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Abstract

In the field of forensic psychology, child sexudfemders (CSOs) are often
hypothesised to hold abnormal beliefs that fatéitthe onset and maintenance of their
offending. This idea has had considerable impaanupurrent CSO assessment and
treatment practices. However, despite its intuithpgpeal, empirical evidence supporting
the hypothesis is unfortunately lacking.

Information regarding the role that cognition plagschild sexual offending has
been gathered almost exclusively using self reficet, interview and questionnaire)
methods. In interview studies, CSOs talk at lengbout their offending and their
statements are analysed for the presence of sedaadignitive distortions utterances
deemed to represent abnormal, offence-facilitatieliefs. In questionnaire studies CSOs
and controls rate the veracity of listedgnitive distortionitems and their answers are
compared. In general, interview and questionndirdias have tended to find that CSOs
endorsecognitive distortionswhich seemingly supports the notion that theytaffence-
supportive beliefs. However, serious issues platjeeuse of these self-report methods
because endorsementaafgnitive distortionsnight reflect phenomena other than beliefs.

The primary aim of this thesis was to examineitlea that CSOs hold offence-
supportive beliefs using methods designed to siele-issues associated with self-report
methods. Across three studies, three cognitive rampatal techniques were for the first
time applied to the study of CSO cognition. In $tudne, CSOs and offender and
community controls completed an experimental prapedalled the lexical decision task.
Against hypotheses, when compared to controls Cl@sot interpret offence-related
sentences in line with distorted beliefs. A possibkplanation for this finding was that
CSOs’ offence-supportive beliefs were insufficigrattivated during testing.

To investigate, in Study Two half the CSO and hiddé offender control

participants were primed with images of scantilgeclchildren before commencing
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experimental testing. During testing, CSOs and rafég controls read sentences
describing children behaving in potentially sexsadi ways. Participants were then given
a surprise recognition test in which half the seoés were re-presented in an
unambiguously sexual form, and half in an unamhiglo nonsexual form. Contrary to

hypotheses, neither primed nor control child sexidBinders showed memory biases for
sexualised sentences, suggesting they did nofpitethe original sentences in line with
offence-supportive beliefs.

Finally, in Study Three, CSOs’ beliefs were exardinsing interview methods,
and CSOs’ and offender controls’ beliefs were meswsing a questionnaire as well as
an experimental technique that used sentence igédies to implicitly measure beliefs.
As hypothesised, CSOs showed evidence of holdifenoé-supportive beliefs according
to the interview and questionnaire measures, baihagpredictions they demonstrated no
experimental evidence of such beliefs. In fact, tineee methods showed virtually no
agreement regarding the belief-types each CSO wamed to hold, raising important
guestions about the phenomena measured by eachdneth

Overall, the results of this thesis did not suppgb#g stance that CSOs generally
hold offence-supportive beliefs that set them afsarh others. The implications of these
findings for theory and treatment are discussed dinections for future research are

suggested.
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1
Chapter One

What Were They Thinking? Current Theorising About Child Sexual

Offenders’ Cognitions.

Introduction

The serious social costs that attend child sexifi@hding are well-documented. Its
victims typically experience various adverse, lbegn effects such as depression,
anxiety, low self-esteem, self-destructive behawviaud intimacy difficulties (Browne &
Finkelhor, 1986; Denov, 2004; Mullen, Martin, Anden, Romans, & Herbison, 1996).
Considerable financial resources are required tleviate these ill-effects and to
incarcerate the perpetrators of child sexual alfGsaffin, 1994; Fromm 2001; Purvis &
Joyce, 2005).

Despite these adverse consequences and the higls vpublic condemnation
that child sexual abuse attracts, its incidenctisfrom uncommon. While prevalence
estimates in western countries vary widely acrasdiss, it appears that around 20% to
30% of females and 10% to 15% of males have expezi child sexual abuse (Briere,
1992). In New Zealand, where The Crimes Act (198a¢es the legal age of consent at
16 years of age, findings from a large longitudisialdy suggested that 18.5% of people
under the age of 16 are sexually abused by aduéigy(gsson, Horwood, & Woodward,
2000).

Why do certain individuals become child sexual offendg§0s)? What drives
them to pursue an activity that is illegal, harmfolothers, and largely reviled by the
general public? This intriguing question has cegmuthe attention of a large body of
psychological researchers and theoreticians, ambus factors thought to play an
etiological role in child sexual offending have bdeghlighted. These range from broad

sociological factors such as the sexualised patsagf young people that occur in the
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media (Stermac, Segal, & Gillis, 1990), to indiadly-situated, psychological
mechanisms such as low self esteem (Marshall, €riapderson, & Cortoni, 1999a) and
emotional regulation problems (Marshall, 1999). wil be discussed in the following
pages, theories of child sexual offending have tivee assigned increasing importance to
the role of individual, psychological factors, whrticular attention being paid to the role
of cognition in sexual offending. Consequently, magsearchers and clinicians accept the
view that most or all CSOs hold stable, entrendbeliefs that facilitate their offending
and set them apart from other non-offending indigld. This view certainly has intuitive
appeal; after all, how could one commit such piplienounced crimes without holding
exceptional beliefs that somehow make such offendeem acceptable? This thesis will
investigate what, if any, empirical evidence ther support this intuition.

To set the scene, this chapter will begin withiafbntroduction to the information
processing framework; a view of human mental dagtithat has been particularly
influential in cognitive psychology and in the syudf CSOs. Chapter content will then
turn to a review of four influential theories the¢ek to explain how multiple factors
interact to elicit sexual offending. The review Midcus on the types of cognitions that
each model highlights and the etiological role ¢hosgnitions are thought to play. It will
be shown that there is disagreement over the diefisiand mechanisms hypothesised as
being associated with offence-supportive cognitionsth within and across the four
models.

Chapter Two will turn to focus on specific singhesfor theories of CSOs’ offence-
supportive cognitions. It will be shown that altigbuconfusion regarding the nature and
role of CSOs’ offence-supportive cognitions alsonpeates this area of the literature,
there is nevertheless a sense that the key cogmitid interest are faulty, offence-
facilitating beliefs that set CSOs apart from ogheéZhapter Three explores what, if any,

evidence exists that CSOs do in fact hold offenggpertive beliefs. Issues plaguing the
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measurement of these beliefs will be outlined. @rapFour, Five, and Six will present
three unique experimental studies that aim to tkestidea that CSOs have offence-
supportive cognitions that are held in belief- dnema-like structures. These studies were
all designed to overcome problems inherent in tlse wf traditional measures.
Importantly, the last of these studies will alsarigulate findings regarding these beliefs
as measured by an implicit, cognitive-experimemiathod and two explicit, conventional
methods (i.e., interview and questionnaire). Finalh Chapter Seven the thesis will
conclude with a general discussion that summassdsntegrates overall findings.
Introductory concepts - A framework for cognition

Researchers studying the cognitions of CSOs ha@used and labelled a huge
range of cognitions thought to play a role in cossioning sexual offending behaviour.
To get to grips with this plethora of terms it wik helpful to first consider a meaningful
system for classifying components of cognition amdlerstanding their interrelations.
While there are many ways of conceptualising thendmu cognitive architecture and its
associated processes and functions, itffermation processingramework has been
particularly influential. Under the information messing framework, human cognition is
viewed as being computational in nature. Thatasa drom the environment is thought to
be represented in the mind in the form of symbagt®n which operations are performed
(Varela, Thompson, & Rosch, 1991). The three kegpnmmnents of this information
processing system have been identified by Hollahlaris (1984) asognitive structures
cognitive processesindcognitive productsEach component is described below.
Cognitive structures

The human mind can be conceptualised as a vasbriewf information nodes
that describe features of objects or events. Awithaals process environmental stimuli,
specific information nodes are activated, (i.equight into working memory). When two

or more information units are repeatedly activatagether they become linked, such that
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activating one unit can automatically activate tileer (Collins & Loftus, 1975). These
linked bodies of information are callembgnitive structuresin other words, cognitive

structures are organised clusters of interrelatethamies that form in response to life
experiences (Collins & Loftus, 1975).

An important property of cognitive structures iatthvhen one unit in the structure
is activated, closely associated memories and rimdtion units also activate (Collins &
Loftus, 1975, Hollon & Kris, 1984). So, for instanaeading the word “purr” can activate
information about cats. This information could um$ semantic knowledge about cats
(e.g., they are four-legged animals) and episodimories of cats (e.g., mental images of
cats). Importantly, the co-activation of cognitigguctures influences the way humans
perceive, predict, interpret, and understand thddn@iske & Taylor, 1991Kilhstrom &
Klein, 1994; Ward, Hudson, Johnston, & Marshall,97P Rather than processing
incoming stimuli anew each time we encounter anngvéumans utilise stored
information to observe and evaluate that event.,(dBgrtlett, 1932; Dodge & Frame,
1982). Consequently, cognitive structures can infmsmation gathering and storage such
that one only sees and remembers information tigrisawith existing memory stores.
Take, for instance, a woman who holds a schemafthates academics as dull. Upon
meeting an academic, this (clearly misguided!) womwdl be more likely to interpret the
academic’s words and actions as signals of dullnessaddition, she will notice and
remember information that confirms her view of #wmdemic, while discarding evidence
to the contrary.

Generally, cognitive structures are referred te@@semas (Hollon & Kris, 1984),
although other words such atfitude andbelief are sometimes used to denote cognitive
structures (Schroder, Driver, & Streufert, 1967;r&ya2000). In fact, the demarcations
between schemas, beliefs, and attitudes are iihe@f with the words often being used

interchangeably (e.g., Augoustinos & Walker 199%ké & Taylor 1991;Freeman,
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Pretzer, Fleming, Simon, 2004; McGinn & Young, 19%alamuth, Heavey & Linz,
1993).

In this thesis both schemas and beliefs will bemrefl to frequently, hence it is
important to delineate the relationship betweesaho cognitive structures. Beliefs are
propositions whose content is held by the individoabe true (Nisbett & Ross, 1980).
Like schemas, they are configurations of storedormbtion that can engender
expectancies and provide frameworks for interpgetiew experiences. In fact, schemas
are generally conceptualized as structures thatoomterrelated beliefs (Sherman, Judd,
& Park, 1989; Ward, 2000). However, schemas tentietanore extensive than beliefs
(Nisbett & Ross, 1980) and can contain additiom&brimation such as affective “tags”
that allow one to evaluate objects as good or lBatgh & Chartrand, 1999; Fiske &
Linville, 1980). Nevertheless, both beliefs and schemas are cogrstivictures that hold
cognitive content (i.e., information) and that arige the processing and storage of
information.

Cognitive processes

Cognitive processes refer to theaysin which cognitive structures (and their
contents) are used to process incoming informdtitmilon & Kris, 1984). Such processes
include where our attention is directed, how weoelec interpret and retrieve information,
and how we predict what will happen next. To qudtdlon and Kris (1984), they are the
“transformational rules for turning input into juslgents” (p. 40)An important point to
note about cognitive processes is that all humansmat processing errors. All humans
engage in cognitive processing that is biased ey dbntent held in their cognitive
structures. For instance, when individuals protkessvorld around them their attention is
guided by what they believe is important and whaytexpect to see, which can lead them
to ignore information that is relevant to the ass@nt of an event or object (Fiske &

Taylor, 1991). Thus, as Hollon and Kris explaingmiive processes serve to maintain the
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rigidity and constancy of certain cognitive struet As will be discussed in Chapter
Three, information processing errors are sometinadled cognitive distortions(Beck,
1963; 1967), although within the CSO literature ritige distortions have also been
conceived of as products that reflect underlyingnitive structures.

It should be noted that cognitive processes camtieenced by contextual and
environmental factors (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Farstance, contextual factors that
increase cognitive load can encourage cognitivertstuts”, wherein the individual tends
to leap to conclusions rather than carefully aremlgvailable information. Similarly,
environmental factors that strongly activate schem#l tend to produce schema-driven,
rather than data-driven, processing.

Cognitive products

As cognitive structures and processes interacy thwe rise to thoughts,
attributions, ideas, and decisions. These emergdeinomena are called cognitive
products (Hollon & Kriss, 1984). Cognitive produet® accessible cognitions that can be
brought to conscious awareness and directly regpoktellon and Kriss describe cognitive
products as metaphoric&deberg tipsthat offer glimpses into individuals’ cognitive
structures, content, and processes.

Interestingly, beliefs have been referred to asitvg products (e.g., Beech &
Mann, 2002;Ward, Fon, Hudson, & McCormack, 1998ven though, as noted earlier,
they are also frequently described as if they agnitive structures. How is it that beliefs
can be viewed as both structuassd products? The confusion may arise because beliefs
can simply be defined as propositions that indigldiassess as true. This definition fails
to delineate the underlying processes that drideviduals’ assessments, or state whether
the assessments necessarily remain static acnosg3izentagotai et al., 2005). The word
belief is therefore used to denote both stable convistitirat consistently influence

behaviour (e.g., a belief in God) and temporandpaobs of information processing that are
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driven by transitory situational factors (e.g., twdfe who, in the midst of a heated
argument, “believes” her husband to be an idiot).aVoid this confusion, in the current
thesis the wordbelief will be used to denote stable cognitions that istestly influence
information processing. More transitory belief-likgroducts will be referred to as
temporary appraisals

Because the information processing framework coeseof cognitive products as
phenomena that emerge from cognitive structureapdeary appraisals are thought to
map onto underlying cognitive structures. So whenwife mentioned above temporarily
appraises her husband as an idiot, her assessrilebe Wnked, for example, to a belief
that when it comes to clothes storage, househaldrdl should not be favoured over
cupboards, drawers, and washing baskets. As witlibeussed in this thesis, the notion
that a fairly simple mapping exists between cogeifproducts and structures has been
highly influential in the CSO literature, for theagements that CSOs utter are often taken
to directly reflect cognitive structures. It is thesumed simplicity of this mapping that the
experimental techniques employed in this thesibaail into question.
Types of Theory Regarding Child Sexual Offending

There are many theories of child sexual offendimpst of which draw upon
particular paradigms for understanding human betayvi These include behavioural
(Laws & Marshall, 1990), psychodynamic (Groth, Hals& Gary, 1982), and feminist
(Hermann, 1990) paradigms. To help guide theoryelbgment within this field of
inquiry, Ward and Hudson (1998) have proposed ttebries regarding CSO aetiology
can be sorted into three theory categories:
Level | (multifactorial) theories

Multifactorial theories attempt to provide a contpasive and integrated
explanation of sexual offending. Typically they ¢agingle aetiological factors identified

in the literature and weave them into explanatooglets.



Level Il (single-factor) theories

Single-factor theories focus on specific factorsoamted with the commissioning
of sexual offences. They typically explain how faetor in question differentiates sexual
offenders from others and how it contributes tousdoffending behaviour. Examples
include intimacy deficits (Ward, Hudson, Marshal, Siegert, 1995), deviant sexual
arousal (Lanyon, 1991), and offence-supportiveelf®l{Abel, Becker, & Cunningham-
Rathner, 1984).
Level lll (microtheory) theories

Microtheories are essentially descriptive modelghef sexual offending process.
They outline how cognitive, behavioural, motivahnand contextual factors unfold
across the course of the offending process (e.@rdW.ouden, Hudson, & Marshall,
1995). This temporal mapping of aetiological fastis often referred to as arifence
chain Microtheories, or offence chains, should providiely detailed accounts ofrhat
andwhenoffence-related events occur, as well as showimgthese events interact with
individual characteristics to culminate in a sexoffiénce. For instance, the chain should
illuminate the level and nature of violence or @bam involved in the offence process, the
degree of planning preceding the offence and whahglanning occurs, and whether or
not the offence is part of an antisocial lifestyldese factors should be interwoven with
individual vulnerability factors such as social Ilskideficits and emotion regulation
difficulties. Ultimately, microtheories ought topmesent or describe what multifactor

theories attempt to explain.

Multifactor Theories of Child Sexual Offending

The work documented in this thesis is primarilyudsged on cognitions in CSOs

and as such it explores a level Il or single-fattaory. However, it must be stated that
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although CSOs’ cognitions play an important rolghiair offending behaviour, no single
factor acting in isolation can lead an individual $exually offend. Rather, sexual
offending is driven by numerous aetiological pheeam that interact in dynamic ways.
Thus, before focusing squarely on CSO cognitionQ@8gnition will first be considered
within the context of these other phenomena. Theowiing section considers four
influential multifactor models of sexual offendirand discusses the roles assigned to
cognitive factors within each model. Three modeadtate to child sexual offending
specifically (i.e., Finkelhor, 1984; Hall & Hirsctan, 1992; Ward & Siegert, 2002) while
one relates to sexual offending in general (i.earsWall & Barbaree, 1990).
Finkelhor's (1984) Pre-conditions Model

According to this model, four preconditions must fnet before an individual
commits child sexual abuse. Finkelhor posits thasé preconditions occur in a stepwise,
temporal sequence.

1. The CSO must be motivated to seek sexual relatigtisa child. This motivation

will be driven by one or moref the following:

a. he' feels emotional congruence with the child (i.e, itlentifies strongly
with the child and believes the child capable dfsfgng his emotional
needs);

b. he experiences sexual arousal in response to tlade ch

c. he has limited access to other, more appropriabgyces of sexual
gratification.

2. The CSO must overcome internal inhibitions agaawsing on his desires. While
this often involves the use of alcohol and drugspetimes situational factors (e.qg.,

conditions inducing high personal stress) loweribittons. In addition, some

! Because the vast majority of sexual aggressormates (Pryor & Stoller, 1994; Fergusson &
Mullen, 1999), throughout this thesis CSOs are givesculine descriptors.
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CSOs hold a socially-endorsed view that men areemeotitied than women and
children. In other words, CSOs may believe that meserve authority and that
their rights supersede those of women and children.

3. The CSO must overcome external inhibitors that mialdsfficult to act on his
desires. In order to offend during this phase, histrareate situations in which the
abuse can occur. For instance, he may offer to-baltlje targeted child.

4. Finally, the CSO must overcome or undermine padémésistance exhibited by
the child. This grooming process may involve forghafriendship with the child,
bribing the child with gifts and affection, or seiig the child’s acquiescence
using violence and threats.

As this outline indicates, Finkelhor theorisedttbéfence-facilitating cognitions
can play an important role in child sexual offergjirbut are neither sufficient nor
necessary conditions for sexual offending to océacording to precondition two CSOs
may hold the view that men are entitled to use childi® meet their own needs, and this
view will lower their inhibitions against sexualfefding. However, these disinhibiting
cognitions do not provide the motivation to offeadd instead are used by the offender to
feel better about pursuing his emotionally- andusély-derived drives. Thus, rather than
being unique, CSO-specific phenomena, the disitihipcognitions are socially-endorsed
views that play a causative role in CSOs’ actionky avhen combined with a desire to
sexually abuse.

Unfortunately, it is not clear what form these digbiting cognitions actually take.
At times Finkelhor suggests that CSOs hold stablebstructures, acquired via social
learning, that consistently lead them to intergietations in offence-supportive ways. For
instance, Finkelhor lists “male inability to iddytineeds of children” (p. 57) and
“ideology of patriarchal prerogatives for fathefg. 56) as disinhibitorsThen again, he

also describes these disinhibiting cognitions ashd#y are temporary appraisals, as
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evidenced by his referral to them as “rationalsadl’ (see p. 63) and self-directed
“excuses” (see p. 45).

Thus, it appears that Finkelhor viewed the natune @le of CSOs’ disinhibiting
cognitions in two ways: first as beliefs that hédpcause sexual offending by eliciting
offence-supportive interpretations of events; amdoad as excuses utilised during a
decision-making process to achieve a desired goal.

Marshall and Barbaree’s (1990) Integrated Theory

According to the Integrated Theory, biological, istmgical, cultural, and
situational factors combine to elicit sexual offenyd The theory posits that males are born
with a biological predisposition to sexually aggre®uring childhood, however, they
learn to inhibit their aggression and regulatertkeenotions. Through social learning they
also develop attitudes and behaviours that disgeusexual aggression. Consequently,
when males experience the dramatic hormonal chawfgegberty (which heighten desire
for sexual activity and aggression) they are uguatle to control their impulses and can
meet their needs through appropriate means. Howseene males fail to inhibit their
sexual aggression as a result of three influences:

Childhood Experiences

Some males experience childhood adversity (e.gr pttachment with parents,
exposure to physical or sexual abuse), which letspoor socialisation. These
experiences limit the opportunity to adequatelyal@y social skills. They also encourage
self-centredness and indifference to the rightsreetls of others, feelings of hostility and
inadequacy, and the belief that aggression is &rctefe approach. Thus, there is a
disruption in the social learning process by whichles typically discover how to attain
intimate bonds with others and how to constrairreggjon. Consequently, the young man
who has suffered adverse childhood experiences tmigk aggression to meet his

emotional and sexual needs.
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Sociocultural Context

The sociocultural environment often contains midileg messages that encourage
sexual aggression against women and children. 8swach as mainstream media and
pornographic material can endorse beliefs that@prhales as deserving dominance over
women and children, or that encourage the use olfente to attain desired ends.
Vulnerable males (i.e., those who have had advehidedhood experiences) are more
likely to embrace these negative attitudes andefseliecause of the sense of power and
superiority over others that such beliefs confer.

Transitory Situational Factors

According to the Integrated Theory, sexual offesdgenerally offend under
circumstances that disinhibit their control. Oftergs these circumstances will be
deliberately created by the offender but this i$ always the case. Males who have
experienced adverse childhood experiences are likehg to be behaviourally influenced
by disinhibiting circumstances. However, even wsticialised males will offend if
exposed to an overwhelming set of disinhibitorsctBulisinhibitors include alcohol
intoxication, elevated sexual arousal, heightenedgen and stress, and conditions that
reduce risk of crime detection, or that heighteeraltion of the victim.

The Integrated Theory is broad in scope, viewirg dffender as a biologically-
instantiated being who is situated within a websbffting environmental influences.
Nevertheless, cognitions (learned from childhoogegiences and interactions with the
offender’s social milieu) are assigned an aetiaalgrole in the model. These offence-
supportive cognitions are generally described byskall and Barbaree (1990) as beliefs
and attitudes. Marshall and Barbaree suggest theset learned beliefs can lower
inhibitions against sexual abuse by making the etmseem less harmful, abnormal, or
immoral — which presumably protects the offendee#f image and minimises negative

affect such as guilt. Thus it appears that sextfahders can hold cognitions that, when
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combined with environmental and biological stressgrlay a causative role in the
commissioning of sexual abuse. Marshall and Bagbai® not state whether all sexual
offenders necessarily hold these beliefs. Howeherauthors assert that “... the influence
of several disinhibitors at once, particularly ower extended period, may overcome the
constraints of even the most prosocial man” (p.)26Ris statement implies that mean
sexually offend in the absence of offence-suppertieliefs. Quite how these external
factors actually disinhibit men against sexual offi@g is unclear, although it is possible
that the authors conceived of them as alteringvidne that cognitive processing occurs. To
summarise Marshall and Barbaree’'s conception oénaff-relevant cognitions, they
appear to propose that sexual offenders can hdidf$¢hat play an aetiological role in
their sexual offending behaviour. However, the arghalso posit that some sexual
offenders commit their abuses in the absence d¢f baliefs.
Hall and Hirschman’s (1991; 1992) Quadripartite Mocel

In 1992 Hall and Hirschman developed an interactivedel of child sexual
offending. It was built on an earlier model (Hallkfirschman, 19913lesigned to explain
sexual offending against adults. According to thea@ipartite Model (Hall & Hirschman,
1991; 1992) four factors act as motivational preots to sexual abuse:
Sexual arousal

Hall and Hirschman (1992) argue that CSOs tendhtmwsgreater than normal
arousal to paedophilic stimuli. However, the authmote that not all CSOs exhibit deviant
arousal. They also note that sexual arousal alnalikely to engender sexual offending,
and will probably be accompanied by offence-suppertognitions (see below).
Offence-supportive cognitions

Hall and Hirschman describe a number of child-eslatognitions that CSOs can
have which encourage sexual abuse. For examplguthers state that CSOs may think

that children can benefit from abuse because it&gs them about sex. In addition, they
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may think that children can initiate and enjoy sidall and Hirschman (1991; 1992) call
these appraisals “cognitive distortions”, althoutdfiey do not explicitly define what
cognitive distortions are. On one hand, the authivegiuently describe cognitive
distortions as if they are temporary cognitive pratd. For example, they frequently refer
to cognitive distortions as “cognitive appraisdldall & Hirschman, 1991; 1992) and also
call them “rationalisations” (Hall & Hirschman, 189 On the other hand, the authors
describe CSOs’ cognitive distortions as if they stable belief structures. For instance, in
their 1991 paper Hall and Hirschman say that cogndistortions can act as motivational
precursors to sexual assaults. This implies sorsertions are not so much temporary
appraisals as stable cognitions that actually dsasual offending. The authors also state
that a conceptualising framework for cognitive diitbns can be found in lzelief based
model called the Health Belief Model. In additieavhen providing an example of a rape-
related “cognitive distortion”, the authors givepeoposition that actually represents a
generalised belief: “women are hostile to men aeskdve to be raped” (p. 13). Again, in
their 1992 paper the authors describe the follovgageralised belief as an example of a
CSO-relevant cognitive distortion: “sexual contadth children is a method of educating
them about sex” (p. 14).
Emotional dyscontrol

Hall and Hirschman state that some CSOs are metivély anger or, more
commonly, by depression to offend.
Personality deficits

According to the theory some CSOs’ early experien@eg., childhood sexual
abuse, parental neglect) may produce enduringstriduat interact with the above-
mentioned factors to facilitate sexual offending.

In addition to being motivational precursors, #imve four factors also define

CSO typologies, because one factor is the domiaatiblogical influence for different
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groups of CSOs. While all CSOs exhibit some levelthee above four factors, less
dominant factors are only mobilised via activatadrihe dominant factor. Hence, there are
four child molester subtypes, demarcated accoriinghich factor is dominant.

To summarise Hall and Hirschman’s conceptualisatidnthe role/nature of
cognitions in child sexual offending, all CSOs dihioffence-supportive cognitions to
some degree. These cognitions arenecessarybut not sufficient factor in the
commissioning of sexual offending behaviour. FomeoCSOs these cognitions do not
play a major role and instead are contributory amhen a more powerful factor activates
the desire for sexual offending. For other CSOsyéwer, offence-supportive cognitions
somehow serve as the dominant drivers of theirndifeg. As discussed, Hall and
Hirschman sometimes appear to conceptualise tlesalled “cognitive distortions” as if
they are belief structures, while at other timesytlappear to conceptualise them as
temporary products.

Ward and Siegert’s (2002) Pathways Model

Ward and Siegert created the Pathways model byirguitogether the theories
outlined earlier. According to the Pathways modelir psychological mechanisms
generate the particular emotional, cognitive, skxwmnd social phenomena that
characterise CSOs. These are: intimacy and sddqiid deficits; deviant sexual scripts;
emotional dysregulation; and cognitive distortiovihile each mechanism contributes to
every sexual offence, one mechanism is particulaflyential. This primary mechanism
determines the aetiological pathway a sexual offerfdllows. The four psychological
mechanisms and their influences as primary mechenise outlined below.

Intimacy and social skills deficits

Ward and Siegert (2002) argue that CSOs have dihedi ability to form close,

intimate relationships with adults. Some may alagehexperienced abuse or neglect as

children, and thereby have disrupted internal wagkinodels regarding relationships and
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the importance and emotional availability of othe€$Os for whom this is the primary
mechanism are unable to achieve intimacy with goliftners, so they transfer their need
for sex and closeness to children. These offerldelisve they have a right to fulfil their
sexual needs however they can. This results ixaas@rousal response to children and
engenders attempts to establish adult-like relakigns with children.
Deviant sexual scripts

Sexual scripts are described by Ward and SiegéfiZPas mental representations
about sexual encounters that individuals develamdwchildhood. Essentially, scripts are
types of schemas and as such are cognitive stasc{itisbett & Ross, 1980; Schank &
Abelson, 1977). Sexual scripts guide individualdcakow, where, when, and with whom
one can have sex. Ward and Siegert argue that saxial abuse can create inappropriate
scripts because it exposes children to sexual expmrs before they are cognitively and
emotionally able to process them. Because CSOsnare likely to have been sexually
abused as children they are more likely to holdatgvscripts. CSOs who are primarily
driven by this mechanism have sexual scripts wherelationships are represented in
purely sexual terms, and they hold distorted beliefgarding relationships. Deficits in
forming close adult relationships lead them to twyachieve intimacy through sexual
contact with children, for these CSOs believe tilidren are more trustworthy, safe, and
accepting than adults.
Emotional dysregulation

Emotionally dysregulated individuals have diffigulinanaging their emotions to
achieve their goals. CSOs who are primarily dribgnthis mechanism sexually offend
when they cannot effectively manage their negagivmtions. Strong negative emotions
either break down their disinhibitions concernirgx swith children, or lead them to
opportunistically use sex with children to eleviteir mood. While they prefer sex with

age-appropriate partners, they will use sex withdodn if access to adult partners is



17

blocked. Ward and Siegert state that in these casgsitive distortions will arise as an
attempt to rationalise predatory sexual behavioline authors’ conception of cognitive
distortions is discussed below.

Cognitive distortions

Cognitive distortions are broadly defined by WarddaSiegert (2002) as
“maladaptive beliefs and attitudes, and problem#tionking styles” (p. 333). Note that
this definition introduces some confusion becauseovers both cognitive structures
(beliefs and attitudes) and processes (thinkingestyWard and Siegert state that CSOs
for whom cognitive distortions are primary drivefigpssess general pro-criminal attitudes
and beliefs” (p. 338) that lead them to “disregaatial norms forbidding sex with
children and... exploit any opportunity for self-gfigation if it presents itself’ (p. 339).
This description essentially paints cognitive disbms as belief structures, rather than
temporary appraisals or other cognitive procesa&sd and Siegert further reinforce the
conceptualisation of cognitive distortions as ctgai structures by stating that the
distorted comments CSOs make may reflect faultgmwes that hold offence-supportive
content. However, Ward and Siegert also point loat tognitive distortions might simply
be rationalisations CSOs put forward to excuse #ions, either to maintain self-esteem
or to cast themselves in a positive light sociallythis point the authors are highlighting
the fact that cognitive distortions can simply bewed as cognitive products; things
CSOs say that may or may not reflect underlyinghd@oge structures.

According to the Pathways model, the above fourhaeisms generate four CSO
categories by acting as primary drivers of sextfi@naling behaviour and determining the
pathway along which the offending pattern unfoldsaddition, there is a fifth category
that consists of CSOs who have multiple, pronounyesdunctional mechanisms. Many of

these men will have been sexually abused as childred will have consequently
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developed deviant sexual scripts. They are likelypé “pure” paedophiles who consider
sexual relationships with children to be ideal.

It is important to note that although the role loé four mechanisms identified by
Ward and Siegert vary according to CSO typologyC&0s will be influenced to some
degree by each mechanism. The implication is thatyeCSO has faulty cognitions that
contribute to his offending. Thus, in the Pathwaysdel cognitions are moved from the
peripheral position assigned them, for examplah@lIntegrated Theory, to a position of
great importance. The influential cognitions thatd/ and Siegert identified in the
Pathways model are: sexual scripts (which are tegnistructures); and so-called
cognitive distortions. As explained, the authorgeofdescribe cognitive distortions as if
they are cognitive structures (e.g., scripts arligtts®, although they also sometimes refer
to them as if they are cognitive processes (éhinking errors) or cognitive products (e.g.,
excuses). Thus, it appears that Ward and Siederdad key role to a range of cognitions
that arise across the offence chain. It is cleair \Ward and Siegert view CSOs’ cognitions
as playing a causative role, as they are descrilsediving the offender permission to
offend. Because cognitive distortions are multighfined within the Pathways model, it
is unclear how one should differentiate betweennitog@ distortions that represent
offence-supportive beliefs and those that may atstee excuses or rationalisations that
arise in the aftermath of offending.

What do our Multifactor Models Tell Us?

In summary, all four major multifactor theories séxual offending posit that
CSOs’ cognitions can interact with other factors generate offending behaviour.
However, the nature and extent to which these togsi contribute to child sexual
offending vary from theory to theory.

Finkelhor (1984) and Marshall and Barbaree (198t)ly that holding abnormal,

offence-supportive cognitions is neither necessaoy sufficient for an individual to
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sexually offend against children. However, the moeeent theories of Hall and
Hirschman (1991; 1992) and Ward and Siegert (2G0Qgjgest that all CSOs exhibit
faulty, offence-supportive cognitions to some degrddence, theorists’ perceived
importance of cognitive factors in the commissignof child sexual offences appears to
have increased over time. Conceptions of what tlcegaitions are, however, and how
they exert their influence, vary within and acrdssories. There is confusion within and
across the models as to whether CSOs’ offence-stippacognitions are temporary
products or cognitive structures. Finkelhor and|Hald Hirschman sometimes suggest
that CSOs’ offence-supportive cognitions are bediefictures, and at other times describe
them as cognitive products. Marshall and Barbapgear predominantly to view the key
offence-relevant cognitions as cognitive structuiess, beliefs and attitudes). Likewise,
Ward and Siegert seem to view the cognitions tbppsrt sexual offending as cognitive
structures (i.e., beliefs, attitudes, and script®wever, they also describe CSOs’ offence-
supportive cognitions as cognitive processes (&hgnking styles”).

There is also variance within and across the modgl$o the causative role of
CSOs’ offence-related cognitions. At times it iscle@ar whether CSOs’ offence-
supportive cognitions help drive their desire téenfl, or whether they are generated
simply to justify something that is already desirAtternatively, they may be beliefs that
fail to inhibit the desire for offending, or posbé constructions used to diminish guilt
(and perhaps maintain future offending). For instaooking at the idea that beliefs play
a causative role, Finkelhor described how beligisloesing male entitlement could
predispose a CSO to offend, while Marshall and Biag® claimed that learned beliefs
could interact with biological and environmentattfars to elicit offending. Likewise, Hall
and Hirschman identified CSO beliefs regarding pieeceived benefits for children of

sexual activity as being motivational precursorsdégual abuse, while Ward and Siegert
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named sexual scripts and cognitive distortionsves of the four major mechanisms
generating CSOs’ symptoms.

On the other hand, Finkelhor painted CSOs’ offertevant cognitions as
phenomena that emerge in response to the emotionhkexual needs thedally drive
child sexual abuse. So while offence-supportivengams may be co-opted when the
CSO strives to meet his needs, those cognitionsnatethe key aetiological factor.
Similarly, Hall and Hirschman suggested that CSf@alty cognitions might only be
mobilised when a dominant, motivating factor drivleem towards offending. This
guestion over the causative role of CSOs’ offeraevant cognitions is an important one,
because its answer will further inform treatmerdvisiers as to which aspects of CSOs’
internal and external worlds should receive maxinaitantion in treatment: if cognitions
are merely co-opted in the service of overarchiegds and desires they presumably do
not form the main treatment target. This point Wwél returned to in Chapter Seven.

To summarise, our most influential multifactor misdef sexual offending show
considerable variation in their portrayal of cogmtfactors relevant to the commissioning
of child sexual abuse. It is unclear whether thaoaimal cognitions of interest in the study
of CSOs are structures, processes, or products.ukislear is whether the key cognitions
actually drive sexual offending, or are simply stdd in the service of other emotional
and biological drives. Finally, if cognitive struces or processedo drive child sexual
offending, it is unclear whether these structuneprocesses play a role in the offending
behaviour of all or only some CSOs. As will be shoim the following chapter, this
confusion over the nature and role of CSOs’ cogngiis not unique to the multi-factor

theories. Rather, it is strongly mirrored in thegse-factor theory literature.
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Chapter Two

A Single-Factor Theory: CSOs and Offence-Supportiv@eliefs

The idea that CSOs hold faulty, offence-supportiediefs was first posited by
Abel and colleagues (Abel et al., 1984; Abel et H89). In their 1984 paper, Abel et al.
noted that CSOs often excuse, minimise, or judtigir sexual assaults when asked to
explain their behaviour. Examples provided by Abiell. (1984) included, “A child who
does not resist my sexual advances really wartiave sex with me” (p. 98) and, “Having
sex with a child is a good way for an adult to tetiee child about sex” (p. 99). Abel et al.
referred to these statements as “cognitive digtasti.

Although Abel et al. (1984) did not state the seumf the termcognitive
distortionsthey likely borrowed it from the writings of Bedk963; 1967). Beck (1967)
described cognitive distortions as the automatid aystematic errors in thinking that
characterise depressed people. Examples that Bemkded of these thinking errors
included “personalisation” (a tendency to perceiveself as causing, or being at the
centre, of events) and “overgeneralisation” (pefiogi a negative outcome in one situation
to be predictive of negative outcomes in otheragitins). Beck surmised that these
cognitive distortions were information processingoss that stemmed from a triad of
negative beliefs that depressed people held alheuself, others, and the world. Thus,
according to Beck (1963, 1967), cognitive distorticare cognitive processes that are
linked to, but not synonymous with, cognitive stures.

Unlike Beck, when Abel et al. (1984; 1989) applied termcognitive distortions
to the sexual offending field the authors were ear about whether distortions ought to
be conceptualised as products, processes, orwstactin essence, Abel and colleagues
simply used the term as a label for the seemingigdurate statements that CSOs make
regarding their offending behaviour. In their 198ber, Abel et al. provided researchers

with a list of the types of cognitive distortiortsat, based on their own clinical experience,
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the authors thought were most common in CSOs. Tehens cognitive distortions
categories they identified are presented in taldle 2
Table 2.1.

Cognitive distortions categories noted in Abel, IBa¢c and Cunningham-Rathner (1984)

Cognitive distortions

A child who does not resist my sexual advances svienhave sex with me
Having sex with a child is a good way for adultethucate them about sex
Children do not tell others about the sexual afgtiiecause they secretly
enjoy it

In the future, society will begin to accept sextelations between adults and
children

An adult who fondles a child without penetratiomat harming the child
When children ask questions about sex, it is becthey want sexual relations
with adults

My relationship with the child is greatly enhandétlough having sex with

them

Although Abel et al. (1984) called the above itefoggnitive distortions”, they
stated that the items were, “...only a sample ofvthkeous beliefs and attitudes held by
adults as they involve themselves with children” 1p1). In fact, the above list seems
simply to be a series of belief statements. In rothards, Abel et al. presented cognitive
distortions as if they were belisfructurescommon in CSOs, rather than thinking errors
or other cognitiveprocesses In addition, they did not acknowledge that cogsit
distortions might simply be things that CSOs tdlerhselves or others to create a

favourable self-image or to appear more favourameially. This view of CSOs’
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cognitive distortions as belief structures is reinéd by Abel et al.’s (1984) definition of
cognitive distortions as “cognitive beliefs thapport sexual involvement with children”
(p. 98). Hence, Abel et al. (1984) frequently iredlithat they did not conceive of
cognitive distortion as thinking errors, as BecRG3; 1967) had done, and instead thought
of them as beliefs.

Unfortunately, the definition of CSOs’ cognitivestbrtions was muddied when
Abel et al., (1989) later broadened the meaningdde other phenomena such as, “...an
individual's internal processes, including the ifications, perceptions and judgments
used by the sex offender to rationalise his chitestation behaviour’(p. 137). In their
1989 paper Abel and colleagues not only called itivgndistortions beliefs, but also
described them as cognitive processes (e.g., gerosp and products (e.g., judgments).
In fact, in their 1989 paper Abel et al. frequerdBscribed cognitive distortions as if they
were things CSOs said to themselves to feel béttarinstance, they stated that cognitive
distortions appeared to:

“...allow the offender to justify his ongoing sexwduse of children without the anxiety,
guilt and loss of self-esteem that would usuallguie from an individual committing
behaviours contrary to the norms of his societybéPet al., 1989, p.137).

Thus, with the publication of Abel et al.’'s 1989ppa, the term "cognitive
distortion” developed a very wide definitional rbadét could mean cognitive structures,
cognitive processes, or cognitive products. Of seuin the absence of any theory or
research to guide Abel and colleagues as to thwrfadhat might underlie CSOs’
cognitive distortions, it is understandable tha #uthors found it difficult to provide a
tight definition of the construct in question.

Following publication of Abel et al.’s (1984; 198%ork, Neidigh and Krop
(1992) set about listing in greater detail the sypé cognitive distortions endorsed by

CSOs. They asked 101 CSOs to write answers to epded questions about the
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“thoughts, ideas or beliefs” (p. 210) that had dbwoted to their sexual offending. The
authors then sorted the resultant 357 separaensats into 38 categories. The ten most
commonly-endorsed statements are listed in TaBle 2.
Table 2.2.
Ten most common cognitive distortions categoried gercentage of offenders producing

response, as per Neidigh and Krop (1992)

Percentage Cognitive distortions

25 She enjoyed it

25 This won't hurt her or affect her in any way

21 This is not so bad, it's not really wrong

20 | was high on drugs or alcohol at the time

19 | wasn't thinking or | wouldn’t have done it

15 No one will ever find out so | won't get catigh
14 She is flirting and teasing me, she wantsordotit
12 We love each other so this is ok

10 She didn’t say no or tell, so it must be okhwher
10 There is no force involved, so this must beéualu

Neidigh and Krop (1992) commented that althoughyrafrthe derived categories
aligned with the seven cognitive distortions idked by Abel et al. (1984), some
categories did not directly map onto Abel et a{ésg., “No one will ever find out so |
won't get caught”, “I was high on alcohol or drugsthe time”). Presumably this was
because Neidigh and Krop's categories were devdldpem actual, personal CSO
statements rather than the general, clinician-ddristatements Abel et al. (1984) had

listed.
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By organising CSOs’ statements about their offegdMeidigh and Krop (1992)
provided researchers with a database of contentureap by offender statements.
Nevertheless, Neidigh and Krop's work did not dlahat these statements represented,
or how they might be involved in the commissionafgsexual offences against children.
Interestingly, while Abel et al. (1984) had refetréo their list of seven cognitive
distortions as beliefs or attitudes, Neidigh anaKraised the idea that the statements
recorded in their study might actually be “surféeeel descriptions” (p. 213) rather than
representing “deeper cognitive schemas or belipfs2(l2). However, the authors also
indicated that cognitive distortions might in faepresent beliefs because, in a confusing
twist, they suggested that their 38 category stateésncould be compiled into a scale for
assessing CSO cognition. By saying that distortediding statements could be used as
items for CSOs to agree or disagree with in theeads of offending cues, Neidigh and
Krop implied that cognitive distortions are not metransitory thinking errors, nor
descriptions used to explain or excuse offending,rather beliefs that CSOs hold across
time.

We have so far seen that Abel et al. (1984) intteduthe idea that CSOs hold
beliefs that facilitate their offending and thaffelientiate them from others. The authors
frequently referred to these beliefs as cognitigtodtions. In addition, they listed some of
the themes captured by these beliefs (a task sqgoended by Neidigh & Krop, 1992).
However, confusion developed when Abel et al. (398% Neidigh and Krop suggested
that CSOs’ distortions might actually reflect otlpeocesses. In short, Abel and colleagues
weren't able to define the processes underlyinghitivg distortions, or offence-relevant
statements, although they often implied that cogmitlistortions are beliefs. Because the
phenomena underlying cognitive distortions remainlear, in this thesis the meaning of

cognitive distortions will be taken to simply refer the offence-related statements that
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CSOs utter or endorse which are interpreted byrstag being faulty or distorted in some
way.

Other researchers have used the term cognitivertist to refer to a raft of other
cognitive structures, processes, and productsexample, cognitive distortions have been
called excuses (Pollock & Hashmall, 1991), ratimaions (Neidigh & Krop, 1992),
justifications, Abel et al., 1989), minimisationgl{rphy, 1990), schemas (Malamuth &
Brown, 1994), denial (Vanhouche & Vertommen, 199)d defensiveness (Rogers &
Dickey, 1991). A number of authors have commentedhis plethora of terms (e.g.,
Beech & Mann, 2002; Geer, Estupinan, & Manguno-Mir@99; Maruna & Mann, 2006),
but an agreed-upon definition has never assertadf iin the literature. This lack of
consensus stems from the fact that researchermaigeire what phenomena actually drive
cognitive distortions, and a lack of research umalerlying factors has left psychologists
unable to accurately describe the phenomena thgatitoee distortions represent. Very
recently it has been proposed that cognitive distos represent judgements that CSOs
make about what they believe to be true, what Srdele, and how one best explains
one’s actions (Ward, Keown, & Gannon, 2007). Ineottvords, according to this model
cognitive distortions reflect belief-based, valweséd, and action-based evaluations and
thus are not solely driven by beliefs. Becausdsofdcency, this model has yet to be tested
and it remains to be seen whether it will be takpnby researchers and clinicians. At
present, however, there is a general sense inténatlre that cognitive distortions reflect
offence-supportive beliefs (Gannon & Polaschek, 620Marshall, Anderson, &
Fernandez, 1999b). In the following section thijmpwill be considered in further detail.
Despite the highly variable use of the cognitivetdlition terms by different researchers, it
must be reiterated that it has not yet been dhtifivhich phenomena CSOs’ cognitive
distortions represent: all that is known is thagyttare marked by distorted or faulty-

sounding statements that CSOs utter or endorse.
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Cognitive Distortions as Beliefs

Abel et al. (1984) introduced a key pair of ideashe sexual offending literature:
1) CSOs typically hold offence-supportive beliedad 2) evidence for these can be found
in the distorted-sounding statements CSOs enddtss. interlocking pair of ideas has
increasingly become embedded in the framework framith psychologists think about
and study factors driving child sexual offendindpeTevidence for this assertion will now
be reviewed.

As was shown in Chapter One, the view that CSCOisdllp hold distorted beliefs
— as evidenced by their cognitive distortions —raflected in the most recent major
multifactor theory of child sexual offending. Rddalat in the Pathways model, Ward and
Siegert (2002) frequently referred to cognitivetaions as beliefs, and they proposed
that cognitive distortions play a causative rolechild sexual offending. In fact, the
Pathways model contends that cognitive distortamesinvolved in the offending pathway
of every CSO. If cognitive distortions are gengrathought of as being equivalent to
beliefs, the universal involvement of cognitive tdiions within the Pathways model
suggests that the majority of CSOs hold offencepetipve beliefs of some kind.

The assumption that most or all CSOs hold statlefsehas also pervaded the
writings of researchers looking at single-factagdhies of child sexual offending. This is
evidenced by the raft of researchers who have ndiatl that CSOs typically hold
cognitive distortions, while directly calling thosmgnitive distortions “beliefs” (e.g.,
Blumenthal, Gudjonnson & Burns, 1999; Bumby 199@wkit, 1995; Marshall et al.,
1999b; Milner & Webster, 2005; Saradjian & Nobu802; Ward et al. 997).

The concept that most CSOs hold offence-suppohbiiliefs and that evidence for
these can be found in their seemingly distortedestants is also reflected in CSO

treatment programmes. A key target of current G®@tment programmes is to challenge
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offence-supportive beliefs (Kirsch & Becker, 2008yian-Byrne, 2004). While authors
often describe this process as the modificatiorcagfnitive distortions (e.g., Becker &
Murphy, 1998; Beech & Fisher, 2002; Marshall et 899b; Marshall & Barbaree, 1999),
the same authors recommend treatment techniquesithzally appear to be aimed at
shifting stable beliefs. For instance, in a secéatitled ‘Changing Cognitive Distortions’,
Marshall and Barbaree (1999) stress the importafdeving each programme attendee
describe details of his offending so treatment jalens can target his, “...misperceptions
and distorted attitudes and beliefs about his mwicthis offence, and about other more
general issues (e.g., ... a sense of entitlementtatitldren)” (p. 69). Marshall and
Barbaree go on to explain that when “cognitive attédns” are uttered they should be
challenged by group members in treatment as a wrahé group to learn from each other
and to, “think critically about their own beliefattitudes and perceptions” (p. 70). Further
evidence that changing beliefs is a key target ®0Qreatment programmes is evidenced
by the fact that the effectiveness of such prograsim frequently assessed by measuring
the extent to which attendees show response shiftsognitive distortion questionnaires
(Mann, Webster, Wakeling, & Marshall, 2007). Sugfestionnaires are actually designed
to measure stable offence-supportive beliefs. Wérath not they succeed at this task is an
issue that will be discussed shortly.

The notion that faulty beliefs drive CSOs’ cogratidistortions has become so
entrenched that researchers have started theoasiogt the nature of those underlying
beliefs. Recent writings have proposed that theefselvhich purportedly drive cognitive
distortions emanate from deep cognitive structuogsschemas (e.g., Beech & Mann,
2002; Drake, Ward, Nathan & Lee, 2001; Mann & Bee&h03; Maruna & Mann 2006;
Milner & Webster, 2005; Ward, 2000; Ward & Keend®99). This premise has been
articulated most clearly in Ward's work on implidiheories (Ward, 2000; Ward &

Keenan, 1999). Drawing from cognitive/behaviourérature on the development of



29

people’s cognitions (e.g., Carpendale & Chandl8861 Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995),
Ward and Keenan proposed that the beliefs thatrgeneognitive distortions are not
unrelated propositions, and instead are the proofuanderlying implicit theories (ITs).
Ward (2000) described ITs as networks of intereelabeliefs and concepts that CSOs
hold about the nature of their “victims, the wordshd themselves” (p. 821). According to
Ward, the content contained within these cognisitrectures leads CSOs to interpret the
world in specific, offence-supportive ways.

In order to identify the types of implicit theoridgat CSOs hold, Ward and Keenan
(1999) analysed the types of statements that Ca@%Héen reported to utter in interview
studies (e.g., Neidigh & Krop, 1992), as well as gotentially distorted statements listed
in questionnaire measures of offence-supportivietselln other words, Ward and Keenan
sought to identify the clusters of beliefs that ntignderlie CSOs’ cognitive distortions in
order to gain a picture of the cognitive conteritihie their implicit theories. The results
led Ward and Keenan to surmise that there are Ifi\ee encapsulating the following
themes:Children as Sexual Beings, Dangerous World, Emtiélet, Nature of Harmand
Uncontrollable.

The Children as Sexual Beingd contains beliefsthat children have sexual
interests and desires and that they are capahfeaking informed decisions about sex.
CSOs holding this IT are likely to misinterpret Idnén’s actions as being sexually
provocative. An example cognitive distortion thaght be generated by this belief cluster
is, “the child was asking for sex”.

Beliefs contained within th®angerous WorldT hold that the world is a hostile
place full of aggressive and rejecting individuadso inflict pain and suffering on each
other. There are two possible belief types thathtnrgsult from a view of the world as
being hostile. The first set of beliefs hold thateoshould withdraw into the safety

afforded by relationships with children, who arewed as innocent and accepting. An
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example of an associated distorted statementhddfen are much safer than adults”. The
second belief set holds that one should “fight bagiainst the world, manipulating and
punishing those who can be dominated, and pre-geiptistriking out against others
before they have a chance to cause harm. An assdaagnitive distortion might be, “I
did it because she needed to be taught a lesson”.

The EntitlementIT refers to beliefs in which the offender considers himself
superior to others because of his personal chaistate or social role. For example, he
may consider that as a man he is in a dominantipesiompared to women and children.
As a consequence of this superiority his wantsra®ts assume higher importance than
the needs of others. A distorted-sounding statemsstciated with this IT might be, “as a
man it's my right to get my kids to do whateveldase”

Beliefs characterising thidature of HarmIT serve to minimise or deny the harm
that sexual activity can inflict on children. CS®@&gh this IT will sometimes attempt to
justify their actions by claiming that more harmfdhaviours, such as physical assault,
can be inflicted against a child. A possible cagaitdistortion associated with this belief
cluster is, “It was only a bit of fun anyway”.

Finally, the Uncontrollable IT contains beliefs thabne’s life is chaotic and
following an uncontrollable course. The CSO whodsothis IT believes that they are
overwhelmed by powerful internal and external far¢e.g., sexual desire, drugs, alcohol,
stress, social pressures), leaving them unablenépes their day-to-day existence. A
cognitive distortion that might be generated by ttiuster of beliefs is, “I wouldn't have
done it if | wasn't high at the time”.

Ward and Keenan (1999) did not assert that thepdiditntheories are universal
among CSOs. For one thing, they noted that notye@8O should be expected to hold all
five ITs. Rather, individuals are likely to holdfdgirent numbers of ITs. In addition, Ward

and Keenan remarked that some CSOs might not hgldTes at all. The authors stated
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that, “...although they are plausible sources ofkinels of distorted thoughts individuals
who sexually offend against children exhibit, wee arot suggesting that all sexual
offenders hold these implicit theories” (p. 822).

Unfortunately, Ward and Keenan did not expand ow leme might tell the
difference between a distorted statement that septe an implicit theory and one that
represents other phenomena, such as impressiongeraeat strategies. To their credit
Ward and Keenan acknowledged this issue, statity th

“At this point in time we are relatively ignoranf ¢he underlying nature of

cognitive distortions... However, in the absence oy aubstantial research or

theoretical literature on the nature of mental espntations in sexual offenders...
we suggest that it is a useful first step to akmiplausible implicit theories that
offenders could use to explain, predict and undarsthe actions of victims and

themselves.” (p. 822)

Following on from Ward and Keenan's (1999) idea,nMaand Beech (2002)
constructed a model showing the role of schemaebasgnition in sexual offending.
Beech and Mann defined a schema as, “a structuriioing beliefs or attitudes that
follow a similar theme or pattern and that haveeligped as a result of trying to make
sense of early life experiences” (p. 145). Accogdio Mann and Beech’s model, sexual
offenders’ dysfunctional schemas lead them to m®eenbiguous or negative life events
in such a way that hostile interpretations are pced. When these cognitive products
combine with other sexual offending-related fact¢esy., impulsivity, deviant sexual
interests, lack of intimacy) the sexual offenderketaa choice to engage in sexually
abusive behaviour. Thus, Beech and Mann (2002) loped a model in which

dysfunctional schemas are not the primary drivédrsexual offending, but are instead
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components that, when combined with a range ofaslierisk factors, will heighten the
likelihood of sexual assault occurring.

Whether CSOs’ offence-supportive beliefs are hdstwved as being isolated
structures or as being linked in with larger, mpeevasive schematic structures is a matter
currently under consideration within the sexuaknffing field (Gannon, Keown, & Rose,
in press). What is evident, however, is that thedtlyesis that CSOs hold offence-
supportive beliefs in some form or another has eghiwidespread acceptance. Naturally,
this acceptance raises a very important questiorhat wvidence is there to support the

hypothesis? In the following chapter this questigihbe explored in depth.
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Chapter Three

What's in a Measure? Research Underpinning the Natin of Offence-
Supportive Beliefs

As mentioned earlier, the hypothesis that CSOs lodlence-supportive beliefs
certainly has intuitive appeal. However, no mattew seemingly appealing a premise is,
in the field of science we must critically considiee evidence that runs for and against it.
Typically, researchers seeking information abou©€Soffence-supportive beliefs have
conducted two types of inquiry. First, researchease interviewed CSOs about their
offences and identified response statements thatdsdistorted or inaccurate. These so-
called cognitive distortions have usually been mate reflect offence-supportive beliefs.
Second, researchers have created questionnaire€3@s in which offence-related
propositions are listed, such as, “A child won'téaex with an adult unless the child
wants to” (Abel and Becker Cognitions ScaMdgel et al., 1989). CSOs are asked to rate
the extent to which they agree with each item. $38 indicate greater mean agreement
with questionnaire items than comparison groupss ttifference is assumed to
demonstrate that CSOs hold enduring, context-intldg@ cognitions that distinguish
them from non-abusive individuals. In other worttggse CSOs are usually thought to
believequestionnaire items to be true

The subsequent section will review interview andgjionnaire studies to consider
the extent to which CSOs utter or endorse cogndistortions. Information gathered from
these two sources will be discussed, and the #&gnife of that evidence in terms of
CSOs’ beliefs will be considered. Attention willeth turn to the cognitive experiment, an
underutilised but potentially valuable method fssessing sexual offender cognition.
Interview Studies of CSO Statements

As discussed, Abel et al. (1984) were the firsbtganize the content of CSOs’

post-offence statements. The fact that these statesmwere interpreted as evidence of
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faulty beliefs is apparent in the authors’ assarttmat the statements represented, “beliefs
and attitudes held by adults as they involve thémasewith children” (p. 101). Following
Abel et al.’s work, Neidigh and Krop (1992) adoptedhore formal approach to recording
and categorizing CSOs’ post-offence statementsndJai written questionnaire format,
they collected 357 statements which were assigmé&8 differently themed categories by
three judges who showed high levels of interragge@ment. Neidigh and Krop were less
certain about whether the collected statementsesepted beliefs. While there was some
suggestion from Neidigh and Krop that they migliteet beliefs, the authors also posited
that the recorded statements might represent ‘@irfavel cognitions” (p. 211) and
“conscious self talk” (p. 211) rather than “deepdtitudes and beliefs” (p. 211). The
authors made this comment after examining theitigipants’ scores on the ABCS.
Neidigh and Krop found that their participants ersgdal an average of 1.8 distortions on
the ABCS. This was a substantially lower numbenttize average 3.5 distortions that
participants endorsed when being interviewed. BezaDSOs appeared more distorted
when being interviewed, and because CSO questimmaire essentially designed to
assess entrenched beliefs, Neidigh and Krop prdptss their participants’ interview
statements may have reflected temporary, situapatific appraisals rather than beliefs.
Subsequent authors (Gannon & Polaschek, 2006) painéed out that CSOs might also
reveal more distortions when being interviewed heeaheir belief structures are primed
by in-depth discussions about their offences, emireg the online availability of their
offence-relevant cognitions.

Hartley (1998) interviewed eight intrafamilial CSOse., CSOs who, unlike
extrafamilial CSOs, have only offended against famiembers). Hartley stated that the
aim of this study was to investigate how intrafaahibffenders use cognitive distortions to
overcome their inhibitions against sexual offendi@ggnitive distortions were described

by Hartley as CSOs’ faulty “thoughts, perceptiohsliefs, and attitudes” (p. 25). The
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study was based on Finkelhor's (1984) premise tB80s must surmount internal

inhibitions in order to commit sexual abuse. Thealbed cognitive distortions that CSOs
in this study provided were grouped by Hartley irftur categories. These were:

cognitions related to sociocultural factors (ileeliefs that society tolerates child sexual
abuse in certain circumstances); cognitions usedkdace fear of disclosure (i.e., self-
reassuring thoughts that the abuse will go unded@ctCognitions used to diminish

responsibility (i.e., beliefs that the abuse islanped or not harmful); and cognitions

related to permission seeking (i.e., beliefs thiédatould consent to the abuse). Hartley
concluded that the statements uttered by CSOstrirsthedy demonstrated that cognitive
distortions are not only post-hoc rationalizatidmst also represent pre-offence cognitions
that lower inhibitions against offending.

In another interview study of CSOs’ cognitive disitns, Ward et al. (1998)
conducted a grounded theory analysis of assesdntentiews held with 20 intakes at a
CSO treatment programme. Within each interviewerwiewees explained what motivated
them and how they overcame internal inhibitionstemal inhibitions, and victim
resistance. Their statements were broken dowreisteries of so-called meaning units and
Ward et al. hypothesised that some of these statsmievealed information about the
belief content held within CSOs’ cognitive strugsr However, meaning units were also
found to reveal information about the offence chdihat is, they revealed information
about CSOs’ cognitive operations (e.g., descrigtiotienials, or minimisations of the
offence) and their styles of disclosing informatipre., detailed, euphemistic, concrete,
and passive). Thus, although Ward et al. used theent of CSOs’ utterances to
categorise pre-existing offence-supportive beli¢hey also warned that CSOs’ reports
may be affected by other processes. Setting asstes about whether Ward et al.’s model

is a fruitful way of categorising offender cognitjoit is significant that the authors
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stressed the importance for researchers and dlirsicio be aware of CSOs’ cognitive
operations and meta-level variables when analythien interview statements.

More recently, Saradjian and Nobus (2003) questid?eCSO clergymen about
their offences. The authors did this with the aindentifying content held within the
clergymen’s beliefs, as well as the processes hghwthose pre-existing beliefs could
“shape and affect subsequent judgments and behl&ymp808). They detected ten
categories of cognitive content, many of whichGasnnon and Polaschek (2006) have
pointed out, were similar to Ward and Keenan’s @98plicit theories (e.g:;Teenage
boys are full of sex, they want itChildren as Sexual BeingsSaradjian and Nobus
concluded that clergy CSOs used these beliefsgrathto the offences to overcome
inhibition, and after the offences to reduce salft@and maintain a positive self image.
The authors reported that CSOs in their study siehdlar beliefs to other CSOs, although
religious beliefs were also part of their offencgysortive thinking (e.gGodallowedit to
happen).

Finally, Marziano, Ward, Beech, and Pattison (200fgrviewed 22 CSOs to
group any resultant offence-supportive content ioi@ of the five ITs described in
Chapter Two. CSOs were questioned at length abimit bffences and the interview
transcripts were coded for semantic meaning ufifshe 6,497 resultant meaning units,
41% were classified as cognitive distortions aridcated to an IT category. CSOs were
found to most frequently endorsghildren as Sexual Being§8%), followed by
Uncontrollable(26%), Dangerous World22%),Nature of Harm(14%), andEntitlement
(10%). Despite the fact that Ward and Keenan (1g88jended that not all CSOs would
hold ITs and that some CSOs would hold only onénar ITs, Marziano et al. reported
that all 22 CSOs endorsed cognitive distortions fitied either four or five IT categories.
The authors took this remarkably high level of KBined cognitive distortion

endorsement (along with the fact that no otheraled “core beliefs” were identified) to
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strongly suggest that CSOs do in fact hold ITs.2ia0 et al. did not raise the possibility
that some of the statements made by participants mame reflected phenomena other
than underlying beliefs.

In summary, the interview studies reviewed abowehdl found that CSOs utter
cognitive distortions when they are interviewed w@biheir offences. In the only study
where the rate of such utterances was comparedenidbrsement of cognitive distortion
guestionnaire items (i.e., Neidigh & Krop, 1992nach higher rate of endorsement was
found using the interview technique. Taken togethegse results suggest that interview
studies reliably find evidence to support the hjests that CSOs generally exhibit
cognitive distortions. Less clear, however, is wihaise distortions mean. While they are
generally presented as evidence of faulty belidfe, authors of two interview studies
(Neidigh & Krop, 1992; Ward et al., 1998) did wairat CSOs' cognitive products may
not necessarily represent belief structures.

In recent years these warnings have been echoadniynber of researchers who
have raised questions about the nature of cogrdistertions and underlying phenomena
(e.g.,Beech & Mann, 2002GGannon & Polaschek, 2006; Maruna & Mann, 2006, Neid
& Krop, 1992; Segal & Stermac, 1990). Recall tHs €SOs who Neidigh and Krop
studied endorsed two times as many cognitive distoitems when being interviewed
than when answering a questionnaire. This diffezecould perhaps be explained by the
notion that CSOs who are asked to account for tlaetions sometimes produce
justifications, minimizations, and denial, to defleself-criticism or the opprobrium of
others. Alternatively, when asked to explain thifending CSOs may report temporary,
situation-bound appraisals that they engaged imgduhe time of their offending. These
appraisals could have been specific, transitonnitimgns that were generated through the
interaction of environmental factors and individwahotional and neuropsychological

drivers (see Ward & Beech, 2006). In fact, the idleat situational variables might
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overcome more entrenched cognitions has been dpipjieseveral authors to the sexual
offending field. For example, Howells, Day, and @ (2004), Gannon and Polaschek
(2006), and Ward, Hudson and Marshall (1995) halenated that the concept of
cognitive deconstructionan be called upon when accounting for CSOs’ dsxabusive
actions. Cognitive deconstruction is a construcat tivas originally identified by
Baumeister (1989, 1990). It is essentially a dhiftn abstract, higher levels of processing
to more concrete, stimuli-driven ones. This attamdl shift occurs when people are in the
midst of stressful circumstances. It is thoughth® a self-protective strategy that
temporarily screens people from self awarenes#, guil shame. When a person enters a
cognitively deconstructed state their self-condmmomes less integrated and meaningful,
they focus on immediate rather than long-term gdhksir thinking becomes less abstract
and more concrete, their self-standards are Iékgential, and their inhibitions and their
capacity to feel guilt diminishes. Baumeister (19@%@ntended that individuals can
oscillate between this state and a more awarerdadgrated one.

If this idea is applied to CSOs (as was first dopéVard et al., 1995), one can see
that an individual feeling high levels of negatafect, for instance, might feel a strong
drive to achieve intimacy through sexual contadhva child. Although the CSO may
believe that adult-child sexual contact is unacceptablegnwhe enters a cognitively
deconstructed state his beliefs have little infieelon his behaviour. In the cognitively
deconstructed state his attention is directed dtated cues, and because his processing
has become less abstract he fails to appraise thesewithin the context of their broader
meaning. So, for example, if his victim moves abmusuch a way that her underwear
shows he could interpret this as a sign of sexoatement, failing to acknowledge that
his victim’s action actually stems from an innocémtk of self-awareness. Deaf to his
own beliefs, he is now capable of performing adtat tare unconsciously aimed at

alleviating his emotional pain. Once self awarenmessrns the individual might then seek
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some way of neutralising the attendant guilt. THashis mind he generates cognitive
distortions, which in this case would be self-samtstatements designed to minimize the
perceived harm done, or his sense of personal megplity.

At present, the notion of cognitive deconstructiceems to sit rather
uncomfortably with recent literature on child selxofiending, and it is a topic that is not
often raised by researchers. This may be becaisard to align with the view that most
or all CSOs have abnormal belief structures. A##ly if one holds that CSOs have
exceptional beliefs that enlist pro-offending matiens, what need is there for a theory
that says sexual offending can occur in the contéxexceptional, belief-subsuming
circumstances? The concept does, however, aligre mdth the older theories of
Finkelhor (1984) and Marshall and Barbaree (198@kall that Finkelhor claimed CSOs
offend only in situations when their internal initikns have been lowered, implying that
offenders can actually offerid spite of not because gftheir beliefs. In a similar vein,
Marshall and Barbaree said sex offenders geneaffignd under circumstances that
disinhibit their control. The authors contended #nen well socialised males can offend
if exposed to specific circumstances and very gfrstnessors, a notion that clearly sits
well with the idea that CSOs might offend when icognitively deconstructed state.

The cognitive deconstruction concept raises thesipiisy that cognitive
distortions are sometimes things CSOs say to theasséo neutralize post-offence guilt.
Alternatively, cognitive distortions could represemttempts on the part of CSOs to
construct a coherent-sounding account of their vatibns and decisions. Interviewers
often ask CSOs to provide explanations relevarheir offending and to report on their
internal states during the offending period. Usudllis requires the speaker to recall
events that happened some considerable time ageidiig his memory is up to this
challenge, the speaker must then report on intextadés that he may very well have not

been aware of at the time. As explained earliemdms often use schemas to guide where
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we direct our attention, how we perceive and im&rpstimuli, and how we recall
information. Yet information regarding the contenfsthose schemas is not something
that humans have ready access to (Beck, 1996; tNi&bé/ilson, 1977). In fact, humans
are notoriously bad at understanding their own watitns (Kunda, 1999). As an
example, participants in studies have been shovaitém make moral judgements based
on intuitive, emotionally-driven appraisals. Yet evhasked to explain how they made
their judgements those people generally claim teehaade rational decisions, citing
culturally-sanctioned reasons for choosing a palgicresponse (Haidt, 2001). People
commonly construct these types of rationalisatidespite the fact that the vast majority
of human psychological processes occur outside asfsaous awareness (Bargh &
Chartrand, 1999; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). In ipatar, humans have little or no
introspective access to higher order cognitive @sses such as those used in problem
solving, evaluation, judgment, and action selectidisbett & Wilson, 1977). As Nisbett
and Wilson explain, humans are often unaware of tven responses as they make them.
Likewise, humans are generally unaware that stinmalve heavily influenced their
responses, or even that the influential stimuli gnesentin their environment. Although
individuals are capable of adopting an effortfuhtaddriven processing style (Fiske &
Taylor, 1991), even when making a conscious efnnonitor cognitions humans can
still be driven by factors that lie outside awarneFor instance, Bargh and Chartrand
reported that when individuals try to make conssjoeffortful judgments about others,
unbeknownst to these individuals their judgmentgehaiready been formed on the basis
of rapid, unintentional evaluations..

Despite the many difficulties involved in trying teport on one’s motivations and
decision-making processes, the CSO who is askegdain his offending may produce a
plausible-sounding account. While this could intécthat he is providing an accurate

description of the offence process, it is moreljikbat he is playing storyteller, weaving
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together fact and fiction in order to create a cehtaccount of his offending. Malle
(2006) notes that when people engage in undesimblgnusual behaviours it is very
difficult for them to admit ignorance of their owaasons. Likewisdistenersoften want
to hear excuses that explain behaviour in a coingellay (Malle, 2006). Thus, the CSO
being interviewed may attempt to construct a pésfe@tional, yet nevertheless faulty,
causal history that either reduces his discomfomia knowing why he committed his
crimes, or that gives the interviewer an explamatfeey seem to want.

In addition to the above possibilities, some cageitlistortions may be statements
that CSOs utter in order to project a more positimage of themselves to others (see
Gannon & Polaschek, 2006; Maruna & Mann, 2006).0kdng to Maruna and Mann, it
is common for people, especially westerners, toigmexcuses when asked to explain
their misdeeds. That is, humans have a tendencjtacexternal causes and mitigating
circumstances when accounting for their bad behavia particular, humans tend to deny
planning or intentionality when explaining misdeetisth to minimise their own guilt
(Baumeister & Wotman, 1992) and to enhance thgutetion (Maruna & Mann, 2006).
Such excuses can actually play an adaptive roleause they allow the speaker to
maintain healthy self-esteem levels and can sthemgsocial ties by indicating a desire to
follow social norms (Maruna & Mann, 2006). In shakcuse-making is both common
and adaptive... unless, it seems, one has sexudéipddd against children. In this case,
individuals who engage in excuse-making are usymsdtihologised.

Finally, some cognitive distortions might simply Hairly accurate event
descriptions. When an offender says something fikeias too drunk at the time to think
straight” or, “l was depressed” or, “she hopped itte bed and started cuddling up to me”
his descriptions might merely be that: descriptiomle offender is not necessarily
excusing his behaviour. Rather, he may be tryingite his listener information about

external and internal forces acting on him durimg ¢ffending period. Maruna and Mann
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(2006) and Mann and Hollin (2007) have noted thatfforn being misinterpretations that
ought to be challenged, such statements could wetlysignal dynamic risk factors the
offender needs to address in treatment. Regardless® has been a tendency in clinical
practice to declare almost any causal explanatiah offenders extend regarding their
behaviour as being distorted (Maruna & Mann, 2006).

In summary, the seemingly distorted-sounding statém that CSOs utter in
interviews could arise from a raft of phenomenaeylmight, as is often suggested, be
direct descriptions of abnormal content held withalief structures or schemas. On the
other hand, they might represent CSOs’ attemptaake logical sense of behaviour that
was not enacted for logical reasons, or attemptsttospect on motivations that lie
beyond the reach of introspection. Alternativelgeyt might be direct reports about
temporary appraisals the offender made when offendir self-soothing statements that
kick into gear when the offender contemplates thit-qnducing fact that he abused a
child. They might be excuses the offender extemdbis listener because he wants to
assure the listener he is a likeable person aftefteen again, cognitive distortions might
sometimes be matter-of-fact descriptions that ave designed to excuse or justify
anything. Unfortunately, the research literaturantams scant discussion about these
competing phenomena, how psychologists mightelldifference between them, or what

the treatment implications are that they yield.

Questionnaire Studies of CSO Statements

Despite warnings that CSOs’ cognitive products migbt represent beliefs,
researchers have nevertheless used the semantentaolerived from CSOs’ interview
studies to develop questionnaire measures of affenpportive beliefs. Typically, these
guestionnaire measures are administered to CSOsf@adder or community control

groups under confidential or anonymous conditioftse underlying rationale is that if
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CSOs hold stable, non-situational, offence-suppertieliefs their answers should be
statistically distinct from those provided by no®&@Qs (Ward et al., 1997).

The first such questionnaire was developed by AlB#cker, Cunningham-
Rathner, Rouleau, Kaplan, and Reich (1984). Caled\bel and Becker Cognitions Scale
(ABCS, this 29-item scale was simply based on the asthdinical experience in
verbally assessing CSOs. Abel et al. (1989) fouhd scale to have acceptable
psychometric properties (test-retest reliability 3% over three weeks and internal
consistency ranging from .59 to .82 across sixaekéd factors). Examples of items
include “A child who doesn't physically resist afluli’s sexual advances, really wants to
have sex with the adult” and, “Having sex with tteéld is a good way for an adult to
teach the child about sex.” Items are scored orpai Likert scale from 1Strongly
agreg to 5 Strongly disagree The scale was found by Abel et al. (1989) toehaix
factors, which were labelled (see pp. 144-145) dkws: “Child-adult sex helps the
child”; “Children initiate child-adult sex for spéic reasons”; “Adults initiate child-adult
sex for specific reasons”; “The child’'s behaviohows their desire for child-adult sex”;
“Adults can predict when child-adult sex will daneattpe child in the future”; “Child-adult
sex is or will be acceptable in society”. Abel &t(@989) noted that ABCS items were
transparent meaning that no attempt was made to disguisqubstionnaire’s purpose.

Despite this transparency the instrument has beed with a reasonable degree of
success in various studies. Abel et al. (1989) tisedABCS to compare responses from
240 CSOs, 48 non-CSO paraphilics (i.e., men whabéeld other forms of sexual
deviancy), and 86 community controls. CSOs werendoto endorse significantly more
items than community controls on all six factordth@ugh no factor statistically
distinguished CSOs from paraphilics. Stermac anghlSE989) also used the ABCS to
compare 20 CSOs with 17 rapists, 35 clinicians @ddcommunity controls. CSOs

demonstrated significantly higher endorsement efng than any other group. In 1995
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Hayashino, Wurtle, and Klebe examined whether thBC& could distinguish
extrafamilial CSOs from intrafamilial CSOs, commyncontrols, offender controls and
rapists. In line with the authors’ expectations,traamilial CSOs demonstrated
significantly higher levels of agreement than dies groups. Interestingly, intrafamilial
CSOs did not respond differently than rapists deptcontrol groups. Researchers have
suggested that extrafamilial CSOs hold higher kweéldistorted beliefs than intrafamilial
CSOs (Fisher, Beech, & Browne, 1999; Vanhouche &td&remen, 1999; Ward, 2000),
which may account for Hayashino, Wurtle, and Klsbf@dings. Extrafamilial CSOs are
hypothesised to be more distorted than intrafatsilteecause they tend to have more
victims over a longer offending period and therefbave more opportunities to practice
interpreting their world in a distorted manner atiis to strengthen their offence-
supportive beliefs or schemas.

In contrast to Abel et al.’s (1989) and Sterma&é&gal’s (1989) findings, Beech
et al. (1999) were unable to distinguish betwee®@€£8nd nonoffenders using the ABCS.
The authors dealt with this unexpected result byaeng the two-thirds of the CSO
sample that they classed as “low-deviancy” (i.eqwang some combination of having
fewer victims, picking victims of only one gendeand offending within their own
families), and including only “high-deviancy” CSQs the analysis. At this point a
significant difference was found between CSOs amdoffenders. Finally, Tierney and
McCabe (2001) found that the ABCS statisticallycdiminated between CSOs and
community controls, but did not distinguish CSQanfradult sexual offenders or offender
controls.

Taken together, these studies indicate that the $\B&h often distinguish CSOs’
responses from those provided by community contfwls that it is less successful at
differentiating CSOs from other offender groups.i/iAbel et al. (1989) did not measure

socially desirable responding when examining theCSB questionnaire measurement of



45

social desirability was included in other ABCS s$ésd(i.e., Hayashino, Wurtle, & Klebe,
1995; Stermac & Segal, 1989 ; Tierney & McCabe,130all of which eliminated it as an
influence on ABCS results. In the case of Beectalés (1999) study neither high
deviancy nor low deviancy CSOs were found to diffierm nonoffenders in terms of
socially desirable responding. Nevertheless, it hasn suggested that discriminative
ability of the ABCS may have been limited by traaagmcy of items (e.g., Blumenthal et
al., 1999; Bumby, 1996; Tierney & McCabe, 2001).oltmer words, researchers have
surmised that rather than providing completely lsbmesponses, some CSO participants
engage in “socially desirable responding”, or “fakigood”, thereby muddying group
differences between CSOs and controls.

To minimize the potentially confounding effectssafcially desirable responding,
Bumby (1996) designed the MOLEST, a questionnaie@sure that prevents CSOs from
being neutral about their beliefs. Responses to M®L items are made on a 4-point
Likert scale, removing the opportunity for respamdeto choose a “neutral” response.
Bumby reported that this 38-item scale has exceltesychometric properties, with an
internal consistency of .97 and test-retest rdiigif .84 over two weeks. In addition, the
scale has a low correlation with the Marlow-Crow®ecial Desirability Scale (MSDS;
Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). Example items are, “Somef, touching a child sexually is a
way to show love and affection” and, “Some childoam act very seductively”.

Bumby (1996) compared the MOLEST responses ofnddafamilial CSOs, 25
rapists, and 20 non-sexual offender controls. Adttipipants were incarcerated in a
maximum security correctional facility. In a sucsfes demonstration of the instrument’s
discriminative power, CSOs were found to endorgaiicantly more distorted statements
than rapists and non-sexual offender controls,anthié offender control groups could not
be statistically differentiated from each otherh€tresearchers have since found the

MOLEST to statistically discriminate extrafamili@lSOs from offender and community
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comparisons (Marshall, Marshall, Sachdev, & Kruggd03), extrafamilial CSOs from

rapists (Arkowitz & Vess, 2003), CSOs from sexui¢ders against adults (Blumenthal
et al., 1999) and CSOs from rapists and violergrafers (Feelgood, Cortini & Thompson,
2005). Most recently, Pervan and Hunter (2007) uted MOLEST to compare the

cognitions of 64 CSOs, 36 rapists, 25 violent offens, and 14 male university students.
Contrary to the ABCS findings reported by Hayashatoal. (1994) and Fisher et al.

(1999), Pervan and Hunter found no significantead#hces between extrafamilial and
intrafamilial CSOs’ scores, and for this reasonythé not analyse the CSO subtypes
separately. It was found that CSOs attained sicanifly higher scores than rapists and
violent offenders, but did not differ from univessistudents. Despite being unable to
distinguish between CSOs and university males, degpite the fact that their method
simply involved using propositional belief statenseto measure cognitive distortions,
Pervan and Hunter concluded that, “the clear gdiffprences... reaffirms the notion that
sexual offenders are prone to misinterpret or egpret social perceptions in a way that
justifies, defends, and maintains their offendiebdviour” (p. 88).

At around the time that Bumby was developing hieggiennaire, Hanson,
Gizzarelli, and Scott (1994) created the Hanson/#tude Questionnaire (HSAQT.his
47-item instrument was constructed to assess tHenad-supportive beliefs of
intrafamilial CSOs. The HSAQ contains six subscdtsxual Entitlement, Children are
Sexual, Sexual Harm, Frustration, Affairs, Sex/@&f®m Confusioh and items are
answered using a 5-point Likert scale. Hanson etraported that all subscales
demonstrated acceptable alphas ranging from .6®2o Test-retest reliability was not
described. Examples items are, “Everyone is edtitbesex” Sexual Entitlemeiit* Some
children like to sexually tease me3dxy Childre) “Children can easily forgive parents if
they have sex with them'Sgxual Hary “I am often sexually frustrated’Ffustration),

“A man can have sex outside marriage and still loigewife” (Affairs), and “Sex makes
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all relationships stronger’Sex/Affection ConfusipnHanson et al. found th&exual
Entitlement, Children are Sexuand Sexual Harmsubscales statistically distinguished
intrafamilial CSOs from male batterers and commuuiintrols. HoweverFrustration,
Affairs, and Sex/Affection Confusiodid not discriminate CSOs from controls, even
though analysis of covariance suggested that teeakes were not subject to socially
desirable responding.

More recently, a 22-item cognitive distortion gi@snaire called the Child
Molester Scale was devised (CMS; McGrath, Cann, dadpasky, 1998). Its items are
comprised of statements that justify sexualizedltathild interactions such as, “Play
wrestling with children which includes some ticklimnd touching between the child’'s
legs is not sexual assault” and, “Children usualljgrow any problems resulting from a
sexual experience they had as a child". McGrathl.eposited that wording distorted
statements in a justificatory way would reduce albcidesirable responding. McGrath et
al. also included distracter items to obscure tl@se of the instrument. Item responses
are indicated using a 5-point Likert scale.

To date, the CMS has demonstrated only limitetitaho distinguish CSOs from
controls. In the first study of its discriminatiadbilities McGrath et al. (1998) collected
scale responses from 30 CSOs, 30 offender contanld, 30 male university students
under conditions of complete anonymity. These raspovere compared with those of a
group of 44 CSOs who were about to be assesseplfoie and who were not assured
anonymity. As expected, CSOs overall and CSOs @ fhrole condition endorsed
significantly more CMS items than the universitylesa and CSOs who were assured
anonymity showed higher levels of item endorsentieamt CSOs in the parole condition.
However, CSOs in the parole condition could notltfierentiated from offender controls,
even though the parole-eligible CSOs had good reasaespond to CMS items in a

socially desirable way. In another study where wamtially of responses to the CMS was
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assured (see Gannon & Polashchek, 2006, for awgvieierney and McCabe (2001)
found that CSOs’ responses to CMS items did natifsigintly differ from those of non-
sexual offender controls and sexual offenders agaidults.

Overall, questionnaires that ask respondents diwate their belief levels across
lists of cognitive distortions tend to discrimindtetween CSOs and comparison groups.
Therefore, on the face of it, questionnaire studiesld seem to suggest that CSOs often
hold stable, offence-supportive beliefs that setnthapart from other offenders and
nonoffenders. However, looking slightly below theface, there is an intriguing pattern
lurking in the findings of these studies: even wiiE0s demonstrate greater endorsement
of distorted-sounding statements on questionnaihey, do not actuallpgreewith those
statements. Closer examination of scores shows(Bais’ Likert scale ratings typically
tend towards thdisagreeoption. For example, Langevin (1991) found that@dt 93% of
CSOs'’ responses to the ABCS fell into tfisagreeor strongly disagregange. In other
investigations of the ABCS, Hayashino et al. (19843l Tierney and McCabe (2001)
reported that CSO respondedisagreedwith statements overall. Similarly, studies using
the MOLEST have indicated that CSOs do not endoogmitive distortion items. For
instance, CSOs’ responses in Arkowitz and VessO82&tudy were skewed towards the
disagreeoption and Marshall et al. (2003) found a mean G&a response score of 66
within a possible range of 38-152, again indicatthgt CSOsdisagreedwith items.
Likewise, Blumenthal et al. (1999) found that CS@ered a mean total of 80.1 on the
MOLEST. With MOLEST scores of 76 indicating disagment, and scores of 114
indicating agreement, Blumenthal et al.’s CSOsrgledanded towardsisagreementvith
MOLEST items. In addition, Feelgood et al. (200&)arted that CSOs’ responses to the
MOLEST were in theslightly disagreerange. Finally, Pervan and Hunter (2007) found
that CSOs attained a mean total score of 64, itid@galeardisagreementvith items.

Nevertheless, the authors went on to conclude @@0s’ response indicated “the
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endorsement of cognitive distortions” (p. 88). dems strange, to say the least, that one
might interpret disagreement with items as a shyat those items are being endorsed.
Most psychologists would challenge any sexual afégnwho similarly mistook
disagreement for affirmation!

To summarise, then, even when questionnaire messoir offence-supportive
beliefs find differences between CSOs and othdrs, dlinical significance of those
differences is debatable in light of the fact t8&0s tend to disagree with questionnaire
items. One has to ask whether slight differencatisagreement levels between CSOs and
others offers support for the hypothesis that CB@d distorted, abnormal beliefs.

When confronted with this paradox, or with nonsiigaint comparisons between
CSOs’ and controls’ questionnaire responses, sasearchers have argued that the
results indicate socially desirable respondingltangart of the CSOs. For instance, when
Langevin (1991) found that only 7.2% of CSOs’ AB@&ms fell into theneutral to
strongly agreerange, he argued that these findings were besiuated for by the
likelihood that CSOs were engaging in socially dadsle responding. This argument was
extended despite the fact that no measure of stegtability was included in Langevin’'s
study. Likewise, Fisher et al. (1999) suggested thair own study may not have
distinguished between controls and intrafamilia¥/ldeviancy CSOs because those CSOs
faked good when answering the ABCS. Fisher et dlenreled the same argument to
account for the fact that Hayashino et al.’s (19&8y did not differentiate intrafamilial
CSOs from controls. Finally, Kolton, Boer, and Bd@001) interpreted null findings
using a modified version of the ABSC as evideneg dmly when CSOs respond using the
strongly disagreeption should their responses be viewed as disieftee. Amazingly,
the authors argued that all other CSO responsegn@iirom disagree to strongly agree

should count as evidence of distorted beliefs!
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Of course, these approaches represent a tautoldggn CSOs’ responses differ
from controls’ the results are accepted as supfmrthe hypothesis that CSOs hold
distorted beliefs, but when differences aret detected the results are dismissed as
indicating that CSO respondents faked good. By twdgpsuch a stance it becomes
difficult, if not impossible, to produce questioima results that negate the offence-
supportive belief hypothesis. Importantly, researah produced little or no evidence that
CSOsdo feign disagreement when answering questionnarast This lack of evidence
rests on the fact that social desirability biasither not measured when guestionnaire
assessments of offence-supportive beliefs are astimiad, or that when it is measured it
is generally not found to predict participants’pesses (Gannon & Polaschek, 2006). For
instance, Arkowitz and Vess (2003) found that altfflo CSOs’ MOLEST responses were
skewed towards disagreement, those responses dgiigndicantly correlate with general
social desirability. Blumenthal et al. (1999) ateported that although CSOs’ mean total
scores indicated disagreement, social desirallifynot appear to affect their MOLEST
responses. Three recent studies have tried torshedight on this issue by investigating
CSOs’ tendency to fake good using experimentalniecies. Two studies (Gannon, 2006;
Gannon & Polaschek, 2005) found evidence CSOs wWidiaking good, while one study
(Gannon, Keown & Polaschek, 2007) found eviden®ay tivere. On balance then, the
body of evidence seems to suggest that socialliratds responding does not greatly
interfere with CSOs’ questionnaire responses. Nbekrss, when CSOs confound
researchers’ hypotheses by disagreeing with quesice items or answering
questionnaires similarly to controls, there is mdency to surmise that those CSOs have
hidden their distorted beliefs away from the eydspoying researchers. Strangely,
researchers do not seem to consider the alterraassbility that control groups, aware of
the widespread abhorrence of child sexual abusghtnsiometimes fake good on CSO

guestionnaires. It is, after all, not out of thesgfion that controls could sometimes answer
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such questionnaires defensively, exaggerating tkhésagreement for fear of being
suspected capable of child sexual offending. Weigestcenario the case, it would account
for the mixed pattern of questionnaire findings atyuwell.

There is another reason to query the idea thaitigumaires provide evidence that
CSOs hold offence-supportive beliefs. As was theeocaith the interview method, the
guestionnaire method assumes that CSOs’ faultyefsetire chronically accessible and
readily open to offenders’ introspection. Yet reshahas suggested that this assumption
may well be unwarranted: humans are often unakédedtarately introspect on the contents
of their cognitive structures. If it is difficultof people to accurately report their beliefs
they may instead try to logically deduce what thbskefs are. When rating an item like,
“Children who have been involved in sexual actiwitigh an adult will eventually get over
it and go on with their lives” an offender who halsused a child may reason that he
cannot hold a competing belief, or he wouldn't have comted the crime. As noted
earlier, it seems intuitively wrong that someon¢hva belief that sexual abuse is harmful
might nevertheless molest a child. It has been shimwever, that the CSO who makes
this conjecture could be wrong; people can andalabe in ways that violate their own
belief systems.

We have so far seen that interviews and questicemave been used to study the
hypothesis that CSOs hold offence-supportive beli@hd they have revealed data that has
been interpreted as support for that hypothesis. bégh interviews and questionnaires
record cognitive products without shedding lighttbe underlying phenomena that drive
CSOs’ responses. This is not to say that intenae questionnaire approaches are not
valuable tools when studying CSOs; they certainiveh allowed theoreticians and
clinicians to hypothesise about the nature and ertinbf CSOs’ offence-relevant
cognitions. However, there is a need for thesernigcies to be complimented by more

sophisticated, implicit methods that use phenomett@r than cognitive products to
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investigate CSOs’ beliefs. In the section belowdis that have attempted to measure
cognitive processes, rather than products, willdveewed.
A New Paradigm: Information Processing Studies

As discussed, people are not always able to camslgi@ccess information about
their own cognitive processes and contents. Evéinely successfully introspect on these
cognitive phenomena, there is no guarantee that tia® accurately articulate their
thoughts, or that they will choose to do so hogedtb overcome these issues, cognitive
scientists have developed experiments that minifmigk the opportunity for participants
to censure their responses and the need for themtrtwspect on implicit cognitions.
These experiments are designed to allow covertreatsen of the ways in which humans
automatically process information. For example, tthee that it takes for participants to
automatically respond to stimuli is surreptitiousbgorded, or their memory for presented
information is tested. The observations provide dngnt clues about participants’
underlying cognitive structures and contents. Upieing the design of such
experiments is the principle that cognitive stroetuand their contents strongly influence
the way that humans attend to, encode, store, eact to environmental stimuli. As
Greenwald and Banaji (1998)gue, it is “theoretically essential” (p. 5) tlsaich indirect
measures be used within the field of psychologyineestigating people’s implicit
cognitions. This argument has been echoed by mds&ar interested in studying CSO
cognition (e.g., Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2004; \Wat al., 1997).

Almost two decades ago Stermac and Segal (1989) ta lead sexual offender
research away from the study of cognitive produmtel towards the experimental
investigation of information processing operationns. a study looking at CSOs’
interpretations of vignettes, Stermac and Segalpewed 20 CSOs with 17 rapists, 35
male and female clinicians and 94 male and femahencunity controls. All participants

read 12 short descriptions of sexual encountensdsst an adult and child. Stermac and
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Segal varied the degree of sexual contact portratyezhch vignette across four levels
ranging from touching to genital contact with ejation. In addition, the child’s response
to sexual contact was varied across three leveds Bmiling, to passive/no response, to
crying with resistance. Participants were askedtidrethe child enjoyed what happened,
whether the child wanted it to happen, whetherahiéd benefited from the experience
and to what extent the child, and then the adwds vesponsible. Answers were indicated
using a five-point Likert scale. Compared to cohtnmups, CSOs self-reported that the
vignettes showed greater benefits and enjoymenthforchild and less harm to the child.
CSOs also reported more child desire and respdibsitiir the encounters and less adult
responsibility. Also, CSOs needed to see a cle@bative response (i.e., crying) from the
child before perceiving harm to the child.

Stermac and Segal (1989) concluded that CSOs mldyskbbemas or beliefs that
lead them to misinterpret cues given by childrenirdusexual encounters. The authors
went on to suggest that these belief structuresforay important treatment targets. While
Stermac and Segal’'s conclusions may be correshatild be noted that their methods
allowed only a limited study of CSOs’ informatioropessing. Because participants were
directly told what the child’s reaction was, errofsperception couldn’'t be made. In other
words, rather than measuring CSOs’ misinterpretatiof behaviour the authors asked
them to rate the consequences of the behaviourlfeaefits and enjoyment). In this way,
Stermac and Segal's vignette method echoed a quesire-based approach. It would
have been easy for Stermac and Segal’s participardsliberately alter their responses.
Controls, for instance, could have made sure thesponses emphasised the harmful
nature of sexual contact with children. Thus, thethmdology may have allowed similar
types of response biases that can occur using ukstignnaire method of assessment

described earlier. Of course, despite these limnitatthe study represented an important
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attempt to study CSOs' beliefs using fresh methadd,the findings may indeed indicate
that CSOs interpreted the vignettes in line witttatied belief structures.

Despite Stermac and Segal's (1989) promising steognitive-experimental
studies of CSO cognition were not readily takerbypesearchers. Fortunately, this trend
now appears to be changing, as recent years haldegli a handful of new studies in
which CSO information processing is explored. Fuwstance, three sets of researchers
have recently used an experimental method calledntiplicit Association Test to test the
hypothesis that CSOs hold particular ITs. The Ioiplssociation Test (IAT) is a robust
technique for measuring the strength of associstexisting between concepts stored in
long-term memory (see Greenwald, McGee, & Schwd®88; Swanson, Rudman, &
Greenwald, 2001). Put more simply, it measures headily people associate words or
images representing two contrasting concepts (gayng people and old people) with
positive or negative meanings. Participants arseuried with single words or images on a
computer screen and asked to sort them into caésgesing a button press. One button is
used to indicate two categories. For instanceftdldton press might indicate a response
meaning eitheslow or elderly, while a right button press might indicajaick or young
Thus, when the wordrawl or an image of an elderly person appears on thepuater
screen, the left button should be pressed, and wWigewordsprint or an image of a young
person appears the right button should be pressedreversal of this task the left button
is still associated with the wordderly, but it is also associated with the wapaick while
the right button will now mearyoung and slow. The measure of interest within this
example would be whether people are faster to odtegitems when the worasderly
and slow are associated with the same button, or when threlselderly and quick are
associated. In all likelihood the former would ogcbhecause when two concepts are

highly associated in a participant’s mind, theydfih easier to sort words when the two
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associated concepts require the same responsehkeywhen they require different
response keys.

Mihailides, Devilly, and Ward (2004) compared th#TIresponses of 25 CSOs
with 25 nonsexual offenders, 25 male universitydetis, and 25 female university
students. Mihailides et al. reasoned that if CS€d hAChildren as Sexual Beind§, they
would be faster to link the concept of childrentwitexual words than nonsexual words,
relative to controls. Likewiseif CSOs held Uncontrollable and EntitlementITs they
should be faster, relative to controls, to presttolns that link the concepts “losing
control” and “mine” with sexual words than nonsdxwards. It was found that compared
to the three control groups, CSOs were signifigafgbter to link words congruent with
the Children as Sexual BeingsdUncontrollableITs than words incongruent with these
theories. Compared to university controls CSOs wase faster to linkEntitlement-
related and sexual concepts, although CSOs andhddfe controls could not be
distinguished on th&ntitlementIT. Mihailides et al. (2004) concluded that thessults
supported the hypothesis that CSOs hold ITs thiateince their cognitive processing.

Gray, Brown, MacCulloch, Smith, and Snowden (20@%orted similar findings
for stimuli designed to tap concepts that can e warepresent th€hildren as Sexual
BeingsIT. Like Mihailides et al., Gray et al. used teTl paradigm to explore the degree
to which child concepts, relative to adult concepigere associated with sex. The
responses of 18 CSOs and 60 nonsexual offendessasanpared. CSOs’ responses were
slower when adult and sex words required use of#ime response key than when child
and sex word required the same response key. NoalseXfenders demonstrated the
opposite pattern.

Finally, Nunes, Firestone, and Baldwin (2007) alsed the IAT to investigate the
hypotheses that CSOs conceptualise children ag beore pleasant, less powerful, and

more sexually attractive than controls. The fiveb toncepts would appear to tap into the
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Dangerous WorldIT, while the last concept taps ti@hildren as Sexual Beingd.
Participants were 27 CSOs and 29 nonsexual offender expected, the results indicated
that CSO participants viewed children as more dixaétractive than adults. Strangely,
however, nonsexual offenders did not differentiaveen children and adults in terms of
sexual attractiveness. Nunes et al. failed to cominom the unexpectedness of this
finding, focussing instead on the fact that CSOpeaped to indicate a conception of
children as being sexual agents. Also against giieds, the results indicated no
differences between CSOs and nonsexual offendeyardieg words that associated
children with concepts of powerlessness or pleasast

In general, the above results have been interpratethdicating that the IAT
method can be used to indirectly and successfubasure the content held in CSOs’
cognitive structures. Certainly, IAT techniques areexcellent tool for studying implicit
cognition because they are relatively uncontaméhaby dishonest or inaccurate
responding (Asendorpf, Banse, & Mick¥)02; Greenwald et al., 2002; Greenwald &
Farnham, 2000). However, the conclusions some auithave drawn from the above
studies are problematic as they do not supporhyfpethesis that CSOs hold schemas or
beliefs that set them apart from nonsexual offegdndividualsper se The studies do not
demonstrate, unequivocally, that CSOs process arsintarpret information in IT-
consistent ways; they simply show that CSOs halohgler associations between certain
concepts than others. CSOs may, for instance,stodiger associations between children
and sex concepts because they have discussed #ssseiations more frequently
throughout the conviction process or while interaptwith prison psychologists.
Similarly, semantic linkages between words pertajrio sex and losing control might be
expected in men who are continuously confrontedh Wit fact that a lack of self-control

in relation to sexual matters has landed them isopr Therefore, although IAT studies
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may reflect differences in the cognitive structunesd by CSOs, their findings should be
interpreted with caution.

In a piece of research that bears similaritiehdbove IAT studies, Kamphuis,
De Ruiter, Jannsen and Spiering (2005) used adkexiecision task to see if semantic
links existed between the concepts of sex and paw&S0Os. As will be explained in
detail in Chapter Four, the lexical decision taskan implicit measure of cognition that
uses individuals’ word processing speeds to andipgs between words and concepts
held in long-term memory. The underlying rationadethat individuals make faster
decisions about words when those words have bdemegrby prior presentation of a
related word. Kamphuis et al. reasoned that if CB&& strong links between sex words
and power words, then presenting CSOs with wordsitakex should automatically prime
words about power and thereby enable faster respaft®mpared to controls) to power
words than other words, and vice versa. Althougliefs that sex and power are linked
are not explicitly identified by Ward and Keenai®99) as a type of IT, one could argue
that people who hold Bangerous WorldT are concerned with power and may interpret
sexual encounters as being about power and coKimohphuis et al. found that compared
to violent offender controls, CSOs were fasterdspond to power words that had been
preceded by sex words. Compared to student cor@®@s were not faster to respond to
power words that had been preceded by sex wortsugh in their conclusions the
authors interpreted this marginal result (p = 0.84)showing a significant difference.
CSOs and student controls were also faster thdentioffender controls to respond to sex
words that had been preceded by power words. Thigsexperiment provides some
limited evidence that CSOs hold associations betwbe concepts of sex and power.
However, as with the above IAT studies a poterg@hantic linkage between sex and
power concepts among CSOs cannot be taken as eeidbat CSOs hold offence-

supportive beliefs.
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Another experimental study (Gannon, Wright, Beecéliams, 2006)recently
utilized Stermac and Segal’s (1989) idea of usimigten vignettes to investigate whether
CSOs misinterpret social information. However, kalStermac and Segal, Gannon et al.
did not ask participants to make judgments aboudtvitiey had read, and instead asked
participants taecall the material they had read. Gannon et al. reasthregdf CSOs hold
offence-supportive beliefs they should interprag therefore recall, relevant material in a
manner consistent with those beliefs. In the sRRILSOs and 20 offender controls read a
vignette describing a sexual offence against alclién ambiguous statements that could
be interpreted in an offence-supportive way werdesided within the vignette. That is,
the statements could be interpreted in a mannesigtent with belief content represented
by four out of the five ITs identified by Ward (tlntitlementlT was not represented).
For example, the child protagonist was describedpuaiting her hand on the adult
character’'s thigh, an action that could be intagatein line with beliefs regarding
Children as Sexual Beings In a surprise recall task CSOs were asked portewvhat
content they remembered from the vignette. Contrryexpectations, when each
participant’s free recall of the vignette was asaty, CSOs showed no difference in recall
compared to other offenders; all participants nmermbered the vignette, but did so in a
way that wasnot offence-supportive. The results seemed to inditae the CSOs’ ITs
were weak, absent, or inaccessible. Thus the fysdisid not align with Stermac and
Segal's (1989) results, where CSOs apparently prééed descriptions of adult-child
sexual contact in offence-supportive ways. Ganrnal.aised a more indirect measure of
information processing (i.e., recall) than thatdibg Stermac and Segal (i.e., self-report).
Therefore, Gannon et al.’s findings may indicat fharticipant responses in Stermac and
Segal’'s study were influenced by other factorshsag participants’ perceptions of what
theyoughtto say. On the other hand, it is possible thatrafers in Gannon et al.’s study

censured their recollections so as to appear lederiéd. However, the fact that few
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participants could articulate task aims in a foHopv questionnaire suggests that socially
desirable responding was not an issue. In sumntheyfindings from Gannon et al.’s
study are intriguing and certainly highlight theedefor further controlled, empirical
research into the nature of CSOs’ beliefs. It is tesearch gap that will be addressed in
this thesis.

What's in a Measure?

Throughout the past chapter three methods for miegsuCSOs’ offence-
supportive beliefs have been reviewed. Two of thesethods—conventional
guestionnaire and interview methods—try to measalefs by exploring the cognitive
distortions that CSOs utter or endorse. Interviesthods reliably find evidence of CSOs’
cognitive distortions, and questionnaire methodsgdently find that CSOs disagree with
cognitive distortions less strongly than comparigwaups do. Unfortunately, however,
while measurement of these cognitive producisy reveal the content of underlying
beliefs, they may also reveal a range of other itivgn affective, and contextually-driven
phenomena.

Less-utilised is the cognitive-experimental methedherein CSOs' cognitive
processes are measured and compared to those todlagmoups. When designed well,
experiments of this sort can bypass many of theemmal issues and response biases
associated with conventional methods of CSO betfiehsurement. Of the handful of
cognitive experiments conducted with CSOs there l@en mixed results. One study
(Stermac & Segal, 1989) found CSOs responded ieeanmgly more distorted manner
than controls. However, because this experimentimided the opportunity for
information processing errors to occur, and bec@&udémately relied on participant self-
reports, it is unclear what conclusions can be driram it. Three other studies have used
the IAT method to investigate whether CSOs holdrajer associations between concepts

that are thought to be linked within particular .I'Thile these studies (along with a
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lexical decision task study) have found that CS@sehstronger semantic links than
controls between particular concepts they do natadly demonstrate that CSOs process
and misinterpret information in IT-consistent waydnally, a study by Gannon et al.
(2006) used a recall experiment to explore whetB&0s process offence-relevant
descriptions in a distorted way. No differencesevirund in the recollections of CSOs
compared to controls. Although there is again sehrnce that CSOs in Gannon et al.’s
study censured their responses, this final stuidgsajuestions about whether CSOs really
do typically have belief structures that lead thermisinterpret important aspects of their
social worlds.

In short, interviews consistently find that CSOteudistorted statements that are
often interpreted as reflecting faulty beliefs. &i@nnaires are often able to differentiate
between CSOs and others, which has also beenrietedpas a sign that CSOs hold faulty
beliefs. A handful of cognitive experiments haveduced evidence that CSOs hold
stronger associations between certain concepts,onadexperiment has suggested that
CSOs do not in fact hold beliefs that lead themmtsinterpret information. If these three
different method types all measure the prevalencenature of CSOs' offence-supportive
beliefs, one would expect their findings to be mooasistent with each other. That is,
interviews, questionnaires and cognitive experimesfitould show some agreement over
the frequency with which offence-supportive belietsur among CSOs and the types of
beliefs that individual CSOs are shown to endorseach measure should roughly align.

So to what extendo interview, questionnaire and experimental measwufes
offence-supportive beliefs show agreement regarttiegfrequency and nature of CSO
beliefs? Amazingly, this question is unanswerabkgause of the fact that it has gone
virtually unexplored. In fact, a review of the lisdure suggests that only one published
study has even approached the topic of multimetbamiparison. Neidigh and Krop

(1992) gave the question some notice by countiagitimber of cognitive distortions that
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CSOs endorsed in an interview and comparing thah wWie number of items they
endorsed on a questionnaire (i.e., the ABCS). Thegd that, on average, twice as many
cognitive distortions were counted per CSO usimgitierview technique. As Neidigh and
Krop stated, this frequency difference suggests ititarviews and questionnaires might
not be measuring the same phenomena. As noteerearlierviews might elicit more
distortions because the underlying phenomena beingaled (i.e., distorted statements)
are social desirability processes, rather thanet®liOn the other hand both measures
might be eliciting beliefs, but in interviews thaye more evident because, for instance,
CSOs'’ belief structures are maximally activatedbecause CSOs underreport agreement
with questionnaire items. To shed light on thisiesg would have been helpful if Neidigh
and Krop had also noted whether there was agreeafentt thetypesof distortions that
CSOs endorsed across the two measures. This maydinan some clue as to whether
both measures were in fact tapping similar bel@ftent. Unfortunately this information
was not provided by Neidigh and Krop.

As far as agreement between cognitive-experimeamadlconventional measures of
CSO belief is concerned, no comparisons appeae vhilable. Looking at more general
areas of enquiry, Fazio and Olson (2003) have ndbed when measuring socially
undesirable constructs, low correlations are oftemd between implicit (e.g., cognitive-
experimental) methods and explicit (e.g., intervieavd questionnaire) methods. Fazio and
Olson explain that this might be because peoplencare readily fake good on explicit
self-report measures. Again, reviewing theesof beliefs that CSOs appear to endorse on
implicit versus explicit measures might give somdic¢ation of whether the differing
methods overlap to some extent in the types oftoects that they measure. If implicit
and explicit methods both measure the content ¢igfbstructures then it should be
expected that at least some agreement will ememgssimplicit and explicit measures in

terms of thetypesof beliefs each CSO endorses. In other words, v¢fe@sdo appear to
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endorse beliefs in interview, questionnaire anceexpental measures, even if the level of
belief endorsement differs, the types of beliefat tthey endorse should show some
agreement. In the final study reported in this ihdbe need for research utilising

multimethod assessment of CSOs'’ beliefs will at fesaddressed.
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Research Agenda

A primary aim of this research is to use implicieasures of cognition to better
understand the belief structures of CSOs and explmw they relate to cognitive
distortions. The previous chapters have outlinedds and controversies surrounding the
measurement of CSOs’ offence-supportive beliefshiort, current measures have made it
difficult to tell whether CSOs do in fact hold kef6 that lead them to endorse offence-
relevant statements and process information innofeelevant ways. This thesis will
attempt to extend the literature through the useaftrolled experimental techniques
adapted from the field of cognitive science. Thehteques used will curtail participants’
ability to censure their responses. In additiomtigipants will not be required to perform
the difficult (or even impossible) task of introspeely and retrospectively reflecting on
cognitive structures and processes active at the of their offending. As a way of
shedding further light on the phenomena being nredsby implicit and self-report
measures of CSOs’ beliefs, this research will alsestigate whether correlations can be
found between interview, questionnaire and expeartaieneasures.

The first study, reported in Chapter Four, desaritbee unique use of an adapted
version of a lexical decision task. Lexical deaisimsks have previously been used to
study belief content in individuals by measuringithresponse times to particular words.
In Study One the lexical decision task is usedekssupport for the hypothesis that CSOs
hold beliefs containing IT-consistent themes whsgt them apart from offender and
community-based controls.

In Chapter Five a second study is described in kvlicmemory-based task
previously used to study information processingioient men is applied to the study of
CSOs’ belief structures. CSOs and offender contewés compared in their recall for

ambiguous information tapping th@hildren as Sexual Beind3. This study will also
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make use of visual primes, which will be presenitecin attempt to activate offence-
supportive beliefs.

Finally, Study Three in Chapter Six takes an intbhegxploration of the types of
beliefs that CSOs are classified as holding acogrdd three measurement methods.
CSOs and offender controls are interviewed and thié&nce explanations coded for the
presence of IT-congruent themes. Next, both CSQ@k adfender controls complete a
different type of cognitive experiment that hasrbesed in other fields to study beliefs
and schemas, and their responses are compared. @8{asffender controls’ answers on
a questionnaire measure of offence-supportive fiseliee also compared. The types of
beliefs that CSOs endorse according to each okthesasures are investigated and an
analysis of the level of agreement between the umeass conducted.

A general note on the recruitment of participants

The three methods used to investigate CSOs’ bsiietture in this thesis were
implemented within the space of two years acrossetlprisons. Therefore, there was
overlap between participants, with some offendetigpants taking part in two or three
of the following studies. Rates of overlap are désed within Chapters Five and Six.

In all three studies offender participants wereneabmpensed in any way for their
participation, although chocolate biscuits wereeddtl for consumption during each
research session. In Study One (the only studyused community-based controls) a $20
music voucher was given to community participants.

A general note on written material provided to paricipants

Across the three studies conducted in this thekisge@ number of documents were
distributed to participants. In each study recreitiinsheets, information sheets, consent
forms, debriefing sheets, and feedback forms waeastiliited, and sometimes these
documents contained variations according to théigiyeent group for which they were

written (e.g., community-based controls and offeadeeceived different recruitment
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flyers that reflected their different circumstarjceBo conserve space not all of these
documents have been included in the Appendicesedds one example of each type of

participant document can be found in Appendicesdtido Fifteen.
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Chapter Four

An Experimental Study of Offence-Supportive BeliefsThe Lexical
Decision Task

Introduction

The previous chapter described the existing ov@nee on self-report methods to
explore CSOs’ offence supportive beliefs. Thera iglear gap in the research literature
that calls for the use of controlled, experimergaldies to investigate CSOs’ belief
structures. This chapter will introduce the lexidatision task, a technique that allows for
the indirect measurement of cognitive structurektaeir contents.

Study One: The Lexical Decision Task

As mentioned in the preceding pages, cognitivectires can aid cognitive
processing. For instance, when cognitive structsues as beliefs and schemas are active
they enable faster processing of information relatethe contents of those structures and
can enhance recall of relevant information (e.gské & Taylor, 1991; Rudman,
Greenwald, Mellot, & Schwartz, 1999). Converselgformation will take longer to
process if it is incongruent with an active schenaelief. The lexical decision task is an
experimental paradigm that exploits the fact thegnitive structures can facilitate or
inhibit information processing, in order to gairingbses of the nature and content of
people’s underlying cognitions.

The lexical decision task (LDT) was first performied Meyer and Schvaneveldt
(1971), who asked participants to indicate whethear simultaneously presented words
were real words or nonwords. Results showed theicjgmnts were faster to respond
when the words were semantically related, (e.gadbrand butter) than when they were
unrelated (e.g., doctor and butter). While diffgriversions of the LDT have since been

performed, the overarching results are the sanmaplpeare quicker to identify words that
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follow contextual primes (i.e., a related word oncept) than words that have followed
non-related primes (Neely, 1991). For example, wdgarticipant sees the sentence stem
John ate the..they will be faster to recognise the target wéwdd than the wordoot
(Forster, 1981). Research has indicated that thisaed “sentence context effect” occurs
only if the target word is the expected completdnhe sentence stem (Fishler & Bloom,
1979). In other words, participants will resporadtér to the target word only if they
cognise that it is a likely ending to the senteridas finding makes sense in light of the
fact that readers use the content of their indi@idiognitive structures to anticipate text
content (Duffy, 1986; Fincher-Kiefer, 1992; Fitzgkel, 1995) and to spend less time
processing the ends of sentences (Sharkey & ShatR&y).

Researchers have successfully used these finds@s raeans for exploring the
content of people’s beliefs (e.g., Baldwin, Feheelian, Seidel, & Thomson, 1993; Kay
& Jost, 2003; Mikulincer, 1998; Mikulincer, Birnbawy Woddis, & Nachmias, 2000). For
instance, Baldwin et al. used a version of theckxdecision task to explore the beliefs
that people with different attachment styles haweua others. Baldwin et al. compared the
way that groups of individuals with different attagent styles processed sentences that
presented alternative interpersonal outcomes. Adientifying each participant as either
secure, avoidant, or anxious-ambivalent, the astlamked participants to read context
sentences followed by target words that were desigio reveal their interpersonal
expectations. For example, the context sentéricey to get close to my partner then my
partner will.. might be followed by the positive outcome waadceptor the negative
outcome wordeject Each context sentence was briefly presentedammguter screen to
participants, and was immediately followed by eaitagegative outcome word, a positive
outcome word, or a nonword. Participants were simmtructed to indicate (by pressing
a button) whether each outcome word they viewed avasal or a made-up word. Of

interest was the time participants took to makéateision. Baldwin et al. reasoned that
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securely-attached participants would hold positigectations about their partners in
terms of three domains (trust, closeness and depegyl Therefore, beliefs about the
trustworthiness, closeness, and dependability ofnpes (which ought to have been
activated by context sentences) should have leadtely attached participants to respond
more quickly to positive outcome words within thege domains. Conversely, insecurely-
attached participants should have held negativeaagons about their partners and
therefore should have been faster to respond tativegoutcome words. This pattern of
result is exactly what was found.

In 1998 Mikulincer replicated Baldwin et al's (199&sult after using a lexical
decision task to compare people with differentchitaent styles in terms of their beliefs
about how others are likely to react to anger. mother study, Kay and Jost (2003)
investigated whether “just world beliefs” (i.e. lieés that the world is fair and people get
what they deserve) can influence the speed of ithgials’ lexical decisions about justice-
related words. The authors found that when thegatiened (and thereby activated)
individuals’ just world beliefs, those individualgere faster to respond to justice-related
words than neutral words, and were faster thanrabparticipants (whose beliefs hadn't
been activated) to respond to justice-related words

The current study adopts Baldwin et al.’s approactorder to investigate the
beliefs of CSOs, offender controls, and commundgdd controls. Participants are
presented with a series of context sentences elaterto Ward and Keenan'’s (1999) five
ITs described in Chapter Two. Each context senténhdellowed by a letter string that
participants quickly identify as a word or a hondioFarget words are either IT-consistent
(i.e., complete sentences in a way consistent Witbased propositions), or IT-
inconsistent (i.e., do not complete sentences imway consistent with IT-based

propositions). It is hypothesised that CSOs witkipret context sentences in a manner



69

consistent with offence-supportive schemas and, ttalative to controls, will be quicker

to respond to IT-consistent than IT-inconsistentdgo
METHOD

Participants

One hundred men took part in this study: 32 CSO@spf8ender controls, and 31
community-based controls. CSOs and offender cantn@re recruited from three New
Zealand Department of Corrections prisons basékerdower North Island. All offenders
were recruited by unit managers, who distributedcuitment flyer to prisoners inviting
them to put take part in a “word decision” studyecBuse the current author did not
directly distribute fliers to prisoners it is unatewhat proportion of prisoners who were
asked to take part in the study agreed to partieipa

Community controls were recruited by emailing réonent flyers to staff at the
Wellington Branches of The Samaritans and Youthliiveo local volunteer helpline
organisations) and to a group of approximately #@&0f snembers within a large New
Zealand financial institution. Recruitments flyefer all participants stated that
participants should be able to read reasonably (vell they should be able to read the
recruitment flyer with ease and have had the nacgskills to pass a year-10 secondary
school English paper such as New Zealand Fifth F&ertificate English or its
equivalent). A total of 115 men completed the eikpent (41 child sexual offenders, 43
offender controls, and 31 community controls). Hegre nine CSOs and six offender
controls were dropped from the study because ote#ieal decision task they made more
than six errors out of 45 trials; an error ratel8%. It should be noted that previous LDT
studies that have used the design on which thdystubased have not addressed the issue
of how an appropriate cutoff rate is best deterchirteor instance, Baldwin et al. (1993)
removed (without explanation) two participants wiaal 26% and 36% error rates, while

Mikulincer (1998) and Mikulincer et al. (2000) silmpnention that across all participant
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between 2.3% and 4.8% of responses were errorpriSingly, Kay and Jost (2003) do
not address the issue of error rates at all. Thusppears that there is no agreed-upon
method for determining error rate cutoffs. In therent study the rate was determined by
selecting participants whose error rates placedhths outliers compared to all other
participants combined. Selection criteria and demplgic details for each participant
group follows. Only details for those men includedhe study are reported.
Group selection criteria and demographic details
CSOs

CSOs were men who at the time of testing were aszated for sexually abusing a
person under the age of 16. CSOs were aged fraim 21 yearsNl = 48.47,SD= 15.07)
and their victims’ ages ranged from 2 to 15 yebts=(10.13,SD= 3.51). Although an
initial aim was to recruit only untreated, extraftaah CSOs, the inclusion criteria had to
be relaxed slightly to meet sample size requiremekdtcording to current and historic
conviction records, 20 CSOs were extrafamilial offers (i.e., CSOs who had molested at
least one child who was not a family member), wh2eCSOs were intrafamilial
offenders (i.e., CSO who had molested only biolalgic non-biological family members).
Three of the extrafamilial and none of the intrafahoffenders had received cognitive-
behavioural therapy to reconstruct distorted oféeralated cognitions. The three treated
CSOs had all committed at least one sexual asagailihst a child since receiving therapy.
The mean Static-99 score for all CSO participamtécated a medium recidivism risk
level M = 3.06,SD = 2.38), as defined by Phenix, Hanson, and Thar(2000). The
number of years that CSOs had spent in formal euceanged from nine to 11 yeaid (
=10.03,SD= 0.59). Five CSOs identified themselves @i 21 as European, and six
as “other”. Fourteen CSOs had committed a violéfieince at some stage in their

offending history, with ten of these having comedtttwo or more violent offences.
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Offender controls (OCs)

OCs were men who were serving a prison sentencerferor more offences, but
who had never been convicted of a sexual offenaeaga person under the age of 16. Of
the OCs, four men had a conviction for a sexuarafé against a person over 16 listed in
their conviction history. OCs were aged from 1&%years i = 33.68,SD= 10.82). The
number of years that OC participants had sperdrimdl education ranged from nine to 11
years M = 9.60, SD = 0.64). Eighteen OCs identified themselves azoiM 16 as
European, and three as “other”. Twenty-eight OG$ daiolent offence recorded in their
conviction histories (index offences included), w6 of these having committed two or
more violent offences.

Community controls (CCs)

Community controls were males living in Wellingta¥Z, who had never served a
prison sentence or been convicted for a sexuaho#eCCs were aged from 21 to 59 years
(M = 37.42,SD = 11.11). The number of years that CCs had spefdrmal education
ranged from nine to 11 yearsl (= 10.03,SD = 0.59). Four CCs identified themselves as
Maori, 22 as European, and 5 as “other”.

Characteristics of the participant groups are ldigadl in Table 4.1. The groups
differed significantly on agd;(2, 97) = 12.85p <.001, with CSOs having a higher mean
age than OCsM = 48.47,SD = 15.07 versud = 33.68,SD = 10.82). CCsNI = 37.42,
SD = 11.11) did not differ in age from either offendgroup. The groups also differed
significantly on number of years spent in formaleation,F(2, 97) = 6.20p = .003, with
CSOs M =10.03,SD=0.59) and CCa = 10.03,SD= 0.55) having spent more years in
formal education than OC#/(= 9.59,SD = 0.64). A chi-square test of association also
confirmed that between-group differences in ettyiekisted,x2 (4, N = 100) = 14.32p
= .006, Cramer's V = .268, with OCs having a sigailt difference in ethnic mix

compared to CSOg2 (2,N=69) =8.71p=.013, Cramer's V = .355 and CG2 (2, N
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= 68) = 9.90,p = .007, Cramer's V = .382. Significant differencdso existed in total

number of violent convictions recorded in CSOs’ &1s’ prison records(67) = 3.08p

= .003, with OCs M = 4.08, SD = 4.03) having significantly more mean violent

convictions per participant than CSQ4 € 1.53,SD= 0.45).

Table 4.1

Demographic details for participant groups: Study 1

Child Sex Offender Community
Offenders Controls Controls
n =32 n =37 n =31

Age (years)
Mean 48.47 33.68 37.42%**
SD 15.07 10.82 11.11
Years in education
Mean 10.03 9.59 10.03**
SD 0.59 0.64 0.55
Ethnicity (n)
Maori 5 18 4x*
European 21 16 22%*
Other 6 3 5**
Violent Convictions (n)
Mean 1.53 4.08** -
SD 2.55 4.03 -
CSO type (n)
Intrafamilial 12.0C0 - -
Extrafamilial 20 - -
Child vicitms (n)
Mean 3.41 - -
SD 3.15 - -
Victim age (years)
Mean 10.13 - -
SD 3.51 - -
STATIC-99 Score
Mean 3.06 - -
SD 2.38 - -

* = p<.05; ** = p<.01; *** = p<.001
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Ethical Considerations

Victoria University of Wellington and New Zealandepartment of Corrections
approved all procedures and materials used insthidy. Before testing, participants read
an information sheet outlining the details of tlwdy and their participant rights (which
accorded with NZPS Code of Ethics). The informatgireet warned participants that
during the experiment written material would be serged that referred to criminal
activity, and some of this material would “link thien and sex”. Participants were told
that they would need to provide some backgroundrimétion about themselves, and
offender participants were told that an experimeweguld check their prison records after
testing was complete. All participants signed asemh form before taking part in the
experiment. They were also given the opportunityeguest a combined debriefing and
results summary sheet once results had been abllate
Design

The experimental design was based on the LDT metised by Baldwin et al.
(1993).A computer task was set up so that participante wegsented with 45 incomplete
sentences (word stems), each of which was follobed word or a nonword. Each word
stem related to one of the five belief clustersudmich Ward and Keenan's (1999) ITs are
based. Thirty words and 15 nonwords followed thentsd stems. Fifteen of the thirty
words completed the sentence in a way that wasicdfsupportive (i.e., consistent with
IT-related beliefs), while the other fifteen wortlsmpleted the sentence in a non-offence

supportive manner (i.e., inconsistent with IT-rethbeliefs).



74

Materials

It was possible that reading speed differences dmtwparticipants might have a
confounding effect on LDT responses. Therefore ofgefthe experiment commenced
participants completed a reading speed task thatldvallow adjustment of LDT
responses according to individual differences. Banple-structure sentences and ten
complex-structure sentences (rated on structureplodity by Fischler & Bloom, 1979)
were presented to participants via the Superlabgrprome (see Appendix One).
Participants were asked to press any button ometsgonse pad to indicate that they had
finished reading each sentence.

Forty-five incomplete word stems were created, anelach word stem three letter
strings (one offence-supportive completion wordg oon offence-supportive completion
word, and one nonword) were assigned. Nonwords \gererated by taking common
verbs (e.g., dribble, dance) and changing onerlédtg., kribble, wance). Nonwords were
matched for number of characters with real words. ANOVA confirmed that target
word length did not differ significantly across cpletion word type (offence-supportive,
non offence-supportive, and nonworBj2, 132) = 0.18p = .837. A t-test confirmed that
offence-supportive and non offence-supportive tamerds did not differ according to
ranked frequency of use in New Zealand Englig88) = -1.19p = .236.

Below is an example word stem and three lettengdrihat were assigned to it (for
a full list of word stems and letter strings usedhis experiment refer to Appendix Two):
Word Stem Letter String
Having sex with children won't do them any HARNDffence-supportive)

GOOD (Non Offence-supportive)
KNID (Nonword)
Three versions of the LDT were created and 45 & (i@ssible word stem/letter

string combinations were assigned to each versidh Qffence-supportive, 15 Non
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Offence-supportive, 15 nonwords). Participants wareglomly assigned to Versions One,
Two, or Three of the LD Within each LDT version, the five IT categorieentified by
Ward and Keenan (1998) were represented evenly guttum 45 sentences that were
presented (i.e. nine sentences representing eaereld@ shown). No participant saw the
same word stem or letter string twice.

Apparatus

The reading task and LDT were programmed using pedab package. The
program was run on a 12 inch colour monitor screesplution = 1024 x 768 pixels from
a Dell Pentium Latitude D600 laptop computer. Writtinstructions and stimuli were
centred on a white screen in bold black Times Neman text (font size 40). Participants
made their responses on a Cedrus Model RB-730 mesppad that held seven response
keys. The two endmost keys had a coloured covéong yellow and one green) while the
keys in between were white. Two labels (readingdesap word” and “real word”) were
placed on the response pad above the two colouegd; kplacement of labels was
counterbalanced across participants.

The Superlab program controlled the random predentaf 20 sentences in the
reading task and recorded (in milliseconds) theetimat elapsed between each button
press the participant made to view a new senteflee.programme also controlled the
random presentation of word stems and letter riimgthe LDT, and recorded the
response time (RT) and type of response (corrextafrect) made. Each word stem was
presented to participants individually for 3000°mmmediately following presentation of

each incomplete sentence, a letter string (i.evoed or a non word) appeared on the

2 ANOVAs confirmed that participant groups in thee®LDT versions did not significantly differ in tes of age,
years of education, and reaction times to offenggpsrtive words, nonoffence-supportive words orwors. A Chi-
square test found no differences in ethnicity.

3 Incomplete sentence presentation duration wasihaséeedback from five independent community-baseets. On
completion of the experiment all participants was&ed to rate sentence presentation on a 5-pdiattl$cale ranging
from 0 (Much too quickly) to 4 (Much too slowly).@an rating was 2.11, indicating that, on averaggigipants felt
incomplete sentences were presented “at the ngeds.
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screen for 2000ms. To encourage rapid respondiegsamputer emitted a loud whistling
sound if a participant did not register their rasgmto the letter string within 2000ms.
Procedure

Participants were tested individually, in a singéssion. Each testing session took
approximately 30 minutes per participant. Afterigg written consent, all participants
were asked to give some basic demographic infoomabout themselves such as age,
ethnicity, and years of formal education. Offenpairticipants were asked about the nature
and number of their crimes. CSOs were also askeprdwide details of their sexual
offences (e.g., age and number of victims, relatigm to victims) and to answer other
questions that would allow calculation of their t#t89 scores. Next, participants were
verbally instructed on how to complete the readiest. They were told to read at a
normal, comfortable reading speed, and to presdatign on the response pad once they
had read the full sentence. Unfortunately, despittructions participants were often
observed not paying attention during this readamktand many also attempted to talk
during the task. Because these reading speed mesaappeared to be an unreliable
measure they were not used in the final analysis.

Next, participants were given verbal instructionshow to complete the LDT and
were taken through a practice phase. The experenamatched as each participant
completed the practice run. If any participant appd to be struggling with the task the
experimenter would take the participant’s place hade them watch as the experimenter
completed the practice run. The participant wobk&htcomplete the practice phase again.

Upon completion of a satisfactory practice rumtipgpants were told to follow
the same procedure during the experimental phasehby did during the practice phase,
paying careful attention to each word stem. Alltiggzants were again warned that they
would see material during the task that they mag filistasteful, but to try not to be

distracted by this. It was stressed that their tmak not to make a value judgment about
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the appropriateness of completion words, but ratbeimply indicate whether they were
viewing a word or nonword. When they were readystart the experimental phase
participants pressed any key on their response adake participants feel comfortable
during the task, the experimenter stayed in thenrbot faced away from the computer
screen and read some papers until the participditated that they had finished.
RESULTS

Results were analysed to see whether they confirtinechypothesis that CSOs
alone would respond in a way that indicated theld lreechemas containing offence-
supportive content. CSOs’, OCs’, and CCs’ reactiores were compared to see whether
CSOs were faster to identify words that compleeatences in an IT-consistent way (i.e.,
offence-supportive words) than words that did manplete sentences in an IT-consistent
way (i.e., nonoffence-supportive words).

To investigate, each participant’s reaction timR3<g) in milliseconds (ms) were
summed and averaged to produce mean reaction twmtein 12 variables. The 12
variables were: All offence-supportive word RTs] Abnoffence-supportive word RTs;
Offence-supportive word RTs for each of the fivdiwdual IT categories; Non offence-
supportive word RTs for each of the five individliblcategories.

To measure each participant’s basic speed of régpgnmean reaction times to
the 15 nonwords were also calculated. Because naisvare devoid of semantic meaning
they could not be primed by sentence stem conteegn nonword RTs therefore served
as a covariate measure of participant cognitiveegesing and motor response speed. It
should be noted here that although age and yearf®rofal education significantly
differentiated the groups (see Method), neithethefe factors were significant covariates

and so are not reported in the following analyses.
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Data preparation

Only RTs from correct responses were anal{s&I data generally contains
outlying data points that represent factors uneelgb the hypotheses (e.g., attentional
lapses and unintentional motor responses). This,ifihportant to separate these outliers
from data that reflect reactions arising from tbgritive mechanisms under investigation
(Ratcliffe, 1993). In accordance with previous esh (e.g., Cumming, Graham &
Patterson, 2006; Holden, Kroner, Fekken, & Popha@92; Ratcliffe, 1993; Welford,
1980), measures were taken to adjust for suchessitiMean RTs to nonwords and to each
of the 12 variables described above were WindstriBarnett & Lewis, 1978). That is,
extremely high RT scores (i.e., RTs more than ttemdard deviations above the group
mean) were assigned the next lowest RT for thatmemd especially slow RT scores (i.e.,
RTs more than two standard deviations below theiqgmnmean) were assigned the next
highest RT for that group. This adjustment enstined all RTs were included in the data
set while mitigating for the impact of potentiafipurious responses.

Table 4.2 lists the three participant groups’ mééndsorised reaction times to the

nonwords and the 12 variables listed above.

4 99% of all responses were correct.
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Table 4.2.

Participant groups’ mean reaction times (in mittmeds) to LDT words and nonwords

CSO ocC CC

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
All Nonwords 1025.18 154.54 1040.24 167.88 824.14 50.76
Offence-
Supportive
All ITs combined 962.92  187.68 94251 164.05 773.46148.62
Children as 990.92 192.00 958.48 189.26 823.54  174.99
sexual beings
Dangerous world 871.54  161.92  871.99 155.45  725.45%41.25
Entitlement 956.69 23341 909.92 203.58 757.18 1D7.
Nature of harm 1014.50 295.97 94162 193.69  757.3467.13
Uncontrollability 956.93  215.38 1014.80 255.98 2. 165.78
Non Offence-
Supportive
All ITs combined 929.13  173.68 872,52 110.52  778.50133.88
Children as 938.41  210.17 920.59 149.61 752.25 138.64
sexual beings
Dangerous world 857.55  206.38  788.27 146.75  727.6%62.50
Entitlement 946.51 17412 887.26  150.11 806.59 SBO.
Nature of harm 930.47 213.23 860.67 156.13  803.2067.5P
Uncontrollability 974.14  188.31  887.93  155.05 78&7.5 148.65
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Main analysis of response times

To calculate each participant’s shift in reactiondg between the two word types,
mean RTs to all offence-supportive words were sabéd from mean RTs to all
nonoffence-supportive words. This generated anativenean difference in RTs, with
positive scores indicating faster responding temdée-supportive content relative to non-
offence supportive content (i.e., responses aeno#-supportive). Negative scores, on the
other hand indicate faster responding to non offesupportive content relative to offence
supportive content (i.e., responses are non offsapgortive).

To investigate the effects of group (CSO, OC, C@Y avord type (offence-
supportive, nonoffence-supportive) on reaction timwe ANCOVA was carried out with
mean difference in RTs as the dependent varialdageoup as the fixed factor. That is, an
ANCOVA was conducted that compared the groups aair thesponses to offence-
supportive words overall versus nonoffence-suppentiords overall. Nonword RTs were
identified as a significant covariate and were adaecontrol for individual differences in
generalised processing and response speeds. Tis idfshe ANCOVA were surprising,
as they demonstrated no significant interacti€(@, 96) 2.08p = .131, partial eta squared
= .041. In other words, against predictions CSG# it respond faster to offence-
supportive words relative to nonoffence-supportiverds when compared to OCs and
CCs (see Figure 4.1.). Bonferroni post-hoc testeaked that no group (CSO, OC or CC)
could be statistically differentiated from anothdnterestingly, these results held
regardless of CSO offence characteristics. In ottends, when the ANCOVA was run
with only intrafamilial CSOs’ responses or onlyratamilial CSOs’ responses included in
the data, the above pattern of results was replicdh addition, CSOs’ Static-99 scores
were not found to correlate with their overall meffference in RTs. To check that the
above findings were unaffected by the fact that f0C participants had sexually offended

against adults, the above ANCOVA was rerun withrtbata removed from the analysis.
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Again, the pattern of results remained unchangedir@ry to predictions, shifts in RTs to
offence-supportive and nonoffence-supportive woras in the nonoffence-supportive
direction for CSOsN = -25.80ms), as well as OCB (= -59.87ms), and CCM(= -

15.28ms). Hence, all three groups demonstratedtt@rpaof responding seeming to

indicate that they did not hold offence-supporsebemas.
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Figure 4.1. Mean Differences (+/- SEM) in Offence-supportive@daNonoffence-

Supportive Reaction Times to All Implicit Theories

While overall responses did not indicate that C8@se interpreting information
in an offence-supportive way, more detailed analysight reveal that CSOs appear more
distortedwithin certain IT categories. To investigate whether this the case, a mean
difference in offence-supportive and non offencpggutive RT responses for each of the
following categories of items was generatéhildren as Sexual Being®angerous

World, EntittementNature of HarmandUncontrollable
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For each of these five ITs an ANCOVA was run torexee the effects of group
(CSO, OC, CC) and word type (offence-supportivenaifence-supportive) on mean
reaction time. For each ANCOVA, mean differenceRifis was the dependent variable,
group was the fixed factor, and mean nonword RTsewbe covariate (although the
pattern of results for all analyses described befmstained when mean nonword RTs
werenot added as a covariate, with the uninterpretablemian that CCs obtained more
positive scores than CSOs fdature of Harmand CSOs in turebtained more positive
scores than OCsBecause the analysis involved three t-tests, alphs set at .01 to
compensate for the associated inflation of typerdre

The Children as Sexual BeingSNCOVA did not reveal a significant interaction
between group, word type, and mean reaction tiR(2,96) 0.15,p = .862, partial eta
squared = .003. Likewise, significant interactiovsre not found foDangerous World,
F(2,96) 2.08,p = .131, partial eta squared = .0&ntitlement, £2,96) 0.08,p = .927,
partial eta squared = .002, aNdture of HarmF(2,96) 1.67, p = .194, partial eta squared
= .034. However, the ANCOVA examinirigncontrollabledid demonstrate a significant
interaction,F(2, 96) 4.33p = .016, partial eta squared = .083. Bonferronit{hog tests
revealed that CSOs’ RT shiftl(= 20.35ms) was significantly differer € .005) to OCs’
(M =-122.90ms). Although CSOs’ RT shift was not #igantly different f = .552) from
that of CCs 1 = -14.75ms), it should be noted that CSOs demaiastrapositiveshift in
RTs, indicating an offence-supportive responseepattvhile OCs and CCs demonstrated
a negative(nonoffence-supportive) shift (see Figure 4.2 9teNthat the standard error of
the mean folUncontrollableis larger than foall ITs combined This pattern was found
for each of the five ITs when they were considereolation and reflects the fact that a
smaller sample size (i.e., number of scores) caaadrmean RT differences within each

IT than forall ITs combined
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Figure 4.2. Mean Differences (+/- SEM) in Offence-supportive@daNonoffence-

Supportive Reaction Times to Uncontrollable

Because significant ethnic group differences edisietween groups (i.e., adri
comprised 49% of the OC sample, compared to orflg d6the CSO and 13% of the CC
samples), one-way ANOVAs were run to see whetheG$O, OC, and CC) Bbri
participants responded differently to each of the than all Europeans or all those in the
“Other” ethnic category. For each ANOVA, mean éiffnce in RT was the dependent
variable, and ethnicity (®bri, European, Other) was the fixed factor. Thee¢hethnic
groups did not significantly differ in their meaiffdrence in RT forChildren as Sexual
Beings,F(2,97) 2.04p = .136, partial eta squared = .0B&ngerous World, 2,97) 2.99,

p = .055, partial eta squared = .0&8ititlement, £2,97) 0.76p = .468, partial eta squared
= .016, norNature of Harm,F(2,97) 0.58, p = .564, partial eta squared = .012.
Interestingly, though, the ANOVA fotncontrollable did demonstrate a significant
interaction,F(2, 97) 4.13p = .019, partial eta squared = .078. Bonferronitihog tests

revealed that founcontrollablethe mean difference in RT amonditdi (M = -115.75ms,
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SD = 199.62) was significantly differenp & .015) to that among Othersl (= 81.12ms,
SD=277.70). That is, bri as a group appeared significantly less distbtiten Others.
Although Maori also appeared less distorted than Europddns {40.06msSD = 193.74)
on Uncontrollable the difference was not significamt € .364).

To summarise, the overall hypothesis was not sup@ddry the data. CSOs did not
demonstrate an offence-supportive pattern of redipgrcompared to OCs and CCs when
RTs to all ITs were combined. This pattern of ressalso held for RTs t€hildren as
Sexual BeingdDangerous WorldEntitlement andNature of HarmHowever, when RTs
to Uncontrollablewere compared, CSOs’ RTs significantly differednfr OCs’. That is,
CSOs demonstrated offence-supportive respondinghierIT, while OCs and CCs did
not. Also, forUncontrollableonly, Maori participants showed a less distorted pattern of
responding than participants in the “other” etheategory.

DISCUSSION

It was predicted that CSOs would show a patterfastier response times to IT-
consistent target words than IT-inconsistent waalative to OCs and CCs. In the main,
this hypothesis was not supported. Overall, CSQ@k rdit respond faster to offence-
supportive words than nonoffence-supportive woeds] their response times to target
words could not be differentiated statisticallyrfréhe control groups’. For four out of the
five IT categoriesChildren as Sexual BeingBangerous WorldEntitlement andNature
of Harm) this pattern of results held true. Interestinghgwever, responses to the
UncontrollablelT revealed a pattern consistent with the propdsgmbthesis. Here CSOs
did respond faster to offence-supportive than noncfesupportive words, and their
scores were significantly faster than OCs'.

Taken together, the findings of this study sugdkat CSO participants did not
hold offence-supportive beliefs. The null resultseeged despite the fact that the method

adopted in this study has successfully been usasth®y researchers to uncover evidence
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of different beliefs held within particular groups.g., Baldwin et al., 1993; Mikulincer,
1998). While these findings run contrary to the egipread hypothesis that CSOs hold
offence-supportive beliefs, they do support a reeenpirical study (Gannon et al., 2006)
in which no evidence could be found that CSOs wneignterpreting offence descriptions
in line with offence-supportive beliefs.

Questionnaire and interview studies frequently fexddence that CSOs endorse
cognitive distortions. Rather than investigatingmitive distortions, in this and Gannon et
al.’s study the aim was to observe the content adnitive structures by studying
participants’ information processing. It appearatttoverall, in neither study did CSOs
process information in a manner suggesting thay thedd offence-supportive beliefs.
Therefore the lack of evidence that CSOs hold afesupportive beliefs found in this and
Gannon’s study suggest that CSOs’ cognitive digtost may not be driven primarily by
false beliefs. This in turn suggests that addifionechanisms might be at work; a finding
consistent with recent proposals that social arfipsetective phenomena (Maruna &
Mann, 2006), or judgment processes (Ward, KeowGatnon, 2007) may play a role. Of
course, the results of this and Gannon et al.’dystlo not suggest that ITs or faulty core
beliefs playno role in the generation of cognitive distortionsatier, they indicate that
faulty core beliefs underlie the cognitive distorts of only some CSOs.

The findings cast an interesting light on the IATides carried out by Mihailides
et al. (2004), Gray et al. (2005) and Nunes e(2007). In the Mihailides et al. study,
associations were found between CSOs’ conceptxoasé children, their concept of sex
and uncontrollability, and, to a lesser degreejrtieencept of sex and entitlement.
Likewise, Gray et al. and Nunes et al. found CS€ld hssociations between children and
sex concepts. In each of these three studies th®rauconcluded that their results
supported the idea that CSOs hold ITs that set #yeant from others. In this study some

evidence was found that the CSO sample heldraontrollablelT, but no evidence that
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a Children as Sexual Beind$ was held. This latter finding underscores thdier point
that holding associated concepts may be a diffeceghitive phenomenon to holding
distortedbeliefs

Participants’ responses tdncontrollablewere intriguing, as CSOs’ mean scores
significantly differed from OCs’, but not CCs’. TlncontrollableIT generated the most
extreme scores from the offender groups, with C8f@sducing their only mean positive
(or offence-supportive) score, and OCs producirgrtimost negative (or nonoffence-
supportive) score. One could interpret the posiB®O response as supporting Ward's
theory (Ward & Keenan, 1999; Ward, 2000) that CS@se beliefs that support
propositions about one’s behaviour beldgcontrollable These beliefs may have been
held by CSO participants prior to their offendingdamay have played an important
causative role. However, if such beliefs do in faate an aetiological role in child sexual
offending this implies that the beliefs distingui€lisOs from general members of the
population. Yet this is not what was found; CSQ=sponses t&ncontrollabledid not
significantly differ from CCs’. This calls into gsg&on any interpretation of the current
results as evidence that CSOs hold offence-sumedstliefs regarding uncontrollability.

The significant difference between CSOs’ and OGsponses might also be
construed as evidence that CSOs holdUaricontrollable IT. Yet this interpretation is
again problematic, because the difference betwhentwo offender groups is partly
attributable to OCs having such a strong negatespanse to thé&ncontrollable IT.
Exactly why OCs’ responses were so negative far lffiis unclear. Perhaps it relates to
the fact that the OC sample was predominantly caagrof men convicted of violent acts
(76% of OCs had committed at least one violentrafé. At some stage in their history of
incarceration a number of these men may have redeamger management therapy that
involved modification of beliefs pertaining tdncontrollable Unfortunately, the

treatment experiences of offender controls wereeotrded, so it is difficult to ascertain
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what effect, if any, exposure to treatment may hda on offender controls’
Uncontrollableresponses.

Another explanation exists for the difference baetweOCs’ and CSOs’
Uncontrollableresponses. Coping with the demands of a prisoir@maent (where self
protection is important and sexual activity is tlghconstrained) may have had different
effects on the belief systems of OCs and CSOs. @@cjpants’ belief in their ability to
look after themselves and control their sexual sirggght have been reinforced under
such conditions. In contrast, the CSO sample mighte had prison experiences that
limited their opportunities to develop these baliéé.g., receiving constant threats from
other prisoners may have led to a sense of vulilityaénd reflecting on the nature of
their crimes may have prevented formation of bslifiat sexual impulses can be
controlled).

Yet another possibility is that the significantfdience between OCs’ and CSOs’
Uncontrollableresponses is linked to cultural differences. Wikiiori comprising 49% of
the OC sample, compared to 16% of the CSO and ¥4%edCC samples, the difference
in Uncontrollable scores might be attributable toabti participants holding beliefs that
opposeUncontrollable This suggestion is somewhat supported by the tlaat for
Uncontrollable Maori were less distorted (although not significargly) than European
New Zealanders and significantly less distortech thidner non-European New Zealanders.
Unfortunately, consideration of the cultural fastdhat might lead [&bri to hold beliefs
that oppose théJncontrollable IT lies outside the remit of this thesis. However,
consultation with Mori cultural advisors has uncovered the suggestian for Maori
men, among whom rates of offending are proportegdtigh (McFarlane-Nathan, 1999),
offending may be associated with a sense of gaioimgrol over adverse life conditions.
Thus Maori prisoners may have a strong sense that theyuite their own destinies and

have high self control. The possibility thatabfi differ in some of the beliefs captured
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within Ward and Keenan's (1999) IT theory is an raxe worth exploring in future
studies. Further experimental research is alsoatkéal clarify whether the difference in
cognitions regardingJncontrollable between CSOs and other offenders is a widespread
phenomenon.

A potential limitation in this study is that somarficipants may have deduced task
aims and deliberately responded to some words sltlvesn others. However, it seems
unlikely that participants surmised that respondstmwer to offence-supportive words
would make them look less distorted. In fact, verfeedback from participants on
completion of the task indicated general confugibout the aim of the experiment, with
some participants expressing doubt that it coulditte experimenter anything useful at
all. Furthermore, having a mere 2000ms in whichiespond would have made it very
difficult for participants to decide whether or nibtey were viewing a real wordnd
decide whether or not to deliberately stall eadpoase. Nevertheless, some individuals
did get removed from this study because they madeariany errors or nonresponses, and
a disproportionate number of these were CSOs. Pertiee excluded participants made
mistakes because they were distracted by concdrost avhat the experiment might
reveal regarding their cognitions, and this coulvenh biased overall group results.
Unfortunately there is no simple way of confirmimgdenying this possibility.

This study could have been improved by asking aftigipants to complete a
cognitive distortion questionnaire so that thespenses could be compared with their
LDT scores. Showing conclusively that CSO partiniga had higher levels of
endorsement than control groups on cognitive distoritems would have strengthened
the claim that cognitive distortion endorsementsndb necessarily reflect faulty beliefs.
On the other hand, as noted in the introductionthis thesis, interview studies almost
invariably find that CSOs utter cognitive distortsy) and questionnaires typically find that

CSOs endorse more cognitive distortion items thamirols, making it likely that had



88

CSO participants been tested for the presencegfitbee distortions using conventional

methods they would have appeared distorted. Thetlfet the sample was composed
primarily of extrafamilial CSOs also makes it likethat the CSO sample would have
endorsed cognitive distortions, since extrafamiG&0s are commonly reported as being
more cognitively distorted than intrafamilial CSQSsher et al., 1999; Vanhouche &

Vertommen, 1999; Ward, 2000).

Regardless of any potential limitations, this stwdytainly adds weight to recent
calls by researchers to fully assess the assumiti@nall cognitive distortions reflect
underlying offence-supportive beliefs (see GannoRdaschek, 2006; Maruna & Mann,
2006; Ward, Keown, & Gannon, 2007). Further redeareeds to be conducted that
explores other drivers of cognitive distortionsr Egample, by manipulating the personal
and interpersonal circumstances in which cognitidéstortions are measured,
psychologists may reach a greater understandirtgeofypes of processes, both internal
and external to CSOs, that determine whether theylikely to endorse or articulate a
proposition that appears “distorted” to onlookers.

Another avenue for exploration is to investigate #ffects of priming when using
the LDT to study CSOs. Priming involves increasitig accessibility of a mental
representation (e.g., a schema, belief or storéatnmation structure) by exposing an
individual to a relevant concept, word, or envir@mtal cue (see Baldwin, Carrell &
Lopez, 1990; Bargh & Chartrand, 1999; Higgins, 1988@ the current study it was
assumed that CSOs’ offence-supportive beliefs wbeldufficiently accessible that upon
reading context sentences their offence-suppobt@hefs would activate and lead them to
interpret sentences differently than controls. Hesveit is possible that prior, stronger
priming was needed to activate CSOs’' beliefs andrethy generate abnormal

interpretations. For instance, CSOs may have remggbrdifferently if they had been
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primed by sexually or emotionally salient cues befcompleting the LDT. In Study Two
this idea is explored.

Future research should also be directed at impléngenother cognitive
experimental techniques in the study of sexualnafées’ implicit cognitions. Cognitive
psychology has produced a wide range of experirhéethniques designed to shed light
on individuals’ information processing styles aruk tcontents of their beliefs and
schemas. Thus far, very few of these techniques haen implemented in the study of
sexual offenders. Therefore, the continued apmiinabf cognitive experiments in the
study of CSOs is sorely needed.

In conclusion, the findings from this study hawdled into question the idea that
CSOs articulate and/or endorse cognitive distostioecause they hold abnormal, offence-
supportive beliefs. This study has underscorechéwel for alternative research methods to
be used in conjunction with questionnaire-basedagghes when trying to understand the
cognitive processes of CSOs. In addition, it hakicated that researchers and clinicians
should continue to strive for a better understagpdai the mechanisms underlying

cognitive distortions.
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Chapter Five

A Study of the Effects of Visual Priming on Informéion Processing in
Child Sexual Offenders

Introduction

Contextual and environmental variables can incregme likelihood that an
individual will take cognitive short-cuts ratherath engaging in effortful processing
(Bargh, Lombardi, & Higgins, 1988; Kunda, 1999).eThse of even highly accessible
schemas can be influenced by these external fadiotise case of sexual offenders, it has
been proposed that a variety of important extestialuli serve to increase cognitive load,
and decrease motivation and ability to engage fortidl, data-driven information
processing. For instance, very positive or negadiffective states, sexual arousal, and
intoxication have all been said to increase thelitilood that sexual offenders will process
information according to pre-existing schema shastc(Gannon & Polaschek, 2006;
Ward et al., 1997).

An interesting explanation for the null resultsadpd in the previous chapter (and
those found by Gannon et al., 2006) could be ti®D€ belief structures were not
appropriately primed. When beliefs are primed tbay affect subsequent information
processing. For instance, Baldwin et al., (199Qptbthat visually priming either negative
or positive beliefs about the self in a group ofisints altered the way that those students
evaluated their own research ideas. More receMilyray, Spadafore, and Mclintosh
(2005) demonstrated that activation of just-wordidfs affected participants’ processing
of rape-related information. Murray et al. primeadffof a group of female participants by
presenting them with rape-related words, beforeatticipants read a dating scenario that
was ambiguous in terms of the male dater’'s aggresess and the female dater’'s

provocative behaviour. The authors found that piadints holding strong just-world
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beliefs perceived the woman dater more negativiedy being primed with rape-related
words than those who were primed with neutral words

In the study presented in Chapter Four it was hdpatlas CSOs read context
sentences (e.g., “A child who is fondled by an advill probably be...”) they would
interpret those context sentences in line with raféesupportive beliefs and would
therefore respond faster to the IT-consistent cetiggl word “okay”, for example, than to
the IT-inconsistent completion word “hurt”. Whilewas hoped that each context sentence
would be a sufficient cue to activate an offencppsutive belief, it is possible that prior,
stronger priming was needed in order for CSOs thensaich faulty interpretations.
Study Two: The Effects of Visual Priming on Interpretation of Ambiguous Sentences
Related to Child Behaviour

In the current study, attempts to activate beliefgardingChildren as Sexual
Beings are made using visual primes. A memory-based siadithen conducted to
investigate whether CSOs hold tGaildren as Sexual Beind¥. Focussing specifically
on Children as Sexual Beindsather than all five ITs, as was done in Studyeallows
in-depth examination of a single IT in each papieit. Children as Sexual Beindwas
been selected as the most appropriate IT to igastibecause it is thought to be CSO
specific (Ward et al., 2007), it is the IT most el represented in commonly-used
cognitive distortion questionnaires (Gannon etialpress), and Marziano et al.’s (2006)
self-report study found that it was the IT mostfrently endorsed by CSOs. Focussing on
an IT that is thought to be CSO-specific has alsaaied the need for CCs in this study,
as CSOs' beliefs should appear different to all colstréor this IT (recall also that in
Study One offender controls responded in a motmithonsignificantly, IT-inconsistent
manner than community controls).

The current study contains three successive stagésiting, encoding, and

recognition. In thepriming phase, CSOs’ offence-supportive beliefs are prirbgd
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presenting CSOs and OCs with computerised imageeroi-clothed children. Total time
spent viewing such images is a significant predicosexual interest (Abel, Huffman,
Warberg, & Holland, 1998; Gress, 2005; Harris, R@@ainsey, & Chaplin, 1996). That is,
researchers have found that CSOs tend to view isn@feunclothed or semi-clothed
children longer than non-CSO comparisons do. Fstairce, Gress (2005) measured the
amount of time that 19 CSOs and seven adult sexfi@hders spent viewing slides of
nude and clothed males and females ranging in ege five years to adult. Gress
reported that viewing times for both nude and @dtktimuli accurately predicted age and
gender preference classifications when compargohtticipants’ past sexual behaviour.
Thus, if CSOs spend lengthy time periods lookinghatimages of children, presumably
their belief structures should be activated, legdirem to make sexualised interpretations
of children’s actions.

The subsequent two stages in this study are adémeda previous design used
successfully by Copello and Tata (1990) to inveségthe manner in which violent
offenders interpret ambiguous (but potentially erae-related) sentences. Copello and
Tata asked participants to read a series of sesgef@coding phase) before surprising
them with a memory task (recognition phase). Foheanbiguous sentence shown during
encoding, one of two disambiguated violent and viofent versions were shown during
recognition. As predicted, non-offender controld dot recognise violent versions of the
ambiguous sentences as often as violent offendérdvire recently, Copello and Tata’s
design has been used to demonstrate cognitivesbtaseards aggressive stimuli among
users of the drug MDMA (Curran, Rees, Hoare, Ho&hBond; 2004).While Curran et
al. did not find thatMDMA users recognised more violent sentences thamusers,
MDMA users did show faster reaction times to vidlsantences and were more confident

that they had previously seen them.
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In the current study, sentences describing childréehaviour are used in the
encoding and recognition tasks in place of Copafid Tata's violence-related sentences.
During the encoding phase participants are askerkdad ambiguous sentences about
children that could be interpreted in a sexualiseshner. Finally, participants are given a
surprise recognition task in which they read slighdifferent versions of sentences
presented during encoding; half of the originallgxwally-ambiguous sentences are
presented with a clear sexualised interpretatidnleathe other half are presented with a
clear nonsexual interpretation.

The first hypothesis is that viewing time in thelghpriming condition will be
longer for CSOs than OCs, while viewing time in #heult control condition will be
statistically equal for both participant groupseT$econd hypothesis is that, compared to
controls, CSOs in the priming condition will recigg more sexualised versions of the
unambiguous sentences than benign versions. Bedadis@uals are faster to process
schema-congruent information (e.g., Fincher-Kiefe992; Sharkey & Sharkey, 1987),
and in line with the findings of Curran et al. (200it is also hypothesised that this biased
recall for sexualised sentences will be accompabiedaster responses among primed
CSOs, compared to OCs and unprimed CSOs.

METHOD
Participants

Sixty-four men took part in this study: 27 CSOs & OCs. Participants were
recruited from New Zealand Department of Corredigorisons. Prison managers
distributed a recruitment flyer to prisoners inmifithem to take part in “a reading study”
and “an internet study”. As with Study One, flyetated that participants were wanted
who could read the recruitment flyer with ease.GAlhe volunteer rates in this study

again could not be monitored. Twenty-two CSOs addZs who took part in this study
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also participated in Study One. Selection critegiiad demographic details for each
participant group follows.
Group selection criteria and demographic details
CSOs
CSOs were prison inmates whose index offencesdeduat least one sexual conviction
against a person under the age of 16. Their aggedarom 22 to 77 year®(= 45.85,
SD= 14.61) and their victims’ ages ranged from 25%oyearsi = 9.52,SD = 4.33).
According to CSOs’ conviction records, 16 were afamilial offenders (i.e., had
molested at least one non-relative), while 11 vitrafamilial offenders (i.e., had
molested only biological or non-biological familyembers). Two of the extrafamilial and
none of the intrafamilial CSOs had received cogaitiehavioural therapy to reconstruct
distorted offence-related cognitions. Since recgjtherapy, the two treated CSOs had
committed at least one sexual assault againstic diie mean Static-99 score for all CSO
participants indicated a medium-low recidivism riskel (M = 2.85,SD = 2.25) according
to criteria set by Phenix et al. (2000). The nundfgrears that CSOs had spent in formal
education ranged from nine to 15 yedvs< 10.26,SD = 1.56). Five CSOs identified
themselves as &bri, 15 as European, and seven as “other”.
OCs

OCs were men who were serving a prison sentendewha had never been
convicted of a sexual offence against a personmnitdgeage of 16. OCs were aged from
20 to 69 yearsM = 34.16,SD = 9.63). Conviction records showed that six OGs been
convicted at some time for a sexual offence agaanperson over the age of 16. The
number of years that OC participants had sperdrimdl education ranged from nine to 12
years M = 10.00,SD = 1.05). Seventeen OCs identified themselves aeriM16 as

European, and five as “other”.



96

Independent sample t-tests revealed the two offergitoups did not differ
significantly on number of years spent in educatioriength of prison sentence. A Chi-
square test for independence confirmed that betgesup differences approached
significance for ethnicityx2 (2, N = 64) = 5.98p = .05, Cramer’s V = .306. CSOs and
OCs differed significantly on ag&62) = 3.86, < .001, with CSOs having a higher mean
age M = 45.85,SD = 14.61) than OCsM = 34.16,SD = 9.63). Analyses of Variance
(ANOVAS) were run to see whether differences exisieross the four participant groups
(i.e., primed and control CSOs and OCs). The foougs did not differ significantly on
number of years spent in education and lengthiebprsentence, and a Chi-square test for
independence confirmed that between-group differemtid not exist for ethnicity. Also,
an independent samples t-test confirmed that C3®sal differ in their Static-99 scores
across the two conditions. However, the groups i@nad to significantly differ in age,
F(3,60) = 7.23,p < .001. Bonferroni post-hoc tests showed that prif@&s were
significantly older 1 = 51.91,SD = 11.53) than control CSOM(= 41.00,SD = 15.34),
primed OCs M = 34.30,SD = 8.39), and control OCIW = 34.00,SD = 11.19).

Characteristics of the four participant groupsdisplayed in Table 5.1.
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Demographic details for participant groups: StueyoT

Child Sex Offenders

Offender Controls

Child Prime  Adult Prime Child Prime Adult Prime

n=12 n=15 n=20 n=17
Age (years)
Mean 51.92 41.00 34.30 34.00%**
SD 11.53 15.34 8.39 11.19
Years in education
Mean 10.08 10.40 9.90 10.12
SD 1.83 1.35 0.97 1.17
Ethnicity (n)
Maori 3 2 9 8
European 7 8 10 6
Other 4 3 1 3
Reading time (ms)
Mean 3476.77 4055.11 3092.29 3553.09
SD 2349.74 3584.54 1332.25 3115.36
Violent Convictions (n)
Mean 1.67 1.13 3.45 3.71
SD 1.67 1.96 4.01 4.10
CSO type (n)
Intrafamiliail 5.0 6.0 - -
Extrafamilial 10.0 6.0 - -
Child vicitms (n)
Mean 3.00 3.07 - -
SD 2.95 2.71 - -
Victim age (years)
Mean 10.13 11.47 - -
SD 3.97 3.37 - -
STATIC-99 Score
Mean 2.67 3.00 - -
SD 2.02 2.48 - -

* = p<.05; ** = p<.01, ** = p<.001
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Ethical Considerations

New Zealand Department of Corrections and Victdsi@versity of Wellington
approved all procedures and materials used in shisly. Before testing began all
participants read (or were read) an informationestoaitlining the study procedure and
their rights as participants (which met NZPS Cotl&thics criteria). Participants were
told they would need to provide details of theifeatling, which an experimenter would
verify by checking their prison records on compmletiof testing. Participants signed a
consent form before taking part in the experimerd were sent a combined debriefing
and results summary sheet once results were abllate
Design

A Mixed Subjects Experimental Design was used. dherall study design is

depicted in Figure 5.1

Pigtu}‘e- Primed CSOs Control CSOs Primed OCs Control OCs
Priming Rate pictures of Rate pictures of Rate pictures of Rate pictures of
Phase unclothed children clothed adults unclothed children clothed adults
Encoding Read Sentence

Phase 2 Ambiguous types: Sexual and “social threat”.

1 Filler type: Neutral, unambiguous senter

Recognition Tasl
Do CSOs disproportionately recognise sexual intetations

compared to OCsI3 this recognition bias limited to sexual stimuli

Figure 5.1.Study Two Experimental Design
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There were three experimental phaggsning, encodingandrecognition
Priming

Half the CSOs and OCs viewed pictures of semi-eldtbhildren twice. The other
half viewed pictures of clothed adults twice. Pietiwere presented twice to ensure
adequate exposure. To disguise task aims, thissplias described to participants as an
‘Age Judging Task’ in which the task aim was toicade whether depicted subjects were
over or under a particular age ($&@ming Phasén upcoming ‘Procedure’ section).
Encoding

Participants viewed 20 ambiguous and ten filleteseres.

Recognition

Participants viewed 50 sentences similar to thasevad during encoding and
indicated whether they recognised each sentence.

A mixed subjects design was used. Independent leetsebjects variables were
group (CSOs vs. OCs) and condition (priming vs.tcdpy Dependent variables were
picture response time (during the age-judging taskinparative recognition scores for
recognition sentences, and reaction time to retiognsentences.

Materials
Priming pictures

Child priming pictures were selected from compwenerated images (available
commercially from Pacific Psychological Assessm€&uorporation, 2004). They were
constructed via computer morphing technology desigfor use in studies of sexual
arousal to children. Females were depicted weasingnming costumes; males wore
boxer shorts. Pictures were selected that the neddsma deemed to be maximally attractive
and provocative in terms of stance and facial espiom. Twenty images were presented,
comprised of five images from each of four categmrifemales and males aged

approximately nine and 13 years old (see Appendired for example images). Adult
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control pictures were photographs chosen from titermational Affective Picture System
(Center for the Study of Emotion and Attention, @p9en females and ten males judged
to be middle-aged or older were depicted fullytout (see Appendix Four for example
photographs). These pictures were deemed beindyhiglikely to arouse sexual interest
and thus should not have primed cognitive strustueating to children or sex.
Encoding sentences

Twenty ambiguous and ten neutral “filler” senteneesre used (see Appendix
Five). Ten ambiguous sentences could be interpiatadsexual or nonsexual way; these
were target stimuli (e.g., “As 7-year old Jennyyplh cards, she showed her knickers”).
These “sexual” sentences were designed to tapféefiat children are sexual beings. In
addition, ten sentences were presented that cosléhterpreted in a more generally
threatening or nonthreatening way (e.g., “The dofttawned as he measured little Sarah’s
growth”). These potentially threatening sentendesrgafter called “threat sentences”)
were based on sentences used by Copello and T#8)(and were presented to monitor
whether group differences in responding reflectemhegal negative biases. The ten
remaining filler sentences were not ambiguous (€Xhe two old friends played pool
until closing time”). They were added to the taskcbnceal experiment aims and to
monitor participant responding.
Recognition sentences

Fifty recognition sentences were used that werdainm wording and content to
encoding sentences (see Appendix Six). Ten fill@mognition sentences had identical
meanings to the ten filler sentences presentechebding but contained minor word
changes (e.g., “The two friends played pool untie tpub closed”). Of the forty
unambiguougecognition sentences, ten presented a nonsaxeapietation of encoding
sentences (e.g., “While Jenny played cards,asfoidentallyshowed her knickers”), ten

presented a sexual interpretation (e.g., “Whilenyeplayed cards, shedeliberately
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showed her knickers”), ten presented a nonthreageiniterpretation (e.g., “The doctor
frowned as he measured little Saratigight), and ten presented a threatening
interpretation (e.g., “The doctor frowned as he soneed little Sarah’sancer).

All sentences presented in the recognition and @dingophases were similar in
length and complexity. An Analysis of Variance fduihat average Flesch Kincaid scores
for each sentence type (sexual, threat, and ngmese statistically equivalent in both the
encoding phasd;(2,27) = 0.90p = .419,and the recognition phade(2,57) = 0.77p =
.466 Using t-tests it was found that average Flesahc#d scores in the recognition
phase were equivalent between the disambiguatetksard nonsexual sentencgsg) =
.46, p = .652 and between the disambiguated threatening anthreatening sentences,
t(18) = .06p = .952
Apparatus

All tasks were programmed using a Superlab pack@be.program was run on
12-inch colour monitor screen from a Dell Pentiuratitude D600 laptop computer.
Written instructions and stimuli were centred owldte screen in bold black Times New
Roman text (font size 40). Participants made tresponses on a Cedrus Model RB-730
response pad. In the age judging task, labels plad over keys on the response pad
reading “under 16” and “over 16" in the priming cition and “under 75" and “over 75"
in the control condition. These were replaced wWihels reading “recall” and “don’t
recall” during the recognition phase. Placemenlabtls was carefully alternated across
tasks and across participants to eliminate handsdeféects.

Superlab controlled the random presentation ofupdst in the age-judging task,
and recorded the time that elapsed between eatbnbptess made to indicate an age
judgment. Superlab also controlled the random mtasen of encoding and recognition
sentences, and recorded type of response maddl/{fecad recall) and RT to recognition

sentences.



Procedure
Priming phase

Participants were tested individually, in a singkssion. Each testing session
took approximately 45 minutes per participakiter giving written consent, participants
supplied demographic information about themselees. (age and ethnicity) and provided
details about the nature and number of their crirResticipants randomly allocated into
the priming condition were told that on first pretgion of the child pictures they should
simply familiarize themselves with the pictures. €stond presentation, however, they
should use the respond pad to indicate whethegpetson in the picture was over or under
the age of 16. They were advised to spend as Istilgey wanted looking at each picture.
To disguise task aims, priming participants wetd tbat the study was looking at trends
in the use of internet pornography and that a reke@m was to establish whether adult
men can accurately deduce age in young peopldcipartts generally appeared to accept
this as a task aim, with many commenting on thicdity of currently distinguishing age
in young people. Control participants were told tieey were to view two sets of images
of mature adults. As with priming participants, ytheere told to familiarize themselves
with the pictures on first presentation and to ¢atk whether the depicted subjects were
over or under 75 years of age on second presemtéitioboth conditions people in the
images looked younger than the designated agehtiichs Control participants were told
the study aimed to investigate modern-day age peores.

Before the age-judging task all participants castgal a practice run. To create a
sense of privacy a large screen was placed ardumddamputer, blocking it from the
experimenter’s view. This was ostensibly put upetsure that good lighting conditions
were available to all participants. To increasevgqmy the experimenter also faced away

from the participant and perused some papers.
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Encoding phase
Participants were asked to take part in “a readingy”. They were instructed to

read sentences—taking as long as needed—that gl Vater be asked questions about.
Participants read 30 sentences presented sermallynarandom order. Upon reading each
sentence participants pressed a button on thensspgiad to view the next sentence.
Recognition phase

Participants next completed a surprise “memory t8dtey were presented with
30 recognition sentences: ten unambiguous versibsexual sentences (i.e., five sexual
and five nonsexual), ten reformulations of fillengences, and ten unambiguous versions
of threat sentences (i.e., fithreatening and five nonthreatening). As each seete
appeared participants indicated whether they had gt sentence (or one with the same
meaning) during the encoding phase. Participantg wad that all test sentences would
be slightly different to the earlier sentencesttsmaim was to indicate sentences that had
the same meaning as prior sentences.
RESULTS

Analyses were conducted to explore the hypothdsss (1) during the priming
phase, primed CSOs will display longer viewing tafer children than OCs or control
CSOs; (2) during the recognition phase, compare@@s and control CSOs, primed
CSOs will remember more sexual than nonsexual rétog sentences; and (3) this
biased recognition of sexual recognition sentetgeprimed CSOs will be accompanied
by faster responses relative to other groups.
Data Preparation: Reaction Times

Two sets of RT data were of interest in the currmamilysis: (1) Time taken to
indicate age judgments for pictures during the primphase; and (2) Time taken to

indicate sentence recollection during the recognifihase.
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As noted in Study One, RT data needs to be tramgfdrsuch that the effects of
outliers on ANOVAs are minimised (Ratcliff, 1998ecause RT data in the current study
contained extreme responses that probably did eptesent the intended cognitive
mechanisms, and in line with previous research,(elgiden, Kroner, Fekken, & Popham,
1992; Ratcliffe, 1993; Welford, 1980) both sets Rf data (i.e., (1) and (2)) were
Windsorised to adjust for outliers.

For RT data set (2), mean RTs to unambiguous nomafesentences were
subtracted from mean RTs to unambiguous sexuatisess to create mean sexual RT
scorefor each participant. Likewise, mean RTs to un@mbus nonthreatening sentences
were subtracted from mean RTs to unambiguous #wmiay sentences to createn@an
threat RT scordor each participant. This procedure clarified regarticipant’s overall
pattern of responding to sexual and threat senserfeepositivemean sexual RT score
would indicate thata participant was faster to recognise sexual seagemelative to
nonsexual sentences, while a positive mean thrdatsé€re would indicate thaa
participant was faster to recognise threateningtesers relative to nonthreatening
sentences.

Data Preparation: Recognition Analysis

Sentences presented in the recognition phase wengped according to the
following five categories: filler, nonthreateninghreatening, nonsexual, and sexual.
Recognition scores for each category were calailsdethat possible scores ranged from
zero (no sentences recognised) to five (all seetenecognised). Next, mean recognition
scores for unambiguous nonsexual sentences weiteastdol from mean recognition
scores for unambiguous sexual sentences to creaean sexual recognition scofer
each participant. Likewise, mean recognition scdi@sunambiguous nonthreatening
sentences were subtracted from mean recognitioresdor unambiguous threatening

sentences to createnaean threat recognition scorfer each participant. This procedure
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clarified each participant’'s overall pattern ofgesding to threat and sexual sentences. A
positive mean sexual recognition score would indidhata participant had recognised
more sexual than nonsexual sentences, while aiy@sitean threat recognition score
would indicate thata participant had recognised more threatening ti@mthreatening
sentences.
Main analysis of picture viewing times

To see whether viewing time during the age judgask differed between the two
offender groups (CSO vs. OC) according to the typ@icture presented (priming vs.
control) two independent samples t-tests were cctieduThe first t-test compared the
length of time that CSOs and OCs looked at corgicilires. As expected, no significant
difference in looking times was found between thie groupst(30) = .08,p = .934. The
second t-test compared the length of time that C&W@sOCs looked at priming pictures.

Here a significant difference was found between €3d OCs’ looking time<(30) =

2.44, p = .021, partial eta squared .166, with CSOs viewihg child pictures

considerably longerM = 1787.08msSD = 871.81ms) than OC8/(= 1200.97msSD =
492.21ms). Thus, CSOs displayed longer viewingdithan OCs in the primingpndition
only.
Main analysis of sentence recognition

The crucial question of whether primed CSOs showerkcognition bias for
unambiguous sexual sentences was first investigAtégo-way ANOVA was conducted
to see whether experimental condition (priming esntrol) differentially affected the
offender groups (CSO vs. OC) in terms of the typesnambiguously sexual/nonsexual
sentences they recognised. The independent vasiatdee Offender Group (CSO and
OC) and Condition (priming and control). The depmrtdvariable was Mean Sexual

Recognition Score. There was no main effect of @ré1,60) = 0.75p = .391, partial

eta squared = .012, nor Conditidf(1,60) = 1.01p = .947, partial eta squared < .001.
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Also, contrary to predictions, no significant irgetion between Offender Group and
Condition emerged;(1, 60) = 2.53p = .117, partial eta squared = .041, illustrating tha
there did not appear to be a difference in paditip’ recognition of unambiguously
sexual and nonsexual sentences (see Figure 5.@henwords, primed CSOBI(= -0.67,
SD = 1.07) did not have more positive Mean Sexualdgeition Scores than control
CSOs M =-0.07,SD= 1.83), primed OCa = 0.30,SD= 1.49), and control OC$A(= -
0.35,SD = 1.62). Thus, contrary to expectation, neithémpd nor control CSOs showed
a bias for sexual sentences.

An analysis was conducted to ensure that inclusfoimtrafamilial CSOs did not
account for the above nonsignificant interactidn independent-samples t-test was used
to compare extrafamilials’ and intrafamilials’ Me&®exual Recognition Scores. It was
found that no significant differencet(25) = -0.33, p = .742, existed between
extrafamilials’ recognition scored(= -0.25,SD = 1.44) and intrafamilials’ recognition
scores M = -0.45,SD = 1.75), indicating that inclusion of intrafamlli@SOs did not

account for the above null results.
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Figure 5.2 Mean Recognition Differences (+/- SEM) for SexRalcognition

Sentences.

Next participants’ recognition scores for fillemgences were compared to ensure
general recognition levels did not differ. A twoyw&NOVA was conducted to see
whether experimental condition (priming vs. contrdifferentially affected the offender
groups (CSO vs. OC) in terms of the number of rfidentences they recognised. The
independent variables were Offender Group (CSO@@) and Condition (priming and
control). The dependent variable was Mean Fillecdgaition Score. There was no main
effect of Group,F(1,60) = 1.55p = .218, nor ConditionF(1,60) = 2.36p = .130. As
expected, no significant interaction between Often@roup and Condition emerged,
illustrating that there did not appear to be aedédhce in the number of times that primed
and control CSOs and OCs said they recognised §i#latenced;(1,60) = 2.99p = .586,
partial eta squared = .005. Participants’ Mean ahiRecognition Scores were also

analyzed to ensure that general recognition bifwethreatening sentences did not exist.
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The above two-way ANOVA was repeated with Mean ahieecognition Score as the
dependent variable. There was no main effect ofu@rb(1,60) = 0.16,p = .695, nor
Condition, F(1,60) = 0.08p = .773. No significant interaction between Offen@oup
and Condition emerged, illustrating that there weoedifferences in the Mean Threat
Recognition Scores of primed CSQ4 € -0.08,SD = 2.23), control CSOsM = 0.60,SD

= 1.64), primed OCsM = 0.55,SD = 1.85), and control OC9/ = -0.41,SD = 1.87),
F(1,60) = 2.94,p = .092, partial eta squared = .047. In other wous,expected,
participant groups did not differ in their relativecognition of nonthreatening and
threatening sentences.

Because CSOs were significantly older than OCayallway ANOVASs described
above were rerun with age as a covariate. The pattern of results remained the same
throughout (i.e. no significant interactions emeljgélso, to check that the above
findings were unaffected by the fact that six O@ipgants had sexually offended against
adults, the above two-way ANOVAs were rerun withedgathered from these six OCs

removed from the analysis. Again, the pattern sfilts was unchanged.

Main analysis of sentence reaction times

If primed CSOs had recognised more sexual thanexmas sentences compared to
other participant groups, this would indicate til@¢y had a processing bias towards
sexual sentences and so should produce faster nesppeeds to sexual sentences.
However, as the above analyses mlid reveal a processing bias in primed CSOs towards
sexual sentences, primed CSOs should not be fastarake a decision about sexual
sentences relative to nonsexual sentences compar&fs and control CSOs. In the
following section this claim is investigated.

In order to investigate RTs to sexual sentences réfative rates of responding

participants had to unambiguous sexual and nonkesardences were of key interest.
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Therefore, a two-way ANOVA was conducted to examvimmether experimental condition
(priming vs. control) differentially affected offdar groups (CSO vs. OC) in their Mean
Sexual RT Scores. Main effects were not found féie@ler GroupfF(1,60) = 0.67p =
417, nor Conditioni-(1,60) = 1.21p = .275. In addition, an Offender Group x Condition
interaction was not found;(1, 60) = 0.49p = .488, partial eta squared = .008. Thus it
was found that primed CSOM (= 6987.05msSD =3418.96ms) were no quicker than
primed OCs M = 5889.74msSD =3348.10ms), unprimed CSOB! (= 5683.59msSD
=2360.42ms), and unprimed OC# (= 5597.09ms,SD =2041.20ms) to react to

unambiguous sexual sentences relative to nonsegn&nces (see Figure 5.3).
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Figure 5.3 Mean Reaction Time Differences (+/- SEM) in Mificonds (ms) for Sexual

Recognition Sentences.

To first ensure that CSOs and OCs in the priming) @ontrol conditions did not

differ in their baseline sentence processing spadd;o-way ANOVA was conducted to
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examine whether experimental condition (priming esntrol) differentially affected
offender groups (CSO vs. OC) in their RTs (in mékonds) to filler sentences. The
independent variables were Offender Group (CSO@@) and Condition (priming and
control). The dependent variable was Mean Filler§tores. There was no main effect of
Group,F(1,60) = 1.48p = .229, nor ConditionF(1,60) = 0.22p = .639. No significant
differences existed in RTs to filler sentences leetwprimed and control CSOs and OCs
across the two conditiong;(1,60) = .824,p = .368, partial eta squared = .014.
Participants’ Mean Threat RT Scores were also aedlyo ensure that general RT biases
for threatening sentences did not exist. The altaweway ANOVA was repeated with
Mean Threat RT Score as the dependent variablereTlias no main effect of Group,
F(1,60) = 2.52p = .118. However, there was a main effect for Coaditi-(1,60) = 8.31,
p = .005, with participants in the priming conditiomosving a more negative Mean Threat
RT Score 1 = -902.17msSD = 1744.84ms) than participants in the control étoord (M
= 571.58ms,SD = 2426.08ms). As expected, no significant diffes existed in the
relative times CSOs and OCs in the priming and robrionditions took to respond to
threatening and nonthreatening senteng€s,60) = .02,p = .897, partial eta squared <
.001.

Because CSOs were significantly older than OCayaltway ANOVAS involving
RTs were rerun with age as a covariate. Once agaigignificant interactions emerged.
DISCUSSION

In line with the first hypothesis, CSOs and OCawdd images of clothed adults
for equivalent lengths of time, while CSOs viewethges of semi-clothed children longer
than OCs did. This finding accords with studieswhich CSOs have shown longer
viewing latencies than comparison groups when ptesewith clothed or unclothed
images of children (e.g., Abel et al., 2004; Harefs al., 1996). As research has

demonstrated, viewing time is a reliable measurgegtial interest (e.g., Abel, et al., 1998;
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Abel et al., 2004; Gress, 2005; Harris et al., 399®wus, the protracted priming picture
viewing time found for CSOs in this study appearsndicate CSOs experienced sexual
interest when exposed to images of children. Thiggests that the priming stimuli
simulated cues encountered by many CSOs duringftaece process, which presumably
activated CSOs’ beliefs linking children and sexughaviour.

Our second hypothesis was that CSOs in the priamglition would demonstrate
preferential recognition for unambiguously sexua&ntences compared to controls.
Interestingly, this result did not emerge. Primed @ontrol CSOs and OCs showed no
difference in recognition levels for any sentengaetnor reaction times to any sentence
type. While it comes as no surprise that CSOs didiffer from controls in the way they
remembered filler and threat sentences, it wasaggeahat primed CSOs would interpret
ambiguously sexual sentences in line with beliétst tchildren are sexual beings, and
hence would recognise a greater number of sexdalisesions of these sentences than
controls, or at least respond faster to sexualsssdences. The null result in this regard
does not accord with the idea formalised by Warar@y 2000; Ward & Keenan, 1999)
that CSOs tend to hold beliefs that children asigkagents who invite and enjoy sexual
activity. In short, the CSOs in this study showedavidence of holding these types of
beliefs, even when exposed to a prime that shoaNd lactivated beliefs linking children
and sex. Previous studies that have used words)ages to prime participants’ beliefs
have demonstrated subsequent changes in the wigyatti@ipants process and respond to
related stimuli (Baldwin et al., 1990; Murray et,&005). Even in studies that haven't
utilised priming, the current experimental desigs fiound expected group differences in
responses to disambiguated sentences, both in tefrtilse groups’ recognition rates
(Copello & Tata, 1990), and reaction tim€x(ran et al., 2004 he fact that comparable
results did not emerge in the current study raigesstions about the extent to which the

CSO participants held stable beliefs that childiensexual beings.
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Similar doubts were raised by the previous stughpried in this thesis, in which
evidence of beliefs linking sex and children contit be detected in CSOs’ responses to a
lexical decision task. The current results alsgralvith those of Gannon et al. (2006),
who embedded ambiguous sentences in a vignetteildagcevents surrounding the
sexual abuse of a child. The sentences could bepirted in line with four ITs, including
the Children as Sexual Being$. Contrary to Gannon et al.’s expectations, C8{dsnot
recall these sentences in a markedly different thay controls did, leading Gannon et al.
to surmise that the CSOs did not hold beliefs stpmpChildren as Sexual Beings

While Study One used stimuli that tapped all fifeWdard and Keenan'’s (1999)
ITs, the sentences used in the current study aapypdd beliefs contained within the
Children as Sexual Beingd. Of the five ITs identified by Ward and Keenathe
Children as Sexual Beingd was found to be the most prevalent among CSOs in
Marziano et al.’s (2006) self-report study, witt lalit one CSO endorsing this IT in an
interview study (Marziano, 2002). Als&hildren as Sexual Beings the belief cluster
most widely represented in commonly-used cogniiggortion questionnaires (Gannon et
al., in press). Having said that, it would seemeaspnable to expect all CSOs in the
current sample to hold beliefs that children araiaébeings, and one could argue that this
made it difficult to detect a statistical differendetween primed CSOs and other
participant groups in this study. However, a pdragahe mean recognition scores for
nonsexual and sexual sentences for each participaop reveals no bias towards recall
of sexual sentences between primed CSOs and tkethilee participant groups. Because
the Children as Sexual Beingd is hypothesised to be offence-specific, one kou
surmise that in the current study primed CSOs shhale demonstrated at least a small
bias towards sexual sentences relative to OCs.

Nevertheless, the above issue raises an importamt pWard and Keenan (1999)

have stated that individual CSOs hold varying numlog ITs. That is, each CSO does not
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necessarily hold all five ITs. Yet in Study One ahé current study CSQGas a group
have been compared with controls to see if thepaed differently to material tapping
ITs. One would expect that for any IT there will ®esubset of CSOs who, according to
conventional measures of offence-supportive belddsot appear to hold beliefs aligning
with that particular IT. Perhaps when group differes are studied between CSOs and
controls for any particular IT, the subset of CS®ko don't support that IT on
conventional measures are obscuring the distoesdonding of other members of the
CSO group. Research is needed to see whether C80secdistinguished from OCs in
cognitive experiments when this important issuaddressed. Study Three in this thesis
takes this issue into account.

It is also possible that CSOs in the current stidhaved defensively by
deliberately pretending not to recall unambiguouskgxual recognition sentences.
However, other research suggests that when indilédiiake good” on similar tasks their
reactions are typically faster than when theyndbfake good (see Gannon & Polaschek,
2005). Participant groups in the current study dodt be distinguished according to their
reaction times to any particular class of senteseeming to indicate that no group was
deliberately manipulating responses.

Another limitation concerns the small CSO participaample obtained in this
study. Although the interactions concerning sexsahtences did not even approach
significance, ideally a larger number of CSOs wadudde been included in this study in
order to increase statistical power. Interestingg, results depicted in Figure 1 indicate
that not only were differences between experimagalips nonsignificant, but the results
did not follow an expected pattern, as primed O#&id they recognised a greater ratio of
sexual sentences than primed CSOs (even thoughha€shown no signs of sexual
interest in the child pictures). Although the féleait this difference was nonsignificant

indicates that it is best explained by chances passible that viewing the child pictures
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somehow affected offender controls’ perceptions sehtences describing children’s
actions (e.g., the pictures may have triggered efselithat children can behave
manipulatively or place one in danger).

In summary, it is possible that the null resultsrfd in this study are attributable to
experimental design flaws, or to the fact that éxperimental manipulation was not
sensitive enough to detect differences betweenpgrodowever, it appears more likely
that CSOs in the current study did not hold belib& paint children as sexual beings.

Future research should continue to apply cogniéxeerimental techniques to the
study of CSO cognition. Currently the implementatad these implicit techniques within
the field of sexual offending is in its infancy. it vital that psychologists understand
whether the current lack of experimental eviderme3@SO-specific beliefs reflects the
fact that such beliefs are less widespread thareictly thought, or whether it reflects the
need for researchers to refine their techniquesdawtlop more sophisticated ways of
applying them. For instance, studies are needad:ipdore in greater depth the effects of
alternative primes (e.g., emotion, mood, and seat@lsal manipulations) on information
processing in CSOs.

There is also a need to develop experimental stithat more accurately imitate
situations likely to be experienced by CSOs inrtheiy-to-day lives. It is possible that in
the current study the experimental task given tigpants was too far removed from a
real-life situation to reveal information-processiniases. Clearly, reading brief sentences
about children is not equivalent to interpreting tomplex social data available in real-
life interactions with children. Of course, ethicalinsiderations rule out the possibility of
any direct contact between children and untreat8@< but in future more realistic test
stimuli could be created, say, in the form of visl@lepicting interactions between adults

and children, or computer programs that allow C&80nverse with a “mock child”.
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As with Study One, the current findings raise deuddtout the notion that CSOs’
cognitive distortions are primarily driven by faulbeliefs. Theorists, researchers and
clinicians have frequently adopted a stance thse¢rdgglly equates cognitive distortions
with beliefs. Because CSOs commonly articulate mtoese cognitive distortions, this
stance has culminated in a widespread perceptianttie vast majority of CSOs hold
beliefs that facilitate their offending. Yet cogné-experimental research has as yet been
unable to find strong evidence that offence-supporbeliefsare held by most CSOs,
suggesting that additional mechanisms might ureledgnitive distortions.

In conclusion, the current study adopted a cogmiéi¥perimental approach to
study CSOs’ offence-supportive beliefs. Contrargtpectations, findings did not support
the claim that CSOs hold offence-supportive beltat lead them to interpret sentences
describing children’s actions in sexualised wayse Tisjunction between results in the
current study and findings from questionnaire artdrview studies underscores the need
for multiple approaches when seeking understandin@SOs’ beliefs. The results and
ensuing discussion contained in this study have highlighted the need for further

research into the phenomena that generate so-¢atigditive distortions”.
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Chapter Six
A Multimethod Study of CSOs’ Offence-Supportive Bekfs.
Introduction

Results from the two experimental studies discusse@hapters Four and Five
uncovered virtually no evidence that CSOs hold raféesupportive beliefs. As noted,
however, the previous experimental designs coule Hzeen improved by examining
whether CSO participants actually appeared to béfiehce-supportive beliefs according
to conventional methods of CSO assessment. Measwffence-supportive beliefs
according to interview and questionnaire methodsltvdave allowed comparison of the
extent and types of offence-supportive belief esdorent found using conventional
measures versus cognitive-experimental methodsharsdprovided important information
about the nature of cognitive distortions. In addit in the prior two studies when
individual ITs were examined CSOs were compared goup with OCs, despite the fact
that Ward and Keenan (1999) posit that not all CE€@orse all ITs. It is possible that a
different pattern of results could have been fobpdncluding in the analysis of each IT
only those CSOs who appear to support beliefs withat IT according to conventional
measures (i.e., questionnaires and interviewsjhéncurrent study these two issues are
addressed.

The current study also addresses the recommendaiéaie in Studies One and
Two that alternative cognitive-experimental tecluas be applied to the study of CSOs’
offence-supportive beliefs. Hence, a different expental paradigm called the Rapid
Serial Visual Presentation is used in this studyliké Study Two, where onlg€hildren as
Sexual Beingwas examined, all five ITs will be investigatedetoable examination of the
individual beliefs held by each CSO. Also, in aczorce with recommendations made in

Chapter Five, CSO participants are primed beforarmgencing the cognitive experiment.
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However, unlike the prior study, attempts are madactivate CSOs’ offence-supportive
beliefs by interviewing them about their offendipgior to them taking part in the
cognitive experiment. Thus, rather than applyirgeaeral, impersonalised prime to CSOs
as was done in Study Two (via presentation of Viptanes) CSOs are interviewed one-
by-one. This ought to allow priming of each CSQbedfic beliefs, as each CSO spends
time recalling stimuli that played a role in theiwn offending behaviour.
Study Three: A Multimethod Analysis of Offence-Supprtive Beliefs

In the current study CSOs’ and non-sex offendeediels are measured using a
cognitive experimental paradigm that has not yetnbapplied to the sexual offending
field and the results compared with data gathersidguinterview and questionnaire
methods. This unique, multimethod design represttdirst instance within the sexual
offending field where these three methodologieseHasen used on one participant sample
and the results triangulated. In fact, despite wheespread use of questionnaire and
interview measures with CSOs, a review of publislitedature indicates that this study is
the first to match and compare the types of bel@€B80Os endorse on both these
conventional measures.

The current experimental paradigm, which has prshobeen called the RSVP
task (Rapid Serial Visual Presentation), has oftmen used to investigate text
comprehension processes (see Albrecht & O'Brier§31Macleod & Cohen, 1993).
RSVP tasks are those in which certain parametetsxbfpresentation are experimentally
controlled. Because the technique has traditionallyolved presenting single words
serially to a fixed location on a viewing screenntir, Healy, & Bourne, 1989) the
RSVP variant adopted in the current study will leéerred to as the RSVP-maodified
(RSVP-M).

RSVP-M tasks are based on the finding that whervithgals read text their

sentences reading time varies according to whetiersentence in question continues
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preceding text in a way that is congruent with iental model constructed by the reader.
In short, individuals are faster to read senterites are consistent with their prior
comprehension of the text (Albrecht & O’Brien, 1993alambos, Abelson, & Black,
1986). Because people use their long-term knowledgectures to interpret texts, the
RSVP-M has been used to investigate the contecbgfitive structures readers use to
comprehend texts (e.g., Macleod & Cohen, 1993; Véwng & Bond, 2005). For instance,
Macleod and Cohen used the RSVP-M to investigatenaly that students high in trait
anxiety comprehended ambiguous texts compareduttests low in trait anxiety. All
participants read sentence pairs, the first of tvlsiould be interpreted in a threatening or
nonthreatening manner, and the second of which wesnbiguously threatening or
nonthreatening. Because individuals high in traitiaty are thought to hold beliefs that
bias them towards threatening interpretations iofudt (Beck & Clark, 1988) the authors
hypothesised that high-anxiety students would cemgnd the ambiguous first sentences
as threatening and therefore, relative to low-agxistudents, read unambiguously
threatening second sentences faster than nonthiegiteentences. This is exactly the
pattern of results that emerged. Similarly, Wingraand Bond (2005) also presented
passages to participants either high or low int temiger. The authors predicted that,
because trait anger is thought to be associatdu stdtble beliefs that encourage hostile
interpretations, participants high in trait angesuld read texts about potentially anger-
provoking situations in a different way to low-anggarticipants. Wingrove and Bond
asked participants to read, sentence by senterassages at a self-paced rate that
described characters reacting either with ang@oaranger to ambiguous situations. Two
key sentences embedded in each passage desciisedatigry or non-angry reactions. As
expected, trait anger was associated with fastadimg times for key sentences that

described an angry reaction versus sentences loi@sca non-angry reaction.



11¢

In the current experiment CSOs and non-sex offenidad, sentence by sentence,
passages that could be interpreted in line with fthe belief types hypothesised to
characterise CSOs’ ITs. Each passage concludes twithsentences that are either
consistent or inconsistent with the targeted belipk. It is hypothesised that CSOs will
interpret passages in an IT-consistent mannertamrespond faster, relative to controls,
to sentences that are consistent with IT contemt tb sentences that are inconsistent.

CSOs and OCs also answer a questionnaire measoftente-supportive beliefs
that has been found to tap the five ITs outlinedCimapter Two (i.e., the MOLEST;
Bumby, 1984; Gannon et al., in press). Recall that MOLEST has been found by a
number of researchers to discriminate between C&k non-CSO offender control
groups (Arkowitz & Vess, 2003; Blumenthal et al999; Bumby, 1996; Feelgood et al.,
2005; Marshall et al., 2003). In this study the MERT is combined with the Balanced
Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR), whichasmeasure of tendency to “fake
good” designed by Paulhus (1984). In the introdurcto this thesis it was explained that
questionnaire measures of offence-supportive lsebeé often combined with measures
such as the BIDR, purportedly as a way of ensuttiag socially desirable responding to
offence-supportive belief questionnaires can beitomd and controlled for. Inclusion of
the BIDR in this study will allow exploration of étrelationship between general socially
desirable responding and “faking good” on offenapportive belief questionnaires. CSOs
are also interviewed about their offending and ihierviews will be coded for the
presence of beliefs relating to each IT. Intervianes conducted prior to the RSVP-M task
to ensure that CSOs’ offence-supportive beliefs priened when they complete the
RSVP-M.

Results from the three techniques will be compaoeske what differences, if any,
lie in the information about CSOs’ beliefs thatytheveal. According to the prevailing

theory, CSOs’ interviews should identify the presewnf offence-supportive beliefs, and
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CSOs should more strongly endorse questionnaimgsitban nonsexual offender controls.
Also, if questionnaires and interviews accuratelgasure beliefs (rather than other
artefacts), the types of beliefs that CSOs endorfiee questionnaire and interview should
correlate with the types of beliefs they show enieof in the RSVP-M study. Thus, this
study aims to reveal new and important informaabout the use of different techniques

in the study of CSOs' beliefs.

METHOD

Participants

Sixty-seven men took part in this study: 34 CSOd 3B OCs. Participants were
recruited from New Zealand Department of Corrediprisons. Prison officers distributed
a recruitment flyer to prisoners inviting them &ié part in an “Offender Beliefs study. As
with the previous studies, flyers stated that pgrdints were wanted who could read well.
Again, volunteer rates in this study could not benitored. Five CSOs and one OC who
took part in this study also participated in St@lye. Three CSOs and no OCs who took
part in this study participated in Study Two. Setatcriteria and demographic details for
each participant group follows.
Group selection criteria and demographic details
CSOs
CSOs were prison inmates whose index offencesdeduat least one sexual conviction
against a person under the age of 16. Their ageggdafrom 20 to 70 year$/(= 46.35,
SD = 11.52) and their victims’ ages ranged from twd. 6 yearsil = 10.06,SD = 3.29).
According to CSOs’ conviction records, 25 were abamilial offenders and nine were
intrafamilial. Four extrafamilial and one intrafdmi CSOs had received cognitive-
behavioural therapy to reconstruct offence-relateghitions but had re-offended against a
child since. Index and historic conviction recordsealed that seven CSOs had sexually

assaulted a person over the age of 16. The meéin-S%ascore for all CSO participants
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indicated a medium recidivism risk levél (= 3.53,SD = 2.60) according to the criteria
set by Phenix et al. (2000). Numbers of years Clsfdkspent in formal education ranged
from ten to 17 yearsM = 11.15,SD = 2.12). Fourteen CSOs identified themselves as
Maori, 19 as European, and one as “Other”.

OCs were prison inmates who had never been condvidta sexual offence. They
were aged from 20 to 50 yead & 31.27,SD = 7.39) and had spent between ten and 17
years in formal educatiot = 10.93,SD = 1.50). Thirteen OCs identified themselves as
Maori, 19 as European, and one as “Other”. Indepgndample t-tests revealed the two
offender groups did not differ significantly on nber of years spent in education, number
of violent convictions, or total number of convarts. CSOs and OCs differed
significantly on aget(65) = 6.36,p < .001, with CSOs having a higher mean dge=(
46.35,SD = 11.52) than OCsM = 31.27,SD = 7.39). Characteristics of the participant

groups are displayed in Table 6.1.
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Table 6.1.

Demographic details for participant groups: StutiyeE

Child Sex Offenders

Offender Controls

n =34 n =33
Age (years
Mean 46.35%** 31.27
SD 11.52 7.39
Years in education
Mean 11.15 10.93
SD 2.12 1.50
Ethnicity (n)
Maori 14 13
European 19 19
Other 1 1
Total Convictions (n)
Mean 29.79 47.76
SD 35.10 77.57
Violent Convictions (n)
Mean 2.76 1.70
SD 6.04 1.90
CSO type (n)
Intra 9.0 -
Extrafamilial 25.0 -
Child vicitms (n)
Mean 3.88 -
SD 5.53 -
Victim age (years)
Mean 10.06 -
SD 3.29 -
STATIC-99 Score
Mean 3.53 -
SD 2.60 -

* = p<.05;, ** = p<.01; *** = p<.001
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Ethical Considerations
The procedures and materials used in this studye vamproved by New Zealand
Department of Corrections and Victoria Universifyéellington. Before testing began all
participants read (or were read) an informationestaaitlining the procedure and their
rights as participants (which followed NZPS Codektifiics criteria). Participants were
told they would need to provide details of theifeofling, which would be checked
against their prison records on completion of tgstCSO participants were also informed
that their interviews would be audiotaped and wwebed. Participants signed a consent
form before taking part in the experiment and wsanet a combined debriefing and results
summary sheet once results were collated. Parntitspsere also provided with a feedback
form regarding the study, on which they could iadkctheir thoughts about the research
and mention any issues that may have arisen thriaghparticipation.

Overall Design

The research design utilised three methods, asteéepin Figure 6.1. CSOs were
interviewed and their transcripts used for a withibjects analysis. CSOs and OCs took

part in the RSVP-M and then completed a cognitigéottion questionnaire.
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Child Sexual Offenders

Within Subjects

Interview measure of
offence-supportive
beliefs

Offender Controls

Experimental measurg
of offence-supportive
beliefs (i.e., RSVP-M

Experimental measurg
of offence-supportive
beliefs (i.e., RSVP-M

task task

Between
Subjects !

A 4
Pen-and-paper
questionnaire measure
of offence-supportive
beliefs

) 4
Pen-and-paper
questionnaire measure
of offence-supportive
beliefs

Figure 6.1.Study Three Research Design Overview

Measures
Measure One —Interview
A semi-structured interview was conducted to measi8Os’ offence-supportive

beliefs (see Appendix Seven) and to activate thetiefs prior to CSOs commencing the
RSVP-M. Open-ended interview questions were drasemfvarious sources, including
interview schedules used to identify ITs in othe®CC studies (e.g., Marziano, Ward,
Beech, & Pattison, 2006) and consultation with Tevigrd and with the directors of New
Zealand’s two CSO treatment programmes (Te Piniti Kia Marama). Questions were
designed to elicit beliefs that could be classif@dording to Ward and Keenan's (1999)

IT categories. Broadly, CSOs were asked to exptaimts leading up to their offences,
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their thoughts and feelings at the time of the mdfag, and their and their victims’
reactions to the offending. Four CSOs who denied tirimes were asked an unstructured
series of questions regarding their perceptiorhefdffence (e.g., “why do you think the
child accused you?” and “how was your relationshith the child different from other
relationships?”).
Measure Two —RSVP-M

This design was based upon the successful RSVPdigetilised by Wingrove
and Bond (2005) wherein participants read shorsgugess, sentence by sentence, at a self-
paced rate, while time taken to respond to eactesea was recorded. In the current study
participants read 28 passages containing six te sémtences (see Appendix Ten). Eight
passages were “fillers” added to obscure task ant provide a measure of overall
reading speed. Twenty passages were constructeg tato the five IT types. Embedded
within these 20 passages were 40 target sentenee®2q sentence pairs) half of which
were IT-consistent, and half of which were IT-insmtent. To ensure a balanced design
two versions of RSVP-M task material were createchshat for every consistent target
sentence pair that appeared in a passage in vemns@rarninconsistentarget sentence pair
appeared in that passage in version two, and \d@csav (see Figure 2). Participants were
randomly assigned to each version of the RSVP-Mgdtasentences were between six
and nine words long. Target sentence pairs weedudbr balanced for length and Flesch-
Kincaid Reading Ease levels across versions antyp&. To disguise task aims, each
passage was followed by a related question whicticgEnts were instructed to answer
yes or no to. For example, a passage about a lamelgwed man who molested his
daughter was followed by the question, “Should Babe punished for his actions?”
Participants were told the study aim was to seethanedifferent offender groups

answered these questions differently.
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Example Passage

Detek was at his gitlfriend’s houee,
He was babysitting his gilfriend’s daughter, Jane,

Tane was sitting beside him on the couchy, watching TV

She staggled up to him and put het hand on his leg.

Atatn’s wife had walked owt on bim,
He had been dowr in the dumps ever since.
At times ke these he was glad to be a scout leader,

The boys he looked after made hitn feel 20 much hetter,

They wete the best friends he had right now,

Stewe was tying to get his kds ready for bed.

He needed to get some cough mivture from the
hathroom for ofe of them.

When he tred to open the bathroom doot he found it
was locked.

Hig eldest daughter waz doing something it there,
“T'it a ey, Open the dootl™ he velled,

Johty was being taken to court

He knew he would probably go to jai

He had gotten in trouble for gropitg a kid’s bottom
He hadn’t dote anything else to the child,

Tt woke up with a tertible hangover,

He had fallens asleep in bis fiend’s spare bed

His friend’s daughter was asleep in the other bed.

He groaned as he remembered the night before,

He had tried to kiss and grope his friend’s davghter as
she lay it bed

Figure 6.2 RSVP-M Design
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Target Sentences
(Varied across two versions)

[T-cotisistent tarzet sentetiees
Derel knew she was aroused.

She was cleatly flitting with him.

[T-inconsistent taroet sentences

Tane was a gitl who loved cuddles,
She wag such a friendly child,

[T-cotisistent tarzet sentetiees
It was much safer heing frends with children.

Fou could rely on children more than adults.

[T-ineonsistent target sentences
He knew he needed some adult fiends too.

Fou can't tely on childten ag your only friends.

[T-cotisistent tarzet sentetiees
Steve was furious that she said no to him.

She should always do what her father said.
[T-ineonsistent tarzet senteices

Stesre knew that he couldn’ go in there.
She had aright to be alane in there.

[T-consistent tarzet sentences
He shouldn't be charged for such a small thing,

How could one little touch do ary harm?

[T-ineonsistent tarzet senteices
Bt he knew otie touch cowld damage a child,

It waan’t right to hattm a child like that,

[T-cotisistent tarzet sentetiees
[t some ways it wasn't bis fault.
The alcohol had made him do it

[T-inconsistent target sentences
Thete was no excuse for doing that to her,
He should have made himself stop.
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The RSVP-M task was programmed using a Superlakagacand run on a 12
inch colour monitor screen (resolution = 1440 x @Xels) from a Dell Latitude D620
laptop computer. Written instructions and stimuéires centred on a white screen in black
20 pt. Tahoma font. Participants used a Cedrus MRBe730 response pad with a clearly
labelled, centrally positioned key to view each remmtence. Follow-up question answers
were also indicated using the two endmost keyfiefrésponse pad, which were labelled
Yesand No. These two keys were not alternated across paatitd because question
responses were not a variable of interest in thidys Superlab controlled the random
presentation of 28 passages and recorded (in etdizds) the time that elapsed between
each button press participants made to view a eewesce.
Measure Three — Questionnaire

The 78-item questionnaire was comprised of two mress(see Appendix Eight):

1) MOLEST; Bumby, 1996.
The MOLESTis a 38-item questionnaire designed to measuenoé-supportive beliefs.
It was selected for use in the current study bexafigs demonstrated success in
distinguishing between CSOs and other offenderpgda.g., Arkowitz & Vess, 2003;
Blumenthal et al., 1999; Bumby, 1996; Feelgood ti@o& Thompson, 2005, Pervan &
Hunter, 2007). Bumby (1996) reported that psychoimetoperties of the MOLEST are
excellent (internal consistenay;= .97 and test-retest reliability= .84). An example
item is, “Some children can act very seductivel{€ms are scored on a 4-point Likert
scale from 1 $trongly disagreeto 4 Strongly agreandthe scores are summéd. line
with previous research (Gannon, et al., 2007) ariddrease measure sensitivity the
MOLEST's response format was modified by addimgureas a response option to create
a 5-point scaleGannon et al. (in press) found that the MOLEST mestseach of the five
belief clusters identified by Ward and Keenan ()99®%e ITs most frequently represented

in the MOLEST areChildren as Sexual Being&5 items)Nature of Harm(10 items), and
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Uncontrollable(five items). UnfortunatelyDangerous WorldandEntitlementare not well
represented on the MOLEST: these ITs were tappathlyythree and two MOLEST
items respectively. The IT categories to which M@Etems were assigned by Gannon
et al. (2007) are listed in Appendix Nine.

2) Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BJDfRaulhus, 1984, 1988.

To measure whether participants responded to theB8D in a socially desirable
way items were randomly mixed with the 40-item BLDFhe BIDR is a self-report
measure designed to assess the general tenderaystger questionnaire items in a
socially desirable manner. It was chosen in theesirstudy because it is a recommended
measure of biased responding that is commonly usembnjunction with forensic risk
assessment measures (Kroner & Weekes, 1996; Lard@fit). ltems on the original
measure were scored on a 7-point Likert scafgying from 1 ifot true)to 7 very true.
However, i line with previous research (Gannon et al., 20@i7dhis study a 5-point scale
was used in place of Paulhus’ 7-point one. This ifitadion to the scale was made for
two reasons: 1) researchers in the current studse hmeviously observed that the
complexity involved in answering a seven-point scahn be confusing for offender
participants, and, 2) adopting a five-point scdleveed items from this measure to be
randomly mixed with MOLEST items and thereby helpdidguise the MOLEST's
purpose. Thus, in the current study, scale ratiagged from 1r{ot true)to 5 (very true.

In the BIDR half the items are reverse scored.rEgerse-scored items a rating of 5, for
instance, was assigned a score of 1, while a ratiny was assigned a score of 5. The

scores were then summed and correlated with the B8P

5 This use of the BIDR differs from that recommentgdPaulhus (1988), who suggests removing partitgpaith extreme responses
(i.e., less than one or greater than 12 Likertespedponses of six or seven). In the current sBHR items were correlated with
MOLEST items because a correlational approach &es bdopted by other researchers. That is, othearehers have ensured that
measures such as the Marlowe-Crowne Socially OmbiyaScale (see Bumby, 1996; Hayashino et al95; $termac & Segal, 1989)
and Other-Deception and Self-Deception Questiorsgsee Blumenthal et al., 1999) do not corretatare added as covariates) with
CSO cognition scale responses. Nevertheless, (DR Blas not an ideal scale to use for correlatianalysis in this study.
Fortunately, RSVP-M results remained unchanged whestatistical analyses described in this stuesewerun with extreme BIDR
scorers removed from the sample.
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The BIDR has two subscaleBnpression Management scale (Iipd theSelf
Deception scale (SD)The IM contains 20 items measuring overt attempts tpeap
favourable to others (e.g.l don’t gossip about other people’s busirigsBaulhus(1988)
reported good IM internal consisteneyréinging from .75 to .86), and moderate test-retest
reliability (r = .65) over five weeks. The SD contains 20 itemssuneng participants’
tendency to self deceive (e.g., “| am a completational person”). Paulhus reported good
SD internal consistency: fanging from .68 to .80) and test-retest reliapilit= .69) over
five weeks.

Certain questionnaire items pertained to events esguarticipants had not
experienced and so could not be answered by thadiipants (e.g., “I always declare
everything at customs”). These null responses vex@&uded from the group means
reported below.

Procedure

Participants were tested individually in a singkssion that took between 40 and
120 minutesAfter giving written consent, participants providéemographic information
(e.g., age and ethnicity) and outlined their indax historical convictions. CSOs then
completed steps one, two and three below, while @G¥pleted steps two and three only.
Step One — Interview

CSOs were interviewed for between 20 and 60 minwgarding their sexual
offending. Each interview was audiotaped and laterscribed.

Step Two — RSVP-M

After receiving standardised verbal instructionsgtipgpants completed a practice
trial involving one passage and follow-up questBarticipants then read the experimental
passages at a self-paced rate and answered th@gukat followed each passage.

Step Three- Questionnaire
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Participants were given a paper gquestionnaire steetnswer on their own.

Responses were made by ticking a box on the Liate printed beneath each item.
RESULTS

Interview Data

Interview transcripts were analysed and coded clomtent that endorsed IT
theme& Content that seemed IT-consistent was highliglzted labelled. Coders noted
instances where they were uncertain whether theenboould definitely be categorised as
IT-consistent. They then reviewed each transcript @nsidered whether, on balance, the
speaker showed clear signs of holding each IT.gol&ssed as holding a particular IT the
speaker must have uttered one or more statemexitththcoder was certain endorsed the
IT.

The main coder (Rater One) was the principle rebeauiin this study. Initially, the
research supervisor (TW) held a training sessioth Water One and reviewed three
transcripts Rater One had analysed and coded. TWesel00% agreement between TW
and Rater One regarding IT-consistent themes ieetheanscripts. To allow reliability
checks a second coder (Rater Two) who had codipgreence and familiarity with ITs
was drawn from Victoria University of WellingtonGlinical Diploma programme. Rater
One trained Rater Two using five randomly-selet¢tadscripts. Raters One and Two then
independently coded 40% of the total transcriptgeROne coded the remaining 36% of
transcripts. Interrater reliability was examinethgsCohen’s Kappa. Because each IT was
coded as present or absent there were five pogsiites of disagreement. F@hildren
as Sexual Beingagreement occurred in 100% of ratings=(1.00,T = 3.61p < .001). For
Nature of Harmthere was 100% agreememrt £ 1.0Q, T = 3.60,p < .001) and for

Uncontrollable91% agreementc(= .52, T = 2.13,p = .033). ForDangerous Worldhere

® One participant who strongly denied his offenditeglined to be interviewed.
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was 85% agreement € .68 T = 2.60,p = .009) and forEntitlement100% agreemenic(
= 1.0Q, T = 3.61,p < .001). According to Fliess’ (1981) criteria, theiabllity rating for
Uncontrollable was “fair,” for Dangerous Worldit was “good”, and forChildren as
Sexual Beings, Nature of Harmnd Entitlementratingswere “excellent.” Disagreements
over ratings were discussed and resolved.

Thirty-two interviews were found to contain oneroore IT-consistent themes,
while one interview (where the speaker stronglyiei@mffending) held no such themes.
Numbers of CSOs endorsing each IT are as foll@Vsldren as Sexual Beings = 25;
Nature of Harmn = 24; Uncontrollable n = 25;Dangerous Worldn = 14;Entitlementn
=4.

Questionnaire Analysis
Cognitive distortions

Based on prior research, it was hypothesised ti88 @articipants in the current
study would tend to agree more with cognitive disbo questionnaire items than
offender controls. Each participant's mean respa@t®re across 38 MOLEST items was
calculated: these could range from &tr¢gngly disagrep to 5 @trongly agreg
Independent-samples t-tests comparing CSOs’ and @§sonses showed the two groups
significantly differed in their responsd65) = 3.92p < .001,partial eta squared = .191,
with CSOs indicating greater endorsement of items=(2.30,SD = .58) thanOCs(M =
1.84, SD = .34). Both groups’ average scores tended towtreslisagreeoption, but
CSOs’ scores fell betweatisagreeandunsure,while OCs’ scores fell betweatisagree
and strongly disagree A Pearson correlation was not found betw&®0s’ Static-99
scores and their MOLEST scores; -.147,n = 34, p = .407.

Questionnaire items were grouped according to ftfe tHey tapped and
independent-samples t-tests were run for three@hddren as Sexual Beind45 items),

Nature of Harm(10 items), andUncontrollable (five items). Dangerous Worldand
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Entitlementwere excluded from the analysis for two reasop©flenders and delinquents
other than CSOs are thought to hold cognitions liaae themes of entitlement (Walters,
1995) and of the world being a dangerous, hostideep (Beck, 1999; Palmer, 2000;
Walters, 2002), and 2) these ITs were tapped by thinke and two items respectively.

Because the analysis involved three t-tests, alpmset at .01 to compensate for
the associated inflation of type 1 errd@@SOs’ scores were significantly higher for
Children as Sexual Beingg65) = 3.01,p = .004, partial eta squared = .12@yl = 2.35,
SD= 0.68 for CSOs anill = 1.94,SD= 0.39 for OCs)Nature of Harmt(65) = 2.99p =
.004, partial eta squared = .12 = 1.92,SD= 0.62 for CSOs anil = 1.53,SD= 0.41
for OCs) andUncontrollable t(65) = 4.50,p < .001, partial eta squared = .23fM =
2.85,SD= 0.70 for CSOs ant = 2.11,SD = 0.64 for OCs) Thus—relative to OCs—
CSOs made significantly higher endorsements destents depicting (1) children as
sexual, (2) children as being unharmed by sexuals@band (3) sexual abuse as
uncontrollable.

Self Deception (SD) antmpression Management (IM)

As with the MOLEST, individual average responseresavere calculated for SD
and IM scales. Again, mean scores could range ftqgeirongly disagregto 5 (trongly
agred. As expected, no significant difference was foim&D response$(65) = -0.52p
= .604. Both groups answeradsureto SD items I/l = 3.00,SD= 0.39 for CSOs anil =
3.05, SD = 0.32 for OCs). However, an unexpected significdifiterence was found
between CSOs' and offender controls’ IM scorg€65) = 4.43,p < .001, with CSOs
indicating greater endorsement of iterivs%£ 2.79,SD= 0.52) tharOCs(M = 2.27,SD=
0.43). Both groups’ scores fell between tieagreeandunsureoptions, but CSOs’ scores
fell closer tounsure while offender controls’ scores fell closer disagree Because
groups differed on IM, Pearson correlations wereutated to investigate whether IM

scores might account for group differences on tHeLEIST. No significant correlation
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existed between CSOs’ MOLEST and IM scores,-.076,n = 34, p = .668, nor between
OCs’ MOLEST and IM scores,= .220,n = 33, p = .219. Also, when a one-way ANOVA
was run with IM as a covariate virtually no shiftcorred in the MOLEST responses of
CS0Os M = 2.29) and OCsM = 1.85), and CSOs still showed significantly higherels
of MOLEST endorsementi(64) = 2.54,p = .001. A Pearson correlation was also
calculated to investigate the relationship betw&h and the MOLEST. Again, no
significant correlations were found between CSQ3'&hd MOLEST scores, = -.300,n
= 34,p = .085, and OCSD and MOLEST scores,= -.280,n = 33,p = .115.

In summary, questionnaire responses indicated @#®Ms endorsed cognitive
distortion items more strongly than offender colstraalthough they still tended to
disagree with items. Although CSOs’ response scorethe SD scale were statistically
equivalent with offender controls’, their resporseeres on the IM scale indicated higher
levels of impression management than offender otmtHowever, neither CSOs nor OCs
showed correlations between their IM and MOLESTresosuggesting that CSOs’ higher
MOLEST scores (and OCs’ lower MOLEST scores) were influenced by a general
tendency to portray oneself in a more favouralgjletliResults from the RSVP-M will also
shed light on whether CSOs deliberately attempimdhitie distorted beliefs when
answering the MOLEST since this cognitive-experitabrtask examines relatively
unconscious, automatic responses.

RSVP-M

Before comparing CSOs’ and offender controls’ resgs to target sentences it
was important to ensure general sentence responss tid not differ. Individual mean
RTs to all filler passage sentences combined wal®ilated. Independent-samples t-tests
indicated that there was no significant differet(é®) = -0.19p = .850, in the mean time
CSOs M = 16611.51msSD = 7852.41ms) and OCMI(= 16946.31msSD = 6477.31ms)

took to respond to filler passage sentences.
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As discussed in Chapter Four, RT data typicallyt@iois extremely long or short
responses resulting from factors unrelated to theakle being measured (Ratcliffe,
1993). For example, very short RTs can reflectdeattial button-pressing while very long
RTs result when participants are distracted fromttsk. In line with recommendations
for dealing with such data (Barnett & Lewis, 197Ratcliffe, 1993), RTs to target
sentences were Windsorised such that CSOs’ and &@®me RTs were adjusted to sit
within two standard deviations of their group’s mea

Next, the important question of whether CSOs afi$ 6howed different patterns
of responding to IT-consistent and IT-inconsistanget sentences was explored. If CSOs
hold IT-consistent beliefs, when compared to cdsttbey should show a pattern of
smaller RTs to IT-consistent than IT-inconsistemntences. To investigate, each
participant's mean RTs to IT-consistent and IT-imgistent target sentences within each
IT were calculated. Next, these means were usdédace th@atternof responding each
participant showed within the five IT categoriesitiWh each IT category IT-consistent
sentences were subtracted from IT-inconsistentesert to produce mean difference
score In addition, mean RTs to all IT-consistent senésnwere subtracted from all IT-
inconsistent sentences to produgeean difference scofer all ITs combinedA positive
mean difference score would indicate a participgas faster to respond to IT-consistent
sentences relative to IT-inconsistent sentencabttars would indicate a more “distorted”
pattern of responding.

A series of alpha adjusted (.01) independent-saesnplests were run to investigate
whether CSOs and OCs differed in their patterresponding. Surprisingly, no significant
differences were found in the mean difference scéwe CSOs and OCs f&hildren as
Sexual Beingg(65) = -0.79,p = .430, partial eta squared = .010S0s'M = -564.34ms
SD = 5567.10msOCs’ M = 581.38ms SD = 6227.47ms)Dangerous World{(65) = -

0.02,p = .980, partial eta squared < .001SOs'M = -203.04msSD = 10069.91 ms;
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OCs’M = -156.30 msSD = 4325.66ms), ané&ntitlement, 65) = -0.02,p = .980, partial
eta squared < .00CE0s’'M = -2123.92msSD= 7671.96msOCs’M = -2069.05 msSD

= 10335.04ms)Similarly, no significant differences were found féature of Harmt(65)

= -0.14,p = .885, partial eta squared < .0@SOs’'M = -2851.19msSD = 9304.19ms
OCs’'M = -2565.22msSD = 6612.44ms)Uncontrollable, (65) = -0.30,p = .764, partial
eta squared = .00CE0s’M = 321.71msSD = 10926.20msOCs’M = 972.13msSD =
5876.43ms), nor for all ITs combinet65) = -0.57,p = .574, partial eta squared = .005
(CSOs'M = -1084.16msSD = 3213.97msOCs’' M = -647.41msSD = 3108.09ms). A
Pearson correlation was not found between CSOdic8 scores and their RSVP
responses to any IT.

Thus far no significant differences could be folretween CSOs and offender
controls. However, each CSO would not be expeateHotd all five IT-themed belief
clusters. Inclusion of CSOs who dot appear to endorse a particular IT when responding
to conventional assessments may therefore havai@ssgroup differences in RSVP-M
responses to that particular IT. Hence, data gathigom the interviews and questionnaire
was now used to partition out CSOs from the RSVRAdlysis who showed no evidence
of holding each IT according to these conventianathods.

For this phase of the analysis only three ITs wevestigatedChildren as Sexual
Beings Nature of Harm and Uncontrollable Again, this was done becauBangerous
World and Entitlementbeliefs are thought to be held by offenders othan CSOs and
because these ITs achieved low levels of endorgernerthe interviews and were
underrepresented by items in the MOLEST.

To prepare RSVP-M data for this phase of the amlywo datasets were created
for each of the three ITs under investigation. I@&f two datasets, one had removed from it
all the CSOs who did not endorse that particulaririTtheir interview. The other had

removed from it all CSOs who did not endorse tlaatipular IT on the questionnaire (i.e.,
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CSOs whose mean Likert scale scores across queaiienitems tapping that IT were
equal to or lower than the mean OC score for that Numbers of CSOs classified as
endorsing each of the three ITs on the questioanvedre:Children as Sexual Beings =
20; Nature of Harm n = 20;Uncontrollable n = 13. To recap results reported earlier,
numbers of CSOs endorsing ITs in the interview we€teldren as Sexual Beings = 25;
Nature of Harmn = 24;Uncontrollable n = 25.

Having selected CSOs who, according to traditionebsures, appeared to hold
distorted beliefs, would RSVP-M data reveal differes between CSO and OC
responses? A series of alpha adjusted (.01) indepersamples t-tests were rerun on each
of the six datasets to see if a difference exidietiveen the group’s mean difference
scores for each of the three ITs. Looking at dasastmere CSOs had been selected for
removal according to interview responses, no dSicaritt differences were found in the
mean difference scores for CSOs and OC<titdren as Sexual Being56) = -0.60,p
= .552, partial eta squared = .006 (CS®Is= -408.24msSD = 6249.75msOCs’ M =
581.38msSD= 6227.47ms)Nature of Harmt(52) = -0.20p = .843, partial eta squared
= .001 (CSOs'M = -3021.44ms SD = 10244.03ms OCs' M = -2565.22ms SD =
6612.44ms), anincontrollable, (56) = 0.16,p = .875, partial eta squared < .001 (CSOs’
M =1349.70msSD= 11961.92msOCs’M = 972.13msSD= 5876.43ms)

Looking at datasets where CSOs had been removedrding to their
guestionnaire responses, again no significant réifiees were found for mean difference
scores forChildren as Sexual Beingg53) = -1.23,p = .224, partial eta squared = .028
(CSOs'M = -1490.80ms SD = 5950.92ms OCs’ M = 581.38ms SD = 6227.47ms),
Nature of Harm t(55) = -0.81,p = .421, partial eta squared = .012 (CS@k'= -
4326.59ms SD = 9804.02ms OCs’ M = -2565.22ms SD = 6612.44ms), and
Uncontrollable, (61) = -0.42,p = .674, partial eta squared = .003 (CSMIs= 29.33ms

SD= 11225.12msOCs’'M = 972.13msSD= 5876.43ms)
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Because CSOs and OCs significantly differed on aljequestionnaire and
RSVP-M analyses mentioned above were rerun as ANOWAh age added as a
covariate. In each case the pattern of resultsirmdahe same.
Agreement Across Measures

An important final question to address concerres éktent to which interview,
guestionnaire and RSVP-M responses related to ethen. In other words, did the three
measures show agreement in terms of whether thessified a CSO as holding a
particular IT? To examine this, for each measur®©g€8%/ere assigned a ‘1’ if they had
been classed as supporting a particular IT and idtilley had not. CSOs were classed as
supporting an IT on the RSVP-M if their mean difflece score for that IT was positive
(see above for interview and questionnaire clasgifin methods). Classification of IT
endorsement according to the three methods is shwwiable 6.2. Cohen’s Kappa was
then calculated to assess agreement between e riilgasures as to whether each CSO
held each IT. Once again, only response€hddren as Sexual Beinghlature of Harm
andUncontrollablewere tested. Table 6.3 sets out the percenta@&6fs endorsing each
belief cluster, while Table 6.4 provides interrateliability coefficients between belief
clusters.

Kappa ratings below .40 are considered “poor” @4je1981), while negative
Kappa ratings indicate observed agreement is kems ¢hance agreement. As Table 6.3
demonstrates, interrater reliability between thregtmeasures was very low, ranging from
poor to below chance levels. The interview and tjoesaire measures were similar in
terms of the numbers of CSOs that were classealdinp a particular IT. However, the
two measures disagreed in termsubiich CSOs were classed as holding each IT. In other
words, the types of IT a CSO was demonstrated lib depended on the type of measure
used. Compared to the two conventional measuresR8VP-M classed far fewer CSOs

as holding each of the three ITs (RSVP-M clasdificarates ranged from about one third
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to one half lower than interview and questionnaates). Therefore, the lack of agreement
between the RSVP-M and other measures could betalew levels of RSVP-M IT
endorsement, although perusal of the data in Tél@lesuggests that the RSVP-M varied

from other measures both in terms of the nunalpeitype of ITs being measured.
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Table 6.2

Classification of IT endorsement, per individua¢arding to three methods

Children as Sexual Beings Nature of Harm Uncordind
CSO Interview Questionnaii RSVP-M  Interview Questionnail RSVP-M  Interview Questionnaii RSVP-M
1 X X X X X
2 X X X X X X X
3 X X X X X X X X
4 X X X X X
5 X X X X X X
6 X X X X X X
7 X X X X X X X
8 X X X X X
9 X X X X X X
10 X X X
11 X X X X X
12 X X X X
13 X X
14 X X X X X
15 X X X X X X X X
16 X X X X X X X
17 X X X X X X
18 X X X X
19 X X X X X X X X
20 X X X X X X X
21 X X X X X
22 X X X X X X X X
23 X X X X X X X
24 X X X X
25 X X X X X
26 X X X X X
27 X X X X X X X
28 X X X X X X X
29 X X X X X X
30 X X X X X X
31 X X X X X
32 X X X X X X X
33 X X X X

Total 25 22 15 21 24 14 25 29 15
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Table 6.3

Percentages of CSOs classed as holding three bkigérs by measure (n = 33)

Interview Questionnaire RSVP-M
IT Percentage Classified
Children as Sexui
Beings (CSB) 76% 67% 45%
Nature of Harr
(NOH) 64% 73% 48%
Uncontrollable
(UNC) 76% 91% 48%

Table 6.4

Interrater reliability between measure classifimasi of CSOs’ belief clusters

IT Agreement

Measure Interview Questionnair

Children as Questionnaire x = 0.05,T =0.29,p =.774 -
Sexual

Beings RSVP-V x=031T=215p=.03z « <0.01,T =0.00,p=1.00(

Nature of  Questionnaire x =-0.18,T =-1.03,p =.301 -
Harm

RSVP-V x =-0.07,T =-0.40,p =.69: « =.127,T =0.86,p = .39

Uncontroll- Questionnaire x =-0.19,T =-1.21,p =.227 -
able
RSVP-NV x =-0.04T =-0.30p =.767 « =-0.02,T =-0.20,p = .84¢
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DISCUSSION

The aim of this study was to investigate offencppsutive beliefs in CSOs using
interview, questionnaire and experimental measutregs hypothesised that CSOs would
show evidence, according to each of these measofdsliefs with themes matching
Ward and Kennan's (1999) five ITs. In terms of imtew data, this hypothesis was
supported. Of the 33 CSOs interviewed, only one Q8@ strongly denied his offences)
failed to utter statements that could be classdd@-@snsistent. This finding aligns with a
recent interview study of CSOs in which all 22 mapants were found to endorse ITs
(Marziano, 2002). It also accords with the manyeotinterview studies that have shown
CSOs utter cognitive distortions when being intemed (see Gannon & Polaschek,
2006). As with Marziano et al.’s (2006) study itsvalso found that the most commonly
endorsed IT in the current study w@kildren as Sexual Beingwhile the least endorsed
wasEntitlement

In keeping with the hypothesis, CSOs also showeadeace of holding offence-
supportive beliefs when their MOLEST responses veerapared with those of offender
controls. Again, this finding aligns with previowssearch showing that CSOs can be
successfully distinguished from comparison groumingi the MOLEST and other
guestionnaire measures of CSOs’' beliefs (see GardoRolaschek, 2006). When
MOLEST items were grouped according to IT type C®0svided higher endorsement
levels than OCs foChildren as Sexual BeingNature of Harm andUncontrollable This
is the first time that CSOs’ and OCs’ item respenge an existing CSO questionnaire
have been grouped and analysed according to ITetiéalief clusters. This finding will
be useful information for researchers wishing teali@p questionnaire measures designed
to tap ITs or similar schemas.

It was interesting to compare participant’'s MOLE&Eponses with their IM and

SD scores. Impression management (IM) refers terei@l tendency to deliberately alter
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one’s responses to questionnaires in order to appeae socially desirable. Although
CSOs in the current study showed higher levels Mf dndorsement than OCs, no
correlation was found between IM and MOLEST scoess] adjusting MOLEST scores
for IM responses did not alter the pattern of rssubelf-Deception (SD), which is the
tendency to unconsciously and positively distoré’srself-perception, was not found to
differ between CSOs and OCs and, again, adjustinghfe presence of SD made no
difference to the pattern of MOLEST responding. Sehdindings are similar to other
studies in which socially desirable responding hat appeared to account for CSOs’
responses to questionnaire measures of offencediygp beliefs (see Gannon &
Polaschek, 2006). This could suggest that, contaspme claims, CSOs do answer such
questionnaires honestly. On the other hand, thdetesy to be honest about one’s flaws
and foibles does not necessarily predict the hgnegh which one answers items relating
children and sexual themes. That is to say, CS@gmnrOCs might show a general
tendency to answer questionnaires with candour, dhillt answer sensitive questions
regarding child-related sexuality in a false manrdgsigned to meet assumed
administrator expectations. Thus, it can be verg ha deduce from CSO questionnaires
exactly what phenomena respondents’ answers reflect

Our findings that CSOs showed evidence of offengepsrtive beliefs on
interview and questionnaire measures merely addghweto a body of research
demonstrating similar findings. Of key interestwewer, was whether CSOs would show
evidence of such beliefs when their responsesddrBVP-M task were compared with
those of controls. Against predictions, no differem could be found between the two
offender groups. This result held even when thiieewere singled out and analysis of
each IT included only those CSOs who had endorsedIT, first in the interview and
then on the questionnaire. Recall also that CS@kisnstudy had been interviewed about

their offending immediately prior to completing thBRSVP-M. Presumably the
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interviewing process would have activated any aféesupportive beliefs they held,
meaning CSOs were well primed before taking pathénRSVP-M.

On the one hand, the RSVP-M results mirror the expntal results of Gannon et
al. (2006) and those obtained in Studies One and ifwthis thesisThe current result
suggests the null findings in these earlier studidsnot arise because CSO participants’
beliefs were not primed, or because certain CS€aded in the analyses obscured group
differences. On the other hand, the RSVP-M resuls rcontrary to the questionnaire and
interview results found in this and other studees] also to theoretical and practical work
asserting that CSOs generally hold entrenchedfbehat set them apart from others.

There are two very broad interpretations that banmade in respect of this
finding. One interpretation is that design flawstie RSVP-M experiment (and the other
cognitive experiments conducted in this thesis)tted failure to statistically distinguish
CSOs from controls. Certainly the current study hidtations, whichwill be discussed
shortly. The other interpretation is that CSOs hold offesgpportive beliefs to a lesser
extent than the literature and current treatmeattares imply; an interpretation that will
also be discussed.eBre turning our attention to these interpretatjdmwever, a final
and very important result must be addressed; tledhagreement between the IT ratings
that each of the three measures assigned to C3@se Tvas nonsignificant agreement
between the three measures Bhildren as Sexual BeingsNature of Harm and
Uncontrollable meaning thatT classification agreements were either at or wdkevels
that would be obtained by chance. The lack of ¢atimm between RSVP-M ratings and
those on the conventional measures is perhapsumptising in light of the fact that
cognitive experiments have typically not found evide of CSOs’ beliefs, while
guestionnaire and interview typically have. In otherds, research thus far has suggested
experimental results might not align with those egared via more traditional means.

Much more surprising, however, is the lack of agreet between questionnaire and
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interview ratings of CSOs' IT-themed beliefs. Whileevious research has found that
interview techniques reveal more distortions thaasgjonnaires (Neidigh & Krop, 1992)
one would still expect agreement between the tgbesdorsements being made by CSOs
on both measures. This study is apparently the tiirsnvestigate this highly important
relationship. It is vital that researchers andiclans understand differences in the nature
of responses generated from questionnaires andvietes as these are the two main
methods of CSO beliefs assessment. Therefore, tharstrong need for further research
to find out whether the current lack of agreemestiveen the two measures is a general
finding or unique to this study.

As mentioned, there were limitations in the RSVPekperiment that may have
affected study outcomes. First, sample sizes waary fsmall, which may have made it
difficult to detect differences. However, the ovkerpattern of responding did not
generally run in the expected direction—offendentoals’ RSVP-M scores actually
tended to run in a slightly more “distorted” pattesf responding than CSOs’ scores—
indicating that the null RSVP-M results were unlikéo be attributable to sample size.
Nevertheless, replication of this study using laggmple sizes would be useful.

The study was also limited by the lack of a norenffing control group. Offenders
in general are thought to have beliefs and attgutiat set them apart from nonoffenders
(Walters, 1995), so perhaps more distinct diffeesnmight emerge between CSOs’ and
nonoffenders’ RSVP responses if non-offending sampale included in future RSVP-M
research. Nonoffenders could also provide norms wauld allow CSOs who show no
Dangerous Worldor Entitlementbeliefs (according to conventional measures) to be
removed from analysis when looking at RSVP resppts¢hese ITs.

The RSVP-M experiment might also have been immtotlgough inclusion of
more, or different, passages. Only four passagesdich IT were presented to participants

in this study and prior testing was not conductee@risure that passages most effectively
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represented IT themes and could be related to b®sCShe experiment could be
replicated with more passages that are demonstli&bly to trigger CSOs’ ITs.

Despite potential limitations of the RSVP-M expeent, the current results are not
isolated. They add weight to the two previous peckexperimental research in which
evidence for CSO-specific cognition has not yetnbéetected, despite the fact that in each
case the experimental design was previously usexther studies to detect information
processing differences between groups. If CSOsrglypeéhave abnormal beliefs why
don’t they appear to process information diffengriti comparison groups? Researchers
must continue to probe this question, seeking newl @mproved methods for
experimentally testing the way CSOs attend to atetpret their worlds. It is possible that
CSOs do not typically hold entrenched beliefs ghghnificantly differ from the beliefs of
other men and that can be isolated and probedlat wi

The lack of correlation between the three methaglek also indicates that
different measures can introduce different respamntfacts. Questionnaire and interview
measures have suggested that such beliefs are aonamong CSOs, but without
knowing exactly what phenomena it is that CSO doesaires and interviews measure
scientists must remain open-minded about this issue

To summarise, this concluding study has used aueniopultimethod approach to
investigate the offence-supportive beliefs of CS8Isbut one CSO participant showed
signs of holding abnormal beliefs with IT-consistehemes when being interviewed.
Similarly, CSOs appeared to show higher levels @lfeb in the IT-themed statements
listed in a questionnaire measure. However, wheimalicit experimental measure of IT-
consistent beliefs was used CSOs could not bendisshed from OCs. Furthermore,
there was no agreement between the three measutesns of the types of beliefs they
classified each CSO as holding. These results atglithat researchers must continue to

seek new ways of conceptualising and investigating nature of CSO cognition.
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Chapter Seven

What Were They Thinking? General Conclusions

Personally, | did not meet any [child sexual] offens who did not hold distorted beliefs
when explaining what actually happenétle are talking about sexual offences against
children.

- Anonymous Reviewér

Introduction

This thesis began by outlining the popular thedmattCSOs hold offence-
supportive beliefs. As the above quote illustratke, intuitive appeal of this theory rests
on the fact that it posits a common locus of caasaimong CSOs, and seems to explain
how CSOs can commit crimes that most people firfibakent. Unfortunately, however,
the overall approach by which this theory has sdé&en tested has somewhat lacked in
scientific rigour. Methods examining the theory daypically measured the extent to
which CSOs utter or endorse “cognitive distortigrei the rationale that those distortions
represent the contents of stable cognitive strasttiat occupy a fundamental causal role
in the generation of sexual offending behaviourthim preceding pages it has been argued
that cognitive distortions (i.e., CSOs’ seemingdistorted-sounding statements) can in fact
represent other phenomena, such as socially desiregsponding and post-hoc
rationalising. The primary aim of this thesis hasib to investigate CSOs’ beliefs using
methods less susceptible to socially desirable oredipg and less dependent on
introspective and retrospective reporting. Nonehef experimental designs employed in
this thesis have previously been used within th© @®pulation. Furthermore, Studies
two and three represent the first occasions in wki8Os’ beliefs have been primed prior

to experimental investigation.

" This comment was written by an anonymous peeevesi of a well-known psychology journal.



Lexical Decision Task

In Chapter Four CSOs' beliefs were investigatethgusa robust experimental
technique called the lexical decision task. Lexidatision tasks have long been used to
study the contents and nature of cognitive strestuAlthough there are different types of
lexical decision task, all draw upon the fact thabple are faster to process words that
follow a relevant cue (e.g., a related context exaret) than words that do not. The type of
lexical decision task employed in this thesis wes/jusly used in other populations to
probe expected differences between readers’ belefs, Baldwin et al., 1993; Kay &
Jost, 2003; Mikulincer, 1998; Mikulincer et al.,().

CSOs, OCs, and nonoffender controls were presemitbdincomplete sentences
that could be interpreted in an offence-supporiivenon offence-supportive manner,
depending on the reader’s predominant beliefs. Eatitence stem was followed by a
word that was either consistent or inconsisteni @&it offence-supportive interpretation of
the preceding sentence. It was hypothesised tlwmpared to controls, CSOs would
respond faster to words that completed sentencesnranner consistent with offence-
supportive beliefs than sentences inconsistent effgtnce-supportive beliefs. Contrary to
predictions, CSOs did not show a different ovepalttern of responding to consistent and
inconsistent words than either control group. Wtiendata was grouped according to the
belief themes that characterise individual ITs, GSQOemained statistically
indistinguishable from controls for four out of tfige ITs (Children as Sexual Beings
Dangerous WorldEntitlement andNature of Harnm). Compared to OCs, CSOs did show
accelerated recognition for words supporting thcontrollable IT. While that result
couldsuggest that CSOs hdlthcontrollablebeliefs, this interpretation is questionable for
two reasons: 1) CSOs’ responses to this IT diddiféér from community controls’, and

2) OCs’ responses tdncontrollablewere unusually elevated.
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Overall, results from the lexical decision tasHigated that CSO participants did
not interpret sentences in line with offence-sufiperbeliefs. This might indicate that
CSOs do not hold offence-supportive beliefs to #ent currently posited in the
literature. Or, as will be discussed, it could segjgthat current conceptions of the
structure of such beliefs are inadequate. Whatitam—as discussed in Chapters Four,
Five and Six—is that the results highlight the need continue to use cognitive
experimental methods to study CSOs’ beliefs.

Primed Memory Study

Chapter Five presented a study in which a diffeesperimental method was used
to investigate beliefs relating to ti@hildren as Sexual Beind¥. In order to maximise
the chance that these types of beliefs were aetivaind to study the effects of activation,
visual primes (i.e., pictures of scantily-clad dnén) were presented to half the CSO and
OC participants. Under the guise of an age-judgastf, CSOs and OCs were exposed to
pictures of either semi-clothed children (primingndition) or clothed, mature adults
(control condition). Participants then read ambiguentences describing children’s
actions that could be interpreted in a sexualisadmar. To disguise task aims and ensure
that more general interpretation or response bidgksot exist between groups, neutral
sentences and ambiguous sentences that coulddpreted in a threat-consistent manner
were also presented. Next, participants completaarrise recognition test in which half
the potentially sexual sentences were re-presentad unambiguously sexual form, and
half in an unambiguously nonsexual form. Reworkedtral sentences and unambiguous
threat-related sentences were also presented.

As expected, CSOs in the priming condition lookg¢gictures of children longer
than OCs. Because viewing times are an indicatosextial interest (e.g., Abel et al.,
1998; Gress, 2005), this suggested that beliefsiwtmight lead CSOs to make sexualised

interpretations of children’s behaviour should sened. Also as expected, none of the
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four groups (i.e., primed and unprimed CSOs and)Qfiffered in their responses to
neutral and threat-related recognition sentenoes;ating that results were not influenced
by more general memory biases. Contrary to hypethgwximed and/or control CSOs did
not show a recognition bias for sexualised senteneer faster response times to these
sentences. This finding suggests that CSOs didntexpret the original sentences in line
with offence-supportive beliefs, which is surprisigiven that theChildren as Sexual
BeingsIT is meant to be widely held by CSOs (Marzianalet2006) and is thought to be
CSO-specific (Ward et al., 2007). As with the fisstidy in this thesis, the results raise
questions about whether CSO participants actuadlg loffence-supportive beliefs, or
whether current conceptualisations of such bebeésaccurate. The findings also imply
that the null findings of the lexical decision tedikl not occur because CSOs’ cognitive
structures weren’t appropriately activated. Oncairagthis study highlights the need for
further experimental research within the sexuatmding field.
The Multimethod Study

In the concluding study to this thesis, data regardhe content of CSOs’ beliefs
was gathered using three methods: interview, quasdire, and cognitive experimental.
Results generated by these methods were then uta@ad to see whether the methods
showed agreement regarding the extent and natucdferice-supportive beliefs. CSOs
were interviewed and the content of each CSO’'&stant was categorised according to
the five IT types. Next, with CSOs’' beliefs presuoyaprimed by their interview
discussions, CSOs and OCs participated in an arpetal task (Rapid Serial Visual
Presentation-Modified), which uses sentence reatitings to explore the content held in
cognitive structures. RSVP-M tasks are based on filing that readers process
sentences faster if the sentences continue pregéedn in line with the reader’'s mental
model (Albrecht & O’Brien, 1993). This finding hasccessfully been used to investigate

differences in the content of cognitive structutiest particular groups of readers have
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used to comprehend texts (Macleod & Cohen, 1993igvdive & Bond, 2005). Finally,
CSOs and OCs completed a questionnaire measure B8DLBumby, 1984), which is
often used to assess CSOs’ beliefs for treatmehtesearch purposes.

As hypothesised, CSOs showed evidence of holdisiprdéd beliefs according to
interview data: 32 out of 33 CSOs made statemdrds appeared to endorse beliefs
pertaining to one or more of the five ITs. CSO®appeared distorted according to the
guestionnaire measure, although they disagreedverage with MOLEST items, their
ratings were significantly higher than OCs’ averaigen ratings. Against predictions,
however, CSOs did not show evidence of holdingodistl beliefs on the RSVP-M task;
their pattern of responding to IT-consistent andindonsistent sentences could not be
distinguished from that of OCs. This finding hélde for each of the five ITs. Even when
RSVP-M responses to three ITE€hildren as Sexual Beings, Nature of Harand
Uncontrollablg were reanalysed with inclusion of only those CS®® demonstrated IT
endorsement on the conventional measures, CSO4 cstill not be statistically
discriminated from controls. Thus, once again, ¢lxperimental result obtained in this
study seemed to suggest that CSO participantsatithaid distorted beliefs that produce
offence-supportive interpretations of social stimul

An important question in this study was whether ttimvee methods would concur
in terms of the types of IT that each CSO was deketméiold. To investigate, CSOs were
categorised as either endorsing or not endor€hidren as Sexual Beings, Nature of
Harm, and Uncontrollableaccording to each of the measures. Categorisati@ate via
the RSVP-M did not show agreement with either tihéerview or questionnaire
categorisations, and considerably fewer CSOs wategorised as endorsing each IT
according to the RSVP-M method. This result did carne as a great surprise, given the
fact that experimental techniques so far have at#aled evidence of widespread offence-

supportive beliefs among CSOs. More surprisingyéher, was the finding that although
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the interview and questionnaire techniques ratedlai numbers of CSOs as endorsing
each IT, the two methods showed considerable vamiatgarding theypesof belief each
CSO was deemed to hold. Overall, the findings friis third study raise important
gquestions about the phenomena and potential atdefareasured by interview,
guestionnaire, and experimental methods.
Limitations

Across the three studies, findings seemed to stiggat the CSOs tested did not
hold beliefs whose contents map onto the ITs ifiedtiby Ward and Keenan (1999). Of
course, an alternative explanation is that CSOigiaintsdid hold distorted beliefs, but
methodological flaws in all three studies preventbeé detection of those beliefs.
Although all methods in this thesis were based athods that have been successfully
deployed to find expected group differences witbther fields, like any experimental
research the present studies had limitations. #siance, this thesis investigated a sample
of child sexual offenders that by its very natursvibiased. All CSOs who took part in the
three studies volunteered to do so. Perhaps CS@smare prepared to take part because
they had adjusted their thinking in relation to ws&xoffending, and thus were not as
defensive as CSOs who shunned the research. Gfegdorcing unwilling individuals to
participate in psychological research is hardlyable option, so this idea must remain a
speculative one. Another potential sampling biashis fact that only CSOs who had
actually been detected and incarcerated for thieites were studied. There may well be
key differences between these men and those wheeathildren but avoid incarceration.
Qualities characteristic of incarcerated men migave existed prior to imprisonment
(e.g., less expertise grooming and silencing vistigreater desire for detection by others),
or might be a consequence of imprisonment (e.geatgr reflection on offending,
willingness to change). These factors should besidened when using the current

findings to draw conclusions about CSOs as a whidkn worth considering is the fact
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that out of the 67 men who took part in one or metglies in this thesis, seven had
previously received cognitive-behavioural treatmémt their offending. Although all
seven had since re-offended, the previous atteaifislief modification may have altered
their responses somewnhat.

The requirement that participants be reasonablyd gatoreading also created a
sampling bias. Well-read offenders are not necégsegpresentative of the offender
population at large. Perhaps CSOs who are pooersddnd therefore excluded from this
type of research) are for some reason more likelyald offence-supportive beliefs than
good readers. For instance, poor readers may hay@tive limitations that make them
less likely to analyse and modify their belief gyss while in prison. While the idea that
excluding poor readers may have skewed results aghwbearing in mind when
considering current findings, in the absence ofogsychological testing this idea is mere
conjecture.

The requirement for good readers also resultddirty small sample sizes being
used in each study. This could have made it diffifor group differences to reach
statistical significance. Having said that, ovengditterns of responding in each of the
studies did not move in the expected direction.t ®aCSOs’ responses did not tend to
look more distorted than controls. Therefore, efamoup sizes were increased, it seems
highly unlikely that significant differences in thexpected direction would have been
found between CSOs and controls.

Finally, it should be noted that the settings imch this research took place were
often less than ideal. The makeshift experimerdailifies that were set up in different
units across different prisons sometimes left pgrdints exposed to noise interference and
interruptions from others while completing reacttone tasks. Compounding this was the
fact that not all participants seemed to maintaincentration well and some even talked

during tasks. In reaction time studies cognitiveeiference and lapses in attention can
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skew overall results. Although attempts were mauetatistically compensate for this
(i.e., all reaction time data was transformed tgtodVindsorising), it would have been
preferable to work in experimental settings thahimised distractions and encouraged
participants to remain focused on the task.

Regardless of potential limitations, the overalldings in this thesis raise some
substantial questions regarding current concept@n€SOs’ beliefs. In the following
section some of these questions will be addressest.it will be asked whether offence-
supportive beliefs are as widespread as commobolygttt and, if not, what implications
this has for the underlying nature of cognitivetalisons. Second, traditional experimental
approaches towards CSOs' beliefs will be examimethé light of recent conceptions
about the dynamic and embodied nature of cogngreeesses. The discussion will then
turn to research and treatment implications theedrom the findings generated within

this thesis.
Current Conceptions of CSOs’ Beliefs

In the introduction to this thesis it was argukdttresearchers and clinicians tend
to accept the idea that most or all CSOs hold diesidbeliefs. Consequently, a key aim of
current treatment programmes is to change or shel these beliefs. However, the
findings that emerged from the three studies i thiesis suggest that there may be
something wrong with current conceptions of CSOslids. This raises two key
possibilities: either offence-supportive beliefsm play as predominant a role in CSOs’
crimes as is currently thought, or offence-suppertieliefsare major aetiological factors
but revisions are needed in the way that they aneaived of and studied. Each of these
possibilities will now be considered in turn.

Prevalence of CSOs’ Offence-Supportive Beliefs
Offence-supportive beliefs or schemas are genethtbught to be widespread

among CSOs. These cognitive structures are alsmkiido differentiate CSOs from other
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individuals. Yet evidence of IT-themed beliefs wast uncovered in this thesis. This is
not the first time evidence of CSOs’ offence-supiperbeliefs has failed to materialise

under experimental investigation; a null resuloadésnerged when Gannon et al. (2006)
used an implicit memory study to investigate bsliefustered within four IT categories.

Recall that Gannon et al. used a similar paradignthat used by Stermac and Segal
(1989), inasmuch as CSOs and controls were commardadw they interpreted vignettes

describing adult-child sexual contact. Howeverheatthan asking participants to self-
report on their interpretations, Gannon et al. agb@n implicit, recall-based approach
designed to minimise experimenter effects and Hgcikesirable responding. The null

result that emerged prompted Gannon et al. (200&uggest that there is some doubt
surrounding “...existing cognitive distortion litewae predicting that child molesters are
generally guided by a number of implicit theori¢g’ 14). Results from the current three
studies could be interpreted in a similar way. @drse, the findings of this thesis are not
being used to deny the importance of beliefs aslagical factors; there are undoubtedly
CSOs whose beliefs are abnormal and supportivehitd sexual abuse. However, it is

possible that these beliefs are less widespreach@r8&Os than is currently thought, or
that they are not especially specific to this papiah of men. In short, their role in the

commissioning of child sexual offending may haverbeverstated.

The strong sense in the literature that CSOs &jlpidold abnormal beliefs is
predominantly based on the fact that CSOs so @& to utter or endorse seemingly
distorted-sounding statements (i.e., cognitiveodigins). However, it is far from obvious
that such utterances or endorsemenrts reliable indicators of distorted beliefs. They
might in fact reflect a host of other phenomenagnag from attempts to appear more
agreeable (to oneself or others) or to meet predigrperimenter expectations, through to
attempts to create rational accounts of seemimgdgional behaviour or to simply provide

fairly accurate event descriptions that are misibkelassed as distorted. The fact that in
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the third study of this thesis CSOs endorsed civgndistortions according to interview
and questionnaire measures but did not show evedehabnormal beliefs on the RSVP-
M may indicate that conventional, self-report mefhaneasure phenomena other than
beliefs. Like other experimental techniques usedhis thesis, the RSVP-M task was
designed to minimise the opportunity to provideséatesponses and the need to introspect
on implicit cognitions. It is intriguing that undsuch conditions CSOs who had seemed
distorted using conventional measures appeared ifferemt to offender controls. In
addition, the types of beliefs that CSOs were dektoénold differed according to which
cognitive distortion measure was used (i.e., inégvvor questionnaire). If cognitive
distortions tend to represent beliefs, why didn@@’ endorse the same sorts of themes
across the two methods?

Given the somewhat questionable evidence suppottia theory that CSOs hold
distorted beliefs, it is surprising that the thedsyso often propounded, implicitly or
explicitly, in the literature. It seems there isr@ihing about the abhorrent and deviant
nature of CSOs’ crimes that invites examinatiorthef perpetrators’ beliefs. This idea is
illustrated by the words quoted at the start of thiscussion, which were made in defence
of the idea that CSOs as a group hold distortedtfsel“We are talking about sexual
offences against childrenWhile psychologists typically approach human bebawivith
the underlying question, “Why did they?”, when tbeic of child sexual abuse is raised
the question seems more to become, “How could th8g?why do current attempts to
understand CSOs’ actions seem to focus rathergdyrom their cognitive structures?

Maruna and Mann (2006) have pointed out that rebeas might be inclined to
target stable cognitive drivers when explaining GS@axrtions because it is a relatively
comfortable avenue to pursue. It is reassuring Hiokt that beliefs endorsing the
undesirability of child sexual abuse have a strpngventative effect. The alternative

view—that in the presence of strong environmergaiptional, and biological cues such
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beliefs may be overridden—is threatening, as itliespthat even “good” people can
commit sexual crimes. Maruna and Mann suggest tthage involved in the criminal
justice system might feel particularly unsettledtbg idea that bad circumstances, rather
than bad people, can drive criminal actions. Asatlinors point out,
“After all, excuses can undermine the very fouraiat of criminal justice. If we
are to punish (or arrest, convict, study, classitg.) a person as an offender, the

individual needs at some level to be responsilniéife crime.” (p. 12).

In the upcoming ‘Treatment Implications’ sectiontbfs discussion the issue of
offender responsibility and blame will be elabodabgon.

Perhaps another reason for isolating CSOs’ behlsfsa general cause of child
sexual offending is to simplify treatment. For aiéng, in forensic settings CSOs are
typically not engaged in treatment till they nelae end of their sentence, meaning that
years have usually passed since they last offerilegrefore, when looking to modify
current cognitions that contributed to a CSQO’s offendiragans ago, the therapist targets
cognitions that have remained relatively stabler tvee. The fact that CSOs are treated in
restrictive forensic settings also renders theetémg of stable beliefs easier than targeting
temporary appraisals. Unlike non-offending clien&SOs cannot go out into their
everyday worlds between therapy sessions and reasttiey arise, the transitory thinking
errors that occur in response to environmental tiniso, within the confines of the
forensic setting therapists cannot readily help €86€al with the environmental stressors
that contributed to earlier offending. These fagtail serve to make a systems-based
model of therapeutic change difficult and thus éase the attractiveness of a model in
which stable beliefs or schemas form the therapdutius. As for the popular idea that
CSOs’ distorted beliefs amgidespreagdbecause treatment of CSOs usually takes place in

group formats it is probably easier to assume tilhtgroup members need belief
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modification than to try to single out those who atad those who do not. Nevertheless,
the current thesis is not the first work to arghat ttreatment programmes should tailor
therapy to better suit the psychological needsndividual clients (e.g., Hanson et al.,
2002; Kirsch & Becker, 20068ylarques, Wiederanders, Day, Nelson, & van Ommeren,
2005).

Regardless of any intuitive or practical leaningeyt may have towards belief-
based explanations of child sexual offending, itriportant for social scientists to bear in
mind that highly undesirable behaviours can be rsided without reference to
perpetrators’ beliefs or schemas. For instance pbtige founding, and perhaps most well-
known, social psychology experiments was that cotetliby Stanley Milgram (1963). As
the reader is no doubt aware, Milgram found thatcertain social circumstances
seemingly ordinary individuals can be induced tdui@ experimental confederates with
dangerous (and even lethal) doses of electricitpuaishment for failing to remember
word pairs. In their attempts to explain why Milgra participants so behaved,
psychologists have not declared that those paatitgoprobably held beliefs supporting
the electrocution of people with less-than-perfiemories. Rather, explanations have
typically focused on the interaction between genleasman psychological characteristics
and the unusual demands of the experimental setting

This sort of approach recognises that it is posdiblelicit abhorrent behaviour in
the absence of distorted or abnormal beliefs. Int,fahe concept of cognitive
deconstruction introduced at the start of this ithesiggests that sexual offending can
occur when inhibitory, non-distorted beliefs ardually overridden. According to the
cognitive deconstruction literature, humans carfgoer undesirable acts when factors
such as strong sexual arousal and intense emeftioe them highly motivated to pursue a
particular goal. In this situation, beliefs are ptveaside, leaving the individual

unhampered by the usual concerns that inhibitiiermnisdeeds. Thus, CSOs may differ
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from others more in terms of the nature and strewfttheir emotional, biological, and
environmental inputs than in terms of their beliefs

To summarise, the results of this thesis may indidghat CSOs do not hold
abnormal, offence-supportive beliefs to the exmmtrayed within the current literature
and implied by current treatment practices. Whileiview and questionnaire techniques
have often revealed evidence of CSOs’ cognitive digtog, this should not be equated
with evidence of abnormal beliefs (at least notiluthie mechanisms driving cognitive
distortions are better understood). Although igimibe challenging to rethink the idea
that CSOs typically hold offence-supportive beligfds also vitally important that social
scientists remain open-minded to alternative hygsgks and rigorously test the models
under which they work.

The Nature of Offence-Supportive Beliefs

It has been discussed in this thesis that cegagumptions underlie the use of
interviews and questionnaires in the study of C3esiefs. In preceding pages particular
attention was paid to the assumption that beliafs loe quantified by measuring CSO'’s
seemingly distorted-sounding statements. Ther@twer assumptions about the nature of
offence-supportive beliefs implied by interview amaestionnaire methods. First, the way
that such methods are applied indicates an assomitat beliefs ar@ropositionalin
nature. Also, they assume that beliefs are statities that can be picked out and studied
in isolation from other psychological, biologicaldaenvironmental inputs.

To illustrate, the questionnaires used to asses®sC&e essentially lists of
propositional statements (e.g., “Sometimes, viciimitiate sexual activity”, “I believe that
sex with children can make the child feel closeadalts”). Within environments that are
far removed from their everyday lives, CSOs ra aRtent to which they believe these
propositions, or “cognitive distortions”, are true.other words, it is assumed that beliefs

are propositional and static “things” that are rfyadvailable to be measured. Similarly,
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interview assessments often aim to uncover beligfhaving CSOs speak to relative
strangers—usually in correctional settings—aboderafing that happened some time
ago. Propositions that seem to minimise, justiicuse, or rationalise that offending are
taken as evidence that the speaker has a distedgdof interpreting his social world
which has long-term behavioural consequences. G8&intent programmes typically
place strong emphasis on changing these so-caflgditive distortions. For instance,
Marshall and Barbaree (1999) describe how CSOseatrment are asked to describe their
offences to a therapy group so that members callenga statements that seem to
minimise or excuse the speaker’s role in his offsndén addition, the success of treatment
programmes is in part monitored by the shift th&03 show on questionnaire lists of
distorted propositions. “Change the propositiotise€se treatment approaches seem to say,
“and you will produce stable changes in the waydffender interacts with his world”.
This view flies in the face of advances in cogmtiscience wherein cognitions such as
attitudes and beliefs have come to be seen as mmogtional in nature (e.g.,
Churchland, 1992; Rumelhart & McClelland, 1986; gtiti& Schneider, 1999).

The first study in this thesis worked under sim#éasumptions to those currently
operating within the CSO literature. That is to,s&50s and controls were asked to
respond to offence-related propositions in a sgtthat contained few, if any, relevant
primes. This might explain why no differences eneerdpetween groups. In the second
two studies attempts were made to overcome theseeptual issues. The second and
third studies investigated the way CSOs processpnopositional information following
exposure to offence-relevant primes. However, tiwseapproaches may also have failed
to find evidence of offence-supportive beliefs hesea CSO participants were still too
removed from real-life offending situations.

Increasingly, cognitive science is moving away framiew of mind as an abstract

information-processor whose links to the world hhtike theoretical or causal importance
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(see Clark, 1997; Damasio, 1994; Pecher & Zwaa@52Wilson, 2002). Beliefs are not
seen as static representations of a world thatositside the brain, but instead as fluid
patterns of neuronal activity that unfold in corgtian with emotional, biological, and
environmental inputs (Clancey, 1993). Thus cognii®seen asituated(i.e., enmeshed,
on a moment-by-moment basis, with the environmant) embodied(i.e., fused with
bodily perceptions, sensations, and movements).

Such an approach emphasises the synchronous mdtthie interaction between
beliefs and other inputs. Beliefs produce adjustméan behaviour that bring about
changes in the individual’s environment (and higcpment in it), which in turn bring
about changes in the stimuli being received, whichurn impact upon the individual
biologically and alter his patterns of neuronaliaigt. In this way, a constant feedback
loop exists between the individual's cognitionss Hiehaviour, his biology, and his
environment.

Although the experiments in this thesis tendedtkImore at the way that CSOs’
process information than the propositions they esgjaand although attempts were made
to prime CSOs’ beliefs, all three studies nevedb®l treated beliefs as stable
representations of the world “out there”, ratharthpatterns of processing that unfold in
conjunction with other dynamic factors. Perhaps thct could account for the null results
across the three studies.

The concepts of embodied and distributed (or ftjatognition have recently
been introduced to the sexual offending field vigraund-breaking article by Ward and
Nee (in press). In their article Ward and Nee useemt philosophical and cognitive
science concepts to critique a view of CSOs a®nmalj disembodied decision-makers.
The model upon which Ward and Nee focus their agnins called th&Reasoning and
Rehabilitationprogramme (Ross & Fabiano; cited in Ward & Neegyriess), a programme

that essentially aims to reduce reoffending byheagoffenders how to reason about, and
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plan, their actions. Ward and Nee argue that suaframmes fail to take into account the
role that emotional, environmental, and experiéntiguts play in decision-making
processes. In discussing emotional influences, \@addNee reiterate the point which was
covered in the introduction to this thesis that hamtypically make decisions based on
intuitive, emotionally-driven processes; it is onythe aftermath of these decisions that
rational judgement is invoked as a guiding prireiWard and Nee also highlight the fact
that humans are cognitively and behaviourally nadlle creatures who both shape, and
are shaped by, their environments. Thus, to quoaedvVénd Nee, “...it is a mistake to
view human nature as biologically fixed and corgdiinside people’s heads” (p. x). It is
hoped that researchers will follow Ward and Neezdl and strive to stay abreast with
current conceptions of the nature of cognition wbenducting studies of it.

Of course, ifis not being argued that researchers cannot uraer€$SOs’ beliefs
without conducting exhaustive (and impossibly extag) analyses of CSOs’
environments. As Wilson (2002), points atlte fact that environment plays a causal role
in cognition does not mean that researchers anordtieians have to look at the entire
system surrounding cognition. As an analogy, algfiothe human heart is part of a
complex biological system, scientists have learatimabout it by studying it in isolation
from living bodies. Whats being argued here is that researchers should allwvayery
mindful of the types of inputs and interactionstthaght influence the way in which
beliefs operate.

Taking a less symbolic, more distributed view ofmition might help to explain
the implicit association test (IAT) results disedsin the introduction. Recall that a
number of researchers have used IAT experimenisvastigate links between particular
concepts among CSOs versus controls. It has beendfothat CSOs have stronger
semantic links between the concepts of childrenssnd(Gray et al., 2005; Mihailides et

al., 2004; Nunes, 2007), and the concepts of sek wcontrollability and sex and
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entitlement (Mihailides et al., 2004). As argudtkde findings do not necessarily mean
that CSOs hold mental representations that, faamte, portray children as consenting
sexual agents. However, the findings do seem taw dhat patterns of neural activity that
occur when CSOs receive inputs related to sexyadreencedendto be associated with
input experientially related to children. A questithat needs to be resolved is whether or
not these associated patterns of activity exigirpio (and play a causal role in) sexual

offending, or whether they occur in response taakgffending and its consequences.
Research Implications

Perhaps the most important research implicatioariee from this thesis is the
clear need to continue to apply cognitive-experitaketechniques in the study of CSO
cognition. Questions raised in this thesis aboatvilay that offence-supportive cognitions
are arranged, and operate, in CSOs simply cannadodved by asked CSOs to report on
their own thoughts. While there is undoubtedly acpl for interview- and questionnaire-
based research in this field of enquiry, there nhastecognition that that use of self-report
techniques can only take social scientists so Aarlong as the focus falls solely on
cognitive distortions as indicators of the comptmgnitive systems utilised by CSOs,
social scientists will struggle to understand hiwese systems actually function when in
action. Thus, there is a strong need for continusel of techniques that are designed to
implicitly capture offence-relevant cognition asuiifolds. Currently the implementation
of these implicit techniques within the field ofxsal offending is in its infancy, leaving
the way open for researchers to refine technigndsdavelop more sophisticated ways of
applying them.

For instance, there is a need for studies to ezpiogreater depth the effects of
alternative primes on information processing in GS&lthough attempts were made to
prime CSOs’ beliefs in the final two studies ofthiiesis, these studies represent

metaphorical “first steps” for research into thieefs of priming on CSOs’ information
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processing. There are many primes that could be tosky to activate CSOs’ beliefs
(e.g., emotional states, sexual arousal, moodshalconsumption) and many ways in
which these primes could be manipulated and apfBesual offenders appear to be
highly impulsive (Kirsch & Becker, 2006), implyirthat situational primes may have
particular importance in the study of CSOs. ltapéd that through the creative
application of priming variables to the measurenadriteliefs, researchers will gain a
better understanding of the nature and extent @< 8eliefs.

This thesis also indicates that there is a stromgdnto develop experimental
stimuli that more accurately imitate situationselikto be experienced by CSOs in their
day-to-day lives. For instance, rather than hawffgnders respond to written stimuli
describing offence-relevant situations they couldtoli realistic videos while being
prompted to make automatic, keypad-based respdases recall particular aspects of,
the scenarios being presented. Computers couddbalsised to allow feedback between
the offender participant and his environment. Fstance, if participants are required to
make a series of decisions or responses in reati@vents unfolding on a computer
screen, and each decision has implications forwhg that events unfold, a deeper
understanding may be gained about the role of tiognin the offendingorocess Virtual
technology could also be used such that particgpanieract with virtual children while
measures are taken of the way in which CSOs atersimuli, the interpretations they
make, and the factors that influence their respgridsing virtual technology, participants
could even be embedded in simulated environmertsse@narios that are offence-related
and their interactions with these environments ¢dod assessed. The themes represented
by Ward and Keenan's ITs may be used to inform tilpe of experimental stimuli
presented within realistic experimental designs.dftough evidence for ITs as cognitive
structures housing belief-based knowledge has eeh found in this thesis, the themes

captured by these ITs are still likely to have ealas evidenced by results from IAT
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studies discussed earlier). If cognition is bestceived of as being distributed across
environments, when designing realistic experimemsgttings those settings could be
designed to encourage perceptions of children msatdeings, for example, or of the
world being a dangerous place.

Research into alternative drivers of cognitiveatisons (i.e., CSQO’s distorted-
sounding statements) would also be a valuable fiuMeasuring cognitive distortions
under different personal and interpersonal sitmatimay reveal processes—nboth internal
and external to the offender— that influence theegation of distorted-sounding
propositions among CSOs. Research of this natuyeemable psychologists to create
situations in which the belief components of cageidistortions are more readily
isolated.

A final research implication that must be mentwmne the need for further study
into the degree of agreement between informaticoual€SOs’ beliefs that is gleaned
from interview, questionnaire, and experimentalhods. In the final study of this thesis
these three methods generated quite differentteesahcerning which CSOs held which
types of beliefs. Even interviews and questionmsairghich are two very widely used
methods of CSO belief assessment, showed no alignmethe type of information
generated about CSOs. It seems rather startlirigrtithe two decades of interview and
guestionnaire use within this field these methoalgehnot been compared in terms of the
information they reveal about offence-supportivdidie. If use of these methods is to
continue there is clearly a need to investigate thiationship further. By replicating (and
adjusting) the multimethod approach employed imstilnree researchers will be able to

discover whether its findings were idiosyncraticommonplace.
Treatment Implications

The findings of this thesis have implications fdietway in which CSOs are

rehabilitated; if faulty beliefs are not universalheld by CSOs it follows that
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rehabilitation programs may need to tailor treatiregyproaches that are better suited to
CSOs for whom faulty beliefs play little or no raie their offending. As Kirsch and
Becker (2006) have pointed out, sexual offendeabéitation is typically group-based
with all participants receiving the same cognitimeerventions. In a recent review of
studies specifically assessing the effectivenessoghitive—behavioural sexual offender
treatment, Kirsch and Becker (2006) concluded tretveen 10% and 30% of treated
sexual offenders recidivate within five years ddithrelease. These figures certainly leave
room for improvement. The authors suggested that way of improving cognitive-
behavioural treatment could be to target only tHestors relevant to intervention. In light
of the current findings, this may mean reducing tihee devoted to restructuring some
CSOs’ distorted cognitions, and increasing the tspent identifying other causative
factors. Many of these potential alternative drsvér.g., emotional dysregulation, alcohol
abuse, antisocial peers, environmental stressiongiedl coping skills, and social skills
deficits) were located within the multifactor thissr of sexual offending outlined in the
introduction to this thesis. Note that it is notirgeclaimed here that these factors are
currently ignored within current treatment prograesmthe point is simply that, for some
CSOs, the time and resources allocated to modifyeigfs could be reduced, while time
spent addressing other factors could be increased.

Another implication of this thesis is that thesipineed to take great care when
deciding that a CSO'’s distorted-sounding utteranctherapy is evidence of a distorted
belief. At present there is a view that cognitivstattions spoken by CSOs in therapy
need to be challenged; that way a shift in thinkivith be produced and the likelihood of
reoffending reduced. However, if cognitive distonis are sometimes excuses being
offered by the speaker to salvage his self- oripubiage, it is not necessarily helpful to

challenge it.
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Some authors have emphasised the importance afocimg CSOs’ excuses and
requiring them to take responsibility for theiriaos (for a review see Maruna & Mann,
2006). However, this approach goes against bestipeaguidelines and may be disruptive
to the therapeutic relationship (Beech & Mann, 200runa & Mann, 2006). It also
assumes that changing people’s beliefs about,tibudds towards, laws and norms will
change their behaviour. Yet as Palmer (2003) haggubout, lawful or moral behaviour
is not necessarily determined by lawful or morakades, for situational factors such as
emotional drives and social variables can limitrespondence between attitudes and
behaviour.

In addition, excuses may be associated with pesitiental health because they
serve to protect self esteem (Bowens, 2004; Gud@mnsl984;Lord & Willmot, 2007;
Maruna & Mann, 2006). Given that low self-esteemthisught to contribute to child
sexual offending (Marshall et al., 1999a) and #ttdcks to self esteem probably increase
desire to self deceive (Thagard, 2006), challeng®§Os’ excuses might actually
undermine treatment aims. In support of this, semdence has suggested that recidivism
is actually negatively associated with the act xdusing or minimising one’s misdeeds
(see Maruna & Mann, 2006).

Despite this, the claim that CSOs’ excuses coulddst left unchallenged may
seem alarming to some. This concern might stem franidea that often repeated excuses
may become entrenched beliefs that facilitate &uaffending. In response to this concern
the point must be raised that if CSOs can be helpealter the underlying mechanisms
causing them tavantto believe excuses, repetition of those excuseg antomatically
cease. To illustrate, rather than challenging C8@e utter excuses, it may be more
helpful to teach them alternative ways to cope viihlings of distress or self-dislike.
Research has shown that CSOs are more prone then tgpes of offenders and non-

offenders to utilise emotionally focused strategid®n dealing with unwanted situations
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(Feelgood et al., 2005; Marshall et al., 1999a)ther words, CSOs focus their attention
on strategies that try to deal with the emotiorasequences of experiencing stressors,
rather than using problem-solving strategies airaethe stressors themselves. Thus, if
CSOs are distressed by thinking about the impbaeatiof their offending, they may be
more likely to generate soothing excuses rathem thakling the issue of the offending
itself. By helping CSOs learn a more problem-sajvapproach the therapist may arm
CSOs with skills that automatically reduce excuseegation, and thereby bypass the need
to argue against those excuses.

One example of a treatment that obviates the neetiréctly challenge offence-
supportive beliefs has been extended by Ward andghdi (2007). Ward and Marshall
have suggested using narrative therapy to addrederlying drivers of sexual offending
behaviour. The authors encourage therapists to beknal offenders construct more
adaptive self-identities that take into accouneoffers’ needs and values and help them
move towards a future in which these needs canddeimsocially acceptable ways. The
emphasis is on providing offenders with positiveam® for meeting personal goals and
shaping new lives, rather than working on strated@ avoiding unwanted outcomes.
Because this future-focussed therapeutic appraachtiaimed at attacking self-protective
belief systems or assigning blame, it seems likedy it will release CSOs from historical
cycles of recrimination and consequent defensivenis this way CSOs who receive
narrative therapy have little need to “repackadegirt past crimes as acceptable acts,
which should in turn prevent their excuses, justifions, and minimisations from feeding
long-term offence-supportive beliefs.

Another possible explanation for cognitive disams is that they are merely
descriptions of events that actually happened. Thatometimes CSOs might report on
accurately remembered events, but their reportsnéeepreted as attempts to distort the

facts (Maruna & Mann, 2006). For instance, a CS@ ways their victim did something



16¢€

provocative is not necessarily distorting facts,itags not unheard of for children to
explore sexual matters. Another example is thaG® @vho states that he only offended
while drunk is not necessarily trying to excusedusons.

The idea that therapists need to take care noteddl too much into CSOs’
explanations is somewhat supported by a study atedlby Drapeau, Korner, Granger,
and Brunet (2005). Drapeau et al. asked CSOs katadut the strengths and weaknesses
of an inmate treatment program. The authors fountbmmon complaint to be that
therapists sometimes disbelieved truthful desanistiof offence-related events. As one
participant stated, it was “hard to talk ‘cause wheu do, they say you're distorting, and
when you don't, you're avoiding” (p.108). If theisfs are sometimes labelling accurate
recollections as distorted beliefs there is a ginisk of damage to client-therapist rapport.
Furthermore, by downplaying the contributory eféeof alternative mechanisms that are
mentioned by CSOs, therapists may be discouragamh fddressing key situational

factors that play a unique role in their clienteace chains.

Final Summary

The primary aim of this thesis was to investigateypothesis popular in the sexual
offending literature that CSOs hold offence-faatiihg beliefs. In a series of novel
experiments CSOs’ beliefs were studied using tephes designed to side-step issues
associated with self-report methods. This contdgllempirical approach yielded no
evidence that CSOs hold offence-supportive beliefg&n when attempts were made to
prime those beliefs. Furthermore, a multimethodyasigfailed to find agreement between
conventional, self-report methods regarding théebg&ypes CSOs were found to endorse.
The key conclusion to be drawn from this thesishest research has thus far failed to
produce convincing evidence that offence-suppotieiefs are widely prevalent among
CSOs. This conclusion might indicate that CSOs db generally hold such beliefs.

Alternatively, it may indicate that the ways in whithose beliefs are currently
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conceptualised and researched are not fully adeglmthe face of these uncertainties one
point is clear: researchers must strive to rigdsowd innovatively test competing

theories about CSO’s beliefs if they are to develmpe effective treatments in this area.
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Appendix One

Study One: Simple and Complex Syntactic Sentencessed for Reading Speed
Assessment (taken from Fischler & Bloom, 1979)

Simple Sentences Flesch  Number of
Score Words

The hungry bear found some stale br 94 8
The death of his dog was a great sh 10C 9
Billy hit his sister on the hee 90.¢ 7
Jim had learned the special passage by | 92.¢ 8
They rested under a tree in the sh 92.¢ 8
He mailed the letter without a star 90.€ 7
He bought them in a candy st¢ 10C 7
He drove the nail into the wo 10C 7
Plants will not grow in dry so 10C 7
She called her husband at his ofi 90.€ 7
Complex sentence

Three people were killed in a major highway accic 66.1 9
The judge warned about the dangers of drin 82.2 8
The person who caught the thief deserves our tk 94.: 9
The surgeon tried vainly to save his pati 71.€ 8
The car stalled because the engine failed to 94.: 9
Rushing out he forgot to take his ci 92.¢ 8
The police had never seen a man so d 94.: 9
The surface of the water was nice and sm 94.c 9
Few had the nerve to take the needed 10C 9
George could not believe his son stole the 94.: 9




191

Appendix Two

Study One: LDT Context Sentences and Target Wordsyblmplicit Theory

Implicit Theory Word Stem Target Word Type
Offence Not Nonword
Supportive  Offence
Supportive
Dangerous On the whole, people mean nice vull
World are
Most of us are really power love umile
seeking
The world is full of danger people tipsoe
Most people want to do damage good hinger
People who trust others strange normal shither
are
People look out for themselves others ungerstand
If you don't strike first weak slow brab
you are
Compared to adults, safe small salk
children are
The best people to trust  kids adults Devy
are
Entitlement When you're lonely, fine bad lish
turning to a child for
sex is
When it comes to sex, rights will meadle
sometimes a man must
exercise his
A man who puts his strong mean sheeze
needs ahead of his
child’'s is
The idea that men are right false lauth
better than women or
children is
If a man is deprived of okay wrong zine
sex, sleeping with a
child is
Doing what | want, good wrong zine
when | want is
Always putting yourself healthy unfair ottager
firstis
If I hurt others to get fine guilty kilp
what | need, | feel
If a woman doesn’t give  force control droam

a man what he needs,
he must exercise
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Implicit Theory Word Stem Target Word Type
Offence Not Nonword
Supportive  Offence
Supportive

Uncontrollability Sexual relations with helped allowed mollow

children cannot be

Sometimes, givinginto  must crime reak

a sexual urge is a

When a man says he right wrong caich

can't resist touching
children he is

Sex with some children inevitable ignored steaighten
is simply

People can't control anything everything jolidify
People who try to odd great nop
change things are

Being unable to resist normal bad scleam
temptation is

People who try to make  blind healthy skretch
changes in their lives

are

Giving in to all your human weak drike

sexual urges is just

Nature of Harm Just touching a child’s okay wrong gwin
private parts is
The belief that sex false true falm
harms all children is
Having sex with harm good knid
children won’t do them
any
If a child is quiet during glad shocked eddress

sexual activity, they are
probably feeling

Sexual activity can learning problems struddle
contribute to a child’s

A child who is fondled okay hurt jick

by an adult will

probably be

If a child is molested fine hurt jerf

while they sleep they

will probably be

Some children don't tell pleased frightened kribble
if they have been

fondled because they

are secretly

Sexual activity with a love fear prink
child can teach that

child to
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Implicit Theory Word Stem Target Word Type
Offence Not Nonword
Supportive  Offence
Supportive
Children as Sometimes children pleased scared squeebe
Sexual Beings don’t complain about
being fondled because
they feel
If a child shows you exciting funny cotplain
their bottom, they
probably think you will
find it
A child who wants to dirty curious trush
see your genitals is
If a child hops in your felt held bote
bed they probably want
to be
Sometimes, after doing nice sick hing
sexual things, children
feel
Young girls who show bad kids jad
their knickers are just
being
Some kids are very sexual honest scramch
A child who asks where sex life hup
babies come from wants
to know more about
Children who show an dirty normal grive
interest in sex are
Mean Word Length (Number of Letters) 5.36 5.20 5.40
Mean Ranked Frequency of Usage in 163.44 242.38 -

New Zealand English
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Appendix Three

Study Two: Examples of Child Priming Pictures




19t

Appendix Four

Study Two: Examples of Adult Priming Pictures
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Appendix Five

Study Two: Encoding Sentences

:ﬁgtﬁlzﬁbgp( Sentence Text

Sexual : As 7-year old Jenny played cards, she showed lhekdas
Sexual : As Dave fondled the little boy, the boy let out kimvper
Sexual : Jane didn't tell anyone about her baby sitter'si¢toes”
Sexual « The coach told 10-year old Jo to stop teasing

Sexual ! During the film, Ken felt his young niece lookingham.
Sexual ( At the school gates, Kim kissed her teacher goa
Sexual ’ Kate told her Uncle that she needed help to readekual education bos
Sexual | Scott didn’t say anything as the priest undress®ec
Sexual ! Young Beth kept wriggling about on the man’s k
Sexual 1 The 13-year old climbed into bed with the farm-we

Threatening
Threatening
Threatening
Threatening
Threatening
Threatening
Threatening
Threatening
Threatening

Threatening 1

Neutral Filler :
Neutral Filler ¢
Neutral Filler ¢

Neutral Filler «

The doctor frowned as he measured little Saralosr.

Rob’s behaviour made it hard for Amy to hide he&lifegs towards hin
Joseph’s exhibition attracted a lot of atten

After several hours, they decided that the legbeg®nd repai

All the guests at the wedding giggled at Mark’sexjbx

The farmer turned to Dave and gave him the

Lisa was surprised when she saw her exam re

The party Steve threw turned out just as he hadated it tc

When the mountaineers returned from the top, Mi&s let down by Alal

Before leaving, the couple wanted to speak to lte¢ about their me:

The pharmacist told the old lady to take her medigvery mornin
The two old friends played pool until closing tii
The teacher started the lesson at the s¢

She was very surprised to receive the birthday.
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Study Two: Encoding Sentences (Continued)

Sentence Type

and Number Sentence Text

Neutral Filler £ The man started his morning exerci

Neutral Filler ¢ The secretary was given a pay rise at the endrdfreeyear in the
company.

Neutral Filler © It took the man all day to paint the kitch

Neutral Filler ¢ After having waited for the bus for half an houe than decided to wa
home.

Neutral Filler ¢ The landlord arrived at the door where the dog baaking

Neutral Filler 1( The man drove the old car to the garage to getittidter changec




19¢

Appendix Six

Study Two: Recognition Sentences

Sentence Type

and Number Sentence Text

Sexual . While Jenny played cards, she deliberately showe#trtickers
Nonsexual . While Jenny played cards, she accidentally showedriickers
Sexual As Dave fondled the little boy, the boy let outagpy whimpe
Nonsexual As Dave fondled the little boy, the boy let ouhackec whimper
Sexual . Jane didn’t mind her babysitter's secret touc

Nonsexual Jane worried about her babysitter’s secret toL

Sexual - The coach told 10-year old Jo to stop flirting wiim.
Nonsexual The coach told 10-year old Jo to stop being chegkyhim.
Sexual £ During the film, Ken thought his niece was beingusgive
Nonsexual During the film, Ken thought his niece was lookbayed
Sexual | At the school gates, Kim showed she was attraotedrtteache
Nonsexual At the school gates, Kim showed she was going $3 imér teache
Sexual Kate told her Uncle that she wanted a sexual eidndaisson
Nonsexual Kate told her Uncle that she wanted a reading ffe

Sexual ! Scott didn’'t want to stop the priest undressing.

Nonsexual Scott didn’t know how to stop the priest undressiimg,

Sexual ! Young Beth moved suggestively about on the marée
Nonsexual Young Beth moved uncomfortably about on the manése
Sexual 1 The naughty 13-year-old climbed into the farm-wosbed

Nonsexual 1 The obedient 13-year-old climbed into the farm-veoikbec

Threatening The doctor frowned as he measured little Saralmser
Nonthreatening The doctor frowned as he measured little Saralght

Threatening Rob’s behaviour made it hard for Amy to hide heliki for him
Nonthreatening Rob’s behaviour made it hard for Amy to hide héecifon for him

Threatening The havoc Joseph created grabbed people’s atts
Nonthreatening The art Joseph created grabbed people’s atte

Threatening After several hours the doctor decided that theviag) beyond repa
Nonthreatening After several hours the carpenter decided thdethe/as beyond repe

Threatening All the guests at the wedding ridiculed Mark’s sjbe
Nonthreatening All the guests at the wedding enjoyed Mark’s spt
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Study Two: Recognition Sentences (Continued)

Sentence Type

P Sentence Text
and Number
Threatening The farmer turned to Dave and gave him his n
Nonthreatening The farmer turned to Dave and gave him the
Threatening Lisa was surprised that her results were st

Nonthreatening

Threatening
Nonthreatening

Threatening

Nonthreatening

Threatening 1
Nonthreatening ’

Neutral Filler :
Neutral Filler .
Neutral Filler
Neutral Filler -
Neutral Filler !
Neutral Filler ¢
Neutral Filler -
Neutral Filler ¢
Neutral Filler ¢
Neutral Filler 1

Lisa was surprised that her results were so

The party Steve threw turned out to be a compistste!
The party Steve threw turned out to be a completees:

When the mountaineers returned from the top, M disappointed
Alan.

When the mountaineers returned from the top, M= lawered down k
Alan.

Before leaving, the couple wanted to complaineactief about their me
Before leaving, the couple wanted to complemerthiéabout their me

The pharmacist prescribed the medicine to theadi

The two friends played pool until the pub clo

The lesson was started by the teacher at the ¢

She was amazed when she received the birthde

In the morning, as usual the man started exert

The secretary had a salary increase after workittiggifirm for one ye:
The man spent all day painting the kitc

He decided to walk home after waiting for the lmngdo long

The dog was barking when the landlord arrivedeatitor

The man went to the garage so that the oil fitlalctbe change
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Appendix Seven
Study Three: CSO Interview Schedule

Can you please begin to walk me through the fins¢ that you had sexual contact
with a child? What happened that lead up to that iexual contact?

When did you first start thinking about the chitda sexual way?
And what actually happened during the first sexugaitact with that child?
What were you experiencing at the time? How were feeling?

What kind of thoughts were going through your matbut yourself, your life,
your future?

During the time that you were offending, what kirdishings did you say to
yourself that made it easier to go ahead and doffeeding?

What was it about this particular child that made yant to have sexual contact
with him/her?

How did the victim react to what happened?
Looking back at it, how do you make sense of ydtermling?
How did you feel about what had happened folloviing offence?

What did you say to yourself afterwards?

Repeat questions for offenders’ other victims.

Finish by summarising interview and reiterating k@ynts raised, then thank for sharing
the information.
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Appendix Eight

Study Three: Participant Questionnaire



ERROR: undefi ned
OFFENDI NG COVMAND: deN

STACK

758
[ pp_by2



