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ABSTRACT

Since the midl800's, the Western world's response to juvenile offending has continued
to evolve reflecting our increasing understanding of adolescent development, the formative role
of their environment, and their treatment amenability. Yet the 1980's fostered in a new response
to juvenile crime, one of fear and retributié®erhapao group has fallen victim tthis zeitgeist
than juvenile sexual offendensho are often subject to registration on public sexual offender
databased/NVhile an American practice, there is some evidenceatBahilar approacts
supported in Canadat least regarding addéxual offenderéelly, 2013).Thus, the purpose
of the current study was to gaarbetter understanding Ganadiarattitudes and support for
responses to both juvenile and adult sexual offendindoing so, 376 individuals were recruited
from the Uniersity of Saskatchewan and responded to a series of attityzénal, and
responsive measures which followed one of three vignette conditions. This was repeated for both
juvenile and adult sexual offenders in a counterbalanced order. Vignettes warpreniced or

were articulated by the participant either prior to or following their responses.

Results indicatethat juvenile sexual offenders are seen less negatively and were treated
less harshlyhan their adult counterparts. While registration was largely endorsed for both
groups, differences in support between public andpdiic registration differentiated the
groups Effects of vignette condition were minimal, although there was some supabthe
provided vignettes elicited more positive attitudeaticipant estimates of sexual recidivism
mediated the relationships between attitudes and punitive responses for jseendk
offenders while playing amorelimited rolefor adult sexual offender3he implications of these

results, as well as study limitations and future directions are discussed at length below.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCT ION

While juveniles have alwayscomnatd cr i mes, the public’s r
has fluctuated over timegflecting philosophical changes in the understanding of human nature,
scientific advancements in child and adolescent development, and visceral reactions to the
increased availality of violent crime storiesFor juvenile sexual offenders, the influence of
public fear and outrage has created a damning environenartjle ground for punitive policy
development. Most recently, this has been exhibited in the registration of juvenile sexual
offenders in the United Statesccording to the Center for Sex Offender Management (CSOM,
2008, there are roughly 11,400 juvbss arrested for sexual offenses each year in the United
States, accounting for 220% of all reported sexual crimdsirfkelhor, Ormrod, & Chaffin,

2009; Snyder & Sickmund, 2006&mong sexual crimes with victims under the age of 18,
juvenile sexual offetlers account for approximately one third (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006). In
Canadatherateof youth charged with sexual violations against childies increasefbur-fold
between 2011 and 20@1while the rate for adults has increased by a factor of 2.8tlbeesame
time period(Statistics Canada, n.dNleanwhile, stimates on thproportionof juvenile sexual
offenders orpublicly-availableregistiesin the United Statelsave varied widely,from roughly
three percent to upwards of twesitye percent Fawnce, 2015] etourneau, Bandyopadhyay,

Sinha, & Armstrong, 2009a; Vandiver, 2006

1 Sexual violations against children is a composite of sexual offenses involving a victim under the age of 18 used by
Statistics Canada. These offenses include Sexual Interference, Invitation to Sexual Touching, Sexual Exploitation,
Making Sexually ExpliciMaterial Available to Children, Luring a Child Via a Computer, Parent or Guardian
Procuring Sexual Activity, and Householder Permitting Prohibited Sexual Activity. Important to note is that this
crime category doamtinclude Sexual Assault or Child Pography related charges, even if the victim is under the

age of 18.
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Due to their increased visibilityuvenile sexual offenders have become individuals of
interest for researchers and concern for the public ever since alarm bells began ringing in the
1980 s, alerting the mass e syodhpresentinsociety.t or r ent
Wh at ' ©gunatensfthat this rhetorewhich is supported by a small number of extreme cases
that receive t he | i-eonershadowéthertremendbus bneakthroaghsin t e nt
treatment that have taken place over the past few decades. For instammzetseiin
multisystemic therapy and riskeedresponsivitybased programs hdsopped the sexual
recidivism rateamong juvenile sexual offenders to below-3%nd there is indication that this is
continuing to improve (Caldwell, 2016&5urther,Kim, Benekosand Merlo (2016) concluded
that treatments were more effective with juvenile than adult sexual offenders, based on their
review of treatment metanalysesYet juvenile sexual offenders are still largely feared, in some
instances moreso than adult sexaféénders indicating a disconnect between perception and
reality (Kernsmith, Craun, & Foster, 2009

Although violent and sexual crimes make up a small minority of youth offenses, how
these resonate with the public is another m@8ttistics Canad20148. To a large degree, the
bulk of the research investigating attitudes toward juvenile sexual offenders or support for
different punitive policies that could be applied to them has been conducted using American
samples. While theeresults are oftensed by Canadian researchers, it should not be assumed
that Canadian attitudes mirror those of their neighbours to the $tmtlever, researchers have
had to rely on the largely American effort,the current literature review uncovered zero studies
probing Canadian attitudes, despite the pressing need foegaafination

To betterundertake such an investigatj@nconceptualization of attitudes is necessary.

How exactly they are defindths been an area @fntentiouslebate (see Eagly & Chaiken,



2007, for a reviewand will likely continue to be so for the foreseeable futihile proponents

of one, two-, and thredactor models have all made compelling arguments for their

conceptualization of attitudes, Eagly andaiken (2007) call for an inclusive, flexible definition

of attitudesThus, the threéactor or (nee)tripartite model of attitudes warrants further
discussionAccording tonectripartite proponenBreckler (1984), attitudes are comprised of

three compoents:a) affect—the visceral reactions evoked by a stimulus; b) behavietirs

overt actions or endorsement of responses in reactiongeemtand c) cognitions- the

perceptual responses to an event or stimulus, which are heavily influenced byonb e | i ef s at
the subjectWhat separatesiginecotripartite model from its traditional counterpart is that the

| atter viewed the three components as omni pr
2007, p. 589), rather than avenues for attitaliformation and expression. This distinction is

important for researchers, as attitudes are only able to be gauged so long as they can be

measured. Thus, a definition with an emphasis on the development and articulation of attitudes is
surely more praatal than a largely philosophical indulgence into the metaphysical dimensions

of attitudes.

Theneet ri partite model ""st haec krmeonvidf aelperigeeceseithdtu et h a t

an attitude object can bermedor expressedhrough cognitive, affective nal behavioral

processes (emphasi s i n or ingtionyshds;mplEatighsfgr & Ch a
how attitudes are measured, as mentioned above, but also for how they areraitaretance,

if a child is afraid of dogdue to being bittera(behaviour), explaining to the child that dogs are
generally safe (a cognitive effort to change attitudes) may not resonate with the child or alleviate

their fear.Thus, when approached by a dog in the future, the child may heed their instinct to run

awayWhat may be more effective in changing the



calmly pet a familiar dog and have no adverse consequences©veutime, this should
alleviate the desire to run away or hide from dogs.

This is not to say that the three forms of attitudinal evolution and expression exist in
vacuums oare completely unrelated to one or the atlrethe example above, although the
child’ s negative exper i daswasthewiregpse updneseeidgo g was
dogs in the future)t is likely that acognitive evaluationr-" d ogs ar e—whaalsger ous”
developed. Thisisreferredtoag r i adi ¢ consi stency” (Breckler,
assumed by researchers, wise the terms interchgeably, often blending the definitions of
constructs, blurring the lines between each distinct compdegniPetersorBadali, Ruck, &

Koegl, 2001;Rogers & Davies, 2007; Stevens@009.

Nevertheless, such conflation can be useful and is often aegeksse to methodological
limitations provided that the distinctions are natéthis is most obviously the case when
retrospectively investigating chargya attitudes over long perisaf time. While measuring
attitudes toward juvenile sexual offendessot necessarily a new phenomenon (&lglson,

Thornton, & Pasewark, 1973), there is a dearth of such work, especially within the confines of
Canada. As such, an examination of behaviours (in this case, criminal justice responses) serves
asthe bestastmat e i n devel oping Canada’s attitudinal
offendersSuch an approach is not void of meaning, for behavshwsldtheoretically be

influenced by affect and cognitions, although it is important to note that wholesale changes to
governmenimandated criminal justice responses often delayed responses to attitudinal

changesThat is,new or changed attitudes slowlyifsisocietal normswhichexert pressuréor

legislative change



This undertaking also provides considerable context for the recent emergemme of
thoroughattitudinal literaturespecific tojuvenile sexual offendersyhich is essential in
identifying the societal responses juvenile sexual offenders will be exposed to upon release to the
community (and even within their correctional settirgzenthat popular, not scientific
opinion, often informs | egi sl ataftitedas,towards i s i mp
juvenile sex offenders accurately to determine what, if any, misconceptions exist and how to
clarify them so that a more accurate depiction of juvenile sex offenders, their characteristics, and

their amenability to treatment may be acqdiby the Canadian public.



CHAPTER 2: HISTORY O F JUVENILE JUSTICE I N CANADA

2.1THE EARLY YEARS

Li ke many ot her c oihitealrappeéch to javenileodelisquentSwas a d a’ s
rooted in the attitudes, customs, and laws of its pa@nttries, notably England and France
where, childhoodvas considered shoin eighteenth century England, children above the age of
seven were considered to be adults and were thus tried and sentenced Bszartment of
Justice Canada, 2004s a esult, many children (even some under the age of seven) were
sentenced to hanging, often for trivial offen@@mchbeck & Hewitt, 1973)n New France
(modern day Quebeajkhich was duallynfluenced by both its colonial mother in France and by
the RomarCatholic Church, a teenage girl was hanged for thdftie a 14year old girl was
kept in detention for six years for an unspecified crfb@hance, 1981)5ince these juveniles
were seen by both society and the law as adults, their sentences werasemgddult
offenders injails which offered deplorable conditions. In 1686, Governor General of New France
Jacqueskené de Brisay de Denonville recorded having to amputate the feet of prisoners in the
city of Quebec due to gangrene, a result of theditigmperatures inside the jélepartment of
Justice Canada, 2004)he indiscriminate punitive treatment of children has often been
attributed toa lack of appreciation or understanding of childhood and adolescent development,
Ariés (1962) posits thdheir treatment may be borne outtleé high mortality rate among
children (particularly in the Middle Agesyhichresulted in a reluctan@mnongparents to form
strong emotional bonds with their children, buffering themselves from the artigaish

accompnies the loss of a child

While the law was punitive in nature towards juveniles, it was also common practice to
forego severe punishments of juveniles under the age (@p&difically in the wake of what

6



Empey [1982] <call s t imthesixiganth and seeentgentlocentudes)i | d ho o
unless the crime was patrticularly heinousthrercircumstances warrantednore severe

punishmentAs Pinero (2013) notes, It was stild]l pos
‘good young o fbfaedn dyeoru n ga nodf\Whightledyenay ndt be impprisored, ) .

the whipping of young offenders was a popular and contextually less punitive alte(@Gditree,

1998. In Halifax, a standard punishment for a variety of offenses for juveniles was 88 lash

while tied to the public whipping post. While
justice was hardly applied uniformly; many juveniles wiemprisoned indiscriminately

alongside adults and mentally ill offenders for minor offenses, whilestiere still being

sentenced to hanging.

While punishments such as whipping were considered alternatives to jail time, it was
often a punishment of convenience, as many communities had no jails. Consequently, as more
jails were buil, more young offends found themselves confined within their walls. When the
first prison in Upper Canada (modern day Ontatiog Kingston Penitentiargpened in 1835 it,
too, housed young delinquent childi@epartment of Justice Canada, 200#ile they were
segregate by genderlike the jails, young offenders were mixed indiscriminately with adult
offenders and thus had the same strict rules apply to themyadeald boy (who was serving a
sevenyearsentence) was lashed 57 times in the span of eight and admhsyior committing

the offenses of staring and laughing.

As more children began serving sentengader harsh conditions with hardened adult
criminals, it became apparent that this approach to juvenile crime was accomplishing little and
instead releasing children who had been corrupted and coached by their adult counterparts back

into the communityPinero, 2013) This, paired with the reach of the philosophies ushered in by



the Age of Enlightenmergavebirth to a new way of thinking about society, including crime and
punishment. Out of this arose a reform movemdrith saw Charles Duncombe, a memdbler

the Legislature for Upper Canadalease a report in 1836 on the treatmemnaénile
delinquentgOliver, 1998) In it, he acknowledged the malleability of youth and their particular
vulnerability to the environmenis whichtheywereraised in. Heontinued, stating that

children who reeive poor upbringings adestined for a life of criminality and destitutiand

that the harsh punishments doled out by the |
degradation, to sink them still deepeicorruption, to deprive them of their remaining sensibility

to the shame of exposure, and establish them in all the hardihood of desperate villainy. Is it
possible that a Christian community can lend its sanction to such a process, without any effort to
rescue abegartmeatwfel@stice Canada, 20049).In stating this, he became one of

the first prominent Canadians to highlight the role that the environment plays in juvenile

delinquency, emphasizing it as a community rather than an indi\pdoiallem.

In 1849, another report was commissioned, which was headEodrbgto Globeaditor
and founder George Brown, later one of the Fathers of Confederation. Appointed to investigate
accusationsof miscondut at t he Kingston Beni"temtcil adged t@h
on juvenile justiceThis builtu pon Duncombe’ s conviction that t
offenders is a significant caus@ne hat will not be successful under the current standards
(Neufeld, 1998)I n i t , Brown petitioned for young of f e
refuge,” which were to be split into two sect

to house those convicted of a crime.

This represemda radical shift forward ijuvenile justice philosophy, marking the first

time that separate accommodations for young offenders as well as preventativesneasur



(housing neglected youtlwereofficially recommendedvieanwhile the Society for the

Reformation of Juvenil®elinquentshad been operating in New York under this philosophy

since B25 (Bernard, 1992 Charles Loring Brace, founderoftkehi | dr en’ s Ai d Soci
begun a similar initiativéalso in New Yorker ound t he same t(Memel, as Br o
1973) 1 n B is\esuatization these houses of refuge were not intended to be solely places of
punishment, but institutions where children were given the opportunity to pursue education,

receive vocational training, undergo an apprenticeship, and engage in philanthicgavours.

While hisrecommendations were chastised by some prominent politicians, including future

Prime Minister Sir John A. MacDonald, the first juvenile institutions were opened in 1858

(following thePrison Inspection Aatf 1857)in Isle-auxNoix and Penetanguishene, to serve the

eastern and western parts of Brevince of Canadaespectively.

While these institutone oused juvenile offenders, they
suggestion to also include a section for neglected yautked echoed in an 1862 report by E.
A. Meredith, a member of the board of inspectors of prisons and asylurog.ears later, the
Halifax Protestant Industrial School opened, marking one of theefiestinstitutions for
neglected youth. In addition tbe educational and technical components suggested by Brown,
the school also emphasized moralistic values and character development, viewing these as
protective factors against future criminaliyhile removing the children from their homes (if
they indeed did have a permanent place of residenas) seen as a means to an end (e.g., a
convenient way to deliver services), the detrimental effects that some parents had on their
children’”s wupbringing was a popul thepractoceot er n a
“pl acutng (the transfer of children from their

areas), which wastrongly endorsed by Brac&ho believed that an agrarian lifestyle would



allow for the moral developmenf children, depite what characteristics they may have

inherited from their pants (a belief that simultaneously endorsed the role that genetics can play
in delinquency; Mennel, 197®latt, 1969. Althoughits intentions were good, the school

suffered from a lack of fuding and found itseliousing incarcerated youth, further straining its

meager resources.

Despite the court system placing further burdening the school, it represented promising
philosophical shifts thatrere taking placen the following decade, Novac8tia continued its
progressive approach to juvenile justice, passing legislation which limited the length of juvenile
incarceration to 90 dayBy 1874, Ontario passed thedustrial Schools Actwhich called for
the construction ahstitutions similar in nature to the Halifax school, amending the act a decade
laterto allow for youth convicted of petty crimes to be housed there, establishing one of the first
official youth diversion programs. However, it was not until 1887 thatitstandustrial school
opened in Ontario (in Mimico), while the province of Quebec had several such institytions b
this time Yet, Quebec was far from a haven for young offendersjukenile Offenders in
Quebec Ac(1869) allowed for the Governor todtrarily remove young offenders from these
institutions, transferring them to penitentia
had committed a serious offendéew Brunswick was one of the next provinces to follow the
industrial schoohpproach, establishing 8893 while the United States had established over 51
of these institutions, with every northern state having at least one (and oftentimes, a separate

institution for young females) by 1890 (Mennel, 198partment of Justice Ceaoten, 2014

In the following years, Ontario was again to be a major player in the juvenile justice
reformation. An 1891 inquiry into the prison and reformatory system outlined 16

recommendations for the treatment of juvenile offendertgbly that childremnder the age of
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14 were not to be publicly arrested (a stark contrast to the public lashings efdé#sfs should

not be housed in an adult jail, and should be tried in a special court (a forerunnerdaca y ° s y o u't
court). Additionally, everycity andlarge town vereto have at least one industrial schobl

probation system was also recommended for introduction, as was the adoption of a parole

system, which could coincide with apprenticeship program

The Ontario commissiowas important for two reasons: first, it had-faaching
implications in other provinces, and second, it highlighted the growing influence of the United
Stateqwhich Platt [1969] argued was still heavily influenced by European theoretical noddels
criminal behaviouand highly motivated tapply them to penal practicgesn Canada’ s c¢cr i
policy. As part of the inquiry, members of the commission visited a number of institutions
Massachusettddichigan,New York, and Ohi@ndordered reports from geral other states (in
addition to reports from Great Britain and Irelareaminng their punitive policies, which were
reflected in the 16 recommendatid@ntario, 1891)However, this does not mark the beginning
of Ameri ca’ s i mpuvenikjssticephilosophy; Claaresa Duacorsbe toured
U.S. prisons in preparation for his 1836 report, while separate institutions for young offenders,
which began as early as 1825 in the LuBdoubtedly influenadBr own’ s 1849 report

(Lawrence & Hemmens, 2@; Murray, 2003)

2.2THE JUVENILE DELINQU ENTS ACT

Juvenile justice continued to play a | arge
earning its own sectiofrial of Juvenile Offenders for Indictable Offencesi n Par | i ament
passing of th€riminal Codein 1892 (which for the first time explicitly regulated the age of
criminal responsibility- seven to thirteen years of age, depending on discretion of the

magistratg Two years later, thAct Respecting Arrest, Trial and Imprisonment of Youthful

11



Offenderswasmssed, federally adopting many of recor
inquiry, while generously bumping the age limit for many of the protections to 16 from the

i nquiry’ s Sutheglan@l979 arduel hdt the shift from punitive measures to

rehabilitative ones (including the debate over whether to try juveniles in open or closedhmourt

latter of whichbecame compulsory in 1894 with the passing ofthrest, Trial, and

Imprisonment of Youthful Offenders Aesfs the result of pressure frdahe child welfare

movement. Additional influence is also credited to a series of meetings by American Societies on

the advancement of women, corrections, education, and public health, which took place in

Toronto from 18861900(Sutherland, 1976)

Thiswas to be the largest piece of federal legislategarding juvenile offenders in
Canadayu nt i | Juvedi@xlinguentsAct (JDA). Operating under the philosophical doctrine
of parens patriad “ par ent g the state éormallg redognized its right and
responsibility toassume a parental role for children whose biological or adopted parents could
not meet their needgstead of relying on, among others, religious authorities, as noted by
Marks [1998] and Létwaite [1994])St at i ng t hat “every juvenile d
as a criminal , b yJuveralesDelmmquenis#g, 1908 e)dbedDAi | d, ”
represented a monumental and perhaps revolutionary (at least in Canada) changedmthe gu
principles of the justice system, emphasizing the best interests of thewildrchaic punitive
measuresyetits roots actually stem frofanglishPoor Laws which began in 1536vhile the
Act itself was heavily influenced Quvenile court staties that were already present in over

twenty U.S. statefGriffiths & Verdun-Jones, 1994Crowe, 200).

Regardless of etiologyhe JDA laid a foundation for youth justice in Canaslhich

continues to this dayror instanceit stipulated that children be tried in separaiarts(a

12



practice that Massachusetts, New York, lllinois, and Colorado began in the latter part &f the 19
century; Platt, 1969)n front of a juvenile court judge (Thomas Mayne Daly, of Winnijbegng

the first) and that they be held in juvenile detention centers (in contrast t@adhikedage

holding centers) while detained pending trial. Additionally, the proceedings of juvenile court,
similar totoday, were to be private, with publicatioans in place preventing the disclosure of
theidentities of thechildren accused antieir parentgin some cases, tlA reiterated or

formalized previously existiniggislature or practices, as we see here)

While theJDA continued the standard of apiplg itself to childrerseven years and
older, the maximum age fluctuatadross amendments and reenactments: in the original 1908
JDA, 15 was the maxi mum, which was raised to 1°
then subsequently lowered to ibthe 1929 rmcarnationof theJuvenile Delinquents Act
although there was room for provincial discretion in establishing a maximum age, so long as this
maximum not include those 18 years of age or disiee Pinerc2013 for a review) However,
the Ad did grant judges the authority to try children 14 years ofragedinary courts (waiver of
jurisdiction)if an indictable offense was committeadn d “ t h e ¢ o andinterdst ofithtee c hi

community warranted a mo(Pieeros2818pe10® puni shment

The use of psychologists and psychiatrists in assessing youth, while not mandated, also
emeged during this time, with Judge MacGi |l | ac
normal to the untrained eye of those withpus y c hol ogi cal training, may
(Hogeveen, 200IMacGil, 1943, p. 14) Although theJDAwas generally considered a step
forward in terms of juvenile justicepntinuing the federal governments adaptation of the
Ont ar i o ¢ o mnmesdatiorg indidgacersene ariticisfirst, in using the term

“child” (instead of “child or youth”3)sao refe
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15yearoldachild>’Second, it all owed for the Juvenile
child/youth for as long as it deemed necessary (no maximum limits were .fdtexvas likely

an attempt to placate public opinion while simultaneously trying to prevent the young person
from being transferred to an adult penitenti&gtditionally, there wa often a lack of

consistency in the sentences that were handed down for particular offenselslé@eNievin,

2001).

Another critique of theJDA wasthat it did not allow for children to have lawyerslegal
counsebpresent at their triafprcing children to argue in their own defer{3estin & Lutes,
2013) This, not surprisingly, was a fixture of the American system as whith even
advocates saw as more civil than criminal, and thus not warranting legal cuaveeince &
Hemmens, 2008 Another was the ability fguvenile court judges to sentence a youth for as
long a period of incarceration as deemed necessary. While the latter can be seen through the lens
of judges having the authority to tailor sentenceisdst serve the needs of the child, it often saw
children being incarcerated for longer than adults who committed a similar crime and further
emphasized theonsequencesf children not having legal counsel present during timeihis
regard, we deviatefrom our American counterpartghere juvenile delinquents, even when
faced with the most severe sanctions, could only be sentenced to less than a year in a youth

residential facility (Lawrence & Hemmens, 2008).

2.3THE YOUNG OFFENDERS ACT

Despite these criticisms, the Act remained and continued to shape juvenile justice in
Canada for nearly 75 years, until the enactment oY theng Offenders A¢Y¥OA) in 1984. This
is not to say that parliamentarians and officials alike did not see the@hings of theluvenile

Delinquents Actrather, replacing it proved to be a considerable political millstone. Back in
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1965, the Department of Justice releadagenile Delinquency in Canada report

commissioned as part of a larger overhaul of fedamakctiongDepartment of Justice Canada,
1965) In it, it highlighted thenconsistent application of thkivenile Delinquents Aefcross
Canada, the lack of standardization across provinces regarding the size and type of juvenile
institutions, the progims that are offered, and the training its staff receives, as well as the need

to inform juvenilesof their right to legal counsel, among other items as areas for improvement.

From these recommendations came Bill@2, theYoung Offenders AdDf note this
was in 1970, 14 years before Canada would see an act of the same name passed. Unfortunately
for thenPrime Minister Pierre Trudeau, tN®©Afaced considerable resistancenfrprovinces
(who would likely have had to invest more resources into juvenile offenders) and opposition
parties, despite his overture to limit the jurisdiction ofYl@Ato federal criminal offenses only.
A decade later, with the momentum of another rep@rung Persons in Conflict with the Law
and the adoption of théanadian Charter of Rights and Freedqrtise YOAsurfaced again (as

Bill C-61), receiving parliamentary approval in 1982 and coming into effect in April of 1984.

In line with the recentlyignedCharter, theYOAplaced a strong emphasis on the rights
of young offendersoffering them the same freedoms that their adult counterparts have (such as
the right to appeal a conviction and to have legal counsel). It also included the proVisio
financial restitution or compensatory work (for the victim of the crime) as potential punishments
that a judge could impose on a young offender in lieu of being sentenced to a facility.
Additionally, theYOAstipulated the maximum sentencing for yod#tention to be 2 yea(er
3, if the criminal offense would mandate a life sentence for an a8eltral amendments to the
YOAwere made in the following yearsost notably pertaining to the maximum sentetice

youth charged with firstand secondlegree murdeHowever, the OA gaising of the
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minimum age of criminal responsibility or prosecutiorirton 7 years to 12 years and
establishing 17 years as the maximum for youth senterxcmgtatute that has continued to the
present dayalthough Ontario continued to treat-Ehd 17yearolds as adults until 1985; Tustin
& Lutes, 2013)While a tremendous improvemeat) adherence in later Acts to the minimum
age of criminal responsibility ranks Canada well behind many European ceuwti@se

minimum ages can reach-land even 1§ears old (Child Rights International Network, 2018).

Again, the influence of the American system on Canadiansapparentin establishing
a 2year maximum on youth sentences (or 3 years, otherwiseyQAstrongly reflects the
American practice mentioned abavenot having youth serve more than a yedandn tried in a
youth cour} in a youth correctional facility. The request for the presence of legal counsel, while
in line with theCharter, has its rots both in Canada and thimited Stateswhile Canadian
advocates had been arguing for youth council, a landi@G8U.S. Supreme Court decision in
Kent v. United Statg4966) in which a 16year old was sentenced (in a criminal court) t€980
years in prison for rape and robbery in which due progegsrding the transfer to criminal
court)was not followed, established for the first tithe importance for juveniles to halsgal
counsel This was to be the first in a long line of U.S. Supreme Court rulings in favor of accused
juvenileshaving the same or similar rights to accused aduéierrence & Hemmens, 2008)
While difficult to measure, theigh-profile cases seen il¢ U.S. Supreme Court no doubt had
an effect on theeitgeisamong Canadian politicians, opposition and provincial alike, who

supported the 1984OAafter puting up considerable resistance in the previous decade

Despite the advancements made inXkE the House of Commons Standing Committee
on Justice antlegal Affairs began work on a review of tAet, publishing their report

(Renewing Youth Justica 1997 with 14 key recommendations. Among these recommendations
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were to grant youthourts the abity to handle 10and11-yearoldsin specific circumstances as
well as the ability to publicize the names of some youth offentterdatter of which 47 U.S.
states between 1992 and 1997 changed laws to allow (Snyder & Sickmund VZbii&not all
recommendations were more punitive in nature, it is important to consider the influence of the

juvenile® su-peedat or fear monger i, pgpetudted bythelkkesk pl ac
of JohnDilulio Jr. (199%). This also coincided with a shift in more punitive policies towards
juvenile sexoffenders in the United Kingdama stark change in trajectory from the

recommendations of t h &CHIE92) reporealfew @ears pritbmithn ™ s Ho

Allardyce, Hackett, Bradburndones, Lazenbatt, & Taylor, 2014).

Back in Canadajews headlines highlighting the seemingly common brutal acts
committed by young offendefspunct uated the need for ‘new’ apfg
criminal s.. expo adequgcies dithéOf e r( Heoigwesrck einn & Smandyc
148).(ThenLiberal) Member of Parliament John Nunziata went so far in a House of Commons
address to claim thaty o u n g... &weusinggthe law in ordéo further their own criminality
(Canada, 199 3735. Such sentiments were commamong MPs acrosaultiple parties
(Canada, 1994bAt the provincial levelrecommendations fromther e vi o wpmvingid ar ' s
Task Force on Strict Discipline for Youri@jfenders were releasdyy the On&rio governmenin
1996 which called fothe establishmentaft r i ct di sci pline facilities
¢ a mpfar young offenders, under the impression that these would instill thdiseipline and
responsibility of the self required to desist from crif@atario, 199% Modeled after programs
in the United Statesjmilar initiatives began in Manitoba and Alida, among other provinces
(Hogevaan & Smandych, 200However, Wormith, Wright, Sauve, and Fleury (1988¢ssed

atthetimg¢ hat Ontari o’ s s werenat merety exsewsions bfithe Amefficanc i | 1 t i
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“boot norhrofihe borderather they were an extension of juvenile justice best practices

injected into the context of a military milieu

2.4THE YOUTH CRIMINAL J USTICE ACT (AND BEYO ND)

In the year following th&enewing Youth Justiceport, he Canadiarfederal
governmentssued its reponse to each recommendatioi\ Strategy for the Renewal of Youth
Justice which emphasized development in the areas of youth crime prevention, meaningful
punishment, and rehabilitation and reintegration of young offeriBeysartment of Jstice
Canada, 1998)t was in this context that théouth Criminal Justice A¢YCJA 2002 was born.

One of the most resounding pieces of legislatibthe Jean Clétien era, thér CJAintroduced

over 160 amendments to tf©A receivingparliamentary approval in 2002 and coming into

effect the following yearOne of the key components of tH€JAis the emphasis on enhanced

use of police discretion in handling youth charged with minor offenses, promoting the use of
measures outside of th@rmal court systenjCarrington & Schulenberg, 200%)hile this

existed under th¥OA theYCJAformalized and provided specific guidance in using

extrajudicial measuresvhich was necessary given that ¥@Ainadvertently resulted in a sharp
increasen the number of youths in custo(B0% of which were for nomiolent offenses

Statistics Canada, 1998/199%hich eventually rose to be the highest in the Western world

before dropping considerably in the years followingYl@&JA(Tustin & Lutes, 2013)Similarly,

more exhaustive guidance is provided regarding the purposes and principles of sentencing, while
community supervision was introduced as a mandatory procedure to follow all custodial
sentenceslThe Act also eliminated tharactice of youths having a transfer hearing to be tried in

an adult court (for an adult sentence), instead allowing the same youth court to impose the adult

sentencelastly, the Act highlighted the three goals of the youth criminal justice system,
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specfically,t he prevention of c¢ri me by tharhhbiliasosi ng vy o

of young offenders, anithe imposition of meaningful consequences on the young offender.

WhileCanada’' s most progressive yooyrthg of fender
United Statesontinued its recent deviation from restorative justMest notably, the passing of
the 2006 Adam Walsh Child Protection and Safety AWA), which included the Sex Offender
Registration Act NotificatiofSORNA stipulatingthat juvenile sex offenders be added to the
newly created national sex offender registry
this law is that it madupgesredatorsemtiment dtileréson&teslhul i o
de@de late(despite a well published interview with tNew York Times 2001where he
expressed remorse for teentiment he had inspired; New York Times, 20@i¢ child that this
act is named after was murdetada maninhismi8 0 ° s, wh o rd bfaroninal gexuale c o
acts, yet the public zealously endorsed the Wwbich has seen youth added to the registry for
relatively minor c¢r i mesTriits&uReppuca,2000 moWhangs a
equally concerning is that many states do nguire convicted juvenile sex offenders to attend
or receive any form of treatment during their incarceratidis¢o, 201} in spite olnumerous
studies indicating the potency and eeffectiveness of treatments such as Multisystemic
Therapy (MSTAllard, RaymentMcHugh, Adams, Smallbone, & McKillop, 2016; Borduin,
Schaeffer, & Heiblum, 2009; Henggeler, Letourneau, Chapman, Borduiny&ckevicCart,
2009; Henggeler, Melton, Brondino, Scherer, & Hanley, 1997; Letourneau, Henggeler, Borduin,
Schewe, McCart, Chapman, & Saldana, 2009; Letourneau, Henggeler, McCart, Borduin,
Schewe, & Armstrong, 2013; Porter & Nuntavisit, 2016; Schaeffer &l&ia, 2005; Sheidow,

McCart, & Davis, 2015 Meanwhile,Australia, another former British colony, has begun
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i mpl ementing “reintegrative shaming” practice

Kim & Gerber, 2012)

While the YCJAIs seen as a lgely progressive agparticularly in the winds of a more
punitive zeitgeisthat had taken hold in our traditional influencershe United Kingdom and
the United Statest would be premature to conclude that Canadians simply do not support more
punitive measuresn a 2007 survey, just over 10% of Canadians had high confidence in the
youthcriminal justicesystem, slightly lower than the confidence they expressed icrithenal
justicesystem as a whol@epartment of Justice Canada, 200¥hile a larger number had
moderate confidence in both systems, incorporating both high and moderate confidence in the
systems expanded the gap between confidence orithimal justicesystem and thgouth
criminal justicesystem.In the same survey, Catian respondents ranked TV News as the most
important source of information in shaping their views of the criminal justice system, indicating
how influential media coverage of violent acts committed by youth can be, regardless of how
isolatedthe crimes awally are. Potentially due to this bias, 63% of respondents felt that violent
crime was increasing, desppelice report data that indicates that crime has been decreasing

Si nce t heStdtisics €anddq, @0@¥4 s

This lack of trust and crime trend fallacy undoubtedly fuelled support for former Prime

Mi ni ster Stephen Harper’ s “t o8aelbtreetsand ri me” ag
Communities AQISSCA 2012 made amendments to th€JA most notablyexpanding ge of
‘“extrajudicial sanctions,’ requesting that vyo
assault be tried as adults, and making “prote
s y s t Bepdrtmgnt of Justice Canada, 2015,)pThe act also removed case law (and thus
judicial discretion) as the determinant of wh
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providing a concrete definitionvhich may allow for an increase in the use of more punitive

measures toward a select gpoof young offenders.

While theSSCAkept publication bans in plade, response to criticisms from the
Supreme Court of Canada and the Quebec Court of Appeals (which claimed it violated Section 7
of theCanadian Charter of Rights and Freedgmisdid alter the way in which they can be
lifted, which previously fell upon #youth toargue that despite the severity of the crime
(generally the only time in which an exception to the publication ban would be sought), a
publication barwas still warrante@Tustin & Lutes, 2013)Under the new procedures, it is the
responsibilityof the Crown prosecutor to convince the youth court that the publication ban
should be lifted, as there is a substantial likelihood that the youth may commit another severe
offenseand t hat discl osure of the yaoofpublicsafety.dent it
However, this requires both the Crown prosecutor and the youth court to have a strong grasp of
the efficacy of young offender treatment, which may be biased due to a lack of programming or
staff training available in that jurisdictidhat may undermine th@otency of weHlresourced
programsOverall, as some legal scholars have described IE8@X' pr omot es t he pub
of youthful offenders,” (Tustin & Lutes, 2013
of young offen@rswho do not represent the vast majorityyoiung people who have stood

before youth coust

While the government’'s approach to juvenil
social movements, such as the child welfare movement, and philosophicaiantific
advancements, namely the recognition that meaningful differences exist between youth and
adults, | ater changes reflected an attempt to

crimes, leading to beliefs that young offenders (at Isasie) are both dangerous and criminally
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cul pabl e, comi ng s o me wi{r@Aappfoach tb juvenile justickttheé o Can a
same timeit would be a gross exaggeration to suggest that the current state of affairs favors the
flogging of young offenders in town centers;
1992), which incorporates both rehabilitative and punitive elementsuth yastice, has shifted

the emphasis towards the latter in recent years (even moreso in the United States). As such, a
greater interest in public perceptions of juvenile offenders has emerged, because of the leverage

that it holds over both legislative @djudicial processes.
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CHAPTER 3: ATTITUDES

3.1ATTITUDES TOWARD AND RESPONSES TOOFFENDERS

When it comes to perceptions of offenders in gentrate has largely been a trend for
juvenile offenders to be treated more leniently in the coyptibfic opinion than their adult
counterparts, b eincedsedndestandiegd theadle thatdhe engironmend
may have had on their (still continuing) development and offending behavicauffrhan &
Steinberg, 2012Semple & Woody, 2001 Indeed this has been the foundation of the youth
court systembut the mechanisms underlyiridhave been replicated numerous timdsdecki,
2008; Steinberg & Cauffman, 1996; Steinberg & Scott, 200@) instancein a sample of 604
community memberwho watched a 38econd video of an actual armed robbery, participants
who were lead to believeadt the accused n a me d * Wwas & 12yaaedld’mple attributed
significantly less culpability and saw the accused as less psychosocially mature than those who
were told thaMichaelwas a 26yearold male (Scott, Reppucci, Antonishak, & Degenarro,
2006). A sample of 306 undergraduate students in Colorado found no signéftecttof
defendant agél4- versus 24years old) irrenderingguilty (or notguilty) verdictsin cases of
seconddegree burglary or of aggravated robbérmywever, participants who read the older
defendantignettes rendered longer sentences than those iyanaegerdefendantondition
(Wal ker & Woody, 2011) . T hratisg ofnte yourlyer detkndant t o t h
as less mature, which was associated with lower criminal responsiallitpugh this latter
variable did not differ significantly across the two offender age groups

A similar studyby Semple and Woody (2011) fouddferentresults When a sample of
308 undergraduate students were presented with trial summaries involving. & 1B87-, or 21

yearold defendanon trial for secondlegree murderage influenced conviction rates (Ehd
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15-yearolds being less likely tbe found guilty than X7and 2tyearolds), but not sentence
length (although the 1gearold defendant was sentencedhatoaverage of about five years less
than the other groups, this did not reach significance). However, in this sample, participants were
told that the defendant was being tried in adalirts which may have influenced their verdicts.
WhenBergeron andicKelvie (200%) presented murder vignettes to participamtsich depiced
eithera 20, 40, or 6Gyear old offendertheyfound that both the 2@nd 60year old were
treated more lenientl{in terms of proposed sentence length) than thge&®Bold. While
culpability was not measured, it is possible that this could explain the difference in sentence
severity between the 2@nd 40year old conditions, which would assert that culpabi$its
construct thats seen to increase in gradations well into adulthood for general or even violent
offenders, but not for sexual offenders.

In asimilar studyto Bergeron and/cKelvie (2004) involving an alleged offender either
intheirmid2 0’ s o mid6 0 & h e aparhllgl re3ulds’'were foun@n average hie
md20’" s offender was given a |l onger sentence t|
thecrimewaslepi ct ed as causi n(gst‘agbrbiienvgo utsh'e bvoidcitliym’hs:
blinding one eyeyersus minor physical har(throwinganop ect and brui sing th
Mueller-Johnson & Dhami, 20Q9Assault vignettes featuring either a b4 24yearold suspect
presented to sample of Canadian undergraduates ve al ed no ef fects of ag
perceptions of the accusedd®i Pettalia, & Pozzulo, 2017). Likewise,a study conducted in
Nevada, no age differences were found in the moral outrage expressed toward6amwi824-
year old accused of murde3ifger, 2008 Unlike Canada, state laws do not permit the youth

court to preside over murder cases, which are waived to adultprowtted that the accused
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meets the minimum age of criminal responsibility, setyg&@sold by the state of Nevada
(OJJIDP, 19982011, Griffin, 2005).

Contrary t o hpotmegsahat-§earo(d dfferd&9 would be seen as less
culpable (and thus less likely to render a guilty verdade also had no impact on verdict
outcome or most of the sentencing optimwmflictingwithSe mpl e and Woody' s (2
findings Of note in Semple and Woody (2001), the defendant claimed to have killed4n self
defence (and was on trial for secesielgree murder), while intentionality (accidental, negligent,
or intentional) was manipulated in Singer (200B)isinfluencel levels of angergontempt,
disgustandresponsibility, and was a strong predictor of verdiethtencing, and probation
recommendations in that participants reacted more harshly and punitively to the intentional
murder versus the accidental and negligent murders.

However offender age did have a significanteffech Sc ot t earmedadbberys ( 2 O (
vignette, whergarticipants were less likely to endorse trying theyéarold Michael in an adult
court compared to another vignefii@aturing al5-yearold Michael. While the researchers
described armed robbery as a serious crime, the vignettes emphasized that no physical harm was
done to the convenience store clerk who was present during the armed robbery. By emphasizing
the lack of injury, it § possible that the crime was deemed less se@malsperhapmore
equated to a property crinsech as burglarinstead of a crime against a pergdhus allowing

for age effects to infl uencimdegdamockjurcrsarplesst s cr
likely to convict a defendant accused of a property offevisgy them asess responsibjend
recommendhorter prison senteneeompared to a defendant accused of a crime against a

person(Walker & Woody, 2011

25



Similar resultdor sentencingvere found by Miller and Applegate (2015), who included
only juveniledefendantsranging from 12to 17-years of agevy (2017) found a significant
difference in the level of culpability attributed to juvenile offenders whoe charged with
breakandenter, where 1§earold offenders were ascribed significantly more culpability than
9-yearold offendersProperty crime has also been associated with greater parental blame
attributed to the parents of juvenile offenders (BraGreene, & Hochevar, 201 Bradley et al.
(2012) found that responsibility diminished as age decreased betweet] and 11yearold
offenders who were charged with murder. Competency to stand trial and understand criminal
proceedings had similaesults replicating previoufindings, which noted significant increases
in legal procedure competence as age increased from 11 to 14 to 17 (Ghetti & Redlich, 2001)

Complementary to the above finding®mpetence was a product of crime outcome
severity; if the 1lyearold defendant shot and killed a peer, his competence was no longer
significantly different from the 1¥ear old, which was the case if the peer victim was only
injured(Ghetti & Redlich, 2001)Responsibility was also a productiofentionality, as juveniles
who accidentally shot and killed a member of a hunting party were seen as less responsible than
juveniles who deliberately shot a member of their own hunting party (Bradley et al., 2012).
Similarly, juveniles who immediately st and killed the victim after provocation were deemed
less responsible than those who did so the following day. Thus, it appears that while age may
play a role in one’s culpability, the viscera
criminal judice decisions, this influenaeay bemoderated by the seriousness and intentionality
of the crime an assertion supported by Steffensmeier, Ulmer, and Kramer (1998).

While age has also been found to be negatively correlated with parental culpability, with

parentsof 9yearol d of fenders being ascribed more bl am
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of13and1?yearo | ds, r egar dl es s Rrdnketah 201]ptheksesfindthgsr ' s g e
warrant further explanatioffhere is a difference between ascribing parental responsibility in

addition to or in lieu of ascribing responsibility to the juvenile offender. For instataa]up

surveyo9 98 Americans found greater support for p
of fences when it was phrased as being in addi
solely the parents’ respaanssiobisleiet yBr (aBirka.n KKu& eW
Thus, endorsement of parental responsibility should nattbgoreted as a suppression of the

juvenile offender’s responsibility.

Support for life in prison without parole (LWOP) among juvenile offenders (the
mandatory use of which was recently abolished by the United States Supremé/itieunt,
Alabama, 2012Montgomery v. Louisiana, 201@lso appears to be a product of defendant age:
a national sample of Americans found that 38.1% endorsed LWOP-{@akélds, while only
24% did for 12yearolds (Gongola, Krauss, & Scurich, 201 However, wen given specific
case information (in this instance, a murdendorsement of LWOP increaseaid althouglage
was still a significant factor LWOP was endorsed more often for theyidarold (64.6%) than

the 12yearold (45.2%)-it highlightsthepubi ¢’ s wi Il l i ngness to | mMpose
conditions on young offenders, so long as the crime is seen as serious teneagiant it
3.2ATTITUDES TOWARD AND RESPONSES TOADULT SEXUAL OFFENDE RS

While it was hypothesized above that juvenile offendeag only be the beneficiaries of
sympathyand understanding when the offences they commit are perceived as less serious,
causing little to no damage to a person, andhatéhe product of intense deliberation, there has

been little research extending thissexual offenderdn order to do so, it is important to get a
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better understanding @fhat attitudes exidgbward adulsexual offenders, since theyayact as

a comparison group for their juvenile counterparts.

3.2.1ADULT SEXUAL OFFENDE RS VERSUS NONSEXUAL OFFENDERS. Itis
perhaps not surprising thatimerous studies have demonstratedttiepublic holds negative
attitudes toward offenders in genesahich results iroffenders experiencing social isolation,
discrimination, and diminishesbcial status (Hirschfield & Piquero, 2010; Leverentz, 2011;
Manza, Brooks, & Uggen, 2004; Phelan, Link, & Dovidio, 2008). Yet not all offenders are
treated equallySex offenders, in particular, often face some of the most severe stigmatfation
anyoffendergroup Tewksbury, 2012Tewksbury & Lees, 2006; Viki, Fullerton, Raggett, Tait,
& Wiltshire, 2012). Even within the correctional setting, sex offenders are notably at the bottom
of the soci al | adder, Dbeing spépnandilereforé ess t ha
acceptable targets for harassment, victimization, and robbery by other iiBlatasv, Winkel,
& Kerkhof, 2001;Clemmer, 1958; Colvin, 1982; Irwin, 198@pwer, Dyson, & Wozniak, 1997,

Toch, 1978)

Despite comprising approximately 80of one U. S. prison, sexual offenders admitted to
trying to pass themselves off as meexual offenders to gain status, often at the expense of other
sexual offenders, whom they subjected to harassment and riBohieraecbe, 2005ee Tan &
Grace, 2008or a review) Given that there also existdangstandindhierarchy within the sexual
offender populationywhere child molesters reside at the bottom, followed by incest offenders and
rapists,it is likely that thelatterare the ones using tifiermer wek status as leverage to
increase theirown partially via the increase in one’s
Ricciardelli and SpencéR014;Gebhard, Gagnon, Pomerdy,Christenson1965;Toch,1978;

Vaughn& Sapp 1989; West 1988Vinfree, Newbold, & Tubb, 2002This may explain why
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sexual offenders are 1.71 times more likely to receive a disciplinary infraction while incarcerated

than other groups of offenders (Tewksbury, Connor, & Denney, 2014).

Although correctional staff arenare of the social hierarchies that exist within the prison
population &nd that sexual offenders reside at the bottom; Vaughn & Sapp, 4988@ent
analysis of sex offender and prison staff correctional setting evaluabted some considerable
discrgpancies. Namelystaff reported greater safety and a more positive climate than the sex
offenders, indicating that thengay be a disconnect between what correctional staff witness and
what sex offenders experien@lagden, Perrin, Smith, Gleeson, & Galli, 2017)In interviews
with both sexual and nesexual offenders, Ricciardelli and Spencer (2014) naiiebibith
offenders and correctional staff often seek to exgegaal offenders within the prison system
who are passing as neexual offenders, arttie anxieties sexual offenders face as a result.
Additionally, some nosexual offenders reported that correctional staff threatened to tell other
inmates that they were in for a sexual crime in order to gain compliahazh poses the risk of
creating &oxic environment or diminishing the relationship between the prison population and
staff. Concerningly, a hostile prison environment can have detrimental impacts on treatment and
rehabilitation program outcomess can diminished relationships betweeerders and

correctional officergAndrews, 2011Harding, 2014).

Outside the prison walls, where it is argued thaptiaetice ofrejection, low social
status, and victimization within correctional settings is imported fedtitudes toward sexual
offendersareequally, if not more negatiV€raig, 2005; Weekes, Pelletier, & Beaudette, 1995)
Cogni zant of t h@pengar(2009) bkéns theanfiamm saserst tgrm derived

from Roman laweferringtoo ut cast s who exi st without form

| egal rights accor ded Indeed, a racent metaralyse bf 1cpublicic z e n ”
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attitude studies conducted between 1990 and 2013 found that sex offenders elicited more
negative attitudes than other types of offendRexde, Desmarais, & Mitchell, 201&jor

instancejn an undergraduate sample, more punitive attitudes were held toward sexual offenders,
complementing the fewer rehabilitative attitudes held toward tioagefs & Ferguson, 20)1

In another sample, the sexual offender hierarchy described above emerged, with contact child
sexual offenders eliciting more negative attitudes than other adult sexual offébdersd b i a n ,

2016).

3.2.2PUNITIVE RESPONSES. To a largedegree, many of the studies that have
investigated attitudes toward sexual offenders have instead focused on support for more severe
punishments (e.g., longer sentences, public sex offender registries) rather than traditional
measures of attitudeSor instance, Olver and Barlow (2010) found strong agreeance among
Canadian undergraduate students that sexual
reported strong support for public sex offender registries, noting no differences in endorsement
between residents of Ontario and California. Finally, 82% of Floridians endorsed residency
restrictions for released sexual offenders (Mancini, Shields, Mears, & Beaver, 2010). A
randomized telephone survey of Michigan residents, however, indicated thehogsahd
employment restrictions (such as a restriction on living near or working at a school) were more
strongly endorsed than some forms of community notification, GPS tracking, or more severe
forms of punishment that entail life imprisonment or castratfComartin, Kernsmith, &

Kernsmith, 2009).

Also anong the most common sex offender management policies is community
notification, a practice in which the public is informed about the release of a sexual offender into

their community, including their name and address. While its justification lies irelie¢ that
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this protects the community by raising member
moving into their neighbourhoods, it also can increase vigilardisnsolation Concerningly,

these latter concerado not appearto be adetriménb t he publ i c’ s Ilsapport
survey of Washington residents, whiteeequarters of respondemstedthat community
notificationwould make it harder for a sexual offender to seek employment, make friends, and to
find a place of reside®, over 80% felt that the recent community notification laws (in this case,

Me g a n’ sverdeatremely important (Phillips, 1998urther,half of respondents agreed
that community notification could make released sexual offenders victims of vigilaatism
similar number rejected the belief that sexua

become lawabiding citizens upon release.

Levenson, Brannon, Fortney, and Baker (9@fi&antified some athe above trends
reporting thathe public was fghly supportive of long prison sentences<38.8 yearsand
probationary periodsi{= 41.9 years)Further,over threequarters endorsed community
notification for all sexual offenders, regardless of risk level. Even more concerning, 73%
admitted that tby would support these policies even if they lacked empirical sugport.
obstinate adherence to an endorsement of public registries, admittedly even if this is in
contradiction to scientific findings, appears to be tied to a belief that released séxudd i
pose a high risk to the public (Socia & Harris, 20T6)is may explain whyublic registries still
receive widespread support (e.g., Meloy, Curtis, & Boatwright, 2013), despite several studies
that question the effectiveness of these policies (Ackerman, Sacks, & Greenberg, 2011; Sandler,

Freeman, & Socia, 2008; Socia, 2012, 2015

What makes support of public registries interesting is that theyfi@reignored by

members of the publiavith only a third of respondents indicating having ever acceabs@d
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state’s sex offender regi st rapmaldsghiotanrhags bei ng
coincide with some studies finding greater support for registration among fefadiesson,
Evans, & Sample, 20Q0®Redlich, 200L Complementing thign an lllinois state sampl&1% of
respondentsvere unaware whether a released aewrtfender resided in their neighbourhood
while less than half of UK respondents feel that sexual offender registries are an effective
offender management to@@rown, Deakin, & Spencer, 200Burchfield, 2012)While it may
seem contradictory that thellgic endorses public registries yet doubt their efficacy, their
support for registries may stem frahe myth that sexual offenders are immune to the effects of
treatmentThis false belief, endorsed by the vast majority of the public, can create a&hetjht
concern that all sexual offenders paseigh risk to societydriving support for any management
policies that target sexual offender recidividmevenson, Brannorgt al, 2007;Payne,

Tewksbury, & Mustaine, 2010)

To examine this furthe6ocia and Harris (2016) used Crime Control The@@T;
Griffin & Miller, 2008), which refers to the use of popular, simplistic approaches to solving
serious, complex criminal issues, as a framework for understapdbiig attitudesowards
sexual offendrs.CCT laws rest on four components: their development in reaction to moral
panic, their unquestioned acceptance and promotion, their appeal to mythic narratives
(commonly held false beliefsand that they continue to exist in spite of empirical evidehat
they are not effective or appropriate (Hammond, Miller, & Griffin, 2010). Overall, this
framework was supported, as participaeysorted that they believe released sexual offenders
pose as a high risk to reoffend, endorsed beliefs that sexuall@ffecomprised a largely
homogeneous group (e.g., that they are all se

strangersCCT has al so been used to understand supp
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restrictions (Budd & Mancini, 2016Lombinal with LevensonBrannonet al ' s (2007)
that the public is still willing to endorse these policies in spitgchblarly evidence supporting

their efficacy a troubling obstinance which Monahan (2015) replicatss four components of

CCT are upeld as a structure for understanding public opinidiernatively, results from a

national U.S. survey found that support for sexual offender registration, residence restrictions,

and other management polici es wgardinglthe gffitacy de s p i
of these initiatives in reducing sexual recidivismh i ch may refl ect the publ

nothing will deter sexual recidivism or that these policies, while flawed, are the best options

available(Schiavone & Jeglic, 2009).

Similar to the hierarchy within prisonand f urt her support of Vau
importation hypothesis, a public sample of 250 individuals demonstrated a significant negative
relationship between victim age aaddorsement ahcapacitation, where the tat was
strongest when a 3gearold man fondled a 9earold (i.e., a child molester) versus a@€ar
old (i.e., a rapist; Rogers, Hirst, & Davies, 2011). Significant differences were also found in the
same direction between a-¥6arold victim and a %-yearold victim and a 15earold victim
and a 26yearold victim. Additionally, while support for theuse of capital punishment for sexual
offenders was not as popular as for murderers (79% endorsement) in 1991, a considerable gap
was foundamongAmericans in theisupport for the death penalty for sexual offenders who
abused a child (51% endorsement) versus those who offended against adults (27% endorsement;
Mancini & Mears, 2010)More recenstudieshave found similar levels of endorsement, ragg
from 5565% endorsement for child molesters, while data from 1997 indicate a rise in the level
of endorsement for adult rapists, with 47% of respondents endorsing capital punishment as an

appropriate consequend@uinnipiac University, 2008; Time/CabMews Network, 1997).
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In a sample of 2,635 people living in Victoria, Australia, respondents demonstrated
significantly less comfort in working with or residing near a released sexual offender in
comparison to other, nesexual offenders (Hardcastle, Bastomew, Graffam, 2011). Similarly,
support for government policies aimed to aid offenders in seeking employment and housing was
weakest when it was presented in the context of helping a sexual offender. Across all four
categories (comfortability workingitta, comfortability residing near, support for employment
policies, support for housing policies), another trend emerged, with comfortability and support
for policies lowest for chilegspecific sexual offenders (sexual assault of a child, followed by
child pornography offenses) compared to sexual offenders whose victims were adults. In a
sample of 733 Michigan residents, all expressed at least some degree of fear at the thought of a
released sexual offender living in their neighbourhood, but sexual offenitlershild victims
elicited significantly more fear than those with adult victims (Kernsetit, 2009).

Furthermore, participants were most likely to endorse registration for sexual offenders with child
victims (97% agreeance) versus other sexuahd#e groups, such as statutory rapists (65.1%

agreeance).

One understudiedonsequence of having public sexual offender registries is that
knowl edge of a sexwual offender i n one’s neigh
sexually abused bystranger (Craun & Theriot, 2009 reality, sexual offenses perpetrated by
a stranger comprise a very smaihority of these cases, in some studies as few asT?i%
means that those who frequent the registry may be overestimating their or theireclmld s o d d s
of being victimized by a stranger and underestimating their odds of being abused by a family
member or acquaintance (Buzi, Tortolero, Smith, Ross, & Roberts, 2002; Fuselier, Durham, &

Waurtele, 2002; Snyder, 2000; Vanzilamsen, Testa, & Livingsn, 2005). Indeeknowledge
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of a sexual offender residing in one’s commun
concerned about a stranger by 20.5%, compared to those who knew there was no such

individuals in their vicinity (Craun & Theriot, 2009) Knowl edge of a sexual
neighbourhood was also found to increase the odds of sexual offender misperceptions by an odds
ratio of 2.56.Interestingly, among victims of sexual offenses, just overthwads believe that

sexual offender rediges can lull the public into a false sense of security (Craun & Simmons,

2012). Despite thisequirements for all sexual offenders to be placed upon a public registry

were strongly supported by over 80% of victims.

3.2.3NEGATIVE IMPACTS OF PUNITIVENESS AND PUBLIC DISFAVOR .
Given that negative attitudes toward sexual offenders is axiomatic, both to the public and to the
offenders themselves, the stigma associated with the label of sexual offender and the animosity
that they face undeniablydd to negative consequences for the offender, lasting far longer than
their period of incarceratioffror instance, in interviews wit¥4 incarcerated sexual offenders,
Tewksbury (2012) noted that the stigma associated with being a sexual offender led the
interviewees to the internalization of negative feelings, diminishing their self esteem and self
concept. Specifically, sexual offenders reported feelingsof shame t ki | | s my soul
as a sex of ffeemdrer(, ™1 '(m . nadrjehg tode facbdanvith plelopl e
and how they’re ¢goi)nagdhdpelessnessidedressio® | men” nop. a6 17

citizen.. I’ m a 9s).€hkelater quetma errei’nf(pr.c &érme&nt of Spe

homo sacersomparison, whichisalo r ef | ected i n another sexual
the way people think out there. Sex offender?
street, we’'re not #&lerviewees dso damonsttatedesone ‘exte(nglized 6 1 2 )
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directedconsequences of stigmatization, namely a belief that their being labelled/stigmatized is

unfair, expressing resentment toward those who hold stigmatizing beliefs.

These findings have been replicated in quantitatively as well, with sexual offenders
reiterding the need for thorough reintegration planning to help over¢comee publ i ¢’ s r es
to their release and various sexual offender management polties can undermine
rehabilitative effortgHanson & Harris, 2001]Juanto, 2013;.evenson & Cotter2005;
Levenson, D’ A mo Ruasgll, Seymdwe, & hambi@ R0QJhis is especially
important assexual offendersftenfacegreatdifficulties in findingand maintaining place of
residence or employmer@venmoreso than nesexual offenders, a gap that is likely to increase
as more stringent sexual offender management policies are legislated (Clark, 2007; Craig, 2005;
Lasher & McGrath, 2012;evensoret al, 2007 Tewksbury, 200pb Sexual offender stigma also
permeates into the dating world, where sexual offenders (especiallythosdéfend against
children) are seen as the least desirable cohabitation padwenswhen compared to those with
relational violence offenséBeijers, van Prooijen, & Bijlevel®016 Tewksbury, 200b

Combined, these hardshipmy actually increase the odds of recidivism (Rakis, 2005).

Unfortunately, the stigma that surrounds sexual offenders often permeates into their inner
circle. For instance, children of sexual offendeessen adestined to become criminals
(Parker, 2016). Additionally, Farkas and Miller (2007) have noted several burdens that sexual
offender stigma and policy can bring upon their families, notably having to move (to meet
residency restrictions), relyiimpn t he sexual offender’ s partner
di fficulty in securing employment), and havin
leading to feelings of anger and resentmimdeed the latter may not be completely

unwar@anted, as the romantic partners of sexual offenders often face negative stereotypes
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themselves, chiefly that they are fearful, vulnerable, deviant, and mentally ill (Plogher,

Stevenson, & McCracken, 2016).

33ATTITUDES TOWARD AND RESPONSES TOJUVENILE SEXUAL OFFENDERS
Despitean almost involuntary inclination among the public to vjewenile sexual
offendersas a homogeneous group, distinct from their-sexual offending brethren, the two
groups share consideral@demmonality For instance, the twagups share similar criminal
histories, use of psychological assistarecel are botloften are enrolled in some form of special
education (van Wijk, Vreugdenhill, van Horn, Vermeiren, & Doreleij2@87). In terms of
criminal trajectoriesCale, Smallboa, RaymentMcHugh, and Dowling (2016) identified four
distinct juvenile sexual offender offending trajectorasare offenders, late bloomers, lenate
chronics andhigh-rate chronics- categories that were replicatia juvenile norsexual
offenders asvell (McCuish, Lussier, & Corrado, 201@)lore specifically, in comparing the
prevalence of juvenile sexual and regxual offenders in each group, no differences were found,
supporting the notion that juvenile sexual offendersaténherently a moreeiant or

dangerous group (McCuish et al., 2016).

Other studies have differed in their findings, with some noting that juvenile sexual
offenders are the more criminally active group (e.g., Lussier & Blokland, 2@b#¢ others
find them to be less act\(e.g., Seto & Lalumiere, 2010hterestingly,Zimring (Zimring,
Jennings, Piquero, & Hays, 2009; Zimring, Piquero, & Hays, 2083 )noted that juvenile
sexual offenders aren’t the most | ikely juven
adultiood, a distinction held by chronic juvenile reexual offenders. Regarding their
victimization histories, results are mixed evhassessing physical and sexual abuse, with some

research supporting an increased prevalence among the juvenile sexual gibgndkeron(e.g.,
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Burton, Miller, & Shill, 2002, while others find no significant differencesd.,van Wijk et al.,

2007). The studies cited above in this sectioghlight two important issues: first, that juvenile

sexual offenders areleeterogeneous group, and second, that they are not entirely different as a
whole that their noisexual offending counterparts. Yet as will be discussed below, this has not
necessarily transformed into the peatholgiogps.s con
Perhaps this should not be surprisigigen theanimosity directed toward their adult

counterparts, even when considered relative to their peers.

3.3.1 STEREOTYPES. When thinking of juvenile sexual offenders, it is not uncommon
topictured super predator ” s i mib)describednthemidstofaDi | ul i o .
public panic about the prevalence and seriousness of juvenile offending in -gemkieh saw
the use of the terpuvenile sex offendencrease sevenfoldetween 1989 and 189Harris &

Socia, 2016)-thefollowing statement was made

On the horizon, therefore, are tens of thousands of severely morally impoverished
juvenile supeipredators. They are perfectly capable of committing the most
heinous acts of physical violence tbe most trivial reasons (for example, a
perception of slight disrespect or the accident of being in their path). They fear
neither the stigma of arrest nor the pain of imprisonment. They live by the
meanest code of the meanest streets, a code that cesmfather than restrains

their violent, haitrigger mentality. In prison or out, the things that superpredators
get by their criminal behaviessex, drugs, moneyare their own immediate

rewards. Nothing else matters to them. So for as long as thelfybemergies

hold out, they will do what comes "naturally”: murder, rape, rob, assault,

burglarize, deal deadly drugs and get highlulio Jr., 1995bp. 4)
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This homogenous portrayal of juvenile offenders, combined with the stigma attached to
sexual offending, explains, at least in part, the propensity to view juvenile sexual offenders as a
uniform group What makes this troublesome is thgtraconceive@ndasement of the
superpredator label has been linked to an increased propamsitlg American samplés
support a juvenile being waived to an adult cowotbe found guiltyand to be sentenced to life
without parolg(LWOP), regar dl e s sagafGreerieDeke,j&Woady 20L7e * s
Haegerich, Salerno, & Bottoms, 201B).the United Statesyhenjuveniles are waived to adult
court andsentenced toonfinement in a prison (versus a jaibeyoften serve longer sentences
than many adults, an effettat may be exacerbated among juvenile offender of low
socioeconomic statSES), who are simultaneously seen as less able to understand their
actions, yet more guilty than their high SES counterg&asmum & Stevenson, 2013prdan,

2014; Jordan & McNdga2016).

Additionally, the perception of juvenile sexual offenders as superpredators is not a relic
of the pas{Salerng Najdowski, et al., 20)0And while te illustration of the deviant, predatory,
dangerous juvenile sexual offendenotalways the first to come to mir{dnly 22% of the
sample endorsed the superpredator subtyfig)a concerningly easy archetype to induce
(Haegerichet al, 2013).0nestudyr e port ed t hat participants enda
beliefs about generic juvenile sexual offenders than when provided witispasiéic
information(Campregher & Jeglic, 2018h anotherHaegerich and colleagues (2013) induced
such beliés by having participants listen to attorneys describe the societal problem of

superpredators a mannesimilar to what Dilulio (1995a; 1995b) did editorials and

2 Juvenile waiver laws, also referred to as transfer laws, are statutes that allow adult criminal courts in the United
States to hear and sentence youth arrested for specific crimes1$i8call states have had some form of juvenile
waiver laws, each state mandating the conditions under which juveniles can be waived to adult court.
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interviewsPar ti ci pation in the S u p er psigrefidaatly o r
higher likelihood of renderinguilty verdictsversus thoseho listened to the societal problem of

wayward youths.

Similar links between stereotype endorsement and desire for more punitive policies
towardadult sexual offenders have been found among the pi@igi, Cheng, & Ong, 2015).
For instance42-yearold hypothetical child rapists were more likely to be comgide d * s ex u al
predators,’ required to register as sexual of
than when the rapist was presented as-ge22old by a large sample &outhwestern U.S.
undergraduates (Sahl & Keene, 20Mile it is often recognizé that young offenders are less
competent and less mature than older offerde@rich has been linked to diminished criminal
responsibility—theimpact of this is trumped e degree to which the respondent believed the
juvenile defendant as aware of the consequences of their actibnis, in turn was linked to a
desire to do harm, similar to the mechanisms underlying the superpredator s@btgfie&
Redlich, 2001; Hughes & McPhetres, 201®8¢cently, Harper and Bartels (201&portedthat
the affective responses to sexual offending and support for sexual offender management policies
depends on the degree to which the sexual offender matches the stereotype the respondent has
for sexual offenders. Extending this to juvenile sexual olées, it appears that prosecut(asd
the mediawield a powerful tool in their abilityo portray them as superpredators, a

classification that has serious repercussions.

Similarly, while exposure to scientific information about juvenile offenders éas b
linked to decreased support for the transfer of a youth defendant to adult court, this no longer
becomes a significant factor whenitigating (wayward youth) or aggravating (serial offender)

information is presented (Zottoli, DaftaKapur, & Zapf, 205). In providing aggravating
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information, the juvenile offender is seen as more dddf which was linked to an increased
endorsement for the juvenile defendant to be waived to adult court. Specific to juvenile sexual
offendersth er e’ s e v eahthedabejurkeila sexoffdanddras profound effects on
support for punitive measure32.5% ofAmericanrespondents strongly agreed with putting a
juvenile sex offendemn a public sex offender registry, while 53.6% expressed some extent of
agreemen(strongly agreeor agreg, compared to 19.7% and 42.4%, respectively, when
replacing thguvenile sex offenddabel with a more neutral terfhi(mi nor yout h who
commi tted cr i me sHamd& Sacias2816)ufalditionalpdP. 504 ok 7 ;
respondents strongly agreed thatenile sex offendegsose a high risk to become sexual
offenders in adulthoodompared to 31.7% who were presentdith the same question using the
neutral termIn other words, the labglvenile sex offendeppears to increase agreeance with
more punitive practices bypughly ten per cent, a more robust effect than the sestoffender

had on adult offenders.

3.3.2NEGATIVE RESPONSES. Such strong endorsement shoodtl be surprising. In
a sample of 733 Michigan residents, juvenile sexual offenders elicited thenbstdamount of
fear among a list of perpetratorssagivendifferent sexual crimes (Kernsmith et £009).
Coming in behindadults convicted for childex(80.6%) and incest (78.4%jfenses 70.2% of
respondents endorsed some degree of fear toward juvenile sexual offenders, compared to only
45% fearing statutory rapists and 59.5% fearing spousal rapists. Similarly, juvenile sexual
offenders were the thirthost likely group of sexual offendefor the public to endorse
registration of, with 86.4% of respondents indicating moddmagtrong supporor the practice
(strongly agreeor agreg, compared to 65.1% for statutory rapists and 71.3% for spousal rapists.

Not surprisingly, a strong endmament towards the registration is not a reflection of empirical
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risk; even within their own juvenile offender cohort, juvenile sexual offenders are not the most

likely group to commit a sexual offense in the future (Zimengl, 2007; 2009.

Similar to their adult counterparts, juvenile sexual offenders are among the most
stigmatized group of young offendefRagers & Ferguson, 201L1IThe public is also more likely
to support a sentence I0/VOP for a juvenile sexual offendé44% endorsementhana juwenile
convicted for murder of an abusive parent (25%), armed robbery (31%), assault (26%), drug
trafficking (24%), or other property crimg21-24% Greene & Evelo, 2013Dnly a juvenile
who had murdered a stranger was more likely to have a senten@¢aR lsupporte@mong the
American undergraduates samp(B8% endorsementYhiscomplemergresults on juvenile
blended sentencingif allocation for juvenile courts to impose adult sentences or to extend its
jurisdiction into early adulthogdwhichMissouri residentendorsed most strongly for juveniles
who committed murder and rgpespectivelyGarland, Melton, & Hass, 2012)lso of note,
endorsement of LWOP roughly tripled for adults convicted of murdering an abusive parent,
assault, dig trafficking, and other property crimes compared to their juvenile counterpatts
56% of participants supported LWOP for adult sexual offendeig,12% higher than the
endorsement the endorsementjémeniles charged with the same offe(Geeene &Evelo,
2013) While statistically significant, the degree of difference in comparison to other offense
categories supports the notion that juvenile sexual offenders may not be granted the same level
of leniency that other juvenile offenders arhen remeing participants who felt that LWOP
was never justified, a larger (although insignificant) percentage of participants endorsed LWOP
for juvenile sexual offenders than their adult equivaleMitgr removing participants who only
endorsed LWOP for adult8)e above results obtained significance, with juvenile sexual

offenders receiving more support for LWOP sentences (60%) than adults (40%).
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3.3.3TREATMENT EFFICACY M YTHS. This may not only be due to the negative
attitudes generally held toward juvenile sakoffenders, but also their low belief in the efficacy
of treat ment, or more specifically, their bel
treatmen{Sahlstom & Jeglic, 200& evensoret al., 2007. Similarly, a sample of 3568.S.
undergraduates reported lower levels of rehabilitation potential for both juvenile and adult sexual
offenders than their nesexual offender equivalents and no significant differences in treatment
amenability between chilgiyvenile, and adult sexual offenders (Rogers & Ferguson, 2011).
Among Nevada students, only 58.2% believed juvenile sexual offenders could be rehglalitated
treatment/treatability skepticism that also applies to adult sexual offgi@terisrane, 2010
Monahan, 201pb Similar to the propensity for some to tap into the juvenile superpredator
prototype, when asked to describe a juvenile sexual offender, oveqtragers of
undergraduates from the University of Illinois at Chicdgpicted a youth who conitted a
serious sexual offense (Salerno, Najdowski, et al., 2010). Not surprisingly, envisioning a juvenile
sexual offender as an individual who committed a more serious offense was related to
significantly higher levels of perceived dangerousnigissy of these attitudes have been
attributed to the *“ not hoffendertreamektgeneraipghict r a t hat
spilledovertos e x ual of fender tr eatThswa mastiguatotioge t he 80
misrepresentation of Furby, Weinrott, d8d a c k s haw’ s ,wHc@i&sdonelthen di ng s
research methodologies, not the treatment efficadieex offender treatment studigduinn,

Forsyth, & MullerQuinn, 2004.

Fortunatelythere is a growing amount of evidence that the juvenile sexigaid=r
recidivism is not a foregone c o nandlysiswhahm . Rei t

looked at nine studies published between 1990 and 2003 found a significant effect of treatment,
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with an average sexual recidivism rate of 12.53%. McCadrLassier(2018) followed this

with a larger metanalysis of their own, reporting thegxual recidivism among juvenile sexual
offendersisinthe8 0% range (McCann & L us smetaanglyss2 00 8) . C
indicates that thsemay be an overestimateas more recent studies report an average sexual

recidivism rate of 2.75%r his isnotabl smaller than the rates reportedhe metaanalyses

published by Reitzel and Carbonnell (2006) MaCann and Lussier (2008), which is latg

attributed to the increased availability and quality of treatment prog@atdwell, 2016)

3.3.4 A REGRESSION IN POLICY. Unfortunately, there is a disconnect between
empirical findings and public suppddr these initiatives. The shift to a morengtive policy
towards juvenile sexual offenddassdescribed byollinger (2005)as“ r ever ti ng t o mor
principles in disr eg aThsabanflonghelangthy trend of iccreaseds i g h t
enlightenment in juvenile justice policy, whibegan in a moral paradigm before shifting to a
more utilitarian approach, nearing an empirical basis for risk containment at the end of the
twentiethcentury. Presciently, Bolling€¢2005)made these commertieforeSORNA laws took
place in the U.S.of which over thregquarters oht leasione sample endorsed the application
(Cochrane, 2010). Yet evidence consistently finds little to no positive impacts for these policies
to serve as deterrents or safeguards for offending behaviour. For instance, managualts
from the University of Evansville, Indiana, warsawareof what constitutes a juvenile sexual
crime that can warrant registrati(Btevenson, Najdowski, & Wiley, 2013). Thssobviously
necessary if registration is to act as a deterrent tddalmel offendersalthoughknowledgedid

notinfluence sexual behavioanyway

While SORNA laws have justifiably been the subject of incredible scrudtrigast

within academic circles, it must be noted that prior to its enactment, 32 states alredey req
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some form of registrations for juveniles adjudicatgth a sexual crime, many simple expanding
Megan’
such as So legidiatioB avedadinomdetersentett on juvenile sexual crime
(Letourneau, Bandyopadhyay, Armstrong, & Sinha, 2010). In fact, the establishment of these
punitive policies have been associated with a 41% decrease in the likelihood of the prosecutor
moving forward with charges and an irase in juvenile plea bargains for lesser,-serual

charges, which canmeove requirements for (necessary) sexual offender treafiretourneau,

Armstrong, Bandyopadhyay, & Sinha, 2012; Letourneau, Bandyopadhyay, Sinha, & Armstrong,

200%). Analysis of dher states heeds similar results

A time-series analysis of sexual offender registration in New York failed to provide
support for the registry as a tool for reducing sexual crimes committed byrfiesbffenders or
those with a sexual offense histolyis also mteworthy that 95% of all sexual offense arrests
were of firsttime sexual offenders. (Sandler, Freeman, & Socia, 2008). Using data from 4 states
(Idaho, South Carolina, Utah, and Virginia), no evidence was found for the efficacy of their
registration requirements in reducing juvenile sexual offending (Sandler, Letourneau, Vandiver,
Shields, & Chaffin, 2017). Analysis of 399 registered and unregistered juvenile sexual offenders
revealed no differences between the two groups in their recidigisets, further questioning the
efficacy of such policies in improving community safety (Burlingame, 2®itilar results
have been found with adult sexual offenders (Tewksbury, Jennings, & Zgoba, @@id)gh
this evidence is mixed (e.g., Letournebayenson, Bandyopadhyay, Armstrong, & Sinha,

2010)

Otherevaluations of SORNA hae alsofound limited utility in its ability to reduce

recidivism while its (optional) tier systerhas failed tshow even marginal ability to predict

45

s Law to include juveniles (Trivi,ts & R



recidivismat either 24 or 49month followups(Batastini, Hunt, Presetitoller, & DeMatteo
(2011;Caldwell & Dickinson, 2009Caldwell, Ziemke, & Vitacco (2008In fact, some
evaluations have actually indicated tB&RNA policiegncreaserecidivism among juvenile
sexual offenders, which may be due to the barriers they produce to successful reintegration
(Letourneau & Armstong, 2008evenson, Bandyopadhyay, SinBaArmstrong 2009.
Additionally, a survey of treatent providers found that they expressed considerable concerns
about the effects of SORNA’s registration reqg
health, likelihood of being harassed or being treated unfairly, school attendance, residence
instabilty (having to move or live in a group homdarris, Walfield, Shields, & Letourneau,
2016. Notification requirements also elicited simigyprehensionsncluding social isolation,
fear for safety, and difficulty concentrating in schaalstly, nearlyhalf of treatment providers
believed that community notification will increase thage of suicide attempts by the yough

guarter endorsing the same for the effects of registration.

34 FACTORS THAT INFLUEN CE ATTITUDES

34.1 OFFENDER AND OFFENSE CHARACTERISTICS . While support for
punitive policies and negative attitudes toward juvenile sexual offenders sfipbarwelt
establishd, there are a number of offender offense specific factors as well as perceiver
variables that influence the ditean and magnitude of these endorsements. For instance, sexual
offenders with younger victims were deemed less amenable to treatment or change than those
with older victims (Rogers et al., 2011). In a series of vignettes varying offender and victim race,
womenwere more likely taecommend registration when the victim was White than Black

(Stevenson, Sorenson, Smith, Sekely, & Dzwairo, 2009).
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As discussed above, the age of the perpetrator can also play a role, even within the sexual
offender realm. Althoug participants demonstrated more punitive attitudes towards sexual
offendersin comparison to noegexual offendersegardless of age group, there were also
differences in the severity of the punitiveness between the sexual offender age groups;
specificaly, as the age of the offender increased from child to adolescent to adult, so, too, did
punitive attitudes (Rogers & Ferguson, 201d)one studywhere the victim age was established
as l5yearsold, support for registration for 1518, and 30yearold* sext i ng” of fender
increased as a function of age, regardless of the offense (e.g., sending intimate images, receiving
i nti mate | mages, or sharing the victim s int.i
& Kernsmith, 2013)0thers have founthat offendeiblame and responsibility exhibia positive
relationship with age, with both increasing as the age of a hypotregiaadloffender increased
from 15 to 25 to 35years old (Sherrill, Renk, Sims, & Culp, 2010f.note in Sherrill and

col |l eagues’ isthatthé vicjim age (4§5hveas heldnstant anevas portrayed as

ambi guous toward t ke (vfefrsmcderh’es ngexXualsi adwa
Interestingly,a multistate sample of paremsported that they would ascribe more blame

to their childif they were sexually victimized by an adolescent versus an @ialsh, Cross, &

Jones, 2012). Adddnally, the amount of blame they placed on their own child increased as a

functionof victim age.Pozzulo, Dempsey, Maeder, and Allen (2010) assessed mock juror

decision making in a sexual interference case involvingygeagold victim and either a X%r

40y ear ol d defendant on the | atter’s guilt, re

Results found no age impact on any of the above measures; in fact, victim responsibility

increasedas the age of the offender increased, in contrast to Wiatsbadleagues (2012n

another studyage (depicted as 8%, 11-, or 13yearsold) had no impact on perceived offense
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seriousness (all were high), need for parental or police involvement, or on negative victim impact
with the victim age held constartt&yearsold (Sahlstrom & Jeglic, 2008).

The effects of perpetrator age, however, are not unihesasistentWhenMueller-
Johnson and Dhami (200P)esented a sexual offense vignette depicting the fondling-of a 7
yearold child, offendersintheird-2 0’ s wer e given |l onger sentenc
offendersintheirmib 0 ° s t o Momeiral(2016)foirid shat in sexual assault vignettes
involving a 12, 14, or 19yearold sexual offender, more positive attitudes were held by the
American sample toward the oldest offender in comparison to tyedrbld. Yet when reading
about a hypothetical adult (3&arsold) or juvenile (16yearsold) named David who was
charged with videotaping a darold performing oral sex on them, partiaigs were more
punitive toward the adult offend€8alerno, Murphy, & Bottoms, 2014). Interestingly, this
occurredonly when the offense was presented as raleemale. When the vignette was
described as a homosexual act (r@ianale), participants weregually punitive, regardless of
age. In essence, the juvenile homosexual offender was seen as deserving equally punitive
measures as their adult counterpart, a judgment that was absent when David was presented as a
heterosexual. Tése resultsomplement dier research that has found that sa®e sexual abuse
isoften perceived as more abusive than similar oppssiteoffensesrhis may be driven by the
additional stigmas that gay male sexual offenders falsieh can increase punitiveness,
particularly toward those who have molested childBnogssard, Wagner, & Kazelkis, 1991,
Maynard & Wiederman, 199%Wiley & Bottoms, 2013).

The presence of additionstigmas could alsbelp explain why samsex offendes were
more likely to be recommended for registration (39% endorsement) than ofgeosdatfenders

in sexting vignettes (Comartin et al., 2013). A sample of 982 prosecutors from all 50 states
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indicated that tis effect permeatethe justice system as vie¥hile it did not impact willingness

to press charges against a juvenile, prosecutors did perceive male juvenile sexual pffdaders
offended against another mateore negatively than those who offended against a female (Parra,
2017). Itis possibletat t he ef fects of sexwuality may be
disgustedoften referred to agisgust sensitivitywhich has correlated positively with support for
juvenile sexual offender registration and negative attitudes toward gay mban, (Pizarro, &

Bloom, 2009; Smith, 2015tevenson, Malik, Totton, & Reeves, 2015). Other researchers have
found that invoking disgustvhich may be done by reading a vignette of a roalenale sexual

offense has led to more homonegative attitudes tawgay men (Inbar, Pizarro, & Bloom,

2012). To better understand how this process applies to juvenile sexual offenders specifically,
Stevenson and colleagues (2015) conducted a path analysis, which indicated that an increase in
disgust sensitivity was assated with dehumanizing the offender and sediing or heras a
superpredator, reducing empathy, increasing the belief that the offender is a threat to society,

which then predicts greater support for registration.

The role that dehumarazonplays in attitudes toward sexual offenders is well
established. Camman (2012) reported @atadian undergraduate students were more likely to
dehumanizeexual offenderand respond more negatively to their release into the community
than violent and mperty offendersThe elevated dehumanization of sexual offenoérated
par t i gerggpaonsbfsheirdangerousness, which was a strong predicttrenfiegative
reactiongo having the offendereleasedn the communitylnclusion of dehumanizatioin a
series of ferarchical multiple egression analgsreduced the sex offender category to a-non
significant predictor of social distance, indicating that its prior significant association with the

variable was due tthe effects of dehumanization. Furthermatehumanization has also been
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implicated indiminishing support for rehabilitation and incréag recommended sentence

lengths (Viki, Fullerton, Raggett, Tait, & Wiltshire, 2012). Support for the social exclusion

sexual offenders and endorsement of violent, retributive acts towards sexual offenders are also
linked to dehumanizatiot.astly, dehumanization has been found to act as a sort of buffer

towards guilt in that the more one dehumanized argouip membe(in our case, sexual

offenders), the less guilt they felt when reading about wrongdoings that they suffered at the

hands of their irgroup (Zebel, Zimmermann, Viki, & Doosje, 2008). With this is mind, it is

possible that dehumanization may be one ottleen t r a | forces in the publ
policies, despite their acknowledgement that these practices may be harmful, and why sexual
offenders can be accurately referred to as medayhomo sacergPhillips, 1998; Spencer,

2009).

In terms ofother offenderor offensespecific variables that influence attitudes, child
sexual abuse was viewed as more abusive and severe when perpetuated by a male versus female
offender Bornstein, Kaplan & Perry, 2007; Rogers & Davies, 2007). Additionally mgof
male offenders are perceived as more credible and believable, which may influence punitiveness.
For instance, when corroborating medical evidence is present in a sexual abuse case, it
significantly increases the likelihood of mock jurors findingjtheenile defendant guilty and
requiring them to register as sexual offenders by factors of 5.36 and 2.09, respectively (Falligant,
Fix, & Alexander, 2017). The increased severity attributed to abuse by male offenders may also
be the product of assumptioti&t penetration is involvedror instancewhen presented with a
vignette involving a 2&earold male sexually assaulting a-§darold female, the more severe
the offense (noncontact vs. fondling vs. penetration), the more culpability was placedaipon th

of fender and the | ess cul parahamtRpgers, & Havipd, ac e d
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2007). Not surprisingly, this has been linked to recommendations for longer prison sentences and
a greater endorsement for registration (King & Roberts, 2Q&a8}ly, and specific to juvenile
sexual offenders, those charged with a contact offense were perceived as more dangerous than

)

those withanot ont act of fense, regardless of wvictim

The presence of an intellectual disdpj which is common among the juvenile sexual
offender population, has shown to be a mitigating factor for finding a juvenile defendant guilty
of murder, often the only type of juvenile offender to be perceived more negatively than those
adjudicated fosexual offensedNajdowski & Bottoms, 20155tone & Thompson, 2001The
presence of an intellectual disabilglsoa ppear s t o i nfluence mock ju
increasing their sympathy towards them, perceiving them as less deviant, and believarg they
less in control of their behaviour (Najdowski & Bottoms, 2012). However, the mitigating effects
of this have only received marginal suppdtajdowski, Bottoms, and Vargas (2009) fouhdt
the presence of an intellectual disabilitypacted guilty veticts and degree of guilt attributed to
the offender when the crime was a drug offense, but not an assault or.rAmrderpirical

analysisof its effects on cases involving juvenile sexual offeatias yet to beonducted

One of the more extensivelyustied offender characteristics is the presence of a history
of sexwual abuse. Overall, it appears that emp
abuse history (if present) acts as a mitigating fadanéz, Dahl, Tang, & Jensen, 2007).
Interestimgly, a large percentage (65%) of individuals believe juvenile sexual offenders have
been abused and an even greater number (84%) believe that this is a causal factor in their sexual
offending (Stevenson, Najdowski, et al., 2015). This latter endorsemsrgreaictive of less
support for the registration of juvenile sexual offenders, even in a rape vignette featuring a 16

yearold offender. Yet for less severe offenses (child pornography, sexual harassment, and
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statutory rape), bneéxiakoffende histary cantnilritegtatiheeown | e’ s

sexual offending was associated with the endorsement of more punitive measures.

However, followu p st udi es reported no mitigating
abuse victimization in forced (versustsitory) rape vignettes, instead finding that those who had
a sexual victimization history were marginally more likgly=(.06) to be recommended for
registration on a publicly available database, perceived as less able to control their bepaviour (
= .06), and significantly more likely to have a mental illness and to sexually recidivate than those
without a history of sexal abusgStevenson, Najdowski, et al., 2015)milarly, juveniles
accused ohggravated murdevho hada history of abuse were actually seen as less amenable to
treatment than those without a history of abuse (Najdowski, et al., 2009). Najdowski and
colleagues (2009) also noted that the mitigating effects of a history of abuse dwindle as the
severity of the crime increases. Lastly, Stevenson (2009) introduced audience effects to the mix,
commenting that a history of child abuse often acts as an aggmpfaattor within judicial

settings and a mitigating factor in mock juror studies (the above examples notwithstanding).

34.2 PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS . Regarding participant characteristics
that can influence attitudes toward both adult and juvenile keKeaders, gender is one of the
most hotly debated factors, with several studies finding no gender effect®©(eey.& Barlow,
2010; Rogers, et al, 2011; Sahistrom & Jeglic, 2008), while others report that females view
sexual offenders more negativéhan males and are more likely to endorse punitive practices,
such as registration and community notification (Beck & Travis, 2004; Brown et al., 2008;
Kernsmith et al., 200d¥ancini et al., 2010WVillis, Malinen, & Johnston, 2013). Furthermore,
males ted to view child sexual abuse, regardless of whether the offender is a child or adult as

less severe than females, viewing the victim and their family more negatively in the process
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(Davies & Rogers, 2009; Giglio, Wolfteich, Gabrenya, & Sohn, 2Gtahamet al., 2007).
Sherrill and colleagues (2011) replicated these results, in addition finding that blame,
responsi bility, and abusiveness were al/l prod

general.

Conservative political ideology, on the other tiaconsistently emeegas a predictor of
support for punitive policies across offender types (Baron & Hartnagel, 1996vlancini et
al., 2010;McKee & Feather, 2008; Payne, Gainey, Triplett, & Danner, R00Aas also been
associated with the beligfat registration increases public safety, the enhanced utility of specific
and general deterrence, and an endorsement for retribution, which may be related to making
internal attributions for criminal activity (McKee & Feather, 2008; Payne et al., 3d@4enson
et al., 2013Templeton & Hartnagel, 20} 2L astly, conservative political orientation has been
associated with increased disgust sensitivity, a robust factor in influencing attitudes as discussed
above (Inbar et al., 2009).

Education levehas emerged as another steady predictor of attitudes of both adult and
juvenile offenders, with greater attainment being associated with less punitive attitudes and
viewing sexual offenders less negatively (Shackley, Weiner, Day, & Willis, 2014; Willis,
Mal i nen, & Johnston, 2013). This may be due to
belief that registration protects the public, that juveniles understand their actions, and the greater
willingness to alter one’ sthabcarientgoficesarehen pr ese
ineffective Stevenson, Smith, Sekely, & Farnum, 2013). An understanding of the adolescent
brain, which may be a product of higher educational attainment, has also been implicated in
altering attitudes. Specifically, after watogiBrainstorm, a play about adolescent brain

development, participants perceived the young offender-¢eeddold who had committed three

53



assaults over a thrgear period) as less likely to reoffend than an adult offender-ya@dold
with the same cmninal history) and less morally responsible (Blakey, 2017).

One of the most common factors associated with attitudes toward offenders is the amount
of contact or exposure one has to them, an endorsement of the mere exposure effejinsee
1968). Forinstance, aexperienced group consisting of probation officers, forensic clinical
psychologists, rehabilitation staff, and prison officers endorsed significantly fewer stereotypes
and held more positive attitudes toward child sexual abusers than arrieecge group of
schoolteachers (Sanghara & Wilson, 2006). While support for current sexual offender
management policies were generally low, significant differences still emerged between forensic
clinicians and other criminal justice professions, theddieng more likely to support current
policies (Call & Gordon, 2016). Comparisons between probation officers and the general public
yielded further evidence for the mere exposure effect, as did comparisons between forensic staff
and college students (B®c2014; Ferguson & Ireland, 2006; Kjelsberg & Loos, 2008).

Congruent results were also found by Fuselier et al. (2002), where university students held
significantly different beliefs than professionals, believing that child sexual abusers were older,
hadlower interpersonal skills, were more likely to identify as a homosexual, to use force during
the commission of their offense, and were less likely to have or to use cognitive distortions
which contributed to the offense.

Indicating that this may not mdyebe an effect of vocational interest, psychology
students were found to have more positive attitudes toward sexual offenders than criminal justice
students, which also may have been a product
sexual offendr knowledge scores (Soares, 2010). In a sample of correctional staff, positive

contact was associated with greater support for rehabilitation, an effect that was mediated by less
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dehumanization (as a product of increased quality contact; Viki et al.). 2dd&ever, a sample

of 209 law enforcement officers reported particularly negative attitudes toward sexual offenders,
although there was no comparison group (Tewksbury & Mustaine, 2013). Furthermore, both
prosecutors and members of the public supportall add juvenile registration equally

(Salerno, Najdowski, et al., 2010). Other studies using university student samples have also
found strong endorsement for tough sexual offender policies, such as registration, community
notification, residency restricins, and even the death penalty (Wiersma & Siedschlaw, 2016).
Thus, and perhaps as Viki and colleagues (2012) have found, there may be underlying
mechanisms that support the effect of exposure that are often unaccounted for, which could
explain some of # contrasting results.

Other factors are less commonly assessed. Having children has been associated with
decreased endorsement of treatment efforts, which result from beliefs which doubt the efficacy
of treatment and the research that has been conduttie(Kelly, 2013; Mancini & Budd,

2016). It has also been marginalfy< .06) associated with increased misperceptions of adult
sexual offenders and significantly associated with support for residency restriBlimts&

Mancini, 2016 Craun & Theriot2009; Kelly, 2013 One study repoedthat parents are 51%
more likely to endorse the policy than rparents, even after controlling for demographic
variables such as gender and political orientation (Mancini et al., 2010). As the number of
children ore has increases, so too does endorsement of residency restrictions, with parents of
three or more children being -BD% more likely to do so (Mancini et al., 201Bjpowever other

research has failed to find an effect for parental status (e.g., Shac&ley2eétl4; Soares, 2010).

|l nterestingly, one’s own Vvictimizat®ablstronhi st or
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& Jeglic, 2008; Soares, 2010). Meanwhile, religious affiliation has mixed reBultisl (&
Mancini, 2016 Venable, 2013).

Mispercepions about offenders and crime in general have also emerged as predictors of
punitive policies (Kelly, 2013Kernsmith, Comartin, & Kernsmitt2016; Sprott, 1999 What
makes these concerning is that many of these misperceptions are perpetuated bythe med
which has considerable influence on public attitudesnyindividuals report that the
information that they get about sexual offenders comes from the media, which is often the most

common means of one’s sexual o hakkern20X®y. knowl ed
Concerningly, over 60% of respondents belcetiat the media is accurate or actually under

reports the risk that sexual offenders pose to the community, a number that rises to 81% among
pensioners and 75% among those who are unemployegisTihistark contrast to content

analysis of media portrayals, which has demonstrated a considerable overestimation of violent
juvenile crimes in the media, comprising roughly 94% of stories about juvenile crime, despite

violent crimes making up a minoyi{22%) of juvenile crimes at the time (Sprott, 1996). This,

combinedwith he medi a’s tendency to conanditsler all se

interchangeable ust he t er ms sexual offender and s ex

labeled apsychopaths, ignoring the diversity of motives, behaviours, cognitions, and

environmental factors that may have led to the offense (Quinn, Forsyth, & Muiem, 2004).

For instance, 58% of UkKesidentsamplel eitheragreed or strongly agreed that the media has

createdhuwnt 'wimemt al ity toward the persecution
This has likely led to public overestimations of recidivism risk, with one quarter of a

public sample believing that betn 51 and 75 percent of all (adult) sexual offenders will

sexually recidivate within a yeawjth an additional 33% and 40% of males and females,
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respectively, believing that the ogear sexual recidivism rate is between 26 and 50 per cent
(Brown, Deakin & Spencer, 2008). Furthermore, a belief in high rates of sexual recidivism has
been linked to greater ambiguity towards treatment efforts (Mancini & Budd, 2016). Greer

(2003) is direct in asserting thentspegudli a’ s r ol
offenders, giving members of the public the false illusion that they have a nuanced and
representative understanding of sexual offending and are therefore knowledgeable in evaluating
sexual offender management policies. Greer (2003) is not,atonieg a host of others who

have noted the media’s role in sh@Bgakdii4,public
Chadee & Chadee, 2016; Heath, Patel, & Mulla, 2016; Kappeler, Blumberg, & Potter, 2000;
Goode & BenYehuda, 1996).

Asimilardedict i on was made by Sample (2001), who
legislation did not arise simply because of the growing objective harm of sex offending. Rather,
it was the product of a socially constructed panic stimulated by media depictions and used by
policy makers to successfully promote sex offending as a menacing social problem worthy of
costly and sweeping legislation” (p. ii). Il nd

an indicator of public interest or beliefs (Beckett & SassonQR@ample and Kadleck (2008)

note in interviews with lllinois state legislators that there is a belief that sex offending is, in one

participants wor ds, out of <control

(p. 46)

impact that televisiomedia has on perceptions of the pervasiveness of sexual offending. Many

felt that little can be done to dissuade sexual offenders from sexually reoffending upon release.
While legislators mentioned that they got their information about trends in offending

from the U.S. Department of Justice and Federal Bureau of Intelligence, further probing

indicated that all legislators gotetininformation after it had been put through the lens of a-third
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party media agendSample & Kadleck, 2008Y.his makesnedia tte predominant sol
i nformation f or pgurthdrmore, Sanipfe and Kaaleck (2008) found &latge .
degree of congruence between | egislators’ per
the sexual offender laws that were erdctWhile these laws are undoubtedly popular, an
evaluation of Canadian provinci al sentencing
criminal justice system found no significant relationship between harsher sentencing and

increased confidence (&it, Webster, & Doob, 2013). While the study applied only to

provincial sentencing, which is limited to two years less a day, it does raise an important

guestion: will the public ever be satisfied?
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CHAPTER 4: THE CURRENT STUDY

4.1RATIONALE

To date, most studies on attitudes toward juvenile sexual offenders have been conducted
on American samples (e.g., Campregher & Jeglic, 2d&aégerich et al., 2018{arris & Socia,
2016;Salerno et al., 2034vhich may not reflect Canadian values or supfay criminal justice
responses (Baxtavioore et al., 2016; Lipset, 199@verall, ezidence is mixeds towhether
Canadians are more, less, or equally punitive toward offenders as Ame@tzers believe that
whenattitudinal differences aneoted, they are thgroducts of distinct cultural region§hese
regions such as Quebec and the American Soaéw crime and punishment differéptthan
the rest of their respective compatriots (Adams, 2014; Bakeare et al., 2016; Crawford &
Curtis, 1979; Grabb & Curtis, 2005; Konrad & Nichol, 2008; Resnick, 20¥B)le Canada has
refrained from implementing sona the more punitive policies that juvenile sexual offenders
are subject to in the United States, this should not be taken as an indication that Canadian
attitudes are more temperate, as present legislation does not necessarily reflect current attitudes
Nor should this be the sole measure when a more thorough analysis of attitudes is well within the
realm of feasibility.

When measuring attitudes towardevaluations ojuvenile sexual offenders, a number
of different methodologies have been use@dditonally, they have either been assessed alone
(e.g., Stevenson et a2013;2015 or in comparison to other groups of juvenile offenders
(Greene & Evelo, 2013yajdowski et al., 2009 Results from the latter studies consistently
report that juvenile sexal offenders elicit much more negative responses than their juvenile
offending counterparts. Perhap®etter comparison group would be adult sexual offenders, who

share the same notoriety relative to adult-sexual offenders. While this has beea éppoach
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of more recent studies, the comparisons may not be particularly equivalent. For instance,
Bottoms and colleagues (2014) compaaedbyearold offender to a 1§earold offender, both
of which were presented as having aybérold victim. It is clea from the research mentioned
earlier thathese are not fair comparisoi®r the young offender, the interest in a slightly
younger victim may be seen as normative, whereas this would not likely be the case for the adult
offender Thus,comparisons using a more equitable offergdich would allow for greater
control of extraneous influenceds necessary to more accurately assess the effects of offender
age.

Another methodological variation that occurs across these studhethéestypesof
vignette conditions use®ome have strictly adhered to providing vignettes (e.g. Sahlstrom &
Jeglic, 2008)while others prefer to provide no vignette or contextual information (e.g., Salerno,
Najdowski, et al., 2010). A select few combine these twoagmhescompaing these responses

of participants who received vignettesparticipants who received no vignette or were simply

“ ”

instructed o envi si on a generic sexual of fender
instances (Salerno, Najdowski,a., 2010), participantrelater prompted to articulate the

offender that they hacbnceivedIn Campregher and Jegliog®016)study,participans who

envisioned a typical juvenile sexual offender responded more negatively than those who were
providedwith vignettes by thauthors (when combining responses to the eight vignette
conditions) Yet unlike their predecessors, they did not probe participants for an illustration of
these depictions. Therefore, it is difficult to determine why the participaayshave responded

more negatively. Further, it remains to be seen whether asking for articulation prior to or after

completion of the dependent measures influepeescipantresponsesr not. This may be

particularly important in understandingthepuld r esponse to news stori
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of fender arrested in Upshur County” (East Tex

glance of the headline elicit different responses than someone who actively envisaged such an
offender or someoneho actually read a description of the offense? Clearly, this has important
implications in the way that information about sexual offences and sexual offenders is relayed to

the public.

4.2STUDY DESIGN
The purpose of this studyasto address the gap theattituderesearch thatertairs to

Canadians’ attitudes t hadiitiodto pauging the affeetives e x u a |
behavioural, and cognitive responses to this group of juvenile offenders, the stedyoaim
developa stronger understanding of what factors influence these three attitudinal components.
To do so, it utilizedh 3 (condition: vignette, vignette creation, no vignette) x@#e(der age:
juvenile, adult) mixed design.

At the beginning of the study, parifpants repoddtheir disgust sensitivity and
completech measure assessing their sentengoas andgriorities.In keeping with the
conventions of other attitudinal studiegxual offender vignettdsllowed Thesewereused to
contextualize theespmses tasubsequent attitudinal and other related measthesstudy
employedthree such conditiort® which participantsvererandomly assigneda prewritten
vignettedepicting a sexual offense, a vignette creation condition in wiadicipants descrilae
a“typical’ sexual offender/offenser a no vignette condition in which participantsre asked
to consider a typical sexual offender when answetirglependenmeasuresAfter
participating in their respective vignette conditioparticipants completea series of measures
relating to the dependent variables of interébts began withattitudes toward sex offenders
which employed three subscal#sist, intent andsocial distancereflecting the affective,

cognitive, and behaoural domains of attitudinal expression, respectiyelgrper, Hogue, &
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Bartels, 2017). Following thisupport for registratigmecommended sentence length, stereotype
endorsement, dehumanization, moral outrage, victim and offendezulpability were
measuredin theno vignettecondition, participantsverealsoasked at the conclusion of tee
attitudinal measures for a written description of the sexual offender they imagiaesiimilar
fashionto Salerno et al. (2010).

In all conditions, thigprocedurakerieswasrepeategdpresentingoth juvenile and adult
sexual offenders a randomized ordem other words, participantsst respon@dto either a
juvenile or adult sexual offender conditjdollowed by an identical set afistructions ad
measures for the other age group. This adidfer an analysis of attitudinal differences toward
adult and juvenile sexual offenders within participamd between experimental conditioBy
either providing or prompting for offender and offense deté#ile first two vignette conditions
healedthe recommendations of Applegate, Cullen, Turner, and Sundt (1996) to use spseific
information This, the authors concludiecontextualize attitudinal responses, which may be of
more value than global respges However, the study also asseks®re global responses via
the no vignette condition, which sesas a comparison to the more distinct responses elicited

from the first two conditions.

4.3HYPOTHESES
In light of the information that has been summedi above, thetudy poses the following

guestions and hypotheses:
1) Will attitudes and other measures, such as moral outrage, differ across the three
vignette conditions?
a) Participantdepicted sexual offender vignettes will evoke more negative

attitudes and responses averageéhan thevignette and no vignette
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conditions.This is expected due to the greater cognitive effort required to
articulate theifmagined offender/oéfnse.

b) Participants in the no vignette condition will express more negative attitudes
and will endorse more punitive responses than those in the vignette condition.
This is expected due to the likelihood of conjuring up an extreme example
without considerabn for nuance or mitigating factor&s their written
responses follow their evaluations, the former should not influence the latter.

2) Will attitudes and other related measures differ across the two age groups?

a) There will be no significant differences in the attitudes held by participants
toward the juvenile and adult sexual offend&wth are expected to be
equally negative.

b) Nor will there beany difference in the support for registration or the duration
of recommended sentences. It is expected that registration will be highly
endorsed for both groups while sentence lengths will be relatively punitive
(i.e., long) in nature.

3) How severe will the depictions of crime severity be, and how will this be related to
the study variables?

a) More severe crimes will form a large majority of depictions, similar to results
found by Salerno, Najdowski, and colleagues (2010). This will apply to both
juvenile and adult sexual offenders.

b) Depictions of more severe crimes will bgrsficantly related to more

negative attitudes, greater support for registration, longer sentence lengths,
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greater dehumanization, and mar®raloutrage across both age target

groups.

4) What are the relationships among thkeerstudy variables?

a) Itis expected that attitudes will be negatively and significantly associated with

b)

disgust sensitivity as well as sentence length, support for registration,
stereotype endorsement, dehumanization, and moral outrage. The expectation
that more negative attitudesimbe significantly related to harsher responses
will apply to both juvenile and adult sexual offender targets.

Sentencing goals will independently relate to attitudes, support for
registration, sentence length, and stereotype endorsement. Specifieatey g
endorsement of the rehabilitative goal will be associated with more positive
attitudes, less support for registration, and shorter sentence lengths. The
remaining sentencing goals will be associated with the opposite.

Perceptions of crime trends aestimates of sexual reoffense risk will be
significantly correlated with sentence length and registration endorsement.
Specifically, the beliefs that crime is increasing and that the offender poses a
high risk of sexual recidivism will both be associateth longer sentence

lengths and greater endorsement for registration.

5) Whatdemographic variables or participant characteristics will influence responses to

juvenile and adult sexual offenders?

a)

Conservative political orientation will be significantly reldtto more
negative attitudes, more punitive criminal justice responses, greater

dehumanization, and more expressed moral outrage.
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b) Higher levels of contact with sexual offenders will be related to more positive
attitudes, shorter sentence lengths, lasd support for registration, stereotype
endorsement, dehumanization, and moral outrage.

6) What will help explairsome ofthe expected relationships above?

a) Dehumanization wilact as anediabr between conservative political
orientation and negative attitesl

b) Dehumanization will act as a mediator between negative attitudderaget

sentence lengths.
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CHAPTER 5: METHODOLO GY

5.1 PARTICIPANTS

Four hundred and threarticipants were recruited via the University of Saskatchewan
Psychology 11@articipant pool (i.e., SONA) and the Personalized Access to Web Services
(PAWS) forum ( = 59,n = 344, respectively) which advertises research participation
opportunities to all University of Saskatchewan students, staff, and fddatigrgraduates
recwuited through the Psychology 110 participant pool recereeirse credit for their
participation Thosewho sigredup for the study through PAWSere given the opportunity to
enter into a draw to receiaeb50 gift card.This was chosen akd use of an itentive such as a
gift card hagepeatedly demonstrated the abitiyimprove participant response 1sfsee

Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 201#br a review).

Of the 403 participant7 were removed from analysis due to their failure to complete
any of the posvignette measuresesulting in a sample of 37Burther,an additionaR4%(n =
90) of participants did not fill out the demographics section ofktbdy butcompletedhe oter
postvignette measures. Thus, their totals will not be included in the descriptionsfitlye
sample but their responsds other measures will be usédverall, participants were
predominantly female (66.4%uropean (65.7%)ndergraduate studer(&3.2%)in their mid
twenties (M = 24.74, SD = 6.493jolitically liberal (57.4%), and had no children (88,78¢e
Table 5.). Roughly twaethirds of the sample (66.3%) reported having never interacted with a
sexual offender, while a similar percentages@ndicated that they themselves or a close
family member had been the victim of a sexual offense. Over half (50.2%) indicated that their
primary source of crime newgas the internet, with social media (23.9%) being the second most

common source.
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Table5.1

Participant Demographics

Variable Frequency Percen(%)* Mean (SD)
(n)
Sex(n = 286)
Male 93 32.5
Female 190 66.4
Other 3 1
Age (n = 280) 24.74
17-24 167 60.0
2534 94 33.6
35+ 19 6.8
Ethnicity (n = 275)*
Aboriginal 21 6.9
African 9 29
Caribbean 1 0.3
East Asian 8 2.6
Central American 8 2.6
Europeardescent 201 65.7
Middle Eastern 4 1.3
South American 3 1.0
South Asian 21 6.9
Other 30 9.8
Political orientationtf = 284) 4.68(5.0)
Very conservativél) 8 2.8
Conservativeé?2) 20 7.0
Slightly conservativé3) 42 14.8
Neutral(4) 51 18.0
Slightly liberal(5) 58 204
Liberal (6) 75 26.4
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Very liberal(7)
Number of childrer{n = 283)
0
1
2
3
4+
Household incomen(= 280)
$0-30,000
$30,00160,000
$60,000+
University of Saskatchewaaffiliation (n = 284)
Undergraduate student
Graduate student
Employee
Alumnus/alumni
Other
Source of crime new® = 285)
TV
Internet
Social media
Friends/family
Government/organization publications
Research/academic literature
Other
Sexual victimization (self, close otherz= 285)
Yes
No

Prefer not to disclose

68

30

251
15
14

119
68
93

208
22
22
27

30
143
68

13
20

188
83
14

10.6

88.7
5.3
4.9

42.5
24.3
33.2

55.3
7.7
7.7
9.5
1.8

10.5

50.2

23.9
1.4
2.5
4.6
5.3

66.0
20.1
4.9



Interaction with sexual offenders £ 279)

Never 185 66.3
1-2 times per year every few months 63 22.6
1-2 timesper month daily 31 111

Notes *May exceed 100% due to rounding Individual values exceed total values as
participants could give multiple responses

5.2MEASURES

5.2.1DISGUST SENSITIVITY .To establish participants’ b
sensitivity, which has been found to influence attitudes toward sexual offenders and
dehumanization, the5-item Disgust Scaldrevised (DSR; Olatunji et al., 200 Avasused
(Stevensonetal.,,20las ed on Hai dt, McCaul ey, aadSRRozi n’
measures the propensity for individuals to feel disgusted in three domains: contamination
disgust coredisgust and animaleminderdisgust The first 13 items of the DR consisf
behavoural responses to hypothetical situatiswgh as feeling nauseous when witnessing
another person vomitingror these items, level of agreeance is determined using dichotomous
true-false response optionEhe latter 12 items ask respondents to rateldiggee of disgust they
would feel qot, slightly, very) in responséo variousexperienes. An example item from this
halfi s “you see maggots on a pi edgkersoofesan¢hat i n at

DS-R are indicative of greater disgust st .

5.2.2GOALS OF SENTENCING . To determine whether p®xisting motives toward
sentencing impact support for offendgrecific punishments, participants compdide
sentencing goals scale. A brfefe-item measure of sentencing goalas provided by McKee
(personal communication, January 19, 20b&8sed upoh he fi ve factors i n Mc
item Sentencing Goals Scale (SGS$ing a 7point rating scale as above (Iet at all
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important 7 =very impetant), participantsvereasked to rate the importance of the following

sentencing goals: rehabilitation (“To rehabil
ot her potenti al of fenders), specifi simldret err en
of fences in the future”), retribution (“Becau
they have done”), and community safety (“To p

where they can do no har nlthese gdas tiamtlinostal | vy , pa

important) to 5 (least important).

5.2.3VIGNETTES. As mentioned above, theiseonecasespecificsexual offender
vignette This describe a male offender who has committed a sexdf@nse involving the
sexual touchingf a similaraged femalevhile she was asleep male was chosen as the
perpetrator in the vignette, as males comprise over 90% of sexual offenders (Statistics Canada,
2017).To depicta juvenile sexual offender or an adult sexual offeritierage of the offender
wasmanipulated to be 13®r 34years old These ages were determined to be representative of
their respective age categorlemsed upon the averag®und among convicted samples
(Jesperson, Lalumiere, & Seto, 2008ssier, van dn Berg, Bijleveld, & Hendriks, 201ZJhe
victim age was set to be similar to the perpetrator to avoid vagjeneffects, as adults who
sexually offend against children are particularly revieddling a potential confounding variable
to the analysi¢eg., Hardcastle et al., 2011; Rogers et al., 20%imilarly, the vignettelepiced
an oppositesex offense, as sarsex offenses tend to evoke more negative respamsksave
already been compared across offender age g(@apsrno et al., 2014)While the vignette
depicts a sexual offense, it does not provide any further or more graphic detai®thaime

normally found inthemedia (e.g.The Daily Mail, 2017)The vignette presentedasas follows:
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Adam[Jason]is a 13[34-] yearold male who has been charged vatixual
assaulbf a similaraged female. Details from the Crown Prosecutor reveal that
while at a partyAdamapproached passeebutfemale and undid her clothes. The
victim woke to find Adantouchingher vaginaThe victimimmediatelyreported

the incident to police.

The specific offense was chosen to represent an offense of medium severity. This was
determined using Aebi, Vogt, Plattner, Steinh
Sexual Offense Sewvgr (SOS) scale (Alywin et al., 2000). The SOS identifies six levels of
increasing sexual crime severity from poontact to attempted/performed anal intercourse. The
offense depicted in the vignette falls roughly in the mididiee{ 3: off-clothed fondIng, digital
penetration, and masturbation). To further de
Kapl an, and Kavoussi’'s (1988) citemstcaleohggressi v
increasing severity, the offense depicted in the vignetteifitishe physically aggressive

behaviourcategory similarly ranked third on the list (i.e., the fourtiost severe).

5.2.4CRIME SEVERITY . In the vignette creation condition, participamsreasked to
describe what they consider to be a typical or remtasive sexual offendefhese instructions
adapted from Salerndajdowski,et al. (2010)askedthem to depict either a juvenile or adult
sexual offenderThe question prompts are as follows: ‘(ahen thinking ofa typical
[adult/juvenile] sexual offendewhat kind of person do you think of? Describe anything about
the person you can think of. What sort of characteristics do they hare?(b)‘what would
you consider to be the typical [adult/juvenile] sexual offendene? Please provide some
details” Similar questionsvereused in the no vignette condition after the attitudinal measures

had been completed for the respective offenétefollowing with Salerno, Najdowski and
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colleagues (2010), these opended responsevere coded as more sevé2gor less severgl).

If individuals gave examples of both more and less severe offencesntstisevere response

took precedent, and were coded as more seVene severe offenses included those that made

reference to fare (e.g., rape, sexual assault), victimization of children (e.g., child molestation

child pornograph)y or the taking advantage of a knowingly vulnerable person. Responses were

coded as less severe if they made reference twiotant offensege.g., €xual harassment,
indecentexposuregr i f mitigating factors were ,referen:i
theirinability to comprehend their actionsr their own past victimizatio3ased on these

criteria, the provided vignettdescribed in the previous sectif@aturing Adam/Jasowould

qgualify as a more seveddfense.

5.2.5ATTITUDES . While there are several measures that claim to measure attitudes
toward sexual offendersuch as the Community Attitudes Toward Sex Offen{fersT SO)
scale (Church, Wakeman, Miller, Clements, & Sun, 2008), and the Attitudes Toward Sex
Offenders survey (Olver & Barlow, 2010)pne have a factor structure that reflects the three
distinct attitudinal componen({slarper,et al.,2017) While the 36item Attitudes to Sex
Offenders scale (ATS; Hogue, 199&s long been considered the gold standard for measuring
attitudes toward sexual offenders, Hogue (2015) has recently réves@d S into a 24tem
measure (AT&1) comprised of thresevenitem factorsreflecting the three attitudinal

components. Overall, the AT&L correlates strongly with the original ATISH0.98,p < 0.001).

Sample items for the trust, intent, and social disthneec t or s i ncl ude “you hayv
onyourguard withsea f f ender s, ” “sex offenders are just
would I'i ke a | ot of Respoxsevafefprevidddeusingpdnt Likests pect i v

scale (1 sstrongly disagreg5 =strongly agregwith higher scores indicating moregitive
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attitudesBecause the AT21 was designed to assess attitudes toward adult sexual offenders

generally, the current versiovasmodified to reflect the vignette which precdde

5.2.6SUPPORT FORREGISTRATION . Because the AT21 is a streamlined version
of the ATS, which is based on the Attitudes to Prisoners scale (d&Rin, Gramling, &
Gardner, 1985), endorsement for sexual offersgecific criminal justice responses, such as
registration, is absent frortsitems.Therefore a oneitem measure derived [Salerno,
Najdowski, and colleagues (2010asused to measu@ a r t i cuppo# fortthe registration
of the sexual offendgrresentedn the previous vignettd.hiswasassessedia three
increasinglypunitive response option&) the offender should never be required to register at all
with law enforcement in their community; (b) the offender should be required to register, but
their information should never be posted on the internet; and (c) tmeleffshould be required

to register,and their information should be publicly posted on the internet.

5.2.7SENTENCE LENGTH. A oneitem measur&asused to determine optimal
sentence length for the individual in the vignette by asking participants howmuanilis or

years of incarceration they beli@aould be an appropriate sentericethe crime committed

5.2.8STEREOTYPE ENDORSEMENT. To determie whether participants felt that
the individual in the vignette conforms to the stereotype that sexual offenders are callous,
dangerous individuals, a ofitem measurevasused.Using a 5point Likert scale, participants
ratedtheir level of agreeance fro(strongly disagregto 4 (strongly agregwith the statement
“the [adult/juveni  hehessegi 9fd enadled and cal cul
This item was modified froran item inthe 6titem Juvenile Offender Stereotype Sd@lesSs;

Haegerich et al., 2013).
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5.2.9DEHUMANIZATION . The extent to which participants dehumanize the sexual
offender in the vignette will beased upotheir responses to an eigtem association measure
derived by Viki and colleagues (2012), adaptednftbeir earlier work (Viki et al., 2006). Using
a 7-pointratingscale (1 =not at all 7 =very much, participants will indicate the extent to which
the following eight wordsdreature humanity person beast animal people civilian, and
mongre) descibe or represent the sexual offender depicted in the vigiratangs for the
humanrelated words will be reversseored and combined with ratings for the aninedhted

words and averaged, higher scores indicating greater dehumanization.

5.2.10MORAL OUTRAGE. A measure of affective, behavioural, and cognitive
responses to the viwhsahcdondefl aseasombeal meas
reactions to offender vignettes, which may aid in understanding responses to the otheerdepend
variables. Using the fotitem Moral Outrage Scale (Salerridajdowski, et al., 2010),
participants respordito the following items using aoint Likerttype scale (1 = strongly
disagree, 6 = strongly agree): (a) | feel a compelling need to pawisiy/juvenile] sex
offenders; (b) | feel a desire to hurt [adult/juvenile] sex offenders; (c) | believe [adult/juvenile]
sex offenders are evil to the core; and (d) | feel morally outraged by what [adult/juvenile] sex
offenders did to their alleged viots. Similar to the ATS21, responses to the Moral Outrage

Scaleweremodified to reflect the preceding vignette.

5.2.11CULPABILITY . To determine the level @ulpability attributed to both the
victim and the offender, a twitem measurevasadapted from andstbm, Stémwall, and
Alfredsson (2016)assessing both blame amdponsibility The bl ame i tem read
extent do you think that the [victim/offender

itemwass i mi | ar: “To what extent do you think that
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event ?” . waamsgswed sneascale frorll00, with higher numbers indicative of
greaterculpability. Composite scoreserecomputed for both the victim aradfender by

averaging the blame and responsibility scores given to each.

5.2.12PERCEPTIONS OF CRIME. As noted by McPhail, Olver, and Brooks (2017),
perceptions of crime trendsfluence the endorsement of punitive criminal justice responses. To
measure tis, participantsvereasked whether they believe juvenile and adult crime is increasing,
decreasing, or staying the same (“have [youth
decreased over the | awverealst e astdevhat pei@antage Ofadult Par t i

and juvenile sexual offenders they believe will sexually reoffend within three years.

5.2.13DEMOGRAPHICS. Lastly, participants fikdout a questionnaire with items
pertainingto their age, gender, ethnicity, political oriemdat educational attainment,
socioeconomic statuand number of childrerfRarticipantsverealso be asked whether they or
their friends/family have ever been the victim of a sexual offéhse.additional items
pertaining to the frequency of their contadth sexual offender6 “ how often do you
with sexualhbndiolidiemdgmrisdny source of informati
pri mary sour c econolidel therdenmgraphgssest®rThese participant
characteristics were chosen based on their demonstrated effects on sexual offender attitudes
acknowledging that some are more consistent predictors than othemsléagni et al., 2010;
McKee & Feather, 2008; Olver & Barlow, 2010;rfgaara & Wilson, 2006; Stevenson et al.,
2013).However, it is prudent to consider all potential characteristics that may influence

responses, regardless of their consistency.
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5.3PROCEDURE

Participantswvererecruited througliBONA andPAWS. Selection of he studydirecied
participants to a web page that providdsrief description of the study, how theguld be
compensated for their time (i.e., course credit or entry into a prize draw), and a link to the actual
study. Once followedparticipantaveregreeted with a consent fordescribingthes t udy ' s
purpose and procedure in greater detail, emphasizing the anonymity of their responses.
Participantsverealso be briefed on their rights as research participants, such as their right to

withdraw from the study without penalyn d t he r esearcher’s responsi
them undue harm. As such, participantsenotified that the studgepicts criminal offenses in
a similar level of detail often presented by the md8lerause tése criminal offensesiaybe

triggering or traumatito some participants, a list of psychological resouncsprovided at the

bottom of the consent form. Once participaragegtheir consent, the study laeg

First, participantsverepresented with the 2em DSR (Olatuniji et al., 2007) to
determine baseline levels of disgust sensitivity. Following gagjcipantsvere asked to rank
Mc K e fvé sentencing goalgeneral deterrence, specific deterrence, rehabilitation,
retribution, and community safety) order of importanceFollowing this, participants
independently rated the importancesath goal on a sevgrointratingscale Participantsvere
thenrandomly assigned to one thireevignette conditions. liene conditionpaticipants read a
brief description of a sexual offense that took place at a par&ynothercondition, participants
wereprompted to describe what they consider to be the typical sexual offémties last
condition, participants receidao vignette, only receiving the prompt to consider a typical
sexual offender when responding to the following questions. Within eaclition, participants

completel identical vignettes and dependent variable measures for both juvenile and adult sexual
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offenders. The order in which they respeddasrandomized and counterbalanced to avoid

order effects.

Following each vignette (or prontp participantsvere therasked to completihe ATS
21 (Hogue, 2015)tems measuring support for registration, recommended sentence length,
stereotype endorsementmeasure alehumanization, the Moral Outrage Scale (Salerno,
Najdowski, et al., 2010pmeasure of offender and victioulpability, and two perceptions of
crime items Succeeding completion of these measures, participants mo thignette condition
wereprompted to disclose what they imagined when they pictured their typical sexual offende
Once tle postvignette dependent variablesdiaeencompletedor both the adult and juvenile
sexual offendergarticipants wer@resented with the demographic questionn&reaverage,

completion of the survey took 17 minutes

Upon completion of the demographic items, participamsealerted that they have
reached the conclusion of the study and thanked for their time. A debriefingvipnovided,
explaining any details of the study that could not have been disclosed &adlir=producing the
list of available psychological services included in the consent fopacevasprovided for
participants to provide written feedback on their experience completing the Joovey.
participants interested in having their name enterele prize draw, anique, singleuselink
wasprovided at the bottom of the pagéhich prevenedparticipantdrom entering the draw
multiple times. Thiglireciedthem to anothepageto enter their personal informatiowhichwas
explained as a mean$keepingparticipantidentities separate from their responses, ensuring
anonymity. Participants then provditheir name and contact informatiddnly the winnewas

contacted.
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5.4PLANNED ANALYSIS
Prior to statistical analysis, all dateerescreened for missing values and other potential

probl ems based on Tabachni ck Ravarsecodeditemsbrl * s (20
the DSR, ATS 21, and dehumanization measuvesrere-coded so that thegould be scored in

the same direction as the rest of the items in their respective scales. All data arsysis

conducted using IBM SPSS version4 t h Andr ew Ha ylexenhsioRSOIESS v 3.

the mediation analyses

First, a series of descriptiamalysesvereconducted on all study measures to determine
the means, standard deviations, ranges, distribytamusfrequenciePoing so allovedfor
comparisos bet ween this sample’s scores and scor e:c
different sampleand in different contexté&dditionally, statistical investigation of the
psychometric properties of the scawees wused in

undertaken to determine th@iternal consistencfor use in this study.

Second, correlational analysesreconducted to determine the relationships betvedien
study variablescross all conditionsThis determind the strength and direction of any
associations between variables and detemnwieethergreater disgust sensitiy is associated
with more negative attitudes toward both groups of sexual offenders (hypotesisrther,
how sentencing goals relate to attitudes, support for registration, and sentence lengths
(hypothesis 4bas well as the associations betweercggtions of crime and sexual reoffense
risk with sentence length and support for registration (hypothesis 4c) were also evaluated
Correlational analysesere alsaused to determine whethiire expected associations between
conservative political orientatn, moral outrage, greater dehumanization and more negative

attitudes are indeed significant and in the expected directions (hypotheJikdexpected
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association between level of contact with sexual offenders and more positive responses

(hypothesis 5byvas also determined via correlational analysis.

Third, qualitative responses to the vignette depictions (for those in either the vignette
creation or no vignette conditions) were coded in the same manner as Salerno, Najdowski, and
colleagues (2010). Thuthey were dichotomously categories as either more severe or less
severe This allowed for an examination of the frequency of more and less severe vignettes
(hypothesis 3a) while also providing its variable associations (hypothesis 3b) to be determined

via the abovementioned correlational analyses.

Fourth aseries ofanalysis of varianag ANOVAs) wereconductedThese mixed
models were done on each of the dependent variables listed above. These werdeaiseuitte
whether the responses across oftarae groups differed from one another as depicted in
hypotheses 2a and 2b. Hypotheses la anédthining to the effects of vignette condition on
responses were also tested using this anallisese analyseserealsoused tarevealthe
presence of anyiteractions between the vignette conditions and the age group of perpetrators
(juvenilesvs. adulty. Relevant pairwise comparisons were also analyzed to determine where
differences existed between vignette conditignBJANOVA was also caducted to determine
whether there were any significant differences in responses between male and female

participants.

Lastly, mediationwas tested by conducting a regression analysis in PROCEES his
was used to determine whetlilee expected relatnships outlined in hypothes 5 and Shwere
mediated by dehumanizatighypothess Gaand 6b. Additional mediation analyses were also
conducted to determine whether perceptions of reoffense risk mediated the relationship between

attitudes and sentenaanigth (model 1) and attitudes and support for registration (model I1).
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5.5DATA CLEANING
Prior to analysis, Tabachnick and Fidell " s

Namely, of the 403 participants who participated in the study, 27 weredexdar failing to

complete the postignette measures. Thus, analyses were conducted on the remaining 376
participants. This represents the maximum number of participants eligible for analysis; however,

if participants failed to answer all items on a gaitir scale (such as the A13), a total score

was not calculated for them and they were not
score. Further, as stated above, 90 participants (of the 376) did not fill out any demographic

items at the @nclusion of the survey. Their data were still used for analyses not requiring this

information.

As the sentence length item allowed for participants to indicate the duration in months,
years, or both, responses were converted to years. Thus, a redpamsgear and six months
would be recoded as 1.5 years. A small number of participants misinterpreted the response
options and gave their sentence length in years and the corresponding number of months (e.g.,
they gave a recommended sentence length géafs and 120 months). For these seven

individuals, their month responses were erased to avoid inflating their intended sentence lengths.

In assessing the normality assumptions for conducting a mmoekkls ANOVA, it was
revealed that the equality of aamvance matrices, the equality of variances, or both indicated a
violation of normality for the AT&1, sentence length, stereotype endorsement, and the blame
and responsibility items for both offenders and victims. Log transformations were conducted,
resuting in normality assumptions being met for all items except offender culpability. Further

details on the log transformation of each variable can be found under their respective headings.
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CHAPTER 6: RESULTS
6.1 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTI CSOF MEASURES
The mans, standard deviations, ranges, and measures of internal consistency can be
found under each s dhaslinbormationisessnparzediiabes 6ilarsdd i n g .

6.23

6.1.1 OSGUST SENSITIVITY . Scores on the disgust sensitivity scale ranged from 0 to
24, just shy of thecale maximum of 25, indicating the highest level of disgust sensitivity. The
mean score (12.13) hovered around the scale midpoint of 12.50 with a standard deviation of
4.63. Oveall, the 25item disgust sensitivity scale demonstrated good internal consistency:(
.84), while thecore disgusfa = . 70) an da a=n i.nYa6l)weals asbgptask hee s

contamination disgustsubscé¢e = . 56), howeveconsistenays of quest:

6.1.2 ENTENCING GOALS SCAL E. Encompassed within this scale were five
potential goals that one considers when senten@na scale from-Z, with higher scores
indicating greater importancthe goal of specific deterrenaas ratechighes (M = 6.27,SD=
1.14) followed closely by the goal of community protectibh=6.23,SD= 1.24). Goals of
general deterrencd/(= 5.71,SD= 1.46) and rehabilitatiorM = 5.68,SD= 1.67)were third and
fourth, respectively, with theetribution goal deemed the least important<4.67,SD= 1.81).
However, it should be noted that all scores averaged above the scale midpoint (4), indicating

moderate to high levels of importance attributed to each goal.

When asked to rank the goaisorder of importancenowever, community protection

emerged as the highest ranked gd&(2.10,SD= 1.33), followed by specific deterrendd €

3 This section presents descriptive statistics only as group comparisons and significance testingninlthegiext
section
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2.79,SD= 1.05), rehabilitation 1 = 3.07, SD= 146), general deterrenc®(= 3.42 SD=1.17),

and retribtion (M = 3.61, SD=1.49. Given that these mean rankings are relatively close, it is
noteworthy to look at the distribution of rankings of each goal. Specifically, the most important
goal (1) wadargelygiven tocommunity protectiom almost half of reponse$49.6%),

followed by rehabilitation (19.4%), retribution (14.6%), specific deterrence (10.5%), and general
deterrence (6.3%Meanwhile, the least important goal (5) was given to retribution 42.0% of the
time, followed by rehabilitation (24.7%), geral deterrence (19.0%), community protection
(7.3%), and specific deterrence (6.2%irther ranking distribution informatiazan be found in

Figure 6.1

Figure 6.1 ParticipanRanking of each Sentencing Goal, by Percentage
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6.1.3 RIME SEVERITY . Based on the amount of force, the vulnerability of the
victim, and the mention of mitigating factors expressed in the vignettes, they were coded as

either less severe (1) or more severeA2nrge majority of the depictiorfell under thdatter
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categoryfor both age groupg.wo-thirds of participants (66.1%) described a juvenile sexual
offender as more severe, compared to 86.9% of aduttki square analysis indicated that these
differences approached significane@) = 3.789,p = .052).Means and standard deviations can

be found inTable 6.2

6.1.4 ATTITUDES. Scores on the AT81 ranged from 25 to 99 for juveniles and 21 to
99 for adultsOn average, attitudes toward juvenile sexual offendérs 64.69,SD= 12.15)
were more positive than to their adult counterparts-(57.30,SD= 13.17).Both the juvenile
and adult versions of the scale had strong intermagistencfa = . 9 192 aespectively).=
The three subscales of trust, intent, and socséhuace also demonstrated gootérnal
consistency for both juveniletarg¢ts = . 79, o = .85, and a = .79,

.82, ao = .85, and ao = .80, respectively).

6.1.5 ENTENCE LENGTH . Recommended sentence lengtinsged from zero t00
years for both juvenile and adult sexual offenders, with twice as many participants
recommending a sentence length of zero for adults (5.5%) than juveniles (2.5%). Nonetheless, on
average, juvenile sexual offenders were given an average sentenceféhdthyears§D=
12.34), which although lengthy, was less than the recommended 10.56S@ar$g.22) for the

adult sexual offenders.

6.1.6 SUPPORT FOR EEGISTRATION . Three options for the registration of the
sexual offender were presented in an increasingly punitive;ordeegistratior(1), nonpublic
registration(2), andpublic registratior(3). The mean score for juvenile sexual offenders was

2.13 SD=.53), jwst above the midpoinindicating support for nepublic registration. For adult
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offenders, the mean was slightly highkt £ 2.52,SD= .56), falling between the endorsement

for nonpublic and public registration.

6.1.7 SEREOTYPE ENDORSEMENT. The degre¢o which the sexual offender was
considered a “cold and cal cul appimtecgle.®uper preda
average, scores for juvenile offenddvs< 2.36,SD= 1.06) fell just below the scale midpoint,

while scores for their adult counparts fell aboveNl = 2.98,SD= 1.14).

6.1.8 CEHUMANIZATION . Eight items were used to determine the extent to which
participants dehumanized the offender in their condition. Assessment of the internal consistency
of this scale yielded favourable resutis both juvenile¢d = . 91) and adult sex.
.90) targets. For juveniles, scores ranged from 8 to 56, with an average ofSID68(.98)

For adults, scores also ranged from 8 to 56, with an average of 3R891(1.73).

6.1.9 MORAL OUTRAGE. Four items were summed to determine the amount of
outrage the offender and their actions evoked
computed for both the juvenile and adult versions of the scale, resulting in similar, acceptable
levels of nternal consistencya( = . 79 and o Forbotiitdrget groeps,s@es i vel y
ranged from four to 24, the minimum and maximum allowed by the scale. Less moral outrage
was evoked by the juvenile sexual offenddr< 13.39,SD= 4.18) than their adt counterpart

(M =15.79,SD= 4.39) on average.

6.1.10 QJLPABILITY . Culpability attributed tahe offender and the victim was
assessed usirgne item assessing blame and another assessing responsibiliiyvenile
offenders, theetwo items yieldd an acceptable level of internal consisterecy (= . 74 ) , wi t h

scores ranging from 2B00 and an average of 82.80(= 17.19) For their victims, the scale
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demonstrated strong internal clohmitebverngey (o =
level of culpability was considerably lowevi(= 7.18,SD= 17.97).The twoeitem compositdad
weaker i nternal consistency f or 4@l0mititanof f ende
average of 92.92 and standard deviation of 10.25. The adult victnpasite had markedly

better internal consi st en c-%00 yith anavera@eZqgore ofwh i | e

7.03 SD=17.81).

6.1.11 ERCEPTIONS OF CRIME TRENDS. When asked whether juvenile crime
rateshave increased, remained the same, or dsett roughly a quarter of participants (23.1%)
indicated that crime rates had decreased to some degrabjran@3.6%) believed they had
remained the same, and 43.4% felt that they had increasegdrding adult crime ratesnly
onefifth (20.3%) believed crime rates were decreasing, whimilar proportion of individuals
felt that crime was either remaining the same (38.2%) or increasing (40.5%). This is in contrast
to many reports indicating thet Canadacrime rates have steadily declined sittoelate

1980 s, with 2013 havi ng(Statisties Chnada,e2@16) cr i me r at

6.1.12 EXUAL REOFFENSE RISK . Asked to determine what percentage of juvenile
sexual offenders will sexually recidivate within three years of releasghird (33.9%6) of
participantdelieved that over half would do so. The average estimate ofybezesexual
recidivism was 47.28%gonsiderably higher than reported rates (Caldwell, 200/6en making
the same estimates about adult sexual offenders, estimates were ever-58&5% believed
over half would sexually reoffend within three years, while the averageybegeaecidivism
rate was pegged at 59.56%@ain, these estimates were highly exaggerated, with one recent

metaanalysis reporting an average sexual recidivism rate of 9.1% over five years (Hanson,
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Harris, Letourneau, Helmus, & Thornton, 2018). Even at 25 years, recidiaiem(18.5%) were

only a thi oybar gstamatesi ci pant s’ t hr ee
Table 6.1
Descriptive Statistics d?re-vignette Measures
Measure Alpha M (SD) Range
Disgust sensitivity .84 12.13 (4.63) 0-24
Core disgust .70 7.22 (2.36) 0-12
Animal disgust .76 3.76 (2.16) 0-8
%?S“gtﬁrs':i”a“o” 56 1.18 (1.11) 05
Sentencing goals
General deterrence 5.71 (1.46) 1-7
Specific deterrence 6.27 (1.14) 1-7
Retribution 4.67 (1.81) 1-7
Rehabilitation 5.68 (1.67) 1-7
Community safety 6.23 (1.24) 1-7

Note *Sentencing Goals properties reflect responses todngdual importancé€l =not at
all important 7 =veryimportan) measures.

Table 6.2

Descriptive Statistics d?ostvignetteMeasures

Alpha M (SD) Range
Juvenile  Adult Juvenile  Adult Juvenile  Adult
Crime severity (1 ;1672 (13847) 1-2 1-2
Attitudes .92 (igig) (i;i% 2599 21-99
Trust .82 (1487%3; (155.6302) 7-32 7-33
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24.58 22.81
Intent .85 .85 (4.66) (5.09) 7-35 7-35

21.93 19.40

Social distance .79 .80 (4.66) (4.84) 7-33 7-33
6.48 10.56
Sentence length (12.34)  (15.22) 0-100 0-100
Registration 2.13 (.53) 2.52 (.56) 1-3 1-3
Stereotype 2.36 2.98 1.5 1.5
endorsement (1.06) (1.14)
L 20.68 23.99
Dehumanization .90 91 (10.98) (11.73) 8-56 8-56
13.39 15.79
Moral outrage .79 .78 (4.18) (4.39) 4-24 4-24
Culpability 82.31 92.92
(offender) 74 64 (17.19) (10.25) 23100 46-100
. - 7.18 7.03
Culpability (victim) .79 .93 (17.97)  (17.81) 0-100 0-100
Perception of crime 3.27 3.26
trends (91)  (.86) -5 -5
Sexual reoffense 47.28 59.56
risk (24.18)  (23.35) 1-100 1-100

6.2VARIABLE RELATIONS AND DEMOGRAPHIC INF LUENCES
As demonstrated ifiable 63, ATS-21 scores for both juvenile and adult offenders were

moderately to highly correlated with other dependent variables that lower (i.e., negative)
ATS-21 scores were related to greaentence lengtland higher degrees sfereotype
endorsementjehumanization, and moral outragganticipated in hypothegla These
correlations were all significant at the .01 lev&kmilarly, most of the dependent variables
(except victim blame and responsibility, where scores had little variability) wel&cagtly

related to one another in the expected directions (e.g., sentence length increased the more
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participants dehumanized the subject) for both juvenile and adult offender targets. Interestingly,
while most correlations were similar in magnitude,dberelation between sentence length and
moral outrage for juveniles € .503) was significantlgtronger(z= 2.43,p < .05)than the

correlation between those two variables for adults.315).

Hypothesis 4c was algmartially supportedwith perceptions of crime trends being
significantly associated with registration endorsement for both juven#el63) and adultr(=
.183) sexual offenders, but not for sentence lengthud reoffense riskmerged abeing one
of the more robust varialden terms of its magnitude of association with other variables across
both juvenile and adult offender categorieserestingly, the association between sexual
reoffense risk and sentence length was significantly stronger for the jufrenilé55)thanthe
adult(r = .248)sexual offender groufz=2.55,p<.05)Whi | e sexual reoffense
association with registration was greater for the juvenie.432) sexual offender group

compared to their adult € .343) counterparts, this difference wen significant.

Support for hypothesi3b was generally only found within the juvenile condition, with
greater crime severity being significantly associated with more negative attitudes (including all
three subscales), sentence length, stereotype entmtalehumanization, moral outrage, and
offender culpability. The only offenddrased variableiith whichit did not reach a significant
relationship was registration endorsement. For adults, while crime severity was significantly
associated with two ohe three attitudes subscalexluding the overall measure, it only
reached a significant correlation with one other variabsteoral outrage. This may be due, in
part, to the lack of variation in the crime severity measure, as roughly 87% of respondents

ervisioned a more severe case.
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Table 63

CorrelationsBetween Juvenile Offender (above diagonal) and Adult Offender (below diagonal)
Dependent Variables

Soc. Culp. Culp.
Var. | Att. Trust Intent Dist. Sev. SL Reg. SE DH MO (off)  (vic.)
Att. - .872% 876** .868** -.338**-.532**-.404** - 455** - 638** -.721**-.320** .032
Trust |.877** - .655* .639** -.245** - 508** -.364** -.389** - 538** -.632** -.241** .055
Intent | .875** .662** -  .662** -.320**-.437** -.350** -.405** -.605** -.637** -.227** -.045
SIOS‘: 876** .682** .629** -  -.335**-.496**-.365**-.355**-.553**-.618**-.354** .080
Sev. [-.204** -155* -141 -214* - 248* 127 .290** .229* 344** 204** 144
SL |-.419**-.336**-.356**-.417** .098 - .B35* 362** 473* 503** .278** -.091
Reg. [-.414**-.405**-.341** -357** 134 .270** -  .313* .302** .336** .252** .008
SE |-.440**-.395**-.432**-.319** 113 .201** .255** - .377** .499** 207** .099
DH [-.620**-.489** - 579**-573* 121 .282* .301** .396** -  .604** .302** -.012
MO |-.714**-.664**-.612**-.619** .182* .315** .402** .458** 566** -  .372** -.059
E;l#p; - 437*-.409** -.336** .395** 070 .197** .214** 210** .354** .445** - .095
Culp. . -
(vic.) .069 .073 -.041 .160* .038 -.110 -.080 .047 -.058 -.105 -.256 -

Notes:Att = Attitudes toward sexual offenders; Soc. Dist. = social distance; Sev. = crime severity
sentence length; Reg = registration; SE = stereotype endorsement; DH = dehumanization; MO :
outrage; Culp. (off.) = culpability (offender); Culp. (vic.) = culpability (victim)

*p< .05 * p<.01
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Consistent with hypothesigddisgust sensitivity was significantly related to attitudes
toward both juveniler(=-.180) and adultr(= -.284) sexual offenders, such that greater disgust
sensitivity was associated with more negative attitudesli@gles 64 and 65). While disgust
sensitivity was also significantly positively correlated with sentence lengthl(70), stereotype
endorement ( = .177), and dehumanizationX .172) for juveniles, for adult targets, its relation
to sentence length lost statistical significance (078). Paradoxically, disgust sensitivity was
not significantly related to moral outrage towardenile ¢ = .098) targets but was toward their

adult { = .160) counterparts.

For both juvenile and adult sexual of fende
similarly related to various dependent variapggporting hypothesis 4Bor instance, asing
endorsement of the rehabilitative goal of sentencing was significantly associated with more
positive attitudes (juveniles:= .393; adultsr = .415), shorter sentence lengths (juvenites:

.315; adultsr =-.270), less stereotype endorsementdjules:r =-.213; adultsr =-.219), less
dehumanization (juveniles:= -.309; adultsr = -.298), and less moral outrage (juveniles:-
.333; adultsr =-.298). Meanwhile, greater endorsement of the retributive goal of sentencing
was significantlyassociated with more negative attitudes (juveniles:.413; adultsr = -.468),
longer sentence lengths (juveniles: .239; adultsr = .206), greater stereotype endorsement
(juveniles:r = .220; adultsr = .279), greater dehumanization (juveniles:.318; adultsr =

.344), and more moral outrage (juveniles:.453; adultsr = .538).
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Table 64

Correlations BetweeduvenileDependent and Independent/Demographic Variables

Var. Att.  Trust Intent S.OC' Sev. SL Reg. SE DH MO Culp. Cl.le'
Dist. (off.)  (vic.)
DS | -.180* -235**  -089 .095 35 170 081  .177**  172* 098 .049 117
Rehab.| .393*  318* 375  432% .200* -315% -234* .213* -3009%* -333* -130* -.133*
GD | -207* -173* -149%* -206** -010  .150* 110 090  .161**  .218* 063 -.068
Retrib. | -.413** -370* -358* -381**  .063  .239*  .207* .220* .318*  .453*  164**  .064
SD | -171* -145* -118* -187* -006  .159* .170* 085  .128* .218*  .135*  -126
CS | -277 -292% -169** -246**  .029  .209** 112 109 133 220%  124%  -213*
CRP | -157** -106 -157** -124* 075 118 .153*  288** 147  157** 037 .082
SRR | -.463* -409% -427* -422%  206*  .455%  432%  337%  321%  417**  341* 019
Age A99% 157 129%  209*  -311** -142*  -048  -130* -189* -137* -176%  -.042
PO 95+ 190 160** 177+  -198* -150* -114 -193* -098  -.113 011 -.323=
Income| .022 .022 .039 .013 -131  -043  -103 -004 -022 -003 -.053  -091
Child
u1s .084 .047 113 078  -181*  .039 .033 -012  -068 -111  -009  -.044
Interact| .213*  .186*  .168**  .202*  -113  -081  -013  -.145* -163* -147*  .024 .067

Notes:DS = disgust sensitivity; Rehab. = goal of rehabilitation; GD = goal of general deterrence; Retril
goal ofretribution; SD = goal of specific deterrence; CS = goal of community safety; Att. = Attitudes to
sexual offenders; Soc. Dist. = social distance; Sev. = crime severity; SL = sentence length; Reg. = re¢

SE = stereotype endorsement; DH = dehuization; MO = moral outrage; Culp. (off.) = culpability

(offender); Culp. (vic.) = culpability (victim); CRP = crime rate perception; SRR = sexual reoffense risk
= political orientation; Child u18 = children under 18; Interact. = degree of interaativsexual offenders

*p<.05* p<.01
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Table 65

Correlations BetweeAdult Dependent and Independent/Demographic Variables

Var. | Att. Trust Intent °°C Sev. SL Reg. SE DH Mo Cup- cCulp.
Dist. (off.)  (vic.)
DS -.284** - 293* - 241** - 203** -.031 .078 .091 170%* .138* .160** .044 113
Rehab.| .415* .265** .393** 424** -.162*  -270** -248* -219* -298* -298** - ]155** -.103
GD -.221*  -.248** -.109  -.214* .036 .132* .230** .133* .148* .240** .161** -.005
Retrib. | -.468* -.449** -396** -.424** 137 .206** .295** 279%* .344** .538** .265** .033
SD -.222*%  -.231* -.099 -.234** -.077 .074 127* 127* A127* .238** 207 -.026
CSs -.320**  -367* -209* -316** .026 .220** .238** 191 ** .210** .299** .205** -.142*
CRP -.221** - 172** -213** -161* -.076 .049 .183** .194** .198** .138* .079 -.012
SRR | -.423* -386** -.344* -389% .082 .248** .343** .285** .239** 373 273* -.073
Age 113 107 .044 .152* -.014 -.150 -.100 -.139* -.139* -.065 -.168** .017
PO .085 .041 .141* .055 -.113 .003 -.118* -.227** -.093 -.092 .033 -.294**
Income| .066 121* .036 -.013 .006 -.036 .043 -.074 .019 .010 -.001 -.059
Child
ul18 .097 .080 .056 .090 -.140 -.074 -.068 -.079 -.039 -.091 -.012 .037
Interact| .241%  279% 189 203"  -008  -088  -074 -255% -156% -244% -141* 100

Notes:DS = disgust sensitivity; Rehab. = goal of rehabilitation; GD = goal of general deterrence; Retri
goal of retribution; SD = goal of specifileterrence; CS = goal of community safety; Att. = Attitudes tow:
sexual offenders; Soc. Dist. = social distance; Sev. = crime severity; SL = sentence length; Reg. =

registration; SE = stereotype endorsement; DH = dehumanization; MO = moral outragéofCukp.

culpability (offender); Culp. (vic.) = culpability (victim); CRP = crime rate perception; SRR = sexual
reoffense risk; PO = political orientation; Child ul8 = children under 18; Interact. = degree of interactic

sexual offenders

*p<.05* p<.01
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The hypothesiss@) that conservative political orientation wouddd related to negative
attitudes received partial support, having a low, albeit significant relationship in the expected
direction for juvenilgr = .195)sexual offenders, but not adufts= .085) This was repeated for
sentence length, with political conservativism beingisicantly related to increased sentences
for juveniles ( = -.150) but not adults & .003). However, conservative political orientation was
significantly correlated to the endor sement
‘“super pr e dhguvenite { =-.193@md adulol( = -.227) targetsNeither household
income nor having children were associated with any outcome variables. However, 89%hly
of respondents indicated that they had no children, so it is possible there was nensuffici
variability to replicate previous findings (e.§lancini et al., 2010). While just under tvtloirds
of respondents indicated that they have never had any contact with a sexual offender, level of
interaction was still significantly correlated with atles, stereotype endorsement,
dehumanization, and moral outrage expressed towards both juvenile and adult sexual offenders.
As expected, increased exposure to or interaction with sexual offenders lead to more positive

attitudes, less stereotype endorsetniess dehumanization, and less moral outrage.

On average, participants felt that juvenile and adult crime trends have remained the same
over the past three years; although as can be ségguire 6.2a larger number of participants
felt that trends &ve increased as opposed to decreased (32.8% vs. 17.4% and 30.5% vs. 14.9%
for juveniles and adults, respectively). Contrary to McPhail and colleagues (2017), the
perception that crime trends were incrmsasing
of their recommended sentence length {Eaaes 6.2.2 and 6.2.3Yet this belief was
significantly correlated for attitudes, stereotype endorsement, dehumanization, and moral outrage

toward both juvenile and adult sexual offenders. Instead, thalseaifense risk that the
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juvenile and adult sexual offenders posed, as estimated by participants, had moderate and
significant correlations with attitudes, sentence length, stereotype endorsement, dehumanization,
and moral outrage. In fact, its asso@at were significantly stronger for attitudes=(4.12,p <

.001), sentence length £ 4.00,p < .001), dehumanizatiorz € 2.23,p = .02), and moral outrage
(z=3.47,p<.001) for juvenile offenders and attitudes(2.69,p < .01), sentence length £
2.19,p=.03), and moral outrage £ 3.04,p < .01) for adults. On average, participants estimated
that 47.28% $D= 24.12) of juvenile and 59.569%6 D= 23.35) of adult sexual offenders would
sexually reoffend within three years, far higher thanaexual recidivism rates over longer

periods of time (e.g., Caldwell, 2016; Sample & Bray, 2003).

Figure 6.2 Participant Perceptions of¥Bear Crime Trends
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Theeffect that gender has on attitudes and other variables of interest has been mixed

across theesearchwith gender differences emerging in some studies, but not offeerthe

juvenile sexual offender variables, no gender differences emerged in attitecemmended

sentence lengtlsupport for registration, dehumanization, moral outrage, or victim culpability
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although the overaMANOVA was significan{Fs, 135=2.782p= . 007 ; Wi hkes'
.142) Femalegn=88)dide n d o r s e ptrheed a“t sour p’ @ 344)=cbr1E6p £ .025, 82

= .035)and attributeanore culpability to the offendeF(,142)= 3.946,p = .049,n:?= .027)than

did malegn = 56). Because crime severity was only measured in two of the three conditions, it
was excluded from the above MANOVA and instead was the subject of its own individual
ANOVA. Results found no significamlifferences between males and females in depictions of

crime severity(F(,162)= .184,p = .669,np>= .001) SeeTable 66 for further details.

Table 66

Main Effects of Gender on Juvenile Dependent Variables

Dependent Gender M SD Typelll df Mean F p No?
variable SoS Square

M 1656 .48
Severity 041 1 041 184 .669 .001
F 168 47

Error 36.178 162 223
M 6461 13.13
Attitudes 203193 1 203.193 1.398 .239 .010
E 6217 11.31
Error 20631.800 142 145.294
M 579 14.81
Sentence 71215 1 71215 386  .535 .003
length F 723 12.75

Error 26207.378 142 184.559

M 209 51
Registration 455 1 455 1.964 163 .014
F 2.20 .46

Error 32872 142 231

Stereotype M 218 1.15

5.819 1 56.001 5116 .025 .035
endorsemen F 259 1.01

Error 161.487 142 1.137
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M 21.70 12.21
Dehuman. 10.487 1 10.487 .089 .7/66 .001
F 22.25 9.94

Error 16798.339 142 118.298
M 12.86 4.45
Moral 56.001 1 56.001 3.249 .074 .022
Outrage F  14.14 3.95
Error 2447221 142 17.234

Cu|pabi|ity M 81.29 17.72

966.137 1 966.137 3.946 .049 .027
(offender) F  86.61 14.18

Error 34763.613 142 244.814

Culpability M 9.04 15.87
(victim) 6.28 17.13
Error 39389.067 142 277.388

261.870 1 261.870 944 .333 .007

m

*p<.05
Interestingly, more gender differences emerngetie MANOVA (Fs, 139)= 2.481p =

. 015; Wil kps= .12B)when the8argst was the adult sexual offender. For instance,

women(n = 91) held more negative attitudes, gave longer recommended ses)temgeorted

more punitive registratiomnd expressed more moral outrage than meny7;seeTable 6.2.%.

Whilefemal es’ greater attributions of cul pability
=.051), it is interesting to note that the significant differences between males and females do not
overlap(i.e., differences earged across different variabldm®tween juvenile and adult victims.

An individual ANOVA was conducted on crime severity for the reason described above, which

did not reveal any differences across gender in depictions of seetiiss = 833 p = .363 np?

= .005).
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Table 67

Main Effects of Gender on Adult Dependent Variables

Dependent Gender M SD  Typelll df Mean F p Ne
variable SoS Square
M 190 31
Severity .099 1 099 833  .363 .005
F 185 .36
Error 19.752 166  .119
M  59.49 1567
Attitudes 1078.056 1 1078.056 5.752* .018 .038
F  53.95 12.30
Error 27364.971 146 187.431
M 812 7.53
Sentence 1070.188 1 1070.188 4.152* .043 .028
length F 13.64 19.57
Error 37634.308 146 257.769
M 251 57
Registration 1.181 1 1.181 4.580* .034 .030
F 2.69 .46
Error 37.630 146 .258
M 282 1.24
Stereotype 4599 1 4599  3.166 .077 .021
endorsemen g 319 1.18
Error 212.070 146 1.453
M 26.21 12.39
Dehuman. 25196 1 25196  .174 .677 .001
F 2536 11.79
Error 21116.507 146 144.634
Moral M 1542 4.75
102.580 1 102580 5.600* .019 .037
Outrage F 17.13 3.96
Error 2674.312 146 18.317
. M 91.76 9.99
C‘#pab'“ty 301.832 1 301.832 3.883 .051 .026
(offender) F 94.70 8.00
Error 11348.992 146 77.733
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Culpability M 7.94 1391

=P 49743 1 49743 159  .691 .001
(victim) F 6.75 19.71

Error 45812.222 146 313.782

*p<.05

6.3CRIME SEVERITY
In both the vignette creation and the no vignette conditions, participants were asked to

describe the typical sex offender and sexual offense (albeit at different points in the study). To
determine whether the severity of the envisioned crime differeceletyuvenile and adult

sexual offenders, mixed-modelsANOVA was conducted-or means and standard deviations,
seeTable 68. While there were no significant differences between the two vignette conditions, a
main effect of age emerged such that the afidtoffender vignettes we depicted as

significantly more sever@(1,154)= 16.957 p < .001,np?>= .099; sedable 69). However there

was no significant interactioiseeFigure 6.3.

Table 68

Crime Severity Descriptive Statistics
M (SD)

Condition n Juvenile Adult

Vignette creation 75 1.71(.46) 1.83(.38)

No vignette 81 1.65(.48) 1.89(.32)
Total 156 1.68(.47) 1.86 (.35)
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Table 69
OffenderAge and Vignette Condition Effects on Crime Severity

Source Type llI df Mean F p N’
SoS square

Vignette 002 1 002 010 922 .000

condition

Error 30.383 154 197

Age 2.448 1 2.448 16.957*** 000 .099

Vignette 256 1 256 1770 185 011

condition x age

Error 22.232 154 144

*** n<.001

Figure 6.3 Offender Age an¥ignette Condition Effects on Crime Severity

1.95
1.9

1.85

1.7

Mean Crime Severity Score

1.65

1.6
Juvenile Adult

—@=—\/ignette creation No vignette

6.4ATTITUDES
To test whether participants held differing attitudes toward juvenile and adult sexual

offenders (hypothesisap, amixedmodelsANOVA wasconducted on responses to the AZIS

Participants scard higher on the AT21 for juveniles 1 = 64.51,SD= 12.00) than adultd =
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57.50,SD= 13.09)indicating more positive attitudes toward the juvenile sexual offender group.

However, attitudes toward both target groupskelbw (slightly for juveniles)he midpoint

(65), indicating neutral to slightly negative attitudes towardjulrenile and adult sexual

offenders respectivelyUponinspe t i on, t hi s

transformation was used, yieldingaron gni f i cant

dat a

B o x

v i d0b).aAtlog d

s M, i

matrices are homogenus. New means and standard deviations can be foUratbie6.10.

Across the two age groupbhedifferencesnoted abovevere signifcant(F(,259)= 143282 p <

.001,np?= .38Q seeTable 611).

Table 610

Attitudes Descriptive Statistics

M (SD)
Condition n Juvenile Adult
Vignette 92 4.18(.21) 4.05(.24)

Vignette creation 80 4.13(.22) 4.00 (.26)

No vignette 90 4.13(.18) 4.02(.22)
Total 262 4.15(.20) 4.03 (.24)
Table 611

OffenderAge and Vignette Condition Effects on Attitudes

Source Type llI df Mean F p Ne
SoS square

Vignette 263 2 132 1564 211 .012

condition

Error 21.812 259 .084

Age 1.983 1 1.983 143.282** 000 .356
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Vignette

" .009 2 .005 .325 .723  .003
condition x age

Error 3.584 259 .014

wk < 001

Across the three vignette conditioaserage coresfell below the ATS21 midpointand
no statistically significant differences were foulgbgse)= 1.564,p = .211,np?= .012), in
opposition to hypothesis 1Participants in the vignette conditisnored closest to the scale
midpoint(M = 62.81, 95% CI = 60.41, 65.21), followelbsely by those in the no vignett®l(=
60.19, 95% CI =57.77, 62.62) and the vignette creation condifibrs59.86, 95% CI = 57.28,
62.43).Following the log transformation, the means and confidence intervals for the vignette, no
vignette, and vignette con conditions were as followst = 4.12, 95% Cl = 4.07, 4.164 =
4.08, 95% CIl = 4.03, 4.12; ani= 4.06, 95% CI = 4.02, 4.11, respectivelyeEe differences
were not statistically significant and the null hypothesis was retaifiggd= 1564 p = .211,
ne>= .012), in opposition to hypothesis 1Nor was there a significant interaction between the
offender age groups and the vignette creation conditenss = .325 p = .723 ny?>= .08) as

depicted inFigure 611.
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Figure 64. Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Attitudes
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6.4.1TRUST. To maintain consistency with thetal attitudes scores, a log
transformation was used on the trust subscale scores. New means and standard deviations can be
found inTable 612. A repeateemeasures ANOVAound that the differences in scores between
the two age groups were significaRti(274)= 133.440p < .001,np? = .328) indicating that
participants had greater trust in juvenile sexual offenders than their adult counterpareb(see
6.13). Also apparent iTable 613is the absence ofsagnificantvignette condition effect on
trust scoresNor was there a significamiteraction between age groups and vignette conditions,

as depicted ifrigure 65.
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Table 612

Trust Descriptive Statistics

M (SD)
Condition n Juvenile Adult
Vignette 95 2.90(.29) 2.69 (.34)

Vignette creation 87 2.84 (.29) 2.67 (.34)

No vignette 95 2.81(.27) 2.66 (.32)
Total 277 2.85(.28) 2.67 (.33)
Table 613
OffenderAge and Vignette Condition Effects on Trust
Source Type llI df Mean F P Ne?
SoS square
Vignette 346 2 173 1102 334 008
condition
Error 43.073 274 157
Age 4.462 1 4.462 133.440*** .000 .328
Vignette 082 2 041 1226 295 009
condition x age
Error 9.163 274 .033
*** n<.001
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Figure 65. Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Trust
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6.4.2 INTENT. Similar to above, intent scores were log transformed and new means and
standard deviations can be foundramble 614 below. Overall, participants had higher intent
scores for the juvenile sexual offender group than the adult, which reached statistiiahsicp
(Fa,271)= 58.556,p < .001,np?= .178) as expressed ifable 615. While scores were slightly
higher in the vignette condition, there was no significant effect of condition on scores, nor was
there a significant interaction between age grangb condition. The latter is also demonstrated

in Figure 66.

Table 614

Intent Descriptive Statistics

M (SD)
Condition n Juvenile Adult
Vignette 94 3.21(.24) 3.12(.26)

Vignette creation 85 3.16 (.22) 3.07 (.25)
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No vignette 95 3.16 (.21) 3.09(.26)
Total 274 3.18 (.23) 3.10(.26)

Table 615
Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Intent

Source Type llI df Mean F P Ne?
SoS square

Vignette 273 2 137 1.337 264  .010

condition

Error 27.713 271 .102

Age 914 1 914 58.556%* 000 .178

Vignette 006 2 003 200 819  .001

condition x age

Error 4.229 271 016

< 001

Figure 66. Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Intent
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6.4.3 SODCIAL DISTANCE . Lastly, social distance scores were also log transformed,
resulting in new means and standard deviations, foumdlie 616 below. Despite the
transformation, equality of covariance matrices did not occur, as expressed by a significant
Box’ s M Lkethe.othed dttitudinal subscales, a miaddels ANOVA indicated that
significant differences existed between the two age grdtpss§)= 113.221p < .001,np> =
.297), such that participants sought greater social distance from adult sexual ffivaahetheir
juvenile counterparts (sdeable 617). Also noted is the absence of any significant main effect of
vignette condition on social distance and the lack of significant interaction between vignette

condition and age group. The latter is alsoictep inFigure6.7.

Table 616

Social Distance Descriptive Statistics

M (SD)
Condition n Juvenile Adult
Vignette 93 3.09 (.20) 2.97 (.24)

Vignette creation 86 3.05(.26) 2.92(.30)

No vignette 92 3.03(.28) 2.91 (.29)
Total 271 3.06 (.25) 2.93(.28)
Table 617

Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Social Distance

Source Type llI df Mean F P Ne?
SoS square

Vignette 326 2 163 1.331 266 .010

condition
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Error 32.789 268 112

Age 2.002 1 2.002  113.221%* 000 .297
Vignette 001 2 .000 025 975  .000
condition x age

Error 4.739 268 .018

% < 001

Figure 67. Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects®wcial Distance
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Althoughthe log transformationsf the three subscateeasures of trust, intent, and
social distancgive the impression th#éfteir mean ratings were quite similar, it should be noted
that they were significantly different from each otf@rboth juvenilesexual offender targets
(Fs909 =444.901 p < .001) and adult sexual offender targéEg s7¢ = 509.03Q p < .001) For
juvenile targetspaticipants scoregignificantly higher on intentM = 24.58,SD= 4.66) the
cognitive measurehan on social distanc#(= 21.93,SD= 4.66;t297y= 11.635p < .001)and
trust M = 18.03,SD= 4.78;t300)= 30.245p < .001). Significant differences also emerged
between theocial distance and trust scofes7) = 17.634 p < .00]). Similar significant
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differences emerged for adult sexual offenthrgets, with intent scored € 22.81,SD= 5.09)
being significantly higher than social distanbé=£ 19.40,SD= 4.84 ts9)= 13.542p < .00])
and trust scored$V[ = 15.32,SD= 5.0Q t9s) = 32.216,p < .00]). Again, there was significant
difference between the adult social distance and trust s¢@ses=(18.805p < .001). Thusit
appears that participants amegnitivelyless negative toward sexual offenders than they are

affectively or behaviourally.

6.5SENTENCE LENGTH

As described above, participants were askedake sentence length recommendations
for both offender age categories, presented in a counterbalanceddrdereragguvenile
offenders were given roughly 4 years ldsmn their adult counterpar8.48vs. 10.56f0r
juveniles and adults, respectivglglthoughthe recommended sentences varied widg=
12.34,SD= 15.22, respectively)-urther, while 43.5% of respondents recommended sentences
of two years or less for juvenile sexual offenders, oY% did so for adult#As can be seen in
Figure 68, however, a similar number of people gave sentences c#205@nd 5.007.49 years

to both juvenile and adult offenders.
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Figure 68. Sentence Lengths by Offender Age, in Bins
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Note n =214, reflecting participants who responded to both juvenile and adult sentence length
items

In testing the normality required for a mixatethods ANOVA, it was discovered that
both the homogeneity of covariance matrices and equality of variances vibkesed
assumptions (the latter for the adult group only). Thus, a log transformation was conducted,
which required adding a constant (1), as some participants sentenced the offender to zero time.

This resultedn a return to normality as indicated by Levere . WhilsBox ' s M r emai ne
significant = .001) the mixedmethods ANOVA has demonstrated robustness to violations of

these assumptions, particularly when sample sizes are equal (Howell, 2diggriyilWong, &

Thompson, 1987)Transformed means and standard deviations can be foUiathle 618.

Despite theelatively large standard deviatiqrisfferences in the sentences given to juvenile and

adult sexual offenders wesgatisticallysignificant F,211y= 123.76Q p < .001, ny?= .370, see

Table 619), counter to hypothesis 2b
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Table 618

Sentence Length Descriptive Statistics

M (SD)
Condition n Juvenile Adult
Vignette 77 1.17 (.79) 1.82(.89)

Vignette creation 63

1.63 (.95) 2.01 (.85)

1.66 (.93) 2.20 (.90)
1.48 (.91) 2.01 (.89)

No vignette 74
Total 214
Table 619

Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Sentence Length

Source Type Il df Mean Np?
SoS square

Vignette 15.061 2 7.530 051

condition

Error 280.581 211 1.330

Age 29.025 1 29.025 123.760*** .370

Vignette 1.234 2 617 024

condition x age

Error 49.486 211 .235

** p< 01

#x < 001

Between the conditions, participants in the vignette condition recommended the shortest

sentenced\| = 6.58 years, 95% CI = 3.83, 9.33) while those invigaette creation ando

vignette conditioarecommended longsentencesM = 8.32years, 95% Cl 5.28 11.36 M =

10.71 years, 95% CI = 7.90, 13.51, respectivditer the log transformation girwise

comparisons indicated thato$e in the vignetteM = 1.50, 95% CI = 1.32, 1.68) condition
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sentenced offenders to significantly less time than those wighette creation\] = 1.82, 95%
Cl =1.62, 2.03) conditiorp(= .02, 95% CI =.60,-.50) and hose in thano vignette 1 = 1.93,
95% CI = 1.74, 2.12) conditiofp = .01, 95% CI =-.69, -.17; seeTable 620). However sentence
lengths did not differ significantly between the vignette creation and no vignette con(ptions
44, 95% CIl =-.38, .17) Results from the mixedthodels ANOVAindicatedthe presence of a
significant effect of vignette condition on sentence lenBth{1)= 5.663 p = .004, np?= .051);
however there was no interaction betwésnvignette and age conditiorig(211)= 2.631,p =
.074,np?>=.0249, as depicted ifFigure 69.

Table 620

Pairwise Comparisons of Vignette Conditions on Sentence Lengths

Mean 95% confidence interval difference
Condition  Condition difference
(A) (B) (A-B) SE p Lower bound Upper bound
VC -.322* 139  .021 -.596 -.049
Y NV -.430 133 .001 -.692 -.168
\ 32* 139 .021 .049 .596
Ve NV -.107 140 443 -383 .168
\ 430 133  .001 .168 .692
e VC 107 140 443 -.168 .383

Note V = vignette condition; VC wignette creation condition; NV = no vignette condition
*
p<.05
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Figure 69. Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Sentence Length
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6.6 SUPPORT FORREGISTRATION
Forboth juvenile and adult sexual offenders, participants were given three options for

registrationrequirementsnoregistration, nofpublic registration (i.e., available only to law
enforcement agencies), or public registration. As depictéture 610, very few participants

(< 10%) endorsed no registration for either offender group; howevepuidit registration was
the requirement of choice for juvenile offendef8.2% vs41.5% for adults)while public
registration was most commonly endorsed fiulaoffenders (55.5% vs. 21.6% for juveniles).
While many surveys on registration endorsengennhotinquire aboubothcommonforms of
registration €.g., Kernsmith et al., 20D@hese results indicate thatfailing to do so, important
differences in public support for policies may be overshadowed. Specifically, this could falsely
providesupport forthe notion that support for the public registration of adult sexual offenders

canbe extended to juvenilexagal offenders

112



Figure 610. Support forRegistration Across Offender Age Categories
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Viewed as a continuous variable (i.e., increasing in punitiveness) and as can be derived
from Figure 6.6.1above, on average, participants opted for-poblic registréon for juveniles
(M = 2.14,SD= .53)while endorsement for the registration of adults was split between non
public and public registratioM = 2.52,SD= .56; sedlable 621). Results from a mixethodels
ANOVA confirmed that this difference wasgnificant Fq,276)= 131.143p < .001,np? = .322;
seeTable 622), contrary to hypothesis 2B subsequent analysis was conducted between
participants who endorsed either raublic or public registration for the two offender age
groups. Because thigasamixeemodel s desi gn, Cochrane’s Q was
traditional chi squareest, as the latter requires independence of observaiesslts indicated
that among those who supported some form of registration, 76.9% supporedhtion
registation for juveniles, while only 40.8% supported faublic registration for adults. These
differences wersignificant, &%1) = 84.640p < .001) indicating thathere are significant

differences in the endorsement of the two forms of registration fenjlevand adult sexual
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offendersHowever results from the ANOVA indicated thtdtere was no overall effect of
vignette condition. Nor was there a significant interaction between the former and offender age

category on registration, as depictedrigure6.11.

Table 621

Support for Registration Descriptive Statistics

M (SD)
Condition n Juvenile Adult
Vignette 95 2.11(.49) 2.60 (.56)

Vignette creation 89 2.10(.58) 2.48 (.61)

No vignette 95 2.20 (.50) 2.51 (.52)
Total 279 2.14 (.53) 2.52 (.56)
Table 622

Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Support for Registration

Source Type llI df Mean F P Ne?
SoS square

Vignette 345 2 172 392 676 003

condition

Error 121.293 276 439

Age 20.122 1 20.122 131.143*** .000 .322

Vignette 516 2 258 1682 188  .012

condition x age

Error 42.348 276 .153

** < 001
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Figure 611. Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Support for Registration
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6.7 STEREOTYPE ENDORSEMENT

Inass ki ng whether the sex offender participan
cal cul ati ng padiappnes mpre strahglyt eadorsed the sexual offender stereotype
for adults M = 2.98,SD= 1.15) than juveniledM = 2.33,SD= 1.08). These feabove and just
below the scale midpoint of 2.5, indicating agreeance and uncertainty in applying the stereotype
to the adult and juvenile sexual offenders, respectively. Inspection of the data indicated that
among for the juvenile group, equality of@rrvariances could not be assumed. Therefore, a log
transformation was conducted for both juvenile and adult stereotype endorésseéable
6.23 for transformed descriptive statisticd) mixedmodels ANOVAyielded significant
differences between theo offender age groug§(,272= 139.949, p < .001,n,%= .340; see

Table 624).
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Table 623

Stereotype Endorsement Descriptive Statistics

M (SD)
Condition n Juvenile Adult
Vignette 93 .70 (.45) .92 (.46)

Vignette creation 88 .78 (.51) 1.11(.44)

No vignette 94 .73 (.50) .99 (.39)
Total 275 .74 (\49) 1.00 (.44)
Table 624

Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Stereotype Endorsement

Source Type Il df Mean F p Ne?
SoS square

Vignette 1.548 2 774 2179 115 016

condition

Error 96.585 272 .355

Age 9.987 1 9.987 139.949*** 000 .340

Vignette 260 2 130 1.819 164 013

condition x age

Error 19.410 272 .071

*** n<.001

Across all three conditions, participants scored at or above the scale midpoint, on
average. Those in the vignette conditith= 2.50, 95% CI = 2.29, 2.71) scored the lowest,
scoring similarly to those in the no vignette conditivh<2.61, 95% CI = 240, 281) and
moderately lower than those the vignette creation conditioM(= 2.88, 95% CI = 266, 3.09).
Following the log transformation, pairwise comparisons indicated that stereotype endorsement
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was significantly lower among participants in the vig@eondition compared to those in the
vignette creation conditiorpE .040, 95% CI =.253,-.006;), but no other significant
differences were found (s@@able 625). Overall, there waso significant effect of vignette
condition on stereotype endorsem@fp,272)= 2.179 p = .115 np?= .016), norwasthere a
significant i nteraction between vignette

stereotype endorsemei{272)= 1.819 p = .164, np>= .013), as can be seen Higure 612.

Table 625

Pairwise Comparisons of Vignette Conditsam Stereotype Endorsement

Mean 95% confidence interval difference
Condition  Condition difference
(A) (B) (A-B) SE p Lower bound Upper bound
VC - 129 063 .040 -.253 -.006
Y NV -.045 062 .464 -.167 .076
\Y 129 063 .040 .006 253
Ve NV .084 063 .180 -.039 207
\ .045 062 .464 -.076 167
e VC -.084 063 .180 -.207 .039

Note V = vignette condition; VC = vignette creation condition; NV = no vignette conditiol

*p<.05
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Figure 612. Offender Age and Vigneti€ondition Effects on Stereotype Endorsement
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6.8 DEHUMANIZATION
In rating the extent to which the target (i.e., the sex offender) epitomized

characterizati ons swnmah “ag e‘amamn ger, §lesatefoymge aod th,e’r
mixed-models ANO/A indicated that significant differences emerged across the age categories

for the targetR 259 = 87.507 p < .001,ne>= .253; se€Table 627). Specifically, juvenile sexual

offenders were seen as more human than adult sexual offeNtera(q.78,SD= 11.10 andM =
23.97,SD=11.87, respectivelyalthough both groups fetlelow the scale midpoint of 28,

indicating thatheywere seen as more human than less huiseeTable 626 for means and

standard deviations)
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Table 626
Dehumaization Descriptive Statistics

M (SD)

Condition n Juvenile Adult

19.19 2258
(10.68)  (11.33)

21.28 24.70
(11.82)  (12.79)

21.77 24.54

Vignette 84

Vignette creation 86

No vignette 92 (10.73) (11.46)

2078 23.97

Total 262 1100) (11.87)
Table 627

Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Dehumanization

Source Type llI df Mean F P Ne?
SoS square

Vignette 549.430 2 274.715 1105  .333  .008

condition

Error 64405.257 259 248.669

Age 1334.764 1 1334764 87.507** 000 .253

Vignette 12.017 2 6.008 304 675 003

condition x age

Error 3950.586 259  15.253

% p< 001

In assasing the average dehumanization scores across conditions, a similar pattern

emerges to those that have been described above. Specifically, those in the vignette condition
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scored the lowestM = 20.89, 95% CI = 18.49, 23.28), indicating that they dehuraedrlze

sexual offenders the least. Participants in the vignette credien2@.99, 95% CI = 20.62,

25.36) and no vignetté/(= 23.16, 95% CI = 20.87, 24b) conditions scoredloselyto one
anotherHowever, there were no significant differences betwhergroups (alp s > . 05) ,
was the omnibuB test significan{F,2s9)= 1.105,p = .333,np>= .008). Further, there was no
significant interaction between th&o age groups and the three vignette conditions on

dehumanizationR(2,2s9)= .394,p = .675,np>= .003) as depicted ifrigure 613.

Figure 613. Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects@@humanization
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21

Mean Dehumanization Score
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=@=\/ignette Vignette creation No vignette

6.9MORAL OUTRAGE
Across four items, participants rated the extédnhdignation held toward the juvenile

and adult sexual offenders, resulting in scores that ranged f&mThe juvenile groupNl =
13.44,SD= 4.16) elicited significantly less moral outrage than thdtagtoup M = 15.85,SD=
4.44) in the mixeemodel ANOVA (F(1.2609)= 183.831p < .001,np>= .406 see Table @9)

Scores insinuate that on average, participants were ambivalent toward juvenile sexual offenders
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while they were somewhat angered by thdinlacounterpartsSeeTable 6.9.1for means and
standard deviations for both groups across conditions.

Table 628
Moral Outrage Descriptive Statistics

M (SD)

Condition n Juvenile Adult

13.02 15.77
(3.91)  (4.35)

13.71 15.85
(4.50)  (4.68)

13.61 15.91

Vignette 93

Vignette creation 86

No vignette 93 (4.08) (4.36)
13.44 15.85
Total 272 (4.16) (4.44)
Table 629
Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Moral Outrage
Source Type llI df Mean F P Ne?
SoS square
Vignette 17.061 2 8.530 259 772 .002
condition
Error 8859.755 269 32.936
Age 780.839 1 780.839 183.831***  .000 406
Vignette 9.154 2 4577 1.078  .342 .008
condition x age
Error 1142.604 269 4.248
*** n<.001

Across the three conditions, scores hovered around the scale midpoint (14). Those in the
vignette condition scored the lowest on averdde 14.40, 95% CIl = 13.57, 15.23), followed

by those in therignette creationNl = 14.76, 95% CI = 13.94, 15.59) andl\wignette M = 14.78,
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95% CI = 13.92, 15.64) conditioriBhe differences across these conditions did not differ
significantly from one another in the least significant differaesgallp’ s > Furth@rsthere
was no overall effect of conditidiff(2,269)= .259,p = .772,ns*= .002) nor was there a
significant interaction between condition and offender &gexdo)= 1.078,p = .342,np>= .008)

on moral outrageas can be seen kigure 614.

Figure 614. Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Moral Outrage
165
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6.10CULPABILITY
Overall, participants attributed consideralyiet differingblame/responsibilityor the

crime to both juvenileN] = 82.77,SD= 17.01) and adultM = 92.82,SD= 10.31) sexual

offenders However,assumptioriesting indicated thahis data violated the assumption of equal
covariance matrices, while adult data further violated the assumption of equal error variances
even after dog transformation was us€seeTable 629 for transformed descriptive statistics)
These differences reached statistical significaReex{s)= 118.599p = .000,np?= .299; see

Table 630).
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Table 629

Offender Culpability Descriptiv8tatistics

M (SD)
Condition n Juvenile Adult
Vignette 95 4.40 (.23) 4.54 (.10)

Vignette creation 90

4.35 (.30) 4.50 (.16)

No vignette 96 4.40 (.26) 4.52 (.13)
Total 281 4.39(.26) 4.52 (.13)
Table 630
Offender Age and Vignette Conditigffects on Offender Culpability
Source Type llI df Mean F P Ne?
SoS square
Vignette 197 2 098 1541 216 .01l
condition
Error 17.724 278 .064
Age 2.604 1 2.604 118.599 .000 .299
Vignette 031 2 016 712 492 005
condition x age
Error 6.103 278 .022
*** pn<.001

Across the three conditions, offender blame and responsibility remained high.

Participants in the vignette condition attributed marginally more culpability to the offgiuiers

88.94, 95% CI = 86.45, 91.43) than those in the vignette creiien86.01,95% CI = 83.45,

88.57) and no vignettd/ = 88.35, 95% CI = 85.87, 90.83) conditions. These did not differ

significantly across groups (gl s >

. 05) ,

n

o

r

wa s

t her e

an

and responsibility attributions toward the offen¢f&z,278)= 1.452,p = .236,n,?>= .010). Tests of

over

an interaction between the vignette conditions and offender age categories on offender blame and
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responsibility failed to reject the null hypothedigg7s)= .940,p = .392,n,?>= .007) as can be

sea in Figure 615.

Figure 6.5. Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Offender Culpability
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Regarding culpability attributed to the victithere were no significant differences across
age groupsifter a log transformation resulted in normality assumptions bein{Fmaeto)= .003
p = 957 np?>= .000; seeTable 633). Victims of bothjuvenile and adulbffendes shouldeed
little culpability according to participant = 6.57,SD= 16.72 andM = 7.07,SD= 18.37,

respectively before log transformation; s@able 632 for means and standard deviations after
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Table 632
Victim Culpability Descriptive Statistics

M (SD)
Condition n Juvenile Adult
Vignette 60 .89 (1.37) .84 (1.39)

Vignette creation 58 .73 (1.29) .81 (1.30)

No vignette 74 .86 (1.31) .84 (1.32)
Total 192 .83(1.32) .83(1.33)
Table 633
Offender Age and Vignette Condition Effects on Vi@irpability
Source Type llI df Mean F P Ne?
SoS square
Vignette 559 2 279 085 919 .001
condition
Error 621.455 189 3.288
Age .001 1 .001 .003 957  .000
Vignette 288 2 144 552 576 .006

condition x age

Error 42.291 189 .261

Attributions ofculpability attributed to the victims of the offenses remained low across

all three conditionsThere was no significant overall effectwa§nettecondition on attributions

of culpability toward the victim E2,189)= .085,p = .919,n,>=.001).0On average, participants in

all three conditions attributed the victim with less than 10% culpability: vignette pro{Ntied

7.28, 95% Cl = 2.88, 11.6% = .865, 95% CI = .539, 1.1&#terlog transformatio)y vignette

creation M = 6.56, 95% CI = 2.08, 11.081 = .774, 95% CI = .442, 1.11 after log

transformatiol, and no vignette i1 = 6.65, 95% CI = 2.69, 10.6M = .849, 95% CI = .555,
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1.14 after log transformatidrNot surprisingly, there was no signifidanteraction between the
vignette conditions and the age groups on these attribufignss= 552 p = .576, ny>= .006),

as can be seen kigure 6.5.

Figure 6.5. Offender Age and Vignette Conditi&ifects on Victim Culpability
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6.11MEDIATION ANALYSES
Mediation analyses were conducted to determine whether one of two variables

mediates—partially or fully—the relationship between two variables of interest. The first
potential mediator, dehumaniiai, was hypothesized to mediate the relationship between
political orientation and attitudes (hypothe&& in addition to the relationship between attitudes
and crime severity (hypothedb). Upon inspection of the correlation tablesxualreoffense

risk emerged as one of the strongest correlatesss both age categor@sattitudes, sentence
length, registration, stereotype endorsement, dehumanizatidrgffender culpabilitysee

Tables 64 and 65). Thissuggestd thatit may play a role in theelations between the above

variablesandas such, extra analyses were conducted on its potential as a mediator.
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6.11.1DEHUMANIZATION . The hypothesi¢6a)that dehumanization would mediate
therelationship between political orieation and attitudes rested largely on the assumption
(hypothesis &) thatall threevariables would be strongly and significantly associated with one
another. While political orientation was significantly correlated with negative atti{ueed95,
p <.01) in the juvenile condition, its association was not robust, waded to reach
significance altogether in the adult condition. Across both age conditions, political orientation
also failed to reach a significant correlation with dehumanizatonetheless, it has been
argued that mediation can exist, in some circumstances, without significant correlations between

the variables (see Hayes, 2018 for a review). Thus, a mediation amadgsssill conducted

Using the SPSS extension PROCESS, dehumanization was entered into a regression
model asamediator between political orientation and attitudes, as measured via th21ATS
95% confidence intervals were obtained using a bootstrapping procedure, with 5,000 resamples
In the juvenile condibn, there wadoth a significant direct effect of political orientation on
attitudes {2,263y = 3.1363 p = .0@) and asignificantoverall effect(ta, 265 = 3.3402 p = .001) as
depicted inFigure 617. Model coefficients can be found Trable 634. While the indirect effect
was significantas was the pathway between dehumanization and attithdesssociation
between political orientation and dehumanization wasfother the bootstraponfidence
intervals encompasdzero(b = .007, Cl =.0027, .0193)indicatingthat themediationor
indirect effectis norsignificant(Hayes, 2018)Iin the adult conditionpnly one path in the overall
mediation modelvassignificant (pattb; seeTable 635 for model coefficients while the
mediation analysis concluded that there is no signifidaatt effect of political orientation on

attitudes(t2,2s) = 1.1769 p = .240). Nor was there a significanveralleffect ¢,256)= 1.6645 p
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=.097). Similar to the juvenile target group, thelirect effectconfidence interval included zero

(b=.007, CI=-.0048 .02049, indicating that the mediation was not significant

Figure 6.7: Model I: Mediation of theRelationship betweelRolitical Orientation and Attitudes
via Dehumanization (juveniles)

Dehumanization
-.603 - 012%H*

Political orientation » Attitudes

.020%*
(.007)

Figure 6.17. Regression coefficients for the relationship between political orientation and
attitudes toward juvenile sexual offenders as mediated by dehumanization of that group. The
regression cefficient for the indirect effect is in parentheses.

** p<.01** p<.001

Table 634

Coefficients for Juvenile DehumanizatigiediationModel |

Consequent
M (dehumanization) Y (attitudes)
Antecedent Coeft. SE p Coeft. SE p
g(n(gg:gf;']) a -603 426  .158 cX .020 .006 .002
M

(dehumanization’ b -012 .001 <.001

constant im 23.376 2.111 <.001 iy 4302 .037 <.001
R?=.008 R?=.422
F264)= 2.002,p = .158 F2.263= 96.037p < .001
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Figure 6.B: Model I: Mediation of the Relationship between Political Orientation and Attitudes
via Dehumanizatiofadults)

Dehumanization

_570 - 013%**

Political orientation > Attitudes

.009
(.007)

Figure 6.18. Regression coefficients for the relationship between political orientation and
attitudes toward adult sexual offenders as mediated by dehumanization of that group. The
regression coefficient for the indirect effect is in parentheses.

*** p<.001

Table6.35

Coefficients for Adult Dehumanization Mediation Model |

Consequent
M (dehumanization) Y (attitudes)
Antecedent Coeff. SE p Coeff. SE p
X (political a -570 479 235 cX 009 008  .240
orientation)
M (dehumanization) b -.013 .001 <.001
constant im 26.815 2.345 <.001 iy 4289 .048 <.001
R?=.006 R?=.386
F,256)= 1.417,p = .235 F@.s5 =79.984 p<.001

Regarding dehumani zation’s rol e sestetnge pot en
length thisalsolargely rested on the fulfillment of hypotheds As noted irthe above
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correlation tablessignificantassociationsvere found between the three iadtesfor both the

juvenile and adult sexual offend&imilar to above, dehumanization was entered as a mediator

with attitudes as the predictor variable and sentence length as the outcome variable. For juveniles
there was a significamotal effect on sentence lengttu20)=-9.525 p < .001; seélable 636

for model coefficientsin addition to a significant direct effeof attitudes on sentence length

(te2190= -5.756,p < .001) Significance tests of path significance are depiatdegure 6.1.

Bootstrap confidence intervals for timelirect effectbothfell below zero, supporting the role of
dehumanization as a mediafbr=-.479, Cl =-.9092 -.0593, accounting for 22.1% of the total

effect For adults, theotal effectwas significant (t(1,215= -6.627,p < .001) as was the direct

effect {2,214)=-4.849,p < .001) whichis depictedn Figure 6.11.1.4seeTable 637 for model
coefficients) However, dehumanizations r ol e as a medi at,as di d not
indicated by thendirect effectbootstrap confidence intervadscompassing ze(® = -.084, Cl =

-.4616, .3012).

Figure 6.B: Model II: Mediation of the Relationship betweAttitudesand Sentence Lengtha
Dehumanizatiorfjuveniles)

Dehumanization

-.33.021%%= .015*

Attitudes . Sentence length

-1.758%%*
(-.479%)

Figure 6.19. Regression coefficients for the relationship between attitudes toward juvenile sexual
offenders and sentence length as mediated by dehumanization of that group. The regression
coefficient for the indirect effect is in parentheses.

*p<.05.** p<.001
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Table 636

Coefficients for Juvenile Dehumanization Mediation Model I

Antecedent

Consequent

M (dehumanization)

Coeff. SE p

Y (sentence length)

Coeff. SE p

X (attitudes)
M (dehumanization)

constant

a -33.021 2.608 <.001

im 157.856 10.821 <.001

R2= 422
F1220 = 160.348 p < .001

cX -1.758 .305 <.001
b .015 .006 .017
iv 8.446 1.352 <.001
R° = 310

F219 =49.269p<.001

Figure 620: Model II: Mediation of theRelationship between Attitudes and Sentence Length via
Dehumanizatiorfadults)

-29.555%**

Dehumanization

Attitudes

.003

-1.421%%*
(-.084)

Figure 6.20. Regression coefficients for the relationship between attitudes toward juvenile sexual

Sentence length

offenders and sentence length as mediated by dehumanization of that ¢x®uggression
coefficient for the indirect effect is in parentheses.

*k < 001
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Table 637

Coefficients for Adult Dehumanization Mediation Model Il

Consequent
M (dehumanization) Y (sentence length)
Antecedent Coeff. SE p Coeff. SE p
X (attitudes) a -29.555 2.484 < .001 c% -1.421 293 <.001
M (dehumanization) b .003 .006 .649
constant im 143.117 9.984 <.001 ly 7.643 1.279 <.001
R?= 397 R2=.170
Faz1s = 141.604p < .001 Fe214 =21.978 p<.001

6.11.2 EXUAL REOFFENSE RISK . As noted above, sexual reoffense risk emerged
as one of the strongest correlates of multiple dependent variables in both age cafidgsries.
makes conceptual sense, as a belief that an offender poses a high risk of reafifieryding
influence the public tsupport measures to protect themsefves individuals they deem to be
dangerousk-urther,support ofthe sentencing goal of communggfety was significantly related
to longer sentences for both juvenile and adult sexual offenders, and more punigivatieg
for the latter group. Community safety goals and support for juvenile registration approached
significance jp = .051).Combined with the exaggerated rates of recidivism attributed to both
juvenile and adult sexual offenders, this may lend support Soci a and Harri s’ (
punitive practices such as registration are largely a part of crime control theatre. However, to
determine whether this may be a factor, sexua
done by testing iteole as a mediator in relationships betwaanoregeneralized variable (i.e.,
attitudes) and sanctiestyle variables (i.e., recommended sentence lefigtbdelll ], support

for registrationfmodel V]).
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First, we begin withthe potential mediating role ofk of sexual reoffense dhe

relationship between attitudes and sentence leargting the juvenile sexual offender group. As

one can sem Figure 621, all pathways are significafseeTable 638 for model coefficients)

including the direct effect§,222)= -6.559,p < .001) Further,the totaloveralleffect isalso

significant €@,223)=-9.247,p < .001) Theindirect effectootstrap 95% confidence intervélis=

-.448, Cl =-.7591,-.1698)both fell below zergindicaing the consistency ohe direction of the

indirect effect (i.e.it is negative) Further, this demonstrated the significancéheimediating

effect that sexual reoffense risk has on the relationship between attitudes and sentence length

accounting for 20.3% of the total effeFor adultswhile thetotal overalleffect was significant

(tr,224)=-7.0958,p < .007), as was the direct effedtz(223)=-5.970,p < .001) the confidence

intervals produced by the bootstrapping procedure includgzere. 113, Cl=-.3723, .1213)

Thisindicating an inconsistency in the direction of the indirect effectKgpee 622) and a

failure to differentiate

coefficients.

t h eSeahabld 63afor model s

rol e

Figure 621: Model Ill: Mediaion of the Relationship between Attitudes and Sentence Length

via SexualReoffenseRisk (juveniles)

-55.840%**

Sexual reoffense risk

008***

Attitudes

-1.74p¥**
(-.448%)

Sentence length

Figure 6.21. Regression coefficients for the relationship between attitudes toward juvenile sexual
offenders and sentence length as mediated by the estimated sexual reoffense risk of that group.
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The regression coefficient for the indirect effect is in
*p<.05. *** p<.001.

Table 638

parentheses.

Coefficients for Juvenile Sexual Reoffense Risk Mediation Model 1l

Consequent

M (sexual reoffense rigk

Y (sentence lengjh

Antecedent Coeff. SE p Coeff. SE p

X (attitude$ a -55.840 6.616 <.001 cX -1.746 266 <.001

M (sexual b .008 .002 <.001

reoffense risk

constant im 278.864 27.432 <.001 iy 8.310 1.163 <.001
R2= 242 R? = 560

Fa229=71.228 p< .001

Fe22 =50.643p<.001

Figure 622: Model Ill: Mediation of the Relationship between Attitudes and Sentence Length

via Sexual Reoffense Rigkdults)

Sexual reoffense risk

-39.818%%*

003

Attitudes

1.ATO***
(-.113)

Figure 6.22. Regression coefficients for the relationsh

Sentence length

ip between attitudes toward adult sexual

offenders and sentence length as mediatatidogstimated sexual reoffense risk of that group.
The regression coefficient for the indirect effect is in parentheses.

w1 < 001.
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Table 639

Coefficients for Adult Sexual Reoffense Risk Mediation Model IlI

Consequent
M (sexualreoffense risk) Y (sentence length)
Antecedent Coeft. SE p Coeft. SE p
X (attitudes) a -39.818 5.675 <.001 cX -1.470 .246 <.001

M (sexual b .003 .003 .282
reoffense risk)
constant im 220.130 22.820 <.001 iv 7.721 1.067 <.001
R>=.180 R?>= .433
F(1,224)= 49.232p < .001 F(2,223= 25.775p < .001

In the second mediation modehodel 1V), sexual reoffense risk was entered as a
potential mediator in the relationship between attitudes and support for registration. In the
juvenile conditionall pathways were significarguch as the direct effedtz(2ss)=-4.618,p <
.001),as can be sadan Figure 623. Further, the total effect was also significatntgs)= -
7.5619,p < .001).See Table @0for model coefficientsBootstrap confidence intervals
generated for thimdirect effectboth fell below zeroff = -.348, Cl =-.5116,-.2032) indicating a
consistent and significamediatingeffect of sexual reoffense risk on the relationship between

attitudes and support for registratidine mediation accounted f86.8% of the total effect.
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Figure 623: Model IV: Mediation of the Relationship between Attitudes and Support for
Registration via Sexual Reoffense R{gkveniles)

Sexual reoffense risk

-53.09Q*** 007***

Attitudes . Support for registration

-.6?8* £ 3
(-.348%)

Figure 6.23. Regression coefficients for the relationship between attitudes toward juvenile sexual
offenders and sentence lengtmasdiated by the estimated sexual reoffense risk of that group.
The regression coefficient for the indirect effect is in parentheses.

* p<.05.*** p<.001.

Table 640

Coefficients for Juvenile Sexual Reoffense Risk Mediation Model IV

Consequent
M (sexual reoffense risk) Y (registration)
Antecedent Coeff. SE p Coeff. SE p
X (attitudes) a -53.990 6.105 <.001 cX -.678 .147 <.001
r'\géffz’;‘g sk b 007 001 <.001
constant im 271.127 25.360 < .001 iy 4.638 639 <.001

R>= 215 R?= 237
Fa.2se =78.217 p <.001 Fe.xss5 =44.215p<.001

For adults, entering sexual reoffense risk as a mediator in the relationship between
attitudes and support for registration veagiallyfruitful (seeFigure 641 andTable6.24). Both

paths stemming from attitudes were signific@hitect effectt(z2s2)=-5.693,p < .001) as was
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the path between sexual reoffense risk and support for registration. Further, support for the
significance of theotal overalleffectwas found(t(1,283)= -7.7044,p < .00J). Lastly, confidence
intervals generated via th@otstrapping proceduré € -.189, Cl =-.3137, -.0799 for the
mediation analysis indicadehat sexual reoffense risk significantly mediates the relationship
between attitudes and support for the registration of adult sexual offefdisraccounts for

21.1% of the total effect.

Figure 624: Model IV: Mediation of the Relationship between Attitudes and Support for
Registration via Sexual Reoffense R{gkiults)

Sexual reoffense risk

-39,752%** 005%**

Attitudes > Support for registration

'.?53***
(-.189%)

Figure 6.24. Regression coefficients for the relationship between attitudes toward gigerilal
offenders and sentence length as mediated by the estimated sexual reoffense risk of that group.
The regression coefficient for the indirect effect is in parentheses.

*p<.05.** p<.001.

Table 641

Coefficients for Adult SexuBleoffense Risk Mediation Model IV

Consequent
M (sexual reoffense risk) Y (registration)
Antecedent Coeff. SE p Coeff. SE p
X (attitudes) a -39.752 5.100 <.001 cX -.753 573 <.001

M (sexual

reoffense risk) b .005 .001 <.001
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constant im 219.747 20.540 <.001 iy 5.275 573 <.001

R?=.177 R?=.206
Fa,283= 60.751p < .001 F(2,282)= 36.537p < .001
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CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION

The purpose of the current study was threefold. Riraimed tounderstandanadiah s
attitudes toward juvenile and adult sexual offenddtee first study to do so with the former
group. Secondsought to determinehether attitudes and other resportsgsrdjuvenile and
adult sexual offenders differednd third, it probed different vignette conditions to determine
whet her the means of information (i .e., eithe
own approximations) influenceattitudes, seeince and registration recommendations,
stereotype endorsement, dehumanization, moral outrage, and culphbditiglition to these
three broad purposes, a number of hypotheses were made regarding associationgheetween
abovevariables namely, that neg&e attitudes would be associated with longer sentence
lengths, support for more punitive registration, more stereotype endorsement, dehumanization,
moral outrage, and offender culpability in addition to demographic variables such as
conservative politideorientation and less contact with sexual offendeehiumanization was
also examined as a potential mediator in some of these relationships, namely between political
orientation and attitudes and attitudes and sentence léngplection othe correlatn tables
also providedationale for additional mediation analysegolving sexual reoffense riskvhich

will be discussed below.

7.1 VARIABLE ASSOCIATIONS
7.1.1PRE- AND POST-VIGNETTE VARIABLES . It was expected th&br

participants in theignette creation and no vignette conditions, depictions of more severe crimes
would be related to more negative attitudes, longer sentence lengths, greater support for
registrationgreater dehumanization, and more moral outfagboth juvenile and adusexual

offender targets/Vhen these variables pertainedhe juvenile sexual offender this was largely
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correct—significantsmall to moderateorrelations were founith the expected directions

between crime severity and all of the variables listed thighexception of support for
registrationWhile the lack of significant association was not expected, it is also not surprising
given the lack of variation in respondgeghe two variables: twthirds of participants depicted a
more severe offense whibeer 90% of participants supported either4paoilic or public
registration For adultsexual offenders, crime severity was only associated with attitudes and
moral outrage at the .05 level. Both of these associations were small, perhaps limited by the lac

of variation in crime severity: 86.9% of adult vignettes were codeaoas severe.

For both juvenile and adults, more negative attitudes were associated with greater
baseline disgust sensitivity in addition to longer sentence lengths, support fquunanee
registration, greater stereotype endorsement, greater dehumanization, and more moral outrage
toward the respective sexual offender age grlp K e €008 fiv¢ sentencing goals were
also largelyrelated to attitudes, sentence length, and regtgin endorsement. For juveniles, this
wasespecially sostronger endorsement of the rehabilitative goal was associated with more
positive attitudes, shorter sentence length, and less support for registration, while endorsement of
retributive and speciideterrence goals was associated with negative attitudes, longer sentence
lengths, and more support for registration. Both general deterrence and community safety
endorsement were significantly associated with negative attitudes and longer sentensg length
but notwith support for registration. With reference to the adult sexual offender group,
endorsement of rehabilitative goals was again significantly related to the attitude, sentence
length, and registration endorsement variables in the expected direction. Farieeal g
deterrence, retribution, and community safety were also associated with the three variables,

albeit in the opposite directiohus, specific deterrence was the only goal not significantly
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associated with all three variables, although small sigmfiassociations were found between it

and attitudes and registration endorsement.

Overall, all five sentencing goals were seen as at least moderately important with the
least important goal (retributiosjill averaging above the midpoint. The remainfiogr
sentencing goals all fell toward the higher levels of importance, indicating that Canadians see
value in a variety of the sentencing goals and that they are not necessarily mutually exclusive. In
other words, it is possible that one can strongly eselboth community safety and
rehabilitation—in fact, support for the rehabilitation of the offender was in no way related to
support forthe community safety goal, nor for general or specific deterr@imces, sentencing
goals are not zersum equationsui arerather complex consideratiotigat weigh the merit of
each goal independently Cor abi an (2016) came to a similar
sample of Canadians, suggesting that this pattern of results is not specific to this sample of

(mostly) University of Saskatchewan students

Also of note is that the current study measured sentencing goals in a general sense,
without specifying what type of offender they
type of offendernoting thaless ircarceration/control motives were endorsedian-contact
adult offenderghan for offenders charged with contact offenses against either children or other
adults.Again, these did not appeardome at the expense of support for
rehabilitative/reintegratin policies. Thigoses a question for future inquiry: would the
importance of sentencing goals diffehen the target isjavenileversus ammdult sexual
offender? If so, which goals may differ and what may explain these distinckong¥stance,
would rehabilitative goals be more strongly endorsed for juveniles if they are seen as more

amenable to treatment? Would community safety take on increased importance with adult sexual
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offenders given the high recidivism estimates noted in this study and ptesetsc h as Cor abi
2016)? Perhaps most importantly, are sentencing goals able to be manipulaitedlely by the

type of offender, but by the presence of factual information such as recidivismifat@shis

could have monumental impact on the waat triminal justice policies are debated, enacted,

and reformed.

Lastly, it waspostulated that both a belief that crime is increasing and higher estimates of
sexual recidivism risk would be associated with longeommendedentence lengths and
greatersupport for more punitive registration requiremeAgin, these associations were
expected to be present across both offender age gtdop®ver,across both sexual offender
age groups e belief that crime rateseincreasing was only associated with greater support for
registration. Further, these associations were relatively sr8akual reoffense risk emerged as a
much stronger correlate of both variables across both groups. For sentence length, the association
was significantly stronger for juveniles than adults, suggesting that estimates of recidivism risk

may have greater influence over the sentences that participants recofanjeuneniles

Going beyond the hypothesized associations, the belief that lgregradult crime was
increasing was significantly associated with more negative attitudes, greater support for
registration, stronger stereotype endorsement, greater dehumanization, and more moral outrage
expressed toward the respective group. Only seatlemgth wasotassociated with perception
of crime trends. While these associations wer
3-year sexual recidivism emerged as having significant moderate associations with all of the
above variables in thexpected directions for juveniles. In fact, sexual recidivism risk accounted
for 21% of the variance in sentence length and 19% of the variance in registration endorsement.

Smaller, significant associations were also found between sexual recidivisandigke above
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variables for the adult sexual offender group. Compared to crime trends, the associations
between attitudes, sentence length, and moral outrage with sexual recidivism risk were
significantly stronger across both age groups. Sexual recidivisns K* s associ ati on

dehumanization was also significantly stronger with the juvenile sexual offender.

7.1.2DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES AND PARTICIPANT
CHARACTERISTICS . Consistent with previous literature (e glancini et al., 2010; McKee
& Feather, 2008Payne et al., 2004conservative political orientation was significantly
associated witimore negative attitudes (including all three subscales), longer sentence lengths,
and greater stereotype endorsement for the juvenile meadowesver, these assotians were
small in magnitudef-or the adult measures, conservative political orientation was only
associated with the trust subscale of the AZLSmore support for registration, and stereotype
endorsementAgain, these associations were small in mageitBdlitical orientation was not
associated with the dehumanization of or moral outrage expressed toward either age group, nor

registration of juveniles or sentence lengths of adults.

Interaction with sexual offenders was more consistently associatechosthof the
dependent study variables across both grdumsinstance, iggaterinteraction with sexual
offenderswas associated with more positive attitudes (including all three subscales of the ATS
21), less stereotype endorsement, less dehumanizatidess expressed moral outrage toward
both ages of sexual offender. More frequent interaction was not, however, associated with
support for registration, sentence length, or depictions of crime seWaignitudes of
association among the significanri@ations were small across both groufiss may be due,
in part, to the fact that interaction was sexual offenderseitlasr norexistent olow—Iless than

10% (n = 16)of the sample indicated that they interact with sexual offenders at least once a
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week—andthat this was too few participants for an effect to be reflected. Futtieecpntext of

their interaction was not measuréd many of the studies that have imptiead an association

between contact with sexual offenders and more positive resptmsgsavedone sdy
comparingresponses between two growgso differ in their interactions due to their professions

(Brace, 2014; Ferguson & Ireland, 2006; Kjelsbergabs, 2008)Within these studies, the

effects of contact are able to be better established, as the-bagttact groups have

considerably larger sample sizéan the current studi.g.,n = 90; Kjelsberg & Loos, 2008)t

is also possible thattheitat t udes may have differed from the

their profession, which may have facilitated or influenced their career choice.

While no hypotheses were made regardivggeffect that participant gender may have on
responses given émixed evidence in previous research, the potential effects were still
investigated. Regarding juvenile sexual offenders, few gender differences erkemetes
were more | i kely to endor s maleswhile alsostuiiueng pr edat o
more culpability to the offender (although both males and females attributed considerable
culpability on average). Gender differences regarding moral outrage approached significance (
=.07), with females expressing morehis gender difference was sijoantwhen the target of
the moral outrage was adult sexual offendéfh regard to adult sexual offendeFemale
participantsalso expressed significantly more negative attitudes, gave longer sentences (50%
longer on average), and supported nmugitive registration requiremerftsr adult sexual
offendersas reported previouslBéck & Travis, 2004; Brown et al., 2008; Kernsmith et al.,
2009;Mancini et al., 2010WVillis, Malinen, & Johnston, 2013While Sherrill and colleagues
(2011) reportedhat females attributed greater culpability to offenders than males, this effect fell

just above the traditionally accepted alpha lepet (051). Similar to juveniles, however, both
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groups attributed a large amount of culpab##y this case, over 9%8—toward the adult

offender.It is also worth mentioning that in the provided vignette, the perpetrator was described
as a male (“ Adam/ J-depiated Sexual afferidérsewerp aither dortstrupdeas t
male or there was no insinuation of gender,(ne participant outwardly described a female

sexual offender).

7.2EFFECTS OF OFFENDER AGE
It waspredicted that there would be no differences in participant responses between the

two offender age groupblowever, such aredictionwas not supported. Wi attitudes toward
juvenile sexual offenders were relatively neutral, the average falling just below the scale
midpoint, they were significantly more positive than the attitudes held toward adult sexual
offendersThis was also the case with the trustem, and social distance subscales of the-ATS
21.While it was expected that attitudes toward adult sexual offenders would be negative, they
were actually moreegative than a similar sample collected by Olver and Barlow (2010) roughly
a decade ago. Howey, the attitude scores were similar to the UK sample the 2T®as

validated with (Hogue, 2015)Vhether tle differences between the current study and Olver and
Bar | ow’-—swhichdrriit®2d from the same universiare indicative of a gradudecline

in attitudes toward sexual offenders or differences in the sample (the latter exclusively recruited
undergraduate psychology students) remains to be seen. The fact that the current sample scored
similar on the attitude measure to the recent UK $amgo suggests, but by no means

concludes, that attitudes between Canadian and UK toward adult sexual oféeadsnsilar. At

the very least, it supports some generalization of results from one region to the other.

In terms of sentence lengthiyvenile sexual offenders were also recommended shorter

sentences in comparison to their adult counterparts. Interestingly, the average sentence length
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given to juvenile sexual offenders (6.48 yeavasconsiderably longer than the traditional
custodialsentencgjivento juvenile sexual offenders Canadgda median of 180 days;

Miladinovic, 201§. Meanwhile recommended sentences for adult sexual offenders (10.56 years)
weremarkedly less thathe 38.8yearaverage recommended by Florida residentsevenson

ad col | eague sHowdvel, the avgrags semtence length was almost idetaticted
105year average sentence |l ength recommended
(2010) study, who also estimated that the average sexual offender sevasmoeghly five

years longCamman (2012) also reported that many believe sentences for sexual offenders are

too short.

In fact,the median sentence in Canada for adult perpetrators of sexual assaeriess
than this estimate at 255 days (Maxw20,7). For adults sentenced for other sexual offenses,
such as sexual interference, the median sentence lenggimiicalto the medianuvenile sexual
offender sentence dB0 daysNeedless to say, samples across the board appear to be much
more puniive in terms of their sentence length than is frequently practiced in the Canadian court
system. This has the potential to undermine the confidence individuals have in the criminal
justice system, particularly if individuals are strong adherents to theigdas of deterrence.
Proponents of community safety goals may also be dissatisfied with median sentence lengths,
particularly if they view sexual offenders as high reoffense risks, which will be discussed below.
Even if sentences were increased to m#iehaverage recommended lengths of roughly 6 and a
half and 10 and a half years for juvenile and adult sexual offenders, respectively, in this study,
the large standard deviations indicate that many individuals would still not be satisfied with the

increagd sentence length.
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The current study also discovered the large degree of support for the registration of adult

sexual offenders first reported in Kelly’ s (2
(2013) study failed to differentiate between luand nonRpublic registration and assumed that
participants from Ontari o, Canada, were fami/l

registry, which is public. As results from the current inquiry show, Canadians do not
wholeheartedly endorseregistration system similar to the United States. Instead, they are
somewhat divided on what form of registration they feel is necessary. For adult sexual offenders,
an American style of public registration was supported by 55.5% of participants, ofrile n

public registration was slightly less popular with endorsement from 41.5% of the sample.
Participants were less divided when it came to juvenile sexual offenders, preferrpghion
registration (70.2%) to public registration (21.6%). While the ciirsample afforded more

privacy to the juvenile sexual offenders in respect to their adult counterparts, it should still be
noted that for both offender groups, some form of registration was supported by over 90% of

participants.

While endorsement of the registration option was equally unpopular in the current
study as it was in Salerno, Najdowski, and co
between the two studies. Firstly, roughly seven in 10 participants in the current sample endorsed
non-public registration for juvenile sexual offenders, compared to just 14% of the University of
Chicago at lllinois (UCI) undergraduates. In turn, the UCI undergraduates overwhelmingly
(81%) supported online, public registration, a requirement only reconaddaydabout ondéfth
of the current sample. The current sample was also notably less severe toward adult sexual
offenders than the lllinois undergraduates. Endorsed rates gfuimic (41.5%) and public

(55.5%) registration were considerably higher awaelr, respectively, than the UCI sample, who
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overwhelmingly favored public (77%) to nqublic (21%) registration. Despite the less punitive
nature of the current sample, significant differences did emerge in their support for registration
between the twoffender age groups, with adult sexual offenders receiving the harsher
recommendations on avera§féith over threequarters of participants against the public
registration of juvenile sexual offenders, it seems that legislation aiming to implement a
SORNAlike registry in Canada may not be supported least, if it is extended to juveniles as it

was in the US under thiedam Walsh Act

With respect to Canada’'s treatment of juve
results paint an interesting pictuFarst, it appears that the current policies in place for juvenile
sexual offenderspecifically in terms of the sentence lergytfiven, are seen as too lenient.
Results are similar for adult sexual offenders, who were recommémdeckivefar longer
sentences than is common practice. In f@agproximatelytwo-thirds (62.8%) of respondents
from the same universiiyp which thisstudy was conducte@sponded that they feel prison
sentences for sexual offenders are too lenient, with only 2.6% believing that they were too severe

(Olver & Barlow, 2010).

Second, the support for the registration of juveniles who committed a sexarsdetioes
clearly point toward a more punititgjectory. Yet, this is a nuanced discussion. Support for the
registration of juveniles was driven largely by support for themdslic option, which spares
the youth the stigma and public ridicule that cemgéth being placed on a public registry, which
received greater support for their adult counterparts. While the registration scale (flanked by no
registration and public registration) was treated as a variable that fluctuated in punitiveness, there
are inportant differences between nrpuablic and public registration. Namely, a rpublic

registry is essentially a policing tool thatutd be used to identifyeleased sexual offendeso
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might be suspects ia future offenseTherefore, it iglifficult to determinewhether participants
are supportingt to assispoliceefforts in solving crime or tpunish young offender
Meanwhilethe public registry i®oth a support system that can be used by polica éoal that
infersto the community that the releed offender is & much higher risk of sexual recidivism
andposes amverall danger to the community. As a ressitxual offenderare likely to pay
substantiakocial costs, regardless of their posease activities, while those on npublic

registies will bespared this kind of barrier to their communigntegration.

In other words, the u b | differihgsendorsementsf registriesbetween the two age
groups indicatethe followingfor youth who have committed a sexual offeéhough the
pubic overestimats the risk of a youth sexual offendercommit a sexual crime upon release,
is willing to give these youthchance to reintegrate back into society (provided they do not
reoffend again)This carrot and stick approach is reminiscent of the mantra that has largely
driven Canada’s juvenile judi calbatwithplaigearci es f o

stick and smaller carrot.

Yet dl that is known is that the ngoublic registration of juvenile sexual offenders is
supported. We do not know how long the public would expect the young offender to abstain
from criminal activity before being removed fronetregistry, or whether registration would be
a lifetime requirementt is alsounknown whether the public would support these registries
being accessibl® potential employersr made public if the juvenile commits another sexual
offense (i.e., a twoor threestrike rule). Thus, while it appears that it is a harbinger of a turn
away from our historical course with regard to the treatment of young offenders, like many good

inquiries, it raises more questions than it answers.
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Returning to the other variadd, dfender age effects also emerged for stereotype
endorsement, dehumanization, moral outrage, and offender culpability. Specifically, participants
were more apt to dub tdhedadal tubaxualb etipenge
juvenile counterpartsConsistent with Camman (2012), adult sexual offenders were
dehumanized to a moderate degree, scoring comparably to multiple samples of UK respondents
(Viki et al., 2012). These were significantly higher thiae scores fojuvenile sexual deénders
indicating that the latter are less likely to be subject to dehumanization than their adult
counterpartsMore moral outrage was also expressed toward this gvaup elicited similar
levels of moral outrage in the current sample as American sar(fphlerno, Najdowski, et al.,
2010).Adult sexual offendera/ere also deemed more culpable for the offense than their juvenile
equivalents. Victim culpability did n@ppear to be influenced lojfender agewith victims of
both juvenile and adult sexuaffenders being attributed very little responsibility for the offense.
Among participants in the vignette creation and no vignette conditions, crime severity did differ
between the two offender age groups, with roughly 87% of participants depicting aavere
offensevignettefor adults versuswo-thirds for juveniles. Curiously, these were higher than the
rates for juvenile (45%) and adult (55%) sexual offenders depicted by the undergraduates in

Salerno, Najdowski, et al. (2010).

Overall Canadian attitudes and responses to adult sexual offenders mirror those reported
in the UK and US in some respects. Yet at the same time, important differences do emerge,
particularly with regard to criminal justice policissch as the length of senteraoel the
requirements associated with their release (i.e., registrafithpugh attitudes are significantly
correlated across these samples with variables such as sentence length and registration, it appears

that Canadians have a lower ceiling when it comes to their endorsement of the above practices in
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comparison to their aditional influencers. Thud,is imperative that similar levels of negativity
toward adult sexual offenders across national borders are not taken as indications that members

of these countries equally endorse judicial practices or management strategies.

7.3 EFFECTS OF VIGNETTE CONDITION
Across all three vignette conditions, attitudes fell below the scale midpoint. While

attitudes were slightly less negative when provided with a vignette versus the other two
conditions, no significant effect of vignetteralition emerged. Natid scores significantly differ
between vignette conditions on any of the three &LSubscales, althougiarticipants who

were provided with a vignette did score highest (i.e., most positively) on®igdificant

differences did merge, however, with respect to sentence lengtusicipants who were

provided with a vignette recommended significantly shorter sentence lengths than those in the
vignette creation or no vignette conditions. Prior to log transformations, these diéereae

notable: when provided with a vignettke average sentence length was 8.32 years, three years
less than the recommended length among those in the vignette creation condition and five years

less than those in the no vignette condition.

While sentace length was the product of vignette condition, the other criminal justice
response, registration, was not. For juveniles, the average endorsement across the three groups
were considerably similar, scoring just above the point forpuiic registrationwhile average
scores for adults were also similarly clustered, although halfway betwegyubbo and public
registration. Upon first inspection, stereotype endorsedidntot appear to be influenced by
vignette condition, as the omnibus F test wassignificant. However, pairwise comparisons
revealed that those in the vignette creation condition more strongly endorsed the stereotype than

those who were provided with vignettes. No other significant differences emerged. For both
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dehumanization and moralitrage, there were no significant differences across condifibiss.

did not emerge, nor did any significant differences between the groups, for either offender or
victim culpability. Depictions of crime severibetweerthe vignette creation and no agtte
conditions did not significantly differ from one anothierboth conditions, twahirds of

participants depicted a more severe offense for the juvenile sexual offender, while an equally
large proportion (889%) depicted more severe offences conaditty adult sexual offenders
across the two conditiong/hile these two conditions yielded longer sentences than the provided
vignette condition, none of the conditions yielded outrageously long sentences as reported in

other studies using American samples., Salerno, Najdowski, et al., 2010)

Lastly, althoughmany of the variables, such at$itudes, support for registration,
dehumanization, and moral outrage were not influenced by the vignette conditiongeiesre
some significant differences thatldemerge. For instancparticipants who were provided with
a vignette recommesed significantlyshorter sentences than those in the other two conditions.
Those provided with a vignette were also | ess
thanthose who created their own vignettes, but not those in the no vignette condition. At first
glance, it appears as though this may be due to decreased dehumanization, which can be the
product of greater familiarity, which participants may have gotten imigmette, despite its
brevity (Viki et al., 2012). However, as noted above, dehumanization did not significantly differ
between the three conditions despite dehumanization scores being two points lower for both age
categories in the vignette provided cdiwh than in the other two vignette conditions. Whether
these differences would reach significance if the vignettes were lengthened, providing more

detail about the offender, is an important area for future inquiry.
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Differences may also emerge due tophapensity of participants to imagine more severe

of fenses compared to the more moderate” Vvign

research in this area is warranted, for it is important to better understand the immediate responses

people havetbead!|l i nes such as juvenile sexual of fe
“Jjuvenile sexual of fender released into commu
provided with more information about the offender. Given the overrepresentation and

exaggeration of violent crime in the news, which can not only reflect societal attitudes but

influence them, this takes on a pressing need (Ditton & Duffy, 1983; Greer, 2003; Harper &
Hogue, 2017; Mar s h, 1991, O’ H a rassessi@gvitual; Schwa
representations of sexual violence in German news articles, Schwark (2017) found that pictures
often implied that physical violence was also used, despite not all sexual crimes fitting this

narrative. Harper and Hogue (2017) also notetttieafrequency of sexual crime coverage in the

British press increased by 295% in the wake of a-piglfile sexual scandal, resulting in a 22:1
overrepresentation of the prevalence of sexual crimes. In other words, news about sexual crimes
can be explosie and rife with misinformation. While Greer (2003) summarizes the reasons why

the media may choose to do so, it clearly does a disservice to the sexual offender community,
particularly when they begin their reintegration process back into society. As &a(@612)

notes, this group is not particularly welcomed when returning to the community, with

community members seeking more distance from them, being less supportive of their rights, and
dehumanizing them to a greater degree than other violent or groffferiders. Perhaps the next

step in regards to research is to enhance the ecological validity by examining the effects that

actual news or press releases have on attitudes and what features may drive them in certain

directions.
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7.3.10FFENDER AGE BY VIGNETTE CONDITION I NTERACTIONS . Although
age effects emerged for each of the variables discussed above and a select few variables were
also influenced by vignette condition, no significant interactions emeftedconsistency of
juvenile sexual offendettseing seen as or treated less severely than their adult counterparts
across the vignette conditions suggests that this effect is not an artifact of a specific, empirically
derived condition. Rather, it proposes that the age effect is robust and thaedneohfret over
the methodology used in depicting adult and juvenile sexual offenders for the purpose of

comparison.

This is not to suggest that there are no circumstances under which these effects may be
reversed, but such an occurrence would have tihd result of a deliberate manipulation. For
instance, if one were to compare a juvenile sexual offender who committed a heinous, violent
sexual offense to an adult who was charged with sexual harassment, it is possible that the
juvenile would be evaluatl more negatively (however one may choose measure this).

Kernsmith and colleagues (2009) certainly demonstrate this when they found juvenile sexual
offenders to elicit more fear from participants than some adult sexual offenders, but not others.

In otherwords, the stability of the age effect relies upon an equivalency in the methodology used
to depict the offender. What this study also demonstrated is that this is not confined to prescribed
vignettes, but also to vignette creation and no vignette congljtwhether it is measured in

terms of attitudes, sentence length, support for registration, stereotype endorsement,
dehumanization, moral outrage, offender culpability, or in depictions of crime severity. Thus, it

is not a false equivalency to compareultssfrom attitudinal studies that have employed different

methodologies to elicit responses, so long as they remain relatively similar in severity.
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7.4 MEDIATIONS
Building on the hypothesis that conservative political orientation would be significantly

associated with negative attitudesvhichwas only supported in the juvenile sexual offender
vignettes—the current studyhoped to better explain this relationsHjghumanizationvas

chosen as a potential explanation given its previous associationegi/e attitudes toward

sexual offenderée.g.,Camman, 2012Yiki et al., 2012 and a increased propensity for

politically conservative individuals to dehumanize others (DetMchean & Castano, 2009)

Further, it made conceptual sense, asitbeehuman onesees a target, thesslikely they may

be to endorse itemeegdual faxsti T oveax anfdf epmaerse | u
test this, dehumanization was entered as a mediator in a mediation model (model 1) that featured
political orientationas the independent variable and attitudes as the depelmndéra context of
juvenile sexual offendersyhile there was a significant direct effect of political orientation on
attitudesthe pathway between political orientation and dehumanization wasigraficant Nor

was the indirect effect, suggesting that no mediation occurs through dehumanietjarding

adult sexual offenders, only the pathway between dehumanization and attitudes was significant.
Thus, dehumanization did not emerge as a sagmf mediator in the political orientation

attitudes relationship

A second hypothesis was also generated regarding the mediating role of dehumanization,
this time in the relationship between attitudes and sentence [gngde! 11). This appeared to be
a more promising model, as the int@riable associations were all significant across both age
categories. Indeed, dehumanization did emerge as a mediator between the two vérikédls
pathways were significanthus, the association between more negative attitudes and longer
sentence length is due, in part, to the increase in dehumanization that comes with holding more
negative attitudes. n ot her words, as attitudes increase
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propensity to dehumanize. This subsequent increase in dehumanization is associated with an
increase in the length of sentence a participant will recommend, which explains a significant
proportion of theelationship between negative attitudes and longetesice length
recommendations. Thus, dehumanization is a mechanism by which attitudes influence sentence
lengths.This insinuates that attempts to humanize juvenile sexual offenders may be effective in
reducing demand for longer prison sentenesvever this was exclusive to juvenile sexual
offenders, as dehumanization did not emerge as a mediator in the adult model, nor was the

pathway between it and sentence length significant.

Two more mediational analyses were conducted upon investigation of torrela
matrices. I n both juvenile and adult sexual o
recidivism risk emerged as some of the strongest correlates of other study vandikeshere
were a number of potential mod&iswhich sexual recidivisntisk couldhavebeen entered, it
seemed most logical to test its role in mediating the relationship between attitudes and the two
criminal justice responses: sentence length (midfednd registration endorsement (modé).|
When sexual reoffense risk svantered as the mediator in molkefor the juvenile sexual
offender variables, all pathways were significant, as was the mediation, with both bootstrap

confidence intervals falling below zero.

This suggests that participagstimated sexual reoffensses, which were grossly
exaggerated, may be an easier route in reducing public support for longer sentences. It also
implies that wanting relatively long sentences for juvenile sexual offenders may not (solely) be
the product of retribution, but ratheuglitarian purpose. Adding credence to this argument is
the significant relationship between sexual r

sentencing goal of community safety=.245).Like model Il, howeverthis mediation only
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existedamong the juvenile sexual offender variabladicating that similar efforts may not be as

effective in reducing demand for longer prison sentences for adult sexual offenders

In essence, the relationship between negative attitudes and longer semigtinseise
partly due to the increased recidivism risk that is associated with more negative attitudes. This
could be thought of as negative attitudes influencing recidivism risk, such that negative
eval uations, or s e e, cageadiosoxetestimangtlieir ishod er s as “ Db
reoffending To a large degree, the AT3 is a measure of casting sexual offenders as members
of an ingroup comprised of most humans (or at leas@llaming citizens) or a distinct subgroup
that lacks many of the featuresh at makes one a member of the fo
feelings”). As has been demonstrated numerous
the risk that members of outgroups pose to their sadagy, Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005jones &
Fazio,2010;Lundberg, Neel, Lassetter, & Todd, 20T®dd, Thiem, & Neel, 2016)This can
especially be the case when the outgroup is seen as less moral (Parker -8Ubmaff, 2013).
Further, a lack of morality, which may be ascribed to seadfi@hder groups, could also help
explain recidivism overestimates: i f sexual o
to stop them from committing highly intimate crimé@s®individuals with which this resonates,
it makes sense that they may ersgolonger prison senten¢@s incarceration can act as a buffer

for a supposed lack of morality in establishing or maintaining community safety.

Model IV, which examined the mediating role of estimated sexual reoffense risk in the
relationship betweent#tudes and support for registration, was the final such analysis. Entering
sexual reoffense risk into the juvenile model producsgynificantotal effect, while all
pathways were also significant. Most importantly, bootstrap confidence intervaldeadica

presence of a significant mediation. Results were similar for the adult sexual offender variables.
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The relationship between negative attitudes and greater support for registration can be partly
explained by the f or me altesffenaesriskpwhichaten imcreasesi t h  h i
support for registration, regardless of offender age giotgrpretation of this model will

largely be a reiteration of the explanation provided for modeTHé difference between the two
analysess thatthe n@ative attitudes, via increased estimates of recidivism risk, sshert

need for an additional community safety protective measure beyond incarcdratemd, higher
estimates of adult sexual reoffense risk was associated with greater endorseheent of t
community safety goalnterestingly, the goal of specific deterrere@hich is often used as a
rationale supporting sexual offender registragas significantly associated with juvenile, but
not adult, sexual recidivism risk. The opposite was true gatieral deterrence, endorsement of
which was significantly associated with higher estimates of adult, but not juvenile, sexual
recidivism. Thus, while sexual recidivism risk plays a role in influencing support for potential
criminal justice responses (e.gentence lengths, registration requirements), there may also be
different sentencing goals motivating these attitudes depending on the age of offender. This

warrants further investigation, particularly in the sexual offender realm.

In a further vein, thassociatioa betweerthe sentencing goal of community safety,
support for registration, and estimates of higher recidivism risk makes sehaeing sexual
offenders on registries, particularly public onesprmalizes their membership as membersrof a
outgroup. Certainly, they help the public in easily identifying who these outcastscodfers a
sense of control in terms of protecting oneself from an individual who they believe is likely to
reoffend. Perhaps this can help explain why individugddikely to support registries in spite of
evidence supporting their utility, as noted by Levenson, Brannon, and colleagues I(2£6@).

poses the question of how individuals interpret a lack of empirical support for registration. If
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those individualslso view sexual offenders as highly likely to reoffend, are they predisposed to
believe that registries are ineffective in reducing recidivism because sexual offenders are simply
bound to reoffend# sexual recidivism is viewed as an inevitability, ituld make sense for
individuals to support measures that would offer them at least some form of protection, even if

they do not provide this at an aggregate level.

The i mportance that the mediation anal yses
likelihoods in being drivers of more punitive responses raises an important educational
component. Specifically, it suggests thgtarticipants are made aware of the low sexual
recidivism rates of juvenile sexual offenderhich are far cries from the 50/5Relihoods that
participants estimatedthey may not be so punitive and their attitudes toward that group may
change for the better. This is promising, as bestowing knowledge in an attempt to bolster
attitudes toward a groupa cognitiongs a much easier task (both theoretically and practically)
than trying to influencattitudes througlhe affective and behavioural routésalsoinsinuates
that some measure of informing the public, such as an education campaign, may be effective in
reducing demand for longer sentences and more punitive registration for juvenile sexual
offendersOn the other handt is important to note that sexual reoffense risk only accounted for
between ondifth and onethird of the total effect of attitudes on $emce length and registration
for juvenile sexual offenders, respectively. In other words, education may be a key, but it is not a

silver bullet in promoting a less punitive criminal justice system.

7.5LIMITATIONS
While the current studigas a number aftrengths and contributes valuable knowledge to

the research area, it is not without its limitatidrisst and foremost is that the sample consisted

of a small, specific subset of the Canadian population, encompassing only students, faculty, and
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other menbers of a single Canadian universifhwus, thdindings may not be generalizable to all

regions of Canad&ather, itis best compared to other studies done in the United States (and
elsewhere), which have largely relied on university recruitment, gedtalrinterpreted as

proxies to understanding the nsihguoiversiy attitud
student participantgacilitates comparisorn® other studies in other jurisdictions as they also

used university students.

With respect to representativenes® sample was considerably younger than the
Canadian population, whose median age is roughlyed#dsold (Statistics Canad2016.
Results from the correlational analysis indicated that age was positively associatesgsvith |
severe reactions, particularly toward juvenile sexual offenders, suggesting that the current
sample may hold more negative views than the general pubkccdrrent samplalsohad an
overrepresentatiof66.4%)of femalescompared to theationalavelage, whichs relatively
equalfor those below age 6&iven that females tended to hold more negative attitudes, it is also
possible that responses may be slightly more favourable among a more representative sample of
the Canadian publit.astly, with re@rd to the sampl@articipant seHselection was the means
of recruitment and thus there is no way to determine whether these participants differed in any

meaningful way from noiparticipants.

Second, the current study only compared the effect opgetermined vignette the
other two vignette conditions. Therefore, it cannot be deduced whether the differences that did
emerge due to condition were the direct result of reading and processing the vignette or whether
these were due to potential diéaces in severity. Campregher and Jeglic (2016) did conduct a
similar study, comparing several vignetsesossseverity(possessing intimate photos or sexual

assault), victim age (2Dbr 15years old) and victim gender (male or femadeyvhat in essence
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was this study’s no vignette condition. Their
condition reported the perpetrator as more dangenooi strongly adhering to the
“superpredator” stereotype, an aprevdedgyignsttee d har
conditions. However, thistudy compared the no vignette condition to the average scores from

eight different vignette conditions. Therefoitas inconclusive how participants in no vignette

conditions respond in respect to othershwilgnettes of varying severity.

Third, the vignette used, while similar in length to those used in other studies (e.g.,
Campregher & Jeglic, 2016), was considerably shorter than most news articles that would cover
such an offense. Therefore, it is po&sithvat longer news articles may have a stronger effect on
readers’ attitudes and responses to such even
victim, and offense are depictethese effects were ntite focus of the curremvestigaton,
although future research would benefit considerably from such an endeBudbter research
could alsacompare the effects that different mediums may play on attitudes toward juvenile

sexual offenders.

Lastly, the provided vignettes both depictedratividual sexually offending against a
similar-aged peer. While this was done to avoid the effects of victim age, unlike Pozzulo and
colleagues (2010), it also limits the generalizability of the study results. While Pozzulo et al.
(2010) compared responses tactitious juvenileor adult who sexually offended against a 12
yearold victim, that study failed to account for the fact that the juvenile sexual offender was
relatively close in age to the victim, while the adult was considerably older. Thus, to some
pat i ci pants, the juvenile’s behaviour may be s

15 comprise 25% of sexual offenders against children a@ege@rs and 39.8% skxual
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offenders against children aged4/ears,tiwould be beneficialo comparattitudes toward

juveniles and adults who sexually offend against younger chi{@tatistics Canada, 2014).

7.6 CONCLUSION
The current studgppears to bthe first in Canada to examine attitudes toward juvenile

sexual offenders and only one of a smaimber of studies to exploattitudesn comparison to

adult sexual offender#s such, despite the limitations noted above, it adds to the growing
interest and research in juvenile sexual offenders. First, it appears that juvenile sexual offenders
are teated with more leniency and are seen more neutrally than their adult count@ses.

age effects also held across the three vignette conditions, demonstrating their stability and
generalizability across methodologi&®t these effects anelative,as recommended sentences
were still considerably longer than the sentences handed down by Canadian judiciaries while
registration of some form for juveniles was largely endorsed, despite no such practice existing in

Canada.

Second, it identified the radethat dehumanization and sexual recidivism risk play in
understanding the link between attitudes and punitive responses, particularly in regards to
juvenile sexual offenders. Understanding that estimates of sexual recidivism were highly inflated
and the ole this plays in sentencing decisions for both juvenile and adult offenders has a number
of implications. Not only does it note that the public is largely misinforragdrding sexual
recidivism rates, it also implicates the failure of researchers todgrtive public with this
knowledge. Further, it suggests that punitiveness toward sexual offenders is not solely
reactionary opersonal buis seen as a pragmatic approach to protecting the community from a

seeminglydangerous individual.
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Last, the current study replicated American findimgthat the mayrity of individuals
depictedmore severe offens@ghen prompted to illustrate“at y p $exual trimeThis held for
both juvenile and adult sexual offenders, although more severe offenses were depicted more
frequently for the latter grouurther, it dentified the role that different vignette conditions can
have orsome evaluative respondessexual offenders, although the significant effects here were
limited to a few variabledVhen there was an effect, the trend of leniency being shown toward
the pvenile sexual offender in respect to their adult counterpart continued to hold, emphasizing
the previous point about istability. Despite the effect of vignette condition not being as robust
as the effect of offender agegdives pave the way for furthmquiry. Specifically, it would be
worthwhile to investigatéhe effects that longer, nevssyle stories may have and how the
emphases of these may influemesponsesas this would add greater ecological validity to this

line of research
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APPENDIX A: CONSENT FORM

Researcher(s):

Graduate Student: Brandon Sparks
Department of Psychology, University of Saskatchewan
Email: brandon.sparks@usask.ca

Faculty Supervisor: Dr. J. Stephen Wormith
Department of Psychology, Urrsity of Saskatchewan
Phone: (306) 966818
Email: s.wormith@usask.ca

Attitudes Toward Sexual Crime and Offenders:You are invited to participate in a research

study entitled * Atrtiimeu desd TOdwWwerndd eS- &R hha IThi s st
been approved by the University of Saskatchewan Behavioural Research Ethics Board on [insert
date]. Please read this form carefully and feel free to contact the researchers above if you have

any questions por to, during, or after completing the study. Further information regarding your

rights as a participant can be obtained by contacting the Behavioural Research Ethics Board
mentioned above through the ethics office at (306}3®&4 or via email inquiry

(ethics.office@usask.xa

Purpose and ProcedureThe study of people’s attitudes tov
been an area of inquiry in psychological research. As this has progressed, more specific

guestons can be asked about more distinct criminal acts and groups of offenders. This allows for

a better recognition of the mechanisms that u
These attitudes are highly important in understanding suppastifoinal laws, the treatment of

offenders, and what barriers offenders may face when released into the community.

As a participant, you will respond to a series of questionnaires relevant to your attitudes toward
sexual offenders and punishment. Follogvthis, you will consider a fictional sexual offender

and respond to a further series of brief questionnaires regarding your attitudes toward this
specific offender. Completion of this study should take no more than 45 minutes to 60 minutes.
If you are paéticipating through the Psychology 110 Participant Pool, you will be compensated in
the form of course credit. Otherwise, at the end of the study you will be provided with the
opportunity to enter into a draw for a $50 gift card.

Potential Benefits: Uponcompletion of the survey, you will receive a debriefing form which

will provide an overview of current research regarding how people respond to offenders in the
community. This will include several references for further reading on the subject if yael desir

As stated above, members of the Psychology 110 Participant Pool will receive course credit,

while other participants will have the opportunity to be entered into a draw for a $50 gift card.
Furthermore, your participation in this research will aid mhfer scientific understanding of
Canadians’ attitudes toward sexual offenders.
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Potential Risks: This study contains a brief description of a sexual offense and may contain
other content of a sexual nature. Whitau are being asked questions about #fietl sexual
offender, you may find some of the information related to their criminal offense distressing. To
minimize this risk, the information provided is similar to what you would see in a news report or
press releasélowever, if participation becoméso distressing, please remember that you have
the right to withdraw your consent at any time without pen#ityou wish, you may contact the
graduate student researcher, Brandon Sparks, at the contact information above to discuss the
study. If you reqire further support, please consider the following services:

Student Counselling Services: (306) 968820
Saskatoon Crisis Intervention Services (24 hours): (3066288
University of Saskatchewan Student Wellness Centre: (3065968

Storage of Data:The research data will be encrypted and stored on the secure servers of
SurveyMonkey, whose premises have 24/7 security. Once data collection is complete, data will
be stored on password protected computers accessible to only the above researchers.
Anonymized data will be held by the research supervisor, Dr. Stephen Wormith, for a minimum
of five years. However, it may be stored up to 15 years after collection. Once it has been
collected from the SurveyMonkey, it will be permanently deleted from theirrseupen request

from the graduate student researcher, Brandon Sparks, or the research supervisor, Dr. Stephen
Wormith. The information will then reside on a password protected computer in a secure setting
for the duration of the storage term described ab@vhen the data will be deleted, it will be

done so through a file shredding software, erasing the possibility that the data can be recovered
(i.e., it will be permanently deleted).

Anonymity and Confidentiality: Your participation is anonymous and comdndial. While the

data from this research project may be published and presented at conferences, it will be reported
in aggregate form. This ensures that the identification of individuals will not be possible. To
ensure the anonymity of your responsesaggedo not include any identifying information in

your responses, such as your name or NSID in the questionnaire fields. At the conclusion of the
study, you will be directed to another page to enter the draw, which will prompt you for your
name and contaatformation. This information will be stored separately from your responses in
order to prevent your anonymity from being compromised. While the names provided for the
prize draw and requests for copies of the research results will indicate individwals wh
participated in the study, these names will remain confidential and will not be released. Nor will
this personal information be attached to your survey responses.

Right to Withdraw: Your participation in this study is voluntary and you are not requdired

answer any questions that you are uncomfortable with. If you do not wish to continue with the
study, you are free to withdraw your consent at any time, for any reason, without penalty. There
will also be a text box at the completion of the survey if wih to have your responses

withdrawn from the data pool. If you feel comfortable, feel free to share your concerns here, as
this will help the researchers in ensuring that the study minimized risk to the greatest extent
possible. Please note that once slrvey session has been closed, you will no longer be able to
request your data be withdrawn, as data collection is anonymous.
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Questions:If any questions or concerns arise prior to, during, or after completing the study, feel
free to express these byntacting Brandon Sparks or Dr. Stephen Wormith at the contact
information above. Further, if you have any questions about your rights as a research participant,
please contact the ethics office at (306)-2684.

Follow-Up or Debriefing: After completionor withdrawal from the survey, you will be directed

to a debriefing form providing more informati
wish to receive a summary of the research results, please submit your request to Brandon Sparks
at the contadanformation above.

Consent to Participate:By completing and submitting the questionna¥®UR FREE AND
INFORMED CONSENT IS IMPLIED and indicates that you understand the above conditions
of participation in this studylhis will constitute permission fdhe researcher to use the data
gathered in the manner described above. If you would like a copy of the consent form, please
print a copy for your records before proceeding to the questionnaire. You may also contact the
researcher, Brandon Sparks, foropyg of the consent form.
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APPENDIX B: DISGUST SCALE-REVISED (DS-R)

Please answer the following statements by indicating whether each item is true or false about
you.

L —
1. I might be willing to try eating monkey meat, under some o o
circumstances. (R)
2. It would bother me to see a rat run across my path in a park. o o
3. Seeing a cockroach in someo o o
4. It bothers me to hear someone clear a throat full of mucus. o o
5. If | seesomeone vomit, it makes me sick to my stomach. o o
6. It would bother me to be in a science class, and see a human ha o o
preserved in a jar.
7. It would not upset me at all to watch a person with a glass eye te o o
the eye out of the socket. (R)
8. It would bother me tremendously to touch a dead body. o o
9. I would go out of my way to avoid walking through a graveyard. o o
10. I never let any part of my body touch the toilet seat in a public o o
washroom.
11. | probably would not go tmy favorite restaurant if | found out tha o o
the cook had a cold.
12. Even if | was hungry, | would not drink a bowl! of my favorite sot o o
it if had been stirred with a used but thoroughly washed flyswatter.
13. It would bother me to sleep imace hotel room if | knew that a me ¢ o

had died of a heart attack in that room the night before.

Please answer the following statements by indicating the degree of disgust you would find the
following experiences.

2 >
S 5 &8
n
14. If you sessomeone put ketchup on vanilla ice cream and eatit. o o o
15. You are about to drink a glass of milk when you smell thatitis o o o
spoiled.
16. You see maggots on a piece of meat in an outdoor garbage pai © o o
17. You are walking barefoot @oncrete and step on an earthworm. o o o
18. While you are walking through a tunnel under a railroad track,y o o o
smell urine.
19. You see a man with his intestines exposed after an accident. o o o
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20. Your friend’ s ppehkupthadeadddade s
with your bare hands.

21. You accidentally touch the ashes of a person who has been
cremated.

22. You take a sip of soda and realize that you drank from the glas:
an acquaintance of yours had been drinking from.

23. You discover that a friend of yours changes underwear only on:
week.

24. A friend offers you a piece of chocolate shaped likediuy

25. As part of a sex education class, you are required to inflate a n¢
lubricatedcondom, using your mouth.
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APPENDIX C: SENTENCING GOALS SCALE

There are many possible objectives or goals in the sentencing of offenders. Below | have listed
the five most commonly given goals. Could you:

1. First please@ank these fivan order of importance to ygdrom 1 (most important) to 5 (least
i f

i mportant) .
potenti al
importante a s o n

of fender s” |

For exampl e,

” put
protect

S “to

t

a
he

you think that
1 on the | ine
community..”,

2. After you have done that, could you please tta#a@ how important you think each goal is on
the 1 ot at all importantto 7 {very important scales provided.

To rehabilitate the
offender

To deter other
potential offenders

Because the

of fender
in some way for
what they have done

s h ¢

To deter the

offender from committing
similar offences in the
future

To protect the community
by placing the offender
where they can do no
harm

RANK Not at all

important
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
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6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
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APPENDIX D: VIGNETTE CONDITIONS

Condition 1

In the following section, you will be given information about someone who has committed a
sexual offense. Please read the information carefully and keep this person in mind when
answering later questions.

The sexual offense depicted is pgraphic in nature and was designed to provide no further
details than would be included in a typical news report or press release. However, if you feel
uncomfortable at any point, you are freenithdraw your consent without penalty.

“Adam [ Ja 43d-}ydarold maleavhalh8s been charged with sexual assault of a similar
aged female. Details from the Crown Prosecutor reveal that while at a party Adam approached a
passeebut female and und her clothes. The victim woke to find Adam touching her vagina.

The victim i mmedi ately reported the incident

Condition 2

In the following section, you will be asked to describe a fictional person who has committed a
sexual offense. Pleasedgethis person in mind when answering later questions. Remember, if
you feel uncomfortable at any point, you are free to withdraw your consent without penalty.

1) When thinking of a typical [adult/juvenile] sexual offender, what kind of person ddwdu t
of? Describe anything about the person you can think of. What sort of characteristics do they
have?

2) What would you consider to be the typical [adult/juvenile] sexual offender crime? Please
provide some details.

Condition 3

Please keep what yaonsider to be a generic [juvenile/adult] sexual offender/offense in mind
when answering the following questions. Remember, if you feel uncomfortable at any point, you
are free to withdraw your consent without penalty.
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[After the questionnaires in Appeicds EL have been completed, participants will be asked to
describe the offender they had in mind.]

In the previous section, you were asked to imagine a generic [juvenile/adult] sexual
offender/offense when answering questions. Keeping this same persordirplease answer
the following questions.

1) When thinking of this typical [adult/juvenile] sexual offender, what kind of person do you
think of? Describe anything about the person you were thinking of. What sort of characteristics
did they have?

2) What did you consider to be the typical [adult/juvenile] sexual offender crime? Please provide
some details.
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APPENDIX E: THE ATTI TUDES TO SEX OFFENDERS SCALE (ATS-21)

Please answer the following statements by indicating the extent to which you agree with each
item. To respond, tick the circle to the right of each item that describes the extent to which you
agree with the statement.

There are no right or wrong answers.

e
28 8 S =
528 & ¢ 58
s .0 = < =) s O
nwoT 0O D < N ©
1) [Adult/Juvenile] sex offenders are different from otr o o o o o
people (R)
2) Most [adult/juvenile] sex offenders are victims of o o o o o
circumstances and deserve help
3) [Adult/Juvenile] Sex offenders have feelings like the o o o o o
rest of us
4) Itis not wise to trust a[n] [adult/juvenile] sex offend o o o o o
too far (R)
5) | think | would like a lot of [adult/juvenile] sex o o o o o
offenders
6) Give a[n][adult/juvenile] sex offender an inch and o o o o o
they take a mile (R)
7) [Adult/Juvenile] sex offenders need affection and o o o o o
praise just like anybody else
8) Trying to rehabilitate [adult/juvenile] sex offendersi o o o o o
a waste of time anghoney (R)
9) [Adult/Juvenile] sex offenders are no better or wors o o o o o
than other people
10) You have to be constantly on your guard with o o o o o
[adult/juvenile] sex offenders (R)
11) If you give a[n] [adult/juvenile] seaffender your o o o o o
respect, he’ll give you
12) [Adult/Juvenile] sex offenders only think about o o o o o
themselves (R)
13) There are some [adult/juvenile] sex offenders | o o o o o
would trust with my life
14) Most[adult/juvenile] sex offenders are too lazyto  © o o o o
earn an honest living (R)
15) | wouldn’t mind |ivi o o o o o
[adult/juvenile] sex offender
16) [Adult/Juvenile] sex offenders are just plain mean o o o o o
heart (R)
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17) [Adult/Juvenile] sex offenders are always trying tc
get something out of somebody (R)

18) [Adult/Juvenile] sex offenders are immoral (R)
19) I would like associating with some [adult/juvenile]
sex offenders

20) [Adult/Juvenile] sex offenders only respect brute
force (R)

21) If [Adult/juvenile] sex offenders do well in
prison/hospital, they should be let out on parole
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APPENDIX F: SUPPORT FOR REGISTRATION

In somejurisdictions, sexual offenders are required to have their personal information placed on
a registry. This can include their picture, name, address, contact information, place of
employment, and other personal information. Depending on the jurisdicti®mfttrmation is

only available to the police or through a special request, while in others, this information is
posted on a public registry, available to anyone.

In your opinion, what is generally the most appropriate outcome for [adult/juvenile] sexual
offenders (please select one)?

(a) the offender should never be required to register at all with law enforcemer
their community

(b) the offender should be required to register, but their information should ne\
posted on the internet

(c) the offender should be required to register, and their information should be
publicly posted on the internet.
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APPENDIX G: RECOMMEN DED SENTENCE LENGTH

Please indicate how long of a sentence (in years and/or months) you feel would be appropriate
for the [adult/juvenile] sexual offender.

years months
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APPENDIX H: STEREOTY PE ENDORSEMENT

Please use the following scale to answer the next question.

S}
—33 S
=g <) 2oz
o ®© = O g
= 0 0 .9
n o Z © T
1.Thel adul t/ juvenil e]
thinking about is a cold and calculating o o o

“superpredator?’
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agree



APPENDIX I: DEHUMANI ZATION SCALE

Please use the following scale to indicate the extent to which the following words describe or
represenfadult/juvenile] sexual offenders.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Not at Very

all much
Creature o o o o o o o
Humanity (R) o o o o o o o
Person (R) o o o o o o o
Beast o o o o o o o
Animal o o o o o o o
People (R) o o o o o o o
Civilian (R) o o o o o o o
Mongrel o o o o o o o
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APPENDIX J: MORAL OU TRAGE SCALE

Please answer the following statements by indicating the extent to which you agree with each

item using the scale below.

1. | feel a compelling need to punish [adult/juvenile] sex offenders

Strongly

disagree
1 2 3 4 5
O o O O O

2. | feel a desire to hurt [adult/juvenile] sex offenders

Strongly

disagree
1 2 3 4 5
©) ©) O ©) ©)

3. | believe [adult/juvenile] sex offenders are evil totbee

Strongly

disagree
1 2 3 4 5
©) @) O ©) ©)

Strongly
agree

6

@)

Strongly
agree

6

@)

Strongly
agree

6

@)

4. | feel morally outraged by what [adult/juvenile] sex offenders did to their alleged victin

Strongly

disagree
1 2 3 4 5
©) @) O ©) ©)
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APPENDIX K: CULPABILITY

Please use the slider provided to answer the following questions.

To what extent do you think that 0 U 100
[adult/juvenile] sex offenders can be Not Completely %
blamed for their offense? at all

To what extent do you thirtkhat 0 (J 100
[adult/juvenile] sex offenders are Not Completely %
responsible for their offense? at all

To what extent do you think that the 0 0 100

victims of a[n] [adult/juvenile] sex Not Completely %
offenders can be blamed for the offense’ at all

To what extent do you think that the 0 (J 100

victims of a[n] [adult/juvenile] sex Not Completely %

offenders are responsible for the offense at all

[The blank values on the right will correspond with the place on the slider to quantify response
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APPENDIX L: PECEPTIO NS OF CRIME

Please use the following scale to represent your beliefs regarding the following question.

1. Have [youth/adult] crime rates increased, remained the same, or decreased over the
three years?

Decreased Decreased Remained the Increased Increased
substantially somewhat same somewhat substantially
1 2 3 4 5
O O O O O
2. What percentage of [youth/adult] sexually offenders do you believe wi %

sexually reoffend within three years?
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APPENDIX M: DEMOGRAP HICS

This final section contains questions about your basic demographic information. No personally
identifying information is required and all of your responses will be kept strictly anonymous.

1. What is your sex (select one)?

A Male
A Female
A Other

2. What is your age?

years

3. With which ethnic group(s) of descent do you identify? (select as many as apply)

Aboriginal (Inuit, Métis, First Nations)
African

East Asian

Caribbean

Central American

European

Middle Eastern

SouthAmerican

South Asian

Other (please specify)

I >t I e I T P

B

Which of the following best reflects your current status with the University of Saskatchewan?

Undergraduate student
Graduate student
Employee
Alumnus/alumnae
Other

1 >t e P P

5. How would you dscribe your political beliefs?
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Conservative  Slightly

, , Neutral Slightly Liberal Very
conservative conservative . .
liberal liberal
@] (@] o] (@] @] @] (@]

6. What is your current household income?

Under $10,000
$10,00020,000
$20,00130,000
$30,00140,000
$40,00150,000
$50,00160,000
$60,00170,000
$70,00180,000
$80,00190,000
$90,001100,000
Over $100,000

D1 >t e > I e T P

~

How many children under the age of 18 do you have?

0
1
2
3
4+

It > >

o

What is your primary sece of crime news?

TV news
Internet
Social media
Friends/family
Government/organizational publications
Research/academic literature

Other (please specify):

1 >t e > P

9. Have you or someone close to you, such as family membersnasfrever been the victim of
a sexual offense?
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Yes
No
Prefer not to disclose

I v

10. How often do you interact with sexual offenders?

Never

Once or twice a year
Once every few months
Once or twice a month
Once or twice a week
Several times week
Daily

1 >t e P
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APPENDIX N: DEBRIEFI NG FORM

Thank you for your participation in the study. As you were told at the beginning of the study, the
purpose of this research project is to measur
sexualoffenders and what factors may influence these.

Study Objectives:While attitudes towards both groups of sexual offenders is generally negative
throughout the psychological literature, a number of personal factors, such as gender, political
orientation, ad contact with offenders have been identified as factors that influence the
magnitude of these attitudes. Of equal importance is understanding why these factors influence
attitudes and through what underlying psychological mechanisms do these take place.

Another important factor to consider is how information presentation influences attitudes. To
determine this, some participants read a vignette depicting a sexual offense, while others created
their own sexual offense vignette or received no vignettd. dhaltilizing the latter two
conditions, we are also able to determine wha
offender/offense, which has extreme importance in understanding support for various criminal
legislation.

Again, we thank you for yourelp with our research. This study contributes to a greater
understanding of the mechanisms underlying pe
sexual offenders. Furthermore, this information can help in predicting barriers that these
individualsmay face upon reintegration into society key factor in reducing their likelihood of
reoffending. Your participation in this scientific endeavor was greatly appreciated!

Participant Rights: Please be assured that the responses you provided will remoaynaous

and no identifiable information will be released when the results are published. If you wish to
receive a copy of the results, please contact the graduate student researcher, Brandon Sparks, at
brandam.sparks@usask.cH you have any further questions, comments, or concerns about the
study, please feel free to contact the graduate student at the address above or the faculty
supervisor, Dr. Stephen Wormith,saatvormith@usask.c&'ou are also welcome to contact the

Ethics office at (306) 968084 orethics.office @usask.dhyou require further clarification of

your rights as a research participant.

[If you wish to enter the prize draw for the $50 gift card, please click next and provide your
contact information. This withotbe stored with your responses.]

Further Reading: If you are interested in reading some articles on this topic, below are three
relevant refereces:

Letourneau, E. J., Bandyopadhyay, D., Sinha, D., & Armstrong, K. S. (2009). The effects of sex
offender registration policies on juvenile justice decision mal&egual Abuse: A
Journal of Research and Treatment, 249165.
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Levenson, J. S., Brannp¥i. N., Fortney, T., & Baker, J. (2007). Public perceptions about sex
offenders and community protection polici@sialyses of Social Issues and Public
Policy, 11), 137161.

Salerno, J.M., Najdowski, C.J., Stevenson, M.C., Wiley, T.A., Bottoms, B.Lg,\R&., &
Pimentel, P.S. (2010). Psychological mechanisms underlying support for juvenile sex
offender registry laws: Prototypes, moral outrage, and perceived tBesatvioral
Sciences & the Law, 2B), 58-83.
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APPENDIX O: RECRUITM ENT ADVERTISEMEN T

You are invited to participate in a research
Of fenders.” As the title suggests, we are int
toward sexual offenders and offenses, and your participatibgreatly aid us in doing so.

Please note that as a part of this research, a brief description of a sexual offense will be

presented, as may other content of a sexual nature. Even if you consent to participate in the

study, you have the right to withdram@ur consent at any time without penalty. The study will

take approximately 450 minutes and is completely anonymous. As compensation for your

time, you will be provided with the option to enter in a draw for a $50 gift card.

If you would like more information about the study or require assistance, please contact the
graduate student researcher, Brandon Sparksaation.sparks@usaskamthe faculty
supervisor, Dr. Stephen Wormith,saatvormith@usask.ca

This research (BEH 1B9) received approval from the Behavioural Research Ethics Board on
[date].

Click the link below to begin the study:
[Link]
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APPENDIX P: PRIZE DR AW PAGE

If you wish to enter the prize drdar the $50 gift card, please fill out the spaces below:

1. Your first and last name:

2. Your NSID:

3. Your U of S email address:
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