months prior to participating in this study, charged and awaiting a court appearance and/or
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cautioned by police in connection with sexual offending behaviours but had been diverted 

from criminal proceedings. Some of these participants completed study 2 , as well as this 

study and the remaining three studies still to be discussed in this chapter. Although it is 

better to use participants who are naive to the studies to reduce confounding variables, the 

logistics of doing this are problematic. Limited numbers of sexual offenders and non

offenders with learning disabilities means researchers need to use participants who are 

readily available. To address the problems associated with using some of the same 

participants, a delay of at least one month was implemented between each study.

6.4.3 Non-offenders with learning disabilities

Ten male non-offenders with learning disabilities made up this group. Their mean age was 

3 4 . 8 2  years (S.D. = 9 .2 8 , range 2 0  - 4 9 ). The mean Full Scale IQ (WAIS-III) was 6 1 . 8 8  

(S.D. = 4 .7 6 , range 5 5 -7 0 ). Participants had no diagnosed psychiatric condition apart from 

their learning disability. Participants in this group had not committed a criminal offence.

6.4.4 Apparatus

The stimuli and cognitive processing task were displayed on a Minch laptop screen using 

the computer software package Experimental Superlab (Version 1 . 2  for Windows). 

Participants responded to each task by pressing one of four colour coded keys on the 

keyboard of the laptop. All keys on the laptop had been concealed except the letters H, J, 

N and M, which had been colour coded grey, red, green and blue respectively.

6.4.5 Stimuli

Twenty picture stimuli were employed in this study, which comprised 1 0  pictures of 

people (i.e. 5  women, 3  boys and 2  girls) and 1 0  pictures of objects. A further four picture 

stimuli (e.g. 1 picture of a woman, boy, girl and object) were used in the practice trials. The 

stimuli pictures of people depicted adult females, and boys and girls ranging in age 4  to 1 2  

years. Stimulus pictures ranged from 7 .5 cm to 1 7 .0 cm in width and 1 0 .5 cm to 1 7 .0 cm in
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height. Variations in the size of the stimulus pictures were caused by measurements being 

altered to obtain a clear picture. The black star generated in the cognitive processing task 

had a diameter of 2 cm.

6.4.6 Procedure

Participants were read information sheets (see appendix 6 ) that outlined the aim of the 

study. They were informed that their performance on the task would be anonymous and 

given the opportunity to ask questions. They also received consent forms (see appendix 2 ) 

that were either read or given to them for their signature. Age and IQ was obtained from 

participants and case notes.

Participants were presented with a computer laptop screen that was equally divided into 

four colour coded boxes. The left hand comer of the screen was grey, the right comer red, 

the bottom left green and the bottom right blue. The four coloured squares appeared in the 

screen for 1 second before a stimulus picture of either a person or object also appeared in 

the centre of the screen for a further 2  seconds. A  black star then appeared in either the 

grey, red, green or blue colour coded squares and remained on the screen until the 

participants gave their response. Figure 6 . 0 4  shows an example of the stimulus material 

presented to the participants. The study was counterbalanced to ensure that the black star 

appeared in each box a total of five times.
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Figure 6.04 -  Example of stimuli in Study Three

Participants were instructed to look at the screen and respond when they saw the star 

appear on the screen. If the star appeared in the blue box they had to press the 

corresponding blue key on the computer keyboard. Similarly, if the star appeared in the 

red box they had to press the corresponding red key; the grey box, the grey key and the 

green box, the green key. The computer recorded the time it took participants to respond 

when they saw the star appear.

The session was divided into two parts. The first constituted a practice trial that randomly 

presented stimulus pictures that comprised of 1 woman, 1 girl, 1 boy and 1 object. On 

these four practice trials the star appeared once in each colour coded box. Once 

participants completed the practice trials, they commenced the study trails which psuedo 

randomly presented them 1 0  stimulus pictures of people ( 5  women, 3  boys and 2  girls) and 

1 0  objects.
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6.4.7 Results for Study Three

6.4.8 Analysis Procedure and Results

A (2 x2 ) mixed ANOVA (participant group [sexual offenders and non-offenders] x picture 

[people and objects]) was performed on the average time it took sexual offenders and non

offenders to complete the visual task when presented with pictures of objects or people. 

There was no significant main effect of type of picture (F (1 ,1 8 ) = 0 . 0 7  p = 0 .8 0 ) or 

participant group (F (1 ,1 8 ) = 0 . 9 7  p = 0 .3 4 ) observed. Figure 6 . 0 5  shows that the non

offenders (people x = 2 . 3 3  seconds, s.d.9 . 0 4  and objects x = 2 . 3 9  seconds, s.d.1 .2 1 ) again 

took slightly longer to complete the task than the sexual offenders (people x = 1 . 9 9  

seconds, s.d.6 . 4 0  and objects x = 1 . 9 8  seconds, s.d.6 .1 0 ), but failed to reach significance 

(F(l,1 8 )=0 . 1 3  p=0 .7 3 ). Again this slight reduction in time is unlikely to be due to the level 

of IQ of participants in the groups, as the mean IQ of sex offenders did not differ 

significantly from the non-offenders (t(1 6 )=0 . 2 3  p=0 .8 2 ).

Figure 6.05 -  Mean time to complete task for both groups

2 4 0 0

Sex offender with LD Non-offender with LD

Group

183



Empirical Studies

6.4.9 Discussion

No significant interaction was found between type of group and type of picture. Again the 

results from this study failed to support the experimental hypothesis. Despite using an 

indirect task, the sex offenders did not overtly take longer to complete the visual task 

when presented with pictures of people. Thus, their prior experiences (presentation of the 

pictures) did not affect their performance.

Consistent with the results in study one, non-offenders took slightly longer to complete the 

task than sexual offenders. This difference was not found to be significant and was 

unlikely due to level of IQ, as there was no significant difference found between the two 

groups of participants.

Failing to obtain significant results, or even data in the predicted direction was again a 

surprise, as this again did not reflect clinical observations. Both participant groups 

responded to the task in the same way, indicating that sexual offenders were able to 

complete the task as well as the control condition. However, these results may have been 

influenced by methodological weaknesses. For example, each picture only appeared on the 

screen for 2  seconds before the visual task was presented. This may not have been 

sufficiently long enough to get the sexual offender’s interest and focus on the pictures. 

Indeed, Glasgow (2 0 0 3 ) assessed sexual interest using viewing times by first requesting 

participants to complete a cognitive processing task before a passive viewing task (i.e. the 

reverse of the task procedure in study 3 ). Participants were required to look at pictures of 

people and rate them for level of attractiveness and when they wanted a new picture to rate 

they had to press a button. To rate the pictures participants would have had to spend time 

looking and thinking about them, which could have resulted in them becoming more 

interested in the pictures and spending longer on the passive viewing task. Glasgow’s 

preliminary research findings are promising, which may suggest that the sequence in 

which the tasks are presented (e.g. cognitive processing task first, followed by the passive 

viewing task) might influence the results. Future research, out with this PhD, may wish to 

examine whether varying the sequence of tasks (i.e. visual task first, followed by viewing 

task) affects sexual offenders’ abilities to complete a visual task.
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Problems may also have existed with the stimulus material used in study 3 , as they may 

not have been ecologically valid. Indeed, using still pictures of people may not have been 

realistic enough for the participants. As previously discussed, a number of researchers 

(Loftus and Palmer, 1 9 7 4 ; Hunter, 1 9 6 4 ; Loftus & Zanni, 1 9 7 5 ; Craig, 1 9 9 0 ) argue that 

video clips should be used rather than photographs, as these are more ecologically valid. 

Considering this, it was felt appropriate that the next study should address this issue and 

use video clips of women and children in everyday situations (e g. women in a 

hairdressers and children running and playing) to investigate attentional ability.

6.5.0 Study Four - Introduction

Study four is developed to address some of the weaknesses identified in the previous 

study. It attempts to deal with the issue of ecological validity by using video clips of 

people and objects, rather than still photographs. The video clips depict people in everyday 

situations (e.g. women interacting in a hairdressing salon and children playing), which 

cannot be regarded as pornographic or overtly sexual. Again this study employs an 

indirect task to investigate the differential effect visual stimulus can have on an auditory 

task. Participants monitor a TV screen to view silent video clips of people and objects, 

while also listening for an audible beep. When they detect the auditory beep they press a 

key on a computer keyboard. To prevent an acquiescent response, the auditory beeps are 

emitted randomly.

An auditory task is used for pragmatic reasons, as the indirect task would fail to have the 

desired effect (i.e. completion of the auditory task affected by the visual stimulus without 

conscious recollection) if participants have to move their attention from the visual 

stimulus to complete the task. Considering this and sexual offenders’ interest in women 

and/or children, it is proposed that if their performance is affected by prior experience with 

no conscious recall, they may take longer to detect the auditory beep when viewing video 

clips of people than objects.
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6.5.1 Description of participants

Twenty participants were employed in this study. Based on the Diagnostic and Statistical 

Manual IV-R classification of learning disability all had a mild learning disability (mean 

IQ = 6 3 .6 0 , S.D. = 6 .0 2 , range 5 3 -7 4 ). Their mean age was 3 2 . 4 5  years (S.D. = 1 1 .5 6 , 

range 1 8 -4 8 ).

6.5.2 Sex offenders with learning disabilities

This group comprised 1 0  male sexual offenders with learning disabilities. The mean age of 

this group was 2 8 . 5  years (S.D. = 1 0 .5 5 , range 1 8 -4 7 ) and the mean Full Scale IQ (WAIS-

III) was 6 4 . 6  (S.D. = 6 .3 6 , range 5 6 -7 4 ). Participants had no diagnosed psychiatric 

condition apart from their learning disability. The inclusion criteria were the same as for 

studies 1 to 3 , with a gap of one month between study 3  and 4 .

6.5.3 Non-offenders with learning disabilities

Ten male non-offenders with learning disabilities made up this group. The mean age was 

3 6 . 4 0  years (S.D. = 1 0 .5 1 , range 2 0 -4 9 ). The mean Full Scale IQ (WAIS-III) was 6 1 . 6  

(S.D. = 4 .7 9 , range 5 3 -7 0 ). Participants had no diagnosed psychiatric condition apart from 

their learning disability. Participants in this group had not committed a criminal offence.

6.5.4 Apparatus

Video clips were viewed on a Minch television screen. The auditory beeps were generated 

by the computer software package Experimental Superlab (Version 1 . 2  for Windows). 

Participants responded to the audible beeps by pressing the spacebar on the keyboard of 

the laptop.
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6.5.5 Stimulus

The visual stimulus comprised of two 3  minute video clips with no sound. One clip 

depicted women and children interacting. Ninety seconds of this video clip showed boys 

and girls playing, with the remaining 9 0  seconds showing females interacting in a 

hairdressing salon. The second clip comprised of 3  minutes of inanimate objects (e.g. 

pictures of goods being sold on a shopping channel). A third video clip was used in the 

practice trial and comprised a 3  minute wildlife clip. The auditory beep was a single tone 

that was emitted randomly at a rate between 2 0 0 0 ms and 9 0 0 0 ms.

6.5.6 Procedure

The procedure for providing participants with information about the study and obtaining 

consent was the same as in the previous studies. Age and IQ was obtained from 

participants and existing case notes.

Participants were instructed to place their finger over the spacebar of the keyboard of the 

laptop while focusing their visual attention on the television screen. While watching the 

video clips on the television screen participants had to listen for an audible beep. When 

they heard the beep they had to press the spacebar on the keyboard of the laptop. The 

single tone beeps were emitted randomly to prevent acquiescent response from occurring. 

The computer software package recorded the time it took participants to respond to the 

auditory beep. The experimenter recorded manually the number of auditory beeps that 

were emitted during each video clip, as the computer software package was unable to do 

this. Half the participants in each group received the video clip of the people first followed 

by the video clip of the objects, with the remaining participants presented with the video 

clips in the reverse order. This counterbalancing was intended to control for practice 

effects. Again, this session was divided into two parts, with the first comprising of a 

practice trial (e.g. 3  minute video clip of wildlife animals), followed by the study trial (e.g. 

video clips of people and objects).
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6.5.7 Results for Study Four

6.5.8 Analysis Procedure and Results

A (2 x2 ) mixed design ANOVA (participant group [sexual offenders and non-offenders] x 

video type [people or object]) was performed on the mean time it took the participants to 

complete the task. There was no significant main effect of participant group (F(l,1 8 )=1 . 9 2  

p=0 .1 8 ) or type of video clip (F(l,1 8 )=0 . 7 2  p=0 .4 1 ) observed. Consistent with studies two 

and three, figure 6 .0 6 . shows that non-offenders took slightly longer (people clip x = 4 . 4 4  

seconds, s.d.2 . 9 1  and object clip x = 4 . 1 7  seconds, s.d.2 .6 6 ) to complete the task than 

sexual offenders (people clip x = 3 . 0 7  seconds, s.d.1 . 3 8  and object clip x = 2 . 8 6  seconds, 

s.d.1 .6 7 ), again this difference was not significant (F(l,1 8 )=0 . 0 1  p=0 .9 2 ).

Figure 6.06 -  Mean time to complete task for both groups

500 --------------------------------------------------------------------------

Sex offender with LD Non-offender with LD

Group

6.5.9 Discussion

The results failed to support the experimental hypothesis, as no significant interaction was 

found between type of group and type of video clip, despite using more ecologically valid 

stimulus. This result was consistent with the previous studies (i.e. studies 2  and 3 ), as 

sexual offenders were able to complete the auditory task while viewing video clips of
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people or objects. Again, this finding indicated that both participant groups responded to 

the task in the same way, with sexual offenders being able to do as well on the task as the 

control condition.

Studies two, three and four have investigated sexual offenders’ ability to attend to visual 

stimulus when asked to complete a cognitive processing task. Direct and indirect tasks 

were used to detect any differential effects conscious or unconscious recollection of past 

events (e g. pictures or video clips of people or objects) had on sexual offenders, compared 

to non-offenders performance on a visual and auditory task. However, results indicate that 

both participants responded to these tasks in similar ways.

Although the results from these studies failed to support the experimental hypothesis, two 

interesting points can be inferred from these research findings. First, it was thought that 

sexual offenders might have been trying to mask their responses to the direct task 

employed in study 2 . To address this concern an indirect task was used in studies 2  and 3 , 

as conscious influence is less likely to occur in indirect tasks than direct tasks. As no 

differences were observed between the two groups on their performance on the indirect 

tasks, this might suggest that sexual offenders were not trying to mask their response. 

Indeed, the effect conscious and unconscious recollection of past events has on 

performance appears to be the same for both sexual offenders and non-offenders.

The second interesting point raised from these research findings relates to the 

appropriateness of using direct and indirect task to investigate attentional deficits. Failure 

to detect any differences between the participant groups in their attentional abilities while 

completing visual or auditory tasks does not mean that they do not have attentional 

deficits. It could be that the direct and indirect methods used to investigate the attention 

abilities were unable to detect differences that might exist. To address this alternative 

methods need to be explored. For example, the issue of sexual offenders trying to conceal 

their responses could be investigated further by using stimulus material that is not related 

to their sexually deviant sexual behaviour. Using methods that have been specifically 

designed to test certain areas of attention (e.g. divided and selective attention), without 

relying on stimulus material related to a sexual offender’s sexually deviant behaviour, 

might help to reduce further the likelihood of them being aware of what is being measured 

(e.g. viewing time or reaction times). Study five attempts to address this concern.
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The method adopted for use in this study was designed by Navon (1 9 7 7 ) and has been 

found to be a reliable and valid measure of divided and selective attention (Bruyer and 

Scailquin, 2 0 0 0 ). Navon (1 9 7 7 ) developed the “Navon tasks” to investigate the importance 

of global processing in perception. Participants were presented with visual stimulus 

similar to that shown in figure 6 . 0 1  (pg. 1 6 5 ). On some trials participants were instructed 

to identify whether the large letter was an “H” or an “S” and on other trials they had to 

decide whether the small letters were Hs or Ss. Navon found that the speed at which the 

participants identified the small letters was greatly slowed when the large letter was 

different from the small letters. However, detection speed of the large letters was 

unaffected by the nature of the small letters. As normal individuals were found to be 

quicker to process information at a global, compared to a local level, this led Navon to 

conclude that they have precedence of global over local processing. Indeed, Navon (1 9 7 7 ) 

concluded that normal participants demonstrate a “global advantage” effect (e.g. 

participants are slower to identify and make more errors when identifying letters at the 

local than at the global level) and a “global interference” effect (e.g. on incompatible 

conditions, participant’s detection rate of target letters is slower at the local than the global 

level).

More recently, Plaisted, Swettenham and Rees (1 9 9 9 ) adapted the “Navon task” for use on 

normal and autistic children. Plaisted et al. ( 1 9 9 9 ) aimed to investigate whether these 

participants groups had precedence of global over local processing. Participants’ divided 

and selective attentions were tested. In the divided attention task participants were 

instructed to identify if the letter A was present in the visual stimulus (see figure 6 .0 2 , pg. 

1 6 6 ) and in the selective attention task they had to identify either a small or large letter. 

Results for the normal children were consistent with Navon’s research findings, as they 

were found to be quicker to process information at the global compared to the local level 

in both the divided and selective attention tasks. However, this was only partially true for 

the autistic children, as they demonstrated a global precedence in the selective attention 

task, but not in the divided attention task. Indeed, autistic children were found to process 

information faster at the local, compared to the global level in the selective attention task.

6.6.0 Study Five - Introduction
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After considering Navon (1 9 7 7 ) and Plaisted et al’s (1 9 9 9 ) research findings it was felt 

that the “Navon task” might be an appropriate way to investigate attention among sexual 

offenders for a number of reason. First, it is a straightforward task that has been 

administered to children as young as five years (Plaisted et al. 1 9 9 9 ), which suggests that 

it could be used on individuals’ with mild learning disabilities. Second, it is an indirect 

task that will measure the effects automatic processes have on sexual offenders 

performance when completing visual tasks. Again, an indirect task is used to avoid 

conscious influence on sexual offenders’ performance. Finally, after considering 

researcher’s claims that sexual offenders have problems selecting the appropriate cues or 

information to focus on (e.g. Craig, 1 9 9 0 ; McFall, 1 9 9 0 ) and the view that they may have 

deficits with the fourth stage of Marshall et al’s. (1 9 9 5 ) Empathy Model, in that they are 

unable to attend to all the necessary information that allows them to make a decision, this 

could suggest that they have problems with global processing. Unable to view the whole 

picture, sexual offenders may have a precedence of local than global processing, an 

occurrence that has been observed among autistic children (Plaisted, Swettenham and 

Rees, 1 9 9 9 ). Indeed, research has found individuals who have problems processing 

information at a global level, fail to demonstrate global advantage and interference effects 

(Plaisted et al. 1 9 9 9 ). Considering these issues, it is hypothesised that sexual offenders 

will have deficits with their global processing, which results in them demonstrating local, 

rather than global, advantage and interference effects.

In the “Navon” divided attention task, participants have to identify whether a target letter 

was present or absent. The target letter can appear at the local level only 

(incompatible/local conditions), the global level only (incompatible/global conditions), or 

at both levels (compatible conditions). If a local advantage effect occurs, sexual offenders’ 

responses on incompatible/local trials will be as fast and/or as accurate as their responses 

on compatible trails, while responses on incompatible/global trials will be slower and less 

accurate. A local interference effect will result if sexual offenders responding faster and/or 

more accurately on incompatible/local trials, than on incompatible/global trials.

In the selective attention task, participants are instructed to identify a large letter in the 

global trial and a small letter in the local trial. In this task the target letter can either be 

compatible or incompatible. Again a local advantage effect will result from sexual 

offenders responses being quicker and/or more accurate to smaller than large letters. A
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local interference effect will result if sexual offenders responses are faster to a stimulus 

that is incompatible and/or more accurate while responding to letters that are compatible in 

the small letter condition.

6.6.1 Study Five

6.6.2 Description of Participants for the Divided Attention and Selective Attention 

Tasks

Twenty-eight participants were employed in the divided attention task and for the selective 

attention task thirty-two participants participated. Based on the Diagnostic and Statistical 

Manual IV-TR classification of learning disability all had a mild learning disability. 

Participants in the divided attention task had a mean IQ of 6 4 . 3 9  (SD = 6 .4 3 , range 4 9 -7 4 ) 

and in the selective attention task participant’s mean IQ was 6 4 . 1 9  (SD = 6 .3 4 , range 4 9 - 

7 4 ). The mean age for participants in the divided attention and selective attention tasks 

were 3 0 . 7 9  years (SD = 1 1 .6 3 , range 1 8 -5 9 ) and 3 0 . 7 2  years (SD = 1 1 .1 9 , range 1 8 -5 8 ) 

respectively

6.6.3 Sex offenders with learning disabilities

Fourteen male sexual offenders with learning disabilities made up this group in the divided 

attention task. The mean age of the sexual offenders with learning disabilities was 3 2 . 5 7  

years (SD = 1 2 .7 3 , range 1 8 -5 9 ). The mean Full Scale IQ (WAIS-III) was 6 5 . 6 4  (SD = 

5 .3 1 , range 5 6 -7 4 ). For the selective attention task, the participants group consisted of 

sixteen male sexual offenders with learning disabilities. The mean age for this group was

3 1 . 3 1  (SD -  1 2 .2 9 , range 1 7 -5 8 ). The mean Full Scale IQ (WAIS-III) was 6 5 . 3 8  (SD = 

5 .7 1 , range 5 6 -7 5 ). The inclusion criteria were the same as for studies 1 to 4 , with a gap of 

one month between study 4  and 5 . There was a gap of at least a month between 

administration of the divided and selective attention tasks.
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Fourteen male non-offenders with leaning disabilities made up this group in the divided 

attention task. The mean age was 2 9 . 0  years (SD = 1 0 .5 7 , range 1 8 -4 9 ) and the mean Full 

Scale IQ (WAIS-III) was 6 5 . 3 8  (SD = 5 .7 1 , range 4 9 -7 4 ). For the participants in the 

selective attention task the mean Full Scale IQ (WAIS-III) was 6 3 . 0  (SD = 6 .8 8 , range 4 9 - 

7 4 ). The mean age was this group was 3 0 . 1 3  years (SD = 1 0 .3 4 , range 1 8 -4 9 ). 

Participants had no diagnosed psychiatric condition apart from their learning disability. 

Participants in this group had not committed a criminal offence.

6.6.4 Non-offenders with learning disabilities

6.6.5 Apparatus

The stimuli were generated by the computer software package Experimental Superlab 

Software (Version 1 .2 . for Windows) and displayed on a Minch computer laptop screen. 

All keys, bar two (i.e. the A  and L keys of the keyboard), were blacked out on the 

keyboard. These two keys were the response keys and were coded (e.g. the A key was 

coded by a red square and the L key by a red circle). Participants responded to the 

stimulus by pressing either of these two keys.

6.6.6 Stimulus

Letter stimuli were presented in both the divided and selective attention tasks. The letters 

A, H, K and X were used in the divided attention task, and in the selective attention task 

the letters H, S and X were used. Each stimulus comprised a large letter made up of 5 6  

small letters (font size 1 6 )11. In both tasks stimulus letters were presented in the centre of a 

laptop computer screen.

11 See appendix 8 for example of stimulus material
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Participants were read information sheets (see appendix 6 ) that outlined the aim of the 

study. They were informed that their performance on the task would be anonymous and 

given the opportunity to ask questions. They also received consent forms (see appendix 2 ) 

that were either read or given to them for their signature. Age and IQ was obtained from 

participants and existing case notes.

To establish if participants could identify the letters that would be used in each task, 

participants were shown flashcards with examples of the letters (e.g. A, H, K, S and X) 

and instructed to read aloud the letter that they saw. All participants identified the letters 

correctly and proceeded to the next stage of the task. Half the participants then received 

the divided attention task first followed by the selective attention task, with the remaining 

participants presented with the tasks in the reverse order.

Participants were instructed at the start of the study and during the practice trials which 

keys they had to press when presented with a particular stimulus. They were instructed to 

press the red square on their keyboard when the letter A appeared on their screen and 

when the letter A was absent they had to press the red circle key. Six different stimuli 

were used in the divided attention task, with three containing the letter A (target present) 

and three the letter X (target absent) (see appendix 8 ). Two stimuli were compatible with 

the large letter being made up of the same small letters (e.g. large letter A made up of 

small letters As and large letter X made up of small Xs). One stimulus was a large A made 

up of small Hs and another a large X made up of small Ks. These stimuli were examples 

of incompatible/global trials. The remaining two stimuli were examples of 

incompatible/local trials, with one stimulus comprising of a large H made up of small As 

and the final stimulus a large K made up of small Xs.

The divided attention task was divided into 1 6  blocks of trials, with half the trials in each 

block containing the letter A. The first four blocks constituted the practice trials, with each 

of the 6  stimuli appearing four times. The remaining 1 2  blocks constituted the study trials, 

with each of the 6  stimuli appearing 1 2  times. In both the practice and study trial the 

stimulus was randomly presented. Each trial was separated by a 1 0 0 0 msec inter-trial

6.6.7 Procedure
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interval, with all stimuli remaining on screen until a response was made. Reaction times 

and error data was recorded for each trial.

In the selective attention task participants had to identify either the small or large letter in 

the presented stimulus. Participants pressed the red square key on the laptop keyboard 

when they identified the letter H and the red circle key when they saw the letter S on their 

screen. Eight different stimuli were utilised in the selective attention task (see appendix 8  

for sample of stimulus material). Two stimuli were compatible, with both the large and 

small letters agreeing (e.g. a large letter H was made up of small Hs and a large letter S 

made up of small Ss). A large H was made up of small Ss and a large S was made up of 

small Hs. These 2  stimuli were examples of incompatible test stimuli. The remaining four 

stimuli were neutral (e.g. a large X made up of small Hs, a large X made up of small Ss, a 

large H made up of small Xs and a large S made up of small Xs).

The selective attention task was divided into two parts, with each comprising 1 2  blocks. In 

part one of the task, participants were instructed to identify the small letter. If the letter H 

or S appeared at the local level, participants were instructed to press the red square key or 

red circle key respectively. In part two of the task, participants were instructed to identify 

the large letter. If the letter H or S appeared at the global level, they were instructed again 

to press the red square key or red circle key respectively. Six stimuli were presented in 

both parts of the selective attention task. Part one consisted of 4  compatible and 

incompatible stimuli and 2  neutral stimuli (e.g. a large X made up of small Hs and a large 

X made up of small Ss). The same compatible and incompatible stimuli were presented in 

part two of the task however, the neutral stimuli differed (e.g. a large H made up of small 

Xs and a large S made up of small Xs).

Both parts of the task comprised of 4  blocks of practice trials, with each stimulus being 

presented 4  times. In the remaining 8  test trial blocks for each part of the task, each 

stimulus was presented 8  times. Each trial was separated by a 1 0 0 0 msec inter-trial 

interval, with all stimuli remaining on screen until a response was made. Reaction times 

and error data was recorded for each trial.
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In summary, the divided attention task required participants to identify whether the 

stimulus material contained the letter A and the selective attention task only required them 

to attend to either the global or local level when identifying the small or large letter.

6.6.8 Results for Study Five

6.6.9 Analysis Procedure and Results for Divided Attention Task

Average reaction times were computed for correct responses to identification of the letter A 

being present or absent for each participant when those targets appeared at either the local 

or global level. A (2 x2 x3 ) mixed analysis of variance was performed on these data, with one 

between-subjects factor of Group (sex offenders and non-offenders) and two within-subjects 

factors of Trial (A present and A absent) and Condition (incompatible/local, 

incompatible/global and compatible). There was no main effect of Trial (F(l,2 6 ) = 0 . 1 9  p = 

0 .6 7 ), indicating that both participant groups took similar times to identify whether the letter 

A was present or absent. However, there was a main effect of Condition (F(2 ,5 2 ) = 3 . 4 5  p = 

0 .0 4 ), reflecting that participants responded quicker on the compatible trials (x = 1 .4 0 , 

s.d.2 .4 7 ), than the incompatible/local (x = 1 . 5 9  seconds, s.d.3 .6 4 ) or incompatible/global 

trials (x = 1 .6 4 seonds, s.d.1 .7 0 ). A pairwise comparison revealed participants were 

significantly slower making responses at the global/incompatible level compared to the 

control condition of target at the compatible level (t(5 2 ) = 2 4 5 . 2 7  p = 0 .0 0 2 ), but slightly 

slower than at the local/incompatible level, although this was not significant (t(5 2 ) = 1 9 3 . 8 4

p = 0 .1 0 ).

There was no main effect of Group (F(l,2 6 ) = 0 . 9 2  p = 0 .3 5 ), indicating that both groups 

did not differ significantly on the time it took to complete the task. Although, non- 

offenders (x = 1 .7 8 sec [a present] and x = 1 .7 2 sec [a absent]) were slightly slower than 

sexual offenders (x = 1 .3 5 sec [a present] and x = 1 .3 2 sec [a absent]) to identify whether 

the target letter was present or absent. This slower completion rate by the non-offenders 

was unlikely due to the level of IQ of the participants in the two groups, as no significant 

difference was found between the mean IQ of sexual offenders and non-offenders (t(2 6 ) =

1 . 0 3  p=0 .3 1 3 ). Most importantly, all two-way and the three-way interactions failed to 

reach significance, as all had p>0 .1 3 .
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Error data was used as a second type of measure to investigate the adequacy of processing 

information at either the local or global level. The average error scores for each group in 

each condition were calculated and a mixed analysis of variance performed on these data. 

The same factors as in the reaction time data analysis were employed in this analysis, 

which revealed that there was no main effect of Condition (F(2 ,5 2 ) = 0 . 8 9  p = 0 .4 2 ) or 

Group (F(l,2 6 ) = 3 . 4 8  p = 0 .0 7 ), however, the mean performance of sex offenders (x = 

0 . 2 9  errors, s.d.0 .1 7 ) and non-offenders (x = 1 . 0 4  errors, s.d.0 .5 5 ) shows a strong trend 

towards non-offenders making more errors. There was a main effect of Trial (F(l,2 6 ) = 

9 . 4 5  p = 0 .0 0 5 ), indicating that variations existed in the number of errors participants 

made when identify whether the letter A was absent or present. Indeed, examination of the 

mean number of errors made when A was present (x = 0 .9 1 ) or absent (x = 0 .4 2 ), indicated 

that participants made significantly more errors when A was present. Consistent with the 

analysis of reaction times, all two-way and the three-way interactions failed to reach 

significance, as all had p>0 .1 5 .

6.6.10 Analysis of Error Data for the Divided Attention Task

6.6.11 Analysis Procedure and Results for Selective Attention Task

Average reaction times were calculated for the correct responses to the identification of 

large and small letters in all three conditions (e.g. incompatible, neutral and compatible). 

A mixed analysis of variance was performed on these data with Group as a between- 

subjects factor (sex offender and non-offender) and within-subjects factors of Letter size 

(large and small) and Condition (incompatible, neutral and compatible). There was no 

main effect of letter size (F(l,2 6 ) = 1 . 5 0  p = 0 .2 3 ), indicating that the size of letter did not 

affect how long participants took to complete the task. There was a significant main effect 

of Condition (F(2 ,5 2 ) = 4 . 0 6  p = 0 .0 2 ), reflecting the fact that participants varied on the 

time it took to identify the target letter at neutral (x = 1 . 8 6  seconds, s.d.6 .6 6 ), compatible 

(x = 1 . 7 6  seconds, s.d.6 .1 3 ) and incompatible levels (x = 2 . 0 3  seconds, s.d.5 .0 1 ). A 

pairwise comparison revealed participants were significantly slower to make responses at 

the incompatible level than at the compatible level (t(5 2 ) = 2 6 4 . 3 4  p = 0 .0 3 ) (e.g. control 

condition). No significant differences were found between the time participants took to
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respond to targets at the incompatible compared to the neutral levels, or the compatible 

compared to the neutral levels, as both had p>0 .1 0 .

The main effect of group approached significance (F(l,2 6 ) = 4 . 0 7  p = 0 .0 5 4 ). Despite this 

findings close proximity to the 0 . 0 5  level, it failed to interact with any factor. Indeed, all 

two-way and the three-way interactions failed to reach significance, as all had p>0 .3 4 .

6.6.12 Analysis of error data for the Selective Attention Task

The average scores for each group in each condition were calculated and a mixed analysis 

of variance was performed on these data. The same factors as in the reaction time data 

were employed in this analysis, which revealed significant main effects for letter size 

(F(l,3 0 ) = 1 1 . 6 0  p = 0 .0 0 2 ), condition (F(2 ,6 0 ) = 1 2 . 2 6  p = 0 .0 0 1 ) and group (F(l,3 0 ) =

6 . 2 5  p = 0 .0 1 8 ). Examination of the mean number of errors made by participants revealed 

that they made significantly more errors identifying the large letter (global) (x = 3 .9 6 , 

s.d.2 .4 6 ) than the small letter (local) (x = 1 .8 0 , s.d.0 .9 1 ) in the presented stimuli. As for 

group, non-offenders made significantly more errors than the sexual offenders (x = 3 .8 9 , 

s.d.2 . 3 8  and x = 1 .8 8 , s.d.1 . 2 4  respectively). Finally, for condition a pairwise comparison 

revealed that the mean number of errors participants made differed significantly in each 

condition, as all had p<0 . 0 3

A significant two-way interaction was observed between letter size and condition (F(2 ,6 0 ) 

= 7 . 6 8  p = 0 .0 0 1 ) (figure 6 .0 7 ). This significant interaction necessitated an analysis of 

simple effects, which revealed no significant effect for small letters (local level) (F(l,3 1 ) = 

1 . 8 2  p = 0 .1 9 ), but there was a significant effect of condition for the large letters (global 

level) (F(l,3 1 ) = 4 . 1 4  p = 0 .0 5 ). T-tests indicated that the significant effect was due to 

participants making significantly more errors when identifying the large letter at the 

incompatible level, when compared to the compatible (t(3 1 ) = 4 . 1 6  p = 0 .0 0 2 ) and neutral 

levels (t(3 1 ) = 2 . 6 3  p = 0 .0 0 1 ).
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Figure 6.07 -  Mean number of errors made when identifying small and large letters 

in all 3 conditions for both participant groups
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For the remaining two-way and three-way interactions, no significant interactions were 

observed between letters and group (F(l,3 0 ) = 0 . 5 0  p = 0 .4 8 ) and condition and group 

(F(2 ,6 0 ) = 1 . 2 5  p = 0 .2 9 ). However, the three-way interaction between letters, condition 

and group approached significance (F(2 ,6 0 ) = 2 . 7 1 9  p = 0 .0 7 ).

6.6.13 Discussion

Two procedures (i.e. divided and selective attention tasks) were employed to test sexual 

offenders and non-offenders with learning disabilities abilities to process information at 

the global and local levels. In the divided attention task, failure to obtain significant 

interactions with the groups reaction times, or mean number of errors made with any other 

factor indicated that sexual offenders ability to process information at the global or local 

levels did not differ from non-offenders. However, the divided attention task did reveal 

that participants were found to respond significantly slower at the incompatible/global 

level compared to the compatible level, with no difference between their response times at
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the incompatible/global level compared to the incompatible/local level. This finding shows 

no evidence for either a global or local advantage effect, indicating that these participants 

did not respond in a way that is typical of ‘normal’ individuals (Navon, 1 9 7 7 ; Plaisted, 

Swettenham & Rees, 1 9 9 9 ; Roux & Ceccaldi, 2 0 0 1 ). Although this finding might indicate 

that individuals with learning disabilities respond to divided attention tasks differently 

from individuals without learning disabilities, it fails to account for why some go on to 

offend and others do not. However, before any conclusions can be made about individuals 

with learning disabilities performance on divided attention tasks, future research must 

compare individuals with and without learning disabilities abilities to complete the divided 

attention task.

In the selective attention task, participants made significantly more errors when 

identifying letters at the global than local level. This finding is not consistent with how 

typically ‘normal’ individuals respond, as they make fewer errors at the global than local 

level, although it does provide some evidence for a local advantage. However, it does not 

fulfil the complete criterion for a local advantage effect (e.g. individuals make more errors 

and are slower to identify letters at the global than local level), as the speed at which 

participants identified large and small letters did not differ significantly. Although this 

finding failed to support the experimental hypothesis (e.g. sexual offenders will 

demonstrate a local advantage effect), it does suggest that individuals with learning 

disabilities may respond in a different way to ‘normal’ individuals. Further examination of 

individuals’ ability to process information at the global and local level is needed to acquire 

further insight into whether they have abnormalities with their global or gestalt processing. 

Overall, the results obtained in both the divided and selective attention studies indicate 

that both participant groups had neither an advantage nor disadvantage for processing 

information at the local level and thus the experimental hypothesises were not supported.

The results obtained in the divided attention task might have been affected by 

methodological variations from the original “Navon task” (Navon, 1 9 7 7 ). In the original 

task, participants are instructed to indicate whether the letter A is present or absent, but not 

told to attend to the global or local level. This is done to detect whether participants are 

naturally more inclined to process information at either a global or local level. Following 

this procedure prevents participants from being instructed which cues to focus on, as 

research has found a reaction time advantage to which ever level participants have been
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instructed to monitor (Humphrey and Bruce, 1 9 8 9 ). Working with a participant group with 

learning disabilities it was felt appropriate to inform them that the letter A could appear at 

either the global or local level. Individuals with learning disabilities tend not to have 

proficient literacy skills and are therefore not as familiar with text as individuals without 

learning disabilities. Although experimental procedure established whether they could 

identify the letters, it was felt appropriate to make them aware that the letter A could 

appear as a large (global) or small (local) letter. This procedure was followed to prevent 

participants from being confused about the nature of the task, as well as thinking that they 

only had to respond when the letter A appeared as a small letter and not as a large letter, or 

vice versa. Providing this information meant that participants were instructed which cues 

to attend to, which resulted in Craig’s (1 9 9 0 ) view that sexual offenders have deficits 

when selecting the appropriate cues to focus on being unable to be tested. However, this 

task still examined participants’ ability to process information at the global and local 

levels, as examining their reaction times at both levels could still have identified detection 

of a local advantage in sexual offenders. Considering this methodological issue future 

research needs to achieve a balance between providing participants with enough 

information that enables them to successfully complete a task, without instructing them on 

which cues to focus.

A second methodological variation from the original “Navon task” involved the duration 

of stimuli prior to participants’ responses. In the original study, each stimulus was 

presented for one second. Considering that much of the literature reviewed in this thesis 

involved stimulus material being presented on screen and remaining there until a response 

is given by sexual offenders (e.g. Harris, Rice, Quinsey and Chaplin, 1 9 9 6 ; Quinsey, 

Ketsetskis, Earls and Karamanokian, 1 9 9 6 ; Glasgow, 2 0 0 3 ; Quinsey, 2 0 0 3 ) and the 

deficits sexual offenders may have selecting cues to focus on (Craig, 1 9 9 0 ; McFall, 1 9 9 0 ), 

it was felt appropriate to leave the stimulus material in both the divided and selective 

attention tasks on screen until participants gave their responses. This would prevent 

participants from failing to attend to stimulus material before it was removed from the 

screen and thus obtaining guess responses from the participants. However, to investigate 

whether this variation affected results this study needs to be repeated. Indeed, after 

considering the mean time sexual offenders (x = 1 . 3 4  seconds) and non-offenders (x = 

1 . 7 5  seconds) took to complete the divided attention task, future research may wish to 

present the stimulus material for 1 .3  seconds, as this is just short of the average time it
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took sexual offenders to respond to the stimuli. Following the same principle for the 

selective attention task, stimulus material should also be presented for 1 .3  seconds, as 

sexual offenders took a mean time of 1 . 3 7  seconds, compared to 2 . 3 9  seconds for non

offenders to compete the task.

Choosing to use the same colour of response keys (e.g. red) and varying the shape of the 

response key (e.g. red square or red circle) could be regarded as a methodological 

weakness. Indeed, it might have been easier for people with learning disabilities to 

differentiate between shapes rather than colour. Considering this, it might have been 

beneficial to investigate in a pilot study whether people with learning disabilities found it 

easier to differentiate between colours than shapes. However, based on previously 

published research (Plaisted, Swettenham and Rees, 1 9 9 9 ) that successfully used same 

colour and different shape response keys on children as among as 5  years, it was felt that 

this response method would be suitable for use on people with learning disabilities. This 

response method was also used, as it was easier to establish whether people with learning 

disabilities could identify shapes than to test for colour blindness. The error scores for both 

the divided and selective attention tasks were also so low that this indicated that the 

participants were able to successfully complete the task.

Although the results in this study did not find evidence that sexual offenders differ from 

non-offenders in their ability to process information at either the local or global level, this 

does not mean sexual offenders do not have attentional deficits. The methods employed in 

this study may have been unable to detect any attentional differences due to the 

methodological flaws outlined above, or failure to focus on attentional processes that 

might differ in sexual offenders. As there are a number of mechanisms involved in 

attention (Merrill and Taube, 1 9 9 6 ), it suggests that examination of attention in sexual 

offenders should not be restricted solely to the processes of divided and selective attention. 

Indeed, two attentional tasks that might contribute to understanding of attentional ability in 

sexual offenders are attentional bias and inhibition of return. These tasks examine whether 

more attention to specific cues in the environment (e.g. pictures of people) might result in 

sexual offenders’ performance on a task being affected. Study six was developed to 

investigate this further.
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Researchers have hypothesised that sexual offenders have deficits with their information 

processing mechanisms (Langevin, and Pope, 1 9 9 3 ; Ward, Hudson, Johnston and 

Marshall, 1 9 9 7 ), suggesting that they may have problems encoding information or 

selecting the appropriate cues to focus on (Craig, 1 9 9 0 ; McFall, 1 9 9 0 ). However, the 

research studies undertaken in this thesis have failed to provide empirical support for these 

claims, as no significant differences were found between sexual offenders and non- 

offenders’ ability to focus their attention while completing visual or auditory tasks. 

Similarly, no differences were found with their selective or divided attention. Despite 

these findings, there is still the possibility that sexual offenders have attentional deficits, 

however the methods that were employed in the previous studies were unable to detect 

these problems. This might have resulted from sexual offenders realising that viewing time 

was being measured, or the tasks that were employed to investigate attention did not 

address the components of attention that might operate differently from non-offenders.

To date, researchers have been vague with their explanations of attentional deficits, 

suggesting that problems might exist with attention, memory or perception. Although 

some take their explanations a stage further to suggest that problems might exist with their 

ability to encode information (Craig, 1 9 9 0 ; McFall, 1 9 9 0 ), they fail to address the nature 

of the mechanisms involved in attention which could account for sexual offenders having 

problems encoding or selecting information. To address this gap in the research, this thesis 

attempted to investigate components of attention (e.g. selective and divided attention), but 

met with little success. However, as there are a number of components involved in the 

mechanisms of attention (Merrill and Taube, 1 9 9 6 ), it is important to consider the effects 

other components have on the attentional ability of sexual offenders. Indeed, two 

attentional effects that might contribute to further understanding of the attentional ability 

of sexual offenders include attentional bias and inhibition of return.

These attentional effects measure the location of spatial ability by investigating the speed 

at which participants detect a probe in either an attended or unattended visual field. 

Although these attentional effects have not been investigated among sexual offenders with 

learning disabilities, they have been tested on anxious individuals to measure their 

attentional dwell time to threatening stimuli. Indeed, Fox, Russo and Dutton (2 0 0 2 ) found

6.7.0 Study Six - Introduction
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that anxious individuals were more sensitive to the presence of emotional stimuli (e.g. 

pictures of angry or happy faces) than neutral faces. This finding is consistent with a 

number of research studies that have found threat related stimuli to affect attentional 

dwell-time or the ability to disengage attentional resources from threatening stimuli 

(Taghavi, Neshat-Doost, Moradi, Yule and Dalgleish, 1 9 9 9 ; Van Honk, Tuiten, DeHaan, 

Van den Hout and Stam, 2 0 0 1 ; Yiend, and Mathews, 2 0 0 1 ). Indeed, these studies have 

found participants with high trait anxiety to be slower than low trait anxious controls when 

responding to targets requiring attentional disengagement from threat. This finding 

suggests that anxious individuals are more attentive to threatening cues in the 

environment. Considering this finding and research (e.g. Harris, Rice, Quinsey and 

Chaplin, 1 9 9 6 ; Quinsey, Ketsetskis, Earls and Karamanokian, 1 9 9 6 ; Quinsey, 2 0 0 3 ) that 

has found child molesters to spend longer viewing pictures of children than adults, when 

compared to normal males, it seems logical to presume that sexual offenders will be more 

attentive to their sexual interest group. This presumed increased level of interest in their 

sexual interest group might result in sexual offenders experiencing problems with 

attentional disengagement.

This study aimed to investigate attentional dwell time to establish whether sexual 

offenders experienced a longer delay in disengagement from pictures of people than 

objects. To test this, participants were presented with pictures of people and objects 

individually for a short time in one of two locations. A target then appeared in either the 

same location that the picture appeared (valid trial) or not (invalid trial) and participants 

were required to respond to it. The target required some element of cognitive processing 

(i.e. pressing a specific keys on a keyboard if a red square or circle appeared on the screen) 

rather than simply responding to whether a target appeared or not. This was done to 

prevent participants from attending to only one side of the screen.

The attentional dwell time task solely investigated differential disengagement of attention 

by investigating differences in time sexual offenders and non-offenders took to disengage 

their attention from pictures of people and objects. Indeed, the invalid trials (e.g. the 

picture and target appear in different locations) provided a direct measure of 

disengagement of attention from the two types of pictures, by enabling comparisons to be 

made between the time it took participants to respond to a target after viewing either a 

picture of a person or object. It was hypothesised that if attentional dwell time increases in
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sexual offenders for pictures of people, then they will be slower to detect a target on an 

invalid trial following pictures of people.

To test the disengagement theory further the inhibition of return paradigm (Posner and 

Cohen, 1 9 8 4 ) was used. This paradigm explains an inhibitory effect that involves the 

output of an attentional mechanism that biases attention from returning to previously 

attended location. In this task typical participant’s visual attention is inhibited from 

returning to an area that has already been searched, resulting in the visual system 

favouring “new” information. Indeed, typical participants take longer to locate a target 

following a valid cue than an invalid cue. However, this paradigm might be substantially 

reduced if pictures of people have been effective in holding a sexual offender’s visual 

attention (i.e. increasing dwell time). It was therefore hypothesised that pictures of people 

will increase sexual offenders dwell time and reduce inhibition of return than pictures of 

objects.

6.7.1 Description of Participants for Attentional Bias Task and Inhibition of Return 

Task

Fifteen participants were employed in both tasks. Based on the Diagnostic and Statistical 

Manual IV-TR classification of learning disability all had a mild learning disability. 

Participants had a mean IQ of 6 3 . 6 7  (SD = 5 .5 6 , range 5 3  -  7 5 ). The mean age of the 

participants was 3 1 . 0  years (SD = 1 0 .8 9 , range 1 7  -  5 8 ).

6.7.2 Sex offenders with learning disabilities

Fifteen male sexual offenders with learning disabilities made up this group in both the 

attentional bias and inhibition of return tasks. The mean age of the sexual offenders with 

learning disabilities was 3 0 . 6  years (SD = 1 2 .3 8 , range 1 7  -  5 8 ). The mean Full Scale IQ 

(WAIS-III) was 6 5 . 1 3  (SD = 5 .8 3 , range 5 6  -  7 5 ). The inclusion criteria were the same as 

for studies 1 to 5 , with a gap of one month between study 5  and 6 . There was a gap of at 

least a month between administration of the attentional bias and inhibition of return tasks.
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This group consisted of fourteen non-offenders with learning disabilities. The mean age 

was 31.4 years (SD = 9.61, range 19 -  49) and the Full Scale IQ (WAIS-III) was 62.20 

(SD = 5.05, range 53 -  72). Participants had no diagnosed psychiatric condition apart from 

their learning disability and had not committed a criminal offence.

6.7.3 Non-offenders with learning disabilities

6.7.4 Apparatus

The stimuli were generated by the computer software package Experimental Superlab 

Software (Version 1.2 for Windows) and displayed on a Minch computer laptop screen. 

All keys, bar two (i.e. the A and L keys of the keyboard), were blacked out on the 

keyboard. These two keys were the response keys and were coded (i.e. the A was coded by 

a red square and the L key by a red circle). The response keys were reversed for half the 

trials in both tasks (e.g. the letter A was now coded by a red circle and the letter L by a red 

square). This counterbalancing was intended to deal with practice effects.

6.7.5 Stimuli

Picture stimuli were presented in both the attentional bias and inhibition of return tasks. 

One hundred and forty picture stimuli were presented in both tasks and comprised 70 

pictures of people and 70 of objects. The stimuli pictures of people in both tasks depicted 

adult females, and boys and girls ranging in age 4 to 12 years. Each stimuli picture was 

6.5cm in height and 4.5cm in width. The target stimuli participants had to categorise was 

either a red square with a diameter of 2cm, or a red circle with a diameter of 2cm. Pictures 

and cue targets were presented inside 2 boxes measuring 8.5cm wide and 12cm in height. 

These boxes were positioned at either side of a central fixation point, which constituted a 

black cross12.

12 See appendix 9 for diagram to illustrate example of trial set up
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Informing participants about the aim of the study, the issue of anonymity and the 

collection of age and IQ followed the same procedure as the previous studies. Participants 

completed the attentional bias task first and three weeks later completed the inhibition of 

return task.

Participants were instructed at the start of the study and during the practice trials which 

keys they had to press when presented with particular stimuli. They were instructed to 

press the red square on a standard computer keyboard when they saw a red square 

appearing on the screen and the red circle key when they saw a red circle on the screen. 

These response assignments were reversed for half the participants in both tasks.

In the attentional bias task, participants were presented with a screen that consisted of two 

boxes and a central fixation point (i.e. black cross). This remained on the screen for 

1000ms before a picture of a person or object was presented in the upper half of either the 

right or left box for 250ms. The picture was then blanked out and 50ms later the target (i.e. 

red square or circle) appeared in lower half of either the right or left box and remained on 

the screen until the participant responded to the target. There was also an intertrial interval 

of 500ms.

Each participant completed 20 practice trials followed by 140 experimental trials in the 

attentional bias task. In the practice trials an equal number of 10 pictures of people, objects 

and target were presented. Thirty of the experimental trials were invalid, with the target 

appearing in the same box as the picture. The remaining 90 were invalid, as the target 

appeared in the opposite box from the picture. In each of the invalid trials, 15 pictures of 

people (i.e. 5 boys, 5 girls and 5 women) and 15 objects were presented. For the invalid 

trails, 90 pictures were presented (e.g. 45 pictures of people [15 boys, 15 girls and 15 

women] and 45 objects). Each target appeared equally often in each condition of the 

experiment. The trials were randomly presented, with participants being instructed to 

focus on the fixation point and respond quickly when they saw the target.

The sequence of events within each trial of the inhibition of return task differed from the 

attentional bias task. Participants were presented with a screen that again had two boxes

6.7.6 Procedure
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positioned at either side of a fixation point. This screen was presented for 800ms before a 

picture of a person or object was presented on the screen for 960ms. The picture was then 

blanked out and 200ms later a darkened fixation point was presented on the screen for 

300ms. The original fixation point then replaced this slide for 160ms, before the target (i.e. 

red square or circle) appeared. The target remained on the screen until the participant 

responded to it. Between each trial there was a 500ms interval13.

Participants completed 20 trials and 140 experimental trials in this task. Half the 

experimental trials consisted invalid trails, with the remainder being valid trials. Thirty 

pictures of people (e.g. 10 girls, 10 boys and 10 women) and objects were presented in the 

invalid trials, with another thirty pictures of people and objects being presented in the 

valid trials. These trails were randomly presented, with the target appearing equally in 

each condition of the experiment. Consistent with the attentional bias task, participants 

were instructed to focus on the fixation point and respond as quickly as possible to the 

target.

6.7.7 Results for Study Six

6.7.8 Analysis Procedure and Results for Attentional Bias Task

Mean reaction times were computed for the correct responses to the task, with incorrect 

responses being eliminated. A (2x2x2) mixed analysis of variance was performed on these 

data, with one between-subjects factor of Group (sexual offenders and non-offenders) and 

two within-subjects factors of Cue Validity (valid and invalid) and Pictures (people and 

objects). No significant main effect of group (F (1,28) = 0.04 p =0.85) was observed. 

However, there was a significant main effect of cue validity (F(l,28) = 15.43 p = 0.001) 

and pictures (FI,28) = 16.24 p = 0.001). This indicated that participants were slower to 

identify the target on invalid trials, as well as being slower when pictures of objects were 

presented (figure 6.08). However, these two factors did not interact (F(l,28) = 0.07 p = 

0.87).

13 See appendix 9 for diagram to illustrate example of trial set up for inhibition of return task.
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Figure 6.08 - Mean reaction times for both groups of participants on factors 

condition

and trial

1120 -r

o 1050GJ0)*  1040

H Valid 
M Invalid 
■  People 
M Objects

Validity Pictures

For the remaining two-way and three-way interaction, they failed to reach significance, as 

all had p>0.149.

6.7.9 Analysis Procedure and Results for Inhibition of Return Task

Mean reaction times were computed for the correct responses to the tasks, with incorrect 

responses being eliminated. The same factors as in the attentional bias analysis were 

employed in this analysis. This analysis found no main effect of group (F(l,28) = 3.21 p = 

0.084) or pictures (F(l,28) = 0.38 p = 0.54), indicating that the type of group or picture did 

not affect the time it took participants to complete the task. There was also no main effect 

of cue validity (F(l,28) = 1.30 p = 0.26) observed. Consistent with the attentional bias 

analysis, all two and three way interactions failed to reach significance, as all had p>0.80.

When the mean time participants took to complete the inhibition of return task was 

examined, sexual offenders were found to be slightly slower (x = 1.23sec) than non

offenders (x = 0.99sec). Although this difference failed to reach significance, it did 

contradict the trend that has been observed in all previous studies of this thesis (i.e. non
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offenders being slower than sexual offenders to complete tasks). However, consistent with 

the previous studies, this slight reduction in time is unlikely to be due to level of IQ of 

participants in the groups, as there was no significant difference found between these two 

groups (t(28) = 1.47 p = 0.15).

6.7.10 Discussion

Attentional dwell time was not found to increase in sexual offenders when viewing 

pictures of people and did not result in them being slower to detect targets on invalid trials 

following those pictures. Failure to obtain this significant interaction resulted in the 

experimental hypothesis not being supported. However, participants were significantly 

faster to respond to targets that appeared in valid compared to invalid locations. Although 

this difference did not differ between the two participant groups, this finding is consistent 

with how typical participants respond to this task (Fox, Russo and Dutton, 2002). By 

observing this trend in participants with learning disabilities, it provides justification for 

employing the attentional bias task on this participant group, as they appear to process the 

task in a similar way to individuals without learning disabilities.

A significant main effect of picture was also found in the attentional bias task. Both 

participant groups were found to be slower to respond to the target when a picture of an 

object compared to a person was viewed. Apart from this difference not differing between 

the two participant groups, this trend also failed to follow the predicted pattern (i.e. 

pictures of people would increase dwell time compared to pictures of objects). Despite 

observing this difference, this factor failed to significantly interact with any other factor.

In the inhibition of return task pictures of people, compared to objects, did not increase 

sexual offenders’ dwell time and did not reduce their inhibition of return. Indeed, no 

significant main effects were observed, as well as no significant interaction. These 

findings resulted in the experimental hypothesis failing to be supported. Unlike the 

attentional bias task, the results in this task failed to observe a significant difference 

between participants ability to locate targets following a valid or invalid cue. Typical 

individuals normally take longer to locate a target following a valid cue than an invalid 

cue (Fox, Russo, and Dutton, 2002). The time participants took to detect a target on

210



Empirical Studies

invalid and valid cues in this study were extremely similar (e.g. mean time on valid trials 

1114.30msecs and 1103.64msec on invalid trials). Although this difference was marginal, 

as well as not significant, it did follow the trend of typical individuals’ responses. This 

finding suggests that individuals with learning disabilities process this task in a similar 

fashion to participants without learning disabilities, which again implies that this task is 

suitable for use on a population with learning disabilities.

An interesting finding that can be inferred from the results in both studies relates to the 

participant groups under investigation processing the tasks in a similar way to typical 

individuals. This finding suggests that sexual offenders and non-offenders were able to 

select the appropriate information to focus on, which allowed them to complete the task. 

Such a finding fails to provide support for Craig’s (1990) claim that sexual offenders have 

deficits in their ability to select the appropriate cues to attend to.

Despite these tasks finding participants with learning disabilities to process them in a 

similar way as participants without learning disabilities, they again fail to explain why 

some individuals engage in sexually deviant behaviour and others do not. Similarly, 

failing to observe any differences in the way sexual offenders process these tasks from 

non-offenders fails to offer clear insight into the attentional deficits sexual offenders might 

or might not have. Indeed, sexual offenders may not have attentional deficits with either of 

these tasks, or the methods used to investigate were unable to detect any differences. 

However, before concluding sexual offenders do not have attentional deficits it is 

important to address methodological issues that could have influenced the results in these 

studies. For example, the stimulus material utilised in these studies may not have been 

explicit enough to catch the sexual offenders’ attention, as the stimulus pictures of people 

depicted women and children in everyday situations. This was done to reflect how sexual 

offenders would normally see their victims. Previous studies that have used pictures or 

vignettes to investigate viewing time (Harris, Rice, Quinsey and Chaplin, 1996; Quinsey, 

Ketsetskis, Earls and Karamanokian, 1996; Quinsey, 2003), or cognitive distortions 

(Stermac and Segal, 1989) have portrayed women and children sexually (i.e. naked, being 

sexually provocative, or sexually assaulted). Using these types of images of women and 

children may have elicited a greater sexual response and caught their attention, resulting 

sexual offenders viewing these pictures longer (Harris, Rice, Quinsey and Chaplin, 1996). 

Although it would be interesting to examine whether these types of images would cause
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sexual offenders to have problems disengaging from this stimulus material, or reducing 

their inhibition of return, ethical restrictions in Britain would not permit this type of 

stimulus material to be used.

Apart from this specific methodological concerns relating to the attentional bias and 

inhibition of return tasks, a number of general confounding variables (i.e. sexual offenders 

receiving treatment, lower QACSO scores, or denial of responsibility of their crime) have 

been identified that could have affected the results in these two tasks, as well as the 

previous four studies in this chapter.

6.7.11 General Discussion

Studies to date have attempted to investigate sexual offenders ability to focus their 

attention while completing an auditory or visual task, their divided and selective attention, 

and their disengagement of attention. Although these studies have failed to demonstrate 

that sexual offenders differ significantly from non-offenders in the way they process these 

tasks, this does not mean that sexual offenders do not have attentional deficits. Indeed, 

sexual offenders being involved in treatment could have affected the results in these five 

attentional studies. All the sexual offenders who participated in these studies were 

currently involved in a cognitive behavioural treatment programme specifically designed 

for the treatment of sexual offenders. The length of time participants had been receiving 

treatment varied, with some just starting a 3-year treatment programme, some in the 

middle of their three-year programme and others nearing the end of their three-year 

programme. One participant had been involved in treatment for 10 years, with others 

returning for treatment after re-offending. Despite the variations in length of time 

participants had received treatment, they were all subjected to the same treatment 

programme regime. During their treatment sessions their cognitive distortions are 

challenged, they are educated about socially appropriate and inappropriate behaviours, and 

receive sex education. Receiving this type of treatment might have influenced how they 

responded to the attentional tasks and thus affected the results. However, this confounding 

variable of treatment could not be controlled for, for a number of reasons. For example, 

ethical restrictions prevent participants from being denied treatment. It would have been 

unethical to prevent newly convicted sexual offenders from commencing a treatment
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programme, or suspending treatment for those sexual offenders who were already 

receiving therapy until they had completed the series of attentional studies. Also, as there 

is not an indefinite number of sexual offenders with learning disabilities, the logistics of 

carrying out research on this participant group dictates that researchers study those who 

are readily available.

Another issue connected to the effects of treatment and how it could have affected the 

results, relates to the changes in QACSO scores for the sexual offenders. Before sexual 

offenders received treatment, they completed the QACSO at their initial assessment. They 

were then assessed on the QACSO once they had completed all the attention tasks. A 

significant difference was observed in these 2 sets of QACSO scores (t(22) = 8.38 p = 

0.001). Indeed, they provided significantly fewer socially unacceptable responses when 

they completed the QACSO at the end of the attention tasks, compared to their scores 

before treatment started. Although there was a reduction in the number of socially 

unacceptable responses they provided, they still gave significantly more than normal 

males in study 1 (t(40) = 3.18 p = 0.003). This finding implies that sexual offenders still 

had significantly more distorted cognitions than normal males, suggesting that they were a 

suitable population to investigate attentional deficits on. However, as previously discussed 

in chapter 5, it is unclear what a reduction in QACSO scores really means. It might result 

from treatment changing cognitive distortions to socially acceptable responses, or sexual 

offenders learning to give socially acceptable responses. Whatever the reason, these 

changes were a confounding variable and could have affected the results in the attentional 

studies, as sexual offenders receiving treatment might have responded to these tasks 

differently from individuals not receiving treatment.

The issue of denial could also have affected the results of these studies. According to 

Lakey (1994) there are different levels of denial (e.g. denial of offence, denial of intent, 

denial of responsibility, denial of harm and denial of typical state). Sexual offenders may 

demonstrate all, or some of these levels of denial. Indeed, many sexual offenders with 

learning disabilities often deny that the offence occurred, even when they have been tried 

and convicted (Lindsay, Olley, Jack, Morrison & Smith, 1998; Lindsay & Smith, 1998). 

Some sexual offenders accept that the offence occurred, but argue that their intent was 

misconstrued. Indeed, they often proclaim that they were trying to control their victims 

and this behaviour was misinterpreted as a sexual act. Others often deny responsibility for
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their sexual offences, by placing the blame on their victims. Rather than take responsibility 

for their actions they often argue that the victim encouraged them by acting sexually 

provocatively, enjoying the sexual contact, or by the clothes they were wearing (Lindsay, 

Olley, Jack, Morrison & Smith, 1998; Lindsay & Smith, 1998). However, some sexual 

offenders accept that the offence happened, take responsibility for it, but deny that they 

intended to harm their victim. Finally, some accept that the offence occurred, but shift the 

blame to their victims and attribute their behaviour to a temporary aberration of mental 

state (Kennedy and Grubin, 1992).

Unfortunately, the studies investigating attentional deficits failed to establish at what level 

of denial each sexual offender was at. As outlined above, sexual offenders varied in the 

length of time they had been receiving treatment, which suggests that individuals just 

commencing treatment might be at a different level of denial compared to someone 

nearing the end of their therapy programme. Also, individuals who admit to their crime 

might be more open to the assessment and therapeutic process and prepared to take 

responsibility for their deviant sexual behaviour. This acceptance might result in sexual 

offenders providing an accurate account of their distorted cognitions, or responding to 

attention tasks naturally. Individuals who deny their crime might be more inclined to self

monitor their responses to ensure that they provide socially acceptable responses, or 

conceal their true interest in pictures of women or children. Indeed, Scully and Marolla

(1983) investigated a group of rapists who admitted to their crime and a group who did 

not. Both groups were asked to describe the sexual assaults that they had committed. 

When their descriptions were compared, Scully and Marolla found that the group who did 

not admit to their crime described their offence with stereotypes that vindicated 

themselves and placed the blame on their victim. These results were interpreted to suggest 

that rapists are aware of culturally and socially acceptable beliefs about sexual behaviour; 

however, the beliefs they possess are based upon flawed conceptions. Considering these 

issues suggests that denial was another confounding variable for these research studies. 

However, the logistics of controlling for this is difficult, due to the limited number of 

sexual offenders with learning disabilities and the ethical issues, previously discussed, 

concerning denial of treatment.

An interesting trend that was observed in all but one attentional tasks, was non-offenders 

being slower to complete the tasks compared to sexual offenders. Results indicated that it
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did not matter the nature of the tasks, on average non-offenders took longer to complete 

the tasks. Although these differences were not found to be significant, it is unlikely that 

these differences were the result of level of IQ, as no significant differences were found 

between the two groups (see actual results of attention studies for data). However, it is 

important to highlight that although there was no significant difference observed between 

the IQ scores of the sex offenders and non-offenders with learning disabilities, the sex 

offenders mean IQ was consistently higher than the non-offenders in all five information

processing studies. This difference in mean IQ could have affected the results and future 

studies should attempt to control for this. However, to achieve this will be difficult due to 

the limited availability of people with learning disabilities. To identify whether IQ did 

affect these results future research (out with this PhD) needs to examine the IQ profile of 

the two groups. Examination of participants verbal and performance IQ scores, rather than 

just their full scale IQ score may offer insight into whether their IQ score did affect their 

results on these tasks. For example, if the sexual offenders were found to score higher on 

performance IQ than the non-offenders, this might account for why the sexual offenders 

were generally faster to complete the information processing tasks than the non-offenders. 

This area needs to be examined further.

The difference between the rate at which the sex offenders and non-offenders took to 

complete the task was unlikely the result of sexual offenders being more impulsive, as this 

was not reflected in an increase of errors made by this group. Indeed, non-offenders made 

significantly more errors in the selective task compared to the sexual offenders, with a 

similar trend being observed in the divided attention, although not significant. This finding 

is consistent with the impulsivity literature that hypothesises that sexual offenders with 

learning disabilities are not impulsive (Parry and Lindsay, 2003). However, this difference 

might simply have resulted from sexual offenders being more experienced at taking part in 

experimental research studies compared to the non-offenders. With non-offenders being 

consistently slower to complete the majority of tasks, it questions the suitability of using 

this group as a control. Future researchers may wish to consider using an alternative 

comparison group. Indeed, a more suitable comparison group might be non-offenders 

without learning disabilities (i.e. normal males), as they might complete the tasks at a 

similar pace as the sexual offenders with learning disabilities.
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Involving the same participants in all attention studies might have affected the results. 

Good methodological practice advocates testing participants who are naive to the task to 

prevent practice effects or participants working out what the experiment is measuring. 

Limited availability of sexual offenders and non-offenders with learning disabilities meant 

that it was impossible to test different participants in all studies. However, attempts were 

made to address this problem by ensuring that there was at least a months gap between the 

administration of each task.

6.7.12 Recommendations for Future Research

The methodological weaknesses identified with the studies into attention could be 

addressed using a flicker paradigm to induce change blindness (Simons and Levin, 1997). 

This paradigm presents participants with two identical visual scenes that are continuously 

and cyclically being presented on a monitor. A visual change exists with one of the visual 

scenes (e.g. a person’s piece of clothing is changed, or the object is removed from the 

picture). Participants are required to indicate when they identify the change in the visual 

scene, with the computer recording how long it takes them to do so. This measurement is 

referred to as the change-detection latency (i.e. the time it takes participants to respond 

from the time the change occurred). Research has found that often participants are unable 

to detect these feature changes. Indeed, Levin and Simons (1997) found that two-thirds of 

participants tested, failed to notice that the central actor of a video clip had been changed. 

More recently, this paradigm has been used to investigate information processing biases in 

social users of alcohol and cannabis (Jones, Jones, Blundell and Bruce, 2002). This 

research found individuals who had higher levels of social substance use were quicker to 

detect the visual substance-related change, compared to the visual substance-neutral 

change. This finding raises a particular possibility concerning the effects sexual related 

stimulus could have on sexual offenders, compared to non-offenders. For example, if 

social users of alcohol, or cannabis have biased information processing mechanisms 

towards substance-related changes, could it be that sexual offenders would follow a 

similar trend when presented with sexual-related changes (e.g. feature of a child or woman 

changes, i.e. hair colour), compared no non-sexual related changes (e.g. feature of a 

building changes i.e. colour of the door).
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Using this paradigm might provide further insight into the information processing 

mechanisms of sexual offenders, as well as addressing some of the methodological 

weaknesses previously highlighted with the attention tasks. For example, this paradigm 

requires participant’s to focus their attention of the visual stimulus in order to detect a 

visual change. Indeed, this task requires participants to cognitively process the visual 

stimulus that might result in their performance (i.e. reaction time to identify a change in 

stimulus) being affected by prior experience (i.e. pictures of people) with no conscious 

recollection of past events. Considering this, sexual offenders’ performance on the change 

blindness paradigm might be affected in one of two ways. First, they might follow the 

trend previously outlined above (e.g. sexual offenders quicker to identify sexual-related 

changes, compared to non-sexual related changes), or the demands of the task might result 

in them becoming so focused on the pictures of women and children that it takes them 

longer to disengage from the stimulus material to complete the task.

6.7.13 Summary

A number of studies have been developed to investigate sexual offenders’ ability to focus 

their attention, as well as examine specific mechanisms of attention (e.g. divided and 

selective attention, inhibition of return and attentional bias). Unfortunately, they have 

failed to offer support for the claims that sexual offenders have deficits with their 

information processing mechanisms and in particular problems selecting the appropriate 

cues to focus on. This does not mean that sexual offenders do not have attentional deficits. 

Indeed, the methodological weaknesses identified with these studies, or the methods 

utilised might have been unable to detect any attentional deficits that sexual offenders 

have. Before concluding that sexual offenders do not have attentional deficits, further 

research is needed in this area. Replication of these studies to addresses the 

methodological flaws (e.g. using alternative control group i.e. normal males), or testing 

new paradigms (i.e. flicker paradigm), might offer further insight into whether any 

attentional deficits can be identified among sexual offenders.
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Chapter 7 -  Conclusions

7.0 Summary of Introductory Chapters

Chapter one defined learning disability by referring to key definitions that have been put 

forward by organisations that deal with individuals with learning disabilities (e.g. the 

American Association on Mental Retardation, American Psychiatric Association and the 

World Health Organisation). These organisations provide classification systems that 

provide frameworks that subdivide learning disability. However, problems were identified 

in chapter one with these classifications systems, as they appear to have difficulty trying to 

fix a ‘borderline’ between those who can and cannot be classed as having a learning 

disability. Although out of all the classification systems reviewed in this chapter, DSM- 

IV-TR appeared to be the most flexible and conscious of the problems associated with the 

‘cut-off criteria. Indeed, DSM-IV-TR addressed these problems by incorporating a 

borderline intellectual functioning category (IQ 70 -  84). By including this category DSM- 

IV-TR recognises that strict cut-off criteria does not acknowledge that an individual with 

an IQ of 70 (i.e. normal functioning according to ICD-10) may require similar help and 

assistance to someone with an IQ of 69 (i.e. mild learning disability according to DSM- 

IV-TR and ICD-10 classifications).

Chapter two highlighted that sexual offending is a serious social problem, with a number 

of these crimes being committed by individuals with learning disabilities. Indeed, research 

suggests that individuals with learning disabilities are over represented within the criminal 

justice system (Gross, 1984; Hayes, 1991). However, chapter two highlighted that the 

issue of prevalence of individuals with learning disabilities within the criminal justice 

system is not straightforward. Variation in assessment instruments used to measure 

learning disability (Gudjonsson, Clare, Rutter and Pearse, 1993; Hayes, 1997; Winter, 

Holland and Collins, 1997), varying environments in which psychometry is undertaken 

(Gudjonsson, Clare and Cross, 1992) and diversion of individuals with learning disabilities 

away from the criminal justice system have all contributed to varying prevalence rates 

(Mason and Murphy, 2002a). Despite these problems associated with prevalence, this 

thesis has highlighted that sexual offending by individuals with learning disabilities 

presents a problem for society. This has driven researchers to focus on developing theories 

that try to explain the etiology of sexually deviant behaviour. Despite single (e g.
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psychodynamic, feminist, biological and psychological explanations) and multifactor 

models (e.g. Wolfs (1984) Multifactor Model and Finkelhor’s (1984) Multifactor Model) 

being developed to account for sexually deviant behaviour, they have failed to fully 

account for why individuals sexually offend. Chapter one recognised that until an all 

encompassing theory that is able to account for sexually deviant behaviour is developed, 

researchers have focused their attention on specific aspects that they believe to play an 

important role in sexually deviant behaviour (e.g. empathy [Marshall, Hudson, Jones and 

Fernandez, 1995; Burke, 2001] and cognitive distortions [Stermac and Segal, 1989; 

Bumby, 1996; Ward, Hudson, Johnston and Marshall, 1997]). Indeed, chapter three 

focused on the role cognitive distortions play in sexual offending behaviour, while chapter 

four addressed the difficulties encountered when trying to assess cognitive distortions 

among sexual offenders.

Chapter three identified that research to date has primarily focused on the cognitive 

content of distorted cognitions (Abel Gore, Holland, Camp, Becker and Rathner, 1989; 

Stermac and Segal, 1989; Bumby, 1996), but has failed to address the cognitive processes 

that generate these cognitions (Ward, Hudson, Johnston and Marshall, 1997). According 

to Bumby (1996), the content of the cognitive distortions enable sexual offenders to justify 

and rationalise their sexual offending behaviour. Research has found that cognitive 

distortions differ between sexual offenders, non-sexual offenders and non-offenders (Abel 

et al. 1986; Stermac and Segal, 1989; Hayashino, Wurtele and Klebe, 1995). This finding 

has driven researchers to focus on developing assessment measures of cognitive 

distortions that have good psychometric properties (Burt, 1980; Abel at al, 1989; Bumby, 

1996), as researchers believe that it is vitally important to identify the cognitive distortions 

that need to be addressed in treatment in order to try to prevent sexual offenders from re

offending (Marshall, 1996, 1999). However, a number of problems exist with current 

assessment measures. For example, chapter four identified that they fail to address a wide 

range of sexual attitudes, as they focus primarily on rape and child molestation (Burt, 

1980; Bumby, 1996) and do not address stalking, dating abuse, voyeurism or 

exhibitionism. They measure sexual attitudes using a Likert Scale, which Lindsay (2001) 

argues might be conceptually too difficult for individuals with learning disabilities to do. 

Some measures are unable to discriminate sexual offenders from a control of normal males 

(e.g. Rape Myth Acceptance Scale; Burt, 1980). Finally, some scales are open to social
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desirability (e.g. the Cognitions Scale; Abel et al. 1989). To addresses these weaknesses, 

study one of this thesis was developed.

7.1.1 Summary of Findings for Study One

Study one represented an initial investigation into the reliability and validity of an 

assessment instrument developed for suitability of use for measuring cognitive distortions 

among sexual offenders with learning disabilities. A 108-item questionnaire was 

developed to address weaknesses identified with current assessment instruments (e.g. 

method of scoring and limited range of sexual attitudes assessed). The new measure (i.e. 

the QACSO) utilised a “yes,” “no” or “don’t know” method of scoring, giving participants 

the opportunity to take a neutral stance, rather than force them into either a yes or no 

response which a four-point Likert Scale does (i.e. Bumby’s RAPE and MOLEST Scales, 

Bumby, 1996). It also addressed a wide range of sexual attitudes including: “rape and 

attitudes towards women,” “voyeurism,” “exhibitionism,” “dating abuse,” “homosexual 

assault,” “offences against children” and “stalking and sexual harassment,” which 

previous measures have failed to do (i.e. Abel and Becker’s Cognition Scale, Burt’s Rape 

Myth Acceptance Scale and Bumby’s RAPE and MOLEST Scales).

The QACSO was tested on four groups (e.g. sexual offenders with learning disabilities, 

non-sexual offenders with learning disabilities, non-offenders with learning disabilities 

and ‘normal’ males) and analysed for its reliability and ability to discriminate between 

sexual offenders, compared to three groups of controls. Fifty-eight items were found to 

have good psychometric properties, although the analysis revealed concerns with the 

homosexual assault subsection. From the original 12 items in this subsection, only 4 were 

found to be reliable and discriminative. These items had poor internal consistency, 

suggesting that it was unclear whether this subsection assessed attitudes towards 

homosexuality, or homophobia.

Overall, analysis of the QACSO has found it to be a reliable and valid measure of 

cognitive distortions held by sexual offenders with learning disabilities. Findings indicate 

that this measure will play a potentially influential role for future clinical practice within 

the field of sexual offending with learning disabilities, as it will facilitate understanding of
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the etiology of sexually deviant behaviour and aid the development of effective treatment 

programmes.

7.1.2 Contributions of the QACSO in the Assessment of Cognitive Distortions

Data from study 1 revealed that sexual offenders held significantly more distorted 

cognitions relating to socially inappropriate sexual behaviour, compared to the three 

control groups. This finding is consistent with previous research that has examined the 

discriminative ability of current assessment tools on sexual and non-offenders without 

learning disabilities (e.g. Bumby’s RAPE and MOLEST Scales (1996); Abel and Becker’s 

Cognitions Scale (Abel et al. 1989). Further analysis of the data in study 1 revealed 54 

items to have good psychometric properties that elicited 6 clusters of information relating 

to attitudes consistent with sexual offending. A principle component analysis on these 

items examined the relationship between variables and core factors within each of the 6 

clusters of information (i.e. the 6 subsections of the QACSO) and found the QACSO to be 

a unidimensional scale.

Valuable clinical information was obtained from the principle component analysis. The 

components identified in each of the 6 subsections enable clinicians to identify the specific 

areas that need to be addressed and challenged during treatment. It provides clinicians 

with a detailed assessment of the distorted cognitions sexual offenders hold to justify and 

rationalise their sexually deviant behaviour. However, the analysis also revealed that there 

were two components, identified in separate subscales, where sexual offenders did not 

differ from controls (refer to pg. 145 for actual data). This finding suggests that these are 

areas where sexual offenders’ and non-offenders’ cognitions do not differ and therefore 

might not need to be challenged during treatment.

Examination of the data for study 1 also revealed four items (refer to pg. 128 for actual 

items) that could be used as a potential measure of social desirability. Controls 

consistently provided socially unacceptable responses to these items and thus responded in 

a similar way to sexual offenders. This is an important finding, as a number of current 

measures (e.g. the Rape Myth Acceptance Scale and the Cognitions Scale) have been 

criticised for being transparent, which can encourage participants to present themselves in
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a positive and socially acceptable manner (Murphy, 1990). Although these 4 items of the 

QACSO might be used as a warning to clinicians that sexual offenders might be trying to 

respond in a socially acceptable way, they cannot claim to be a direct measure of social 

desirability. Further analysis is needed on these items to see how well they correlate with 

the Marlow-Crown Social Desirability Scale (Crown and Marlowe, 1960).

Essentially, the QACSO has provided clinicians with an alternative assessment tool to 

assess cognitive distortions among sexual offenders. It is a reliable and valid assessment 

tool that can be successfully administered to individuals with learning disabilities. It also 

enables clinicians to identify the distorted cognitions that need to be addressed in 

treatment, as well as indicate whether sexual offenders are trying to respond in a socially 

acceptable manner. The QACSO also provides clinicians with a measure for treatment 

outcome. Sexual offenders scores on the QACSO can be monitored throughout the 

therapeutic process, to track whether there are any changes in the socially unacceptable 

responses that they provide. However, as previously discussed in chapter 5, further 

research is needed to ascertain exactly what a change in QACSO score means. For 

example, research needs to investigate whether a reduction in QACSO score results from 

sexual offenders’ distorted cognitions changing from socially unacceptable to socially 

acceptable responses, or whether they learn to give the socially acceptable responses.

Despite the contributions the QACSO has made to both existing literature and the clinical 

field, it does not address the cognitive processes that generate distorted cognitions. As it is 

as equally important to establish how cognitions are generated, in order to explain sexually 

deviant behaviour, chapter 6 outlined a series of five studies that were developed to 

investigate this area.

7.1.3 Summary of Research Findings Investigating Attention Deficits

It is necessary to examine the cognitive processes (i.e. attention) that underlie the 

initiation, maintenance and justification of sexual deviant behaviour, as this will result in 

better understanding of the cognitive processes that underlie behaviour at all stages of the 

offence chain and facilitate clinicians’ theoretical and practical ideas when developing 

suitable treatment programmes. A series of five studies were examined that investigated
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the attentional ability of sexual offenders with learning disabilities, compared to a control 

group of non-offenders with learning disabilities.

Study two employed a direct task to investigate whether conscious recollection of past 

events influenced the average time sexual offenders spent viewing pictures of people 

compared to objects. Results found sexual offenders did not overtly spend longer viewing 

pictures of people than objects. Indeed, sexual offenders viewing times were comparable 

with the control group of non-offenders. Failure to obtain differences in the viewing time 

sexual offenders spent looking at the picture stimulus might have resulted from them 

realising that viewing time was being measured and thus they tried to mask their 

responses. To address this concern the remaining four studies employed indirect tasks, as 

they were less susceptible to conscious influence because they were less likely to make 

participants aware that the tasks were trying to distract them.

Studies three and four investigated sexual offenders’ ability to complete a visual or 

auditory task, while viewing stimulus pictures of people or objects. It was expected that if 

sexual offenders’ ability to complete a visual or auditory task were affected by prior 

experience with no conscious recall, they would take longer to complete the tasks when 

presented with stimulus pictures of people, compared to objects. Consistent with the 

results in study one, sexual offenders did not take significantly longer to complete the 

tasks when presented with pictures of people than objects. Again, sexual offenders were 

able to respond to these tasks in the same way as the controls. Failure to obtain significant 

differences in sexual offenders’ ability to complete these tasks does not mean that sexual 

offenders do not have attentional deficits. Indeed, chapter six highlighted that the methods 

employed might not have been able to detect attentional deficits. To address this 

alternative experimental paradigms were employed in studies five and six to investigate 

attentional deficits.

Studies five and six chose not to use stimulus material related to the sexual offender’s 

sexual deviant behaviour. This was done to further reduce the likelihood of sexual 

offenders’ trying to mask their responses. Study five employed an indirect task (i.e. the 

“Navon task;” Navon, 1977) especially designed to investigate selective and divided 

attention. These tasks were employed to investigate sexual offenders’ ability to process 

information at the global level. Based on chapter six highlighting that sexual offenders
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have problems selecting the appropriate cues to focus on (Craig, 1990; McFall, 1990) and 

the assumption that they might have deficits with the fourth stage of Marshall, Hudson, 

Jones, and Fernandez’s, (1995) Empathy Model, as they are unable to attend to all the 

necessary information that allows them to make a decision, study six investigated their 

ability to process information at the global level (e.g. the whole picture). Sexual offenders’ 

ability to process information at the global level in the divided task did not differ from 

non-sexual offenders. Indeed, both groups of participants did not show a preference for 

processing information at either the global or local level. However, in the selective 

attention task participants made significantly more errors at the global compared to the 

local level. Chapter six highlighted that this finding was not consistent with how normal 

individuals typically respond to this task, indicting that further examination of individuals 

with learning disabilities ability to process information at the global and local level is 

required.

Finally, study 6 investigated attention using two attentional task that might detect 

components of sexual offenders’ attention that operate differently from non-offenders, that 

the previous four studies have failed to do. Again these tasks were indirect, with the first 

investigating attentional dwell time. This study solely investigated differential 

disengagement of attention by investigating differences in time sexual offenders and non

offenders took to disengage their attention from pictures of people and objects. The second 

task tested the disengagement theory further using the inhibition of return paradigm. 

Results found that attentional dwell time did not increase in sexual offenders when 

viewing pictures of people, compared to objects. Similarly, in the inhibition of return task, 

pictures of people compared to objects did not increase dwell time and reduce inhibition of 

return. Both tasks did find participants to respond in a similar way to normal participants. 

(Fox, Russo and Dutton, 2002).

The results obtained in studies two to six do not enable conclusions to be drawn that 

sexual offenders do not have attentional deficits. However, these findings do necessitate a 

discussion on what contributions this research has made to further understanding of sexual 

offenders’ cognitive processes (i.e. attention).
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7.1.4 Contributions of Attentional Deficits to the Underlying Cognitive Processes of 

Cognitive Distortions

Data from studies two to six found that the attentional abilities of sexual offenders with 

learning disabilities did not differ from non-offenders with learning disabilities. Indeed, in 

all but the selective and divided attention tasks, participants were found to process the 

tasks in a similar way to normal participants. This finding offered support for the 

appropriateness of these tasks that were administered to individuals with learning 

disabilities. However, failure to detect differences between the attentional abilities of these 

two participant groups might have resulted from these tasks not being sensitive enough to 

detect any differences, or not focusing on the appropriate mechanisms of attention which 

sexual offender might possess deficits with. Whatever the reason, studies two to six 

represent an initial investigation into the attentional abilities of sexual offenders. By 

carrying out extensive literature reviews on the limited material available on information 

processing of sexual offenders and general information processing material (e.g. direct and 

indirect tasks) I have logically tried to select appropriate methods that were suitable for 

use on this population in order to try to detect attentional differences. Failure to detect 

differences with these methods provides useful information for future researchers, as it 

provides a starting point from which they can develop this area of research by employing 

alternative tasks.

Apart from this contribution to future research, there were essentially three important 

findings from studies two to six. First, non-offenders took on average longer to complete 

the tasks than sexual offenders. Although this difference was generally not significant, it 

questioned the suitability of using this participant group as a control. Sexual offenders 

might be more “streetwise” than non-offenders, as well as more experienced with taking 

part in experimental research. Considering this, future research might wish to consider 

using ‘normal’ males as a control, as they might provide a better comparison group to the 

sexual offenders.

Second, the results from these studies were a surprise, as they did not reflect clinical 

observations. Personal observations of sexual offenders have found them to be extremely 

focused when dealing with stimulus material of women or children. Indeed, as discussed 

in chapter six, some sexual offenders have been found to collect pictures of women or
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children. Examination of these collections found them to be extremely organised and 

contained only the image of the person (e.g. if the sexual offender was only interested in 

women, the pictures would only contain women, with everything else in the picture having 

been cut away i.e. pictures of men or children). Clinical observation of sexual offenders 

with female members of staff have also revealed some sexual offenders to be so focused 

on specific parts of the female’s anatomy that they are oblivious to what is going on 

around them, or to the fact they are being observed. With this level of focused attention, it 

was hypothesised that they would be more interested in pictures of people than objects, 

which would result in them having problems completing tasks when presented with 

pictures of people. However, this was not reflected in the data.

Finally, results from these studies question the value of the Information Processing Models 

that have been developed by McFall (1990) and Dodge (1990). As outlined in chapter six, 

both models propose that deficits at any of the stages of the model will result in 

inappropriate behaviour. Closer inspection of these models revealed that the first stage of 

both models requires participants to decode information that is presented to the sensory 

receptors. Failure to do this will result in inappropriate behaviour. However, studies two to 

six failed to demonstrate that sexual offenders have deficits with the areas of attention 

examined, as they were able to successfully process cognitive tasks in the same way as a 

control group of non-offenders. Such a finding does not offer support for these two models 

and questions the value of theoretical models that fail to provide any empirical data to 

support their claims. For a model to have any value it needs to be supported with empirical 

data that clearly demonstrates how it can be applied to account for problems decoding 

information that is presented to the sensory receptors. Future researchers may wish to 

consider what contributions theoretical models, without empirical support, can make to 

furthering understanding of sexual offenders’ information-processing abilities.

Failure to obtain data that supports clinical observations and researchers claims that sexual 

offenders have deficits with their information-processing (McFall, 1990; Langevin and 

Pope, 1993), highlight that this is a complex area to investigate, as there is currently no 

existing framework to guide this area of research. With the large number of different 

components involved in the mechanisms of attention (Merrill and Taube, 1996) and 

researchers failing to be specific with which areas of attention sexual offenders might have 

deficits with, this results in researchers having to make their own interpretations of what
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areas of information processing they think researchers (i.e. McFall, 1990; Langevin and 

Pope, 1993) were referring to. However, the studies contained herein have made a 

preliminary attempt to logically identify areas of information processing (i.e. attention) 

that might differ in sexual offenders and developed empirical studies to test them. 

Although they have failed to indicate that sexual offenders have deficits with their 

attentional abilities, this could mean one of two things. First, they do not have attentional 

deficits, or the tasks utilised were unable to detect the deficits.

It is important to continue investigating attentional abilities of sexual offenders, as I still 

believe that they have attentional deficits. The results in studies two to six did not reflect 

how sexual offenders present in a clinical setting. As previously discussed, personal 

clinical observations have found them to be extremely focused when collecting pictures of 

women or children and viewing female members of staff. Indeed, the level of interest and 

attention sexual offenders give to these tasks seems to be unaffected by either the situation 

they are in (e.g. group therapy session), or risk of their behaviour being detected or 

observed by staff members. Considering these observations, I believe that sexual offenders 

attentional abilities do differ, but the problem appears to exist with finding the appropriate 

paradigm that will detect these differences.

7.1.5 Future Research

Developing the QACSO is a valuable contribution to clinical practice within the field of 

sexual offending with learning disabilities. However, to develop the value of the 

contribution the development of this new measure has made, further research is needed. 

Two key areas need to be explored further. Replication of this data with a larger sample 

that defines the different types of sexual offenders (e.g. rapists, child molesters, stalkers, 

exhibitionists and voyeurs) would provide data that would either support or reject the 

current research’s findings. This data would establish whether the QACSO is able to 

discriminate between different types of sexual offenders. A larger sample would also 

enable a principle component analysis to be performed on the whole questionnaire, rather 

than each subsection. This analysis would identify common themes and beliefs that might 

be specific to different types of sexual offenders, aiding clinicians when they are 

identifying the areas that need to be addressed in treatment.
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Further research is also needed to examine the clinical potential of the QACSO as a 

treatment outcome measure. As cognitive distortions are believed to play a pivotal role in 

the maintenance of sexually deviant behaviour (Abel et al. 1989; Stermac and Segal, 

1989), it suggests that clinicians need to monitor if these distorted cognitions change 

during therapy. Although the QACSO would be able to do this, as previously discussed, it 

is unclear what a change in QACSO score means. Indeed, to establish whether a change in 

QACSO score is the result of the cognition changing or sexual offenders’ learning to give 

socially acceptable responses, sexual offenders could be tested using alternative measures 

of cognitive distortions (e.g. Bumby’s RAPE and MOLEST Scales). If their distorted 

cognitions have changed, they should provide socially acceptable responses on these two 

measures. However, as these two measures are not suitable for use on individual with 

learning disabilities (see chapter 4) future research might wish to consider dividing the 

QACSO into two sections and administering them at different stages of their treatment 

(refer to pg. 154-155 for more detail). If participants’ cognitions have changed, they 

should score low on both sections of the QACSO.

For future studies investigating attentional ability of sexual offenders, researchers may 

wish to consider using an alternative control (i.e. ‘normal males), as non-offenders were 

found to be slower, although not significantly, than sexual offenders when completing the 

attention tasks. This finding suggested that non-offenders might not have been the most 

suitable control group.

As there is currently no existing framework to guide research to investigate the attentional 

ability of sexual offenders, future research might be based on a process of logical 

elimination. Considering this, chapter six outlined a rationale for using a flicker paradigm 

to induce change blindness (Simon and Levin, 1997), in order to measure attentional 

ability. Using this paradigm might prevent participants from working out what is being 

examined and force them to focus on the stimulus material related to their sexually deviant 

behaviour in order to complete the task. Indeed, this task might succeed where the 

previous attention studies failed, as it might be more sensitive to measuring attentional 

differences.
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7.1.6 Negative Priming

Another paradigm researchers might wish to consider using is negative priming. This 

occurs when subjects are presented a series of trials in which they must select a target 

from an array of two or more stimuli. A prime display is presented that contains, for 

example, one target and one non-target followed by a probe display that also contain one 

target and one non-target. Negative priming is observed when a non-target in the prime 

display becomes a target in the probe display. Indeed, when negative priming effects of 

individuals with or without an intellectual disability were compared, it was found that the 

individuals with a learning disability did not or could not use inhibitory mechanisms of 

attention to assist their selecting a target letter from the displays (Cha and Merrill, 1994; 

Merrill and Taube, 1996). This research indicates that negative priming can be observed in 

individuals with learning disabilities, suggesting that it would be an appropriate method to 

test attentional abilities of sexual offenders. Considering this and the attention studies 

contained herein, it seems a logical progression to investigate negative priming among 

sexual offenders.

Research (Cha and Merrill, 1984; Merrill and Taube, 1996) has found that individuals with 

learning disabilities do not suppress responding to the distractor to facilitate their 

performance. However, it is not clear whether they were unable to, or chose not to 

suppress responding to the distractor. Using an alternative method (i.e. negative priming) 

to investigate sexual offenders ability to attend to cues, might provide addition insight into 

whether sexual offenders can or cannot select information to focus on. The findings 

obtained from this research will provide further insight into whether sexual offenders have 

attentional deficits or not.

A final point that can be made about studies two to six relates to them utilising small 

sample sizes. Although this was a problem unable to be avoided, due to the limited 

availability of sexual offenders and non-offenders with learning disabilities, it highlights 

one of the problems encountered when investigating this population. Indeed, small sample 

size creates problems with statistical power and increases the likelihood of making a type 

two error. However, as previously stated this problem is difficult to address when there are 

limited number of suitable participants.
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Finally, although studies two to six can only ever be tentative at best when trying to 

account for attentional deficits, it is hoped that they represent a starting point which further 

research can add to.

7.1.7 Final Summary

The QACSO has been found to be a reliable and valid measure of cognitive distortions and 

is suitable for use on individuals with learning disabilities. It appears to be a useful 

instrument for assessing sexual beliefs prior to, during and following treatment of sexual 

offenders. However, future research on the QACSO will hopefully offer additional support 

for its utility, resulting in this instrument being a promising clinical and research 

instrument for the assessment and treatment of sexual offenders.

The series of studies contained herein represent initial empirical investigations into the 

attentional deficits of sexual offenders with learning disabilities. Although they fail to 

identify any specific attentional deficits, they highlight the complexity of this area of 

research. Data from these studies provide a starting point for which future studies can add. 

By addressing the methodological weaknesses identified and testing new paradigms, this 

will hopefully develop understanding of the information processing mechanisms of sexual 

offenders and the role these mechanisms play in the initiation, maintenance and 

justification of sexually deviant behaviour.

Research to date has primarily focused on the cognitive content of distorted cognitions 

(Abel et al. 1989; Stermac and Segal, 1989; Blumenthal, Gudjonsson and Bums, 1999). 

However, to facilitate understanding of why individuals sexually offend it is necessary to 

examine the cognitive processes that underlie the initiation, maintenance and justification 

of sexual offending behaviour. Indeed, research suggest that information-processing 

mechanisms before and during the offence cycle are vital and could help explain why 

individuals sexually offend, or develop distorted cognitions (Pithers, 1990; Ward, Hudson 

and Marshall, 1994). Some researchers propose that sexual offenders with learning 

disabilities have deficits with information processing and suggest that they might have 

problems decoding information that is presented to their sensory receptors (Langevin and 

Pope, 1993). Indeed, two Social Information Processing Models have been developed to
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try to explain how information presented to the sensory receptors can be misinterpreted 

and result in inappropriate behaviour (i.e. Dodge’s (1986) Social Information Processing 

Model and McFall’s (1990) Social Information-Processing Model of Social Skills and 

Social Competencies). However, both these models are largely theoretical.

Although researchers propose that sexual offenders have deficits with information 

processing (Langevin and Pope, 1993), their ability to decode information (Lipton, 

McDonel and McFall, 1987), or select the appropriate cues to focus on (Craig, 1990), 

researchers fail to identify whether these problems result from deficits with attention, 

perception or memory. However, considering Craig’s claims that sexual offenders have 

deficits selecting the cues to focus on, this was interpreted to suggest that they might have 

attentional deficits. To test this five studies investigated sexual offenders ability to focus 

their attention on visual stimulus while completing a task, their selective and divided 

attention and the effects dwell time had on their attentional bias and inhibition of return.
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Appendix 1

Information Sheets for Study 1

Participant Information Sheet sent to normal males

Dear Participant,

I am conducting a project to try to understand men’s attitudes towards sex offences. The 
questionnaire covers a number of attitudes. We would like to know whether you agree or disagree 
with the attitudes. The information I gather will help me to understand how sex offenders differ 
from non-sex offenders. The questionnaire will help to identify risk and prevent future offending. 
It will also be helpful in assessing appropriate placements and treatment of sexual offenders with 
learning disabilities. All the questionnaires have been developed for using with people who have 
learning disabilities hence most of the questions will seem straightforward.

To develop the overall questionnaire the following four groups of people will be asked to 
participate:

1. People with learning disabilities who have sexually offended.
2. People with learning disabilities who have committed other types of offences.
3. People with learning disabilities who have not offended.
4. People without learning disabilities who have not sexually offended.

If you decided to take part in this project, please could you complete one of the enclosed 
questionnaires and return it in one of the addressed envelopes provided as soon as possible. 
You should then complete the second questionnaire four weeks later and return it in the 
other addressed envelope. By completing and returning both questionnaires you are giving your 
consent to take part in this project.

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary, and you are free to refuse to take part or to 
withdraw from the study at any time without having to give a reason.

If you would like to discuss the project in more detail or have concerns please contact :

Professor William R. Lindsay 
Clinical Psychology Department 
1 Edward Street 
Dundee DD1 5NS 
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Participant Information Sheets for Sexual Offenders with Learning Disabilities

(Read to participants with mild learning disabilities who have sexually offended).

The project aims to develop an understanding of thoughts which you might have that may increase 
your chances of sexually offending.

You will be asked some questions about the thoughts you have about women, men and children. 
You will also be asked some questions about your offence and about yourself. These questions will 
also help me to develop the questionnaire. In four weeks time you will be asked some of the same 
questions again.

You have to answer the questions as part of your treatment program, however at anytime you can 
request that your responses are not used as part of this project. Participation in this study is entirely 
voluntary, and you are free to refuse to take part or to withdraw from this study at any time without 
having to give a reason.

If you would like to discuss the project further please contact:

Professor William R  Lindsay 
Clinical Psychology Department 
1 Edward Street 
Dundee DD1 5NS 
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Participant Information Sheets for Non-Sexual Offenders with Learning Disabilities

(Read by or to control participants with mild learning disabilities who have not sexually 
offended but have committed other types of offences).

I am conducting a project to try to understand what men think about sex offences. I need to ask 
men like yourself, who have not offended sexually to get an idea of what normal thoughts are. 
Once we know this we can look at what offenders thoughts are before and after help.

The main aim of this project is to develop a questionnaire which will help people who have 
sexually offended.

If you decide to take part in the project, you will be asked some questions about the thoughts you 
have about women, men and children. You will also be asked a few questions about yourself 
which will help me to develop the questionnaire. In four weeks time you will be asked some of the 
same questions again.

All information will be confidential, that is there will be no names on the questionnaires. At 
anytime you can ask that your answers are not used in the project. Participation in this study is 
entirely voluntary, and you are free to refuse to take part or to withdraw from this study at any time 
without having to give a reason.

If you have any questions you can contact me:

Professor William R. Lindsay 
Clinical Psychology Department 
1 Edward Street 
Dundee DD1 5NS 
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Participant Information Sheets for Non-Offenders with Learning Disabilities

(Read by or to control participants with mild learning disabilities who have not sexually 
offended or not offended at all).

I am conducting a project to try to understand what men think about sex offences. I need to ask 
men like yourself, who have not offended sexually to get an idea of what normal thoughts are. 
Once we know this we can look at what offenders thoughts are before and after help.

The main aim of this project is to develop a questionnaire which will help people who have 
sexually offended.

If you decide to take part in the project, you will be asked some questions about the thoughts you 
have about women, men and children. You will also be asked a few questions about yourself 
which will help me to develop the questionnaire. In four weeks time you will be asked some of the 
same questions again.

All information will be confidential, that is there will be no names on the questionnaires. At 
anytime you can ask that your answers are not used in the project. Participation in this study is 
entirely voluntary, and you are free to refuse to take part or to withdraw from this study at any time 
without having to give a reason.

If you have any questions you can contact me:

Professor William R. Lindsay 
Clinical Psychology Department 
1 Edward Street 
Dundee DD1 5NS 
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Participant Consent Form

Appendix 2

Have you had the project information sheet read out to you?

Have you been able to ask questions about the project?

Have you had satisfactory answers to all your questions?

Have you had enough information about the project?

Do you understand that taking part in the project is voluntary 

(you decided if you want to, you can say no?)

Do you understand that if you say yes, you can change your mind?

-at any time

-and you do not have to have a reason for changing your mind 

-and this won’t affect your right to have medical and/or 

psychological help in the future

I agree to take part in the project

Signature Date

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No
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Appendix 3

Questionnaire on Attitudes Consistent with Sex Offences -  Version 1

Name: _______

Date: _______

Tester: _______

Other information:

Topic One: Rape and attitudes to women

Directions:
1. Ask the question.
2. If the response is inappropriate or not full enough (must include words or variants of the words that are 

underlined) then give the answer below and repeat the question -  continue in this manner until you are 
given an appropriate response.

Question:
• “What does it mean to rape a woman?”

Appropriate response:
•  When someone is forced by another person to have sexual intercourse (sex).
•  If responds by saying -  when a man forces (makes) a woman to have sex with him or when a man 

makes a woman have sex even when she says no. If says no then say that they can and repeat the 
original question to be answered in full.

No Question Scoring
Tv* m |f§ I I I n

la Is it possible for any woman to be raped? 2 1 1 °

h Is it only women who wear tight clothes that 
can be raped?

2 1 0

c Could a woman wearing her Sunday best 
clothes be raped?

2 1 0

2a Do you think that women who go around 
braless or in tight clothes want to have sex?

2 1 0

b Is she asking for it? 2 1 0
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|j§| Vs* .jDfo : : m ! :
3a Do you think that a woman can stop a man 

from raping her if she wanted to?
2 i 0

b Could a woman stop a man from raping her by 
shouting or fighting him off of her?

2 1 0

c If the rape goes ahead does that mean that she 
wants it?

2 i 0

4a Are women often partly to blame for the rape 
taking place?

2 1 0

b Do some women lead men on? 2 1 0

5a If a woman gets drunk at a party and has sex 
with a man there, is she fair game for anyone 
else?

2 i 0

b At a party a man sees a woman going into a 
bedroom to have sex with another man, would 
it be okay then for him to force her to have 
sex?

2 1 0

6 Are women just a load of bitches? 2 i 0

7a Can women who have had sex with a lot of 
men still be raped?

2 i 0

b Is she asking for it? 2 i 0

8 Do women lie about being raped? 2 1 0

9a Should a man stop touching and kissing a 
woman when she asks him to, even if he 
wants to carry on?

2 1 0

b If a woman lets a man touch and kiss her and 
then suddenly says she wants him to stop, is it 
okay for him to keep going?

2 i 0
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Topic Two: Voyeurism

No Question Scoring
Y es j Uk j V i. \ i l l

1 Do women who don’t close their curtains 
when they are in their underwear want people 
to look at them?

2 i 0

2a Do women like men to stare at their bodies? 2 i
- - - - -

b Does it make them feel attractive? 2 i 0

E H 1
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Topic Three: Exhibitionism

Directions:
1. Ask the question.
2. If the response is inappropriate or not full enough (must include words or variants of the word that are 

underlined) then give the answer below and repeat the question -  continue in this manner until you are 
given an appropriate response.

Question:
• “What does it mean to flash?”

Appropriate response:
•  When a man shows (exposes) his private parts (penis) in public. Accept any appropriate or colloquial 

wording.

| No Question Scoring
m  & Vvs 1 1 1 ! H

la Do you think a woman has to look when a 
man flashes at her?

2 1 0

b Could a woman walk away when a man 
flashes at her?

2 1 0

2a If a woman looks at a flasher is it her fault? 2 1 0

b Is it the man’s fault if a woman looks at him 
when he flashes?

2 1 0

3a Do women just pretend to be shocked when 
they see a penis?

2 1 0

b When a man shows his penis to a woman does 
it really turn her on?

2 1 0

4a Do most women laugh about being flashed at? 2 1 0

b Do women think that it is a bit of fun? 2 1 0

5 Is Hashing at someone a good way to show 
women that you want to have sex?

2 1 ~~T)

6a Do men flash to scare women? 2 1 0
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b Do men enjoy scaring women by flashing at 
them?

2 1 0

7 Do you think that a woman would be harmed 
by a man flashing at her?

2 1 0

w m m
n

8 Do you think that it would take a woman years 
or a few days to get over being flashed at?

2 i 0

2 i l l i l l ! ! ! ! ! I I I ! ! I I I ! m u
Total

Frequency
Total
Score

Topic Four: Dating Abuse

No Question Scoring
m , Se >v« 1,1k

1 Is it okay to kiss in public, on the street? 2 i 0

2 Do you think a woman should expect a man to 
try it on on a date?

2 i 0

3 If you ask a girl out for a date should she 
know that you want to have sex?

2 i 0

4 If a girl invites you back to her place for a 
coffee is she really offering to have sex?

2 i 0

5a Do you think it’s okay to expect sex on the 
first date?

2 1 0

b If you are on the first date is it okay to expect 
the girl to have sex with you?

2 i 0

6 If a girl makes out that she does not want to 
kiss is she playing a game?

2 i 0
■ ■ '

7a Would a woman think that you found her ugly 
if you didn’t ask her to have sex with you?

2 i 0
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b If you don’t ask a woman to have sex will she think you don’t like her? 2 i 0

8 Do you think a woman would get upset if her 
boyfriend kept trying to encourage her to have sex even though she has already said no?

2 1 0

m i l l I I I ! l l l f l i i l l l l 1 1 1 1 0
Total

Frequency

Total
Score

Topic Five: Homosexual assault
Directions:
1. Ask the question.
2. If the response is inappropriate or not full enough (must include word or variants of the words that are 

underlined) then give the answer below and repeat the question -  continue in this manner until you are given an appropriate response.

Question:
• “What does it mean to be homosexual / gay?”
Appropriate response:
• When a man or woman is sexually attracted to members of the same sex. Also accept -  when a man is 

attracted or has sex with another man.
Question:
• What would it mean to rape a man?
Appropriate response:
• When a man forces (makes) another man to have sex with him.

No Question Scoring..u* | m, j Vu1' » | mmm
1 Is it okay for men to have sex together? 2 i 0

2 If a man approached you for sex would you hit 
him or tell someone? 2 i 0

3 If a man does want to have sex can he be forced to by another man? 2 1 0

4a If a man does not try to fight his way out of a 
rape docs he want to have sex? 2 1 0

b Could a man stop another man from raping him? 2 i 0
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5 Do men just say that they were raped because 
they are ashamed of being gay? 2 1 0

6 If a man forced another man to have sex, 
would that be a good way of showing that he 
found him attractive?

2 1 0

7a Would a man rape another man to scare him? 2 1 0

b Would a man rape another man to get power over him? 2 1 0

8 If a man tries to force another man or boy to 
have sex is he just having a bit of fun?

2 1 0

9 If a man is raped by another man does it cause 
him harm?

2 1 0

tcVr
•vcvU

FtK. k'HUvJ
10 Would it take a man a few weeks or longer to 

get over being raped by another man?
2 1 0

2 11111 2 t 111111
Total

Frequency

Total
Score :

Topic Six: Offences against children

Directions:
1. Ask the question.
2. If the response is inappropriate or not in full enough (must include words or variants of the words that 

are underlined) then give the answer below and repeat the question -  continue in this manner until you 
are given an appropriate response.

A. Question:
• “What does it mean to masturbate?”
Appropriate response:
• When a person feels sexy (turned on) they may play with their private parts. Also accept -  when a man 

plays with his penis or any other appropriate colloquial response.
B. Question:
• “What does it mean to have a period?”
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Appropriate response:
• When girls are between approximately 11-13 years of age, each month blood from their womb comes out through their vagina (between their legs etc). If does not state age, frequency or where the blood 

comes from then ask. If unable to answer then give the correct answer and ask the question again.
C. Question:
• “What does it mean to sexually abuse a child?”
Appropriate response:
• When a child is touched or kissed inappropriately; made to have sexual intercourse or any other kind of 

sex. Accept any of the underlined answers and any other appropriate colloquial response.

No Question Scoring
|  M 1$ j me I %>

1 Do some children enjoy having sex with 
adults?

2 l 0

2 Do children make up stories about being 
sexually abused?

2 1 0

r>K Vus UK | i | | I
3a Do children lead adults on sexually? 2 1 0

b Do children do sexy things so that men will get turned on and want to have sex with them?
2 l 0

4 Is it wrong to force a child to have sex? 2 1 0

5a Can children be abused by people they know, 
as well as strangers? 2 l 0

b Can a child be abused by family members like 
their father, their mother or their uncle?

2 1 0

6 Can you show you love a child by having sex 
with them?

2 l 0

7 Do adults have sex with children to scare 
them?

2 1 0

8 If a man has sex or masturbates in front of a 
child is it just a bit of fun?

2 0

9 If a girl is old enough to have periods is she old enough to have sex? 2 1 0
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10a Can a ten year old decide whether to have sex or not? 2 1 0

b If a child was 10 years old would they be able 
to decide to have sex with a man? 2 i 0

11a Do you think sex with children does harm if the adult is gentle? 2 1 0

b If the man is gentle would sex cause harm to the child? 2 1 0

12 Does making a child watch you masturbate do them any harm? 2 1 0

13a After a few years would a child get over being 
sexually abused? 2 1 0

t • ]& i.vjigm
b Would a child ever fully get over being 

sexually abused or would they be okay in a 
few weeks or years?

2 1 6

2 111 1 m i l i 111111
Total

Frequency

Total
Score

Topic Seven: Stalking and sexual harassment

No Question Scoring
________________________________________ Vfo m1 Is following a woman a good way to show her 

you like her?
2 i 0

2 Do some women make up stories about men 
following them? 2 i 0

3a Do men follow women because they want to scare them? 2 i 0
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b Do men follow women because they think 
they have power over them? 2 i 0

4a Do some women like men to follow them? 2 i 0

b Does it make them feel attractive? 2 i 0

5 Is it okay to follow women as long as you 
don’t touch them? 2 i 0

6 Is there any harm in following women? 2 i 0

7 If a woman is wearing a short skirt and no bra 
does she want a man to follow her? 2 i 0

8 Could a woman stop a man from following her if she wanted to? 2 i 0

9 Is following a woman a good way of showing 
her you would like to have sex with her? 2 i 0

10 If a woman is walking around the town is it 
okay for a man to follow her? 2 i 0

11 If a man follows a woman is he just having a bit of fun? 2 i 0

12 If you followed a woman would it turn her on? 2 i 0

13 Would a woman get upset if she saw a man 
following her? 2 i 0

• ; hntpui14 If she got upset how long would it take for her to get over it -  a couple of days, a few weeks / 
longer?

2 1 0

m i l ! 1 1 1 ! l i i l i i " a l l i l !  m m
Total

FrequencyTotal
Score
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Questionnaire on Attitudes Consistent with Sex Offences -  Version 2

Questionnaire on attitudes consistent xvith sex offences
Age: Education: Number of years at college/university
Directions:
Answer the following questions by ticking correct answer. a box. Tick one box for each question. There is no

Tonic One: Rape and attitudes to women

No Questions ResponseYes Don’t know No
la Is it possible for any woman to be raped?
b Is it only women who wear tight clothes that can be raped?
c Could a woman wearing her Sunday best clothes be raped?
2a Do you think that women who go around braless or in 

tight clothes want to have sex?
b Is she asking for it?
3a Do you think that a woman can stop a man from raping her if she wanted to?
b Could a woman stop a man from raping her by shouting 

or fighting him off of her?
c If the rape goes ahead does that mean that she wants it?

4 a Are women often partly to blame for the rape taking place?
b Do some women lead mean on?
5a If a woman gets drunk at a party and has sex with a man 

there, is she fair game for anyone else?
b At a party a man sees a woman going into a bedroom to 

have sex with another man, would it be okay then for 
him to force her to have sex?

6 Are women just a load of bitches?
7a Can women who have had sex with a lot of men still be raped?
b Is she asking for it?
8 Do women lie about being raped? 1------------

9a. Should a man stop touching and kissing a woman when she asks him to, even if he wants to carry on?
b If a woman lets a man touch and kiss her and then 

suddenly says she wants him to stop, is it okay for him to 
keep going?

10a Can you show a woman that you love her by forcing her 
to have sex with you?

b Is it okay to force a woman to have sex?
11 If a man rapes a woman is it just a bit of fun?
12a Do men rape women to scare or frighten them?
b Do men rape women to gain power over them?
13 Do women make too much fuss about sexual assault?
14 Do you think that if a woman is raped that it would cause 

her any harm?
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Weeks Don't know • Longer

15 If a woman was raped do you think that it would take afew weeks or longer to get over it?

Tonic Two: Voyeurism

No Questions ResponseYes DonT know No
1 Do women who don’t close their curtains when they are in their underwear want people to look at them?

2a Do women like men to stare at their bodies?
b Does it make them feel attractive?
3a If a woman has a big pair of boobs is it only natural to have a good look?
b Is it right to have a good look?
4 If a woman is wearing a short skirt does it mean that she wants men to look up it?
5 Do some women make up stories about men looking 

through curtains at them?
6 Is staring at a woman’s body a good way of showing her 

that you find her attractive?
7 Do men stare at women to scare them?
8 If a man stares at a woman is he just having a bit of fun?
9a Is it okay to stare at a woman if you don’t touch her?
b Is there any harm in staring at a woman?

10 If a woman sees a man staring at her do you think that she 
would only be upset about it for a few minutes or longer?

Lvu
minutes

Don’t know Lunger

Topic Three: Exhibitionism

la Do you think a woman has to look when a man flashes at her?
b Could a woman walk away when a man flashes at her?
2a If a woman looks at a Hasher is it her fault?
b Is it the man’s fault if a woman looks at him when he Hashes?
3a Do women j ust pretend to be shocked when they see a penis?
b When a man shows his penis to a woman does it really 

turn her on?
4a Do most women laugh about being flashed at?
b Do women think that it is a bit of fun?
5 Is flashing at someone a good way to show women that you want to have sex?
6a Do men flash to scare women?
b Do men enjoy scaring women by flashing at them?
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7 Do you think that a woman would be harmed by a man 
flashing at her?

8 Do you think that it would take a woman years or a few 
days to get over being flashed at?

: few " • •• days ” DortT know ' ' Years;

Topic Four: Dating abuse

No Ques tions Response
•1 Yes 1 Don’t know No

1 Is it okay to kiss in public, on the street?
2 Do you think a woman should expect a man to try it on on 

a date?
3 If you ask a girl out for a date should she know that you 

want to have sex?
4 If a girl invites you back to her place for a coffee is she 

really offering to have sex?
5a Do you think it’s okay to expect sex on the first date?
b If you are on the first date is it okay to expect the girl to 

have sex with you?
6 If a girl makes out that she does not want to kiss is she 

playing a game?
7a Would a woman think that you found her ugly, if you 

didn’t ask her to have sex with you?
b If you don’t ask a woman to have sex will she think you 

don’t like her?
8 Do you think a woman would get upset if her boyfriend 

kept trying to encourage her to have sex even though she 
has already said no?

Topic Five: Homosexual assault

No Questions
|  Yes

Response 
Don’t know i No :

Is it okay for men to have sex together?

,y.*.Y

DouUnovs m M rn l

2 If a man approached you for sex would you hit him or tell 
him you are not gay?

Yes ] ) o n T  k n o w i i i i l i i
3 If a man does not want to have sex can he be forced to by 

another man?
4a If a man does not try to fight his way out of a rape does he 

want to have sex?_ _ _ _ _ Could a man stop another man from raping him?
5 Do men just say that they were raped because they are 

ashamed of being gay?
6 If a man forced another man to have sex, would this be a 

good way of showing him that he found him attractive?
7a Would a man rape another man to scare him?
b Would a man rape another man to get power over him?
8 If a man tries to force another man or boy to have sex is he 

just having a bit of fun?
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9 If a man is raped by another man, does it cause him harm?

10 Would it take a man a few weeks or longer to get over being raped by another man?

: i Tew' weeks Don't fenow linger

Topic Six: Offences against children

Questions Response 
Don’t know

1 Do some children enjoy having sex with men?
2 Do some children make up stories about being sexually abused?
3a Do children lead men on sexually?
b Do children do sexy things so that men will get turned on 

and want to have sex with them?
4 Is it wrong to force a child to have sex?
5a Can children be abused by people they know, as well as strangers?
b Can a child be abused by family members like their father, 

their mother or their uncle?
6 Can you show you love a child by having sex with them?
7 Do men have sex with children to scare them?
8 If a man has sex or masturbates in front of a child is it just 

a bit of fun?
9 If a girl is old enough to have periods is she old enough to 

have sex?
10a Can a ten year old decide whether to have sex or not?
b If a child was 10 years old would they be able to decide to 

have sex with a man?
11a Do you think sex with children does harm if the adult is gentle?
b If the man is gentle would sex cause harm to the child?
12 Does making a child watch you maturbate do them any harm?
13a After a few years would a child get over being sexually abused?

b Would a child ever fully get over being sexually abused or 
would they be okay in a few weeks or years?

•; Jrew 
weeks/ 
years '

Don't know No .

________

Topic Seven: Stalking and sexual harassment

No Questions
! Yes

Response 
Don’t know |: No :

1 Is following a woman a good way of showing her you like her?
2 Do some women make up stories about men following 

them?
3a Do men follow women because they want to scare them?
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b Do men follow women because they think they have 
power over them?

4a Do some women like men to follow them?
b Does it make them feel attractive?
5 Is it okay to follow women as long as you don’t touch 

them?
& Dort’t know j isb

6 Is there any harm in following women?
7 If a woman is wearing a short skirt and no bra does she 

want a man to follow her?
8 Could a woman stop a man from following her if she 

wanted to?
9 Is following a woman a good way of showing her you 

would like to have sex with her?
10 If a woman is walking around the town is it okay for a man 

to follow her?
11 If a man follows a woman is he just having a bit of fun?
12 If you followed a woman would it turn her on?
13 Would a woman get upset if she saw a man following her?

14 If she got upset how long would it take for her to get over it -  a couple of days, a few weeks / longer?

Coeple
ofslayg

Don’t know Few 
weeks/ i longer
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Questionnaire on Attitudes Consistent with Sex Offences -  A, B and C Items

Name: _____________________________________
Date: _____________________________________
Tester: _____________________________________
Date of second assessment:______________________
Other information:

Topic One: Rape and attitudes to womenDirections:
3. Ask the question.
4. If the response is inappropriate or not full enough (must include words or variants of the words that are underlined) then give the answer below and repeat the question -  continue in this manner until you are given an appropriate response.
Question:
• “What does it mean to rape a woman?”
Appropriate response:
• When someone is forced by another person to have sexual intercourse (sex).
• If responds by saying -  when a man forces (makes) a woman to have sex with him or when a man 

makes a woman have sex even when she says no. If says no then say that they can and repeat the original question to be answered in full.
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Total Score for A Items in 
_  _  Topic One______

Total Score for B Items in Topic One
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Topic Two: Voyeurism

No_______________________  Qtiestion________  Scoring
A items : •

m  ' No
1. Do women who don’t close their curtains when they are in their underwear want people to look at them?

1 0

2. Do women like men to stare at their bodies? 1 1 1

3. If a woman has a big pair of boobs is it alright to have a good 
look?

1 0

4. If a woman is wearing a short skirt does it mean that she wants 
men to look up it?

1 0

282



A ppendices

Total Score for A Items in
Topic Two

Total Score for B Items in 
Topic Two______

No Question Scoring
Yes No

1. Do women feel attractive when men stare at their bodies? i i i i i 0:
C Items

Topic Three: Exhibitionism
Directions:
3. Ask the question.
4. If the response is inappropriate or not full enough (must include words or variants of the word that are underlined) then give the answer below and repeat the question -  continue in this manner until you are given an appropriate response.
Question:
• “What does it mean to flash?”
Appropriate response:
• When a man shows (exposes) his private parts (penis) in public. Accept any appropriate or colloquial 

wording.
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Total Score for A Items in 
_____ Topic Three_____

No ^ : : ________  Question Scoring
R Items |

No
1. If a woman looks at a flasher is it her fault? 1 0

2. Do men flash to scare women? 0 1

3. Do men enjoy scaring women by flashing at them? 0 1

4. Do you think that a woman would be harmed by a man flashing 
at her? 0 1

Total Score for B Ftems in 
_____ Topic Three_____

No Question Scoring
v  la.mis

1. Is it the man’s fault if a woman looks at him when he flashes? 0 1

2. Do you think that it would take a woman years or a few days to get over being flashed at? f ew days Longer
1 0
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Topic Four: Dating Abuse

Total Score for A Items in 
______Topic Four______

: NO Scoring| B ItemS
1 Vos fj No

1. Is it okay to kiss in public, on the street? ...... ..J fflL d J 111

Total Score for B Items in 
______ Topic Four ___
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Tonic Five: Homosexual assault
Directions:
3. Ask the question.
4. If the response is inappropriate or not full enough (must include word or variants of the words that are 

underlined) then give the answer below and repeat the question -  continue in this manner until you are 
given an appropriate response.

Question:
• “What does it mean to be homosexual / gay?”
Appropriate response:
• When a man or woman is sexually attracted to members of the same sex. Also accept -  when a man is attracted or has sex with another man.
Question:
• What would it mean to rape a man?
Appropriate response:
• When a man forces (makes) another man to have sex with him.

Total Score for A Items in ______ Topic Five______
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Total Score for B Items in ______ Topic Five_______

No_________________________ Question________________________________Scoring
C  Itemshim

stn'
1. If a man approached you for sex would you hit him or tell him you are not gay? 1111111 1

2. If a man does not want to have sex can he be forced to by another man? Yes
o ' H

z jo
3. If a man does not try to fight his way out of a rape does he want 

to have sex? 1 0

4. Could a man stop another man from raping him? 1 o:

Topic Six: Offences against children

Directions:3. Ask the question.
4. If the response is inappropriate or not in full enough (must include words or variants of the words that 

are underlined) then give the answer below and repeat the question -  continue in this manner until you are given an appropriate response.
A. Question:
• “What does it mean to masturbate?”
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Appropriate response:
• When a person feels sexy (turned on) they may play with their private parts. Also accept -  when a man 

plays with his penis or any other appropriate colloquial response.
B. Question:
• “What does it mean to have a period?”
Appropriate response:
• When girls are between approximately 11-13 years of age, each month blood from their womb comes 

out through their vagina (between their legs etc). If does not state age, frequency or where the blood 
comes from then ask. If unable to answer then give the correct answer and ask the question again.

C. Question:
• “What does it mean to sexually abuse a child?”
Appropriate response:
• When a child is touched or kissed inappropriately; made to have sexual intercourse or any other kind of 

sex. Accept any of the underlined answers and any other appropriate colloquial response.
No Question Scoring

; A  Items j

Vox
1. Do some children enjoy having sex with men? ! 0

2. Do children lead men on sexually? 1 w m m i

3. Do children do sexy things so that men will get turned on and 
want to have sex with them?

1 o

4. Can children be abused by people they know, as well as 
strangers?

0 i

5. Can a child be abused by family members like their father, their 
mother or their uncle?

0 i

6. Can you show you love a child by having sex with them? 1 0

7. If a man has sex or masturbates in front of a child is it just a bit 
of fun?

1 0

8. If a girl is old enough to have periods is she old enough to have 
sex?

1 I I

9. Do you think sex with children does them harm if the adult is 
gentle?

0 1
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Total Score for Items A in 
______  Topic Six

Total Score for Items B in 
Topic Six

m m m m m Question Sfnrino
________ t  1

Wt&
l. Is it wrong to force a child to have sex? 0 1

2. If a child was 10 years old would they be able to decide to have 
sex with a man? V i

3. If a man is gentle would sex cause harm to the child? o : i

2 89
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Topic Seven: Stalking and sexual harassment

Total Score for A Items in __ Topic Seven
No Question Scoring

BJh
Yes No

1. Do men follow women because they think they have power over 
them?

0 1

Total Score for B Items in _____ Topic Seven_____

2 90
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Topic Eight: Social Desirability

No Question Scoring
Ye*

1. Do some women lead men on? i 0

2. If a woman has a big pair of boobs is it only natural to have a good look? i 0

3. Do some women make up stories about men looking through curtains at them? i 0

4.

C

Do you think a woman has to look when a man flashes at her? 0 ~T~

1 AD. Could a woman walk away when a man flashes at her? 1

Total Score for Social desirability

291



A ppendices

Formula to calculate Flesch Reading Ease score

The formula stated by Flesch (1948) reads:

R E. (reading ease) = 206.835 -  (1.015 x ASL) -  (84.6 x ASW)

(Where ASL = average sentence length i.e. the number of words divided by the number of 

sentences. ASW = average number of syllables per word i.e. the number of syllables 

divided by the number of words).

Appendix 4
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Appendix 5

Formula to calculate Flesch-Kincaid Reading scale

The formula stated by Flesch (1948) reads:

(0.39 x ASL) = (11.8 x ASW) -  15.59

(Where ASL = average sentence length i.e. the number of words divided by the number of 

sentences. ASW = average number of syllables per word i.e. the number of syllables 

divided by the number of words).
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Appendix 6

Information Sheet for Studies Two, Three, Four, Five and Six

Participant Information Sheet for Non-Offenders with Learning Disabilities

(Read by or to control participants with mild learning disabilities who have not sexually 
offended or not offended at all).

I am conducting a project to try to understand how men who have sexually offended pay attention 
when asked to compete visual or auditory tasks. I need to ask men like yourself, who have not 
sexually offended, to get an idea of how normal males pay attention to these tasks.
The main aim of this project is to identify whether sexual offenders attend to tasks differently from 
non-offenders. Better understanding of sexual offenders’ attentional abilities will help people who 
have sexually offended.
If you decide to take part in the project, you will be asked to complete four visual tasks and one 
auditory task. There will be a gap of at least one month between each task.
All information will be confidential, that is there will be no names on the auditory or visual tasks. 
At anytime you can ask that your responses to the tasks not be used in the project. Participation in 
this study is entirely voluntary, and you are free to refuse to take part or to withdraw from this 
study at any time without having to give a reason.
If you have any questions you can contact me:
Elaine Whitefield
Clinical Psychology Department
1 Edward Street
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Participant Information Sheet for Sexual Offenders with Learning Disabilities

(Read by or to participants with mild learning disabilities who have sexually offended).

This project aims to develop an understanding of the attentional abilities of sexual offenders. The 
main aim of this project is to identify how you pay attention to visual and auditory tasks. Better 
understanding of how you pay attention to tasks might help us understand why you offend and to 
develop suitable treatments to help you.
If you decide to take part in the project, you will be asked to complete four visual tasks and one 
auditory task. There will be a gap of at least one month between each task.
All information will be confidential, that is there will be no names on the auditory or visual tasks. 
At anytime you can ask that your responses to the tasks not be used in the project. Participation in 
this study is entirely voluntary, and you are free to refuse to take part or to withdraw from this 
study at any time without having to give a reason.
If you have any questions you can contact me:
Elaine Whitefield
Clinical Psychology Department
1 Edward Street
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Appendix 7

Sample o f Pictures for Pilot Study and Studies Two and Three
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Appendix 8

Divided Attention Stimulus

AAAA 
AA AA 

AA AA 
AA AA

AAAAAAAAAAAA 
AAAAAAAAAAAA 
AA AA
AA AA
AA AA
AA AA

XX XX
XX XX

XX XX
XX XX

xxxx
xxxx

XX XX 
XX XX

XX XX
XX XX

1 2

HHHH HH HH 
HH HH

HH HH
HHHHHHHHHHHH 
HHHHHHHHHHHH 
HH HH
HH HH
HH HH
HH HH

KK KK
KK KK
KK KK 

KK KK 
KKKK 
KKKK 

KK KK 
KK KK

KK KK
KK KK

3 4

AA AA XX XXXAA AA XX XXXAA AA XX XXX
AA AA XX XXXAAAAAAAAAAAA xxxxAAAAAAAAAAAA xxxxAA AA XX XXXAA AA XX XXXAA AA XX XXXAA AA XX XXX

5 6

Stimulus 1, 3 and 5 are target present trials and stimulus 2, 4 and 6 are target absent trials.
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Selective Attention Stimulus

HH
HH
HH
HH

HH
HH
HH
HH

HHHHHHHHHHHH
HHHHHHHHHHHH
HH
HH
HH
HH

HH
HH
HH
HH

SSSS
SS SS

SS SSS
SSS 

SSS 
SSS 

SSS
SSS SS

SS SS
SSSS

SS
SS
SS
SS

SS
SS
SS
SSssssssssssssssssssssssss

SS
SS
SS
SS

SS
SS
SS
SS

HHHH 
HH HH 

HH HHH
HHH 

HHH 
HHH 

HHH
HHH HH

HH HH 
HHHH

HH HH
HH HH

HH HH
HH HH 

HHHH 
HHHH 

HH HH 
HH HH

HH HH
HH HH

SS SS
SS SS

SS SS
SS SS 

SSSS 
SSSS 

SS SS 
SS SS

SS SS
SS SS

XX XX
XX XX
XX XX
XX XXxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
XX XX
XX XX
XX XX
XX XX
XX XX

xxxx
XX XX 

XX XXX
XXX 

XXX 
XXX 

XXX
XXX XX

XX XXxxxx
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Appendix - 9

Diagram of valid trial in attentional bias task

target

50ms

250ms cue

100ms fixation
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Diagram of valid trial in inhibition of return task

Target

160ms

300ms

200ms

960ms

800ms fixation
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Appendix 10

Scree Plot for Each Subsection of the QACSO

Scree Plot for Race and Attitudes to Women Subsection

Component Number

Scree Plot for Voyeurism Subsection

Component Number
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Scree Plot for  E xhib ition ism  Subsection

Component Number

Scree Plo t fo r D ating  Abuse Subsection

Component Number
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Scree P lot for O ffences A gainst C hildren Subsection

Component Number

Scree Plo t fo r Stalking and Sexual Harassment

Component Number
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Full Factor Matrix Loading for Each Subsection of the QACSO

Appendix 11

F u ll  M a tr ix  o f Fa c to r Lo a d in g  fo r Rape and Attitu d e  to W om e n Subsection

Factor

Scale Item 1 2 3

Is it only women who wear tight clothes that 
can be raped?

2.672-E02 0.655 0.352

Could a women wearing her Sunday best clothes 
be raped?

0.165 0.794 -3.69E-02

If the rape goes ahead does that mean she wants 
it?

0.441 0.561 0.509

Are women often partly to blame for the rape 
taking place?

0.125 0.639 0.176

At a party a man sees a woman going into a 
bedroom to have sex with another man, would it 
be okay then for him to force her to have sex?

0.797 8.360E-02 0.284

Are women just a load of bitches? 0.374 0.202 0.587

Can you show a woman that you love her by 
forcing her to have sex with you?

0.805 0.135 8.360E-02

If a man rapes a women is it just a bit of fun? 0.725 0.373 0.246

Do women make to much fuss about sexual 
assault?

0.415 0.593 0.229

Do you think that if a woman is raped that it 
would cause her any harm?

-5.47E-02 0.269 0.827

If a woman was raped do you think that it 
would take a few weeks or longer to get 
over it?

0.388 3.845E-02 0.687
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F ull M atrix  of F actor  L oading for V oyeurism  Subsection

Factor

Scale Item 1 2

Do women who don’t close their curtains when 
they are in their underwear want people to 
look at them?

0.675 0.309

Do women like men to stare at their bodies? 0.605 0.373

If a woman has a big pair of boobs is it alright 
to have a good look?

0.736 0.225

If a woman is wearing a short skirt does it mean 
that she wants men to look up it?

0.878 -5.84E-02

Is staring at a woman’s body a good way of 
showing her that you find her attractive?

0.698 0.330

If a man stares at a woman is he just having 
a bit of fun?

0.467 0.420

Is it okay to stare at a woman if you don’t 
touch her?

0.149 0.810

If a woman sees a man staring at her do you 
think she would be upset about it for a few 
minutes or longer?

0.201 0.807
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F ull M atrix  o f F actor L oad in g  for E xhib ition ism  Subsection

Factor

Scale Item 1

Do women just pretend to be shocked when they 
see a penis?

0.829

When a man shows his penis to a woman does it 
really turn her on?

0.823

Do most women just laugh about being flashed 
at?

0.758

Do women think that it is just a bit of fun to be 
flashed at?

0.864

Is flashing at someone a good way to show women 
that you ant to have sex?

0.693
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Full M atrix  o f Factor L oad in g for D ating A bu se Subsection

Factor

Scale Item 1

Do you think a woman should expect a man to try 
it on on a date?

0.726

If you ask w girl out for a date should she know 
that you want to have sex?

0.769

If a girl invites you back to her place for coffee 
is she really offering to have sex?

0.738

Do you think it’s okay to expect sex on the first 
date?

0.726

If the girl makes out she does not want to kiss is 
she playing a game?

0.681

Would a woman think that you found her ugly if 
you didn’t ask her to have sex with you?

0.816

If you don’t ask a woman to have sex will she 
think you don’t like her?

0.787

Do you think a woman would get upset if her 
boyfriend kept trying to encourage her to have 
sex even though she has already said no?

0.561
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Full M atrix  o f  F actor L oading for O ffences A gainst C hildren Subsection

Factor

Scale Item 1 2 3

Do some children enjoy having sex with men? 0.535 0.220 0.385

Do children lead men on sexually? 0.865 0.181 0.117

Do children do sexy things so that men will get 
turned on and want to have sex with them?

0.870 0.112 8.049E-02

Can children be abused by people they know, as 
well as strangers?

-6.39E-02 0.853 0.278

Can a child be abused by family members like 
their father, their mother or their uncle?

1.941E-02 0.807 0.155

Can you show you love a child by having 
sex with them?

0.694 4.505E-02 0.396

If a man has sex or masturbates in front of a 
child is it just a bit of fun?

0.468 0.290 0.642

If a girl is old enough to have periods is she 
old enough to have sex?

0.237 0.263 0.571

Do you think sex with children does them 
harm if the adult is gentle?

0.303 0.713 0.102

Does making a child watch you masturbate 
do them any harm?

0.362 0.767 0.234

After a few years would a child get over 
being sexually abused?

0.102 0.125 0.858

Would a child ever fully get over being 
sexually abused or would they be okay 
in a few weeks or years?

0.128 0.168 0.760
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Full M atrix  o f F actor L oading for S talk in g  and Sexual H arassm ent Subsection

Factor

Scale Item 1 2 3

Is following a woman a good way of showing 
her you like her?

0.573 0.419 0.237

Do men follow women because they want to 
scare them?

9 .575E-02 7.6 79 E-0 2 0.821

Do some women like men to follow them? 0.741 -3.35E-02 0.212

Doe it make women feel attractive if men 
follow them?

0.599 0.335 0 .18 7

Is there any harm in following women? -1.09 E-02 0.705 0.402

If a woman is wearing a short skirt and no 
bra does she want a man to follow her?

0.347 0.276 0.564

Is following a woman a good way of 
showing her you would like to have sex 
with her?

0.860 7 .1 82E-02 -7.9 2E-02

If a woman is walking around the town 
is it okay to for a man to follow her?

0.704 5.031E-02 0.287

If a man follows a woman is he just 
having a bit of fun?

0.140 0.857 1.429E-02

If you followed a woman would it 
turn her on?

0.579 0 .447 -0.345
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Appendix 12
Source Tables o f  the A n a lysis o f  Variance. 

Stu d y 1

Rape and Attitudes to W om e n Subsection

SOURCE: grand mean
N MEAN SD SE

136 2.5662 2.8381 0.2434

SOURCE:
N MEAN SD SE

sex offender 41 5.3902 2.7828 0.4346
offender 34 1.2647 1.4628 0.2509
non-offender 30 2.7333 2.1162 0.3864
normal males 31 9.677E-02 0.3005 5.398E-02

FACTOR: groups data
LEVELS : 4 136
TYPE WITHIN DATA

S O U R C E SS d f M S F
Rape 5 74 .4 5 4

5 12 .9 5 0
3

132
19 1.4 8 5

3.886
4 9 .2 76

___ P
0.001

Vo yeurism  Subsection

SOURCE, grand mean
N MEAN SD SE

136 3.0515 2.5454 0.2183

SOURCE:
N MEAN SD SE

sex offender 41 5.5610 2.2589 0.3528
offender 34 2.9412 1.8900 0.3241
non-offender 30 2.2667 1.5742 0.2874
normal males 31 0.6129 0.8032 0.1443

FACTOR: group data
LEVELS : 4 136
TYPE WITHIN DATA

S O U R C E SS d f M S F
V o y e u ris m 4 6 1.4 3 8

4 13 .2 0 1
3

132
15 3 .8 13

3 .13 0
4 9 .1 3 7

____P
0 . 0 0 1

3 10
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E xhib ition ism  Subsection

SOURCE: grand mean
N MEAN SD SE

136 1.5588 1.7246 .01479

SOURCE:
N MEAN SD SE

sex offender 41 3.0976 1.6704 0.2609
offender 34 0.7353 1.0534 0.1807
non-offender 30 1.8333 1.4875 0.2716
normal males 31 0.1613 0.4544 8.161E-02

FACTOR: group data
LEVELS : 4 136
TYPE WITHIN DATA

SOURCE SS df MS F
Exhibitionism 182.942 3 60.981 36.825

218.588 132 1.656

Dating Abuse Subsection

SOURCE: grand mean
N MEAN SD SE

136 2.1765 2.4732 0.2121

SOURCE:
N MEAN SD SE

sex offender 41 4.3902 2.6914 0.4203
offender 34 1.2941 1.3823 0.2371
non-offender 30 2.0667 2.0833 0.3804
normal males 31 0.3226 0.6525 0.1172

FACTOR: group data
LEVELS : 4 136
TYPE WITHIN DATA

SOURCE SS df MS F
Dating abuse 334.309 3 111.436 29.931

491.456 132 3.723

___P
0.001

___ P
0.001
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H om osexual A ssau lt Subsection

SOURCE: grand mean
N MEAN SD SE

136 0.5368 0.9577 8.212E-02

SOURCE.
N MEAN SD SE

sex offender 41 1.1220 1.2082 0.1887
offender 34 0.1471 0.4357 7.472E-02
non-offender 30 0.6000 1.0034 0.1832
normal males 31 0.1290 0.4275 7.679E-02

FACTOR: group data
LEVELS : 4 136
TYPE WITHIN DATA

S O U R C E SS d f M S F
H o m o se xu a l 2 4 .4 7 7 3 8 .15 9 10 .8 4 2

99.339 132 0 .75 3

Offences Ag a inst Children Subsection

SOURCE: grand mean
N MEAN SD SE

136 2.4118 2.9975 0.2570

SOURCE:
N MEAN SD SE

sex offender 41 5.4634 3.1313 0.4890
offender 34 1.0882 1.7984 0.3084
non-offender 30 2.1667 1.8399 0.3359
normal males 31 6.452E-02 0.2497 4.485E-02

FACTOR: group data
LEVELS : 4 136
TYPE WITHIN DATA

S O U R C E SS d f M S F
Children 6 13 .9 73 3 204.658 4 5 .10 2

598.968 132 4.538

___ P
0.001

____P
0.001
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Stalk ing and Sexual H arassm ent Subsection

SOURCE: grand mean
N MEAN SD SE

136 2.3897 2.5156 0.2157

SOURCE:
N MEAN SD SE

sex offender 41 4.6098 2.5187 0.3934
offender 34 1.9118 2.1793 0.3738
non-offender 30 1.9000 1.7879 0.3264
normal males 31 0.4516 0.7676 0.1379

FACTOR: group data
LEVELS : 4 136
TYPE WITHIN DATA

S O U R C E SS d f M S F
Stalking 3 3 3 .4 7 7 3 1 1 1 .1 5 9 2 8 .1 7 0

520.869 132 3.946

___ P
0.001
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Pilot Stu d y.

SOURCE: grand mean
Pictures N MEAN SD SE

640 2763.0031 1710.70660 67.62162

SOURCE: pictures
Pictures N MEAN SD SE
boys 80 2750.8250 2119.19683 236.93341
girls 80 2764.3250 1763.67945 197.18536
objects 320 2770.4188 1679.55682 93.89008
women 160 2753.6000 1524.65431 120.53451

FACTOR: pictures DATA
LEVELS : 4 640
TYPE WITHIN DATA

SOURCE SS df MS F p
Pictures 43748.606 3 14582.869 0.005 1.000
within 1.87E+09 636 2940252.6

3 14



A ppendices

Experiment Two.
3X2 Analysis of Variance

SOURCE:
Group N MEAN SD

Pictures of sex offenders 12 5401.3583 6383.5214
people non-offenders 12 8259.8100 6574.1320

normal males 12 3324.1083 1593.1867
Pictures of sex offenders 12 4488.0133 4073.1383
objects non-offenders 12 8071.1425 6412.1640

normal males 12 3496.8250 1346.4087

FACTOR. group pictures subjects
LEVELS : 3 2 36
TYPE BETWEEN WITHIN subjects

SOURCE SS df MS F P
Pictures 1727181.5 1 1727181.5 1.291 0.264
error 44163477 33 1338287.2

Group 1.41E+08 2 70674871 2.986 0.064
error 7.81E+08 33 23668510

picture* group 3670571.9 2 1835285.9 1.371 0.268
error 44163477 33 1338287.2
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Experiment Three.
2X2 Analysis of Variance

SOURCE:
Group N MEAN SD

Pictures of sex offenders 10 1993.3934 639.53124
people non-offenders 10 2325.4867 904.44444

Pictures of sex offenders 10 1982.7000 609.87213
objects non-offenders 10 2391.5533 1212.1841

FACTOR: group pictures subjects
LEVELS : 2 2 20
TYPE BETWEEN WITHIN subjects

SOURCE SS df MS F P
Pictures 7665.495 1 7665.495 0.067 0.799
error 2073618.3 18 115201.02

Group 686252.33 1 686252.33 0.967 0.338
error 12770785 18 709488.08

picture* group 14730.267 1 14730.26 0.128 0.725
error 2073618.3 18 115201.02
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Experiment Four.
2X2 Analysis of Variance

SOURCE:
Group N MEAN SD

Video clips sex offenders 10 307.8316 137.5899
of people non-offenders 10 444.4228 291.0931

Video clips sex offenders 10 286.2811 166.8368
of objects non-offenders 10 416.7089 266.0198

FACTOR: group video clips subjects
LEVELS : 2 2 20
TYPE BETWEEN WITHIN subjects

SOURCE SS df MS F P
Videos 6067.428 1 6067.428 0.720 0.407
error 151583.72 18 8421.318

Group 89123.960 1 89123.960 1.923 0.183
error 834410.48 18 46356.138

videos* group 94.971 1 94.971 0.011 0.917
error 151583.72 18 8421.318
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2X2X3 Analysis of Variance
Experiment Five.

Divided Attention Task
Group N

sex offenders 14

SOURCE:

Trial (A present)
Condition -  compatible

Condition -  incompatible/ 
local

Condition -  incompatible/ 
global

Trial (A absent)
Condition -  compatible

Condition -  incompatible/ 
local

Condition -  incompatible/ 
global

non-offenders 14
sex offenders 14
non-offenders 14
sex offenders 14
non-offenders 14

sex offenders 14
non-offenders 14
sex offenders 14
non-offenders 14
sex offenders 14
non-offenders 14

MEAN SD

1099.2799 426.11147
1543.2055 1391.67191
1355.9263 535.65199
2037.1557 2551.35946
1590.9529 1540.51793
1767.3698 1540.51791

1300.6612 581.00331
1649.7221 1323.85007
1241.7392 451.07235
1733.4254 1362.42767
1425.5346 459.61356
1790.0744 1465.09810

FACTOR
LEVELS
TYPE

SOURCE
Group
error

Trial
error

group *trial 
error

Condition
error

condition* group 
error

trial*condition
error

group
2

BETWEEN

______ SS
7331730.883
207821883.3

74519.799
10386470.05

10815.944
10386470.05

1873668.202
14107343.28

708443.212
14107343.28

939861.856
11433048.27

trial
2

WITHIN

df
1

26

1
26

1
26

2
52

2
52

2
52

2
52

condition
3

WITHIN

400805962.5
7993149.357

74519.799
399479.617

10815.944
399479.617

936834.101
271295.063

354221.606
271295.063

469930.928
219866.313

135145.188
219866.313

subjects
28

SUBJECTS

0.917 0.347

0.187 0.669

0.027 0.871

3.453 0.39

1.306 0.280

2.137 0.128

0.615 0.545trial*condition*group 270290.376 
error 11433048.27

MS F p
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Experiment Five (cont).
2X2X3 Analysis of Variance

SOURCE: Divided Attention Error Data

Trial (A present)
Group N MEAN SD

Condition -  compatible sex offenders 14 0.2857 0.61125
non-offenders 14 0.8571 1.83375

Condition -  incompatible/ sex offenders 14 0.3571 0.84190
local non-offenders 14 1.3571 2.64886

Condition -  incompatible/ sex offenders 14 0.5714 0.93761
global

Trial (A absent)
non-offenders 14 2.0000 2.90087

Condition -  compatible sex offenders 14 0.2143 0.57893
non-offenders 14 0.7143 1.58980

Condition -  incompatible/ sex offenders 14 0.0714 0.26726
local non-offenders 14 0.7143 1.13873

Condition -  incompatible/ sex offenders 14 0.2143 0.57893
global non-offenders 14 0.5714 1.22250

FACTOR: group trial condition subjects
LEVELS : 2 2 3 28
TYPE BETWEEN WITHIN WITHIN SUBJECTS

SOURCE SS df MS F P
Group 23.625 1 23.625 3.479 0.073
error 176.536 26 6.790

Trial 10.006 1 10.006 9.448 0.005
error 27.536 26 1.059

groups* trial 2.625 1 2.625 2.479 0.127
error 27.536 26 1.059

Condition 3.000 2 1.500 0.886 0.418
error 88.000 52 1.692

condition* group 1.000 2 0.500 0.295 0.745
error 88.000 52 1.692

trial*condition 4.333 2 2.167 1.972 0.149
error 57.143 52 1.099

trial*condition*group 1.857 2 0.929 0.845 0.435
error 57.143 52 1.099
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Experiment Five (cont).
2X2X3 Analysis of Variance

SOURCE: Selective Attention Task

Trial (Small letter) 
Condition -  compatible

Condition -  incompatible

Condition -  neutral

Trial (Large Letter) 
Condition -  compatible

Condition -  incompatible

Condition -  neutral

Group N

sex offenders 15
non-offenders 13
sex offenders 15
non-offenders 13
sex offenders 15
non-offenders 13

sex offenders 15
non-offenders 13
sex offenders 15
non-offenders 13
sex offenders 15
non-offenders 13

MEAN SD

1173.3984 409.33800
2216.3875 1935.87606
1520.2997 900.23351
2429.5398 2231.85510
1278.4763 447.06291
2263.7862 1825.51877

1296.9270 882.82169
2361.8365 1676.04661
1673.1667 994.99447
2482.9087 1880.98033
1303.8063 666.08969
2582.1354 1887.20409

FACTOR
LEVELS
TYPE

SOURCE
Group
error

Trial
error

groups* trial 
error

Condition
error

condition* group 
error

trial* condition 
error

group
2

BETWEEN

______ SS
43056036.83
275020020.1

778357.948
13500765.48

53874.583
13500765.48

1998113.137
12797839.76

548045.410
12797839.76

32972.988
9794917.350

trial
2

WITHIN

df
1

26

1
26

1
26

2
52

2
52

2
52

2
52

condition
3

WITHIN

43056036.834
10577693.083

778357.948
519260.211

53874.583
519260.211

999056.569
246112.303

274022.705
246112.303

16486.494
188363.795

140624.428
188363.795

subjects
28

SUBJECTS

4.070 0.054

1.499 0.232

0.104 0.750

4.059 0.023

1.113 0.336

0.088 0.916

0.747 0.479trial*condition*group 281248.855 
error 9794917.350

MS________ F p
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Experiment Five (cont).
2X2X3 Analysis of Variance

SOURCE: Selective Attention Error Data

Group N MEAN SD
Trial (Small Letter)
Condition -  compatible sex offenders 16 0.5000 1.09545

non-offenders 16 2.3750 2.87228
Condition -  incompatible sex offenders 16 1.4375 2.33720

non-offenders 16 2.6875 3.19831
Condition -neutral sex offenders 16 1.1250 2.18708

non-offenders 16 2.6875 3.60959
Trial (Large Letter)
Condition -  compatible sex offenders 16 1.7500 4.13924

non-offenders 16 2.3750 2.68017
Condition -  incompatible sex offenders 16 4.0625 5.75579

non-offenders 16 8.3750 5.90903
Condition -  neutral sex offenders 16 2.3750 3.11716

non-offenders 16 4.8125 3.60035

FACTOR: group trial condition subjects
LEVELS : 2 2 3 32
TYPE BETWEEN WITHIN WITHIN SUBJECTS

SOURCE SS df MS F P
Group 194.005 1 194.005 6.251 0.018
error 931.073 30 31.036

Trial 223.172 1 223.172 11.603 0.002
error 577.031 30 19.234

group *trial 9.630 1 9.630 0.501 0.485
error 577.031 30 19.234

Condition 184.510 2 92.255 12.263 0.000
error 451.396 60 7.523

condition* group 18.760 2 9.380 1.247 0.295
error 451.396 60 7.523

trial*condition 105.031 2 52.516 7.677 0.001
error 410.438 60 6.841

trial * condition * group 37.198 2 18.599 2.719 0.074
error 410.4 60 6.841
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2X2X2 Analysis of Variance
Experiment Six.

SOURCE: Attentional Bias
Group N MEAN SD

Cue Validity (Invalid)
Pictures -  people sex offenders 15 1081.3460 503.934168

non-offenders 15 1092.0349 472.641146
Pictures -  objects sex offenders 15 1136.5705 498.083800

non-offenders 15 1150.9431 488.003770

Cue Validity (Valid)
Pictures -  people sex offenders 15 1010.8908 459.353793

non-offenders 15 1066.3588 422.609778
Pictures -  objects sex offenders 15 1063.0247 479.993462

non-offenders 15 1111.6418 488.226731

FACTOR: group cue validity pictures subjects
LEVELS : 2 2 2 30
TYPE BETWEEN WITHIN WITHIN SUBJECTS

SOURCE SS df MS F P
Group 31272.840 1 31272.840 159.331 0.853
error 25013583.98 28 893342.285

Validity 81885.083 1 81885.083 15.431 0.001
error 148582.097 28 5306.503

group*validity 11708.860 1 11708.860 2.207 0.149
error 148582.097 28 5306.503

Pictures 83912.355 1 83913.355 16.237 0.000
error 144702.389 28 5167.942

pictures* group 18.809 1 18.809 0.004 0.952
error 144702.389 28 5167.942

validity*pictures 523.903 2 523.903 0.073 0.789
error 144702.389 28 5167.942

validity*pictures *group 208.088 2 208.088 0.029 0.866
error 144702.389 28 5167.942

3 22
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Experiment Six (cont).
2X2X2 Analysis of Variance

SOURCE: Inhibition of Return

Group N MEAN SD
Cue Validity (Invalid)
Pictures -  people sex offenders 15 1240.3715 440.140162

non-offenders 15 972.24901 307.263076
Pictures -  objects sex offenders 15 1223.2258 444.578144

non-offenders 15 970.79825 300.986096

Cue Validity (Valid)
Pictures -  people sex offenders 15 1213.8186 416.794138

non-offenders 15 988.01723 292.020706
Pictures -  objects sex offenders 15 1239.9970 433.602356

non-offenders 15 1015.3709 324.281906

FACTOR: group cue validity pictures subjects
LEVELS: 2 2 2 30
TYPE BETWEEN WITHIN WITHIN SUBJECTS

SOURCE SS df MS F P
Group 1768072.304 1 1768072.304 3.205 0.084
error 15446225.86 28 551650.924

Validity 4810.023 1 4810.023 1.303 0.263
error 103382.804 28 3692.243

group* validity 9243.382 1 9243.382 2.503 0.125
error 103382.804 28 3692.243

Pictures 2276.658 1 2276.658 0.382 0.542
error 167057.330 28 5966.333

pictures* group 527.957 1 527.957 0.088 0.768
error 167057.330 28 5966.333

validity*pictures 9779.112 1 9779.112 3.303 0.080
error 82887.283 28 2960.260

validity *pictures *group 309.406 1 390.406 0.132 0.719
error 82887.283 28 2960.260
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