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ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates sexual assaults commnigadultiple perpetrators. Chapter 1 reviews
the literature on multiple perpetrator rape and alestrates that it is an international and
heterogeneous phenomenon. Chapter 2 critically e¥emnthe existing theories (including the
Multi-Factorial Theory of Multiple Perpetrator SetuDffending) proposed to explain
multiple perpetrator rape. Some empirical evidemae found that supports the factors that
these theories suggest contribute to this typexida offending. In Chapter 3 lone and
multiple perpetrator rapes were compared, and samebusly the effect the number of
perpetrators involved in multiple perpetrator rapas on offence characteristics was
examined. Significant differences were found betwleae, duo and 3+ groups for offender
and offence characteristics. Chapter 4 examinesseraltural differences between multiple
perpetrator rapes committed by juveniles in Polltagd the Netherlands. Few significant
differences were found. Chapter 5 analysed thersaand motivations given by convicted
perpetrators of multiple perpetrator rape for ggvating in the offence. The findings
provided support for some of the factors proposethb Multi-Factorial Theory of Multiple
Perpetrator Sexual Offending as playing a role uitiple perpetrator rape. The results of the
thesis are discussed in terms of limitations, Rin@search and theoretical and practical

implications.
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INTRODUCTION

In the last few years, rape committed by multipepetrators has made media headlines
around the world (Kaiman, 2013; London Evening 8tad, 2011; The Australian, 2014;
Walsh 2009). A well-known, recent example that gedcthe world and generated protests
about women'’s rights in India was the brutal rapa poung female student in New Delhi
which resulted in her death and the conviction semtencing to death of four of the
perpetrators involved (Burke, 2013). While this maetbverage has drawn attention to this
topic and contributed to an examination of thiséeknown type of sexual offending, in the
majority of the cases, it does not portray a cotepdad representative picture of rape
committed by multiple perpetrators (Franklin, 2008podhams & Horvath, 2013). This is
due to the fact that usually it is the most extreases that are covered, either because of the
amount of violence used during the assault, orumexaf the great number of perpetrators
involved (Franklin, 2013; Woodhams & Horvath, 20118)order to gain an understanding of
this type of sexual offending it is logical to loakresearch on co-offending and research on

sexual violence in general.

Co-offending literature

The term co-offending was coined more than 30 yagosby Reiss (1980) and refers to
crimes that are committed in the presence of mtwae bne offender. In his review of the co-
offending literature, Reiss (1988) concluded thatgtudies completed at that time suggested
that co-offending is associated with youth offergdas it tended to decline as young people
reached their twenties. Furthermore, the numbepadffenders present in a crime was found

to decrease with age.



Over the years, research in the area of co-offgnidas developed significantly due to
the impact that it is thought to have on crimesththat participate in co-offences go on to
commit more offences, at a higher frequency antidre@more serious; and offenders that
start co-offending at an early age are more likelglevelop more serious and more violent
criminal careers (Andresen & Felson, 2012a). HoweRarrington (2002) argued against a
correlation between co-offending and offence séyé&ecause he found, in line with previous
authors (Erickson, 1971; Reiss, 1980; Reis & Fgtan, 1991), that the co-offending rates
for property offences (which are considered todss lserious than violent offences) are
higher than those for violent offences (especifhcrimes such as aggravated assault and
sexual assault).

Despite this developing interest in co-offendingyeat deal of the literature in this area
has been critiqued for focusing solely on theoatferspectives such as examining peer
influence on delinquency (McGloin & Nguyen, 201&}ile the empirical research analysing
patterns and processes of co-offending is insefficand under-developed. Andresen and
Felson also (2012a) considered that there wasdfoeenore empirical studies using large
data sets. In order to address this knowledge Ayagiresen and Felson (2012a; 2012b)
examined the diversification of lone and co-offenasing a large data set that permitted a
breakdown of offences by age and crime type. Theand that co-offenders committed a
greater variety of crime types than lone offendard therefore, concluded that co-offending
is more diversified than lone offending. Furthermyahey found that co-offending
participation rates and the mean number of offengder criminal incident differ significantly
across crime types. They reported that violent erffhomicide, aggravated assault and sexual
assault) did not conform to what is usually fouadgroperty and violent property crime (i.e.,

a decrease in co-offending as offenders age ardraase of the mean number of offenders



per criminal incident as offenders age). AndresahFkeelson (2012b) highlighted the need to
separate out crime types when studying co-offending

In relation to sexual offending, a further breakdoof the type of offence is argued to
be necessary because; for example, it is expetatdéxual assaults committed against
children have different patterns to those commigtgdinst adults (Andresen & Felson,
2012b). There are very few studies in the co-ofifiegditerature that focus on a specific crime
type and the ones that exist have examined propegnyes such as burglary and robbery
(Alarid, Burton, & Hochstetler 20094ochstetler 2001). There are no studies in the co-
offending literature that exclusively analysed s#xassaults committed by multiple

perpetrators.

Sexual offending literature

The literature on sexual offending is extensive ematinually developingWard, Polaschek,
& Beech, 2006)However, most of the research conducted has teéone perpetrator
sexual offending and when sexual offences commiitechultiple perpetrators have been
included in samples, they are rarely separatedront lone offences. Since the late 1950s,
there have been a few studies examining what wasetkas “gang rape” (Blanchard, 1959;
Groth & Birnbaum, 1979; O’Sullivan, 1991; Sanday, 2007 nt#ih, 2007)xnd “group rape”
(Amir, 1971;Bijleveld & Hendriks, 2003Brownmiller 1975;Hauffe & Porter, 2009; Porter
& Allison, 2006; Wright & West, 1981)n response to some issues related to both these
terms, Horvath and Kelly (2009) proposed the terattiple perpetrator rape (MPR) to
describe any sexual assault that involved two arerperpetrators (see Chapter 1 for a

detailed discussion). This is the term used througthe thesis.



There has been a recent surge in interest in MPBhwias resulted in the publication
of some scientific articles (Alleyne, Gannon, Or@i@a, & Wood, 2014; Chambers, Horvath,
& Kelly, 2010, 2013; 't Hart-Kerkhoffs, Vermeiredansen, & Doreleijers, 2011; Morgan,
Brittain, & Welch, 2012; Woodhams, Cooke, Harki&sja Silva, 2012) and even the first
book dedicated to MPR (Horvath & Woodhams, 2013)welver, compared to research
conducted on lone rape, MPR still remains an uneleearched area with various gaps
(Harkins & Dixon, 2010; Horvath & Woodhams, 201Bpr example, there are
inconsistencies in the findings of the studies twahpared lone rape to MPR in relation to
some of the offender and offence variables (Har&imixon, 2010). This is problematic
because it is not possible to conclude if thesedihces are due to real differences in the
samples studied, or simply reflect the diverseystlgsigns utilised. It is not clear what effect
the number of perpetrators involved in a MPR hatheroffence characteristics and if that
has contributed to some of the inconsistencieberfindings between the studies comparing
lone and MPR. While most authors have considerattito people can be considered a
group and included them in their multiple perperatamples (e.g., Hauffe & Porter, 2009;
Porter & Alison, 2004, 2006; Ullman, 2007), otherdy included groups of three or more
perpetrators (e.g., Amir, 1971; Metropolitan Polagthority, 2009; O’Sullivan, 1991).
Furthermore, since many of these studies wereethout in different countries, it is not clear
if discrepancies in the results of these studieddae to socio-cultural differences or to
different study designs as, to date, no cross-@lltomparison has been conducted.
Additionally, there are no empirical studies examgrthe offenders’ motivations to
participate in a MPR, and the unique processeslgnamics that play a role in this type of

sexual offending.



The overall aim of the thesis is to specificallamine sexual assaults committed by
multiple perpetrators and address some of the apapse in the literature in order to provide a
more complete understanding of MPR.

Specifically, the thesis will:

» Critically examine the empirical evidence for fastand processes that theories of
MPR have proposed as contributing to this typesgfial offending;

* Investigate the differences in offence charactessind victim and offender socio-
demographic characteristics between rapes comnfittedultiple (duos and groups of
three or more perpetrators) and lone offenders;

» Investigate if there are cross-cultural differencelIPR;

« Analyse the reasons and motivations that convictshders give for their

involvement in a MPR.

Structure of the Thesis

The thesis is divided into three parts. Part | (@2ees 1 and 2) provides an overview of what
is known about this type of sexual offence, andmras the existing theories and studies in
this area. Part Il (Chapters 3 to 5) consists ifdlempirical studies that: compare lone, duo,
and 3+ group offending based on offence and vieiith offender socio-demographic
characteristics; examine differences in offendet affence characteristics between MPRs
committed by juveniles in Portugal and the Nethetta and analyse the reasons given by
convicted perpetrators of MPR for their involvementhe assault. Part Il (Chapter 6)

provides a general discussion of the findings amtthusions.



Part | (Chapters 1 and 2) reviews the literatulated to MPR. Chapter 1 examines MPR
from an international perspective. It begins wittiscussion of the issues related to the
definition of this type of sexual offence and whg term MPR was proposed. It then reviews
the existing literature on prevalence and incideates for MPR internationally in non-
industrialised and industrialised societies. Adutitilly, an overview is provided of six
different contexts where MPR can be found, ran@riog street gangs to wars, fraternities,
sports teams, prisons and anti-gay/lesbian sett®igapter 2 provides an overview of the
theories that have been proposed to explain MRIRyding the most recent and
comprehensive model which is the Multi-Factoriae®dhy of Multiple Perpetrator Sexual
Offending (Harkins & Dixon, 2010; 2013). Furtherrapthe factors and processes that this
model, and earlier theories suggested as contnigpti MPR, are critically examined by

considering if there is empirical evidence to supfiweir role in this type of sexual offending.

Part Il (Chapters 3 to 5) consists of empiricatista conducted to address gaps in the MPR
research. Chapter 3 compares MPRs to lone rapesimnttaneously examines the effect the
number of perpetrators involved in MPRs has onnaféecharacteristics. It presents a study
where rapes committed by multiple (duos and gradplkree or more perpetrators) and lone
offenders were compared on offence characteriatidsvictim and offender socio-
demographic characteristics. Chapter 4 exploresilplescross-cultural differences in MPR. A
study is described where differences in offence@fehder characteristics between MPRs
committed by juveniles in Portugal and the Nethedtawere examined. Chapter 5 examines
reasons and motivations behind MPR. In the studgemted here convicted perpetrators of
MPR were interviewed and asked about their involenhand reasons for participating in the

offence.



Part Il (Chapter 6), the concluding chapter, sumses the main results of the thesis, draws
together the overall conclusions, discusses thiggliions of the current work, and suggests
directions for future research, and outlines tlethtical and practical implications of the

results of this thesis.
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PART I:

INTRODUCTION



CHAPTER 1:

MULTIPLE PERPETRATOR RAPE: AN INTERNATIONAL PHENOMRON

The aim of this chapter was to provide an overviéwhat is known about sexual assaults
committed by multiple perpetrators, by reviewing tklevant literature. It begins by
examining the issues surrounding the definitiothdd type of sexual offending and how the
term MPR was proposed. Existing prevalence andlé@mze rates for MPR internationally in
non-industrialised and industrialised societiesthem analysed. Finally, six different contexts

where MPR can be found are examined.

The following chapter was published in tiitandbook on the study of multiple perpetrator
rape: A multidisciplinary response to an internadilopproblem” in 2013. Permission was

granted by Taylor & Francis for its use in thisdise
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2 Multiple perpetrator rape
An international phenomenon

Teresa da Silva, Leigh Harkins and
Jessica Woodhams

International variations in definition

For it to be possible to examine multiple perpetrator rape (MPR) as an interna-
tional phenomenon it is necessary to first clearly define the-term, since a range
of terminology has been used in the past, often referring tefthe same or a similar
type of assault (Horvath & Kelly, 2009). The terms éd\te@d to vary according
to different countries and some can be used to refe@«t@b&?ﬂn rape and consensual
sexual practice (Horvath & Kelly, 2009). In the ates of America (USA)
the terms associated with MPR are ‘gang ban ’&p rape’, ‘campus gang rape’,
“fraternity gang rape’ and ‘running a train’ (Rethman et al., 2008). In South Africa
the terms ‘jackrolling” and ‘streamlining}%as(@?ﬁen identified (Wood, 2005). In
the United Kingdom (UK), terms s @&asg\%e up’ and ‘battery chick’ are used
by gangs (Firmin, 2010). In Austg@la.{i‘iﬁ\ term ‘pack rape’ often appears in the
media (Wilson, 2009). This te@ i%&ieved to originate from a case discussed
in the Daily Mirror des;gg@‘@ a kind of sexual blitzkrieg’ (Woods, 1969,
p. 105). The terms used t eggf%e MPR can also differ according to the context;
for example, ‘coIIecti@?g\e! is defined by Green (2004, p. 102) as ‘a pattern of
sexual violence pe@ra on civilians by agents of a state, political group, and/
or politicized e *c 7

In the acaq_e%lccﬁ\terature, the terms ‘gang rape’ and ‘group rape’ have been
utilised, occasi@fgily even interchangeably. However, these terms have certain
connotations and different possible definitions. Horvath and Kelly (2009) discuss
in some detail the difference between these two terms and how they have been
employed. They point out that even though the term “‘gang rape’ is mostly found
in the literature in the 1970s and the 1980s, it is still used by some academics—for
example, Ullman (1999, 2007).

There is considerable debate about what constitutes a ‘gang’, as the term has
many meanings and associations. Alleyne and Wood (2010) state that even after
decades of research in the area, there is still a lack of agreement regarding the
exact definition of a gang. They go on to explain that in Europe, researchers have
reached more of a consensus. The Eurogang network’s definition of “a street gang
(or troublesome youth group corresponding to a street gang elsewhere) is any
durable, street-oriented youth group whose identity includes involvement in illegal

N
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activity’ (Weerman et al., 2009, p. 20). However, research in the area of MPR does
not confirm that most of these rapes are committed by ‘durable street-oriented
youth groups’. Therefore, this definition is not representative of the majority
of MPRs. Taking into consideration that it is necessary to differentiate between
different forms of sexual violence committed by multiple perpetrators, Firmin
(see Chapter 6 of this volume) highlights the need to use the term ‘gang’ more
appropriately when referring to MPRs. She utilises the term ‘gang-associated
rape’ to define rapes that are committed within a gang context, with gang-related
motives. Furthermore, she states that not all cases of gang-associated rapes are a
subset of MPR, as not all cases involve multiple perpetrators.

In an attempt to overcome the constraints of the term ‘gang rape’, a number
of authors in the MPR literature have more recently utilised the terms ‘group
rape’ or ‘group sexual offending’ (Bijleveld & Hendriks, 2003; Hauffe & Porter,
2009; Porter & Alison, 2006). Bijleveld and Hendriks (2003, p. 237), in an effort
to distinguish between ‘gang’ and ‘group rape’, define ‘group. rape’ as ‘a more
or less ad hoc congregation of individuals (with a minimunk\‘b two actors), in
which no pecking order or power structure is outlined ori’. However, this
definition has a number of limitations, since it does not-c e some types of
multiple perpetrator sexual offending. Furthermore, inthe gg{&al psychology litera-
ture there is substantial debate about the definitiom@f%@;up, and many different
definitions have been proposed. Baron, Kerr a@?}, Mifler (1999) state that several
definitions emphasise that groups should cr@)ﬁe aa@e”ling of belonging by having
some permanence, structure and psych ic;ﬂﬁneaning for their members. On
the other hand, other definitions are . ( ible, and for a number of individu-
als to be considered a group only(g(rme@&)e of communication or mutual social
influence has to be present. Th%s‘e mo}e flexible definitions range from ‘two or
more individuals who influe ach other through social interaction’ (Forsyth,
1983, p. 81) to simply ‘tw@0 m@}e people’ (Williams, 2010, p. 269).

Horvath and Kelly @ggest that where the term *group rape’ continues
to be used in MPR re reh, Brown’s (2000, p. 3) definition of a group should be
favoured: ‘A group’ 255&% when two or more people define themselves as mem-
bers of it and 9{;@'{3 existence is recognised by at least one other.” They note
that even though the term “group rape’ has some acceptance in the MPR literature,
there still remain some issues as to whether it is the most appropriate term.

First, there is some controversy in the social science literature related to whether
‘dyads’ or ‘duos’ should be included in group research and theory. On the one
hand, Williams (2010) states that even though dyads have certain unique proper-
ties, for the most part they are groups of two and function under the same principles
and theories that explain group processes for bigger groups. On the other hand,
Moreland (2010) argues that dyads should not be considered groups: according to
him some phenomena typical of groups—such as relational demography, socialisa-
tion, coalition formation and majority/minority influence—cannot occur in dyads,
and those that do may function differently.

Second, even in the MPR literature there are authors who differentiate between
duos and groups of three or more people. In her study on MPR on campuses in
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the USA, O’Sullivan (1991) included only groups of three or more men, as she
considered that the group dynamics applicable to MPR are only activated when
there are at least three perpetrators present. Amir (1971) and Groth and Birnbaum
(1979), also in the USA, distinguished between rapes committed by pairs and
those committed by three or more perpetrators. Taking into consideration that a
great number of MPR studies in the UK indicate that duos represent a large cat-
egory of perpetrators, this concern is relevant (Hauffe & Porter, 2009; Horvath &
Kelly, 2009; Porter & Alison, 2004, 2006; Woodhams, 2008; see Chapter 4 in this
volume by Mackenzie Lambine for greater discussion of this issue).

Due to all the issues that have been examined above, Horvath and Kelly
(2009, p. 94) define MPR “as any sexual assault which involves two or more
perpetrators’. They suggest that it should be used as an overarching term when
referring to sexual assaults perpetrated by multiple assailants. They argue that
this concept could facilitate the elaboration of subtypes which can be common
transnationally or specific to certain contexts. They propose ;}our subtypes. The
firstis ‘gang rape’, which has been used transnationally and ig&efined by Bijleveld
and Hendriks (2003, p. 237) as concerning a ‘group of iidividuals who operate
together on the basis of a certain covenant, a certainish dentity and shared
norms; in this gang (often strict) pre-set rules op \tqb\fhembership is not open
and transitory but instead fairly select and static? (Second is “duo rape’, which
describes a sexual assault committed by th;perp@u ators. The third is “fraternal
rape’, which refers to rapes committed b Q@reeﬁ?hore perpetrators with varying
allegiances. The fourth is ‘military fr@émaﬂﬁape’, describing rapes committed
by multiple perpetrators in war. T teve that as research on MPR develops,
other subtypes will arise. As wj 'be@ﬁnonstrated in this chapter, MPR can be
found in various contexts. Evgﬁr hous\gh it is possible to identify common charac-
teristics between these di nt Antexts, there are certain aspects that are unique
to each. The elaboration, of g@btypes will allow a better understanding of these
unique aspects and &hﬂ%@)@bmplete picture of MPR will emerge.

S
: NIy : :
Incidence and %@valence of MPR internationally
Q

MPR in non-industrialised societies

It is believed that MPR is common to many countries and that it has been present
throughout history (Brownmiller, 1975; Sanday, 2007). As an example of the long
history of MPR, Sanday (2007, p. 47) states that ‘venting homoerotic desire in the
gang rape of women who are treated as male property is the subject of several bib-
lical stories’. Despite its widespread nature, there are no published cross-cultural
studies of MPR. To get an idea of the variation of this form of rape in differ-
ent cultures, it is necessary to examine existing cross-cultural studies of sexual
violence in general.

Rozée (1993) highlights the importance of studying non-industrial societies,
as they are characterised by varying economic, political and social structures.
According to her, cross-cultural studies of non-industrialised societies control



MPR: an international phenomenon 13

for acculturation to Western ideas and the effects of industrialisation. When
examining sexual violence, she shows that depending on the definition used,
cross-cultural studies of rape have found incidence rates ranging from 42 to 90 per
cent (Bart, Blumberg, Tombs & Behan, 1975; Broude & Green, 1976; Minturn,
Grosse & Haider, 1969; Sanday, 1981).

A conceptual framework was developed by Rozée (1993) to examine rape
cross-culturally among non-industrial societies. She defined two different types of
rape: non-normative and normative. Non-normative rape is genital contact that is not
consensual and violates the social norms of a society. Usually there are punishments
and sanctions against this type of rape. On the other hand, while normative rape is
not consensual (it is against the wishes of the victim), it is considered acceptable
behaviour as it does not violate the social norms of a society. Rozée (1993) divided
this type of rape into six different categories: marital rape, exchange rape, punitive
rape, theft rape, ceremonial rape and status rape (see Table 2.1). Using Murdock
and White’s (1969) standard cross-cultural representative sample of societies,
Rozée (1993) examined a random sample of 35 non—industriali@ﬁi societies. These
societies were representative of six regions of the worl <8ub-Saharan Africa,
Circum-Mediterranean, East Eurasia, Insular Pacific, Nort erica and South
and Central America—and the time period sampled rang om 1750 BC to the
late 1960s. She found that non-normative rape mﬁ%ﬁ&t in 63 per cent of the
societies, while normative rape was evident in Q@ber gent.

From Rozée’s (1993) description ofégz}éiff%ﬁ}it categories of rape, it can
be seen that MPR clearly occurs in at le ha;f,f\of them. In punitive rape it can
occur as punishment against a woma@@pr\ respecting a man’s authority, for
rejecting a man who is considered, to t@% rightful access to her, for behaving
in a way that is considered to be xotﬁ)sively the right of males or for her hus-
band’s wrongdoings. This t \qﬁépe frequently involves multiple assailants
and Rozée (1993) gives various'examples from several societies. Citing Cook
(1909), she describes ap @éﬁlarly violent form of MPR in the Bororo society
of South America. %@fe&nale is not spoken for or married by the age of 12 or
14 she can be seizZe #'the men of the village and raped by all of them. In the
same society, i adws and suspects his wife of adultery or is angered by her,
he may choose to“send her to the men’s house, where she is at their disposal
and becomes the village prostitute. A recent example of this type of rape that
became well known internationally due to extensive media coverage was the
MPR of Mukhtar Mai in Pakistan in 2002 (Karkera, 2006). As punishment for
the alleged wrongdoing of her brother, a tribal council ordered the MPR of
Mukhtar Mai, which was carried out by four men of the village.

MPR can also be found in theft rape, which generally happens during wars
or raids. Rozée (1993) states that these women are often subjected to group
rape as they are seen as the common property of their abductors. Theft rape
also includes stealing women for wives, which is more often associated with
lone rapes.

MPR is also present in the context of various ceremonies (ceremonial rape).
Rozée (1993) gives the example of a ceremony in the Arunta society of Australia
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Table 2.1 Categories of normative rape defined by Rozée (1993) and percentages
found in her cross-cultural sample of societies

Type of rape Definition % of
prevalence rates

Marital rape Unwanted sexual contact occurring within 40
a marriage

Exchange rape The use of female genital contact by males 71
as a bargaining tool or sign of solidarity

Punitive rape Is characterised by any genital contact used 14
to punish or discipline a woman

Theft rape Occurs when women are abducted, in most 63
cases to be used as slaves or prostitutes

Ceremonial rape  Can be found in “defloration’ rituals 49

which are initiation rituals aimed at
bringing a young girl into womanhood,
in virginity tests and in ceremonies
which involve sexual intercourse {\C;\

Status rape Any unwanted genital contact that t 29
place as a result of acknowledg
differences in hierarchy or so c}@'}s
between the individuals mx@s
%
where the future husband of a 14- or 15- |rI organises with the other men
of the tribe for the girl to be taken into g*é , where a designated man performs

a “‘vulva cut” with a stone, after Wl%éﬁ S&&IS raped by all of the men except the
future husband.

Although exact numbers 0[7){1% mf&dence of MPR do not exist, it is possible to
conclude that there is evid presence cross-culturally in non-industrialised
societies over a long tm@

o? \>°
MPR in curren@hd@ﬁlallsed societies

An examlnatqd of the literature in current industrialised societies reveals that
MPR continues to be found in several different contexts internationally. Harkins
and Dixon (2010) explain that the incidence and prevalence of multiple perpetrator
sexual offences are difficult to determine because of methodological issues such as
the definition of rape and the different study designs that are utilised. Data can be
collected from many different sources, ranging from survey studies, victim allega-
tions to the police and clinical and hospital settings to non-governmental organi-
sations (Swart, Gilchrist, Butchart, Seedat & Martin, 2000; Tjaden & Thoennes,
2006; Wright & West, 1981). Additionally, the majority of the official records of
crime statistics do not distinguish between lone and multiple perpetrator sexual
offending. Even though they supply information about national rates of sexual
offending, in most cases it is not possible to identify what percentage of the crimes
was committed by multiple offenders (Hauffe & Porter, 2009; Porter & Alison, 2006).
To further complicate matters, rape is one of the most under-reported crimes, and
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therefore the number of reported rapes is lower than both available incidence and
prevalence rates (Walby & Allen, 2004). Andersson, Mhatre, Mqotsi and Penderis’
(1998) research in South Africa found that women who had been sexually assaulted
by multiple perpetrators were considerably less likely than lone perpetrator rape
victims to report the crime to the police, meaning that official statistics for MPR
could be even more of an underestimate of the scale of MPR in our communities
than those for lone perpetrator rapes.

In spite of the various difficulties in arriving at accurate incidence and preva-
lence rates, those that have been reported will be briefly examined. This is only
possible for countries that have published studies and surveys conducted in this
area. Naturally this limits a comparison to just those countries and makes it
extremely difficult to gain a clear idea of the rates of MPR internationally.

In the UK, no national random sample study of the incidence and preva-
lence of rape has been published (Kelly, Lovett & Regan, 2005). Since 1998 the
British Crime Survey (BCS) has included a section on rape and sexual assault,
but no distinction is made between lone and multiple perpetr@@r sexual assault.
Nevertheless, there have been other studies that have diff lated between lone
rape and MPR. Wright and West (1981) studied incidents o mpted and com-
pleted rapes reported to the police between 1972 and QVQai@élx English counties.
They found that 13 per cent of the sexual offences«fiv multiple perpetrators.
More recently, a study in the London borough outhwark conducted by Curran
and Millie (2003) reported that 19 per cent@se&%l allegations in that borough
for the period of April 2002 to March Zo@n\/@ﬁ/ed multiple perpetrators. Kelly,
Lovett and Regan (2005) studied a Iar??an\mﬁe of service users from three sexual
assault referral centres in the UK, gm ining prospective case-tracking across six
sites. Their findings revealed that. cent of cases from a sexual assault refer-
ral centre in Manchester wer &r ted by multiple assailants.

O’Sullivan (1991) repotts thgt’fin the USA, rates of MPR range from less than
2 per cent in student po@grlgtjﬁ?]s to up to 26 per cent in police samples. Franklin
(2004) estimates thate en.though the exact rate of MPR in the USA is unknown,
it is likely to b bﬁ%ﬁ 10 and 33 per cent. She cites various studies, some of
which found alarmingly high numbers of rapes involving multiple perpetrators
(Amir, 1971; Kanin, 1985). More recently, based on findings from the National
Violence Against Women report, Tjaden and Thoennes (2006) found that 13.5 per
cent of female rape victims were raped by two perpetrators and 8.3 per cent were
raped by three or more perpetrators. Among male rape victims the figures were
12.1 and 4.6 per cent, respectively. However, they note that these victims may
have been sexually assaulted by multiple perpetrators during a single incident, by
different lone offenders during multiple incidents, or both. There is a need there-
fore to use caution when interpreting information from general surveys.

In South Africa, known for its high rate of rape (Jewkes & Abrahams, 2002),
there are several studies with different findings. Whereas the National Victims of
Crime Survey reported that 12 per cent of rapes involved two or more perpetrators
(Hirschowitz, Worku & Orkin, 2000), a study looking at rapes registered between
1996 and 1998 at several hospitals found 27 per cent to have been committed by
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multiple perpetrators (Swart et al., 2000). On the other hand, Vetten and Haffejee
(2005) focused on reports of rape and attempted rape made at six central police
stations during 1999. They also found that 27 per cent of allegations involved
two or more perpetrators. More recently, Jewkes, Sikweyiya, Morrell and Dunkle
(2009) conducted a study where they interviewed men across 1,738 households
and found that 8.9 per cent revealed they had raped with one or more other per-
petrators. These differences in figures are likely due to the different samples that
were used, which ranged from community surveys involving women and men to
hospital data and police records.

In Australia, the National Crime and Safety Survey (2002) found that 23 per cent
of adult victims of sexual assault (male and female) reported that they had been
assaulted by two or more assailants (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2004).
Also in Australia, the Woman’s Safety Survey (McLennan, 1996) found that
12 per cent of women who had experienced sexual violence (sexual assault and/or
sexual threat) in the previous 12 months reported more than one perpetrator.

From the studies examined above it is possible to conclu&@lhat MPR is present
in various industrialised societies. The upper estimatqu the prevalence and
incidence rates also suggest that this form of sexual yiQ}er@ﬁé a significant prob-
lem. Although it is difficult to compare rates betvjae \Countries because of the
diverse samples and study designs utilised, it is Rd@sé%@ 0 conclude that in the UK
MPR seems less prevalent, with figures ranging frem above 10 per cent to under
20 per cent of all rapes. In the USA, South Afri d Australia in general the lower
estimates are similar to those from the UK; @vever, the upper estimates are over
20 per cent, and in the USA and S A\ﬁ&%a they almost reach 30 per cent. That
said, taking into consideration th,%vthe@ﬁre so few studies, at this point in time it is
premature to attempt to conclt@lé i‘&her MPR is more of a problem in some coun-
tries than in others. Furthe{rg&si is required to reach concrete conclusions.

D@

NS

Contexts of MPRS™ ™0
Q

Not only doafjd@}’(%\\%ccur in several diverse contexts throughout the world, it
is also perpe a§t} y different types of groups. These can range from loosely
formed groups of men that get together for an evening to tight-knit groups with
a clear structure and identity—for example, gangs, fraternities and sports teams
(Brownmiller, 1975; Trebon, 2007). In their review of sexual offending in groups,
Harkins and Dixon (2010) analyse a number of current contexts in which multiple
perpetrator sexual offending is found. They describe several sub-categories of
offences, which they divide into two main themes: MPR of “peers and adults’” and
‘multiple perpetrator offences against children’ (see Table 2.2). They state that
the type of offending most commonly recognised is rape of adolescent and adult
females by groups of adolescent or adult men. Children can be victims of sexual
assault by multiple perpetrators in various different contexts, as can be seen in
Table 2.2. Harkins and Dixon (2010) note that for some of these types of offences
there is a paucity of academic research and empirical evidence, even though the
media has shown a great interest in this area and many cases have been widely
publicised.
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Table 2.2 Contexts in which multiple perpetrator sexual offending occurs
(Harkins & Dixon, 2010)

Rape of peers/adults Multiple perpetrator offences
against children

Rape in street gangs Paedophile organisations

Fraternity rape Child sex rings

Rape in sports settings either Rape in sports settings either by
by coaches or players coaches or players

Rape in war Day care centres

Prison rapes Residential care

Group date rape not associated
to fraternities

Rape in countries under corrupt
governments

Human sex trading

(;\(o

A brief overview follows of six of the different contq?@ln which MPR of
peers and adults can be found. These contexts were cho@n & 0 the amount of

research conducted in those areas. For that reason, contexts where children are
victims of MPR are not analysed, as there is a 5|gn\mﬂ arth of research in that
area (see Chapter 12 by Miranda Horvath and@ e Gray for more informa-
tion in relation to these cases in the courtroq}@ &

\(\0)
Street gangs Q N

MPRs in the context of street gang %c«;ﬁr in several diverse countries. As discussed
above, the term ‘gang rape’ i eg\\h\ssociated with subtypes of MPR that are not
committed by street gangs @i\ an understandably introduce confusion in trying

to understand it in thls Mt has already been concluded that it is important to
distinguish MPRs committed by organised gangs engaged in a range of other criminal
activities from t itted by perpetrators with a transient and loose association
with one another; may not engage in other illegal activities. Thus discussion in

this section will foctis on MPR committed by organised gangs (see Chapters 6 and 14
for more extensive discussions of MPR in the context of street gangs).

A clear example of MPR committed by a street gang is described by Mokwena
(1991) in a paper on ‘jackrolling” (Wood, 2005). This term was coined in the
1980s to refer to the abduction and rape of young women in black townships in
South Africa. It was originally associated with a gang called the “Jackrollers’, who
were initially involved in various criminal activities but over time came to focus
mainly on rape (Vetten & Haffejee, 2005). These rapes were consciously commit-
ted to put women who were considered unattainable or ‘snobbish’ in their place
(\Vetten & Haffejee, 2005). As this practice became fashionable, ‘jackroll’ became
a common word in the township vocabulary and anyone who committed this type
of rape could be a ‘jackroller’ (Sigsworth, 2009). Subsequently, it became associ-
ated with gangs of armed youths.
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Gang-related rapes do not seem to be restricted to countries with elevated lev-
els of crime, such as South Africa. Kersten (1993), in his article about subculture
formation in Japan—a country known for its low crime rate—cites Sato (1991),
who describes gang rapes committed by members of youth gangs called ‘yankee’.
The victims of these rapes are girls who are already involved in a deviant life style
and, because of that, tend not to report the rapes to the police. Kersten (1993)
states that it is difficult to obtain accurate information about these rapes and that
Sato’s analysis was based principally on hearsay. Therefore, the extent of MPR
committed by street gangs in Japan is unknown.

Harkins and Dixon (2010) note that the literature related to MPR committed
by street gangs is limited and mainly makes reference to coerced group sex as a
form of gang initiation. Knox (2004) describes a practice known as ‘being sexed
in’, in which to become members of a gang, some females have sex with multiple
male gang members. Other studies report that there are cases in which females
peripheral to a gang, who want to become members, have beeg}deceived by male
gang members into participating in group sex initiations&}agedorn & Devitt,
1999; Portillos, 1999). <<®

In the UK, Firmin (2010, 2011, also see Chapter 6 irvthe current volume), in her
work related to the impact of youth and gang vio(l? i Women and girls, found
evidence of sexual exploitation of girls associat %ﬁ%% gangs, including MPR.
Additionally, in Chapter 14 of the current%é,lun@, Densley, Davis and Mason
describe a study carried out in London, w@si r conclusions. Firmin was able
to identify several reasons why girls_é \@nen experienced sexual violence.
These could be related to intra—gar@%u@%ment and exploitation, to inter-gang
punishment or threat and to gan asse@ﬁted sexual violence against family mem-
bers. Participants in the stud dﬁ%scrdbed several situations of multiple perpetrator
sexual violence (Firmin, %@b{l %@J\.ﬁl). These included girls being ‘passed around’
gangs in order to perforim ‘sgbﬁal favours’. When girls had casual sex with more
than one member of&x@ g over time they lost their right to say no to sexual
contact with any @ ber of that group. These girls were referred to as ‘battery
chicks’. “Lin s@%ere a girl performs oral sex on boys in a line, were also
reported. So irls explained how they had initially been protected by the gang
in situations whére they were in danger, but then found there was an expectation
that as ‘gratitude’ they had to have sex with the whole group. Gang rape was also
feared as a weapon—for example, in retaliation against the male they associated
with, or as a punishment. There were even accounts of girls setting up other girls
to be raped, either as a punishment or sometimes to avoid being a victim of an
assault themselves. Similar situations were also described by Miller (2001) in her
research on girls associated with gangs in the USA. Densley, Davis and Mason
(Chapter 14 in this volume) also found most of these situations in the study they
describe in the current volume. Furthermore, they state that a few participants
suggested some male gang members also raped other male gang members as a
form of punishment and to emasculate them.
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Rape in war and political sexual violence

It is commonly said that rape in war is as old as war itself (Isikozlu & Millard,
2010). Itswidespread and systematic occurrence in the wars in Bosnia-Herzegovina
and Rwanda led to the adoption of UN Security Council Resolution 1820 (June
2008) to prevent its use as a weapon of war. Nonetheless, before that a number of
international treaties, from the Hague to the Geneva Conventions, and several UN
declarations outlawed rape during war, but were mostly ignored (Aydelatt, 1993).

In countries at war or where there is political conflict it is even more difficult
to obtain accurate incidence and prevalence figures for MPR. This is first because
of the nature of this form of sexual violence, which makes it difficult to quantify
as it involves multiple perpetrators, victims and assaults that can be repeated daily
for months (Green, 2004). The other factors that contribute to this situation range
from the lack of record keeping caused by the chaos of war to the silence of the
victims (Green, 2004). There are various reasons why many victims do not report
the crimes. They may choose not to out of fear, there may be nadnstitutions they
can report it to, or where such institutions do exist they m,@aﬂé‘\awe no access to
them. Furthermore, many of the victims are either kille aft rithe assault or die
from their injuries or as a result of other incidents relate Qﬁh conflict (Isikozlu
& Millard, 2010). Here too most of the statistical da 060\ differentiate between
lone and MPR, and the majority of the numbe ’s\p@énted are related to both.
Where there is data available it suggests thag@% number of these rapes are
committed by multiple perpetrators. For Qqﬁm ; the majority of the rapes that
occurred in the Kosovo conflict docume@}%d uman Rights Watch (2000) were
committed by at least two perpetrators? N

Wood (2006) refers to some w I&knq@?n cases of sexual violence in war where
there are estimates of numbers a&q&ctims. At the end of the Second World War
it is estimated that soldier, {f‘or%\fhe Soviet Army were responsible for between
95,000 and 130,000 rapes: %@éng (1997) estimates that from 1937 to 1938 in
the Chinese city of N Jing> 0,000 to 80,000 women and girls were raped and
executed by Japa@ ,s\Q'I?d”lers. More recently, a European Union investigation
reported that a(‘gig%@b,ooo girls and women were raped in 1992 in Bosnia-
Herzegovina. In e of the current wars and conflicts throughout the world,
rape is still widely used as a weapon of war and the numbers of victims vary from
hundreds to thousands (Bastick, Grimm & Kunz, 2007). Although it is probable
that sexual violence exists in most wars, the extent of its occurrence varies and
it is present in different forms (Wood, 2006). It has to be noted that in some con-
flicts and wars, its use appears very limited. Wood (2006) gives the examples of
the conflicts in Israel/Palestine, Sri Lanka and Peru, where low numbers of sexual
violence cases were reported.

Isikozlu and Millard (2010) developed a typology of wartime rape which is
organised according to three general categories. Category A describes rape per-
petrated by members of an armed group toward members of the same armed
group or armed force. Category B describes rape perpetrated by an armed
group or armed force against a member of the civilian population. Category C
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describes rape perpetrated by members of one armed group towards members of
another armed group. The authors state that category B is the most well-known
and acknowledged category of rape during war, and MPR is very common here.
Within this general category they identify eight different sub-types: rape by an
ally, sexual slavery, rape as a military strategy, rape by a neighbour, rape camps,
rape in detention, opportunistic rape and targeted rape. The rapes are systematic
and widespread and are generally committed by a well-organised armed group
under an order to attack civilians. In many cases it is unclear if the perpetrators
are ordered to rape or not.

Even though there is a substantial amount of literature related to wartime rape,
the reasons why men rape during war have been under-researched, with very
few empirical studies conducted. While some authors emphasise the role of socio-
cultural or situational factors, others propose that individual and psychological
factors must also be taken into account. In an attempt to find out why soldiers rape
during war, Eriksson Baaz and Stern (2009) interviewed soldiers in the Congo
who had been involved in the recent war in that country. TQ@ ound that the sol-
diers described two types of rape: one which they said sexually driven ‘lust
rape’ and another, ‘evil rape’, motivated by anger andya@»}fhey explained that
the “lust rapes’ were related to men being depriv@f , While the ‘evil rapes’
arose from frustrations related to the act of warring, %Qerty and neglect. Eriksson
Baaz and Stern (2009, p. 497) concluded thakghese@o diers “explicitly linked their
rationale for rape with their inabilities (%Gfa' s”) to inhabit certain idealized
notions of heterosexual manhood’. Mig@l’o @06) believes that there are various
social and psychological factors thﬁﬁo@' ute to wartime rape, which include
rigid cultural norms of gender, sacia ominance and power within group conflict
and a soldier’s social identi%&gg} (ﬁan and a member of a military group. She
states that many societies ideologies of male dominance and that these, along
with stereotypes held aligut K@out—group (in this case the perceived enemy) and
the need to affirm o Q@p identity, are all elements that can be found in war-
time rape. Henry Q&i@and Hirshberg (2004) propose a multifactorial model of
wartime rape on White and Kowalski’s (1998) proximal confluence model.
They integra %fewous theoretical and empirical work and create a model that
shows how individual, sociocultural and situational variables play a part in rape
found in war contexts. This model attempts to demonstrate how multidimensional
and heterogeneous rape and rapists are in war settings.

It is possible to conclude that rape in war and political sexual violence not only
has been present throughout history (Brownmiller, 1975), but is also found in
many different countries, ranging from countries in Europe to Africa and Asia,
as the studies above have shown. See Chapter 8 by Elisabeth Wood for a more
comprehensive account of MPR during war.

Fraternities

MPRs occur in various situations on campuses and in universities, ranging from
off-campus parties to dormitories, and have even involved athletic teams (Ehrhart
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& Sandler, 1985). However, research shows that the majority of these rapes on
North American campuses are related to fraternities (Ehrhart & Sandler, 1985;
O’Sullivan, 1991; Tash, 1988). As college and university fraternities are more
common in the USA, all of the published studies in this area relate to North
American fraternities. Nevertheless, Sanday (2007) states that these American
campus-style MPRs can also be found in other countries. She gives the example
of a high-profile case reported at a university in Tokyo in which members of a
university club used alcoholic drinks to incapacitate their victims, after which
they were raped by up to a dozen members of the club (see Chapter 3 by Karen
Franklin for further discussion of this and other similar cases).

A common scenario of MPR in fraternity houses involves seeking out a vulner-
able young woman who wants acceptance or is intoxicated with drugs or alcohol
(Sanday, 2007). She is encouraged to drink heavily and her drinks may even have
been deliberately spiked. She is led to a room and may or may not consent to
have sex with one man. In some cases she loses consciousness and is raped by a
number of men in the house. In other cases she is conscious Q@ls too inebriated
or frightened to protest. &

It is important to note that there are different types Q;?@G?r‘nities with vary-
ing attitudes and behaviours towards women (Boswell* \Spade, 1996; Sanday,
2007). This probably contributes to the mixed resql@(_fb d in studies looking at
the relationship between sexual aggression and@é,terrﬁby membership. While there
are some studies that do find an associatig%lebet n the two (Boeringer, 1999;
Frintner & Rubinson, 1993; Lackie & dg: @\1997), there are others that do
not (Gidycz, Warkentin & Orchows '@OQQ\}(.\Humphrey and Kahn (2000) sug-
gest that some but not all fraternities c@f‘te environments favourable for sexual
coercion, in part because of the ospxhere that exists within them. Boswell and
Spade (1996) found that the y@?\msphere in fraternities considered high risk
for sexual assault and in_th se@%nsidered low risk was noticeably different. In
the low-risk fraternity n{s)(%e atmosphere was friendlier, women were treated
respectfully and an | pumber of men and women were present. In the high-risk
fraternities ther@qﬁ %@\ther more women or more men, the behaviour towards
women was mo @meaning and the setting was less favourable for conversations
to be carried out.

Schwartz and DeKeseredy (1997) note that sexual victimisation in college
campuses happens both inside and outside fraternities. They highlight that the
most significant variables in predicting sexual abuse found by Boeringer, Shehan
and Akers (1991) were the number of friends men reported having who had used
drugs or alcohol to intoxicate women in order to have sex with them and the
number of friends men reported having who had forced or tried to force women
to have sex with them when they were unwilling to do so. Schwartz and Nogrady
(1996) reached similar conclusions in their study.

DeKeseredy (1988) developed a model of male peer support of sexual assault
based on social support theory, which was later expanded (DeKeseredy &
Schwartz, 1993) because the first model was thought to be too focused on indi-
vidual factors. These initial individual factors were related to stress and male peer
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support. DeKeseredy (1988) believed that the stress factors associated with dating
relationships lead men to seek support from their male peers. These peers, under
certain conditions, may encourage or justify the abuse of women. DeKeseredy
and Schwartz (1993) added a further four factors to the model, which are the
ideologies of familial and courtship patriarchy, alcohol consumption, membership
of formal social groups and the absence of deterrence. The authors believe that
North American men live in a society where patriarchal and pro-rape attitudes
are present and the dominance of men is assumed. Furthermore, some men are
members of social groups—for example, fraternities, sports teams or friends in
the neighbourhood bar—where there is often a narrow concept of masculinity
and an emphasis on group loyalty and secrecy. Additionally, alcohol is heavily
used in many of these social groups and is frequently utilised to facilitate sexual
aggression by rendering the female unable to resist. Finally, there is an absence
of deterrence or a general lack of both formal and informal punishment. All these
factors are believed to be present in some fraternity and sportsc)settings.

Humphrey and Kahn (2000) separated fraternities and atQ{@nc teams into high-
and low-risk groups based on student perceptions abom{@re extent to which the
fraternity’s or team’s parties created an atmosphere faviour, for sexual offences
to occur. Members of these fraternities were as {complete psychological
measures and the results were compared. Theirfindings revealed that there were
significant differences between the two groqgé; in the scores on measures of sex-
ual aggression, hostility toward women z%%j mgfé“peer support endorsing sexual
aggression. The high-risk group scored@%niﬁghntly higher on these measures than
the low-risk group. The researcher @S that sexual aggression is more likely
to happen in fraternities that have.a so@ﬁ‘peer-support system for sexual coercion.

In their analysis of cases %i\(%ll:@ committed by fraternity men, Ehrhart and
Sandler (1985) identifie Vi ‘\ conditions that can facilitate these sexual
assaults. These include &x eg@‘k/e use of alcohol, the lack of external monitoring
by the university, use&% @?ﬁography by fraternity members, support of violence,
exaggerated preo ation with competition and the treatment of women as prey.
Martin and 1(1989) argue that fraternities create a sociocultural context
where it is acce %\e to use coercion in sexual relations with women. The char-
acteristics of these organisations, their members and their practices are argued
to create an environment conducive to sexual assaults. These fraternities value a
type of masculinity characterised by competition, dominance, athleticism, wealth,
capacity to drink alcohol and sexual ability. Therefore they seek and select men
who possess these traits.

A number of the characteristics present in these fraternities that contribute to
create an environment favourable for MPR are not unique to them and can be
found in other contexts; for example, in some athletic teams.

Sports

Over the years the media has given considerable coverage to sexual assaults com-
mitted by athletes (FoxNews.com, 2005; MailOnline, 2006; Sport.co.uk, 2012).
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Crosset, Ptacek, McDonald and Benedict (1996) reported that this has contributed
to divergent opinions. According to these authors, there are those who believe
that athletes are not more likely to commit sexual assaults than any other men
from the general population, but that they are more likely to receive press cover-
age (Dershowitz, 1994). Citing previous studies (Crossett, Benedict & McDonald,
1995; Koss & Gaines, 1993), Crosset et al. (1996) argue research has shown that
even though the mass media have amplified the size of the problem of sexual
violence perpetrated by athletes, a connection between sports involvement and
violence against women does exist.

However, Humphrey and Kahn (2000) argue that the findings of past research
have been inconclusive, as there are other studies that have not shown an asso-
ciation between athletic team membership and sexual violence (Jackson, 1991,
Lackie & de Man, 1997). On the other hand, other studies have shown that ath-
letic teams are high-risk groups for sexual violence (Boeringer, 1999; Frintner
& Rubinson, 1993; Koss & Gaines, 1993). In their study (descrip)ed above in the
fraternity context), Humphrey and Kahn (2000) conclude thg@here are athletic
teams that can be considered high risk for sexual aggressi While others are low
risk. The high-risk teams are characterised by greater leve u}bhostility towards
women and a strong peer-support system that endorses §aggression.

Once again it is difficult to obtain exact numbersr ‘MPRs committed by ath-
letes. In her study of group rape on campuses,cﬁ’SLﬂhvan (1991) found that the
majority of MPRs involved fraternities a @ch@é, namely football and bas-
ketball players. Furthermore, Melnick ‘Zg\gt\ates that the majority of sexual
offences perpetrated by athletes invo@nkminvolved in contact and combative
sports. Additionally, Trebon (2007), re 5 that a great number of athletes who
committed MPR played contact team sgéﬁs, such as football, hockey or lacrosse.
She states that this phenome N is {8ss frequent in individual, non-contact sports.
Trebon (2007) notes that s@ﬁgn gﬁthors (Bohmer & Parrot, 1993; Rozee-Koker &
Polk, 1986) reveal tha “offences committed by athletes are most likely to
occur after a game. T athletes could be either commemorating a win or lament-
ing a loss. The 2::6@}% @\\ﬁ/ill usually involve women and alcohol.

There are vari %Sﬁactors present in some sports contexts that can contribute to
MPR. A major factor is the sex-segregated nature of most sports teams (Trebon,
2007). In the USA, it is frequent for athletic teams to live and eat together, which
creates groups with strong feelings of exclusivity and camaraderie (Melnick,
1992). Group loyalty is expected and even demanded. It is boosted by encouraging
the idea that athletic team members are superior to outsiders. As a result, moral
self-scrutiny is limited and some athletes believe that rules are for others (Trebon,
2007). Additionally, in Western societies, successful athletes are seen as possess-
ing prestige and status. They achieve fame and receive special treatment from the
public, their fans and the people in their private lives. This can promote a sense of
entitlement that can facilitate MPR (Trebon, 2007). Other factors that could play
a part in MPR are the encouragement of aggression and toughness on the playing
field, sexist language and attitudes in some teams’ locker rooms and an expectation
in some sports that one’s masculinity must be proved (Melnick, 1992).
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Trebon (2007) emphasises that as in other contexts of MPR, sexual offences
committed by athletes are under-reported and in the few cases that do go to trial,
there is an extremely low rate of successful prosecution. She explains that usu-
ally the athletes involved agree amongst themselves that consensual group sex
occurred. In many cases the women are intoxicated with alcohol and/or drugs, or
are being or have previously been paid for sexualised dancing or sex, which leads
to prosecutors highlighting the victim’s lack of credibility. At the same time, a
great number of jurors are unable to believe that talented athletes are capable of a
sexual assault and are unwilling to destroy their future.

The majority of the research conducted in this context has been carried out in
the USA. Nevertheless, cases of MPR in the sport context have been reported by
the press in other countries: for example, in 2011 in the UK, a group of young
football players were arrested and found guilty of the MPR of two young girls
(Daily Express, 2011).

@
Prisons '\%{\g
There are no studies specifically looking at MPR in pr@on@g&ﬁngs and it is neces-
sary to examine research on general sexual coercio ﬁolence in prisons. Most
of the research in this area has been carried oukiir Q) SA (Alarid, 2000, Davis,
1968; Hensley, Tewksbury & Castle, ZOOS;Q{ocvaood, 1980; Nacci & Kane,
1984; Struckman-Johnson & Struckma@é)ohg&h 2000; Struckman-Johnson,
Struckman-Johnson, Rucker, Bumby@ aldson, 1996; Wooden & Parker
1982). There are a few studies in U{&Banbury, 2004; Edgar, O’Donnell &
Martin, 2003; McGurk, Forde Ba@% 2000; O’Donnell, 2004; Power et al.,
1991; Strang, Heuston, Gossop, GJss\een & Maden, 1998), Australia (Heilpern,
1998; Wodak, 1990) and uth gﬁica (Gear, 2005, 2007a, 2007Db).

In the USA, even though m¥re are several studies covering various decades,
there are mconmsten@% \ardlng the incidence and prevalence of prison sexual
assault (Struck %ﬁs}ol@pson & Struckman-Johnson, 2000). Some studies report
a very low o {d@é?reg@ of sexual violence, ranging from 0.3 per cent of prison-
ers claiming e been sexually assaulted (Nacci & Kane, 1983) to 3 per cent
(Davis, 1982). I’ contrast, other studies found significantly higher numbers, rang-
ing from 14 per cent of prisoners revealing that they had been coerced into sexual
activities against their will (Wooden & Parker, 1982) to 22 per cent (Struckman-
Johnson et al., 1996).

There are a number of possible explanations that may account for these
inconsistencies. O’Donnell (2004) describes several, including the different defi-
nitions used for sexual violence and rape, which have varied over time and across
jurisdictions. The methodologies of the studies conducted have also been diverse.
Different time periods of incarceration have been studied. Additionally, studies
have been carried out in quite diverse institutions, ranging from local jails with
dormitories to maximum security prisons with individual cells. O’Donnell (2004)
highlights that alongside all these difficulties is the fact that prisoners, much like
community victims, under-report rapes (Kelly, Lovett & Regan, 2005). Eigenberg
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(1994) states that the low prison rape rates found in some studies may not repre-
sent the true numbers, as many prisoners under-report rape to researchers because
of the stigma of being raped and not wanting to be considered a ‘snitch’.

In their study, Struckman-Johnson et al. (1996) asked male and female prison-
ers who had experienced sexual coercion in prison questions related to the ‘worst
case’ they had experienced. This could be the incident they perceived to be the
most harmful (if they had experienced various incidents) or the only one that had
occurred. They found that in the descriptions of worst case incidents, at least 50
per cent of the prisoners had been raped (anally, vaginally or orally). Furthermore,
one quarter of these rapes could be considered gang rape. The researchers defined
gang rape as a rape in which a victim ‘was physically overpowered by a sudden
attack of his assailants’ (Struckman-Johnson et al., 1996, p. 72).

Struckman-Johnson et al. (1996) describe a few scenarios of gang rape from
American prisons—for example, a prisoner is invited to a cell and, once he
gets there, is attacked by three or four perpetrators and raped..lzl)e could also be
assaulted in his own cell and physically overpowered by the@’%ailants. Usually
these rapes are characterised by the use of physical violengg@nd sometimes even
weapons, often resulting in injuries. The authors also state t& ome of the pris-
oners were coerced into providing sexual services @rpouﬂhple perpetrators. In
these cases the victims tend to succumb to intimidation‘and verbal threats rather
than a physical attack. Davis (1968) also rep thab often after prisoners were
threatened with or became a victim of a M @th ntered into a sexual relation-
ship with another male prisoner. Finally, ¢ ea&‘two incidents were described by
Struckman-Johnson et al. (1996) in \Aﬁﬁh@a joined prisoners to force another
prisoner to have sexual intercoug@’r ey stated an unexpected finding was that
18 per cent of the male prisoners po&d staff working at the prison having been
involved in an incident of se§(d§1 c@@}’cion.

Differences were found in ‘eQih*cident rates of coerced sexual behaviour between
males (22 per cent) Eﬂ%\%@s (7 per cent) in prisons in the USA. Struckman-
Johnson et al. (1996)* that the lower rate for female prisoners may be due
to the more mag;g& 8'Size of the women’s establishments and the presence of a
greater number an-violent offenders. Struckman-Johnson (1988) also suggests
that women are less likely than men to initiate sexually coercive behaviours.

Supporting and building on the findings of Struckman-Johnson et al. (1996),
Alarid (2000), in her study with female prisoners in the USA, reported that sexual
assault occurred at a low rate. In this study, sexual assault is defined as “forced
sex [which] ranges from unwanted genital touching to oral, vaginal and/or anal
sex’ (Alarid, 2000, p. 394). She found that other forms of sexual coercion—for
example, sexual pressurising and sexual harassment—were more frequent. The
sexual assaults that did occur among female prisoners usually involved multiple
perpetrators. Alarid (2000, p. 399) suggests that ‘gang rape was used as the instru-
ment to express feelings of resentment and anger that other inmates had toward
their target’.

In the UK there is considerably less research on sexual violence in prisons,
and in the few existing studies, low levels of sexual assaults have been found
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(O’Donnell, 2004). McGurk, Forde and Barnes (2000), in their study of young
offenders, found that 3 per cent reported non-consensual sexual acts. In their
study in Scotland, Power et al. (1991) did not find any cases of sexual assault.
Strang et al. (1998) reported that only 21 male prisoners of a sample of 1,009
said they had experienced unwanted sexual activity in prison. Edgar et al. (2003)
found that less than 2 per cent of 590 male prisoners claimed to have been sexu-
ally assaulted in prison.

O’Donnell (2004) suggests three reasons why there is such a significant dif-
ference in the rates and use of sexual violence and rape between prisons in the
USA and the UK. These are related to the higher level of general violence found
in American society, the difficult race relations present in the USA throughout
the country’s history and the attitudes of staff working in the prisons. O’Donnell
(2004) states that in the UK there is more interaction between staff and prisoners
and higher levels of staffing are present, while in the USA there is some evidence
of disinterest and even resigned acceptance on the part of prisg)r1 staff.

In South Africa, the Jali Commission of Inquiry (2006, p<393) described ‘the
horrific scourge of sexual violence that plagues our Prisoa(&% ere appalling abuses
and acts of sexual perversion are perpetrated on helpléss nprotected prison-
ers’. Nevertheless, no official numbers were reveal \s%{&e there was no category
for rape in the prison records of violence. Consefu , any reported rape would
simply be classified as an assault (Gear, ZOQ@\ Vefy Tittle research has been done
in this area in South Africa, so it is diffié@to point exact numbers. However,
a survey carried out with young offerig rs@\the Boksburg Youth Correctional
Centre in South Africa reveals that%?er{c‘e%t of the respondents claimed to have
been sexually assaulted (Gear, 2007 N\

Harvey (2002) states that mo\st violent type of sexual assault present in
South African prisons is & e which involves two or more perpetrators.
Some prisoners interviewed described gang rapes involving nine to 12 assail-
ants. In these situatiens, @h\wg rape was said to have various different motives. It
could be a punis t.for disobeying gang codes. It could be for leisure, where
it is consideredy ‘\.Alt could also be a form of initiation, in that once a man
has been raped heis considered a woman and becomes a ‘wyfie’ (a wife). He is
attributed a subservient role which includes being available for sex and responsi-
ble for domestic chores. This parallels some of the motivations for MPR outside
prisons—for example, MPRs in street gangs can be used as a form of punishment
(Firmin, 2010, 2011) or an initiation practice (Knox, 2004). Additionally, in the
fraternity and sports contexts described in this chapter MPR is often associated
with leisure activities; for example, parties and celebrations.

In relation to the characteristics of the perpetrators and victims of MPR in the
prison context, some similarities can be found between countries. A number of
North American studies (Davis, 1968; Mariner, 2001; Struckman-Johnson &
Struckman-Johnson, 2000; Struckman-Johnson et al., 1996) reveal that perpe-
trators of prison rape tend to be aged under 35 years old, and are usually big-
ger or stronger than their victims. They are aggressive and well adapted to the
prison environment—often gang members convicted of more violent crimes.
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They typically describe themselves as heterosexual and outside the prison engage
in heterosexual relationships. Their victims tend to be young, physically small
or weak and are frequently first time offenders. These victims are usually unas-
sertive, passive or shy and are unfamiliar with informal rules in the prison set-
ting. Effeminate or gay prisoners and those convicted of sexual crimes against
minors are also at greater risk of sexual assault. In South Africa, similar perpetra-
tor and victim characteristics of prison MPR have been found (Harvey, 2002; Jali
Commission of Inquiry, 2006).

Anti-gay/lesbian violence

In the community, MPR is not only committed against females; men can also
be the target of this type of sexual violence, especially if they are perceived as
gay (Franklin, 2004). Consequently, another context in which MPR can be found
is anti-gay/lesbian violence (Franklin, 2004). Very little researpg) has been done
in this area and it is not possible to estimate how many of@ sexual assaults
committed against gays and lesbians across countries invg{% multiple perpetra-
tors. In many of the studies carried out, physical and sexua ults are grouped
together and it is impossible to identify the numbers 3’@}%@ et alone the number
of MPRs. > Q)

The few studies carried out related to anti-gay#lesdian violence have been con-
ducted in Australia, the USA, the UK and Sc@h Azﬁ(?c”a. These studies suggest that
physical and sexual violence against thi@%o%@tion occurs at a relatively high
rate across different countries. Sitka (2997)<ites the results of surveys and ques-
tionnaires related to anti-lesbian yi@\lenc@% Australia. In the NSW Police Service
survey (unpublished), 8 per cengb{? tfé\respondents claimed to have been a vic-
tim of sexual assault. In Bar era’}\ﬁilQQZ) survey, 13.5 per cent of participants
reported that they had expéri n\c{é}i physical violence or sexual assault.

In a study in the US %sﬁent of self-identified leshian and bisexual women
reported having beent yally assaulted (von Schulthess, 1992). Also in the USA,
it is estimated ympared with heterosexual people, lesbian, gay, bisexual
and queer peop §ported rates of sexual violence three times higher (National
Coalition of Anti-Violence Programs, 2010).

In the UK, a survey of lesbian, gay and bisexual men and women reported that
32 per cent of the respondents had experienced homophobic violence (Mason
& Palmer, 1996). In Scotland, a survey of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transsexual
(LGBT) people found that 23 per cent had been physically assaulted (Beyond
Barriers, 2003). In Northern Ireland, a survey of LGB people revealed that
10 per cent of the respondents had been sexually assaulted or raped at some time
(Jarmon & Tennant, 2003).

In South Africa the term ‘corrective rape’ has emerged to describe the rape of
women who are known to be or suspected of being lesbian in an attempt to make
them heterosexual (Human Rights Watch, 2011). The term ‘corrective rape’ is also
utilised in the 2010 National Coalition of Anti-Violence Programs report about
hate crimes in the USA. Here this term is used to describe not only the rape of
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LGB people to “‘cure them’ of their homosexuality, but also the rape of transgender
people when they disclose their gender identity. There are no official statistics
related to this phenomenon but a report by Human Rights Watch (2011) revealed
that in South Africa physical and sexual violence against this group is alarmingly
frequent and severe. Atotal of 121 interviews were carried out with self-identified
lesbians, bisexual women and transgender men. In this report various examples of
MPRs are described, including the case of Eudy Simelane, which contributed to
bringing international attention to this form of violence. Eudy was a lesbian LGBT
rights activist and played for the South African women’s football national team.
She was brutally raped and murdered by a group of four men in April 2008.

It is common for anti-gay/lesbian assaults to be carried out in a group context.
Franklin (2000) found that three quarters of young people involved in anti-gay
assaults acted in a group. While 20 per cent were in pairs, more than half reported
being in groups of three or more. Jarmon and Tennant’s (2003) study in Northern
Ireland revealed that in cases of violence against LGB people,.?% per cent involved
pairs and 45 per cent involved three or more perpetrators. {\Q\

Franklin (2004) argues that group rape of women anti-gay violence are
similar in their functions and environmental conditigns. Shie believes that they
are used not only to punish those perceived to be \@I@%{ﬂ;g gender roles but also
to display masculinity to peers. She argues tha&@?e though anti-gay violence is
non-erotic, it is still a proclamation of heterosextial masculinity which reflects
the function of group rape of females.@en&@bugh Franklin (2004) did not
include violence against leshians in h paﬁér, she states that it overlaps with
both violence against women in .reix\%nd violence against gay men. Sitka
(1997) believes that violence @inst@%bians is also against women in general
and, for that reason, claims it ifﬁéent to violence against gay men. Like Pharr
(1988), Sitka argues that régar QSS of sexual orientation, any women who do
not conform to male d ingﬁ%e and narrow social norms may be punished by
certain males. & O

Sitka (1997) s & that general surveys show there are differences between
violence aga@e@l ns and violence against gay men. According to her, vio-
lence against gay/men tends to be more overt, with higher cases of public physical
violence, frequently perpetrated by groups of youths; violence against lesbians,
on the other hand, is more covert, and studies reveal they are more likely to be
attacked by one known perpetrator. Consequently, this would imply that in coun-
tries like Australia and the USA, where these surveys were conducted, MPRs are
more frequently committed against gay men than against lesbians.

The North American and UK studies suggest that the perpetrators of anti-gay
violence tend to be predominantly young males in their late teens to early
twenties, who are strangers to the victim and attack in a group (Berk, Boyd
& Hamner, 1992; Berrill, 1986; Comstock, 1991; Hamner, 1992; Harry, 1992;
Herek & Berrill, 1992; Jarmon & Tennant, 2003). The National Coalition of
Anti-Violence Programs’ annual reports reveal that, in general, the perpetrators
of violence against LGBT communities in the USA tend to be white, young
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males. Their biggest group of victims tend to be gay men, followed by leshians
and transgender women.

The existing research suggests that MPR in the context of anti-gay/lesbian vio-
lence is found internationally. However, research is limited in this area, which
makes it difficult to gain a clear picture of this phenomenon. Franklin (2004)
highlights that anti-gay violence and group rape have usually been studied in dif-
ferent forums. She proposes a focus on the common aspects of these forms of
violence, which she believes will encourage overlapping research and prevention
strategies.

Conclusions

In this chapter we have seen that in order to examine MPR internationally, it is
important to have a clear definition of the term which can be used across studies
and countries. This will facilitate comparisons and the interpretation of find-
ings from research that is carried out. As was shown, a grea@mber of studies
related to sexual violence do not distinguish between rapescommitted by lone
perpetrators and those committed by multiple perpetrator, x?t is necessary to
separate out MPRs from lone perpetrator rapes, as this will enable a clear pic-
ture of the problem to emerge. &’Zﬁ%@

We can also conclude that MPR is a heterggenéoUs crime. It is present in
very different settings and the perpetrator%%vo@d are quite diverse, ranging
from gang members to students, soldiersatl |@?S and prisoners and prison staff.
Depending on the context, their victi e children, male and female peers,
heterosexual and leshian women, rero@ual and gay men and transsexual men
and women. IR S

It is possible to conclude§{ﬂ§‘l @ﬁough there is a limited amount of research
in this area, there is amplece |,dga*ce that MPR is present in many different socie-
ties throughout histor%kqhqg@ross the globe. Although in this chapter certain
countries were mo%g\ eguently referred to, namely the USA, the UK, South
Africa and Ausérqé? c’}ﬁ’s does not imply that MPR is more common in these
countries. It is fpossible to conclude that more research has been carried out
in these countries and is accessible through studies published in English. This
highlights the need for more research to be conducted internationally that will
contribute to a greater understanding of this phenomenon. Evidence obtained
through research and even the media clearly shows that MPR is a significant
international problem.
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CHAPTER 2:
MULTIPLE PERPETRATOR RAPE: A CRITICAL REVIEW OF E®ITING

EXPLANATORY THEORIES

The aim of this chapter was to critically examihe éxisting theories proposed to explain
MPR. Firstly, an overview is provided of these the®, including the most recent and
comprehensive model which is the Multi-Factoriae®dhy of Multiple Perpetrator Sexual
Offending (Harkins & Dixon, 2010; 2013). Followirigis, the factors and processes that
these theories and this model have suggested &gbcbing to MPR are critically examined.
This is achieved by considering if there is empirevidence to support their role in this type

of sexual offending.

The following chapter has been submitted to Aggoesand Violent Behavior for review and

is authored by Teresa da Silva, Jessica Woodhadthkegh Harkins. The format of the

manuscript has been altered in places to achiev&istency with other chapters in this thesis.
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Chapter 2: Multiple Perpetrator Rape: A Critical Review of Existing Explanatory

Theories

Since the appearance of the first academic papensuttiple perpetrator rape (MPR) in the
1950s, a few theories have been proposed to expligiphenomenon. Some of them were
based on what was already known at the time alexwtas violence in general, whereas,
others were tentative, proposing new ideas. ThHesmies were influenced by the dominant
psychological and sociological theories of thea. &s time progressed they have developed
from simple individual or sociological explanatidiostheories that integrate various factors to
explain this complex phenomenon. The most receshtamprehensive explanatory theory of
MPR was proposed by Harkins and Dixon (2010, 20it8.the Multi-Factorial Theory of
Multiple Perpetrator Sexual Offending (MPSO), whgthtes that various factors play a role
in MPR and emphasizes the effects of group proseSseme of these proposed factors and
processes had previously been identified as retenaviPR by earlier explanatory theories.
This article critically examines the Multi-Factdrieheory of MPSO and the factors and
processes that this model and earlier theoriesestigd as contributing to MPR by
considering if there is empirical evidence suppgrtihe role of these factors in MPR. It is
important to construct, develop and evaluate tlesdsecause they help guide research and
practice. As Ward, Polaschek and Beech (2006) elutyustated: “Theories are usefully
construed as cognitive tools that provide clinisiand researchers with maps to navigate

their way through the complexities of clinical piee.” (p.10)
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Overview of early explanatory models of MPR

One of the earliest theories proposed to explaiRMRs psychodynamic in nature (Amir,
1971, Blanchard, 1959). In his work regarding gsufreud (1922) did not directly examine
MPR. However, other authors did base their explanatof this type of sexual offending on
the psychodynamic theory (Blanchard, 1959; San2@g7). In these explanations, a central
factor is the existence of homosexual feelinghefgroup members for one another. In
accordance with this theory, Sperling (1956) déscgroup perversion as an attempt to
overcome homosexual fears. Sanday (2007) refeorttetternpol ymor phous sexuality, used
by Freud, to indicate diffuse sexual interest witimerous objects. According to her, this
means that some men who engage in such behavio@xparience sexual desire for one
another. Nevertheless, the fear of being consideoetbsexual can produce a tension
between polymorphous sexual desire and expectedaseixuality. By taking part in a MPR,
men are able to overcome this tension such thag: Btothers vent their interest in one
another through the body of a woman.” (Sanday, 2p0%2). The psychodynamic theory
suggests that through MPR men assure themseltasioheterosexuality and hide the actual
object of their desire. They do this in order tamtean their standing in the male hierarchy as
superior heterosexual men (Sanday, 2007).

At the time that he carried out his study of lond PR Amir (1971) acknowledged
that the psychodynamic theory was the main explam&r MPR. According to Amir, this
approach was speculative; therefore, he suggestatleanative sociological theory of MPR
influenced by various theories of the time fromgigyanalysis to social psychology, small
group dynamics and juvenile delinquency. He calledsociological theory of group rape.

He tried to integrate various factors that he aber®d essential to understand MPR, which

had not been examined in this context before. Heaated MPR with adolescents from
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lower socio-economic backgrounds, who he belie\atiantendency for actual or latent
aggressive behaviour, and were at a stage indegglopment associated with heightened
sexual desires and sexual experimentation. The otmdributory factors that he proposed
were group processes; negative/stereotypical é¢tiowards women and sexual identity; a
precipitating event (e.g. a crisis in the groupaure or available victims); situational factors
and a person in the group such as a leader thhtatse the mobilisation of the other
members. Amir (1971) was the first author, in theRliterature to not only write about the
important role that group processes and dynamagiplthis sort of sexual offending, but
also to highlight that it is a combination of varsofactors that make this type of sexual
assault possible. This not only contrasted withpychodynamic theory but also with other
explanatory theories of MPR that began to emergeaattime, which placed a great
emphasis, almost exclusively, on socio-culturaldecsuch as masculine ideology of
dominance and power (e.g., the feminist theories).

In the 1970s, sexual aggression became a relessrd for the feminist movement.
From the feminist perspective, rape was seen asaasito dominate and control women,
enforcing gender roles and maintaining male dongagBrownmiller, 1975; Donat &
D’Emilio, 1992; Russell, 1975). Feminists saw séxaggression as an extension of
normative male behaviour, the result of over-comiog to traditional male roles where
masculinity is associated to power, dominance arlity; and femininity to submissiveness
and inferiority (Scully & Marolla, 1985). Brownmdt’s (1975) bookAgainst Our Will: Men,
Women and Rape, was crucial for the development of a feminisoityeof rape. She was also
one of the first feminist authors to examine MPR.v#th lone rape, she saw it as an act
where men retain power and control over women: “Wimen rape in pairs or in gangs, the

sheer physical advantage of their position is etedrand unquestionable. No simple conquest
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of man over woman, group rape is the conquest of over Woman” (Brownmiller, 1975,
p.187).

Various authors throughout the years have exaniie based on the feminist
perspective (Franklin, 2004; Lees, 2002; Sanda@72dor example, Lees (2002), who
analysed cases of MPR in a community survey, vietisctype of sexual assault as an
extreme form of normative masculinity, which boastale dominance and solidarity. She
stated that MPR can be found in all male commuitibich include teenage gangs,
American college fraternities, competitive teamrggdhe army and prisons. She believed
that it is more apparent in adolescence, when #w@reoncerns about the development of a
“masculine” identity and it is a way by which mew to distance themselves from what they
consider feminine. This not only includes woment, ddsao homosexuals or males seen as
feminine. These feminist views, and specificallpBnmiller's (1975) work, led to a great
deal of empirical research of feminist ideas andesof these views have been integrated into
different theoretical frameworks to understand séagsault (Donat & D’Emilio, 1992).

Themes of power, control and male bonding were atsociated to MPR by other
authors (Groth & Birnbaum, 1979; Scully & MarollE985). Groth and Birnbaum (1979)
viewed MPR as a multi-determined act where facdach as power, control, camaraderie and
validation of masculinity are present. Additionalligey believed that there are also factors
involved that are present in lone rape such as pan@ anger. Groth and Birnbaum (1979)
identified different subtypes of rapists in thengple of convicted sex offenders (made up of
both lone rapists and perpetrators of MPR) and ldped a typology of rapists. In this
typology rapists are classified as anger, powesadistic rapists. Groth and Birnbaum (1979)
found that all of the perpetrators of MPR in the@mple were power or anger rapists who

committed rape as a way of expressing anger andityosr to feel powerful by having
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control over their victims. They believed thatjm$one rape, in MPR sex is an expression of
anger and power in order to compensate for feebngh as inadequacy and vulnerability and
to retaliate for negative feelings related to huatibn and frustration. Furthermore, these
authors highlighted that the experience of rappamyaraderie and cooperation with co-
offenders is one of the unique dynamics in MPR. &idy are they participating in a group
activity, they are also validating themselves.

Scully and Marolla (1985) also associated MPR tternamaraderie. In their sample of
rapists they found that the perpetrators of MPRew@ung, in their late teens and early
twenties, and regarded rape as an adventure @atemmal activity. They saw it as a challenge
to be able to “perform” in that situation and itsxe source of reward. Themes of power,
control and dominance were also identified as bpregent.

These earlier theories differed from each othéh@nfactors that were proposed to play
a crucial role in MPR. For example, while Blanchét@59) considered that individual factors
such as sexual interests were central to MPR giminist theories highlighted socio-cultural
factors such as negative and stereotypical atsttml@ards women. Only Amir’s (1971)
theory included an interaction of various factarsilar to those proposed by the most recent

theory of MPR developed by Harkins and Dixon (202@1 3).

Multi-Factorial Theory of Multiple Perpetrator Sexual Offending (M PSO)

Harkins and Dixon (2010, 2013) proposed a concéframmework of MPR which was
developed from the combination of two theories wilan violent behaviour. The first theory
arose from Bronfenbrenner’'s (1979) work relatethoneed for etiological models to
consider factors at each level of an ecological@had order to successfully reach a

comprehensive explanation. These levels includegamtic; micro-; exo-; and macro-levels.
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The second theory was the Proximal Confluence M@iiglite & Kowalski, 1998), which
considers that violence is due to the interactioivo or more people and the contextual
environment.

Harkins and Dixon (2010, 2013) proposed that iteésessary to consider multiple
factors when conceptualizing MPR, which includeititeraction of the individual, the
sociocultural and situational context where theadoccurred. A multi-factorial model of
MPSO was therefore constructed by them which isdaptation of White and Kowalski’s
(1998) Proximal Confluence Model. Henry, Ward, &hshberg (2004) had previously
adapted White and Kowalski’'s model to develop thaitti-factorial model of war time rape.
This model of war time rape also influenced thecemtualization of Harkins and Dixon’s
(2010, 2013) model of MPSO. Essentially, Harkind Bixon’s (2010, 2013) model proposes
that various factors (individual, socio-culturadasituational) and the interaction between

them play a role in different types of MPR (seeurggl).

Individual factors
Harkins and Dixon (2010, 2013) proposed that nuoeemdividual characteristics (e.g.,
personality traits, developmental factors and skepredferences) contribute to whether a
person takes part in an act of sexual aggresstoey fighlighted two factors which they
believed increase the probability of a person emggaigp sexual violence. These are deviant
sexual interests and leadership traits. It was sstgg by them that in some situations it is
likely that deviant sexual interests interactinghwother risk factors may increase the
probability of a MPR. This could be especially likéor the initiation of MPRs against

children (e.g., child sex rings). Harkins and DiX@010, 2013) also considered that some
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Figure 1: Multi-Factorial Model of Multiple Perpetrator Sexual Offending. Adapted from “A
multi-factorial approach to understanding multipgpetrator sexual offending,” (p. 77) by L. Haskin
& L. Dixon, 2013, in J. Wood & T. Gannon (Eds.) ji6e and crime reduction: The importance of
group processgpp. 75-95) New York: Routledge. Copyright (2014) by Tayloigancis. Adapted
with permission.
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MPRs would not take place without the presencepdraon in the group with leadership
traits who is able to influence the offending bebaw of the group.

Some of the earlier explanatory theories of MPR atensidered that individual factors
played a role in this type of sexual assault. kangple, the psychodynamic theory
(Blanchard, 1959; Sanday, 2007) proposed that $@xeferences (i.e., homosexual feelings
of the group members for one another) were a ddiattor. Amir (1971) on the other hand,
highlighted other individual factors such as agilescence), belonging to a lower socio-
economic group, having a tendency for aggressitaweur and heightened sexual desires
related to the adolescent stage of development Eaigh the feminist theories considered
that MPR can be found in all male communities, santhors (Lees, 2002) stated that it is
more evident in adolescence as it coincides wighdievelopment of the “masculine” identity.
Groth and Birnbaum (1979) whose perspective wadeglto the theories of power, control
and male camaraderie suggested that perpetrattdBBfcould have a range of negative
feelings such as inadequacy and vulnerability &iode related to humiliation and frustration.
In relation to leadership traits, most of the eartheories underlined the importance of a
leader in the initiation of a MPR (Amir, 1971; Bldrard, 1959; Groth & Birnbaum, 1979).

In terms of the research evidence for the rolendividual factors in MPR, a number of
empirical studies have examined socio-demogragtacacteristics including age and
ethnicity (Amir, 1979; da Silva, Woodhams, & Harkjr2013; Hauffe & Porter, 2009;
Horvath & Kelly, 2009; Porter & Alison, 2006; Wrig& West, 1981). Perpetrators of MPR
are generally younger than lone sex offenders agréa number of them are typically aged
between the adolescent years and early twentiesetdr, it is important to note that most of
these studies also found adult perpetrators of MRIRhermore, although Jewkes and

Sikweyiya (2013) found a high number of young altteoperpetrators of MPR in their South
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African sample, they highlighted that one-quartetheir sample was older than 26 years.
These authors concluded that MPR seems to be fnidgwemmitted for the first time in the
adolescent years but it is not confined to thisettggmental stage. Bijleveld and Soudijn
(2008) also found that almost one-third of thempée were older than 27 years and
highlighted the need for further research examitimegcharacteristics of these older
perpetrators of MPR. Etgar (2013) pointed out thdhe lone sexual offending literature it
has already been established that there are dféeredces between child, adolescent and
adult sexual offenders (Barbaree & Marshall, 2@6kelhor, Ormrod & Chaffin, 2009;
Longo & Prescott, 2006; McGrath, Cumming & Burch&@03) therefore this should also be
taken into consideration when working with perpetrs.of MPR. In relation to ethnicity,
several studies found that a significant numbgrespetrators of MPR were from ethnic
minority groups (Aebi, Vogt, Plattner, SteinhaugeBessler, 2012; Bijleveld & Hendriks,
2003; da Silva, Woodhams, et al., 2013; De Wre8420010 Horvath & Kelly, 2009;
Woodhams, 2008), whereas others did not find tBidy{cz & Koss, 1990; Ullman, 2007).

In terms of education and family background, sotadiss conducted with juvenile
perpetrators of MPR found that these young peogheiglly did poorly in school and had
low education levels (Bijleveld, Weerman, Looije Hendriks, 2007; De Wree, 2004;
Hooing, Jonker, & van Berlo, 2010). FurthermorgleBeld et al. (2007) and Hooing et al.
(2010) found that perpetrators of MPR were oftemfisingle parent homes, whose parents
had separated. Additionally, not only was it comnfantheir carer(s) to be unemployed
(Hooing et al., 2010), they often had a combinatbaocio-economic problems which led to
poor employment prospects (De Wree, 2004). JewkeS&kweyiya (2013) on the other
hand, found that perpetrators of MPR came from rpargleged backgrounds than men who

had never raped: they earned higher wages andcartpgoportion of their mothers had
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completed school. Their study differs from many other studies of MPR in that not only were
adult perpetrators included, but their sample was composed of males in the community, while
the samples of the other studies consisted of young males who had been convicted of aMPR.
Additionally, Franklin (2013) has identified cases of MPR involving boys and men from
higher status backgrounds.

A few studies have examined personality traits of perpetrators of MPR (Bijleveld &
Hendriks, 2003; Bijleveld et al., 2007; De Wree, 2004; Jewkes & Sikweyiya, 2013). The
majority were conducted with juvenile samples and these studies found that the perpetrators
had fairly non-deviant and average personality profiles. Nevertheless, a couple of studies
reported that perpetrators of MPR had below average intelligence (Bijleveld et al., 2007; 't
Hart-K erkhoffs, Vermeiren, Jansen, & Doreleijers, (2011). Jewkes and Sikweyiya (2013)
found that the psychopathic trait of blame externalization was higher among men who had
raped but at similar levels for lone and multiple perpetrators. However, Machiavellian
egocentricity (a second psychopathic trait) was higher for perpetrators of MPR.

There are no studies that specifically analyse the sexual interests of perpetrators of
MPR. Psychodynamic theory proposes that homosexual feelings are central in thistype of
sexua offending; however, even Blanchard (1959), who concluded that there was some
evidence for this theory, found that in one of the two cases he examined the sexual feelings
that were stimulated did not appear to be homosexual. Additionally, Brownmiller (1975)
stated that even though male bonding arises from contempt for women and is supported by
distrugt, it isnot, initself, homosexual. Furthermore, Groth and Birnbaum (1979) stated that:
“Men do not rape women out of asexua desire for other men, but they may rape women, in
part, asaway to relate to men” (p. 116). They implied that MPR meets a social need rather

than a sexual need. Hooing et a. (2010) found that sexual arousal was given as a motive by
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fewer perpetrators of MPR compared to lone rapistsnon-sexual motives seemed to be
more prevalent. Recently Alleyne, Gannon, O Ciarait Wood (2014) developed and
conducted a preliminary validation of the Multifferpetrator Rape Interest Scale. They
found that a large number of university males girteample did not emphatically reject an
interest in MPR. Moreover, they found that the prexats of sexual interest in MPR were
rape-supportive cognitive distortions, violencetetl cognition and high risk sexual
fantasies. Further research conducted with thike geag., with convicted perpetrators of
MPR) would make a valuable contribution to the usti;nding of sexual interests of
perpetrators of MPR. Additionally, since MPR iseddrogeneous crime committed by diverse
perpetrators from different settings (da Silva, kitas, & Woodhams, 2013) the development
of instruments that measure sexual interest shaildilored for use with different types of
perpetrators of MPR, for example, those that conafiféinces against children vs. those that
assault peers or adults.

Several studies have examined leadership in MPRr(A®71; Blanchard, 1959; Groth
& Birnbaum, 1979; 't Hart-Kerkhoffs et al., 2011pifer & Alison, 2001, 2004; Woodhams,
Cooke, Harkins, & da Silva, 2012) and they havectared that it is generally possible to
identify a leader or an instigator in a great nunddeoffences. In order to identify leadership
in a group, the Scale of Influence (Porter & Alis@001) which measures leadership
behaviour through degree of influence has been. i&tler (2013) concluded that in her
studies of MPR, leadership was more commonly deiratesl through participative action
than through direct order-giving. The Scale ofuefice was further tested by Woodhams et
al. (2012) and was found to identify leadershipdwebur in a significant number of MPRs,
however, its validity could be further tested byngaring it to self-reports of leadership in a

sample of convicted perpetrators of MPR (Portet,32®Woodhams et al., 2012). It is possible
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to conclude from research in this area that leduietsaits are likely to be an important factor
in MPR.

Overall, empirical research does provide some exiedor the role of individual
factors in MPR. However, a few differences and insistencies have been found in the
individual factors that have been examined, nanelgpcio-demographic characteristics,
personality traits and sexual interests. This caulgigest that it is likely that there are
different types of perpetrators of MPR. Chambeimvdth and Kelly (2010) proposed a
typology of four types of MPR: violence, crimingliintimacy and sexuality. They suggested
that there could be an association between thesdayipes and offender characteristics such
as age. It is therefore necessary to conduct nesesarch to further explore and test this
typology and to possibly identify different typefsperpetrators of MPR. Additionally, more
studies conducted in the community would be udefglain a clearer picture of individual
characteristics of perpetrators of MPR since mb#t@studies have focused on convicted
offenders. Moreover, care should be taken to diffeate between juveniles and adults as it is

probable that they differ on various factors inahggindividual characteristics.

Socio-cultural factors
Socio-cultural factors such as those promoting tregjattitudes towards women, male
dominance and hostile masculinity have been intedrim some multi-factorial theories of
lone sexual offending (Malamuth, Sockloskie, K&3,anaka, 1991; Marshall & Barbaree,
1990; Ward & Beech, 2006). Similarly, Harkins anicdn (2010, 2013) considered that the
socio-cultural context which includes cultural ngtrmyths, beliefs and values about women,
sexuality and violence can play a role in MPR, deli®g on the individual. They suggested

that factors such as rape culture, rape myths atréhpchy can influence the sexual behaviour
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of individuals in a group. Rape cultures are chiarazed by a lack of social constraints that
discourage sexual violence (Sanday, 2007), whpe rayths are generally false beliefs about
sexual violence that are widely held and that hedfify sexual assaults against women
(Lonsway & Fritzgerald, 1994). Patriarchy is rethte traditional and rigid beliefs about
gender roles where masculinity is seen as domiwashfemininity is seen as submissive
(Henry et al., 2004). This can lead to what Malamettal. (1991) termed dypermasculinity
which are exaggerated male stereotypical behavibatscan play a role in the initiation of
sexual aggression. Harkins and Dixon (2013) ideatitudies where the males involved in a
MPR held patriarchal beliefs and hostile attituttegards their female victims (Bourgois,
1996; Hunter, Hazelwood & Slesinger, 2000). Theyataoded that rape culture, rape myths
and patriarchy, in combination with other factofshe model can play a role in increasing
the likelihood of MPR.

Most of the earlier explanatory models of MPR idfeed socio-cultural factors as
contributing to this form of sexual assault. AniiB79) stated that one of the factors present
in MPR is related to distinctive tensions (incluglimegative attitudes towards females) which
are felt not only by the individuals but by the Wwdgroup. Socio-cultural factors such as rape
culture, rape myths and patriarchy were centréhédfeminist theories. For example, Franklin
(2004) identified various factors which she bel@veere present in MPR. These included an
exercise of masculine social power and controljgiunent of individuals who do not
conform to traditional gender norms and an exlohibf aggression which is seen as proving
masculinity. She concluded that MPR is used, orotfeehand, to prove masculinity to peers
and, on the other hand, to punish perceived dewviatand violations of gender norms, which
can be against women or men who are seen as femfanoth and Birnbaum (1979) believed

that one of the reasons that the follower takesipar MPR is to validate his masculinity.
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They suggested that the offenders appear to bg tis#nvictim as a means of interacting with
other men and they conform with what they believexpected of them.

In a few empirical studies there is evidence ofdkistence of socio-cultural factors in
MPR. For example, Scully and Marolla (1985) intervéd convicted rapists including
perpetrators of MPR and identified themes of powentrol and dominance over women
which are evident in the following quote: “We fplhwerful, we were in control. | wanted sex
and there was peer pressure. She wasn't like ampens personality, just dominance on my
part. Just to show | could do it-you know, machp.”260). O'Sullivan (1991) examined
acquaintance MPR on campus and considered thasinermative and an outgrowth of
conventional sex roles. She identified variousdecthat she believed were key in MPR
commission which included attitudes towards wommeh @ender roles. She highlighted how
studies of college students identified the relatiop between traditional sex-role attitudes and
tolerance and prevalence of rape (Berger, Se@lem, & Pierce 1986; Hall, Howard, &
Boezio, 1986). Additionally, Hooing et al. (201@uhd that the young perpetrators of MPR
in their sample had negative attitudes towards giirthermore, Jewkes and Sikweyiya
(2013) reported that men who had raped more oftgaged in behaviours that showed
dominance over women and tried to emphasize adssbenal masculinity. The authors
believed that this was associated to ideas of setaal entittement and gender hierarchy.

It is therefore possible to conclude that resedo®s provide evidence for the
importance of socio-cultural factors in MPR. Notyodo most of the explanatory theories
consider that this factor plays a role in this tghsexual offending, but empirical research

provides clear evidence to support this claim.
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Situational factors
Situational factors are also seen as playing ainaexual violence including MPR. These
situational factors can be strong enough to oveecany inhibiting socio-cultural factors
(Marshall & Barbaree, 1990; Zimbardo, 2007). Fumihere, Henry et al. (2004) considered
that these situational factors included elemergsdbuld act as a trigger or a disinhibitor in a
given situation. Harkins and Dixon (2010, 2013)gegjed that some particular settings are
more conducive to MPR, for example, settings wiessaggerated sexuality is common (e.g.,
fraternities) or where hostile masculinity is adede (e.g., war). Other unique settings that
were referred by them were residential schools eismues of power and powerlessness are
present and pedophile organizations where indivedseeek out others with similar attitudes
and belief systems.

In the earlier exploratory theories, situationaitéas in MPR were also identified. For
example Amir’'s (1971) theory includes situationigneents, such as the atmosphere of
aggression and sexuality present in the group laa#étnowledge, planning and availability of
victims. These would allow the MPR to progress fraipotential situation to a concrete one.
In the feminist perspective, O’'Sullivan (1991) meéel to Sanday’s (1981) anthropological
study and how some of the correlations that shatiitied as unique to rape-prone cultures are
also applicable to MPR contexts. For example, @rpe-prone societies that Sanday (1981)
studied, men and women were not only separatedqattlys but also by rigid sex-roles,
where the male role was more valued. O’Sullivar@d9ointed out that MPR could
therefore be expected to be more common among rherave not only separated from
women, but also perform roles exclusive to malasely, fraternity members and football

players.
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Several contexts have been identified where MPRIrscagainst peers and adults and
these include: street gangs; war; college frates)isports teams; prisons and anti-gay/lesbian
violence, or against children which include: pedtgbrganizations; child sex rings; day care
centres and residential care (da Silva, Harkinal,&t013; Harkins & Dixon, 2010). In each
one of these contexts there are situational fagtbrsh are unique to that setting (e.g.,
fighting in war) or common to most of the settirfgsy., negative attitudes towards women).
Literature related to the different contexts whgieR is committed is limited and most of the
research does not differentiate between sexuatm@ committed by lone and multiple
perpetrators (da Silva, Harkins, et al, 2013)his article MPR in fraternities and war are
briefly examined (see da Silva, Harkins, et al.1&0and Harkins and Dixon (2010) for a
more in depth description of the different contexteere MPR occurs).

Sexual violence, including MPR, on campus andatefinity settings has been
examined by a few authors (Ehrhart & Sandler, 1$85nphrey & Kahn, 2000; Martin &
Hummer; 1989; Sanday 2007). Most of these authienstified various conditions that they
believed could facilitate sexual violence committgdfraternity men. Among these were
attitudes supportive of violence, treating womeif #sey were prey, an obsession with
competition, excessive use of alcohol, use of pgrayghy and lack of external monitoring by
the college. Furthermore, Humphrey and Kahn (20@@d that in fraternities and sports
teams where there was a high risk of sexual aggrefisased on student perceptions about
the atmosphere in the fraternity’s or team’s pajttbe members scored higher on measures
such as sexual aggression, hostility toward wonmehnaale peer support endorsing sexual
violence, than teams deemed to be low risk.

War is commonly associated with MPR although tleeeevery few studies that have

focused exclusively on MPR. Wood (2013) highlightiealt there is a great variation in war

27



time rape, not only across wars but even in theesaar across different armed forces. She
found that sexual violence in wars can be a styabégvar where it is used by commanders
against specific populations (e.g., as sexual terd political prisoners, the public rape of
members of specific groups, a form of collectivaigbment, or a form of compensation for
the combatants). Sexual violence can also emergeeactice where it is not ordered and
occurs even when it is does not have strategicfiten@ood (2013) considered that when
commanders tolerate rape that emerged as a prédwtigelo so because they believe that the
costs of prohibition and punishing are too elevate concluded that MPR is likely to occur
in war at a significant level both as a strategy arpractice. When used as a strategy MPR
will usually take place as a form of terror directewards either individuals or members of a
group (e.g., ethnic cleansing). When MPR occuis jpisactice it may have emerged in
contexts where the group forcibly recruits new meralgto achieve group cohesion) or it is
the result of small group dynamics also presewther contexts of MPR (e.g., street gangs,
sports clubs, fraternities).

It can be concluded that there is some evidentleeoéxistence of the role of situational
factors in explaining MPR; however, more reseasaheicessary to better understand the role
that these factors play in MPR especially in sgiiwhere research is practically non-
existent. These would include contexts that invalvgédren such as residential schools and

pedophile organizations.

I nteractions between individual, sociocultural and situational factors
Harkins and Dixon (2013) not only considered thatthree factors described above
(individual, socio-cultural and situational) playadole in the likelihood of a MPR occurring,

but they also proposed that they interacted irougriways that further increased the
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likelihood of a MPR. These interactions could beugen the individual and the socio-
cultural context (internalization of socio-cultufattors), the individual and situational
factors (group processes), and the situationaksd@ind socio-cultural factors (sub-cultural

context) (see Figure 1).

I nternalization of sociocultural factors
The internalization of socio-cultural factors isated to the degree to which an individual
internalizes socio-cultural norms and beliefs aod kthese influence his individual attitudes
and cognitions (Harkins & Dixon, 2013). If individis live in a socio-cultural context
characterized by male dominance and hypermasagylsoime will internalize these factors
(Henry et al., 2004). Harkins and Dixon (2013) d¢deeed that distorted attitudes, such as
those where men believe that they are entitleéxonsth women, could increase the
likelihood of MPR. They also highlight the importanof cognitive distortions which are
offence-supportive self-statements or beliefs (@aniVvard, & Collie, 2007) and implicit
theories that are clusters of beliefs that fornt phan underlying schema (Gannon &
Polaschek, 2006). It was hypothesized by Harkims@iron (2013) that individuals who
have offence supportive implicit theories are ik be influenced by their socio-cultural
context. Additionally, they suggested that indivatkuwith offence supportive cognitions are
not only likely to seek each other out but coukbahfluence others in a group, if relevant
group processes are present.

Other authors have also considered the internalizaf socio-cultural factors in MPR,
for example, DeKeserdy and Schwartz (1993) viewediNAmerican society as
characterized by the dominance of men and theemdstof patriarchal and pro-rape attitudes.

In this society it is common to find male sociabgps where members possess a narrow
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concept of masculinity (e.g., sports teams, fratieshor friends in the neighbourhood bar). In
line with what Harkins and Dixon (2013) suggestbése men could be influenced by their

socio-cultural context or actively seek out othemmwith similar attitudes to their own.

Group processes
Group processes are related to the interactiondsetwhe individual and the situational
context and play an important role in an individsiaulnerability to MPR (Harkins & Dixon,
2010, 2013; Henry et al., 2004). This is becausg thfer to the ways that individuals interact
in a specific situation. Harkins and Dixon (201013) identified several theories of group
behaviour which they considered were pertinent RRMThese are social comparison, social
dominance, conformity, obedience to authority, alocorroboration, deindividuation, and
groupthink. These group processes will be examimedore detail below.

Some authors of the earlier explanatory theorigs @entified group processes in MPR
and highlighted their importance (Amir, 1971; Gré&tiBirnbaum, 1979). Amir (1971) stated
that feelings of uncertainty and internal inhibmsomay impede an individual from getting
involved in deviant behaviour, even though he @ssir, or is ready for it. However, he
believed that in group situations it is possibletfat individual to “deindividualize” himself.
This happens because his personal inhibitionseslgced or even neutralized through group
processes. Amir (1971) suggested that the prin&u#brs in the group process that
contribute to “deindividualization” are: group narand goals, emotional group dynamics,
and leadership phenomena. Additionally, Groth amdldaum (1979) stated that in MPR
issues such as status, group membership, dependdfiggtion and peer recognition are

prominent.

30



Group processes and dynamics are unique to seffeationg committed by multiple
perpetrators and are recognized as a central facdPR. However, there is a lack of
empirical research in this area and there are fesvystudies where perpetrators of MPR have
been asked about their motives to participateeroffence. In the few studies where this did
occur, there does seem to be some evidence of grogpsses (Blanchard, 1959; Etgar,
2013; Etgar & Ganot-Prager, 2009; Hooing, et al,®0Blanchard (1959) pointed out that it
was possible to identify group processes in the BMB&tnmitted by the two groups that he
examined (i.e., the existence of a leader thabnbyt was stimulated by the presence of the
other group members, but was also able to diresetimembers’ attention to sexual matters).
Furthermore, he noted that these processes werewdtent when he evaluated the two
groups using a “Group Process Rorschach” (he adieneid the Rorschach, a projective
psychological test, to each group). Similarly, Et#013) noted that group dynamics play a
central role not only in the offence but also igraup therapy setting. She concluded that it is
possible to treat members of the same MPR in the gherapeutic group but it is vital that
group dynamics must be taken into account and migtidentified but also addressed in the
group. Additionally, Hooing et al. (2010) found thilae reasons given for participating in a
MPR by young perpetrators were more frequently@ased to group processes such as
sociability (e.g., “having fun”) and social domiren(e.g., “feeling masculine in the offence”)
than to sexual motives.

A brief description of each of the group procesdestified by Harkins and Dixon
(2010, 2013) follows and where possible referemresnade to studies that either offer
evidence to support the group process or are thealtg in accordance with it.

The need for an individual to meet certain intespaal needs such as inclusion, control

and affection is an explanation for the formatiéigy@ups (Schultz, 1967). In order to explain
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how the needs for inclusion and affection are mejroups, social comparison theory
hypothesizes that individuals look to others fqomart of their beliefs. Harkins and Dixon
(2013) suggested that social comparison theorydoexgplain why in some MPRs individuals
that do not want to participate in the sexual dsggualong with it in an attempt to try to
meet other needs from the group, such as inclusidnaffection. Etgar and Ganot-Prager
(2009) provide a quote from a perpetrator of MP& thhearly demonstrates this need for
inclusion: “I did it to become like one of the g@up. 311). Moreover, Groth and Birnbaum
(1979) believed that the follower takes part irsttype of assault as a way to be accepted by
his co-offenders and maintain membership in theigro

Social dominance theory, on the other hand, ide€lto the interpersonal need for
control described by Schultz (1967). This theoatest that “stratification systems” which are
perceived social hierarchies (e.g., based on agelay, ethnicity, social class, religion, and
nation) play a central role in intergroup relatig8gdanius & Pratto, 1999). In accordance
with this theory, Harkins and Dixon (2013) suggddteat some people may become involved
in a MPR in an attempt to exercise or maintain @mver others that they perceive as
having a lower status on the hierarchy. They carewdl that these hierarchies could be based
on age and would be relevant in MPRs against amnldor on gender and be associated with
perpetrators of MPR against women committed befraties and street gangs, or even on
ethnicity and/or religion and be found in MPRs iarwGroth and Birnbaum (1979) associated
MPR to control and power and they considered thaader of a MPR has the need to feel in
control, not only of the victim, but also of his-ofenders. Being the leader gives him a sense
of power and mastery. Furthermore, Jewkes and Sika€2013) reported that factors such
as dominance over women, gender hierarchy and sealeal entitlement contributed to

MPR.
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Conformity applies to individuals changing theititates, statements, or behaviour in
order to be consistent with group norms (Baron &K2003). Rewards and punishments
controlled by the group influence conformity; foraenple, conformity is likely to occur when
a group has to come to a unanimous agreement asd ho disagree are rejected or
punished in some way. Harkins and Dixon (2013kst#ihat some individuals may participate
in a MPR that they would not have started on tbein so as not to lose rewards they believe
they get from the group, or to avoid punishmentegection if they decide not to participate.
They suggested that conformity may be presenbmgxample, abuse in day care centres,
street gangs and fraternities. One of the permesaf MPR in Etgar and Ganot-Prager’s
(2009) study clearly demonstrated his fear of teggedn the following quote: “If I don’t join
in with everyone, | will be rejected” (p. 311).

Milgram (2005) stated that obedience to authorggalibes behaviours of individuals
when obeying orders from people they see as thpersors or leaders. He highlighted how
individuals may, under orders, engage in behavithaswould be inconceivable if acting on
their own. In MPRs this could occur if in the grailngre is a person occupying an authority
position, for example, in war where soldiers wetdeoed to rape by their superiors (Harkins
& Dixon, 2013). As noted above there is evidene th some wars orders are given to
commit a MPR (Wood, 2013).

Social corroboration is found in groups whose membéer support for shared
attitudes or choices which results in an increagbe confidence of those attitudes or choices
(Baron & Kerr, 2003). In MPR contexts, social carooation could increase confidence in
beliefs that support this type of sexual offencguith behaviour were shared by the other
members of a group. One example would be the aaceptof the sexual abuse of children

amongst those who are members of pedophilic grfidasins & Dixon, 2013). There is a
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lack of research on MPR in settings with childreoyever, in some fraternities there is
evidence for social corroboration. Martin and Humifi®89) considered that the
characteristics of some fraternities, their memiaais practices create a sociocultural
environment conducive to the use of coercion iruaérelations with women. For example,
these fraternities value a certain type of masiulimhich is defined by wealth, dominance,
competition, sexual ability and capacity to dringadnol. Men who are seen as possessing
these characteristics are sought out and selexfjethtthese fraternities.

Goldstein (2002) considered that deindividuatiothesprocess that takes place when a
person loses their sense of individuality and bexoeubmerged in a group. Moreover, Baron
and Kerr (2003) believed that by losing their sesis@dividuality a person feels less self-
conscious, which in turn facilitates their involvent in anti-social behaviour.

Deindividuation also allows them to attribute resgibility to others and in that way absolve
themselves of guilt. Additionally, Zimbardo (200Gstated that deindividuation contributes to

a person feeling anonymous and therefore pernets tio act without self-monitoring,
accountability and responsibility. Deindividuatioan therefore explain how a perpetrator can
lose his sense of individuality and responsibgithd go along with the group in a MPR
(Harkins & Dixon, 2013).

The process of groupthink is related to poor denisnaking in groups in which there is
pressure to conform. This poor decision makinglte$tom an attempt to reduce conflict and
a hesitation to critically assess other options@ffel alternatives (Janis, 1982). It can be
prompted by various factors which includes a diveckeader, excessive group cohesion,
concordance of ideology, insistence on unanimityecure members and group isolation.
Harkins and Dixon (2013) believed that groupthiokld be present in some MPRs and could

be more relevant to contexts such as street génagesinities, residential homes and war.
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O’Sullivan (1991) identified two other group proses in MPR that were not directly
examined by Harkins and Dixon (2013): diffusiorr@$ponsibility and modelling. Diffusion
of responsibility referred to situations where fiegé of responsibility for the welfare of the
victim are diminished by the presence of others déin@ acting in a similar way, since they are
seen as sharing the blame. By watching peers dgxasslault a woman, she described
modelling occurring, since not only do observeesniehat it is an appropriate behaviour, but
also how to do it.

As noted above, some of the earlier explanatorgribe proposed that group processes
played a role in MPR (Amir, 1971; Blanchard, 1969¢th & Birnbaum, 1979). Additionally,
Harkins and Dixon (2013) not only identified gropimcesses that they considered were
present in MPR but they also emphasized their itapoe in this type of sexual offending.
Although there are few empirical studies that exadithe role of group processes in MPR, it
is possible to conclude that there is some empieicidence that supports the existence of

these processes.

Subcultural context
Finally, the subcultural context is related to ithieraction between specific situational
contexts and broader sociocultural factors. Harkims Dixon (2013) considered that the
presence of sociocultural and situational factogether may increase the likelihood of a
MPR because certain cultural practices can leadtmeaxually offend in groups in a
situation favourable to this behaviour. Baron amairK2003) propose that groups establish
group norms which are approved attitudes, percepiamd behaviours for that group and that
these greatly influence the thoughts and behavioluttse group members. Various contexts

of MPR have established group norms that pernsttifpe of sexual offending such as
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fraternities and war (Harkins & Dixon, 2013). Alsoale bonding, whose purpose is to unify
men, can be achieved through activities that inevolegativity towards females (Curry,
1991). Furthermore, Brownmiller (1975) suggested ffexual activity can facilitate male
bonding and group solidarity. Harkins and DixonX2Pstated that a subcultural context can
exist in which group members normalize rape mytitswhere MPR is acceptable, either
because the individuals entered the group withiiegiveliefs supportive of a rape culture or
they adopted those beliefs once they came intsithation. Related to the sub-cultural
context, Jewkes and Sikweyiya (2013) stated thaRMPSouth Africa has cultural roots
associated to gendered practices of adolescensramatemay be viewed as legitimate by
some adolescent sub-cultures. However, thereaskadf empirical research that directly
examines the subcultural context and further rebeigrnecessary for it to be possible to

determine if there is empirical evidence for tleigdl of the model.

Conclusions
The explanations of MPR have ranged from individaaocio-cultural and situational factors
and to combinations of these. The Multi-Factoribédry of MPSO proposed by Harkins and
Dixon (2010, 2013) is the most comprehensive thémdate and not only includes these
three factors but also the interaction between tiveimile emphasizing the effects of group
processes. The purpose of this article was to guheempirical research on MPR to
determine what empirical support there is for thizdel and where the knowledge gaps lie.
There is some evidence for the role of individaaitérs in MPR. However, the
literature is marked by inconsistencies. A greathber of the existing studies describe the
typical perpetrator of MPR as a young ethnic mityamale, from a single parent household,

with low education, poor employment prospects,\@rage non-deviant personality profile,
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and whose motives to participate in the assauléywezdominantly non-sexual (Bijleveld &
Hendriks, 2003; Bijleveld et al., 2007; De WreeQ20't Hart-Kerkhoffs, et al., 2011;
Hooing et al, 2010). However, there are a few ssithat indicate that some of the
perpetrators of MPR are from more privileged baokgds (Franklin, 2013; Jewkes &
Sikweyiya, 2013) and psychopathic traits were detemn their psychological characteristics
(Jewkes & Sikweyiya, 2013). These inconsistencoegdcsuggest that there are different
types of perpetrators of MPR and further reseascgtecessary to identify them.
Distinguishing between adolescent and adult pexfes is also necessary as it is likely that
they possess different characteristics and eveivesoto participate in a MPR. In addition,
more studies conducted with community samples @egled to provide information about
unconvicted perpetrators of MPR.

In relation to the socio-cultural and situatioredtbrs proposed as contributing to MPR,
there is greater consensus in the studies condaotédvidence supports the importance of
these factors (Amir , 1981; Groth & Birnbaum, 19Fganklin 2004; Sanday, 2007; Wood,
2013). Nevertheless, further research is requispeg@ally in relation to the situational
factors, in order to gain a better understandintpefspecific mechanisms that contribute to a
MPR in different settings.

What appears to be unique to this type of sexdahding is the role played by group
processes and dynamics and the possible presedaeflamence of a leader. There is clear
evidence supporting the presence and role of &teadiPR (Porter & Alison, 2001,
Woodhams et al., 2012). In relation to group preessthere is a lack of empirical studies but
the few that exist do show some evidence for thet@xce of these processes (Blanchard,
1959; Etgar, 2013; Etgar & Prager, 2009; Hooingle2010). For a better understanding of

the role of group dynamics and leadership in MPRoitild be helpful to gather information
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from the perpetrators themselves (e.g., intervieitls convicted perpetrators of MPR
regarding their role and involvement in the offénce

In conclusion, within the limited research thatstxion MPR, some empirical evidence
can be found that supports the Multi-Factorial Tigedd MPSO proposed by Harkins and
Dixon (2010, 2013); however, there are also cleaence gaps. As it stands, this theory
could be a useful guide to researchers and p@etits in the area of MPR who, in turn, can

contribute to its testing and further development.
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PART I1:

EMPIRICAL STUDIES
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CHAPTER 3:
HETEROGENEITY WITHIN MULTIPLE PERPETRATOR RAPES: RATIONAL

COMPARISON OF LONE, DUO, AND 3+ PERPETRATOR RAPES

Part Il of this thesis consists of three empirgtaldies conducted to address gaps in the MPR
research. In the review of the literature (Chapleand 2) it was found that there are
inconsistencies in the findings of existing studiemparing lone rape to MPR. Furthermore,
there is a lack of studies that analyse the patkeetiect of differences in group size.
Therefore, the aim of Chapter 3 was to compare tapes to MPRs, and simultaneously
examine the effect the number of perpetrators weain MPRs has on offence

characteristics.

The following chapter was accepted for publicaim®exual Abuse: A Journal of Research
and Treatment, online first in September 2013,1dbi177/1079063213497805. This journal
requires manuscripts to be submitted with U.S. vapelling. Permission was granted for its

use in this thesis.

40



Article

Sexual Abuse: A Journal of
Research and Treatment

Heterogeneity Wi.ithin XX(X) 1-20
. © The Author(s) 2013
Multiple Perpetrator Rapes: | Feprins i permissions:
A National Comparison DOl 10.1177/1079063213497805
sax.sagepub.com

of Lone, Duo, and 3+ ©®SAGE

Perpetrator Rapes

Teresa da Silva', Jessica Woodhams!,
and Leigh Harkins'

Abstract

The effect of number of perpetrators involved in multiple perpetrator rapes on
offense characteristics is underresearched despite beliefs that duos/dyads differ in
their interactions and dynamics to groups of 3+ members. We analyzed a national
sample of 336 allegations of completed and attempted rape of female victims from the
United Kingdom. Rapes committed by multiple (duos and groups of 3+ perpetrators)
and lone offenders were compared on offense characteristics (incorporating the
approach, maintenance, and closure phases of each rape) and victim and offender
sociodemographic characteristics. Significant differences between rapes committed
by lone, duo, and 3+ group offenders were found for the age and ethnicity of the
offenders; the type of approach used; the locations of the initial contact, assault, and
release of the victims; the use of a vehicle; the precautions utilized; the verbal themes
present; and the sex acts performed. These results have implications for educational
prevention programs and interventions with offenders.

Keywords
multiple perpetrator rape, group rape, gang rape, duos, dyads

'University of Birmingham, UK

Corresponding Author:
Teresa da Silva, University of Birmingham, Edgbaston, Birmingham, BI5 2TT, UK.
Email: tds097@bham.ac.uk

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013


http://sax.sagepub.com/

Sexual Abuse XX(X)

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

da Silva et al.

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

Sexual Abuse XX(X)

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

da Silva et al.

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

Sexual Abuse XX(X)

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

da Silva et al.

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

Sexual Abuse XX(X)

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

da Silva et al.

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

Sexual Abuse XX(X)

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

da Silva et al.

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

Sexual Abuse XX(X)

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

da Silva et al.

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

Sexual Abuse XX(X)

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

da Silva et al.

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

Sexual Abuse XX(X)

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

da Silva et al.

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

Sexual Abuse XX(X)

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

da Silva et al.

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at University of Birmingham on September 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

20 Sexual Abuse XX(X)

Downloaded from sax.sagepub.com at Uni ity of Birmil on 10, 2013



http://sax.sagepub.com/

CHAPTER 4:
CULTURAL DIFFERENCES IN MULTIPLE PERPETRATOR RAPE:COMPARISON

OF JUVENILE PORTUGUESE AND DUTCH OFFENCES

A great number of the studies on MPR were conductelifferent countries; therefore, it is
not clear if the inconsistencies that were fountharesults (Chapters 1 and 2) were related
to socio-cultural differences or to diverse studgigns. Furthermore, it is believed that socio-
cultural factors play an important role in MPR (@tex 2). However, there are no published
cross-cultural studies on MPR. In order to addtiessgap, the aim of Chapter 4 was to
examine possible cross-cultural differences in Mi§Rwnalysing the differences in offence
and offender characteristics between MPRs committygdveniles in Portugal and the

Netherlands, using an identical study design.

The following chapter has been submitted to SeAbalse: A Journal of Research and
Treatment for review and is authored by Teresailda,Sessica Woodhams, Leigh Harkins,
Chantal van den Berg and Jan Hendriks. This joustalires manuscripts to be submitted
with U.S. word spelling. The format of the manugthas been altered in places to achieve

consistency with other chapters in this thesis.
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Chapter 4: Cultural Differences in Multiple Perpetrator Rape: A Comparison of

Juvenile Portuguese and Dutch Offenses

Multiple Perpetrator Rape (MPR), a sexual assahitkinvolves two or more perpetrators
(Horvath & Kelly, 2009), is prevalent internatiolyalhas been present throughout history,
and is a significant social problem in many cow#riBrownmiller, 1975; da Silva, Harkins,

& Woodhams, 2013; Sanday, 2007). Despite the sodlimtal context being implicated in
theories of sexual offending and MPR, to date,ehes been no cross-cultural study of MPR.
This study therefore compared and contrasted MRIRs Portugal and the Netherlands.
Since MPRs are committed by significantly young#ermders, compared to lone sexual
assaults (Amir, 1971; da Silva, Woodhams, & Hark®l 3; Hauffe & Porter, 2009; Wright

& West, 1981), this cross-cultural comparison f@axlen offenses committed by Portuguese

and Dutch juveniles.

Offender and offense characteristics of juvenile MR

The majority of the studies of MPR have includethbmung and adult offenders in their
samples without differentiating between them (Art71; da Silva, Woodhams, et al., 2013;
Groth & Birnbaum, 1979; Hauffe & Porter, 2009; Ror& Alison, 2006;Wright & West,
1981). There are a few studies that have focuseldgxely on young perpetrators of MPR
(Bijleveld, Weerman, Looije, & Hendriks, 2007 (Netlands); Blanchard, 1959 (United
States); De Wree, 2004 (Belgium); 't Hart-KerkhofN&rmeiren, Jansen, & Doreleijers, 2011
(Netherlands)) and some have compared these yarpgtpators to other sub-types of young
sex offenders, namely, lone offenders (Aebi, V&attner, Steinhausen, & Bessler, 2012

(Switzerland); Bijleveld & Hendriks, 2003 (Nethertts); Hooing, Jonker, & van Berlo, 2010
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(Netherlands); Kjellgren, Wassberg, Carlberg, Lamogs, & Svedin, 2006 (Sweden);
Woodhams, 2008; Woodhams, Gillett, & Grant, 2007i{&d Kingdom)). Most of these
studies have examined the characteristics of offlendictims and their offenses.

In all, the majority of the young perpetrators wkrend to be male and their victims
were females who were mostly their peers or adulgsy of these studies found that a great
number of MPRs were committed by ethnic minoritientlers (Aebi et al., 2012; Bijleveld &
Hendriks, 2003; Bijleveld et al., 2007; De WreeQ20't Hart-Kerkhoffs et al., 2011; Hooing
et al., 2010).

In general, perpetrators of MPR had fairly non-daeviand average personality profiles
(Bijleveld & Hendriks, 2003; Bijleveld et al., 200De Wree, 2004; Hooing et al., 2010),
although, a few studies reported them to be ofbeleerage intelligence (Bijleveld et al.,
2007; 't Hart-Kerkhoffs et al., 2011). Additionallthey typically did poorly in school
(Bijleveld et al., 2007; De Wree, 2004; Hooing kt 2010). Furthermore, Bijleveld et al.
(2007) found that these offenders were often frbmoKen homes”, where their parents had
separated. Moreover, De Wree (2004) reported tiegt frequently had a combination of
socio-economic problems which contributed to paopyment prospects. In general, MPRs
reported less sexual victimization as children tloere offenders (Bijleveld & Hendriks,
2003; Bijleveld et al., 2007; Hooing et al., 20Kpellgren et al., 2006). They had also
committed fewer sexual offences in the past contherdone sex offenders (Bijleveld &
Hendriks, 2003; Kjellgren et al., 2006).

Bijleveld et al. (2007) found that the offender gps were loosely formed, composed of
friends and acquaintances. The majority of themistwere also known to at least one of the
offenders (Bijleveld et al., 2007; De Wree, 20040kihg et al., 2010; Kjellgren et al., 2006).

While some of the studies found that the multipepetrator sexual assaults were more often
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completed rapes than the lone sexual assaulteyBif & Hendriks, 2003; 't Hart-Kerkhoffs
et al., 2011; Woodhams, 2004), Aebi et al. (2002t the opposite. They reported that the
sexual behavior in the MPRs was less intrusive thdhe lone perpetrator offenses.
Similarly, inconsistencies in findings between stgcave also been found for physical
violence. While some studies have found more playsiolence in MPRs ('t Hart-Kerkhoffs
et al., 2011; Hooing et al., 2010; Woodhams, 20B#leveld et al., (2007) found that
physical violence was rare in their sample andl&jeh et al., (2006) reported that there were
no differences in violence used in MPRs versus [mrpetrator rapes. In relation to
motivations, Hooing et al. (2010) found that peratetrs of MPR more often reported non-
sexual motives, associated with sociability, grdypamics or peer pressure. They also held
more negative attitudes towards girls than lon@eeators.

It is unclear if the variations that exist in sooféhe findings from these studies reflect
real differences in the characteristics of MPR leevcountries or are due to the fact that
diverse samples and study designs have been usathr$nconsistencies can also be found
in other MPR studies that did not exclusively exagnjuveniles (da Silva, Woodhams, et al.,
2013; Harkins & Dixon, 2010for example, in terms of the approach and locaifdhe
rape, in the United Kingdom (UK) the majority ottims were approached outside and raped
indoors (Horvath & Kelly, 2009; Woodhams, 2008; @it & West, 1981), whereas in South
Africa, even though the victims were also mainlprached outdoors, the majority were
raped outdoors in open spaces (Vetten & Haffeje@5® Differences have also been found in
the use of violence; studies from the United StéBdycz & Koss, 1990; Ullman, 1999,
2007) and the UK (Woodhams, 2004, 2008; Woodhaniett® Grant, 2007; Wright &

West, 1981) report more violence in MPRs than sith the Netherlands and Belgium

(Bijleveld, Weerman, Looije, & Hendriks, 2007; Bogd, 1997; De Weer, 2004). These
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findings could suggest that there are differenoesime offense characteristics of MPR in

different countries, however, to date, there hab® cross-cultural study of MPR.

The role of socio-cultural factors in MPR

Harkins and Dixon’s (2013) multi-factorial model fmultiple perpetrator sexual offending
(MPSO), suggests that one of the explanatory fadtwrMPR is the socio-cultural context.
The socio-cultural context includes norms, mytltedugs and beliefs held at the societal,
cultural and community level; for example, rapeund, rape myths and patriarchy (Harkins
& Dixon, 2013). This model of MPSO is an adaptatidrthe Proximal Confluence Model of
Violence (White & Kowalski, 1998), which was preuily adapted by Henry, Ward, and
Hirshberg (2004) in their model of war-time rapartRermore, other theories of sexual
offending in general have integrated socio-cultéaators in their multi-factorial frameworks
(Malamuth, Sockloskie, Koss, & Tanaka, 1991; Malish@8arbaree, 1990; Ward & Beech,
2006). These include factors such as ideology ¢¢ m@minance, negative attitudes towards
women and hostile masculinity.

Although these theories propose that socio-cultiacbrs play a role in explaining
sexual aggression, few studies have examined aliinfluences or differences in the
expression of sexual violence (Giacopassi & D#B@; Hall, Teten, DeGarmo, Sue, &
Stephens, 2005; Koo, Stephens, Lindgren, & Ge@@E2; Rozée, 1993; Sanday, 1981;
Sorenson & Siegel, 1992; Willis, 1992; Woodhams @&uschagne, 2012; Wyatt 1992). A
small number of studies (Rozée, 1993; Sanday, 1881¢ analyzed rape across different
tribal societies. Some differences in the incidemeeaning and function of rape across these
societies were uncovered and rape seemed to bedétea cultural configuration that

encompassed interpersonal violence, male domiramtsexual separation (Sanday,
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1981).The majority of these studies have investigjattitudes towards rape and rape victims
in contemporary societies (Giacopassi & Dull, 1986}l et al., 2005; Koo et al., 2012;
Willis, 1992; Wyatt, 1992). For example, Koo et@012) studied the relationship between
rape-supportive attitudes and misogyny, accultonasind ethnic identity in Asian American
men. They concluded that cultural factors wereipent to understanding the rape-supportive
beliefs of Asian American men and may be helpfat,anly in gaining a better understanding
of cultural influences on sexuality in general, bl#o to support theoretical models of sexual
assault that include cultural constructs. Hallle(2005) examined the explanatory power of
models of sexual aggression (Malamuth, Linz, HeaBeynes, & Acker, 1995; Malamuth,
Sockloskie, Koss, & Tanaka, 1991) among mainlandmi8merican, Hawaiian Asian
American and European American men. Malamuth &t @995) model proposes that hostile
masculinity and impersonal sex can be pathwaysxaa aggression, which was supported
in the study. However, Hall et al. (2005) concludeat existing models may need to be
expanded to include more cultural factors, in otddrave application to certain ethnic
groups.

Woodhams and Labuschagne (2012) examined the ¢bastics of South African
serial rapists, their victims and crime scene beltaxand compared them with samples of
serial rapists from the UK, Finland, the US and &#mn Although they found cross-cultural
similarities, they also found differences. Theygeged that variation in the relative
frequency of some crime scene behaviors in diffeceantries could be due to diversity in
cultural attitudes and practices, and socioeconafimtates.

One of the aspects that the above models and stafisexual aggression have in
common is reference to the causal role of attituteksbeliefs about women and gender roles

(e.g., rape myths, patriarchy, male dominance, aeseparation, hostile masculinity and
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misogyny) in the expression of sexual violencené follows this line of argument,
differences in the characteristics of sexual offegdincluding MPR, should be found
between countries where there are differencesualgg between men and women. Feminist
models of rape have long argued that there isaéioakhip between gender equality and rape
rates (Brownmiller, 1975; Clark & Lewis, 1977; Ginf, 1979; Peterson & Bailey, 1992;
Russell, 1975). While the traditional feminist thies hypothesize that gender inequality
increases rape, alternative theories (e.g., th&lBsit Hypothesis) state that gender equality
may increase rape (Ellis & Beattie, 1983; Rus4€lV;5; Williams & Holmes, 1981). Either
way, differences in gender equality between coastshould be associated with differences in

sexual offending rates, characteristics and belngvio

Differences between Portugal and the Netherlands
Portugal and the Netherlands share various sirdayisuch as both being small countries in
terms of population size (European Commission, &atp2014) and both being part of the
European Union. However, there are also some Késreinces between them. As can be seen
in Table 1} they differ in gross domestic product (GDP), imghasing power standards
(PPS), rate of net migration (the difference betweember of immigrants and emigrants of
an area in a period of time), levels of educatiod anemployment. Overall, the Netherlands
has a significantly better standard of living thigortugal and there are more people entering
the country than leaving.

In Portugal there is a higher rate of early leavien school/training and
unemployment is not only higher than in the Netaals, but also higher than the European

Union average. Factors such as poverty, unemplotyar@hfamily income inequality have

! Although the Dutch sample describes offenses comadhiietween 1993 and 2001while Table 1 describes
contextual information from 2010, it is assumed thaen though there may have been absolute leasiges
the differences between the two countries have iresdaoughly the same.
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been linked to higher rates of sexual violencef¢JafStraus, 1987; Jewkes & Abrahams,
2002; Martin, Vieratis, & Britto, 2006; Maume, 1988ampson, 1993). Furthermore, Martin
et al. (2006) found that greater levels of womestscational attainment, labor market
participation, income and occupational status vgegeificantly related to lower rape rates.
Moreover, Woodhams and Labuschagne (2012) demtedtnaw differences in
unemployment could impact timeodus operandof offenders. In South Africa, where there is
a high rate of unemployment, one of the most comapproaches used by offenders was to
pretend that they could secure employment for tbnv. The authors suggest that the

success of this strategy was likely due to the bigbmployment rate.

Table 1: Contextual information regarding Portugal and the Netherlands

Contextual information (2010) Portugal Netherlands European
Union-27
Average
GDP per inhabitant (in PPS) 19700 32100 24500
Crude rate of net migration plus statisticaD.4 2.0 1.9
adjustment (per 1000 inhabitants)
Early leavers from education and training  28.7% 10% 14.1%
Unemployment rate (% of labor force) 12 4.5 9.7
Long term unemployment (% of active 6.3 1.2 3.9
population)

The Gender Equality Index (GEI) is a measuremanitttat synthesizes gender equality as a
multi-dimensional concept and provides a measuteof close a country is to achieving
gender equality where 1 represents total gendguadéy and 100 full gender equality. It
combines gender indicators (e.g., work, money, Kaedge, power, and health) into a single
summary measure. In the 2013 Gender Equality Iikport, the country with the lowest
GEI was Romania with a score of 35.3, while Swekshthe highest GEI with a score of

74.3. In the same report, Portugal not only hasieet GEI overall in relation to the
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Netherlands, but also in relation to the averagh®fEuropean Union (European Institute for
Gender Equality EIGE, 2013). In contrast, the Ne#mels has a higher GEI overall than the
average of the European Union (see Table 2). tktlsea relationship between gender
equality and the risk of sexual violence, as modéexual offending have predicted,

differences should exist in sexual violence betweriugal and the Netherlands.

Table 2: Scores of the Gender Equality Index for Pdugal and the Netherlands

Domains Portugal Netherlands European Union -27
Average
Work 66.2 73.1 69.0
Money 56.3 82.5 68.9
Knowledge 30.4 65.5 48.9
Time 22.4 71.3 38.8
Power 30.6 52.2 38.0
Health 84.5 94.7 90.1
Overall 41.3 69.7 54.0

MPR in Portugal and the Netherlands

A number of studies have been conducted in thedlatids on MPR, mostly with juvenile
offenders (Bijleveld & Hendriks, 2003; Bijleveld &k, 2007; Boelrijk, 1997; Hooing et al.,
2010). These highlight that MPR is a significarglgem, especially for young offenders.
Hooing et al. (2010) found that approximately tviirds of their sample of juvenile sex
offenders against peers had committed their off@neco-offenders. In Portugal, there are
currently no published studies of MPR; however,r8so (2012) found that approximately
two-thirds of his sample of juvenile sex offendagsinst peers and adults had committed the
offense with co-offenders. This indicates that MBR relevant issue in both Portugal and the

Netherlands, in particular for offenses perpetrdgguveniles.
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Rationale

As noted above, there are no published cross-alistudies of MPR and there are few
related to sexual offending in general. The exgsttudies and the theoretical explanatory
models of sexual offending propose that socio-caltiactors play a role in this type of
offending. This suggests that there could be difiees in MPR between countries. These
differences could be related to characteristiasffgihders and crime scene behaviors.

The study reported here examined and comparedféreder and offense
characteristics of MPRs committed by young offesdertwo different countries, using an
identical study design. The study sampled juverikEsause they represent a large group of
offenders in all MPRs. Additionally, as was notédee, a great number of juvenile sexual
offenses in Portugal and the Netherlands are cammanity multiple perpetrators. The current
study addressed the following research questioa:tiere differences in offender and offense
characteristics between MPRs committed by juvemid3ortugal and the Netherlands?
Taking into consideration that these two countdiéfer in terms of gender equality and
factors such as education levels, employment eatdsoverall income, it was hypothesized
that there would be differences between the twopsesn This is due to the fact that the
theoretical models and studies, mentioned abogéJight the potential causal role of beliefs
and attitudes about women in the perpetration xaiaeviolence. Furthermore, as noted
above, factors such as unemployment and familynmecmequality have been linked to
higher rates of sexual violence. These differercesd be associated with, for example,
differences in approach strategies, in the locatmfithe assault, in the sex acts performed, in
the level of violence used and in the charactessdf the offenders themselves. If there are
differences between countries in the perpetratidiPR, these would need to be taken into

consideration in both prevention and treatment ianmg. For example, in programs where
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there are people from different countries and beaikgds, cultural and social differences
need to be accommodated. There may be differeretegbn people from different countries
in their beliefs and attitudes towards women, cwsaéty in general and these should be
addressed in treatment. As suggested by Andrew8anti’s (2007) responsivity principle

in their Risk-Need-Responsivity model of assesspietarvention should be tailored to also
include the specific bio-social characteristicshaf individual (e.g., gender, ethnicity, class-
of-origin and social location). Furthermore, difaces in the perpetration of MPR between
countries could suggest that differences in indicatsuch as GDP, unemployment, education

and gender equality between these countries cautmbbtributing to the differences in MPR.

Method
Sample
The data were obtained from the Portuguese Pandl®&son Services (Direcao-Geral de
Reinsercéo e Servigos Prisionais - DGRSP) and #étleddands Institute for the Study of
Crime and Law Enforcement (NSCR). A research prapesas sent to the DGRSP requesting
access to offenders convicted of MPR and their-téese This proposal was approved and
access was permitted to five Educational Centeeyevipoung offenders under the age of 16
are held and four prisons with offenders from a§eigward. Data were collected from a total
of 33 offenders who were under the age of 18 y@aen they committed their crimes. This
related to 17 offenses committed between 2000 aad,avith the majority (70.6%)
committed between 2009 and 2011.The data wereatattérom the offenders’ case-files
which contained court information about the offeasd socio-demographic and family

background details regarding the offender.
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A request was also submitted to access data freN8CR. These data consisted of
excerpts from court files of cases of 24 MPRs cottauiin the Netherlands, between 1993
and 2001. Permission for the collection had eablemn granted by the responsible authorities
in the Netherlands (viz. Bijleveld & Hendriks, 199Bata were extracted from the files
related to the offenses committed and offendensisiedves. After the removal of cases with a
large amount of missing information, the Dutch offer sample comprised 71 offenders, all

of whom were aged less than 18 when they commiitteid offenses.

Victims
The majority of the victims in both the Portugué®2.4%,n = 14) and the Dutch (95.8% =
23) offenses were female. Similarly, the majorityhe offenses involved only one victim
(88.2%,n = 15 of the Portuguese and 79.29%6; 19 of the Dutch). In the Portuguese sample
the victims were aged between 10 and 23 yddrs 4.33,SD= 2.96). In the Dutch sample,
even though, the exact age of the victims was watable it was possible to determine that
the majority (91.5%n = 65) of the offenders committed an offense aganster indicating

that both offenders and victims were of similarsage

Offenders
The offenders in both samples were all male and krasw their victim (81.8%n = 27 of the
Portuguese and 86.0%3z= 43 of the Dutch). As can be seen in Table 3y thges ranged
from 13 to 17 yeard = 15.21,SD= 1.47) in the Portuguese sample and from 10 tML¥
14.29,SD=1.47) in the Dutch sample. In the Portuguesepsafewer than two-thirds of the
offenders were Portuguese nationals and in thelDasdample almost half were Dutch

nationals (see Table 3). In the Portuguese sanmpheigrant offenders were mainly Cape
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Verdean, followed by Guinean, Angolan and Moldaviarthe Dutch sample, they were

mainly Antillean, followed by Moroccan, Suriname$eykish and Other.

Table 3: Socio-demographic characteristics of thed?tuguese and Dutch

offenders
Variable Portuguesen = 33) Dutch §=71)
n % n %
Age (years) 10-12 0 0.0 6 8.4
13-15 17 51.5 49 69
16 - 17 16 48.5 16 22.6
Nationality Nationals 21 63.6 28 48.3
Immigrants (Total) 12 36.4 30 51.7
Cape Verdean 6 18.2 0 0.0
Guinean 3 9.1 0 0.0
Angolan 2 6.1 0 0.0
Moldavian 1 3.0 0 0.0
Antillean 0 0.0 12 20.7
Moroccan 0 0.0 6 10.3
Surinamese 0 0.0 5 8.6
Turkish 0 0.0 4 6.9
Other 0 0.0 3 5.2
Procedure

Prior to the collection of the data, a coding chistkvas developed by the first author based
on existing literature with the variables that weskevant for the current study. This same
checklist was used for both the Portuguese andiddata. These variables included offender
background and offense characteristics. The offebdekground variables consisted of
socio-demographic, educational, family backgroundntal health and criminal history

information. The socio-demographic variables wetated to age, gender and ethnicity of
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offenders and victims, and to the marital status@cupation of the offenders. The
educational variables referred to the level of edioa that the offender had at the time of the
offense, truancy and special educational needsd&escluding if the offender belonged to a
complete or a single parent family, the family bgrckund variables also incorporated the
offender’s living situation at the time of the aie and family problems (abuse, domestic
violence and addictions). The mental health vaeslricluded mental health referrals, history
of self-harming/attempted suicide and substanceabihe criminal history variables applied
to past sexual and non-sexual offending.

Variables related to the offense characteristickiaed behaviors displayed by the
offenders in the three phases of a sexual offéeftsese were the approach phase (how the
victim is approached and the offenders gain copttieé maintenance phase (how the
offenders maintain control of the victim) and thescre phase (what happens after the sexual
offense; Dale, Davies, & Wel, 1997). The offensgalaes incorporated the size of the group;
the scene of initial contact, assault and victitease (indoors or outdoors); the approach
style; substance use by the offenders and thensctihe sex acts performed; the precautions
used (against the victim escaping and the offenoeirsy identified or caught); the verbal
themes present; the level and type of violence;ubedevel and type of injury inflicted on
the victim; victim resistance and any property etol

The Portuguese data were collected by the firstaautvho is fluent in Portuguese,
from the offenders’ individual case-files. To prciteffenders’ identities, their names were
replaced by an ID code during data extraction. airyj the first author, who also
understands Dutch, collected the Dutch data fraeM\IBCR. Once again, ID codes were used

to replace the offenders’ names.
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The Portuguese offender background variables vikawise collected by the first
author from the offenders’ case files; whereasDhteh offender variables were provided by
the NSCR, anonymized, in a SPSS file and analyresite. All the data that were collected
from the offense accounts, the case files and BfSSile were inputted into a database that
was created for this purpose.

Overall, the offense data were relatively compésteept for the variables related to the
offenders’ and victims’ drug and alcohol use andtifiat reason these variables were
excluded from statistical analysis. This is dughfact that in a great number of cases it was
impossible to determine if the offenders and vistiwere under the influence of drugs or
alcohol as this was not clearly mentioned. Thers avkarge amount of missing data for
several offender variables in the Dutch datasetetiore, any variable that had more than

25% missing values was excluded.

Results

The Portuguese and the Dutch samples were compateins of offender and offense
characteristics. Mann-Whitney U tests were useaumse Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests
revealed that variable distributions were signifibaskewed. Categorical data were analyzed

with chi-square tests.

Offense characteristics
In general, there were few significant differenbeswveen the offense characteristics of the
Dutch and the Portuguese samples. In the Portugagsple, group size ranged from two to

15 M =4.29,SD= 1.18) and in the Dutch sample it ranged from taveix M = 3.39,SD =
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3.16). However, these differences were not sigaifig = .701,® = -.062). The most
common group size in both the samples was three.

In the majority of the cases in both the Portugy@&ses%,n = 13) and Dutch (95.7%,
= 22) samples, victims were obtained using a canageh. A con approach is characterized
by the offender(s) talking to the victim(s) befdine assault and deceit is usually utilized
(Dale et al., 1997). In the majority of the cadks, initial contact between the offenders and
victims occurred outdoors (70.6%= 12, of the Portuguese and 75%6; 18, of the Dutch).
However, in both the samples (76.596; 13 of the Portuguese and 70.8%; 17, of the
Dutch) the majority of the assaults occurred indodfore than half of the Portuguese
(58.8%,n = 10) and the Dutch (54.2% = 13) victims were released indoors. The victims
were moved by the offenders in the majority (76.59%,13) of the Portuguese cases and
more than half (58.3% = 14) of the Dutch cases, usually from a more igubla more
private or secluded location. Even though, in athntries it was common to utilize a room
in an offender’s house, only in the Dutch sampleawedividual cubicles in public toilets,
changing rooms, and basement storage rooms used.

As can be seen in Table 4, some significant diffees were found (with medium effect
sizes) between the two samples in the sex acterpeztl during the offenses. There was
significantly more groping (which mainly includeeling the victims’ breasts, vagina and
buttocks) in the Dutch sample than in the Portugsesnple. There was also significantly
more attempted penile vaginal penetration in thecbthan the Portuguese sample. However,
ejaculation by at least one offender occurred &antly more often in the Portuguese than
the Dutch sample. Even though multiple sex actewerformed in more than half of the

Portuguese cases, their occurrence in the Dutcpleamas significantly higher.
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Table 4: Significant chi-square results of comparisns between the Portuguese and

Dutch offenses

Variable Portuguese Dutch o
offenses  offenses
(n=17) (n=24)
Sex acts performed by 17.6% 54.2% .025 -.369
offender — Groping
Sex acts performed by 5.9% 39.1% .026 -.380
offender — Attempted penile
vaginal penetration
Sex acts performed by 85.7% 47.6% .034 .386
offender — Ejaculation
Multiple sexual acts 52.9% 83.3% .045 -.329
Precautions — locked door 5.9% 45.8% .013 -.433
Violence — victim punched 25.0% 0.0% .020 408
Property stolen 47.1% 4.2% .002 511
Offense recorded 20.0% 0.0% .050 408

There were no significant differences betweenwwedamples in relation to the other
sex acts performed. Only a minority of offenderd®ath groups kissed the victims (11.8%5,
= 2, of the Portuguese and 29.29%; 7, of the Dutch). Digital vaginal penetrationsva
present in only 11.8%n(= 2) of the Portuguese cases and in more tharthore(37.5%,n =
9) of the Dutch cases; nevertheless, this diffexremas not significant. Penile vaginal
penetration was found in more than half of the lRprese (64.7%) = 11) and Dutch offenses
(59.3%,n = 16). On the other hand, penile anal penetratcmurred in the minority of the
cases in both samples (23.596; 4, of the Portuguese and 8.3%6; 2, of the Dutch) as did
attemptecpenile anal penetration (5.9%:= 1, of the Portuguese sample and 21.@%J5, of
the Dutch sample). The victims were forced to penféellatio in 47.1% 16 = 8) of the

Portuguese cases and 37.5%(9) of the Dutch cases.
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As regards the precautions utilized by the offegdring the offense, no precautions
were taken by offenders in more than half of thelRmese cases (52.9%x= 9) and in
almost one-third of the Dutch cases (29.2%%,7). These differences were not significant;
however, as can be seen in Table 4, in the Dutohpgra door was locked (ensuring that the
victim could not escape) significantly more oftéan in the Portuguese group. Despite a
condom being used (by at least one offender) irerttzain half of the Dutch offenses (54.2%,
n = 13), it occurred in less than one-quarter ofRbetuguese offenses (23.566; 4).
However, this difference was not statistically siigant (p = .062,® = -.306).

No significant differences were found between thelRjuese and the Dutch groups in
terms of the verbal themes present during the #iss&uboth samples, the majority of the
verbal themes related to sex acts (62.68%,10, of the Portuguese and 87.59%%, 21, of the
Dutch). Verbal threats were present in 56.20% Q) of the Portuguese cases and 37.56% (
9) of the Dutch cases. In both samples, verbal dserelated to victim reporting were
uncommon (Portuguese = 12.5f6; 2, and Dutch = 25% = 6).

In terms of the violence used during the offensedlwere no significant differences
found between the Portuguese and the Dutch samfitdence occurred in a minority of
cases (Portuguese = 43.886; 7, and Dutch = 25.0%,= 6). When violence was used, it
was utilized upon resistance from the victim (Pguese = 43.8%) = 7, and Dutch = 16.7%,
n = 4) and during the sexual assault (Portuguese298n =5, and Dutch = 12.5%,=3).
Violence was threatened, either verbally or physica 56.2% f = 9) of the Portuguese
offenses and 41.7% € 10) of the Dutch offenses. In both the sampldsere physical
violence was present, it ranged from slapping t&ikig, strangling and throwing on the
ground. However, as can be seen in Table 4, pugduaurred exclusively in the Portuguese

offenses.
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In the majority of the Portuguese (93.8% 15) and Dutch (87.5%, = 21) offenses
the offenders restrained the victim. The restrgriahaviors most often utilized were
grabbing the victim (Portuguese = 81.2% 13, and Dutch = 66.7%,= 16) and forcefully
holding the victim down (Portuguese = 93.8%; 15 and Dutch = 83.3%,= 20).

Additionally, in more than one-third of the cas® victim was forcefully dragged
(Portuguese = 31.2%,= 5, and Dutch = 37.5%,= 9).

A significant difference (with a large effect sizmtween the Portuguese and the Dutch
samples was found regarding property stolen (mgihitnes, gold jewelry, money, iPods)
from the victims by at least one offender. As carsben in Table 4, while property was
stolen in almost half of the Portuguese offens&sl3,n =8), this only happened in one
Dutch offense.

In relation to the victims’ attempts to resist, significant differences were found
between the Portuguese and Dutch groups. The w@dttempted to resist in the majority of
the Portuguese (87.5%,= 14) and Dutch (91.7%, = 22) offences. This included attempts to
resist both verbally (Portuguese = 81.296, 13, Dutch = 91.7%) = 22) and physically
(Portuguese = 50%, = 8 and Dutch = 66.7%,= 16).

Once again, there were no significant differenagsvben the two samples in relation to
what happened when the offense ended. In 58%9) of the Portuguese offenses the
offenders either ran or walked away, in 35.3% (6) the victim was told to leave, in 17.6%
(n = 3) the victim was returned to safety and in 5(@% 1) the offense was interrupted. In
contrast, in 33.4%n(= 8) of the Dutch offenses the offenders eitharaawalked away, in
16.7% @ = 4) the victim was told to leave, in 25.0%%< 6) the victim was returned to safety

and in 20.8%1{ = 5) the offense was interrupted.
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As can be seen in Table 4, one-fifth (20.0%, n = 3) of the offenses were recorded or

photographed in the Portuguese sample but this behavior did not occur in the Dutch sample.

Offender characteristics
The offenders from the Portuguese sample were significantly older (M = 15.21, SD = 1.47)
than the offenders from the Dutch sample (M = 14.29, SD = 1.47), (U =799, z=-2.672,p =
008, r = -.262).

In terms of national versusimmigrant offenders, there were no significant differences
between the two groups; 63.6% (n = 21) of the Portuguese offenders were of Portuguese
nationality, while 48.3% (n = 28) of the Dutch offenders were of Dutch nationality. However,
in the Portuguese sample it was possible to determine that 66.7% (n =22) of all the offenders
parents were not Portuguese nationals.

In both samples more than half of the offenders were not living with both their parents
at the time of the offense (57.6%, (n = 19) of the Portuguese and 60% (n = 27) of the Dutch).
In relation to education, significant differences were found between the two groups. While the
majority of the Dutch (65.4%, n = 34) offenders were in secondary school at the time of the
offense, this was only the case for a minority of the Portuguese (24.2%, n = 8) offenders (p <
.001, ® =-.401). The mgjority of the Portuguese (75.8%, n = 25) offenders were in primary
school at the time of the offense. In both samples truancy was common (Portuguese = 87.1%,
n = 27 and Dutch = 72.2%, n = 39).

No significant differences were found between the two samplesin relation to previous
non sexual and sexua crimes committed. Approximately one half of offenders from both

groups had committed non sexual offenses in the past (51.5%, n = 17 of the Portuguese and
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51.1%,n = 23 of the Dutch), while a minority of offendéBs1%,n = 3 of the Portuguese and

20%,n = 9 of the Dutch) had committed a prior sexuatn$ie.

Discussion
This study examined whether there were differemtedfense and offender characteristics
between MPRs committed by juveniles in Portugal tsed\Netherlands. Despite clear
differences existing between the countries on fadtwat have been associated with sexual
violence (e.g., gender equality, unemployment aretall income), in general, there were few
significant differences in offense and offenderrelsteristics. Moreover, some of the results
were consistent with previous studies on MPR, whileers were different.

As regards the similarities, in both Portugal amel Nletherlands, groups comprising
three perpetrators were the most common. Thisrdiffem a number of existing studies
where duos are the most common constitution (HafRorter, 2009; Horvath & Kelly,

2009; Porter & Alison, 2004, 2006; Woodhams, 2008)s difference may result from the
current samples comprising juveniles, because pus\studies from the US and UK (Amir,
1971; da Silva, Woodhams et al., 2013) have foangkr group sizes to be associated with
younger offenders.

The approach style most frequently adopted in bathples was a con-approach which
tended to occur outdoors followed by a sexual dssaioors. This was in accordance with
previous studies (da Silva, Woodhams et al., 28b8ter & Alison, 2006; Woodhams, 2008;
Wright & West, 1981). In relation to the sex actsfprmed, completed rape was common in
both samples. Once again, this is consistent wihynprevious studies (da Silva, Woodhams
et al., 2013; Gidycz & Koss, 1990; Hauffe & Port2009; Porter & Alison, 2006; 't Hart-

Kerkhoffs et al., 2011; Woodhams, 2004, 2008; Wawmdé et al., 2007; Wright & West,
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1981). In general, few precautions were used bgnalérs in either sample, and in many cases
no precautions were taken at all. This mirrors wtaSilva, Woodhams et al. (2013) found
with their UK study of MPR.

For both countries, physical violence occurred miaority of cases. This contrasts
with the majority of studies, where multiple actsymlence have been found in MPRs
(Gidycz & Koss, 1990; Hauffe & Porter, 2009; Hooleigal., 2010; Porter & Alison, 2006; 't
Hart-Kerkhoffs et al., 2011; Woodhams, 2004, 208®o0dhams et al., 2007; Wright & West,
1981), but coincides with a small minority (Boerifl997; De Wree, 2004). The offenders in
these few studies from the Netherlands and Belgihane similarities with the offenders in
the current study as they were juveniles or youhgdta (under 25 years) and were known to
the majority of the victims. Additionally, BalembBeauregard, and Mieczkowski (2012)
reported that victims of sexual aggression oldanth6 years were more at risk of
encountering physical violence as a reaction tw tesistance. On the other hand, restraining
behaviors, such as grabbing and holding down tttnvj occurred in the majority of the
offenses in both samples. It could be argued thahe current sample, because of the number
of offenders present and the young age of thems;tit would be easier to restrain the victim
and therefore, less violence would be needed.

Victim resistance (verbal and physical) was comnmaie offenses from both
countries. Physical resistance occurred in hathefPortuguese cases and two-thirds of the
Dutch cases. This high rate contrasts with a nurabstudies that have found less victim
resistance in MPRs compared to lone rapes (Amifl1Blauffe & Porter, 2009; Woodhams,
2008; Wright &West, 1981). Larger groups are asged with expectations of hostility
(Meier & Hinsz, 2004; Woodhams, 2008) which wou&ldne explanation for the higher

rates of victim resistance seen here, since theageegroup size is larger in both samples than
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often seen previously. It could also be that thetRmese and Dutch victims resisted more
because the offenders were younger (Woodhams, 2008)

As regards the offender characteristics of bothpdesnin relation to nationality more
than half of the Dutch offenders were immigrantdwmost originating from developing
countries. Even though in the Portuguese samplegjppately two thirds of the perpetrators
were Portuguese nationals, two-thirds of all tHferaders’ parents were immigrants (from
African countries) meaning that a great numbehesé offenders were brought up in ethnic
minority households. This corresponds with whatleen found in some previous studies of
MPR where there is an over-representation of ethnimority offenders (Aebi et al., 2012; da
Silva, Woodhams, et al., 2013; De Wree, 2004; Harkhoffs et al., 2011; Hooing et al.,
2010; Horvath & Kelly, 2009; Woodhams, 2008).

More than half of the Portuguese and Dutch offem@lare not living with both parents
at the time of the offense. While about half of éfienders in both samples had committed
non-sexual crimes in the past, only a small migdrad committed sexual crimes. Once
again, this is consistent with past research (Bafié & Hendriks, 2003; Kjellgren, et al.,
2006).

As already mentioned, the differences in the o#emsd offender characteristics
between the Portuguese and Dutch samples wereviar than the similarities. In relation to
the offense characteristics, the only differencesmé@l were related to sexual acts performed,
precautionary behavior, property stolen and theaicecording of offenses.

With regards to the sexual acts performed, in thiecDsample there were significantly
more occasions of multiple sexual acts than irftbeuguese sample. These related to
groping victims’ breasts and genitals, and morenapted penile vaginal penetration. On the

other hand, ejaculation of at least one offendeued more often in the Portuguese sample.
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This may be related to another significant finding regarding the offenders, which is that the
Portuguese offenders were significantly older than the Dutch offenders. The younger Dutch
offenders may have been less sexually experienced than the older Portuguese offenders. This
could explain the higher frequency of groping and attempted penetration and the fewer cases
of gaculation in the Dutch sample. However, there was not a difference in the amount of
completed penile vagina penetration, which was similar for both samples.

In terms of precautions used, victims were locked in a contained space more often in the
Dutch sample. However, this does not seem to indicate that in general, the Dutch offenders
were more preoccupied with precautions than the Portuguese offenders, as there were no other
significant differences between the two samplesin precautionary behaviors. It is more likely
that this significant difference reflects systematic variation between the two countriesin terms
of the type of indoor locations that were utilized.

Finally, property including money, jewelry, mobile phones and devices such as iPods
were stolen significantly more often in the Portuguese cases. It is not unusua for property to
be stolen during arape, as past research shows that it is common for burglary and robbery to
accompany rape (Scully, 1994). The fact that more property was stolen in the Portuguese
sample could be related to the fact that the offenses were more recent than the Dutch cases
and occurred in an erawhere it is common for young people to have more va uables on them,
including mobile phones and devices such as iPods. Furthermore, the rates for robbery
(stealing by using force or threatening force) recorded in police data and victimization surveys
are higher in Portugal than in the Netherlands (Harrendorf et al., 2010; van Dijk et a., 2007).
Taking into consideration the differences in standards of living between Portugal and the

Netherlands (European Commission, Eurostat, 2014), it could also be possible that there were
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more thefts in the Portuguese sample because there is more poverty in this country than in the
Netherlands.

The only differences found in the offender characteristics between the Dutch and
Portuguese samples were related to age, as mentioned above, and to educational level. It is not
clear why this difference emerged, as the age of consent was the same in both countries (16
years) until 2007, when it was lowered to 14 years in Portugal (Aggrawal, 2008).
Furthermore, studies indicate that at the time the offenses occurred, the age of sexual
initiation was lower in Portugal (16.5 years) than in the Netherlands (17.7 years) (Ferreira,
2010; Rademakers, 1998). However, it is possible that this difference in offender age is not
meaningful and isrelated to the utilization of different sampling and data collection strategies.

In terms of educational levels, the Dutch offenders seem to have progressed further in
school than the Portuguese offenders. The majority of the Dutch offenders were in secondary
school; however, it should be taken into account that the majority were in
“Individueel V oorberei dendBeroepsonderwijs’, which isindividual preparatory vocational
education for students aged 12—16 years, who require a great amount of support and
individual attention (Bijleveld et al., 2007). This could indicate that the Dutch offenders also
had difficulties at school. The fact that a great number of Portuguese offenders had not moved
on to secondary school, because they were unable to attain the minimum requirements to
progress to the next year, clearly indicates that they were struggling. In both the samples,
truancy was frequent.

Contrary to what was expected, the Portuguese and Dutch offenders were similar, in
that a great number were from ethnic minority households, instead of being ethnic Portuguese
or Dutch. This makes a cross-cultural comparison between these two countries more difficult.

On the one hand, these offenders came from diverse countries which could be very different
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from each other. Although on the other hand, thay hmave experienced similar problems
with integration, acculturation, poverty and livimgcrime prone neighborhoods in both
Portugal and the Netherlands. We suspect this ix@igia the similarities between the two
samples in offense characteristics. However, itccalso be possible that there may not be
many differences in offense characteristics in MfeRpite different cultural influences. For
example, Sorenson and Siegal (1992) compared Hspad non-Hispanic White men and
women in a community study on the probability opesiencing a sexual assault and found
that the difference between the two groups reltddte frequency of offenses rather than
their characteristics, which were similar.

Past studies have shown that ethnic minority andigrant groups are over-represented
in crime statistics in general (Reid, Weis, Adelm&rlaret, 2005; Stowell & Martinez,
2007), especially in young incarcerated populati@auier et al., 2011), which to a certain
extent could explain the large number of ethnicarity offenders found in the Portuguese
and Dutch samples. However, some studies thatt¢t@mwpared lone and MPRs have found
no over-representation of ethnic minorities in loapes (da Silva, Woodhams et al., 2013).

There are a number of factors that could explagnoter-representation of ethnic
minority and immigrant offenders in our samples;drample, attitudes and beliefs about
women, socio-economic and acculturation issues.pBligarchal aspects of some ethnic
minority cultures, where male dominance and gemuality is acceptable, may justify
aggression against women as part of the male IHa# & Barongan, 1997). In our samples it
is possible that some of the ethnic minority offersdmay have held values and beliefs related
to gender roles and rape myths from their origomintries or their parents’ countries. On the
other hand, some authors believe that if these mtyngroups are experiencing

discrimination, they may shift the negative effeaftshis discrimination onto women by
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becoming abusive towards them (Comas-Diaz, 1995). Other authors link the risk factors for
sexua violence that these groups experience to issues such as poverty, unemployment and
living in poor housing in crime prone neighborhoods (Maume, 1989). A few authors have
specifically examined adolescent ethnic minority and immigrant groups and have found a
number of risk factors for criminal behavior which include difficulties in integration and
acculturation, discrimination in the host society and the socio-economic gap between
immigrants and nationals (Bauer et a., 2011; Mirsky, 2012). Furthermore, Le, Monfared and
Stockdale (2005) state that difficulties in integration in the host country may increase the
influence of peers, which could lead to the belief that participating in delinquent behavior isa
way to gain acceptance. It islikely that a combination of these factors contribute to the over-
representation of ethnic minority offendersin these samples. Further studies are needed to

fully examine these possible risk factorsin MPR.

Limitations

The limitations of this study include the samples being composed exclusively of convicted
offenders and the relatively small size of the samples. A great number of sexual offenses are
not reported to the police (Walby & Allen, 2004) and some studies indicate that MPR victims
may be less likely to report their assault to the police than victims of lone rape (Andersson,
Mhatre, Mgotsi, & Penderis, 1998). Furthermore, of the sexua assaults that are reported,
only asmall percentage of the offenders are convicted (Lea, Lanvers, & Shaw, 2003). This
makes it difficult to generalize the results obtained here to MPRs that are not reported to the
police. Another limitation is that the offenses in the samples from each country were collected
from different time periods. It is possible that offender and offense characteristics might have

changed over time.
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Conclusions

Contrary to expectations, few differences were tbbetween the Portuguese and Dutch
MPRs sampled in terms of offense and offender dbariatics. However, it is important to
note that a great number of the offenders in bathpdes were from immigrant and ethnic
minority backgrounds, which made a cross-cultuoahparison more difficult. This could
have also contributed to the offenses from eachntcgibeing quite similar. The over-
representation of immigrants and ethnic minorityugs in the samples could be due to a
combination of factors described above that haen ltieked to risk factors for sexual
assaults, which range from attitudes and belietgietwvomen to difficulties in acculturation
and integration and socio-economic issues (poartyunemployment). However, it could
also be possible that there may not be many diftexg in offence characteristics in MPR
between different countries. More cross-culturaeerch examining MPR specifically is
necessary to be able to draw more concrete conalsisegarding differences in offender and
offense characteristics.

Several differences were found between the findafgke current study and those of
existing MPR studies (e.g., group size, violenae arsd victim resistance). It was proposed
that these may be explained by the current sanelieg) composed exclusively of juveniles.
Once again, more research examining differencegdegt juvenile and adult multiple
perpetrator rapes is needed to clarify this.

The findings of this study have implications foepention and treatment programs, as
well as for risk assessment. In terms of prevenpimyrams, it is important not only to target
young adolescents but also immigrant and ethniorntjnyoungsters who seem to be at
greater risk of MPR. These prevention programs mede tailored to the characteristics and

needs of these young people. For example, in oelati ethnic minority youths, it is
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necessary to be aware of possible difficultiesteeldo integration and acculturation to a
different culture and to address them. This is #@ise for treatment programs, where there
may be people from different countries and backgdsult is essential that cultural and social
differences are taken into account, as well agudfices in beliefs and attitudes towards
women or sexuality in general (e.g., Olumoroti, 0@\s regards risk assessment, all of these
factors relating to young age, possible difficidtfer immigrant and ethnic minority groups
and socio-economic issues should be taken intouatezhen assessing an individual. The
presence of these factors could indicate a higbkievel for this type of sexual offending

and should be considered in order for interventiohe tailored to the needs of the individual.
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CHAPTER 5:
‘AN ADVENTURE THAT WENT WRONG": REASONS GIVEN BY CQIVICTED
PERPETRATORS OF MULTIPLE PERPETRATOR RAPE FOR THENWOLVEMENT

IN THE OFFENCE

In Chapter 2 the existing theories that proposdamgtions for MPR were examined, and
even though empirical evidence was found that sippome of the factors suggested by
these theories as playing a role in MPR, there \aks@ some clear evidence gaps. For
example, there are no published empirical studiasdirectly investigate reasons and
motivations for MPR. Furthermore, there is only olated study where perpetrators of MPR
were interviewed (Blanchard, 1959). Therefore,aime of Chapter 5 was to examine the
reasons and motivations given by convicted perfmesaf MPR for participating in the

offence.

The following chapter has been submitted to ArchiweSexual Behavior for review and is
authored by Teresa da Silva, Jessica Woodhamseigt Harkins. This journal requires
manuscripts to be submitted with U.S. word spellifige format of the manuscript has been

altered in places to achieve consistency with othepters in this thesis.
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Chapter 5: “An Adventure That Went Wrong”: Reasons Given by Convicted

Perpetrators of Multiple Perpetrator Rape for Their Involvement in the Offense

The majority of research conducted on multiple pagior rape (MPR) has utilized archival
data such as police reports and victim statemémsr( 1971; Chambers, Horvath, & Kelly,
2010; da Silva, Woodhams, & Harkins, 2013; Hon&tKelly, 2009; Woodhams, 2008;
Wright & West, 1981), court files (Bijleveld & Hen#éls, 2003; Bijleveld, Weerman, Looije,
& Hendriks, 2007) and law reports (Hauffe & Por@009; Porter & Alison 2006). While
these studies have been useful in providing infdionaegarding the characteristics of
offenders, victims and offenses, they lack detailated to certain aspects of the offense such
as the reasons and motivations behind the asS$idtinformation can only be more
accurately obtained from the perpetrators of MPR&ribelves; however, studies where data
have been gathered directly from the perpetrat@gaite rare. There are a few studies where
perpetrators were asked about some aspects ottimag but that was not their main focus
(Etgar & Ganot-Prager, 2009; Hooing, Jonker, & Bamlo, 2010; Jewkes et al., 2006;
Jewkes, Sikweyiya, Morrell, & Dunkle, 2011; ScustyMarolla, 1985). To date there is only
one published study that focused exclusively oarinéwing perpetrators of MPR and it is
now very dated (Blanchard, 1959).

Theories of MPR have suggested that various factmribute to and play a role in this
type of sexual assault, including group procesadsdgnamics (Harkins & Dixon, 2010,
2013). However, more empirical studies are needédentify and better understand some of
these factors (da Silva, Woodhams, & Harkins, 2&Hatkins & Dixon, 2010, 2013).
Interviewing perpetrators of MPR is a direct waygafning insight into motivations and

dynamics present in this form of sexual violenagtfrermore, this information would be
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useful for prevention and treatment purposes. kamgle, if group processes do play a
central role in MPR, as is suggested by various@st(Amir, 1971; Groth & Birnbaum,

1979; Harkins & Dixon, 2010, 2013), then these psses should be identified and addressed
in prevention and treatment programs. This artieforts on a study where offenders
convicted of MPR were interviewed regarding theuralvement in the offense and described

their reasons and motivations for participating.

Theories of MPR

Existing theories of MPR propose a variety of ciimitory factors that range from individual
to socio-cultural and group processes (Amir, 18tbwnmiller, 1975; Groth & Birnbaum,
1979; Sanday 2007; Harkins and Dixon, 2010, 203§ most recent and comprehensive
theory, which includes the factors proposed byiemttheories, is the Multi-Factorial Model
of Multiple Perpetrator Sexual Offending (MPSO) dieyped by Harkins and Dixon (2010,
2013). In this article we will briefly examine hahis model explains possible reasons and
motivations for taking part in a MPR. For a morelepth description of this model and other
earlier explanatory theories of MPR see da SilvapWhams, & Harkins (2014) and Harkins
and Dixon (2010, 2013).

The Multi-Factorial Model of MPSO proposed thatigas factors (individual, socio-
cultural and situational) and the interaction betwéem contributed to the reasons and
motivations for participating in a MPR. Harkins anckon (2010, 2013) considered that
individual factors included personality traits, éepmental factors and sexual preferences.
They suggested that a person with certain perggrigdits and sexual interests (e.g.,
leadership traits and deviant sexual interestslddo@ more likely to take part in this type of

sexual offending. However, according to the mod#ier factors would also play a role.
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Socio-cultural factors such as cultural norms, mytieliefs and values about women,
sexuality and violence were also proposed to douteito a MPR. Here the factors that were
highlighted as being able to influence the sexedldvior of individuals in groups were rape
culture, rape myths and patriarchy. Therefore,ragrewith negative or stereotypical attitudes
and beliefs about women could be more likely tdip@ate in a MPR. Situational factors that
could help overcome any inhibiting factors or aaarigger were also suggested to be
present in MPR. Harkins and Dixon (2010, 2013) atered that some specific contexts such
as fraternities and wars, where exaggerated séxigmtommon or hostile masculinity
acceptable, could be conducive to MPR. This sugdhst, besides certain individual
characteristics and beliefs about women and vi@gparticular contexts can also play a role
in a person deciding to take part in a MPR.

The authors also believed that individual, socitieral and situational factors
interacted in diverse ways which further contriloute the likelihood of a MPR occurring.
They identified three possible interactions whiclyt named as: internalization of socio-
cultural factors (between the individual and theigaultural context); group processes
(between the individual and situational factors) anb-cultural context (between the
situational context and socio-cultural factors)riftas and Dixon (2013) suggested that the
internalization of socio-cultural factors is assed to the level to which a person internalizes
socio-cultural norms and how these influence his beliefs and cognitions. The authors
emphasized the importance of group processes in,MBARh they considered resulted from
the interaction between the individual and theatitinal context. They identified various
theories of group behavior which they believed wapplicable to MPR such as social
comparison, social dominance, conformity, obedig¢nauthority, social corroboration,

deindividuation, and groupthink. Finally, the irdgetion between specific situational contexts
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and broader sociocultural factors was thought tmlpce the subcultural context. This meant
that in a favorable situation certain cultural piges could lead men to commit a sexual
offense in a group.

In summary, the Multi-Factorial Model of MPSO preed that the reasons and
motivations for participating in a MPR are likety have arisen from an interaction of various
factors. These factors include individual charasties such as personality traits and sexual
interests, negative or stereotypical beliefs almournen and sexuality, and specific situations
that could disinhibit the person or act as a trigéelditionally, these factors could interact in
various ways that further contribute to the likelill of a person engaging in a MPR. Harkins
and Dixon (2013) considered that one of theseactans produced group processes which

they highlighted as being important to this typesexual offending.

Past studies with perpetrators of MPR

There are a few studies where perpetrators of MEBR wsked about their reasons and
motivations for participating in the offense, altigh that was not their main focus (Etgar &
Ganot-Prager, 2009; Hooing, et al., 2010; Jewkes. €2006; Jewkes, et al., 2011; Scully &
Marolla, 1985). Etgar and Ganot-Prager (2009) emadthe advantages of including
adolescents who participated together in a MPRersame therapeutic group. The authors
made some references to what these adolescents ggiap therapy about their involvement
in the assault. They found that these young offendften reported a need for social
acceptance or feelings of social pressure as ntorgheir involvement in a MPR. Quotes
were provided to support this where the adolescgidke about wanting to belong and

become one of the group and fears of rejectioney tid not participate.
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The characteristics of juvenile sex offenders (idalg perpetrators of MPR) in a
mandatory sex education program were analyzed loyrigeet al. (2010). Motives and
feelings regarding the crime given by the youngidfers at the beginning of the program and
written down by trainers were also examined byathors. It was found that MPR offenders
had more negative attitudes towards girls compatddione sex offenders against peers.
Additionally, a great number of MPR offenders siiateat an important motive for offending
was group pressure. For these offenders, non-sesasdns for participating in a MPR, such
as those related to sociability and social domieanere more prevalent than sexual motives,
such as sexual arousal.

In South Africa, studies were conducted with memfithe community where, among
other questions related to health issues, maleeadehts and adults were asked about the
perpetration of rape including MPR (Jewkes et24l(Q6; Jewkes et al., 2011). The
motivations that were reported by men who admiti@gdng been involved in a MPR
included: a desire to punish girls or women whorthtlconform to stereotypical gender
norms (e.g., they were considered promiscuousamnidalcohol and smoked); feeling bored
and participating as a game or for fun; wantingxtperiment with sex; wanting to have sex
with that particular victim.

Scully and Marolla (1985) interviewed convictedisa including multiple perpetrator
rapists. The most common reasons given by mulgiptpetrator rapists for participating in an
assault were related to recreation and adventuaée Mamaraderie was also highlighted as
important, which was achieved by participating tbge in a dangerous and illicit activity.

The only published study that focused exclusivelyrderviews carried out with
perpetrators of MPR was conducted by Blanchardq)L95 order to further understand the

group process in MPR, he interviewed seven teebage who had been involved in two
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different MPRs (three belonged to one group and tothe other group). At that time,
psychologists based their explanations for thig typsexual violence on psychodynamic
theory that considered the existence of homosdaatirs in MPR. Blanchard (1959) wished
to analyze this and he carried out psychologicbtacluding the Rorschach, which he
administered individually and then to the group.gtesented some results that he claimed
suggested the existence of homosexual factoreindkes that were analyzed: the sexual
feelings identified in one of the rapes were toeagextent between the perpetrators instead
of between any of the perpetrators and the vidiinhis final conclusions, Blanchard (1959)
identified a clear leader in both the cases arntédtihat they were sexually stimulated by the
presence of the group. However, he thought thah@of the cases, the sexual feelings that
were stimulated did not appear to be homosexustied he thought the leader was defending
himself against the fear of being weak or not miselwenough. He highlighted the
importance of the leader and argued that a cefiairadr in a group rape is the degree to which
the leader is able to direct the attention of ttheeomembers of the group to sexual issues.
Additionally, he pointed out that the group dynasrietween the leaders and the rest of the
members identified in the group evaluations wemndlar to the dynamics present during the
actual assault.

In conclusion, most of these studies reporteddlg@eat number of the reasons given by
participants for taking part in the assault wera-sexual. Furthermore, they provide evidence
for the existence of group processes and dynamitsaggest that these play an important

role in MPR.

76



Rationale

The Multi-Factorial Model of MPSO proposed that ihieraction of various factors
(individual, socio-cultural and situational) cobuite to the reasons and motivations for
participating in a MPR. Additionally, Harkins andxdn (2013) emphasized the importance
of group processes in this type of sexual offendivigich result from the interaction of
individual and situational factors. One of the mefé¢ctive ways of gathering information
regarding motivations for offending and group dyizsis from the perpetrators of MPR
themselves. As noted above, there are few studiesenthis happened and the main focus of
these studies was not on directly interviewing odiers about their motives and reason for
participating in the offense. There is only onel@iied study (Blanchard, 1959) where the
focus was exclusively on interviewing perpetratirPR. However, not only is this study
dated, it focused mainly on examining if there wieosenosexual factors present in MPR and
the sample was small.

In an effort to address this gap in the MPR redeahe authors of the current study
sought to interview convicted perpetrators of MR ask them about their involvement,
experiences and reasons for participating in thkenet. The current study addressed the
following research question: What reasons do caegiperpetrators of MPR give for their
involvement in the offense? It is important to akdr this research question because it is
pertinent for prevention, assessment and treatmepbses. For example, if empirical studies
are able to demonstrate that group processescamtial part of this type of sexual offending
(as is suggested by the theories of MPR) then tivesdd be a clear target for prevention and
treatment efforts and are relevant to the assedsmheffenders. Furthermore, there may be

other factors unique to MPR that need to be idietiind taken into account.
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Method
Sample
A research proposal was sent to the PortugueséeRard Prison Services (Direcédo-Geral de
Reinsercéo e Servicos Prisionais — DGRSP) requesticess to interview offenders
convicted of MPR and to their case-files. The researoposal had been granted full ethical
approval by the Science, Technology, EngineerirgMathematics Ethical Review
Committee at the University of Birmingham, UK. laevalso approved by the DGRSP. The
first author, who is fluent in Portuguese, was pead access to five Educational Centers
(where young offenders under the age of 16 aré laeld four prisons (with offenders from
age 16 upward). Offenders convicted of MPR were@gghed individually by the first
author who provided information about the studyudmg an information sheet. The

offenders who agreed to participate signed a cdrieen.

Participants

A total of 25 offenders convicted of MPR agreegaoticipate in the study, which is a good
size for a qualitative study employing thematiclgsia (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006). As
can be seen in Table 1, the offenders ranged ifragel3 to 45 yeard = 19.28,SD=

8.53), although the majority (72% = 18) were juveniles aged from 13 to 17. A littleeo

half (52%,n = 13) were of African ethnicity, followed by Whi{86%,n =9), Romany (8%

= 2) and Mixed Race (4%,= 1). In terms of education, their years of schmgptanged from

0 to 8 yearsNl = 5.43,SD= 1.64). More than half (56.5%,= 13) were living with parent/s

or were students (54.2%,= 13) at the time of the offense.
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Table 1: Participants’ characteristics

Participant Age at the Ethnicity Years of Living with Employment

time of the schooling at
offense the time of
the offense

P1 14 White 4 Parents Student

P2 15 African 6 Single parent  Student

P3 16 African - - -

P4 13 Romany 6 Parents Student

P5 14 White 6 Relatives Student

P6 15 White 5 Alone Not in school

or employment

P7 14 White 5 Parents Student

P8 14 White 5 Parents Student

P9 15 African 7 In an Not in school
institution or employment

P10 13 White 5 Parents Student

P11 17 African 7 Parents Student

P12 17 African 6 Parents Student

P13 17 Mixed 4 Single parent  Student

race

P14 16 African 6 On the streetdNot in school
(homeless)  or employment

P15 13 White 5 In an Student
institution

P16 15 African 6 Parents Student

P17 17 African 8 Single parent  Not in school

or employment

P18 45 African 6 Room mate Employed
P19 29 White 4 Spouse Employed
P20 20 African 6 - Unemployed
P21 17 Romany 6 Relatives Student
P22 25 African 4 Room mate Employed
P23 25 African 8 Relatives Employed
P24 43 White 0 Parents Employed
P25 23 African 6 Parents Unemployed

Offense and victims
The interviews conducted were related to 21 diffecffenses. For four of these offenses,
two different offenders that had participated ia fame offense were interviewed. The
number of offenders present in the offenses rafged 2 to 8 M = 3.48,SD=1.71). In 16

(76.19%) cases the victims were female; the remgifive (23.81%) were male. In
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approximately two-thirds (61.90%,= 13) of the offenses the victims were known téeast

one of the offenders.

Procedure

The interviews were semi-structured using an ingsvwschedule (Appendix A) that had
questions related to what happened before, dundgéter the offense and with prompts to
elicit more detailed responses. The interviewsdoparticipants were audio recorded with
their permission. However, 11 participants did want their interviews to be audio-recorded
and instead, hand written notes were made by teeviewer. The interviews were conducted
individually in a quiet room or office in the eduicenal centers and prisons where privacy
was guaranteed. They lasted between 20 minutasettbvaur. The audio recorded interviews
were transcribed verbatim by the first author drehttranslated into English. The recordings
were deleted after the transcripts were made. Aagtifying information was omitted from

both the transcripts and the hand written intergiew

Analysis

The study design was qualitative and thematic amalyas used to analyze the interviews.
The guidelines for conducting thematic analysi®snemended by Braun and Clarke (2006,
2013) and Guest, MacQueen and Namey (2012) wdoaviedl. An inductive “bottom up”
analysis was conducted which was data driven (Rait®90). The first author familiarized
herself with the data while transcribing and tratief the interviews. The translated
transcripts were imported into NVivol0, a compuedtware package that facilitates the
organization and analysis of qualitative data. Whele data set was read and re-read and first

ideas were noted. Next, initial coding was conddi@tea systematic form across the entire
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data set. Thiswas achieved by identifying interesting features of the data that were linked to
corresponding codes or sub-codes. As new features were identified, additional codes were
generated. When reoccurring aspects of the data were identified these were linked to existing
codes in the coding scheme. After all the data were coded, these codes and sub-codes were
sorted and collated into potential themes. Thematic maps were employed to facilitate the
sorting of codes and sub-codes into themes as they enabled the visualization of relationships.
The initial themes were then reviewed and refined at the level of the coded extracts and in
relation to the whole data set. Lastly each theme was further refined, defined and named. An
iterative approach was utilized throughout the analysis where codes, sub-codes, themes and
sub-themes were constantly re-examined, and revised when appropriate. For the purpose of
this article, only the themes related to the research questions of this study are presented (i.e.,

what reasons do convicted perpetrators of MPR give for their involvement in the offense?).

Results
Six themes related to reasons given by the participants for being involved in aMPR were
identified: (a) Started as something else, (b) Influence of others (direct or indirect), (c) Lack
of awareness, (d) Victim blaming, (e) Influence of acohol and or drugs, and (f) Normalized
sexual violence. In most cases, not just one reason was given and it was common for the

participants to consider that various factors played arolein the MPR.

a) Started as something else
Most of the participants denied that they had planned to sexually assault the victims
beforehand. Only two (8%) of the 25 participants admitted that the group had planned earlier

to have sex with the victim. The rest of them (n = 23, 92%) stated that the offense had started
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out as something else, such as a game or jokeicahsillying or a robbery:
P10: I was having a swimming lesson with those ¢aieagues and that started off as a joke
(pause) and (pause) and | had no intentions ofsapaything. At that time | (pause) didn’t
know the consequences it could bring and (pausejesstarted joking around and all of that but

not (pause) not, it wasn'’t inten...

P8: We didn’t plan the sexual thing but we planteedeat him because he had made a

complaint.

P20: Yeah, we left, left with the purpose of (pguskegoing to rob and and (pause) we went
(pause) to (pause) and when | realized what wapemapg (pause) pfff (pause) it had already

happened, | don't know...

Even in one of the cases where the participant ielinihat they had planned amongst
themselves to have sex with the victim, he stdtatithey had not discussed using force as
they thought that she would be willing. He desatibesituation that started off as having
fun with his friends and expecting that the victiauld want to have sex with all of them
because she was known to have participated inaisituations in the past. It all changed
when the victim said that she was only willing vl sex with one of them.

P9...The three of us were already expecting thatthers going to be sex between the four of
us, no there were five, one walked away. We wereadly expecting but we weren't also

expecting that she wouldn’t, wouldn’t want to.

P9: ...1 didn't intend to want to force, to want rde her. So this for me, | considered this an
adventure that went wrong.

The participants were not able to clearly explahyuhe situation escalated into a sexual
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assault. A few pointed to factors related to loss of control, adrenaline and an impulse but as
can be seen in the quotes below they also considered other factors such as influence of others
or being drunk. It is possible that a combination of factors was present and played arolein the
offenses.

P8: We didn't control ourselves (pause) | don’t know.

P19: ...1 don’t know how to explain why | did it, if it was adrenaline or if | let myself beled...

P22: ...1 don’t know if it was an impulse or of being drunk.

b) Influence of others
Not surprisingly, since MPR is an offense carried out in the presence of other people almost
half (n =12, 48%) of the participants spoke about the influence of others. This influence was
either direct, where the participants had been ordered, told or invited to participate in the MPR
by a co-offender or indirect, where they were not directly ordered to participate but did so
because the others were present or actively involved. Directly telling or ordering a co-
offender to participate was only evident in afew cases. In some of these cases it took the form
of adirect order:

P7: 1t was at that time, one of them ordered (pause) he turned to the victim and ordered him to

turn around (pause)

Interviewer: Y es and then?

P7: | was ordered to go first.

P15: | ordered him. | said like this: “Do that to him” (pause) and he did it.
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In other cases it occurred not as a direct ordeaban insistence with the co-offender that he
should take part in the offense:

P21: So | got there, the other one was doingat;sht, get there be faced with that, then they
start to influence: “Oh come, come, take, go onpgband in that situation, it isn't, it isn't, |
don’t know, it is things that (pause) the influeiesuch that you are so into that situation that

you go.

This insistence also included taunting and makinegdo-offender look bad if he did not
participate:
P18: We were all drunk and he then didn't givehgpushed me, incentivized me “If you don’t

go you are a coward” and | landed up by acceptiagnitation.

When patrticipants referred to the indirect influeod others, they stated that the co-offenders
had not told them to participate but that they ehtosdo so themselves. This happened in
some cases simply because they were seeing thes pingicipate and either felt aroused or
decided that they also wanted to be involved:

Interviewer: Was there someone who said to do that?

P3: No, I think it was because a person seeing gnenBaving relations also becomes motivated.

Not wanting to look bad in front of the co-offend@mnd participating to avoid being rejected
was also mentioned:

P9: Because | was, | was with (pause) how shalplaen (pause) because | didn’'t (pause) want
to appear weak, | didn't want (pause) to, to haagstes. Not to be rejected by them. It was

more for that and since | was there in the midgiuée) | also tried to go.
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c) Lack of awareness
Almost one quarter (n = 6, 24%) of the participants described alack of awareness of thoughts
and feelings at the time that they participated in the MPR. They had difficulty describing the
assault or parts of the assault. This difficulty did not seem to be just related to the fact that it is
asensitive and difficult topic to talk about; they described the MPRs as being confusing or
happening very fast:

P13: | don't know how to explain very well (pause) hmmm (pause) it was all confusing (pause)

it was al abit confusing (pause) hmmm.

P20: | don't know (pause) pfff (pause) man that (pause) | don’t know really that was kind of

(pause) pfff (pause) something very fast really (pause).

Furthermore, they were unable to explain why they took part in the assault and were not able
to describe what their motivations were at the time.

P22:...even now | ask myself, what came over me | don’'t know, | don’t know what came over me,

athing (pause) man a person doesn’t have an explanation to say.

P20:... | don't know what crossed through my mind to do a thing like that, until today | also

can't thin...

d) Victim blaming

Asin lone sexual offending it was also found that almost half (n = 12; 48%) of the offenders
blamed the victim for the offense. This was done to different degrees which ranged from
attributing all the blame to the victim to insinuating that the victim held some responsibility.

A few participants directly stated that it was the victim’ s fault because she/he had wanted to
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participate or came up with the idea:
P1: No, my crime was because she wanted to. Stehsdishe would do that if we let her into the

group, and my colleague said “Oh yes? Come on then”

Other participants did not attribute all the blatmé¢he victim but they did suggest that the
victim had wanted to participate and then changgthlis mind later on:

P6: ...but that guy that did this, he also did itdagse he wanted to. He then afterwards (pause)
we started, started talking and making fun. So idesdmething like that and then went to

complain to the police.

Additionally, the victim’s behavior at the time tfe offense was also seen by some of the
participants as contributing to the offense. On¢hefparticipants recalled how the victim had
said that she only wanted to have sex with ona@htembers of the group but that she talked
about her feelings for the other members of theigiend that this led to some confusion:

P9: And also the conversation she was having becshesjust wanted to have with one, but

then she would also say “Oh | like you a little, biised to like you more, | like him a little bit”

and | don’t know what. We all stayed with that thin our head. In the end she just wanted to

have it with that one, with that one. It was (pauswas a bit confusing...

Finally, some participants spoke about the victipést behavior and her/his reputation of
having had sexual relations with various peopleawing participated in group sex in the
past. In one case the participant insinuated Hiatshowed that the victim did not have
credibility:

P4: | also have (pause) have witnesses from thpl@&do helped me because they knew how

she was. She would go with everybody (pause) fle@rsthool.
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In other cases the participants suggested that it led them to believe that the victim would be a
willing participant:
PO: But us, between ourselves (pause) because of the history that she already had (pause) of, of

having relations with various...

This was also the case with one of the male victims who was a vulnerable young adult with
amental disability who had been taken advantage of in the past by other people:

P6: That guy there (pause) we did this, but | know people that also had (pause) or paid or
something like that or they would buy him something and he...

e) Influence of alcohol and/or drugs

Overal, aimost one quarter (n = 6, 24%) of the participants mentioned the influence of
alcohol and/or drugs. More than half (n = 4, 57%) of the adult participants stated that one of
the main reasons that they participated in the assault was because they were either drunk or
under the influence of drugs. Thiswas areason very rarely given by the juvenile participants
and only two (11%) young participants who committed their offenses with adult co-offenders
said that it was areason for being involved in the MPR:

P6: | was at a party and so me and my friends had already drank a bit and then we got into some

drugs and it was there that caused (pause) nothing else...

In some cases the juvenile participants admitted to having drunk alcohol or smoked drugs but
stated that it had not played arole in the offense:

P13: No, | don't think so (pause) yes we had drunk (pause) but | think wine, but it was with 7Up
(afizzy drink), but many hours had passed since that happened.

P14: No, that happened not because because | smoked hash, which | always smoked since a
child.
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The adult participants that considered that alcohol had contributed to them being involved in
the offense saw it asinfluencing their behavior and decisions:

P23: It was bad influence of the alcohal.

One of the participants was able to describe in more detail how that influence occurred and
believed that it made him more susceptible to the influence of others:

P18: Then also with alcohol, | become, | become weak (pause) thinking is weaker. Ohso | go to
show that I’'m not a coward. That’sit, with drink with alcohol that iswhat | become. “You are a
coward you won't do this’. “Oh yeah, | won't do it? Do you think that | won’t do it? Now I'm

going to do it so that you can see”.

P18: And (pause) if it wasn't for, if | wasn't drunk | could have not gone because me with
behavior of, with alcohal I’ m one person, without alcohol another. With alcohol | don’t care
about many things, without alcohol, but when I’m with alcohol I'm a person that goes. They
pull me by the hand, say “Come”, say “Let us go walk for awhile” | go. I’'m like that deci

(pause) decide eadily.

f) Normalized sexual violence

In afew of the juvenile cases the participants referred to not being aware of the seriousness
and conseguences of their acts and a couple (8%) of participants mentioned how they had
already witnessed similar situations in the past and that is why they did not think that it was
serious?. One participant spoke quite extensively about how he had seen consensual and non-
consensual situations of group sex occurring and therefore he thought that it was something

normal:

? It isimportant to note that these participants came from poor, crime prone neighborhoods where gang culture
was common.
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P14: | got dressed and (pause) and then her fappdared and said “Oh you brought her here
for this! | thought it was to talk”. And | said “Ojou look like you don't know, don’t know this
(pause) this type of routine”. Routine but | saytioe because (pause) | had already heard and
seen some of these things, this type of thing &edckaows, it had already happened to her but

(pause) it was because she wanted to, not becheseas forced, yes.

P14: No (pause) because | had already seen (paasg)episodes of those and (pause) and
nothing happened and | said this isn't more thanething normal as well, as if | was stealing a

mobile phone and that (pause) yes yeah.

P14: Sometimes they wanted to...they agreed ame tere other days that | saw that they
didn't agree. | don’t want to say that it was alwdlye same people, no, it was like normal, like |

knew...yeah normal.

Another participant also spoke about situationgrotip sex that he had witnessed and stated
that there was even a name for the type of gitltddees part in this activity:

P3: Don’t you know? (pause) Haven't you ever hdbad word “ger”?

Interviewer: What?

P3: “Ger”

Interviewer: No.

P3: It is a girl that goes to someone do you saaPthe friend takes someone else and then

both of them have relations with the girl do youlerstand?

Interviewer: So is it that frequent?

P3: Exactly but it is with consent because thelgtd.

89



Discussion
This study examined the reasons that convictedgpetors of MPR gave for their
involvement in an offense. Six main themes weratifled which included: (a) Started as
something else, (b) Influence of others (diredndirect), (c) Lack of awareness, (d) Victim
blaming, (e) Influence of alcohol and/or drugs &dNormalized sexual violence. However,
in most cases the participants did not reportgust main reason for being involved and
usually described a combination of various factord motives. The results therefore support
the existence of some of the factors proposed éyihlti-Factorial Model of MPSO
(Harkins & Dixon, 2010, 2013) and earlier theories.

Clear evidence is provided for the existence otigrprocesses and dynamics in some
of the reasons given by the participants for ba&wglved in a MPR. It is possible to identify
group processes proposed by Harkins and Dixon (2€1i¢h as social conformity and social
comparison in the theme related to imituence of othersHarkins and Dixon suggested that
social comparison theory is related to an individguaeeds for affection and inclusion. It is
believed that a possible explanation for the foramabf groups is linked to these needs
(Schultz, 1967). An individual may go along witsexual assault even if he did not want to
participate, in an attempt to try to meet thesaladklarkins & Dixon, 2013).

Social conformity is associated with an individtrging to be consistent with the group
norms by changing his beliefs, statements or belhayBaron & Kerr, 2003). This
conformity is influenced by rewards and punishmewtstrolled by the group. Harkins and
Dixon (2013) considered that some individuals wquddticipate in a MPR to avoid being
rejected or even punished by the group and logngrds they received from the group.
When the participants of the current study spolaiaithe influence of others, some of them

directly stated that they did not want to look biadhave problems with the group or be
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rejected by the others, which clearly points tophesence of social comparison and
conformity. Others did not report these motivegdiy, but some did admit that they obeyed
an order that was given without questioning it, atiters stated that they participated after
the co-offenders either insisted they do or tautitedh. This is suggestive of either being
scared of the other co-offenders and not wantingetpunished by them, or wanting to belong
to the group and therefore doing something thatldvdeamonstrate that they were part of it.
These findings are also consistent with previoudiss which reported that the reasons that
perpetrators of MPR gave for participating in tsault were related to social comparison
and conformity (Etgar & Ganot-Prager, 2009; Hooieigal., 2010).

Another group process found in the theme relatategonfluence of others is
modelling. O’Sullivan (1991) considered that thisep process was relevant to MPR
because by watching peers sexually assault a viatinonly do the members of the group
learn that it is acceptable, but also how to dmithe current study, some participants
reported how they took part after seeing their fferalers assault the victim.

In the theme related tack of awarenesshe descriptions made by the participants of
not being aware of feelings and thoughts and tlaetvents happened quickly and in a
confusing manner could indicate the presence ofitbep process deindividuation. This
refers to a process where a person loses his/hse s individuality, becoming less self-
conscious and is submerged into the group (Golis2€i02). O’'Sullivan (1991) believed that
deindividuation could be responsible for a stateedfuced self-awareness, including of
personal beliefs, attitudes and standards. Indheict study some participants stated that they
could not understand how they had assaulted thenvithat it was something that they had
never thought about before. Harkins and Dixon (2@b8sidered that in MPR,

deindividuation could help to explain how a persan lose his/her sense of identity and
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responsibility and go along with the group.

In the themevictim blamingit is possible to identify socio-cultural factoedated to
beliefs and attitudes about women, sexuality, ragths and gender norms. Some
participants in the study spoke about how the feraaitim was judged by her past behavior
and if she had or was believed to have had manyas@artners in the past, or to have
participated in group sex, she was seen as sonveomevould be willing to have sex with all
the group members. This was also apparent in avaiéis@ male victim, who was a
vulnerable young adult.

The male victims in this study were all vulneralitethe majority of cases they were
younger and weaker than the perpetrators. In theaaise that involved an adult male, he had
a mental disability and had in the past been abbhgedher people. A few authors have
proposed that men targeted for MPR are perceivatidperpetrators as not fitting into
stereotypical gender norms because, for exampg,ate considered physically or mentally
weak, or homosexual (Franklin, 2004; Lees, 2002).

Socio-cultural factors can also be identified ia themenormalized sexual violence
More specifically, in this theme socio-cultural s seem to be interacting with situational
factors. Harkins and Dixon (2013) described thisriaction as subcultural context. A couple
of participants who came from crime prone neighbods known for their gang culture
explained how they considered what they had doe teormal because it was something
that they had already witnessed and was acceptatileir circle of friends and
acquaintances. This demonstrates how broader sattiaral factors (attitudes towards
women and sexuality) can interact with situatidiaators (crime and gang culture) and
increase the likelihood of a MPR.

Situational factors can be identified in the thanikience of alcohol and/or drug¥he
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participants that spoke about this theme considered that they would not have committed the
assault if they were not under the influence of acohol. They considered that the alcohol had a
disinhibiting effect or had clouded their judgment. Nevertheless, they did not seeit as the only
factor and in a quote above a participant explained how alcohol allowed him to become more
susceptible to the influence of others and that he had assaulted the victim not only because he
was drunk, but by being drunk he was more susceptible to the coercion and taunts of his co-
offender.

The theme started as something else is suggestive of the existence of various factorsin
MPR. Here the participants explain how they had not planned a sexual assault but that
somehow it had happened. Thisindicates that it is probable that a combination of individual,
socio-cultural and situational factors led to the assault. For example, in the situations where
the participants said they were just having fun together, there may have been an interaction
between individual traits (which could be related to personality or sexual interests), beliefs
about stereotypical masculinity and a situation where co-offenders are present and are drunk,

excited and/or aroused, aswell as an available victim.

Limitations

While self-reports from offenders make it possible to obtain their own accounts and opinions
about their involvement in the offenses, they do have limitations. For example, some
offenders may try to minimize or even deny their involvement in the offensesin order to
present themselves in a more favorable light which can affect the reliability of these accounts.
In order to minimize this, the offenders’ case files, which included detailed court accounts of
the offenses, were read by the interviewer before the interviews and the offenders were

informed of this.

93



In the main themes identified there is very litiéerence to individual factors. In the
interviews a few offenders did speak about indigidactors, such as going through a
difficult period at the time the offense occurregtause of family problems, or considering
that at that time they were very young, immatureresponsible. Nevertheless, it was not a
well-developed theme, and this could be due tdabethat the focus of the interviews was on
what happened directly before, during and afterasault, rather than specifically prompting
for individual factors. This could be considerelhaitation of this study and in future
research it would be useful to explore possibléviddal factors.

Another limitation of this study is that the sampénsisted exclusively of convicted
offenders of MPR. It is well known that a signifitaaumber of sexual assaults are not
reported to the police (Walby & Allen, 2004). Fetimore, Andersson, Mhatre, Mqotsi and
Penderis (1998) found that victims of MPR were ldsay to report the crime to the police
than victims of lone sexual violence. This makadifficult to generalize the findings to
unconvicted MPR offenders, as the perpetratorséagpces and motivations could be

different. Further research using community samisleeeded to overcome this limitation.

Conclusions

As expected, it was found that group processesignamics were given as reasons by the
perpetrators of MPR for participating in the offenAdditionally, other factors (i.e., socio-
cultural and situational) that had been proposeHdnkins and Dixon (2010, 2013) and
earlier theories (Amir, 1971; Brownmiller, 1975;d@r & Birnbaum, 1979; Sanday 2007) as
playing a role in MPR were also identified in thaimthemes. Furthermore, the participants
tended not to talk about the MPR in terms of omlg enotivator or facilitator. This supports

the idea of an interaction of factors explaining gerpetration of MPR. Therefore, it is
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possible to conclude that these findings providaeesevidence to support the Multi-Factorial
Model of MPSO and other theories of MPR that haserbproposed (Amir, 1971; Groth &
Birnbaum, 1979).

The results of this study have important implicasidor prevention, assessment and
treatment purposes. Firstly, they highlight the amance of group processes in MPR. These
should therefore be identified and addressed imgmtégon and treatment programs. Blanchard
(1959) noticed that the group dynamics betweernethaers and the rest of the group during
the group evaluation he conducted were similahéodynamics present during the MPRs.
Equally, Etgar and Ganot-Prager (2009) found thetdynamics between members of the
same group that had committed a MPR and were tegetlgroup therapy were similar to
those present during the assault. Therefore, a& E2013) suggested, it is important to
examine the perpetrator’s social role within theugr. This will provide more information
about the offender and his interactions in a greeffing and possible risk factors, which will
help with the assessment of the offender. As regarelvention programs with young people,
issues such as peer pressure and group processdd Isb addressed.

Second, the findings support a multi-factorial exgition of MPR which means that,
besides group processes, other factors are alserrand should be taken into account for
prevention, assessment and treatment purpose®-8dtiral and situational factors were
identified that, in interaction with individual fews, likely led to the MPR. Although more
research is necessary to gain a better understantithese factors and how they interact,
Harkins and Dixon’s (2010, 2013) Multi-Factorial Me&l of MPSO provides a useful

framework for understanding this type of sexualenace.
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PART III:

CONCLUSION
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CHAPTER 6: THESIS CONCLUSION

Thesis aims

The overall aim of this thesis was to advance omvkedge and understanding of MPR. By
addressing some of the gaps in the literature thigisis contributed empirical research that
was used to critically examine existing theorie$/#fR and that has practical implications for

prevention, assessment and treatment.

Summary of findings

Chapter 1 provided an overview of what was curgekitiown about MPR. It concluded that
there is a need for a clear definition of the t&dPR which can be used across studies and
countries. An emphasis was also placed on the tweseparate out MPRs from lone rapes in
research on sexual violence which will enable éebeinderstanding of the problem. The
chapter demonstrated that MPR is an internation@hpmenon which is present in many
different societies and throughout history. By exang different contexts where MPR can
be found, ranging from street gangs to wars, fraties, sports teams, prisons and anti-
gayl/lesbian settings, it concluded that MPR istardogeneous crime with diverse victims and
perpetrators with likely varying motivations.

In Chapter 2, existing theories proposed to expgitR were critically examined by
considering if there was empirical evidence to suipfhe factors that they purport contribute
to this type of sexual offending. The Multi-Factriheory of Multiple Perpetrator Sexual
Offending (MPSO) proposed by Harkins and Dixon (202013) was found to be the most
comprehensive theory to date. This model not amtjuides the factors (i.e., individual, socio-

cultural and situational) considered by earlieoties to play a role in MPR, but also the
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interaction between them while emphasi zing the effects of group processes. Evidence was
found (to varying degrees) to support the factors proposed by this model and earlier theories.
Although some evidence exists for therole of individual factorsin MPR, there were
inconsistencies in the findings rel ated to socio-demographic and personality characteristics.
These inconsistencies could suggest that there are different types of perpetrators of MPR.

There is greater agreement regarding the socio-cultural factors (cultural norms, myths,
and beliefs about women, sexuality and violence) and situational factors (settings that can act
asatrigger or adisinhibitor) proposed as contributing to MPR and clear evidence was found
that supports their rolein this type of sexual offending. Nonetheless, particularly in relation to
the situational factors, additional research is necessary in order to obtain a more in-depth
comprehension of the distinct mechanisms that contribute to aMPR in different contexts.

The Multi-Factorial Theory of MPSO and earlier theories highlighted the role of group
processes and the possible influence of aleader in MPR. Empirical studies provide evidence
supporting the presence and role of aleader in this type of sexua offending (Porter & Alison,
2001; Woodhams et al., 2012). However, there is little research concerning group processes
and dynamics. The few studies that do exist provide some evidence that supports the
importance of these factors.

It was possible to conclude that, despite some evidence gaps, thereis empirical evidence
that supports the Multi-Factorial Theory of MPSO. The most significant evidence gaps were
related to the individual and situational factors and to the group processes and dynamics.
Nevertheless, even though empirical evidence was found that supports some of the factors
that the Multi-Factorial Theory of MPSO proposes, for it to be considered an adequate
working theory other criteria should also be met. Ward et al (2006) suggested seven criteria

that they considered important when appraising a theory. These are: predictive accuracy,
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empirical adequacy and scope; internal coherence; external consistency; unifying power;
fertility or heuristic value; simplicity and explanatory depth.

Predictive accuracy, empirical adequacy and scope refer to whether atheory is able to
provide an explanation for actual findings and a variety of phenomena that need clarification.
In Chapter 2 it was possible to conclude that the Multi-Factorial Theory of MPSO was able to
account for some existing empirical findings and adequately explain phenomena such as
group processes. However, it isimportant to note that MPR is an under-researched area and
more empirical studies are necessary to form concrete conclusions regarding the predictive
accuracy and empirical adequacy of thistheory.

Internal coherence relates to whether contradictions or gaps exist in the theory. It was
found that there were some inconsistencies between the findings of studies regarding
individual factors, and that the Multi-Factorial Theory of MPSO was not able to explain these
differences. Furthermore, although empirical evidence was found for the existence of
situational factors this theory does not provide detailed information about the specific
mechanisms that contribute to aMPR in different contexts. Although this theory identifies
clear factors that play arolein aMPR, it lacks in-depth descriptions of how these factors can
contribute to a MPR with different perpetrators and across different situations.

Externa consistency refers to whether atheory is consistent with other recognised
background theories. It was found that the Multi-Factorial Theory of MPSO is consistent with
some of the earlier explanatory theories proposed for this type of sexual offending.
Furthermore, it is aso consistent with other theories of sexua offending which propose that
an interaction of various individual, socio-cultural and situational factors result in sexual

abuse (Ward & Beech, 2006).
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Unifying power is concerned with whether atheory is capable of explaining phenomena
from related areas and unify parts of an area of research that were before then seen as
separate. The Multi-Factorial Theory of MPSO unifies research related to group processes
with research on sexual offending. Some earlier explanatory theories of MPR (Amir, 1971;
Groth & Birnbaum, 1979) had previously highlighted the importance of group processes and
dynamics but not in such acomprehensive way.

Fertility or heuristic value isrelated to atheory’s capacity to generate new predictions
and to facilitate new areas of research. The Multi-Factorial Theory of MPSO alows for the
generation of new predictionsin the area of MPR. However, because it is avery recent theory
there are no published studies where the hypotheses of the research were based on predictions
generated by this theory.

Asit stands the Multi-Factorial Theory of MPSO is a simple theory which meets the
criteria of simplicity. Nevertheless, it could be too simple to adequately explain the specific
mechanisms involved in different contexts. This aso clearly affects its explanatory depth
which is concerned with the theory’ s capacity to report deep underlying mechanisms and
processes. As noted above, the Multi-Factorial Theory of MPSO lacks the ability to describe
deep underlying mechanisms and processes in the individual and situational factors.

It is possible to conclude that the Multi-Factorial Theory of MPSO meets a great
number of the criteria proposed by Ward et a (2006). Nonetheless, it does have gaps and
lacks explanatory depth in some of its factors and further research is necessary to address this.
MPR is a heterogeneous crime which involves different perpetrators and various situational
contexts. Therefore, it is necessary to test this theory in various contexts and with different
perpetrators in order to further develop it. It may even be found that it is necessary to develop

different models for different contexts.
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The aim of Chapter 3 was to examine the variatiotié number of perpetrators
involved in MPRs and simultaneously compare thetore rapes, because not only are there
inconsistencies in the findings of existing studiemparing lone to MPR, but there is a lack
of studies that analyse the potential effect diedénces in group size. This is despite the
belief that there are differences in the interangiand dynamics between duos/dyads and
groups made up of three or more members. Rapes itmdriny multiple (duos and groups of
3+ group offenders) and lone offenders, from aomati sample of 336 allegations of
completed and attempted rape of female victimsewempared on offence characteristics
and victim and offender socio-demographic charattes. Significant differences were
found between lone, duo and 3+ group offencesi®age and ethnicity of the offenders; the
type of approach used; the locations of the ind@itact, assault and release of the victims;
the use of a vehicle; the precautions utilized;vitoal themes present; and the sex acts
performed. Additionally, based on certain socio-dgraphic and offence characteristics it
was possible to predict the likelihood of a rapm@peommitted by lone, duo or 3+ group
offenders. While the biggest differences were fobativeen the lone and 3+ group offences,
there were also differences between the lone andahd 3+ group and duo, offences. It
seems as if the duo offences fall on a continuutwéxen the lone and 3+ group offences.
These findings support the idea that it is necgdsadifferentiate between these different
types of rape. This is important because the ntgjofithe studies in MPR have failed to
separate out duos and 3+ groups.

This study had some limitations, the first beingtttihe sample consisted of reports of
victim allegations of mostly stranger rape mad#police. However, sexual violence is an
underreported crime (Walby & Allen, 2004) and sasdjAndersson, Mhatre, Mqotsi, &

Penderis, 1998) have shown that compared to viainene rape, victims of MPR were less
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likely to report their assault to the police. Ag tnajority of rapes are not reported to the
police it is difficult to generalise the findingéthe study. Furthermore, since the sample
consisted of mainly stranger rapes, it is alsddift to generalise the results to samples of
MPR where the perpetrators were known to the vicfidditionally, the victim accounts
could have some omissions and even distortiongalthes trauma experienced from the
assault and memory loss (Alison, Snook & Stein,120Binally, even though some of the
differences found between lone, duo and 3+ grotgnoés suggested that there may be
differences in the motivations for the sexual aksthe nature of the sample did not permit
the identification of explicit motivations. For th@ be possible it is necessary to gather
information from perpetrators of MPR themselves.

Chapter 4 investigated possible cross-culturaedifices in MPR because even though
it is believed that socio-cultural factors playogerin this type of sexual offending, no cross-
cultural comparison had previously been condudtedhermore, many of the studies on
MPR were carried out in different countries andats not clear if the inconsistencies found in
the results were due to socio-cultural differermet® different study designs. Therefore,
using an identical study design, differences itk and offender characteristics between
MPRs committed by juveniles in Portugal and thelledands were examined. Contrary to
what was expected, few differences were found f@enaie and offender characteristics
between the Portuguese and Dutch MPRs sampledisTtéspite the fact that there are clear
differences between the countries on factors lirtkesexual violence such as gender equality,
unemployment and overall income.

A great number of the offenders in both countrieserfrom immigrant and ethnic
minority backgrounds. This made a cross-culturahgarison more difficult and could also

have contributed to the offences from differentrdoes being quite similar. A conjunction of
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factors could have contributed to the over-repriedm of immigrants and ethnic minority
groups in both samples. These range from socioespmnissues, such as poverty and
unemployment, to difficulties in acculturation aintegration to a new country, or negative
and stereotypical beliefs and attitudes about worAaralternative possibility for the few
differences found in this study could be that thesg not be many significant differences in
offence characteristics in MPR between differentntaes. It could be possible that even
though socio-cultural factors play an importaneriml MPR (as was shown in Chapter 2),
they do not have an impact on the offence charatitsy. Further research between different
countries is necessary to drawn more concrete gsiocis.

Another important point of note is that there weaeious differences between what was
found in Chapter 4 and the findings of existing M&tRdies. In Chapter 4, the groups were of
a larger size, less violence was used and thereneas victim resistance than reported in
other studies. It is possible that these differeraze due to the fact that the Dutch and
Portuguese samples were composed entirely of jlegnmhereas the samples of most of the
existing studies consisted of a mixture of juvend@d adults.

That the sample in Chapter 4 was composed of ctad/mffenders overcame one of the
limitations of the study in Chapter 3 as it wasgiole to gather more accurate information
about the offenders and offences from detailedtddes. Additionally, it was also found that
the majority of the victims were known to the offiens which provided information
regarding MPR committed by known perpetrators. Hewgethe limitation regarding the
difficulty in generalising the findings to perpdtres that have never been caught or convicted
for their crime still remained. It is well knownahonly a small percentage of the rapes that
are reported to the police result in convictionsglLanvers, & Shaw, 2003). Another

important limitation was the relatively small siazethe sample from each country.
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The focus of Chapter 5 was an investigation ofré@sons and motivations given by
convicted perpetrators of MPR for being involvedtie offence. There are no published
empirical studies that specifically examined reasamd motivations for MPR and there is
only one dated study where perpetrators of MPR weeeviewed (Blanchard, 1959). A total
of 25 juvenile and adult convicted perpetratord/®fR from educational centres and prisons
in Portugal were interviewed regarding their invahent and reasons for participating in the
offence. Six main themes were identified which welated to group processes and dynamics
and to other factors (i.e., socio-cultural andatitunal) that the Multi-Factorial Theory of
MPSO and earlier theories proposed as playingeaind/IPR. Furthermore, the idea that an
interaction of factors results in MPR was suppoligdhe findings, as the participants tended
to talk about more than one motivator or facilitdtr the MPR. In conclusion, the findings
provide some evidence to support the Multi-Factdviadel of MPSO which not only
proposes that individual, socio-cultural and sitwadl factors play a role in MPR but that
they interact in diverse ways resulting in, for exde, group processes and dynamics
conducive to rape.

The fact that the sample was composed of convipéegetrators of MPR made it
possible to obtain the offenders’ own accounts@widions about their involvement in the
offence which allowed for the examination of motiwas and reasons behind the offence.
However, it is difficult to generalise these resuti perpetrators that have never been
convicted for their crime because, as noted abovig,a small percentage of the sexual
assaults that are reported to the police resubivictions. Another limitation is that there
was a missed opportunity to gather more informagioout individual factors from the
offenders themselves. This was because the focire afiterviews was on what occurred

directly before, during and after the offence arevthe participant spoke about relevant
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individual factors these could not explored in more detail by the interviewer due to time
constraints of the interview.

Each one of the empirical studies (Chapters 3, 4 and 5) set out to address different gaps
in the literature on MPR. However, even though they focused on different aspects of MPR,
there are findings related to offender and offence characteristics that are common to all three
studies and others such as motivations that are shared by some of them.

The first finding common to the three empirical studiesisrelated to age. In line with
previous studies in the area of MPR and what was noted in Chapter 2, it is possible to
conclude from these studies that not only does MPR seem to be associated with younger
people, but also that there appear to be differences between these younger and adult
perpetrators. In the first empirical study (Chapter 3) it was found that the groups of three or
more offenders consisted of younger offenders while duos were more often older, but
nevertheless, younger than lone offenders. Due to this finding and because there was evidence
that alarge number of juvenile sex offendersin Portugal and the Netherlands were committed
by multiple perpetrators, the samples in the second empirical study (Chapter 4) were
composed exclusively of juveniles. In this study some of the results related to group size,
violence use and victim resistance were different to findings in previous studiesin the MPR
literature and it was concluded that these differences could be related to the samples being
made up exclusively of younger offenders. Thisimpliesthat it islikely that there are
differences in offence and offender characteristics between juvenile and adult perpetrators of
MPR. In the third empirical study (Chapter 5) the sample was composed of juvenile and adult
offenders and not only was it found that the majority of the offenders were juveniles but that
there were differences in one of the themes which isrelated to the use of alcohol and drugs.

While agreat number of the adults reported the use of alcohol or drugs as one of the reasons
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they committed the offence, only aminority of the juvenile offenders did this. This suggests
that it is possible that there may also be differences in motivations between juvenile and adult
offenders.

It was also found in all three empirical studies that ethnic minority offenders were over-
represented in the multiple perpetrator samples. Thisis especialy significant because three
different samples were used from three different countries (UK, Portugal and the
Netherlands). It isimportant to note that the juvenilesin the samplein Chapter 5 are some of
the offenders of the Portuguese sample in Chapter 4.

Various similarities were a so found in the offence characteristics across the different
samples of the empirical studies. These included a con approach being used by the majority of
multiple perpetrators, the assaults occurring more often indoors than outdoors, few
precautions being used, and a high number of sexual acts and completed rapes being
committed. These findings suggest that these characteristics may be common in MPRs as they
were present in three different samples.

In relation to motivations, athough the nature of the sample in the first empirical study
(Chapter 3) did not alow for the identification of explicit motivations, the findings did point
to the likelihood that the motivations of the perpetrators of MPR were related to group
processes. In order to identify reasons and motivations for MPR the third empirical study was
carried out and clear evidence was found for the influence of group processes and dynamicsin

MPR.

Futuredirections
Regarding the future for research in the area of MPR, this thesis suggests several lines of

enquiry that could aso contribute to addressing some of the limitations discussed. It was
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determined that there are significant differencetsveen lone, duo and 3+ group offences and
offenders. However, it is unclear whether duosnaoee similar to lone or 3+ group offenders
or to what extent they fall on a continuum betwtentwo. Further research is necessary to
examine this and to analyse if these subtypesrdiffeerms of intervention and treatment
needs.

The lack of cross-cultural differences in Chaptevas unexpected. To draw more
concrete conclusions regarding possible cross+allitlfferences in MPR further research is
necessary with larger samples and involving moumttees. Furthermore, the differences
between the findings in Chapter 4 and existing MiRRlies regarding group size, violence
use and victim resistance, suggest that therexgyertant differences between juvenile and
adult MPRs. Additionally, in Chapter 2 it was fouthét there is a need to distinguish
between juveniles and adults. More research exagihiese differences is needed because if
those differences do exist it is likely that juMderand adult perpetrators of MPR could also
have different motivations, risk levels and treattmeeeds.

Some inconsistencies were found in relation toviddial factors in MPR, with different
studies reporting discrepancies in the individungracteristics of perpetrators of MPR. It is
likely that there are different types of perpetratof MPR and Chambers, Horvath and Kelly
(2010) have developed a typology of four types &R More research is necessary to further
explore this typology and potentially identify difent types of perpetrators. Furthermore,
there is a need for research conducted with commeamples (e.g., Jewkes & Sikweyiya,
2013) as most studies have used police reportsRRR lgr convicted offenders in their
samples. This would provide us with much needearmétion about unconvicted

perpetrators of MPR.
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Theoretical and practical implications

The results of this thesis have several theoreticdlpractical implications. The finding that
there were differences between lone, duo and 3upgoéfences and offenders has theoretical
implications not only for the sexual offending fddut also for the social science field. As
was discussed in Chapter 3, there exists an onglgibgte within the social science literature
about whether dyads/duos should be included inggresearch and theory. The findings of
this thesis support the arguments of social s@ensuch as Moreland (2010) who consider
that dyads/duos and groups (three or more peomajitierent and that research on groups
should take this into account and separate dyads/ilam 3+ groups.

Another theoretical implication is related to tlesults of this thesis that provide some
support for the factors proposed by the Multi-Faetdrheory of MPSO developed by
Harkins and Dixon (2010, 2013) as playing a rol&ipR. Even though there are still some
evidence gaps (as discussed above) and more resealecessary to develop it further, this
model can be used by researchers and practititméedp guide their work in the area of
MPR who, subsequently, can contribute to its furtheselopment. Researchers could
conduct studies that further examine the factoop@sed, especially those where there are
inconsistencies in past studies or there is ldthgirical evidence for them (e.g., individual,
situational, group dynamics) or they could use thagiel to generate hypothesis about MPR
and test them. Practitioners could use the modaidtdhem in the assessment of perpetrators
of MPR and the planning of interventions that aradcordance with their treatment needs.

There are a number of practical implications fav@ntion, assessment and treatment
purposes. The results of Chapter 3 confirmed wdsdarch in the area had previously
reported; that a great number of MPRs are committyegbung people (Amir, 1971; Hauffe

& Porter, 2009; Wright & West, 1981). This meanattprevention programmes should be
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targeted at young adolescents from school levebodwSome sexual violence prevention
programmes recognize that young people are mosskabf perpetrating and experiencing
sexual violence and therefore already target thmifation (Powell, 2014). Additionally, the
findings from Chapter 4 suggest that it is alsoontgnt to target immigrant and ethnic
minority youngsters who seem to be at greateraislPR and to tailor these programmes to
the characteristics and needs of these young pebpéeneed for sexual violence prevention
programmes that address specific racial and ethimority populations had already been
recognized by the Centers for Disease Control aaddntion (Whitaker & Reese, 2007)
which led to the funding of programmes which wesasidered to be culturally competent:
“programs and services provided in a style and &nraspectful of cultural norms, values,
and traditions that are endorsed by cultural leadad accepted by the target population”
(Whitaker & Reese, 2007, p. 11).

Chapter 5 provides clear empirical evidence forrte of group processes and
dynamics in MPR, therefore, these should be ingated into prevention programmes and
issues such as peer pressure and group behavimudsl e addressed. Some efforts have
already been made through the “bystander approatheacourage individuals to intervene
in situations where it is likely that violence igigg to occur and in that way disrupts peer
cultures that support violence (Powell, 2014; Tainack, 2008). These “bystander
approaches”, that form the bases of some preveptmgrammes, try to develop a shared
individual and community responsibility for prevemgt and responding to sexual violence, by
encouraging people not directly involved in a vidlencident to take action. However, it is
also necessary to engage young people in progranmvimee they learn how to recognise and
react appropriately to group processes and dynamthg their own peer group, and

challenge their peers that plan or initiate sexi@ence.
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In relation to risk assessment, when assessingdividual that has committed a MPR
the above factors regarding young age, potentiitalties experienced by immigrant and
ethnic minority populations and socio-economic ¢toods should be considered as potential
risk factors. If these factors are found to be @nésthey should be taken into account when
planning intervention. Further research investigafactors that predict MPR would be
valuable.

Additionally, group processes should also be coptatad, as the risk level of an
offender who participates in a sexual assaultgnoaip setting where group processes such as
peer pressure are involved, is likely to be différ® a lone sexual offender. It is likely that
some perpetrators of MPR would not have committecctime on their own and that group
contexts could be a potential risk factor for thdinis means that, on their own, these
offenders could be less risky than lone sexualnalées, but in certain group contexts their
risk levels for re-offending could be higher. lingportant to note that some studies ('t Hart-
Kerkhoffs, Vermeiren, Jansen, & Doreleijers, 20Mgodhams, Cooke, Harkins, & da Silva,
2011) have identified the presence of leaders alhalfers in MPR groups. It is not certain if
these leaders have different characteristics tdall@vers which could influence their risk of
re-offending and further research is necessary finkdengs of this thesis suggest that MPR is
a heterogeneous crime with diverse perpetratots watying motivations which also suggests
that there may be differential risk factors. As tn@med above, further research is necessary
to better understand the individual and situatidaedors that play a role in MPR. In the
future when more is known regarding these facibrquld be possible to develop a risk
assessment tool for MPR based on them.

Since group processes and dynamics have beenfidéats being unique to this type of

sexual offending they should also be addressa@atrhent programmes. Blanchard (1959)
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and Etgar and Ganot-Prager (2009) reported thatythamics that they observed between
members they were working with (conducting grougcpslogical evaluation and in group
therapy) who were part of the same group that loathatted a MPR were similar to the
dynamics that were present during the assault. mkens it is crucial to analyse the
perpetrator’s social role within the group andihtgractions in a group setting (Etgar, 2013).
West and Greenall (2011) highlighted the importasfcanalysing the index offence in order
to understand the crime scene actions, the offeanutthe offence motivations. By analysing
the MPR, the practitioner can gain a better undadshg of how the offender interacted with
the other perpetrators and what his role was irotfece. This information could help the
practitioner plan an intervention tailored to tiiender where he could learn how to
recognise group dynamics and react to them in @mppeopriate ways. It is also important to
examine the role and importance of the peer group.

Additionally, in treatment programmes where theee@eople from different countries
and backgrounds, it is vital to be aware of cultaral social differences which can include
differences in attitudes towards women (Olumoi2@08). Furthermore, people from
immigrant backgrounds could be experiencing diffies in integration and acculturation
which should be addressed (Bauer et al., 2011;k\i2012). However, as stated by Thakker
(2013) it is important not to place an exaggerat@phasis on an offender’s cultural or
religious background in order to avoid the rislgeheralisations and assumptions based on
stereotypes. The offender should be seen as andodl with a unigue manifestation of
possible cultural and religious affiliations (Thakk2013).

Currently treatment programmes for sexual offendeEngland and Wales and in
Portugal do not distinguish between lone and mlelfgerpetrator sexual offenders, which

means that they undergo the same treatment progeanthowever, the findings in this thesis
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have demonstrated that there are differences betthese types of sexual offenders and that
it is likely that they also have different treatrheeeds. This implies that changes may be
needed to existing treatment programmes to meetdbds of MPR offenders, for example,
elements such as learning to identify and reagtdap dynamics and processes may be
needed.

The findings of this thesis also provide pertinefdrmation for rape victim support. In
Chapter 3, it was reported that besides the MPRg lb@enger in duration than the lone rapes,
the victims were also subjected to multiple sexaeés. This would result in highly negative
consequences for the victims and should therefertaken into account in therapeutic work
with victims (Ullman, 2013). Taking into considaoat the severe physical and psychological
health consequences for victims of MPR, Ullman @Qinderlined the importance of
developing distinct policies and protocols to bediby people who come into contact with

victims of MPR, such as police and medical prowsder

Conclusions

This thesis was successful in advancing our knogdexhd understanding of MPR. This was
achieved not only by contributing with a compreheasnd critical review of what was
known about this type of sexual offending, but dlsough empirical studies on areas where
there were inconsistencies or where there was istirexresearch. Furthermore, these new
studies warrant replication. Finally, a numbertedretical and practical implications and

potential areas for further research have beenestgd.
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APPENDIX A

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Background Information:

- How many of you were involved in the offence?

- What were your ages at the time?

- What was the relationship between all of youa(i8} if they were family members, friends
or acquaintances)

- Had you done other activities together in thet pg®up activities in general)?

- What sort of activities?

Information related to what led to the offence:

- Could you explain how the offence occurred?
If the information is not offered spontaneously thikowing prompts will be used:
- Did someone come up with the idea?
- Was it planned? If yes, who planned it?

- Had you in the past spoken about doing sometiiteghat?

Information related to the victim:
- Could you tell me who the victim was and how kleetas chosen?
- Were all of you present when the victim was fapproached?
If the information is not offered spontaneously thikowing prompts will be used:
- Was the victim a stranger or known to one oremaembers of the group?
- If the victim was known what sort of relationglaxisted?

Information related to the assault:
- Could you explain what happened during the assaud what was your role?
If the information is not offered spontaneously thiowing prompts will be used:
-Who was the first one to assault the victim?
- What were the other members doing?
- How was the mood at the time?

- Were you and/or the other members joking or laugfh
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- Were you and/or the other members nervous tees®us or aggressive?

Information related to the release of the victim:
- In the end what happened to the victim?
If the information is not offered spontaneously thikowing prompt will be used:

- Who decided what to do with the victim?

Information related to what happened after the assalt:
- What did you do after the assault?
- Did you speak about what had happened with therahembers?

- Did you carry on doing other things together (gr@activities in general)?

Information related to leadership?

- Do you consider yourself to have been a leaddnwer or neither? Why?

- In your opinion what characteristics does a le&dee?
If the information is not offered spontaneously thikowing prompts will be used?
- Is a leader older?

- Does he have more experience?
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