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Abstract
Previous studies on multiple perpetrator rapes have shown that male sexual
offenders who commit their offense alone differ on offender, offense, and victim
characteristics from those who commit their offense in duos and 3+ groups. For
the current study, 246 female sexual offenders have been studied regarding their cooffending pattern and the differences in offender, offense, and victim characteristics.
Significant differences between solo (n = 73), duos (n = 146), and 3+ group offenders
(n = 27) were found for the age at the first conviction, age at the time of the index
offense, performed sexual acts, physical and verbal violence, victim gender, victim
relationship, victim age, and location where the abuse took place. There were four
indicators that could predict the assault type. Co-offenders were more likely than
solo offenders to perform penetration on a female, intrafamilial victim who they
assaulted indoors. These results have implications for interventions with offenders
and criminal justice authorities.
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Multiple perpetrator rape (MPR), defined by Horvath and Kelly (2009) as any sexual
assault that involves two or more perpetrators, is relatively under-researched in both
female and male samples. It is suggested that females are more likely than males to
perpetrate a sexual crime with a co-offender (Gillespie et al., 2015; Vandiver, 2006;
Williams & Bierie, 2015), and a recent review reported that most female sexual offend
ers have a male co-offender, who is often their romantic partner (Cortoni & Gannon,
2016). While the proportion of co-offending in samples of female sexual offenders has
been debated (Johansson-Love & Fremouw, 2006; Williams & Bierie, 2015), it is cer
tainly an element that requires more attention by researchers and it will be a central
theme of this article.
The majority of the female and male studies on MPR have compared solo and cooffending groups. There is only one published study (Budd et al., 2017) that has exam
ined other groupings in females (i.e., solo, coed pairs consisting of one male and one
female, all-female groups, and multiple perpetrator groups that consist of a combina
tion of three or more female and male sexual offenders), and two (da Silva et al., 2014;
Park & Kim, 2016) in males (i.e., solo, duos, and 3+ groups). The results from these
studies suggest that there are some significant differences between some of the group
ings and Budd et al. (2017) recommended that future research should continue to
examine subgroups in female sexual offending to better understand variations in
offending. This understanding can aid law enforcement, policy makers, and treatment
providers. Therefore, the main aim of the current study was to examine the differences
in offender, offense, and victim characteristics between female sexual offenders who
commit their offense alone compared with females who commit their offense as part
of a duo, or as part of a 3+ group.
According to Forsyth (2006), a group can be defined as two or more individuals
who are connected to one another by social relationships. There is some controversy
in the literature about whether duos/dyads (e.g., romantic couples and friendships)
should be considered a group, and therefore included in the group dynamics research
(da Silva et al., 2013). This controversy is often referred to as the Moreland–Williams
debate. According to Levine and Moreland (2012) dyads are different from groups
because dyads form and dissolve more quickly, they are more emotionally involved
with one another, and certain social aspects such as minority/majority relations cannot
be applied to two people in a group. However, K. D. Williams (2010) claims that dyads
should be considered as a group because group processes such as social loafing and
facilitation, or in-group/out-group dynamics occur regardless of whether there are two
or several people in a group. Consequently, dyads should be studied as being a (small)
group. As a result of this debate within the group dynamics literature, it is important
that group size is considered when conducting research on MPR.

Previous Research on Co-Offending of Female Sexual
Offenders
To date, six studies have compared the characteristics and offending patterns of female
solo offenders and co-offenders. The details of these studies are depicted in Table 1.
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Table 1. Studies on Offending Patterns of Female Sexual Offenders.
Authors
Vandiver (2006)
Wijkman et al. (2010)
Muskens et al. (2011)
Gillespie et al. (2015)
Ten Bensel et al.
(2019)
Budd et al. (2017)

No. of offenders

No. of solo offenders

No. of co-offenders

227 arrested women
111 convicted FSOs
60 convicted FSOs
40 convicted FSOs
223 convicted FSOs

123 (54%)
41 (37%)
12 (20%)
20 (50%)
144 (65%)

104 (46%)
70 (63%)
48 (80%)
20 (50%)
79 (35%)

29,238 (62%)

11,112 (23%) one MSO
+ one FSO
2,669 (6%) two or
more FSOs
4,268 (9%) three or
more SOs with at
least one FSO

47,287 incidents
involving FSOs
including
prostitution

Note. FSO = female sex offender; MSO = male sex offender.

Regarding offender characteristics, Vandiver (2006) reported no differences regard
ing ethnic background and age, while Ten Bensel et al. (2019) reported that solo
offenders were significant younger than co-offenders. According to Wijkman et al.
(2010), solo offenders were less often mothers than co-offenders and they tended to be
less often married than co-offenders. Gillespie et al. (2015) studied 20 solo offenders
and 20 co-offenders on a large variety of clinical characteristics. Solo offenders
showed a greater presence of personal vulnerabilities, such as mental health and sub
stance abuse difficulties, while co-offenders reported a greater presence of environ
mentally based factors, such as a current partner who was a known sexual offender and
involvement with antisocial peers. This is in line with what Muskens et al. (2011)
found, namely, that the mean number of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of
Mental Disorders (4th ed.; DSM-IV; American Psychiatric Association, 1994) Axis 1
disorders was larger among solo offenders than in co-offenders, and that solo offend
ers were significantly more likely to suffer from a mood disorder. However, it is con
tradictory with the results of Wijkman et al. (2010), who reported that solo offenders
suffered less often than co-offenders from Axis II disorders. Furthermore, Ten Bensel
et al. (2019) found no differences in the self-reporting of mental health history, drug
and alcohol abuse and prior sexual abuse victimization. They did find that solo offend
ers had more often a high-school diploma and employment than co-offenders.
Concerning offense characteristics, Vandiver (2006) found no differences between
the groups on type of offense and location of offense. Compared with solo offenders,
co-offenders were significantly more likely to have multiple victims, familial victims,
and victims of both sexes (Vandiver, 2006; Wijkman et al., 2010). Ten Bensel et al.
(2019) reported that solo offenders were more likely to operate in authoritative posi
tions, while co-offenders were more likely mothers committing criminal acts against
their own children. Solo offenders also tend to have older males as a victim
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while co-offenders had younger female victims. Their findings regarding gender of the
victim are supported by Wijkman et al. (2010) and Muskens et al. (2011). Finally,
Wijkman et al. (2010) found that co-offenders have more often than solo offenders
committed at least one offense that entailed penetration.
Criminal career characteristics are seldom studied for solo-, and co-offending
women. Vandiver (2006) found that, when compared with solo offenders, co-offenders
were significantly more likely to have previous convictions for nonsexual offenses.
This is contradictory with the findings of Ten Bensel et al. (2019) who reported that
solo offenders were more likely to have multiple arrests prior to their index offense.
As no empirical research had gone beyond the two-female sexual offender group
ings of solo offenders and co-offenders, Budd, Bierie & Williams (2017) decided to
compare other groupings such as females who offend with other females or females
who sexually offend in larger groups. They found that, compared with solo offenders,
incidents involving co-offending pairs are more likely to have female victims and are
more likely to have relative victims (dependent children and intrafamilial family mem
bers). These results are consistent with the studies that were solely based on solo and
co-offenders. Furthermore, they found that incidents involving three or more sexual
offenders with at least one female sexual offender are more likely to have stranger
victims, greater victim injury, and a concurrence of nonsexual crimes in conjunction
with the sexual assault incidents. However, their results are based on a sample that
consists of police-reported incidents. Data are recorded on incident level and not on
offender/individual level. Besides, it was not possible to disentangle whether a woman
was involved in more than one incident. Also, data from small- and medium-sized
police departments are overrepresented and the data do not include data from areas
with high crime, that is, New York City. All these aspects may limit the generalizabil
ity of their findings.
There are no published studies that compare female and male co-offending.
Although R. Williams et al. (2019) directly compared female and male sexual offend
ers against children, only their female sample included co-offenders. They compared
the offender characteristics of female solo offenders, female co-offenders, and male
solo offenders and found that there were significant differences between the three
groups in their psychological dispositions, environmental niche, and offense preced
ing factors. R. Williams et al. (2019) highlight the importance of a gender-specific
approach to working with women who sexually abuse children and recommend that
other subtypes of female and male sexual offenders should be researched.

Study Aims
As there is only one published study (Budd et al., 2017) where female sexual offender
groupings based on size were examined, it is important to further investigate this area
using diverse samples from different countries. As can be seen in the “Method” sec
tion, the sample used in the current study is different from the Budd et al. (2017) study
as it is from a different county, data were collected from court files and criminal
records, it relates to offenders and not incidents, and it includes data from all areas of
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the Netherlands. The key research question in this study was “Are there differences in
offender, offense, and victim characteristics between female sexual offenders who
commit their offense alone compared with duo offenders and 3+ group offenders?”
Studying differences between offender subgroups is important as differences in the
offense and offender characteristics could indicate that there may also be differences
in risk levels and treatment needs. Furthermore, an additional aim of this article was to
compare the findings on female MPR with previous findings on male MPR related to
offender, offense, and victim characteristics. This is due to the fact that although there
are studies that have compared female and male sexual offenders (Williams & Bierie,
2015; R. Williams et al., 2019), there is a lack of knowledge regarding differences
between female and male co-offenders. Finally, if there are any differences in offender
and offense characteristics, logistic regression analyses will be conducted to determine
which variables are significant predictors of which rape type (solo, duo, or 3+ groups).
That information could be relevant for law enforcement and treatment providers.

Method
Sample and Procedure
The data were obtained from the Netherlands central prosecution service, consisting of
adult female sexual offenders who had been convicted of at least one hands-on sexual
offense between 1994 and 2011.1 Permission for the study was obtained from the
Prosecutor General and the Minister of Safety and Justice. The sample did not contain
women who had committed hands-off offenses (e.g., human trafficking, creating and
distributing child pornography, or exhibitionism). The sample consisted of 261 women
who committed a sexual offense either on their own, as a duo (with one other cooffender), or as part of a 3+ group. The offense where the women were convicted for
was used to determine to which offender group they should be allocated to. There were
no cases where the woman had engaged in solo offending as well as co-offending. The
duo and 3+ groups consisted of female and male co-offenders. The criminal records
of the women in the sample were retrieved by using the centralized system of the
Netherlands Judicial Information service where all criminal records are digitally
stored. A criminal record file contains all offenses ever registered by the Prosecution
Service for a person, starting at the age of 12 years, the age of criminal responsibility
in the Netherlands. When someone dies or reaches the age of 80 years, the file is
cleared. When a person has temporarily lived abroad, the file can contain registrations
of crimes committed in that country.
In addition to obtaining the criminal career information, access to the court files for
all 261 women was also gained. Fifteen court files could not be analyzed because they
had already been destroyed in line with retention guidelines, or could not be found in
the archives; therefore, our final sample consisted of 246 women. Court files in the
Netherlands always contain the charge as well as the judicial decision in which it is
specified what offense(s) the defendant was charged with and, in case of a court ver
dict, found guilty of. Almost every court file contains transcripts of police interviews
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with the offender, reports by each involved police officer of his or her findings at each
stage of the case, together with victim and sometimes witness statements. All 246
court files were analyzed and the offender and offense variables were scored, using the
scoring tool for sex offenders previously developed and employed in studies by
Bijleveld et al. (2007), and Wijkman et al. (2010).
The information in the court files was scored by the first author and a second senior
researcher, assisted by three master’s students (two in criminology and one in clinical
psychology). Each had been trained in analyzing and scoring court files. All scorers
were instructed to code only information as explicitly written in the reports or files and
not to interpret any contextual information. Most victim and offense characteristics
were coded as present or absent, but some such as relationship to victim involved
multiple categories. Age was coded as a continuous score. At the beginning, 10 ran
domly selected files were coded by two scorers, and codings were compared. It
appeared that the information in the court files was in general clear and factual. Almost
all court files were very unambiguous and there was very little doubt about the inter
pretation of the information. Agreement was 91%, with only some discrepancies in
scoring values either as “not present” or “missing”—which did not affect our later
analysis.
As many offenders performed or forced the victim to perform multiple acts, it was
difficult to differentiate these acts and to determine exactly when they occurred (e.g.,
fondling, oral sex, and penetration). Therefore, the offense with the heaviest sentence
of which the woman had been convicted was scored. In the case of multiple offenses
and regarding the crime scenes, the crime scenes that were most prevalent were scored.
When there was more than one victim, the age of the youngest victim was scored. The
majority of the women (83.7%, n = 206) were ethnic Dutch. Other ethnic backgrounds
were Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamese, Dutch Antilles, South American, and Asian. All
the women in the sample were adults.

Results
Characteristics of the Offender Groups
Descriptive analyses consisting of frequency counts were conducted for the type of
group (lone, duo, 3+ group), age, and ethnicity. Almost a third of the women (30%,
n = 73) committed the offense alone and 70% (n = 173) had at least one co-offender,
59% (n = 146) had one co-offender, and the remaining 11% (n = 27) had two or more
co-offenders. The majority of the women who had at least one co-offender, 57% (n =
140), committed the sexual offense with their intimate partner and they mostly com
mitted this as a duo, 51% (n = 125). When a woman committed the offense together
with her intimate partner, but also with other offenders (e.g., other family members,
neighbors, and friends), their group composition was labeled as a 3+ group. There
were only four same-gender groups (four duos) and, given this low number compared
with the whole sample size, no separate analyses for groups that consisted solely of
female offenders were conducted. Furthermore, these four duos were women who
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Table 2. Mann–Whitney U-Test Results of Differences Between Solo, Duo, and 3+
Offenders for Age of the Offender.

Variable

All
Solo
Duo
offenders offenders offenders
(N = 246) (n = 73) (n = 146)

3+
offenders
(n = 27)

Age at the index
offense

35.24

33.15

36.65

33.78

Age at the first
conviction

32.86

30.55

34.40

30.87

Z

p

r

–2.49
–0.287
–1.23
–2.747
–0.082
–1.669

.013a
.774b
.219c
.006a
.935b
.095c

−.17a
−.03b
−.09c
−.19a
−.00b
−.13c

aComparison

between solo and duo offenders.
between solo and 3+ offenders.
cComparison between duo and 3+ offenders.
bComparison

were not in an intimate relationship with each other, they were acquaintances. The
composition of the 3+ groups ranged from groups of three to eight offenders and all
offenders were acquaintances or relatives of each other. Seventy-two women (29.3%)
had assaulted more than one victim, with a maximum of seven victims.

Offender, Victim, and Offense Characteristics
The average age of the women at the time of the index offense was 35.2 years (SD =
9.7). As the distribution of each group was significantly skewed (as established by
using a Kolmogorov–Smirnov test), a one-way ANOVA to test for differences between
several independent groups could not be used because by doing so the assumption of
homogeneity of variance would be violated. Therefore, with the continuous variables,
Kruskal–Wallis tests were carried out to determine whether there were any differences
to be found at all between the three groups. If differences were found, Mann–Whitney
U tests were used to determine which groups differed from each other. Pearson’s r was
used as an effect size measure. As can be seen in Table 2, the solo offenders were sig
nificantly younger than the duo offenders at the time of the index offense, and at the
time of the first conviction.
With the categorical variables, chi-square tests were carried out to determine
whether there were any differences between the groups. Various comparisons were
carried out, but as this is an exploratory study, it was decided not to use a Bonferroni
correction. For significance, the level of .05 was used. Furthermore, phi was used as
an effect size measure. In relation to ethnicity, as can be seen in Table 3, solo offenders
had more often a Western European background than duo offenders. Regarding com
mitted sexual acts, the duo and 3+ group offenders were more often than solo offend
ers convicted of an offense that entailed sexual penetration of the body. In relation to
violence, the 3+ group offenders used more physical and verbal violence during the
offense than solo and duo offenders. Duo offenders committed the sexual offenders
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Table 3. Chi-Square Results of Differences Between Solo, Duo, and 3+ Offenders.

Variable

All
Solo
Duo
3+
offenders offenders offenders offenders
(N = 246) (n = 73) (n = 146) (n = 27)

Offender ethnicity—
Western European

85.8%

79.5%

90.4%

77.8%

Sexual acts
performed by
offender—
penetration
Use of physical
violence during the
offense
Use of verbal
violence during the
offense
Committed the
sexual assault more
than once
Crime scene—assault
indoors

45.5%

24.7%

52.1%

66.7%

22.4%

19.2%

17.8%

55.6%

19.5%

12.3%

19.2%

40.7%

70.2%

55.6%

80.8%

51.9%

85.8%

72.6%

93.8%

85.2%

Having a victim who
they know

66.9%

72.6%

93.2%

81.5%

Having at least one
female victim

29.3%

31.5%

81.4%

85.2%

Having more than
one victim

45.1%

17.8%

32.9%

40.7%

Having a victim
younger than 12
years
Having a victim aged
18 years or older

18.7%

31.5%

50%

55.6%

48.4%

27.4%

13.0%

25.9%

Having an
intrafamilial victim

86.6%

23.3%

61.6%

44.4%

aComparison

between solo and duo offenders.
between solo and 3+ offenders.
cComparison between duo and 3+ offenders.
bComparison

χ2

p

Φ

5.087
.024a
0.033
.855b
3.557
.059c
14.911 <.001a
15.097 <.001b
.161c
1.961

−.152a
.018b
.143c
−.261a
−.389b
−.106c

0.061
12.668
17.955
1.626
9.944
6.067
15.432
0.109
10.576
19.098
1.711
2.453
17.381
0.829
3.918
52.864
22.863
0.223
5.499
5.683
0.627
6.760
4.838
0.281
6.879
0.022
2.975
28.654
4.285
2.786

.017a
−.356b
−.322c
−.086a
−.315b
−.187c
−.266a
.033b
.247c
−.295a
−.131b
.119c
.282a
.091b
−.150c
−.492a
−.478b
−.036c
.158a
.238b
.060c
−.176a
−.220b
−.040c
.177a
.015b
−.131c
−.362a
−.207b
.127c

.805a
<.001b
<.001c
.202a
.002b
.014c
<.001a
.742b
.001c
<.001a
.191b
.117c
<.001a
.363b
.048c
<.001a
<.001b
.637c
.019a
.017b
.428c
.009a
.028b
.596c
.009a
.883b
.085c
<.001a
.038b
.095c
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Table 4. Independent Samples t-Test Results of Differences Between 3+ Offender Groups
With an Intimate Duo, and Without an Intimate Duo.

Variable
Age at the index offense
Age at the first conviction
No. of male offenders in the group

3+ groups
without an
intimate duo
(n = 11)

3+ groups
with an
intimate duo
(n = 16)

t

p

η

28.18
22.90
2.82

37.63
36.35
1.31

–2.889
–4.206
–2.740

.008
<.001
.019

.250
.414
.231

more than just once when compared with solo offenders and 3+ group offenders.
When looking at victim characteristics, duo offenders assaulted a victim who they
knew more often than solo offenders and 3+ group offenders, and solo offenders
assaulted fewer female victims than duo and 3+ group offenders. Solo offenders
assaulted a victim who was older than 18 years more often, had often more than one
victim than duo and 3+ group offenders, and assaulted a victim who was younger than
12 years less often. Finally, duo offenders assaulted an intrafamilial victim more often
than solo offenders and 3+ group offenders. For duo offenders, the assault was com
mitted more often indoors
As it could be expected that the group dynamics of a 3+ group with two offenders
who are in an intimate relationship differs from a 3+ group with offenders who are not
in an intimate relationship (who are, for instance, friends or acquaintances), separate
analyses were conducted on these two groups. It was recognized that the groups were
small, which could hinder the analysis. However, it was considered that it would be
worthwhile to conduct some exploratory analyses to determine whether these sub
groups should be considered for future research. To examine whether there were dif
ferences within these 3+ groups, independent samples t-tests were used for the
continuous variables. Chi-square tests were used for the categorical variables and, in
the cases where the assumptions of the chi-square tests were violated, a Fisher’s exact
test was used to test whether there were differences between the two groups. Table 4
shows that women who committed their sexual offense in a 3+ group that did not
contain an intimate duo were significantly younger at the time of the index offense and
significantly younger when they were convicted for their first offense. They were also
significantly more often convicted for any offense before their sexual index offense,
and they assaulted their victim significantly more often outdoors (see Table 5). These
are all compared with women who committed their offense in a 3+ group, which had
an intimate duo in their settings.
Finally, to determine which variables could predict the assault type (solo, duo, or 3+
offender groups), a multinomial logistic regression analysis was conducted using the 12
variables that were used to calculate the differences between groups (see Table 3). The
results of this analyses are presented in Table 6.
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Table 5. Chi-Square and Fisher’s Exact Test Results of Differences Between 3+ Offender
Groups With an Intimate Duo and Without an Intimate Duo.

Variable
Previous conviction for nonsexual
offensesa
Previous convictions for violent
(nonsexual) offensesa
Offender ethnicity—Western
Europeana
Sexual acts performed by
offender—penetrationa
Use of physical violence during the
offensea
Use of verbal violence during the
offensea
Having a victim who they knowa
Having at least one female victima
Having more than one victima
Having a victim younger than 12
yearsa
Having a victim aged 18 years or
oldera
Having an intrafamilial victima
Committed the sexual assault more
than once
Crime scene—assault indoorsa
aFor

3+ groups
3+ groups
without an
with an
intimate duo intimate duo
(n = 11)
(n = 16)

χ2

p

Φ

72.7%

18.8%

n.a.

.015

−.540

18.2%

0.0%

n.a.

.157

−.341

72.7%

81.3%

n.a.

.662

−.101

63.6%

68.8%

n.a.

>.999

−.053

63.6%

50.0%

n.a.

.696

.135

54.5%

31.3%

n.a.

.264

.233

90.9%
81.8%
27.3%
36.4%

75%
87.5%
50.0%
68.8%

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.

.618
>.999
.427
.130

−.201
−.079
.227
−.320

45.5%

12.5%

n.a.

.084

.369

36.4%
45.5%

50.0%
56.3%

n.a.
.304

.696
.581

−.135
−.106

63.6 %

100.0%

n.a.

.019

−.503

these analyses, the Fisher’s exact test was used instead of a chi-square test.

Compared with a 3+ group offender, a solo offender was more likely to commit the
sexual assault more than once, to use less verbal violence, and to have a female victim.
Compared with a 3+ group offender, a duo offender was less likely to use physical
violence and was more likely to commit the sexual assault more than once. Compared
to a solo offender, a duo offender was more likely to have an intrafamilial victim.

Discussion
The main aim of this study was to analyze the differences in offender, offense, and
victim characteristics of female sexual offenders who commit their offense alone com
pared with duo offenders and 3+ group female offenders. An additional aim was to
compare the findings on female MPR with previous findings on male MPR. In
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Table 6. Multinomial Logistic Regression Predicting the Likelihood of Being a Solo Offender,
a Duo-Offender, or a 3+ Group Offender.

Variable

B

SE

Wald

Likelihood of being a solo offender vs. 3+ group offender
Offender ethnicity—Western
–0.490 .730
0.450
European
Sexual acts performed by
–1.198 .625
3.676
offender—penetration
Use of physical violence during –1.079 .664
2.639
the offense
Use of verbal violence during
–1.434 .703
4.156
the offense
Committed the sexual assault
1.611 .746
4.664
more than once
Crime scene—assault indoors
–0.704 .792
0.791
Having a victim who they know
0.305 .839
0.132
Having at least one female
–2.089 .691
9.140
victim
Having more than one victim
0.912 .671
1.847
Having a victim younger than
–0.701 .768
0.833
12 years
Having a victim aged 18 years
0.837 .976
0.735
or older
Having an intrafamilial victim
–0.707 .693
1.041
Likelihood of being a duo offender vs. 3+ group offender
Offender ethnicity—Western
0.425 .662
0.412
European
Sexual acts performed by
–0.520 .549
0.897
offender—penetration
Use of physical violence during –1.746 .554
9.924
the offense
Use of verbal violence during
–0.396 .567
0.488
the offense
Committed the sexual assault
1.836 .678
7.341
more than once
Crime scene—assault indoors
0.373 .780
0.228
Having a victim who they know –0.700 .776
0.813
Having at least one female
0.029 .670
0.002
victim
Having more than 1 victim
0.648 .567
1.305
Having a victim aged younger
–0.791 .680
1.353
than 12 years

95% CI for
odds ratio

p

Odds
ratio

Lower Upper

.502

0.613

0.147

2.562

.055

0.302

0.089

1.027

.104

0.340

0.092

1.250

.041

0.238

0.060

0.946

.031

5.007

1.161

21.597

.374
.716
.003

0.495
1.356
0.124

0.105
0.262
0.032

2.333
7.022
0.480

.174
.361

2.489
0.496

0.668
0.110

9.271
2.236

.391

2.309

0.341

15.645

.308

0.493

0.127

1.918

.521

1.530

0.418

5.601

.344

0.594

0.203

1.744

.002

0.174

0.059

0.517

.485

0.673

0.222

2.044

.007

6.274

1.662

23.683

.633
.367
.966

1.452
0.497
1.029

0.315
0.109
0.277

6.701
2.273
3.823

.253
.245

1.912
0.453

0.629
0.120

5.815
1.719

(continued)
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Table 6. (continued)

Variable

B

SE

Wald

Having a victim aged 18 years
0.986 .907
1.183
or older
Having an intrafamilial victim
0.648 .599
1.169
Likelihood of being a solo offender vs. a duo offender
Offender ethnicity—Western
–0.915 .550
2.767
European
Sexual acts performed by
–0.678 .416
2.660
offender—penetration
Use of physical violence during
0.667 .527
1.601
the offense
Use of verbal violence during
–1.038 .564
3.383
the offense
Committed the sexual assault
–0.226 .476
0.225
more than once
Crime scene—assault indoors
–1.077 .560
3.693
Having a victim who they know
1.005 .603
2.780
Having at least one female
–2.118 .395 28.811
victim
Having more than one victim
0.264 .478
0.304
Having a victim aged younger
0.090 .503
0.032
than 12 years
Having a victim aged 18 years
–0.149 .627
0.057
or older
Having an intrafamilial victim
–1.355 .469
8.346

95% CI for
odds ratio

p

Odds
ratio

Lower Upper

.277

2.681

0.453

15.856

.280

1.911

0.591

6.184

.096

0.401

0.136

1.177

.103

0.508

0.225

1.147

.206

1.947

0.693

5.469

.066

0.354

0.117

1.071

.636

0.798

0.314

2.029

>.999 0.055
.095 2.731
<.001 0.120

0.341
0.838
0.056

0.114
8.896
0.261

>.999 0.582
.858 1.094

1.302
0.408

0.510
2.932

.812

0.861

0.252

2.943

.004

0.258

0.103

0.647

Note. R2 = .417 (Cox & Snell), .497 (Nagelkerke). Model χ2(24) = 132.786. CI = confidence interval.

general, some results were consistent to Budd et al.’s (2017) findings, which is the
only study that had previously examined different female sexual offender groupings.
In addition, the results suggest that there are some differences between female and
male MPR.
The sample, which was representative of convicted female sexual offenders in the
Netherlands, was made up of 30% solo offenders and 70% co-offenders This is consis
tent to what has been found in a number studies (Cortoni & Gannon, 2016) and high
lights the need to gain more knowledge on co-offending in females as the majority of
female sexual offending seems to involve co-offending. However, it is different from
Budd et al.’s (2017) sample where the majority (62%) of the female sexual offenders
were solo offenders and only approximately 38% were co-offenders. This could be
due to cultural differences between the two countries or differences in the samples.
The Dutch sample was made up of convicted offenders and it could be that it is easier
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to convict a female who commits a sexual offense with other co-offenders (particularly
males) than to convict a female who commits a sexual offense on her own. More
research is required to further investigate this.
In relation to offender characteristics, compared with solo offenders, duo offenders
were significantly older, which was different from what was reported for male offend
ers by da Silva et al. (2014) and Park and Kim (2016) where the solo offenders were
older than the duo and 3+ group offenders. This could be related to the fact that the
majority of the female duos committed the offense with an intimate partner and the
offenses often involved their children. On the contrary, the majority of male sexual
co-offending tends to be with other male offenders and these tend to be younger than
solo offenders.
In terms of offense characteristics, compared with solo offenders, duos assaulted their
victim more often indoors (same as da Silva et al., 2014) and they more often assaulted
an intrafamilial victim (same as Budd et al., 2017). Compared with solo offenders, duos
and 3+ group offenders more often performed penetration and they more often assaulted
a female victim. Again, this could be due to the fact that a large number of the co-offend
ers were male. As highlighted by Budd et al. (2017), it is important to better understand
the dynamics between the female and male co-offenders regarding victim selection and
sexual acts performed as this could better inform a gender-specific approach. Compared
with solo offenders and 3+ group offenders, duos more often assaulted a victim who
they knew (their children in the majority of the cases). These findings are consistent with
those of Budd et al. (2017).
A few differences were found between 3+ groups with an intimate duo, and 3+
groups without an intimate duo. The 3+ groups without an intimate duo were younger
at the time of the sexual offense, they were younger at the time of their first conviction,
they had more often previous convictions for nonsexual offenses before the index
sexual offense, and they assaulted their victim less often indoors. Although these
results are based on very small samples and should be interpreted with caution, it
seems that these groups without an intimate duo are quite comparable with male MPR
groups in the Bamford et al. (2016) review. Furthermore, there are also some similari
ties with the 3+ groups in the da Silva et al. (2013) and Park and Kim (2016) studies.
These similarities could be explained by the finding that the 3+ groups without an
intimate duo contain more male offenders than the groups with an intimate duo.
Further research is needed related to the dynamics between intimate duos and other
co-offenders.
As the majority of female sexual co-offending involves a male intimate partner and is
committed against an intrafamilial victim, which is different from the majority of male
duo sex offending, it is likely that the motivations are different between both groups.
Various factors (individual, sociocultural, and situational) have been found to play a role
in MPR (Harkins & Dixon, 2009). In a study involving male MPR offenders (da Silva
et al., 2017), it was found that the offenders identified group dynamics and process as
reasons for their involvement in this type of sexual offending, along with sociocultural
(belief and attitudes about women, sexuality, and rape myths) and situational factors (use
of alcohol and drugs). In line with this, having a social cultural background with
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antifemale attitudes may not play a role for female perpetrators. However, in the 3+
groups, where the majority of the perpetrators are males, this could be the case for the
males but not for the females. For the females, other factors could play a role (e.g., group
dynamics). The females could be involved due to the same group dynamics as the males:
conformity, deindividuation, behavioral contagion, and modeling (da Silva et al., 2017).
However, although the same group dynamics could play a role in male and female MPR,
these could be experienced in different ways by the different genders. It would be impor
tant to conduct in-depth qualitative research with females who committed a sexual
offense with co-offenders to gain a better understanding of their reasons for taking part
in the offense and the part they played.

Implications
The results of this study have some implications for police practice and treatment ini
tiatives. Regarding implications for police practice, it is important to acknowledge the
fact that a great number of the victims of female MPR are intrafamilial. Therefore, in
cases of intrafamilial child abuse, police officers should also consider the involvement
of more than one perpetrator during their investigation.
Seeing that it was found that the majority of the women who had at least one cooffender committed the sexual offense with their intimate partner, issues related to
attachment and intimate relationships need to be considered in assessment and inter
vention. Attachment styles have been found to be linked to relationship quality
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Furthermore, research has shown that attachment styles
were related to satisfaction in sexual relationships, sexual dysfunction, and motiva
tions for sex (Stefanou & McCabe, 2012).
As group dynamics are considered to play a role in MPR, these should be identified
and addressed in prevention and treatment programs. Early prevention programs that
incorporate issues of group behavior and peer pressure should be targeted at both boys
and girls and include examining these dynamics in sexual behaviors. Furthermore,
sexual education programs could include the identification of healthy and unhealthy
intimate partner dynamics.
Etgar (2013) suggested that, when treating MPR offenders, it is important to examine
the offender’s social role within the group, which will provide more information of pos
sible risk factors and expected interactions in other groups. Therefore, in treatment pro
grams for female MPR offenders this could be included. A number of differences between
female and male MPR were identified, suggesting that there are different motivations and
offense behaviors. This highlights the need not to transfer what we know about male
MPR to female MPR but to further research these differences to develop treatment pro
grams that target the specific characteristics and needs of female MPR offenders.
Regarding implications for future research, one can conclude that, given the results of
this study, there are more similarities between duos and 3+ groups than differences. It is
therefore fair to state that the literature on group dynamics can also be applied to offend
ers who commit their offense with only one co-offender. However, it is necessary to
consider that the majority of the duos and some of the 3+ groups are made up of intimate
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partners. Therefore, it is necessary to examine dynamics between intimate partners when
examining female co-offending. Gannon and colleagues (2008, 2010, 2014) have dem
onstrated in their pathways studies that the dynamics between intimate partners can be
quite different for female sexual offenders. They found three patterns or pathways to
female perpetrated sexual abuse. These pathways were labeled as Explicit-Approach,
Directed-Avoidant, and Implicit Disorganized. A woman who has abused her children
together with her husband could have explicitly planned her offending at both distal and
proximal stages. Because of this planning and the lack of coercion as exerted by her
husband, her pathway would have been labeled as Explicit-Approach. On the contrary,
the pathway of a woman, who tended to offend either out of fear or to obtain intimacy
with her husband while the offending was explicitly preplanned by this husband, would
be classified as Directed-Avoidant. These two examples show that group dynamics can
be different and need therefore to be studied in future research.
Another possibility for future research would be studying the criminal career char
acteristics of the three different groups. The solo offenders are the youngest offenders
at the time of the index offense and they committed significantly less sexual crimes that
entailed penetration when compared with duo offenders and 3+ group offenders. It
would be interesting to examine whether their sexual index offense was the beginning
of a career in sexual offending, or were they so-called once-only offenders (Wijkman
et al., 2011).

Limitations
This research adds to the body of knowledge on female sexual offending and follows on
from the only previous study (Budd et al., 2017) that examined different female sexual
offender groupings. Some of the limitations in the Budd et al. (2017) study were
addressed. For example, the data in the current study were on the offender level, which
meant it was possible to determine if a woman was involved in more than one incident,
and all of the areas in the Netherlands were represented. However, there are limitations
that need to be considered. It is well established that sexual offending perpetrated by
females is underreported to the police (Cortoni et al., 2017). Furthermore, there is a high
attrition rate in the criminal justice system for sexual offenses and the conviction rate for
these offenses is usually quite low (Jehle, 2012). This means that, although the sample is
representative of convicted female sexual offenders in the Netherlands, it may not be
possible to generalize the findings to nonconvicted, or nonreported female sexual offend
ers. Furthermore, the cases that are reported to law enforcements are likely to be the
more serious, overt cases than the cases that are not reported.

Conclusion
Some differences were found between solo, duo, and 3+ group female sexual offend
ers (e.g., age, victim selection, and offense behaviors). However, the biggest differ
ences were found between the solo and the multiple perpetrator offenders (duos and
3+ groups). It was concluded that the duos and 3+ groups were quite similar;
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however, it is necessary to consider that the duos were mainly made up of intimate
partners and the dynamics between intimate partners are expected to be different from
those between other co-offenders. It is necessary to further research the dynamics in
the intimate partner duos and the groups without intimate partners. A number of differ
ences were found between male and female MPR. Where similarities were found,
these seemed to be related to the fact that male offenders were present. This suggests
that it is necessary to research them separately and develop separate prevention and
treatment programs based on their different characteristics and needs.
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