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Abstract 

Wisconsin policy makers implement sex offender treatment programs with the purpose of 

decreasing reoffending while increasing safety for victims and communities. Research 

has suggested that the cognitive behavioral therapy group curriculum, Thinking for a 

Change (T4C), has been effective for offenders; however, this program’s key component 

of cognitive self-change among sex offenders has yet to be researched. The purpose of 

the current study was to fill a gap in T4C research and, specifically, explore whether sex 

offender probationers gained the T4C component of cognitive self-change as compared to 

non-sex offender probationers from Wisconsin. Beck’s cognitive behavioral theory was 

used as the study’s theoretical framework. The key research question was whether there 

was a statistically significant between-group difference in T4C posttest scores of 

cognitive self-change while controlling for T4C pretest scores among 51 Wisconsin adult 

male sex offenders and 51 adult male non-sex offender probationers. Archival data were 

obtained from the Alternative to Traditional Incarceration of Citizens Correctional 

Services database. Using ANCOVA, the T4C posttest scores revealed there was not a 

statistically significant difference among and between the non-sex offenders and sex 

offender probationers regarding the T4C’s component of cognitive self-change. Thus, the 

T4C program did not have a different effect on sex offenders than it did on non-sex 

offender probationers. This study may impact positive social change by encouraging 

further T4C research among sex offenders that may increase knowledge into the 

multidimensional factors that hinder sex offenders’ cognitive self-change, thus improving 

the likelihood to decrease reoffending and improve safety to victims and communities.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study 

On March 12, 2016, the Iron County Wisconsin Sheriff’s Department received a 

911 call reporting a fire at the Bear Trap Inn in Saxon, Wisconsin (State of Wisconsin 

Court of Appeals District III, 2018). When deputies arrived, the building was engulfed in 

flames, and Lisa Waldros, the bartender, was missing (State of Wisconsin Court of 

Appeals District III, 2018). On April 14, 2016, Donald Rick, a registered sex offender 

probationer of child sexual assault, admitted to killing Waldros and burning the tavern to 

cover up the murder (State of Wisconsin Court of Appeals District III, 2018). Rick was 

charged with first-degree intentional homicide, armed burglary, armed robbery, 

possession of a firearm by a felon, arson of a building, and mutilation of a corpse and is 

serving life in prison without parole (State of Wisconsin Court of Appeals District III, 

2018). At the time of the murder, Rick had attended a community correctional offender 

program known as Thinking for a Change (T4C). This murder led the community to 

wonder how beneficial the T4C program is for sex offenders. 

Since its inception, research on the T4C program has not evaluated the core 

component of cognitive self-change among those convicted as sex offenders. There is a 

gap in the T4C research regarding whether there is a change in the global measure of 

cognitive self-change among adult male sex offender probationers who completed the 

T4C program. Cognitive self-change is critical to evaluate because it is linked to 

decreasing criminal activity (Busch et al., 2011). T4C studies (e.g., Aos et al., 2006; 

CEBP, 2011; Clark, 2011; Gehring et al., 2010; Glick, 2006; Golden, 2002; Golden et al., 

2006; Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005; Latessa et al., 2000; Lowenkamp et al., 2009; 
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Milkman et al., 2007; Schweitzer, 2009) are relatively limited, archaic, revealed 

conflicting results, were not specific to sex offenders, and have not evaluated cognitive 

self-change (Busch et al., 2011). Thus, there was a need to evaluate cognitive self-change 

among adult male sex offender probationers. The purpose of the current study was to 

explore cognitive self-change among adult male sex offender probationers who 

completed the T4C program between 2014 and 2019 in 19 jurisdictions in Wisconsin as 

compared to adult male non-sex offenders. This study may provide insight for sex 

offender probationers and the Wisconsin Community Corrections with an opportunity to 

learn if the T4C program promotes its core component of cognitive self-change with the 

selected population. Group treatment programming, such as T4C, in community 

corrections aims to reduce the likelihood of reoffending among sex offenders.  

The potential positive social change implications of the study include that the 

study may be used to improve Wisconsin sex offender management policies that 

frequently recommend such programs focused on sex offender rehabilitation. 

Community-based sex offender treatment resources are limited; therefore, it is imperative 

to know whether sex offenders benefit from the T4C program’s core component of 

cognitive self-change. Additionally, economic limitations determine who receives 

treatment; thus, any information on whether sex offenders exhibit cognitive self-change 

after the T4C program could aid in the allocation of resources where treatment 

programming for sex offenders is concerned.  

In Chapter 1, I present the background information, problem statement, purpose 

of the study, research question and hypotheses, theoretical framework, nature of the 
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study, definitions, assumptions, scope and delimitations, limitations, and significance. 

The chapter concludes with a summary.  

Background 

Research related to the scope of the current study on the T4C core component of 

cognitive self-change among sex offenders is limited. The T4C program is a structured 

group intervention developed by Bush et al. (2011) in collaboration with The National 

Institute of Corrections. The focus of the T4C program is to change criminogenic 

thinking through the core behavioral intervention of cognitive self-change throughout 24 

lessons. The T4C curriculum integrates cognitive behavior theory, social skills 

development, and the utility of problem-solving proficiencies (Busch et al., 2011). The 

T4C program was not designed as a sex offender treatment program per se, although such 

offenders are commonly placed in it (Busch et al., 2011). The primary target population 

of T4C was convicted adult and youth offenders, regardless of the crime, including both 

males and females (Busch et al., 2011). 

Golden et al. (2006) assessed the T4C program with 100 male and 42 female adult 

criminal probationers and found that participation was associated with reduced recidivism 

by 33% as well as improved problem-solving skills. They also determined that technical 

violations of probation were significantly higher for program dropouts than the 

probationers who completed the T4C program. Similarly, Lowenkamp et al. (2009) 

determined that criminal offenders who participated in the T4C program had a 

significantly lower recidivism rate compared to similar offenders who were not affiliated 
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with the program. These studies did not select sex offenders as their probationers or first-

time offenders for their statistical models.  

While T4C appears to hold some promise, as noted above, this program was not 

designed for sex offenders despite commonly being assimilated into it. Therefore, 

insufficient evidence exists to demonstrate that sex offenders benefit from the core 

component of cognitive self-change in the T4C program. There is a critical need to 

collect empirical evidence that measures both whether there is significant cognitive self-

change and whether there is a decreased risk of reoffending among sex offenders who 

complete the T4C program (Geer et al., 2001). I conducted the current study to address 

this gap in knowledge and gain insight into whether adult male sex offender probationers 

achieve a level of cognitive self-change to reduce the risk of reoffending by altering their 

criminal thinking processes, which cognitive self-change aims to deliver.   

Problem Statement 

Exploring cognitive self-change among sex offender probationers who completed 

the T4C program may aid in determining if cognitive self-change is obtained, thus 

decreasing sexual violence criminality. According to Busch et al. (2011), the gap in the 

literature is that the T4C program is a cognitive behavioral group intervention designed 

for offenders on probation for various offenses. They noted that T4C has not been tested 

for effectiveness with sex offenders, and the program was not developed as a specific sex 

offender program, although they are routinely assigned to it. The core component of T4C 

is cognitive self-change, and this component teaches offenders a concrete process for 

self-reflection aimed at uncovering antisocial thoughts, feelings, attitudes, and beliefs 
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(Busch et al., 2011). For Busch et al., cognitive self-change refers to guiding offenders’ 

thinking away from violence and toward feeling good about themselves when they 

achieve a positive thinking pattern. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this quantitative archival study was to explore if there was a 

statistically significant between-group difference in posttest scores of cognitive self-

change while controlling for pretest scores among 73 sex offenders and 73 non-sex 

offender probationers from Wisconsin between 2014 and 2019. The independent variable 

(IV) was grouped with two categories: Group 1 of non-sex offenders (NON-SO) and 

Group 2 of sex offender (SO) probationers. The dependent variable (DV) was the T4C 

posttest scores of cognitive self-change. The covariate was T4C pretest scores.  

I obtained archival data from the Alternative to Traditional Incarceration of 

Citizens (ATTIC) Correctional Services database. The data specifically included T4C 

pre- and posttest score percentages of adult male sex offender probationers and non-sex 

offender probationers who completed the T4C program between 2014 and 2019 in 19 

rural jurisdictions in Wisconsin. ATTIC, Inc. is a private 501(c) (3) organization that 

receives funding from the Wisconsin Department of Corrections, Wisconsin Department 

of Health Services, U.S. District Courts, and the Minnesota Department of Corrections to 

administer the T4C program. (ATTIC Correctional Services, Inc., 2015). 

Research Question and Hypotheses 

This study addressed the following research question and hypotheses:  
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RQ: Is there a statistically significant between-group difference in T4C posttest 

scores of cognitive self-change while controlling for T4C pretest scores of 73 

adult male sex offender probationers and 73 adult male non-sex offender 

probationers from Wisconsin between 2014 and 2019? 

H0: There is not a statistically significant between-group difference in T4C 

posttest scores of cognitive self-change while controlling for T4C pretest 

scores of 73 adult male sex offender probationers and 73 adult male non-

sex offender probationers from Wisconsin between 2014 and 2019. 

Ha: There is a statistically significant between-group difference in T4C 

posttest scores of cognitive self-change while controlling for T4C pretest 

scores of 73 adult male sex offender probationers and 73 adult male non-

sex offender probationers from Wisconsin between 2014 and 2019. 

Theoretical Framework 

I used Beck’s cognitive behavioral theory as the theoretical framework for this 

study. This theory is a process that helps challenge, modify, or replace negative, irrational 

thoughts or cognitive distortions (Keegan & Holas, 2009). In the theory, Beck suggested 

that distorted negative thinking is an essential part of depression and other negative 

mental cognitions (Keegan & Holas, 2009). The cognitive behavior theory is used to 

challenge distorted cognitive content, replacing it with unbiased cognitions and reducing 

the negative emotional impact (Keegan & Holas, 2009).  

Moster et al. (2008) indicated that most sex offender treatment programs in the 

United States use a combination of cognitive behavioral treatment interventions focusing 
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on victim awareness and cognitive restructuring. The fundamental component of the 

cognitive behavior theory with sex offender treatment is learning about the sexual 

violence cycle and changing deviant sexual arousal patterns (Moster et al., 2008).  

Nature of the Study 

In this quantitative study,  I obtained archival data in the form of demographic 

information about the participants (i.e., adult, male, sex offender probationers) from the 

ATTIC database. The data set included the probationers who completed the T4C pre- and 

posttest assessment tool within multiple jurisdictions in Wisconsin between 2014 and 

2019 and their the T4C pre- and posttest scores of cognitive self-change. I used 

ANCOVA statistical analyses in this study to explore if there was a between-group 

difference in T4C posttest scores while controlling for T4C pretest scores.   

Definitions 

Cognitive behavioral therapy (CBT) programs: Moster et al. (2008) stated that 

CBT was centered on the notion that in any given situation, a person’s thoughts, attitudes, 

and beliefs determine their emotional experience and behavior; therefore, anyone can 

change how they behave or experience emotion. The primary goal of CBT with sex 

offenders is to reduce sexual recidivism by helping offenders regain a sense of self-worth 

and live a prosocial life (Moster et al., 2008). 

Cognitive distortions: Ciardha and Ward (2013) stated that cognitive distortions, 

within the context of sex offender literature, are beliefs that were developed because of 

the disparity between deviant sexual interests and perception of societal norms. 
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Cognitive self-change: The idea that thinking directs behavior, repeated patterns 

of thoughts and behavior become habits, and direct conscious attention towards habits 

(Stinson et al., 2011).  

Criminogenic need principle: Criminogenic needs of dynamic risk factors: 

targeting the needs in treatment to reduce recidivism (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). 

Dynamic risk factors: the broad range of potentially changeable predictors of 

recidivism divided into stable and acute dynamic risk factors (Scoones et al., 2012).  

Internal responsivity factors: Characteristics of offenders that impact their ability 

to benefit from treatment interventions (Loomis et al., 2005).  

Sex offenders:  Individuals with prior sex crime convictions, predatory 

characteristics, who utilize violence in crimes, and refuse or fail to complete sex offender 

treatment programs (Hanson et al., 2014). 

Recidivism: Relapse or return to criminal behavior, which may be operationalized 

as a re-offense, rearrest, conviction, and incarceration (Budd & Desmond, 2014).  

Responsivity principle: Identifying offender characteristics and adapting treatment 

techniques specific to offenders’ needs (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). 

Risk principle: Corresponding the service level to the offender risk level 

(Andrews & Bonta, 2010). 

Assumptions 

I made 10 assumptions in this archival quantitative study: (a) having a continuous 

DV of T4C posttest scores, (b) an IV that is categorical with two independent groups 

(i.e., Group 1: Non-SO probationers and Group 2: SO probationers), (c) a covariate 
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variable of T4C pretest scores, and (d) independence of observations. The remaining six 

assumptions were (e) linearity, (f) homogeneity of regression slopes, (g) normality of 

within-group residuals, (h) testing for homoscedasticity, (i) homogeneity of variances, 

and (j) outliners.  

Scope and Delimitations 

 In this study, I used archival data from ATTIC rather than collecting primary data 

for analysis. The study included data about sex offenders and non-sex offender 

probationers from the state of Wisconsin. The archival data collection relied on the 

cooperation and permission from ATTIC.  

Limitations 

 The primary foreseen limitation of this archival study was poor internal validity. 

Archival data may represent poor internal validity (Brown et al., 2016). Common threats 

to internal validity with archival data included incomplete data and the inability to ensure 

the data best represented the population (Shultz et al., 2001).  

Significance 

 The potential contributions of this study include helping the discipline of sex 

offender rehabilitation by providing insight into whether the T4C program influences sex 

offenders’ cognitive self-change. Sex offenders who gain cognitive self-change may take 

accountability and understand their criminal attitudes, thus decreasing their rate of 

reoffending, which creates safer communities. It is vital to continue research on sex 

offender programming that reduces sexual reoffending because only through valid 

research will stakeholders be able to expand state and federal compliance efforts with 
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community correctional sex offender programming, decrease sexual violence, and inform 

judicial decision making for sex offender treatment programming. Research is lacking, 

and this current study may help address this gap in the literature.  

Summary 

  In this archival quantitative study, I describe a murder within Iron County, 

Wisconsin that led to the primary question of how beneficial the T4C program is among 

sex offenders. The background contained a discussion of identified research related to the 

scope of the current study on the T4C core component of cognitive self-change among 

sex offenders and its limitations. In this chapter, I also presented the purpose of the study, 

research question, hypothesis, theoretical framework, nature of the study, definitions, 

assumptions, scope and delimitations, limitations, and significance. Chapter 2 will 

include an introduction to the problem under study, a discussion of the literature search 

strategy and theoretical foundation; and a review of the relevant literature and concepts.    

  



11 

 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 

I conducted this literature review with the aim of examining previously published 

research on the problem under study. The problem addressed by this archival quantitative 

study was that the T4C program had not been tested for effectiveness with sex offenders. 

In particular, the core component of cognitive self-change has not been evaluated. Busch 

et al. (2011) conceptualized cognitive self-change as a process of self-reflection aimed at 

uncovering antisocial thoughts, feelings, beliefs, and attitudes. Additionally, Busch et al. 

theorized that these processes may change criminal thinking and decrease sexual violence 

criminality. This study’s purpose included exploring if there was a statistically significant 

between-group difference in T4C posttest scores of cognitive self-change while 

controlling for T4C pretest scores among 73 adult male sex offender probationers and 73 

adult male non-sex offender probationers from Wisconsin between 2014 and 2019.  

LaPlant et al. (2020) evaluated the T4C program within prison systems and 

focused on improvements in problem-solving skills. In a rare publication on the 

effectiveness of the T4C program, the CEBP (2011) evaluated this program within 

community corrections in Indiana and found that on average, 60% of probationers 

completed the program successfully, while 25.2% did not complete the program. The 

offenders, in this case, were not evaluated on the measure of cognitive self-change or 

were they sex offenders. Despite the abundance of literature (e.g., LaPlant et al., 2020; 

Lowenkamp et al., 2009; Vanstone, 2010) regarding the T4C program for general 

offenders, there is a gap in the literature on the benefits of the T4C program among sex 

offenders and its core component of cognitive self-change. 
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In this chapter, I discuss the literature search strategy and theoretical foundation 

before presenting a literature review of critical variables and concepts. The chapter 

concludes with a summary. 

Literature Search Strategy 

I used the Walden University Library holdings to conduct a literature search of 

peer-reviewed editorials published between the years of 2009-2022 in the following 

electronic databases: American Psychological Association PsycNET, Bureau of Justice 

Statistics, Criminal Justice Periodicals, SAGE Journals, SAGE Stats, SocINDEX, and 

Wisconsin Department of Corrections Sex Offender Registry. Search terms used included 

CBT interventions with sex offenders, T4C programming in Wisconsin among sex 

offenders, predictors of treatment completion among sex offenders, cognitive self-change 

among male sex offenders, first-time male sex offender amenability to CBT programming, 

criminogenic needs of sex offenders, pro-criminal attitudes, theoretical framework of the 

constructs of sexual deviance, and cognitive behavior theory. I selected articles from 

qualitative and quantitative research journals to support this literature review. Although 

some archaic editorials were utilized, particular emphasis was placed to ensure the 

literature was as current as possible.  

Theoretical Foundation 

  Beck’s (1970) cognitive behavioral theory was used as the theoretical framework 

of this archival quantitative study. Beck, a psychiatrist at the University of Pennsylvania, 

is considered one of the pioneers of the cognitive revolution of psychoanalytic treatment 

and the theory of cognitive behavior (Clark, 2014). Cognitive behavior theory describes a 
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process of thinking in which maladaptive thoughts can be identified and changed (Clark, 

2014). Broadly put, cognitive behavior theory refers to a structured approach in which 

distressed individuals are taught how to identify, evaluate, and modify faulty thoughts 

and beliefs considered responsible for psychological disturbance (Clark, 2014). Cognitive 

behavior theory has been widely utilized across treatment programs for all psychiatric 

diagnoses. Kirsch et al. (2006) stated that it has been used in sex offender treatments 

since the 1970s to alter deviant sexual arousal patterns.  

The theory of cognitive behavior includes cognitive self-change (Bush et al., 

2011). Cognitive self-change is a cognitive behavioral intervention used with sex 

offenders that aims to reduce violence with patterns of antisocial behavior and sexual 

criminality (Bush et al., 2011). The cognitive self-change process can accommodate 

combinations of thoughts, feelings, attitudes, and beliefs that reinforce sex offenders’ 

violence and criminality (Bush et al., 2011). Irrational and distorted thinking can be 

identified as hostile attribution, negative attitudes, and pro-criminal beliefs (Bush et al., 

2011). The methods in which these thought processes lead to sexual violence were 

explored with intervention strategies developed to directly target the component of 

cognitive self-change (Bush et al., 2011). 

The use of Beck’s cognitive behavior theory has been fundamental to sex offender 

treatment because of its emphasis on reducing problematic thoughts associated with 

criminal behavior (Moster et al., 2008). Research on Beck’s cognitive behavior theory 

has shown some efficacy in sex offenders’ cognitive self-change and has been used to 

explain the offenders’ role of deviant thoughts in their sexual offending behavior (Clark, 
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2014). Miller (2012) stated that cognitive behavior theory provided offenders with 

information on correcting sex-offending thoughts. Additionally, the cognitive behavior 

theory helps offenders challenge their inappropriate thoughts (Moster et al., 2008). One 

obstacle with the cognitive behavior theory is correcting cognitive distortions, as many 

sex offenders deny committing a crime (Moster et al., 2008). For instance, Schlank and 

Shaw (1996) developed a program for offenders who engaged in cognitive distortion, 

denied their crimes, and were resistant to changing their position in treatment. The 

researchers presented a module of pretreatment sessions where offenders were able to 

reduce the percentage of deniers by half. Although sexual reoffending is a problem that 

may never be solved, evaluating the cognitive self-change component of T4C is an 

essential first step toward impacting communities and sex offenders and determining if 

their sexual offending behaviors can be reduced (Clark, 2014). 

Literature Review Related to Key Variables and Concepts 

In this section, I describe previous studies related to the constructs, methodology, 

and methods that are consistent with the scope of the current archival quantitative study. 

The section also includes an explanation of the ways researchers of the T4C program 

have approached their studies and the strengths and weaknesses inherent in their 

approaches. I also review and synthesize previous studies related to the key IV and DVs 

and the constructs of the study. I conducted the current study to evaluate cognitive self-

change among adult male sex offenders and adult male non-sex offender probationers 

from 19 jurisdictions in Wisconsin as measured before and after T4C program 

completion between 2014–2019. In this section, I also provide  the rationale for the 
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selected variables and concepts, identify what is considered controversial, and highlight 

the gaps in the current literature.  

T4C Program Review 

For the last 19 years, the National Institute of Corrections has designed various 

sex offender treatment programs (Bush et al., 2002). Their research and construction of 

these programs provided insight into how sexual criminal behaviors were more adaptable 

to cognitive self-change using CBT (Bush et al., 2002). As a result, the authors of T4C 

took on the ambitious task of synthesizing the theoretical framework from cognitive 

behavior theory into a complete integrated intervention known as T4C (Bush et al., 

2002). 

At its core, the T4C program is based on cognitive behavior theory and the global 

measure of cognitive self-change (Bush et al., 2002). While the concept was presented 

systematically, participants learned that cognitive behavior does require cognitive skill 

methods, including identifying thinking, beliefs, attitudes, and values (Bush et al., 2002). 

The cognitive behavior concept of cognitive self-change is introduced during the 

program’s 11 initial lessons (Bush et al., 2002). Interspersed are targets of critical social 

skills that support the cognitive behavior theory process of cognitive self-change. The 

components include problem-solving techniques and lessons supported by social skills 

(Bush et al., 2002). The problem-solving portion of the T4C curriculum relies heavily 

upon the concepts of cognitive self-change (Bush et al., 2002). By the 12th lesson, 

cognitive self-change should benefit the participants, and by the 22nd lesson, participants 
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are ready to evaluate themselves using a skills checklist to develop their cognitive self-

change (Bush et al., 2002). 

T4C Curriculum Format 

The T4C program includes 22 lessons that can extend the program indefinitely, 

depending on how many cognitive skills are taught (Bush et al., 2002). The program 

recommends that the group meet for an additional 10 sessions based on the self-

evaluations each participant completes in the 22nd lesson (Bush et al., 2002). These 

additional sessions result from further assessment of each participant’s skill deficits and 

are then collected across the group. This method provides each group participant a sense 

of empowerment to participate in their learning and self-development, providing a forum 

for continued skills and cognitive self-change development (Bush et al., 2002). 

Each lesson is formatted with a beginning summary and a rationale for providing 

the scope, breadth, and reason for teaching the lesson (Bush et al., 2002). Next are 

concepts and definitions, which outline the lesson’s key points and any definitions 

necessary for the facilitator to teach each lesson. The lesson objectives are then outlined, 

followed by significant activities in the lesson. Within each lesson, there are suggested 

facilitator scripts in which the fundamental and required information is provided (Bush et 

al., 2002). Specific facilitator notes in parallel columns also embellish the training script. 

T4C Cognitive Restructuring: Cognitive-Self Change 

Cognitive self-change may be defined as the ability to direct lives by deliberately 

controlling thinking (Bush et al., 2002). The component of cognitive self-change was 

designed to teach violent offenders how to steer their thinking away from violence and 
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crime and to feel good about themselves when they do it (Bush et al., 2002). Cognitive 

self-change consists of four thinking skills: (a) learning how to pay attention to thoughts 

and feelings, (b) learning to recognize when thoughts and feelings are leading toward 

violence or crime, (c) finding new thinking that leads away from crime and violence, and 

(d) practice using cognitive self-change until the individual can do it when it counts 

(Bush et al., 2002). The methods used to teach these skills are thinking reports, cognitive 

check-ins, and journal assignments (Bush et al., 2002).  

T4C Research Related to Archival Quantitative Study 

Golden (2002) evaluated the efficacy of the T4C program for 100 adult male and 

42 female medium- and high-risk offenders (but no sex offenders) on probation. The 

categories of felony offenders encompassed drug-related, theft, fraud, assault, weapons, 

endangering child or older individual, criminal mischief, organized crime, attempted 

murder, and tampering with physical evidence (Golden, 2002). As measured by the 

Social Skills Self-Evaluation, there was a significant positive change in social skills for 

the experimental group (i.e., completers and dropouts); contrastingly, social skills for the 

comparison group remained constant (Golden, 2002). A limitation of Golden’s study was 

the measures used were self-reported instruments. The validity of self-reported 

instruments largely depends on the respondents’ perceptions and must be used cautiously, 

especially with the offender population (Golden, 2002). Additionally, Golden used a 

sample size that was too small to highlight the significant variances in new criminal 

behavior between the completer and comparison groups.  
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Lowenkamp et al. (2009) evaluated the effectiveness of the T4C program in the 

Tippecanoe County probation department, comparing the recidivism rates of 121 felony 

and misdemeanor offenders on probation. Their study indicated that participation in the 

T4C program, as delivered by the Tippecanoe County probation division, was associated 

with a considerable reduction in recidivism. Furthermore, they found that a specific CBT 

curriculum effectively reduces recidivism for the selected felony and misdemeanor 

offenders. The foremost limitation of Lowenkamp et al.’s study was that participants 

were not randomly assigned to the varying treatment conditions. The comparison and 

treatment groups were similar in most factors, which fostered the possibility that there 

was some selection bias in assigning offenders to the T4C groups. The concern is 

tempered by the fact that the two groups of offenders, which were felony drug and 

alcohol offenses, were similar in demographic characteristics except for risk, which is a 

difference favoring the comparison group (Lowenkamp et al., 2009). The other identified 

variance between the two groups was the length of follow-up time, which was another 

limitation (Lowenkamp et al., 2009). The researchers would have preferred a 

standardized time frame and extended follow-up period, but contextual factors and data 

limitations prohibited this from occurring. 

LaPlant et al. (2020) evaluated whether participation in the T4C program 

improved social problem-solving skills in prison. Their randomized study focused on 

whether improvements were attributed to program completion or dosage. Their findings 

indicated a significant improvement accruing to probationers who received greater 

program dosage; however, program completion, commonly viewed as a primary marker 
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of satisfactory program performance, was not associated with improved social problem 

solving. LaPlant et al. did not find any evidence of reduced program fidelity concerning 

the content or structure of the T4C program. They recommended that further prison trials 

must be mindful of maintaining the fidelity of the T4C program. Based on the results, 

they also recommended greater experimentation to assess the benefits of modified 

delivery formats and additional components of the T4C program. 

Impact of Cognitive Self-Change Among Sex Offenders 

The primary objective of the CBT components of cognitive self-change with sex 

offenders is to help them gain a sense of self-worth to foster a prosocial life (Moster et 

al., 2008). Mpofu et al. (2018) noted that sex offenders are less likely to admit 

responsibility for their crimes, so there is a need to explore the evidence of cognitive self-

change in the T4C program to manage the risk of sexual reoffending. Mpofu et al. stated 

that sex offenders exhibit denial, lack of empathy for their victims, and cognitive 

distortions; therefore, they may benefit from a CBT intervention aimed at taking 

responsibility for their crimes. Further research should seek to define evidence of efficacy 

cognitions and behavior change oriented to cognitive self-change (Mpofu et al., 2018). 

Mpofu et al. also reported that the sexual offense recidivism rate was 10.5% for those 

treated with CBT compared with 19.96% for other treatments. However, research has not 

focused on sex offenders (Mpofu et al., 2018). One of the primary shortcomings of prior 

research is the lack of comparison or specifically assessing sex offenders and the type of 

recidivism(i.e., sexual versus violent versus General; Mpofu et al., 2018).  
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Cognitive Distortions 

One of the critical elements of cognitive self-change is the treatment of cognitive 

distortions (Moster et al., 2008). The reduction of cognitive distortions decreases the risk 

of sexual reoffending (Moster et al., 2008). Research has discovered that sex offenders 

hold attitudes and beliefs that minimize their sex-offending behavior (Moster et al., 

2008). Child molesters defend their sexual abuse with more permanent cognitive 

distortions because they believe their victims want and accept a sexual relationship 

(Moster et al., 2008). Those who sexually offend adults often use blame attributions 

associated with their offense (Moster et al., 2008). Sex offenders also misperceive their 

victim’s behaviors, cues, and actions (Moster et al., 2008). Research affirmed that rapists 

often misinterpret women’s negative cues for encouraging cues, such as perceiving 

distress as an evident expression of enjoyment (Moster et al., 2008). Child molesters 

perceive non responsiveness as an indication of enjoyment and compliance (Moster et al., 

2008).  

Empathy 

Research has shown that sex offenders exhibit differences in empathy deficits 

(Moster et al., 2008). Rapists are not able to identify their victim's distress levels (Moster 

et al., 2008). Additionally, child molesters have a deficit in the ability to decipher a 

child’s distress level (Moster et al., 2008). Ninety-four percent of sex offender treatment 

programs contain empathy enhancement modules (Moster et al., 2008). The technique of 

the T4C program does not utilize empathy development, including not using victim 

impact statement videos to show the offender the aftermath of a sexual assault (Moster et 
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al., 2008). Additional techniques are not included in the T4C program, such as a form of 

restorative justice: letter writing from the offender to the victim (Moster et al., 2008). 

This process promotes accepting responsibility for their crime and demonstrating 

empathy for the victims (Moster et al., 2008). 

Risk Factors Associated With Sex Offenders 

Andrews and Bonta (2010) conveyed that not all sex offenders are equally likely 

to reoffend. Some sex offenders illustrate a low risk, while others pose a higher rate of 

recidivism (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). The most straightforward risk classification for sex 

offenders is offense type. Incest offenders have lower recidivism rates than non-familial 

child molesters (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). Deviant sexual fantasies are viewed as a 

central correlation to high-risk sex offending (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). These fantasies 

are an indicator of sexual preoccupation, which is a risk factor for sexual offending and 

sexual aggression (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). Wilpert et al. (2018) suggested the risk-

need-responsivity (RNR) model is the most beneficial tool to delineate a sex offender’s 

risk level (i.e., static factors that are stable or difficult to change and dynamic factors that 

are modifiable), target the criminogenic needs related to their offending behavior, and 

responds to the offender’s learning style and abilities. Additional risk factors that aid in 

identifying sex offenders include psychopathy scores, post index behavior used to revise 

risk assessments, and the length of time that individuals do not reoffend when allowed to 

do so (Hanson et al., 2014). Additional risk factors of sex offenders include antisocial 

cognition, antisocial associates (i.e., lack of prosocial associates), antisocial personality 

patterns (i.e., irritability, anger, mood swings, hostile affect), family and marital 
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circumstances (i.e., conflict in relationships), school and employment (i.e., problems with 

performance and decline in education), leisure/recreation (i.e., lack of involvement in 

prosocial leisure activities), and substance abuse (Wilpert et al., 2018).  

Gap in Literature 

The suggestions for future research included matching relevant moderator 

variables of sex offenders (i.e., history of sexual offending, type of offense, recidivism 

risk, age, family support, and treatment setting), which would assist in carefully profiling 

treatment interventions (Mpofu et al., 2018). Additional suggestions include conducting 

longitudinal studies with several data collections, allowing for a more complete 

comprehension of treatment impact (Mpofu et al., 2018). The gap in Golden’s (2002) 

research on T4C indicated that future research should continue to explore which 

components of rehabilitation programs effectively reduce recidivism, as this remains 

unclear. Future research should also examine the effectiveness of CBT programs with 

higher-risk probationers (Golden, 2002). Finally, the gap Lowenkamp et al. (2009) 

signified is to investigate the impacts of the T4C program across multiple jurisdictions 

with a different sample of offenders, which would speak to the generalizability of T4C in 

reducing recidivism.  

Summary and Conclusions 

The Wisconsin Community Corrections rehabilitation services offer sex offender 

probationers numerous CBT programs: T4C, dialectical behavior therapy, and Moving 

On. Additional programming addresses adaptive deficits, cognitive distortions, and 

managing dynamic risk factors (Mpofu et al., 2018). Additional programs include Sex 
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Offender Treatment, Low Risk, Sex Offender Treatment, Short-Term Institutional, Sex 

Offender Treatment, Long Term Intensive Residential, and Sex Offender Treatment 

Aftercare (Wisconsin Department of Corrections, 2018). Furthermore, the Wisconsin 

Community Corrections offers educational services: high school equivalency diploma, 

career technical educational skills, career awareness proficiencies, and college 

correspondence courses (Wisconsin Department of Corrections, 2018). 

In Chapter 3, I will overview this study’s research methodology and design. This 

chapter will include descriptions of the target population, instruments, data collection, 

and analysis procedures. Finally, the chapter will conclude with a discussion of the 

ethical considerations of the utility of archival data and a summary of the methodology 

followed.   
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Chapter 3: Research Method 

I conducted this archival pre- and posttest quantitative study to explore if there 

was a statistically significant between-group difference in T4C posttest scores of 

cognitive self-change while controlling for T4C pretest scores of 73 adult male sex 

offender probationers and 73 adult male non-sex offender probationers. The probationers 

were from 19 rural communities in the northern region of Wisconsin between 2014 and 

2019.  

In this chapter, I discuss the research design and rationale, methodology, archival 

data collection, gaining access to the data set, permissions, software analyses, data 

analysis plan, statistical tests, rationale for inclusion of covariates, parameter estimates, 

threats to validity, and ethical procedures before concluding with a summary.  

Research Design and Rationale 

I chose a quantitative, experimental, between-group design for this archival study. 

The selected research design allowed me to explore the cause-and-effect relationships 

between the identified variables (see Thomas et al., 2023). There will always be IVs, 

DVs, and extraneous variables within the quantitative experimental design (Thomas et 

al., 2023). For the current study, the IV was Group 1 of Non-SO and Group 2 of SO, the 

DV was T4C posttest scores (a global measure of cognitive self-change), and the 

covariate was T4C pretest scores. Fundamentally, I was interested in determining 

whether the T4C program’s core component of cognitive self-change (i.e., T4C posttest 

scores) was statistically significant, with a between-group difference among sex offender 

probationers compared to non-sex offender probationers. The quantitative experimental 
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design was divided into a between-group pre- and posttest design. This test is commonly 

called before-and-after experiments (Thomas et al., 2023). In the current study, the T4C 

pretest scores are the groups’ baseline of cognitive self-change. The T4C posttest scores 

were explored to determine a between-group difference in cognitive self-change after the 

T4C program. Thomas et al. (2023) stated that this design is measured only after the 

intervention of the IV, and there must be two groups or more for this to work. 

The quantitative experimental research design is also focused on how the data are 

collected. For this study, I obtained archival data from the ATTIC database of T4C pre- 

and posttest scores from 73 adult male non-sex offender probationers and 73 adult male 

sex offender probationers who completed the T4C program from 19 rural jurisdictions in 

Wisconsin. Using archival data minimized the data collection time compared to using a 

qualitative design. Additionally, the use of archival data reduces time constraints, and 

maintaining resources is easily controlled compared to using human participants, which is 

often characteristic of qualitative research designs. Quantitative designs are usually 

employed to test a theory; therefore, a qualitative design may have been a different 

selection for this study. Showing cognitive self-change of the T4C post-test scores (i.e., 

the DV) based on the between-groups, Non-SO and SO probationers, and the strength of 

those differences while controlling for T4C pretest scores, as outlined in the previous 

chapters, may provide helpful information for ATTIC and the Wisconsin Department of 

Community Corrections (DCC) who facilitate the T4C program among sex offenders. 

These agencies want to know what programs are effective in reducing sexual criminal 
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reoffending behaviors, increasing safeguards for communities, and improving cost 

savings of sex offender treatment programming (Geer et al., 2001).  

Methodology 

In this quantitative study, I used the archival data of 146 community correctional 

probationers who completed the T4C program in northern rural Wisconsin. Founded in 

1977, ATTIC is a private, nonprofit 501(c)(3) corporation. ATTIC receives funding from 

the Wisconsin Department of Corrections and various Wisconsin and Minnesota counties 

(ATTIC Correctional Services, Inc., 2015). ATTIC offers a wide variety of community 

corrections programs, including T4C and serves over 50 counties and more than 10,000 

clients each year throughout Wisconsin and Minnesota (ATTIC Correctional Services, 

Inc., 2015). For this study, there were two groups of probationers, for a total of 146 

participants: 73 non-sex offenders and 73 sex offender probationers. The 146 

probationers were adult males 18 years old or older from varied socioeconomic 

backgrounds and ethnicities. All 146 probationers in the database were released from 

prison, returned to the community, completed the T4C program, and were on probation 

by the Wisconsin DCC. 

I collected the archival data T4C pre- and posttest scores from the ATTIC 

Correctional Services Client/Program. The scoring methodology of the T4C pre-/posttests 

includes higher scores, which equals a decrease in the core component of cognitive self-

change. Fundamentally, higher scores indicate not obtaining the T4C core component of 

cognitive self-change. The T4C pre-/posttests are duplicates and consist of 25 questions: 

19 fill-in-the-blank questions, five multiple-choice questions, and one true/false question.  
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Sample Size Calculation 

The population for this study included two groups: The first group was 73 adult 

male non-sex offender probationers (i.e., Group 1: Non-SO), and the second group was 

73 adult male sex offender probationers (Group 2: SO). These probationers were 

randomly selected by ATTIC’s database within the calendar years of 2014 and 2019 from 

19 rural jurisdictions in Wisconsin. I used the G* Power calculator Version 3.1.9.2 

(Heinrich-Heine University, 2023) to calculate a sample size with the difference between 

the two independent means among the groups. Field (2013) described power as the ability 

of a test to detect an effect of a particular size and a value of 0.80 is a reasonable level. 

For this study, I used a value of 0.80, indicating a probability of finding a statistically 

significant effect if one exists.  

Table 1 demonstrates the sample size calculation with a power of 0.80. The 

sample size calculations for each group included 51 probationers for Group 1: Non-SO 

and 51 for Group 2: SO. For this study, each group had 73 probationers with a total 

sample size of 146 within the means of the sample size calculations. The T4C pre- and 

posttest scores track participants’ progress by T4C facilitators trained to administer the 

tests before and after the T4C program. Achieved or not achieved cognitive self-change 

was measured by the T4C posttest scores.  

Table 1 
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Sample Size Calculation: t Tests Power: 0.80 

 

t tests - Means: Difference between two independent means (i.e., two groups) 

Analysis: A priori: Compute required sample size  

Input: Tail(s) = One 

 Effect size d = 0.5 

 α err prob = 0.05 

 Power (1-β err prob) = 0.80 

 Allocation ratio N2/N1 = 1 

Output: Noncentrality parameter δ = 2.5248762 

 Critical t = 1.6602343 

 df = 100 

 Sample size group 1 = 51 

 Sample size group 2 = 51 

 Total sample size = 102 

 Actual power = 0.8058986 

Archival Data Procedures 

I followed the request for permission protocol for archival data collection after 

receiving Walden University Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval on April 19, 

2023, providing permission to access the data from ATTIC. Following IRB approval, I 

sent the vice president of operations at ATTIC the Data Use Agreement (Appendix A) 

and Confidentiality Agreement (Appendix B) via email for them to sign, so I could gain 

access to the ATTIC data set. A conference call was then held with the ATTIC vice 

president of operations to discuss archival data sharing, data collection procedures, 

ethical standards, confidentiality, and the significance of maintaining the anonymity of 

the probationers. After the ATTIC vice president of operations electronically signed both 

agreements, the archival data were sent to me via secured email in a Windows Excel 

document. For this study, I kept all information for all probationers confidential. Using 

archival data is considered the most ethical method to conduct a study, especially for 
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vulnerable populations such as sex offenders (Walden University Research, 2023). 

ATTIC removed the probationers’ names from the data set to avoid confidentiality risks.  

There are challenges when using archived data for research. One primary 

challenge includes needing more data. For this study, the archived data set used had all 

the information needed to address the research question.  

Data Analysis Plan 

I used Statistical Product and Service Solutions (SPSS) software for data analysis 

in this study. The data cleaning techniques included removing all female probationers 

because this study was focused on males. Next, I identified and removed duplicate 

probationers by sorting data by their admission date. There were no duplicates. The final 

stage was sorting non-sex offender probationers from sex offender probationers to 

formulate this study’s IV, which was the Groups of Non-SO and SO.  

This study’s research question and hypotheses were as follows:  

RQ: Is there a statistically significant between-group difference in T4C posttest 

scores of cognitive self-change while controlling for pretest scores of 73 adult 

male sex offender probationers and 73 adult male non-sex offender probationers 

from Wisconsin between 2014 and 2019?  

H0: There is not a statistically significant between-group difference in T4C 

posttest scores of cognitive self-change while controlling for pretest scores 

of 73 adult male sex offender probationers and 73 adult male non-sex 

offender probationers from Wisconsin between 2014 – 2019.  



30 

 

Ha: There is a statistically significant between-group difference in T4C 

posttest scores of cognitive self-change while controlling for pretest scores 

of 73 adult male sex offender probationers and 73 adult male non-sex 

offender probationers from Wisconsin between 2014 and 2019.  

I used ANCOVA analysis to test this study’s hypotheses. ANCOVA is used to 

determine if there is a statistically significant difference between two or more 

independent groups after accounting for one or more covariates (Dimitrov et al., 2003). A 

covariate is a continuous variable that covaries with the response variable (Dimitrov et 

al., 2003). A one-way ANCOVA analysis allowed me to explore any changes of 

cognitive self-change (i.e., T4C posttest scores, the DV) between the two groups (i.e., the 

IV of Non-SO and SO probationers). I was interested in determining whether cognitive 

self-change, identified as T4C posttest scores, was statistically significant among sex 

offenders as compared to non-sex offender probationers. Any increase would depend on 

both groups’ initial knowledge of cognitive self-change, their baseline knowledge. As 

such, the T4C pretest scores were a covariate when comparing the T4C posttest scores 

between the two groups. Field (2013) stated that to reduce within-group error variance, 

ANCOVA can explain some unexplained variance in terms of other variables, such as 

covariates. Reducing the error variance allows the IV’s effect to be assessed more 

accurately (Field, 2013).  

Threats to Validity 

Validity is a significant factor in research because it determines how the study 

findings lead to valuable conclusions. Andrews and Bonta (2010) stated that the validity 
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of an instrument is the extent to which it correctly measures the constructs it implies to 

evaluate. For this study, assuring and maintaining the confidentiality and anonymity of 

the archival data participants was critical. The statistical tests for the reliability and 

validity of the archival data may strengthen the validity and aid in controlling the threats 

to this study’s statistical validity. Cheng and Phillips (2014) conveyed that data collection 

methods may threaten the validity of information obtained from archival data sets. In this 

study, I developed an analytic plan that included specific variables considered and 

analysis types. The analytic plan encompassed a comprehensive understanding of the 

archival data set’s strengths and weaknesses, such as detailed descriptions of the selected 

population, time frame of data collection, proficiency in statistical software programs 

(i.e., SPSS and G*Power), and quality control measures.  

Ethical Procedures 

Quantitative research must meet three fundamental ethical procedures: 

Researchers must facilitate data access, production transparency, and analytical 

transparency (Franco et al., 2023). Researchers should reference the data used, generated, 

collected, and compiled (Franco et al., 2023). Providing production transparency provides 

an account of the procedures used in the generation and collection of the data. These 

ethical procedures safeguard against the unethical practice of misrepresenting or 

inventing data (Franco et al., 2023). Ensuring analytical transparency provides the link 

between the data and the research conclusion to ensure delineation (Franco et al., 2023). 

Fundamentally, a researcher must explain the process that led to the conclusion based on 

the data used. The empirical evidence must map the theoretical framework of the research 
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and identify that the probability of successful publication is honest (Franco et al., 2023). 

Quantitative research knowledge validity requires replicating existing work (Franco et al., 

2023). When access to quality data is limited, it can become challenging to determine 

whether the research findings are authentic (Franco et al., 2023). 

For this current study, I followed ethical procedures for working with archived 

data. As part of the formal procedures, I received permission from the Walden University 

IRB to conduct this study (Walden University IRB Approval Number 04-19-23-

0231652). After IRB approval, ATTIC granted me permission to conduct research using 

their archived data set. ATTIC removed all identifying information of the participants 

from the data file before sending it to me. I stored the archived data anonymously on a 

password-protected computer with one user access.  

Summary 

The purpose of this quantitative archival data study was to explore if there was a 

statistically significant difference among and between the T4C pre- and posttest scores of 

cognitive self-change of Wisconsin adult male non-sex offenders (i.e., Group 1: Non-SO) 

and adult male sex offender (i.e., Group 2: SO) probationers between 2014 and 2019. In 

this chapter, I discussed the participants, research design and rationale, threats to validity, 

ethical protection of participants in the archival data, and the data collection and data 

analysis plans. In Chapter 4, I will provide a detailed presentation of the completed data 

collection and analysis process for this study.  
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Chapter 4: Results 

I conducted this archival quantitative pre- and posttest study to explore if there 

was a statistically significant between-group difference in T4C posttest scores of 

cognitive self-change while controlling for pretest scores of 73 adult male sex offender 

probationers and 73 adult male non-sex offender probationers from Wisconsin. The 

following research question and hypotheses guided this study:  

RQ: Is there a statistically significant between-group difference in T4C posttest 

scores of cognitive self-change while controlling for pretest scores of 73 adult 

male sex offender probationers and 73 adult male non-sex offender probationers 

from Wisconsin between 2014 and 2019?  

H0: There is not a statistically significant between-group difference in T4C 

posttest scores of cognitive self-change while controlling for pretest scores 

of 73 adult male sex offender probationers and 73 adult male non-sex 

offender probationers from Wisconsin between 2014 – 2019.  

Ha: There is a statistically significant between-group difference in T4C 

posttest scores of cognitive self-change while controlling for pretest scores 

of 73 adult male sex offender probationers and 73 adult male non-sex 

offender probationers from Wisconsin between 2014 and 2019. 

In this chapter, I provide a general overview of the data collection process, results, 

and summary. The Data Collection section contains information about the timeframe for 

data collection, discrepancies presented in Chapter 3, demographic characteristics, 

external validity, univariate analyses, statistical assumptions, and adversities related to 
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this study. In the Results section, I present descriptive statistics, statistical assumptions, 

and statistical analysis of the findings, which includes an illustration of study results 

using tables and a plot figure. The Summary section of Chapter 4 includes an answer to 

the research question. In Chapter 5, I will provide an interpretation of findings, the 

limitations of the study, my recommendations, the implications for positive social 

change, and a conclusion.  

Data Collection 

I obtained Walden University IRB approval on April 19, 2023. The vice president 

of operations at ATTIC signed both the Data Use Agreement (Appendix A) and the 

Confidentiality Agreement (Appendix B) on April 20, 2023. I received the uncleaned 

archival data from ATTIC in Microsoft Excel format via email. The information 

contained in the ATTIC archived data set consisted of participants’ date of birth, sex, 

county of residence, admission date of the T4C program, employment status, marital 

status, age, offense, disability, primary language, pretest scores of T4C, and posttest 

scores of the T4C program. I carefully reviewed the archived data to ensure there were no 

discrepancies in the data collection from the plan presented in Chapter 3.  

Discrepancies in the Archival Data 

There was one unexpected issue with the archived data. Specifically, there was a 

total of 73 adult male sex offender probationers. I had anticipated a higher number for 

this population. The initial data cleaning was completed in Windows Excel before 

opening the data via SPSS for statistical analysis. The first step included eliminating adult 

female probationers, which resulted in 73 adult male sex offenders. I selected these 73 
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adult male sex offenders and then randomly selected 73 adult male non-sex offenders 

from varying counties in Wisconsin with varying criminal offenses. I deleted identifying 

information from the file and created a unique code for each participant using each 

participant’s admission date. Cross-checking included the participants’ county, offense 

type, T4C pretest scores, and T4C posttest scores.  

Data Preparation 

I randomly selected 73 non-sex offenders because there were over 200 possible 

participants in the archived data set. The non-sex offender probationers were grouped 

under the title of Group 1: Non-SO with the variable information 1.00, along with their 

T4C pre- and posttest scores. The sex offender probationers were grouped under the title 

of Group 2: SO with the variable information 2.00 and their T4C pre- and posttest scores. 

Data Conversion 

I imported the modified Microsoft Excel file containing the 146 probationers 

separated into Group 1: Non-SO of 73 adult male sex offenders (1.00) and Group 2: SO 

of 73 non-sex offenders (2.00) into SPSS. The data set created in SPSS was then ready 

for statistical analysis. Table 2 identifies the descriptive offense type of the T4C group 

treatment participants.   
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Table 2 

Primary Offenses: Adult Male Sex Offender and Non-Sex Offender Probationers 

 

Offense Type Abbreviation Frequency Percent Valid 

percent 

Cumulative 

percent 

Battery, disorderly 

conduct, domestic 

assault, and reckless 

endangerment 

BA 5 3.4 3.4 3.4 

Burglary, theft from 

property 

BG 3 2.1 2.1 5.5 

Bail jumping BJ 1 .7 .7 6.2 

Child abuse 

(nonsexual) 

CA 1 .7 .7 6.8 

All drug-related 

offenses, racketeering 

DR 14 9.6 9.6 16.4 

Forgery, worthless 

checks, credit card 

forgery, uttering a 

forged instrument: 

making counterfeit 

money 

FO 1 .7 .7 17.1 

Fraud, credit card 

theft 

FR 4 2.7 2.7 19.9 

Nonsupport payment NSP 1 .7 .7 20.5 

Car theft, operating a 

motor vehicle without 

the owner’s consent 

OMVWOC 1 .7 .7 21.2 

Operating a motor 

vehicle while 

intoxicated 

OWI 39 26.7 26.7 47.9 

Sex offender SO 73 50.0 50.0 97.9 

Theft, identity theft, 

unlawful use of 

telephone, bribery 

TH 3 2.1 2.1 100.0 

 Total 146 100.0 100.0  
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Sample Descriptive Statistics and Estimates 

Table 3 reflects the baseline descriptive characteristics of the sample. This option 

produces means and standard deviations for each group. Table 3 also identifies adult male 

non-sex offenders (i.e., Group 1: Non-SO) and adult male sex offender probationers (i.e., 

Group 2: SO). There was no missing data in the tables.  

Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics: DV: T4C Posttest Scores 

 

Two groups: Non-SO and SO M SD N 

NON-SO 15.01 14.740 73 

SO 28.44 9.937 73 

Total 21.73 14.223 146 

Note. The standard deviation (14.740) was interpreted as 14.7% for Non-SO 

probationers. Thus, (9.937) was interpreted as 10% for SO probationers. 

ANCOVA Assumption Testing and Data Analysis 

Ten assumptions must be considered when using a one-way ANCOVA (Laerd 

Statistics, 2023). The design of the current study met the first four assumptions, including 

having a continuous DV of T4C posttest scores, an IV that is categorical with two 

independent groups (i.e., Non-SO and SO probationers), a covariate variable (i.e., pretest 

scores), and independence of observations. I examined the remaining six assumptions of 

linearity, homogeneity of regression slopes, normality of within-group residuals, testing 

for homoscedasticity, homogeneity of variances, and outliers using SPSS to determine 

the appropriateness of an ANCOVA. I deployed an ANCOVA with the IV of Group 1: 

Non-SO (at 1.00) and Group 2: SO (at 2.00), the DV as T4C posttest scores, and the 

covariate as T4C pretest scores.  
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Testing for Linearity 

I assumed there was a linear relationship between T4C pretest scores (i.e., the 

covariate), T4C posttest scores (i.e., the DV), and for each level of the group (i.e., Non-

SO and SO; the IV). I plotted a scatterplot of T4C posttest scores against T4C pretest 

scores in the IV group to test this assumption. The scatterplot shown in Figure 1 was used 

to examine whether this assumption was met visually.  

Figure 1 

Scatterplot of Linearity for Groups: Non-SO and SO 
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Figure 2 shows the linear regression line for groups: Non-SO and SO. There was 

a linear relationship between the T4C pre- and posttest scores for each T4C intervention 

as assessed by visual inspection of the scatterplot. Both Groups 1 and 2 have a linear 

relationship between the covariate and the DV.  

Figure 2 

Linear Regression Line for Groups: Non-SO and SO 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. This figure demonstrates the element of linear regression.   

Testing for Homogeneity of Regression Slopes 

I ran the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes test to examine the 

interaction between the covariate, T4C pretest scores, and the IV group: Non-SO and SO. 

To meet this assumption, the regression lines must be parallel. To determine if there was 

homogeneity of regression slopes and whether this interaction was statistically 

significant, the interaction between the covariate and IV group must not be statistically 

significant (p > .05). For this study, Table 4 shows there was homogeneity of regression 

slopes because the interaction term was not statistically significant, F(1, 143) = .288, p = 

.008; therefore, this assumption was met.   
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Table 4 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Testing Homogeneity of Regression Slopes 

Dependent variable:   T4C posttest scores   

Source 

Type III 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Corrected model 25,144.345a 2 12,572.173 429.413 <.001 .857 

Intercept 184.548 1 184.548 6.303 .013 .042 

T4CPre 18,566.263 1 18,566.263 634.146 <.001 .816 

GROUP 33.292 1 33.292 1.137 .288 .008 

Error 4,186.696 143 29.278    

Total 98,246.000 146     

Corrected total 29,331.041 145     

a. R Squared = .857 (Adjusted R Squared = .855) 

Note: This table demonstrates there was homogeneity of regression slopes because the 

interaction term was not statistically significant. 

 

Testing for Normality Within Group 

I used the Shapiro-Wilk test for normality to test the within-group residuals. The 

assumption of normality is necessary for statistical significance testing using a one-way 

ANCOVA. Table 5 demonstrates the test of normality. The predicted values, covariate, 

the T4C pretest scores, and standardized residuals (ZRE_1) were not normally 

distributed, violating the normality assumption of within-group residuals.  

Table 5 

Test of Normality 

  Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 

Standardized 

residual for 

T4C post 

Two 

groups Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

NON-SO .253 73 <.001 .754 73 <.001 

SO .179 73 <.001 .904 73 <.001 
*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 
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a. Lilliefors Significance Correction. 

Note: This table demonstrates the predicted values, covariate, the T4C pretest scores, and 

standardized residuals (ZRE_1) were not normally distributed, violating the normality 

assumption of within-group residuals. 

  

The significance level of Shapiro-Wilk was less than .05 (p < .05). The 

standardized residuals for the interventions were not normally distributed as assessed by 

the Shapiro-Wilk test (p < .05). According to Laerd Statistics (2023), there are three ways 

to deal with violations of normality: (a) transform the DV, (b) use a nonparametric test, 

or (c) carry on regardless. I selected to run the test regardless because the one-way 

ANCOVA is robust to deviations from normality. Laerd Statistics (2023) stated that 

sample sizes (i.e., numbers in each group) are equal or nearly equal; only substantial 

violations of normality might cause problems. Conversely, if sample sizes have skewed 

distributions, they are not always problematic (Laerd Statistics, 2023). Nonnormality 

does not affect the Type I effort rate substantially, and the one-way ANCOVA can be 

considered robust (Laerd Statistics, 2023). This violation will be identified in the results.  

Figure 3 shows that the residuals are randomly distributed around zero, indicating 

that the interventions were not normally distributed as assessed by the Shapiro-Wilk test 

(p < .05). 
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Figure 3 

Standardized Residual for T4C Posttest Scores for Group 1: Non-SO 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. The plot shows that the residuals are randomly distributed around zero, indicating 

that the interventions were not normally distributed as assessed by the Shapiro-Wilk test 

(p < .05). 

 

Figure 4 demonstrates the standardized residual for the DV, T4C post-test scores 

from SO group.  

Figure 4 

Standardized Residual for T4C Post-Test Scores for Group 2: SO 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5 shows the standardized residual for the DV, T4C post-test scores from 

the Non-SO group.  
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Figure 5 

Detrended Normal Plot for Group 1: Non-SO 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6 demonstrates the graphical representation of detrended normal plot for 

the SO group. This figure helped assess whether the data points followed a normal 

distribution after removing the linear trend.  

Figure 6 

Detrended Normal Plot for Group 2: SO 
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Figure 7 shows the standardized residuals for both groups: Non-SO and SO. This 

represented the difference between and among the observed value and the predicted value 

in the regression model. Conversely, this figure identified two outliers.  

Figure 7 

Standardized Residual for Groups: Non-SO and SO 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Testing for Homoscedasticity 

The test for homoscedasticity is an essential assumption of a one-way ANCOVA. 

Laerd Statistics (2023) emphasized two measures: (a) there is homoscedasticity of error 

variances within each group, and (b) the error variances are equal between groups. I 

checked the assumption of equal error variances by inspecting the plot of the 

standardized residuals, ZRE_1, against the predicted values, PRE_1 (see Figure 9). The 

chart builder command In SPSS was used to create a scatterplot of the standardized 

residuals (ZRE_1) against the predicted values (PRE_1), grouped by the IV group: Non-

SO and SO. Homoscedasticity is met if the standardized residuals (errors of prediction), 

ZRE-1, will be equal across the predicted values, PRE_1. Laerd Statistics stated that (a) 
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the points of each of the scatterplots will exhibit no pattern and will be approximately 

constantly spread on the y-axis across the predicted values x-axis, and (b) the spread of 

points should be similar in the y-axis for all categories of the IV group. The spread of 

points should be similar on the y-axis for each scatterplot (Laerd Statistics, 2023). 

Figure 8 demonstrates the standardized residuals which were not randomly 

scattered or had an approximate constant spread. Based on visual inspection of the 

standardized residuals plotted against the predicted values, homoscedasticity was not met.  

Figure 8 

Scatter Plot of Standardized Residual for T4C Post by Predicted Value for T4C Post by 

Groups: Non-SO and SO 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Testing for Homogeneity 

The assumption of homogeneity of variances was tested using Levene’s test of 

equality of variances. The one-way ANCOVA assumes that the variance of the residuals 

is equal for all groups: Non-SO and SO, the IV. Laerd Statistics (2023) stated that if the 

variances are unequal, this can affect the Type I effort rate. The Levene's test is 
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statistically significant if p < .05, which would indicate not having equal variances and 

have violated the assumption of homogeneity of variances. If Levene’s test is not 

statistically significant, p >.05, this would indicate equal variances and not violate the 

assumption (Laerd Statistics, 2023).  

Table 6 demonstrates the Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances. For this 

study, Levene’s test of equality of error variances revealed a homogeneity of variances 

for this study: p = .987. 

Table 6 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances 

Dependent variable: T4C-Posttest scores   

F df1 df2 Sig. 

.000 1 144 .987 

Note. Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal 

across groups.  

a. Design: Intercept + T4CPre + GROUP 

Table 7 demonstrates the estimates of the covariate appearing elevated in the T4C 

pretest scores.  

Table 7 

Estimates 

Dependent variable: T4C posttest scores   

Two groups: Non-SO 

and SO M 

Std. 

Error 

95% confidence interval 

Lower bound Upper bound 

NON-SO 21.182a .679 19.840 22.524 

SO 22.270a .679 20.928 23.613 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: T4C pretest 

Scores = 24.29. 
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Table 8 shows the pairwise comparisons of the groups: Non-SO and SO with the DV, 

T4C posttest scores. This helped to determine a higher quantitative value or whether they 

are equal. 

Table 8 

Pairwise Comparisons 

Dependent variable: T4C posttest scores   

(I) Two groups: 

Non-SO and SO 

(J) Two 

groups: 

Non-SO 

and SO 

Mean 

difference (I-

J) 

Std. 

Error Sig.a 

95% confidence interval 

for difference 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

NON-SO SO -1.089 1.021 .288 -3.106 .929 

SO NON-SO 1.089 1.021 .288 -.929 3.106 

Note. Based on estimated marginal means 
a. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni. 

 

Testing for Outliers 

There were two outliers of genuine unusual values. It was established that the 

outliers were neither the results of a data entry error nor a measurement error. Laerd 

Statistics (2023) stated that genuine unusual data points are complicated. These data 

points could be better from a statistical perspective as they violate one of the assumptions 

of the one-way ANCOVA (Laerd Statistics, 2023). Laerd Statistics also noted that there 

is no good reason to reject genuine unusual values as invalid. There was no single 

recommended procedure. These outliers do not mean the data are useless; thus, the 

outliers were not initially removed from the analysis. This decision was made because I 

did not foresee the result would be materially affected. Ideally, I am looking for a method 

that evaluates whether the outlier has an appreciable effect on my analysis. Lastly, 
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presenting the data ethically is critical. Deleting outliers to alter the conclusion may be 

considered as a breach of research ethics. The two outliers were from Group 1: Non-SO 

T4C posttest scores: -4.92, below -3 SD, a negative value. The next outlier was 5.67, a 

value greater than +3 standard deviations.  

Data Transformation 

According to Laerd Statistics (2023), parametric tests may be used to gain valid 

results. A common assumption is that the DV is approximately normally distributed for 

every IV category (Laerd Statistics, 2023). For this study, a parameter estimate with 

robust standard errors was calculated as shown in Table 9. Table 11 shows the 

heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors, which are based on the original large 

sample, the estimator of the covariate, and the T4C pretest scores of the parameter 

estimates. Table 12 shows the variance of the errors for the DV, the post-test scores, on 

the values of the IV group: Non-SO and SO. Table 13 is the F Test, which tests the 

variance of the errors that do not depend on the values of the IV group: Non-SO and SO.  

Table 9 demonstrates the parameter estimates with robust standard errors. This 

provided an alternative to the traditional standard errors to account for potential 

heteroskedasticity, unequal variance of the data.  

Table 9 

Parameter Estimates With Robust Standard Errors 

Dependent variable: T4C posttest scores   

Parameter B 

Robust Std. 

Error t Sig. 

95% confidence interval 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Intercept 2.789 2.568 1.086 .279 -2.288 7.865 
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T4CPre .802 .080 10.062 <.001 .644 .959 

GROUP:1.00 -1.089 1.895 -.574 .567 -4.834 2.657 

GROUP:2.00 0b . . . . . 
a. HC4 method 
b. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 

 

Table 10 shows the modified Breusch-Pagan test. This was used to detect 

heteroskedasticity in the regression model as there were two outliers present in this study. 

Table 10 

Modified Breusch-Pagan Test for Heteroskedasticity 

Chi-Square df Sig. 

5.648 1 .017 
a. Dependent variable: T4C posttest scores. 
b. Tests the null hypothesis that the variance of the errors does not depend on the 

values of the independent variables. 
c. Predicted values from design: Intercept + T4CPre + GROUP 

 

Table 11 demonstrates the F test for heteroskedasticity. This test provided 

information in the spread of residuals, the differences between the observed and predicted 

values.  

Table 11 

F Test for Heteroskedasticity 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

5.795 1 144 .017 
a. Dependent variable: T4C posttest scores 

b. Tests the null hypothesis that the variance of the errors does not depend on the 

values of the independent variables. 
c. Predicted values from design: Intercept + T4CPre + GROUP 
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Study Results  

For this study, an ANCOVA was performed to explore whether there were any 

statistically significant between-group (Non-SO and SO) differences on the DV, T4C 

posttest scores (a global measure of cognitive self-change) after adjusting for the 

covariate, T4C pretest scores. The rating scale of the T4C program pre- and posttest 

scoring methodology is higher, and the score equals a decrease in cognitive self-change. 

If a participant receives a higher score in the posttest, they demonstrate decreased 

knowledge of the primary CBT component of the T4C program of cognitive self-change.  

During the assumption testing, the initial four assumptions were met: continuous 

DV and T4C posttest scores, a categorical IV group, Non-SO and SO, covariate, and T4C 

pretest scores, and independence of observations. The following assumption (Assumption 

#5) tested whether there was a linear relationship between the covariate, T4C pre-test 

scores, and the DV, T4C posttest scores for each level of the IV group: Non-SO and SO. 

For one-way ANCOVA, it is assumed that the covariate, the T4C pretest scores, are 

linearly related to the DV, the T4C posttest scores, for all groups of the IV: Non-SO and 

SO. For this study, the scatterplot (Figure 1) visually identified a linear relationship 

between the T4C pre- and posttest scores for each T4C intervention. Both groups (Non-

SO and SO) had a linear relationship between the covariate (pretest scores) and the 

dependent variable (posttest scores). 

The following assumption (Assumption #6) for this study was the homogeneity of 

regression slopes. This assumption checked if there was no interaction between the 

covariate, T4C pre-test scores, and the IV group: Non-SO and SO. The regression lines 
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plotted must be parallel. There was homogeneity of regression slopes as the interaction 

term was not statistically significant, F (1, 142) = .005, p =.944, p >.05, the interaction 

meets the homogeneity of regression slopes. The next step was to carry out a one-way 

ANCOVA, including testing for the assumptions of normality, homoscedasticity, 

homogeneity of variance, and outliers. These assumptions were tested against the 

predicted values and standardized residuals (errors).  

Assumption #7 was of normality. This assumption was necessary for statistical 

significance testing using a one-way ANCOVA. According to Field (2013), ANCOVA is 

a linear model. Therefore, there are considerations to undertake. Some violations of 

normality can be tolerated as the test may provide valid results (Laerd Statistics, 2023). 

This study used the Shapiro-Wilk test for normality of within-group residuals to 

determine whether the data was normally distributed for each IV, Non-SO, and SO group. 

For this study, standardized residuals for Non-SO and SO were not normally distributed 

as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s within-group test: p < .05 = .001. Dealing with the 

violation of normality, I continued to run the test. This decision was made as the one-way 

ANCOVA is robust to deviations from normality (Laerd Statistics, 2023). According to 

Laerd Statistics (2023), nonnormality does not affect Type I error rate substantially, and 

the one-way ANCOVA can be considered robust.  

The following assumption (Assumption #8) was homoscedasticity. A scatterplot 

(Figure 9) was calculated of the standardized residuals, ZRE_1, against the predicted 

values, PRE_1, by the categories of the IV group: Non-SO and SO. For this study, the 

standardized residuals in the scatterplot appeared not randomly scattered and did not have 
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a constant spread. On this basis, the assumption of homoscedasticity was not met. 

Through visual inspection, heteroscedasticity was present. According to Field (2013), 

heteroscedasticity occurs when the residuals at each predictor variable(s) level have 

unequal variances. At each point along any predictor variable, residuals spread differently 

(Field, 2013). Thus, parameter estimates with robust standard errors, modified Breusch-

Pagan test for heteroskedasticity, and F test for heteroskedasticity were run. These tests 

confirmed heteroskedasticity was present, p < 0.05 (Modified Breusch-Pagan p = .017 

and Parameter Estimates with Robust Standard Errors p = .001). 

Assumption #9 of homogeneity of variances was calculated using Levene’s test of 

equality of variances. According to Laerd Statistics (2023), one-way ANCOVA assumes 

that the variance of the residuals is equal for all IV groups. If the variances are unequal, 

this can affect the Type I error rate (Laerd Statistics, 2023). For this study, the variance of 

the standardized residuals ZRE_1 should be equal for the different categories of the IV 

group: Non-SO and SO. The results of Levene’s test for this study indicated that 

variances were homogeneous (p = .987). Next, Assumption #10 included testing for 

outliers. Outliers can significantly negatively affect results because they can significantly 

influence change in the mean for the IV group, Non-SO, and SO, affecting the statistical 

test results. 

For this study, outliers were any standardized residuals, ZRE_1, where the score 

exceeds +3 standard deviations. The data were sorted by the ZRE_1 scores within SPSS. 

This was conducted to identify any outliers. After the procedure to sort the data, an 

inspection was conducted on the standardized residuals to determine whether there were 
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any residuals greater than +3 SDs. Additionally, the inspection was completed to see if 

there were any cases below -3 SDs. For this study, there were two outliers in the data: 

1.00 = 5.67 (+3 SDs) and 1.00 = -4.92 (-3 SDs). The outliers were from the IV group: 

Non-SO. For this study, consideration for the outliers was assessed. There were three 

considerations for the two outliers of this study. 

The first consideration was data entry errors. After checking the data entry, the 

results indicated that the outliers were not due to data entry errors. The next consideration 

was measurement errors. There were no measurement errors, such as equipment 

malfunction or out-of-range values. The final consideration was genuine unusual values. 

For this study, genuine unusual values were considered. According to Laerd Statistics 

(2023), genuine data points are the hardest to deal with because, although they could be 

better from a statistical perspective, there is no good reason to reject them as invalid. 

Deciding to move forward was multidimensional, as there was no single recommended 

procedure (Laerd Statistics, 2023).  

According to Laerd Statistics (2023), one possible reason for outliers is when the 

error (residual) distribution is not normally distributed but takes another form, such as a 

skewed distribution, where outliers can be found in the direction of the skew. When a 

transformation is applied to a skewed distribution to coax the distribution to normality, 

the outliers are pulled toward the bulk of the data (Laerd Statistics, 2023). This may 

reduce the data to such an extent that the outliers may no longer be considered outliers on 

the transformed scale (Laerd Statistics, 2023). Additionally, a transformation approach 
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may expose outliers on the non-skewed side and introduce more outliers (Laerd Statistics, 

2023). It was determined, at this point of analysis, to keep the outliers. 

After running the one-way ANCOVA procedures and testing that the data meets 

the assumptions, the results of the one-way ANCOVA are interpreted. The primary 

purpose of running the one-way ANCOVA was to establish whether there were any 

statistically significant between-group differences in the DV, T4C posttest scores, after 

adjusting for the covariate, T4C pretest scores. To determine whether the IV group (Non-

SO and SO) were statistically significant (p < .05), it can be concluded that not all 

adjusted group means are equal in the population. For this study, p > .05 resulted in no 

statistically significant differences between the adjusted group means Non-SO and SO. 

After adjustment for the covariate, T4C pretest scores, there was not a statistically 

significant difference in the DV, T4C posttest scores between the IV group: Non-SO and 

SO, F(1,143) = 1.137, p >.288, partial N2 = .008.  

After consideration of the findings, it was determined to omit the two outliers. 

Conversely, a reflect and logarithmic transformation was conducted. This included 

computing an arithmetic numeric expression of the special variable (Lg10) to transform 

the T4C post-test scores in SPSS. The results did not change, F(1, 137) = .048, p >.05, 

partial 𝑛2 = .000. There was not a statistically significant difference in the DV, T4C 

posttest scores between the IV group: Non-SO and SO. The T4C cognitive self-change 

component did not have any different effect on SO sample group than it did on the Non-

SO sample group. 
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The comparison of the DV, T4C posttest score group means, indicated that both 

group scores decrease considerably from the covariate, T4C pretest scores. There is a 

large between-group difference in scores at both points. The results of this study conclude 

that, according to the data, there was no statistically significant difference among and 

between the two groups, SO and Non-SO, on the T4C component of cognitive self-

change. That is, T4C’s global measure of cognitive self-change did not have any different 

effect on the SO group than it did on Non-SO group in the sample. 

Summary 

Chapter 4 provided a synopsis of the data collection methods and reported the 

current study’s findings. The null hypothesis was rejected based on the results revealing 

there was not a statistically significant T4C post-test score value of cognitive self-change 

among and between the groups: non-sex offenders and sex offenders. In Chapter 5, the 

purpose and nature of the current study will be provided. Interpretation of the findings 

and details of limitations will follow. Recommendations for further research are grounded 

in the strengths and limitations of the current study. Finally, Chapter 5 includes 

implications for positive social change and a conclusion. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

The purpose of the current study was to fill a gap in T4C research. Specifically, I 

employed an archival quantitative pre- and posttest design to explore whether there was a 

statistically significant between-group difference in T4C posttest scores of cognitive self-

change among a sample of 73 adult male sex offender probationers and 73 adult male 

non-sex offender probationers from Wisconsin between 2014 and 2019. The current 

study was conducted to meet a vital need, and the results could benefit sex offenders and 

communities. 

The key findings of this study revealed no statistically significant difference 

among and between the two groups on the T4C component of cognitive self-change. That 

is, T4C’s global measure of cognitive self-change did not have a different effect on sex 

offender probationers than it did on non-sex offender probationers in the sample. 

 In this chapter, I provide an interpretation of the results of the statistical analysis. 

The chapter also contains a description of the limitations and comparison with the 

limitations identified before conducting the study. Additionally, I discuss my 

recommendations for future research and the implications for positive social change. The 

chapter ends with a conclusion. 

Interpretation of the Findings 

In this section, I describe how the current study findings confirm, disconfirm, and 

extend the knowledge from the peer-reviewed literature in Chapter 2. The interpretation 

of the study findings is described in the context of the CBT theoretical framework.  
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Confirm With Peer-Reviewed Literature 

The findings of the current study are congruent with the well-established peer-

reviewed literature in Chapter 2 regarding treatment impact and the criminogenic profile 

of sex offenders. That is, the T4C component of cognitive self-change did not have a 

different statistically significant impact on the sex offender probationers than it did on the 

non-sex offender probationers. For instance, Mpofu et al. (2018) proposed that there are 

varying typologies (e.g., sadists, rapists, fixated child molesters, etc.) and diverse 

personality traits among sex offenders. These offenders often exhibit denial, lack of 

empathy, and cognitive distortions that frequently deter amenability to treatment (Mpofu 

et al., 2018). As it relates to the current study’s findings, it is reasonable to assume the 

SO sample group included varying types and personality traits (e.g., antisocial behaviors, 

lack of empathy, etc.), preventing them from learning the T4C cognitive self-change 

component. This resulted in indistinguishable between-group mean differences and not 

having any observed differences between the sample groups of SO and Non-SO. 

The current study’s results also confirm Moster et al. (2008) who stated that 

reducing cognitive distortions decreases the risk of sexual reoffending. For example, 

child molesters perceive non responsiveness as an indication of enjoyment and 

compliance (Moster et al., 2008). The current study’s population of sex offenders 

confirmed Moster et al.’s findings, emphasizing the importance of reducing cognitive 

distortions to decrease sexual reoffending risk. The T4C program does not include the 

modality of reducing cognitive distortions, and this discrepancy may have an association 

with the SO sample groups’ results of not having any different effect of cognitive self-
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change because their cognitive distortions were not addressed or decreased. Additionally, 

it is reasonable to assume the SO sample group may have exemplified the prevalence of 

antisocial-type sex offenders. Joyal et al. (2014) stated that sex offenders of the antisocial 

type are opportunistic, self-centered, impulsive, lack inhibition, and demonstrate verbal 

processing impairments. Conversely, working memory deficits and other executive 

dysfunctions have also been reported among antisocial-type sex offenders (Joyal et al., 

2014). As this relates to the current study, the SO sample group of this study may have 

included antisocial-type sex offenders, which may have created another deterrence in 

their ability to ascertain the cognitive self-change component, especially if the SO sample 

group had executive function impairments. Such an occurrence could have played a role 

in the resulting lack of a between-group mean differences explored.  

The results of the current study confirm, to some extent, the T4C research and its 

CBT modalities among sex offenders. The T4C program is a CBT-based intervention that 

integrates cognitive self-change, social skills, and problem-solving skills components 

(Lowenkamp et al., 2009). Historically, CBT programs are considered a mainstream 

treatment method for reducing sexual crime (Carvalho et al., 2023). Moster et al. (2008) 

stated that CBT interventions based on the principles of the RNR model had consistently 

been effective among sex offenders. In another study, Yates (2013) concluded that 

adherence to the RNR model demonstrated effective treatment outcomes when the 

treatment level of intensity was matched to sex offenders’ risk. Additionally, Wilpert et 

al. (2018) suggested that the RNR model is the most beneficial tool to delineate sex 

offenders’ risk levels and target the criminogenic needs related to their offending 
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behavior. The RNR model helped to understand the offenders’ learning proficiencies and 

response levels, which fostered more accurate placement to treatment programs (Wilpert 

et al., 2018).  

These studies relate to the current study because the T4C program does not 

incorporate the RNR model. This may have caused an interference with the SO sample 

because the T4C cognitive self-change component may have been incompatible with 

their level of risk, resulting in no difference in the effect on cognitive self-change as 

compared to the Non-SO group. Moster et al. (2008) also suggested that CBT 

interventions alone are not effective with sex offenders, stating instead that cognitive 

behavioral-based interventions should include the treatment of teaching empathy and 

implementing emotion management. Regarding the current study, T4C does not teach 

empathy or emotional management; specifically, the T4C cognitive self-change 

component instructs participants on how thinking controls behavior, paying attention to 

thinking, recognizing risk, and using new thinking (National Institute of Corrections, 

2024).  

It is reasonable to postulate that due to the T4C’s missing modalities of the RNR 

model, cognitive distortions, teaching empathy, and emotional management, T4C may 

not be an effective program for sex offenders to gain cognitive self-change. It is also 

reasonable to assume sex offenders simply are unable to obtain the T4C component of 

cognitive self-change. Joyal et al. (2014) showed that sex offenders who victimized 

adults tended to score similarly to the non-sex offender group in inhibition and verbal 
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deficits. As this relates to the current study, there may indeed have been no different 

effect on cognitive self-change among the SO and Non-SO group samples.  

Golden (2002) stated that the validity of the T4C pre- and posttest self-report 

instrument largely depends on the respondents’ perceptions. Golden suggested that the 

instruments must be used cautiously, especially with their selected offender population 

and their ability to report genuine answers. Regarding the current study, the archival data 

consisted of the SO and Non-SO groups’ T4C pre- and posttest self-reported instruments. 

It is feasible that the SO and Non-SO group probationers may have demonstrated a low 

degree of willingness to answer the fill-in-the-blank questions about cognitive self-

change, did not answer truthfully, or did not learn the cognitive self-change component, 

deterring their ability to answer the questions accurately. Ultimately, based on the 

findings of this study, there is no clear indication if the SO sample group experienced an 

improved sense of cognitive self-change.  

Sex offenders have different treatment needs, such as reducing cognitive 

distortions, addressing specific personality traits, and teaching empathy (Harrison et al., 

2020). Due to the addressed fundamental treatment limitations of the T4C program, 

cognitive self-change may continue to have no different effect among sex offenders with 

any other population until their specific treatment needs are implemented.  

Disconfirm With Peer-Reviewed Literature  

The current study’s findings disconfirm the T4C research identified in Chapter 2 

(i.e., Golden, 2002; LaPlant et al., 2020; Lowenkamp et al., 2009). This misalignment is 

not surprising. Apart from the current study, the cognitive self-change component among 
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sex offenders has yet to be researched related to T4C. While prior T4C research (Golden, 

2002; Lowenkamp et al., 2009) has consistently shown a positive correlation between 

their selected comparison groups and the T4C components of social and problem-solving 

skills, the current study revealed disconfirming results. Golden (2002) evaluated the 

efficacy of the T4C program for 100 adult male and 42 female medium- and high-risk 

offenders (but no sex offenders) on probation. Results indicated a significant change in 

social skills for the experimental group (Golden, 2002). As this relates to the current 

study, the cognitive self-change component did not have any different effect on the 

sample groups (SO and Non-SO). 

Lowenkamp et al. (2009) evaluated the effectiveness of the T4C program, 

comparing the recidivism rates of 121 felony and misdemeanor offenders on probation. 

Their results indicated that participation in the T4C program significantly reduced 

recidivism. Furthermore, their findings showed that a specific CBT curriculum 

effectively reduces recidivism for the selected felony and misdemeanor offenders 

(Lowenkamp et al., 2009). As this relates to the current study’s results, there was no 

indication of any effective cognitive self-change component of the T4C program, 

demonstrating inconsistencies in T4C research results. The possible reason for these 

inconsistencies may include variations in the archival data collection, measurement tools, 

and sample characteristics of the sex offenders.   

LaPlant et al. (2020) evaluated whether participation in the T4C program 

improved social problem-solving skills in prison. Their findings indicated a significant 

improvement among probationers who received greater program dosage. The within-
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group comparison of LaPlant et al. differed from that of the current study. It is reasonable 

to consider that certain groups exhibit unexpected outcomes or diverge from the overall 

trend that the previous T4C research demonstrated. The differences may have occurred 

due to the characteristics of the SO sample group of the current study. Having no 

different effect between the SO and Non-SO samples may imply that the T4C cognitive 

self-change component did not have a discernible effect. This outcome indicated that the 

cognitive self-change component did not lead to noticeable learning objectives between 

the sample groups.  

Extending Knowledge 

The findings of this study also extend knowledge in T4C research. As noted in 

Chapter 2, the existing T4C research has focused on the program’s problem-solving and 

social skills components (CEBP, 2011; LaPlant et al., 2020). LaPlant et al. (2020) 

evaluated the T4C program within prison systems, reporting improvements in problem-

solving skills. In a rare publication on the effectiveness of the T4C program, the CEBP 

(2011) evaluated the program within community corrections in Indiana and found that, on 

average, 60% of probationers completed the program successfully, while 25.2% did not 

complete the program. The offenders, in this case, were not evaluated on the measure of 

cognitive self-change or were they sex offenders. Despite the abundance of literature 

(e.g., LaPlant et al., 2020; Lowenkamp et al., 2009; Vanstone, 2010) regarding the T4C 

program for general offenders, cognitive self-change among sex offenders has yet to be 

researched apart from the current study. Notably, the current study’s findings may 

provide a relevant baseline of T4C knowledge and have broken new ground, illuminating 
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the need to explore further T4C’s component of cognitive self-change among sex 

offenders. 

The findings of this study extend knowledge in the prevalence of personality 

disorders among sex offenders and self-change. For instance, Arbanas (2022) stated sex 

offenders have higher prevalence of as compared to non-sex offenders. The most frequent 

personality disorders were antisocial (37.5%), narcissistic (32.1%), dependent (10.7%), 

and borderline (Arbanas, 2022). Ferretti et al. (2021) noted that understanding personality 

disorders among sex offenders is crucial for effective assessment, intervention, and 

rehabilitation. Tailored approaches can address specific facets, such as irresponsibility, 

which may promote self-change and reduce reoffending risk (Ferretti et al., 2021). 

Additionally, Darjee et al. (2011) indicated common treatment programs for sex 

offenders with personality disorders included dialectical behavioral therapy and cognitive 

analytic therapy. Self-change may be possible when interventions addressed abnormal 

cognitions, prosocial coping, emotional dysregulation, and interpersonal problems 

(Darjee et al., 2011). Darjee et al. also stated that where personality pathology is more 

severe among sex offenders, there are no published controlled outcome studies of such 

approaches for personality disordered sex offenders.  

As these studies relate to the current study’s findings, it is reasonable to postulate 

the SO group sample exemplified personality disorders. Due to T4C’s limitation 

regarding specific approaches for the treatment of personality disorders, it seems rational 

to assume that the sex offenders of this study just could not cognitively self-change.  
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Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework is the foundation of all knowledge for research (Grant 

et al., 2014). The current study’s analysis and interpretation of findings misalign with the 

chosen theoretical framework of Beck’s (1970) cognitive behavioral theory. The 

preliminary selection of CBT for the current study was not arbitrary because the theory’s 

was related to the current study’s topic of sex offenders and T4C’s cognitive self-change 

cognitive behavioral theory component. The theoretical framework of cognitive 

behavioral theory is a widely accepted intervention for sex offenders (Bush et al., 2011). 

The profound misalignment is that the current study’s findings contradict the cognitive 

behavioral theory’s principle that modifying cognition leads to behavioral change among 

sex offenders (see Harrison et al., 2020). The current study’s results showed a lack of 

significant difference between the sample groups, indicating that the cognitive behavioral 

theory-based T4C program did not lead to noticeable improvements in cognitive self-

change. This misalignment may have been due to the SO sample group not responding to 

the cognitive self-change component. It is common for sex offenders to respond at 

varying levels to treatment interventions, especially due to their risk levels (Yates, 2013). 

 Additionally, the T4C program may not have been authentically executed. 

Perhaps there were additional factors (e.g., trauma history, lack of social support, 

personality traits) that may have influenced the SO sample groups’ effect on cognitive 

self-change. It is reasonable to propose revisiting the theoretical assumptions and 

exploring alternative explanations in the context of sex offenders and treatment 

interventions.  
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Sex offender treatment is multidimensional. Perhaps the T4C program alone may 

not be sufficient for sex offenders to obtain cognitive self-change. Additionally, it may 

prove beneficial to avoid assuming cognitive behavioral theory is a universally effective 

theory in the context of sex offenders. A multimodal approach (e.g., combining cognitive 

behavioral theory with other theories) should be considered because it may build and 

establish a more distinct explanation aimed at bridging effective treatment interventions 

among sex offenders.  

Limitations of the Study 

In this section, I describe the limitations that arose from the execution of the 

current study. These limitations are revised from what was identified in Chapter 1. 

Reliability and validity must be met for research to be meaningful and contribute to a 

field of study (Laerd Statistics, 2023). This study’s findings that there was no statistically 

significant between-group difference among the two groups on the T4C component of 

cognitive self-change has been interpreted cautiously. Only some assumptions necessary 

for the one-way ANCOVA were satisfied. In particular, the IV, the Non-SO and SO 

groups, were not normally distributed, violating normality. Additionally, 

homoscedasticity was not met due to unequal scattering of residuals, resulting in 

heteroscedasticity. Two outliers of genuinely unusual values also existed within the Non-

SO data set. The first outlier was a score greater than +3 standard deviations from the 

standardized residuals, meaning the probationer may have overgeneralized their answers. 

The second outlier, also from the Non-SO group, scored below -3 standard deviations, 

meaning the probationer may have undergeneralized their answers. After consulting the 
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literature, I omitted the outliers, having no change in the study’s results. Initially, the 

decision to keep the outliers was made since a transformation may have resulted in a 

skewed distribution with the possibility of exposing additional outliers (see Laerd 

Statistics, 2023). Removing the outliers from the data may have transformed the DV. 

Laird Statistics (2023) stated that transforming the DV is usually not warranted due to 

negative consequences. For instance, the transformation must be completed for every 

value of the DV, creating a risk of transforming other nonnormal distributions (Laerd 

Statistics, 2023). Finally, through consideration, I conducted a reflect and logarithmic 

transformation and omitted the two outliers. The results did not change and showed the 

T4C cognitive self-change component did not have any different effect on the SO sample 

group than it did on the Non-SO sample group.  

Another limitation of this study included the nature of the archived data set. While 

using archival data provided an in-depth analysis of this study, the validity and reliability 

of the data were an issue. The data from ATTIC assumed the participants responded 

truthfully and answered judiciously per instructions of the T4C pre-test and post-test 

instruments. Using archival data limits the scope and direction of the current study, 

keeping it within the limits of the data results to uphold validity and reliability. Archival 

data are subject to gaps and incompleteness, making it difficult to determine whether the 

data represents the population (Shultz et al., 2001). Furthermore, the archival data for this 

study was from rural communities in Wisconsin. The sample population was smaller than 

anticipated. Therefore, findings from this study may not be generalized to urban 

populations where the T4C program is facilitated to sex offender probationers. 
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Conversely, the archival data from ATTIC needed to be more organized with what 

appeared to be possibly incomplete data, creating additional implications to validity. 

Golden et al. (2006) stated that community corrections data had common problems. The 

data may need to be completed, complex to extract, or disorganized (Golden et al., 2006). 

Finally, the archival data for the current study did not specify the types of sex offenders 

in the sample group. Having the knowledge on what type of sex offenders were in the 

sample may have helped better discern the study’s findings. Conversely, being able to 

know the types of sex offenders of the SO sample could have assisted to identify 

personality traits (e.g., antisocial behaviors, lack of empathy etc.). This may have proved 

beneficial to interpret the possible indistinguishable group means and not having any 

observed differences between the sample groups of SO and Non-SO.  

Recommendations 

This section describes recommendations for further research grounded in the 

strengths and limitations of the current study and the literature reviewed in Chapter 2. 

Despite the current study's limitations, this study may be helpful to the Wisconsin DCC 

and ATTIC as it seeks to identify evidence-based approaches among sex offenders. 

Specifically, it may prove beneficial to assess further if T4C’s structured modalities, 

including cognitive self-change, are beneficial among sex offenders. It seems evident 

from research that sex offender treatment should not be a one-size-fits-all approach (Lin 

et al., 2000).  

It is recommended for further research on the T4C cognitive self-change 

component among sex offenders. An example of further research may be a group 
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comparison study. The population of sex offender probationers assigned to the T4C 

program could be matched with a comparison group not assigned to the program. The 

research may then contrast the cognitive self-change component pre- and post-program 

completion. Golden et al. (2006) used a comparison group analysis with probationers. 

The results indicated that probationers who completed the T4C program improved 

significantly in interpersonal problem-solving skills. Those who did not attend the T4C 

program had no such gains. 

The current study discovered that archival risk assessment data of the 

probationers would have been valuable. Sex offender programming is linked to risk level. 

Thus, assessment tools that provide reliable and valid risk measurement are critical 

(Golden, 2006). It is recommended that the Wisconsin DCC and ATTIC evaluate if their 

risk assessment tools effectively calculate sex offenders’ risk levels, especially for those 

assigned to the T4C program. The paradigm of archival research can provide 

comprehensive information to the field of psychology. Golden et al. (2006) stated that 

there is no guarantee of the quality and consistency of archival data, making validity 

problematic. This study encountered this limitation. 

As identified in the limitations of this study, research identified data from 

community corrections is often incomplete, complex to extract, or disorganized (Golden 

et al., 2006). It is recommended that the Wisconsin DCC and ATTIC unify data reporting 

and collection mechanisms. This may encompass utilizing a communal data element 

format. Furthermore, using a standard data management system that defines what data 

must be submitted and what format may prove beneficial. This recommendation may 
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improve the ability to evaluate the effectiveness of probationer treatment programming, 

thus improving validity in future research on community correctional programming.  

It is recommended for consideration upon funding availability sex offenders of 

the T4C program have neuropsychological assessments. This may provide critical data to 

categorize specific sex offender typologies, such as antisocial type, thus creating an 

additional group to analyze for future research. For the current study, having a third 

group to explore a statistically significant between-group difference may have generated 

more distinct patterns and themes to help generate an improved significance in the 

current study's findings. Bloomberg (2007) stated that moving back and forth between 

research findings and crossing one dimension with another helps to establish what might 

be meaningful or significant. The observed values in Figures 3 through 7 of the sample 

groups (Non-SO and SO) were cross-checked. This helped to identify patterns and 

themes consistent with this study’s result of no statistically significant difference among 

the sample groups. Suppose there was a third group (e.g., antisocial sex offenders). In 

that case, it may have created additional dimensions of analysis. This may have proven 

helpful creating additional identifying matrices and linkages, which could have helped to 

unfold the phenomenon of this study. It is anticipated that future T4C research may 

inquire about neuropsychological assessments to help discern and extend knowledge of  

the T4C cognitive self-change component among sex offenders.  

Regarding this study’s limitations in defining a statistically significant between-

group difference, it cannot be assumed that there was no impact. Barros et al. (2022) 

noted that psychological treatment programs for sex offenders have been widely studied, 
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yet these studies tend to have inconsistent and, sometimes, undesirable results. While the 

overall objective is to define effective treatment programming for sex offenders, the 

research efforts continue to be complicated (Barros et al., 2022). The results of this study 

demonstrated there is a continual need to explore further the T4C’s component of 

cognitive self-change among sex offenders. It is recommended the current study’s results 

be considered when selecting the T4C program for sex offenders. Barros et al. stated that 

the impact of selecting the right intervention programs with empirical findings for 

rehabilitation is crucially significant among sex offenders.  

Implications 

The implications section will describe the current study’s potential impact on 

positive social change at the individual, organizational, policy, and societal levels. 

Positive social change is defined as transforming patterns of thought, behavior, social 

relationships, institutions, and social structure to generate beneficial outcomes for 

individuals, communities, organizations, society, and beyond (Stewart, 2024).  

Positive Social Change: Sex Offenders and Victims/Survivors 

The current study’s potential impact on positive social change may include an 

individual level for sex offenders and victims/survivors of sexual violence. Gaining 

insight into the factors that hinder sex offenders’ cognitive self-change of the T4C 

program may assist in restructuring the T4C program with improved interventions such 

as reducing cognitive distortions, accepting responsibility, empathy, RNR, and emotional 

management. Implementing these modalities in the T4C program may improve sex 

offenders’ cognitive self-change while reducing sexual offending behaviors. Perhaps this 
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would break their sexual criminal cycle, enhancing acceptance, personal growth, and 

taking accountability for their crimes.  

There must always be a place of positive social change for victims and survivors 

of sexual violence. This may be experienced through various methods contributing to 

their healing and wellness (Brown et al., 2019). Victims and survivors can advocate for 

legal reforms related to sexual assault, sharing advocacy efforts to help foster informed 

and compassionate communities and social connections that empower survivors to share 

their stories and address effective coping strategies (Brown et al., 2019). 

Positive Social Change: Organizational/Policy 

The current study may impact positive social change at the organization and 

policymaking level for sex offenders. The strengths of the current study provided insight 

into the nature and complexities of sex offenders (criminogenic profile and typologies) 

and how their criminal constructs may impact treatment interventions such as cognitive 

self-change of the T4C program. By gaining these insights, Wisconsin policymakers can 

generate informed decisions about sex offender treatment programming. These decisions 

may include how to select best treatment programs that match their level of risk (RNR) 

and psychological constructs.  

Positive Social Change: Societal/Communities 

Sex offenders have a significant impact on society (Clark, 2014). Reducing sexual 

reoffending serves a critical purpose that contributes to safer communities (Clark, 2014). 

The potential impact for positive social change at the societal level appears simplistic, yet 

the implementation is complex. This study’s findings, although limited, showed that the 
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treatment of sex offenders is complex at its roots. Understanding the etiology of sex 

offenders, level of risk, cognitive functioning, and theoretical framework in the context of 

sex offenders are critical steps toward possible reducing these offending behaviors. 

Fundamentally, if the T4C program integrates these components, there may be an 

increase in cognitive self-change, formulating effective sex-offending treatment, thus 

promoting public safety.   

Future Sex Offending Research: Theory 

Future sex offending T4C research may benefit by focusing on the utility of the 

integrated theory of sexual offending (ITSO). This theory is an interlevel theoretical 

framework that includes genetic predispositions, adverse development experiences (e.g., 

abuse, rejections, attachment difficulties), psychological dispositions, trait factors (e.g., 

deviant sexual preferences), attitudes supportive of sexual assault, empathy deficits, 

emotional skills deficits, interpersonal problems, social and cultural structures and 

processes, and contextual situational factors (Ward et al., 2016). The ITSO demonstrates 

the theoretical resources to unify other prominent theories of sexual offending that 

provide an clinically valuable context for the assessment and treatment of sexual 

offenders (Ward et al., 2016). Furthermore, this theory accounts for multiple offense 

variations that may help clinicians to formulate cases in ways that focus on sex offenders' 

unique problems (Ward et al., 2016). Finally, the ITSO is abstract for thinking 

systematically about sexual offending and its causal variables (Ward et al., 2016). This 

theory focuses on the multiple explanatory levels of human functioning and naturalistic 
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orientation, which are essential in maintaining and understanding sexual offending (Ward 

et al., 2016). 

Conclusion 

Wisconsin has the fifth-highest rate of sex offenders in the nation (Satterliee, 

2022). As of 2022, the Wisconsin sex offender registry contained 25,887 offenders. Of 

this number, 6,179 were in the community under supervision (Huberty, 2023). In recent 

years, the Wisconsin DCC and ATTIC implemented the T4C program to address 

probationers' cognitive, social, and emotional needs. Among these probationers referred 

to this program are sex offenders. While much research has examined the effectiveness of 

T4C’s social and emotional factors (Caldeira et al., 2023; LaPlant et al., 2020; 

Lowenkamp et al., 2009; Vanstone, 2010), the T4C’s component of cognitive self-change 

among sex offenders has not been investigated prior to this study. Failure to recognize if 

sex offenders obtain cognitive self-change of the T4C program may increase the 

likelihood of reoffending, deterring rehabilitation and thus decreasing public safety.  

The fundamental essence of this quantitative archival study suggested that the 

T4C component of cognitive self-change did not have any different effect on sex offender 

probationers than it did on non-sex offender probationers. Thus, determining if T4C is an 

effective treatment program for sex offenders needs further exploration. Each generation 

in research appears to lead in waves on what paradigm of sex offender programming 

should entail: clinical-medical model, community risk-protection model, and cognitive 

behavioral therapy model (Lussier et al., 2023). We have entered a new wave generated 

in part by the #MeToo movement. The focus remains on understanding the sexual 



74 

 

offender phenomena and designing treatment approaches that foster rehabilitation and 

improve community safety.  

The murder of Lisa Waldros in 2016 by registered sex offender Donald Rick 

endures unanswered questions primarily due to his attendance in the T4C program. 

Although this study has limitations, there is promise with the T4C’s CBT modalities 

(Carvalho et al., 2023). The T4C program reached its 25th year in July 2023 and remains 

the most requested training offered by the National Institute of Corrections (National 

Institute of Corrections, 2023). The T4C program has undergone many changes since its 

inception in 1998 (National Institute of Corrections, 2023). The latest version of T4C, 

4.0, has three CBT components: cognitive self-change, social skills, and problem-solving 

skills (National Institute of Corrections, 2023). The effective management, operational 

strategies, and enhancement of the T4C program have an encouraging future in 

rehabilitating probationers from Wisconsin. Continue research efforts that explore 

whether sex offenders obtain cognitive self-change from the T4C program may provide 

numerous benefits. This may contribute to improving sex offenders’ lives and improve 

community safety. Conversely, a primary benefit may include the likelihood of sex 

offenders choosing responsible, self-reflected behaviors that cultivate cognitive self-

change.   
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Appendix A: Data Use Agreement 

This Data Use Agreement (“Agreement”), effective as of April 20, 2023 

(“Effective Date”), is entered into by and between, Malinda Peterson (“Data Recipient”) 

and ATTIC Correction Services, Inc. (Data Provider”).   

 

The purpose of this Agreement is to provide Data Recipient with access to a 

Limited Data Set (“LDS”) for use in research in accord with the HIPAA and FERPA 

Regulations.   

 

1. Definitions. Unless otherwise specified in this Agreement, all capitalized terms used 

in this Agreement not otherwise defined have the meaning established for 

purposes of the “HIPAA Regulations” codified at Title 45 parts 160 through 164 

of the United States Code of Federal Regulations, as amended from time to time. 

2. Preparation of the LDS. Data Provider shall prepare and furnish to Data Recipient a 

LDS in accord with any applicable HIPAA or FERPA Regulations  

Data Fields in the LDS. No direct identifiers such as names may be included in the 

Limited Data Set (LDS). The researcher will also not name the organization in the 

doctoral project report that is published in Proquest. In preparing the LDS, Data Provider 

or designee shall include the data fields specified as follows, which are the minimum 

necessary to accomplish the research:  

 

Demographics: gender, age, ethnicity, education, marital status, income 

 

Participant (High Risk Sex Offender Probationers) Categories: category of sexual 

offense(s), number of months on supervision at start and end of T4C 

 

Pre and Post-test T4C offender tests/scores 

 

Facilitator monthly progress reports: homework quality, participation, 

understanding of session concepts 

 

Participant re-arrests reports (new offenses and probation violations after 

completion of T4C: aid identifying recidivism rate) 

 

Participant homework documentation (if available)  

 

Criminal Sentiment Scales and/or assessments 

 

T4C course evaluations 

  

3. Responsibilities of Data Recipient. Data Recipient agrees to: 
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a. Use or disclose the LDS only as permitted by this Agreement or as 

required by law. 

b. Use appropriate safeguards to prevent use or disclosure of the LDS other 

than as permitted by this Agreement or required by law; 

c. Report to Data Provider any use or disclosure of the LDS of which it 

becomes aware that is not permitted by this Agreement or required by law; 

d. Require any of its subcontractors or agents that receive or have access to 

the LDS to agree to the same restrictions and conditions on the use and/or 

disclosure of the LDS that apply to Data Recipient under this Agreement; 

and 

e. Not use the information in the LDS to identify or contact the individuals 

who are data subjects.  

4. Permitted Uses and Disclosures of the LDS. Data Recipient may use and/or disclose 

the LDS for its research activities only.  

5. Term and Termination. 

a. Term. The term of this Agreement shall commence as of the Effective 

Date and shall continue for so long as Data Recipient retains the LDS, 

unless sooner terminated as set forth in this Agreement. 

b. Termination by Data Recipient. Data Recipient may terminate this 

agreement at any time by notifying the Data Provider and returning or 

destroying the LDS.  

c. Termination by Data Provider. Data Provider may terminate this 

agreement at any time by providing thirty (30) days prior written notice to 

Data Recipient.  

d. For Breach. Data Provider shall provide written notice to Data Recipient 

within ten (10) days of any determination that Data Recipient has 

breached a material term of this Agreement. Data Provider shall afford 

Data Recipient an opportunity to cure said alleged material breach upon 

mutually agreeable terms.  Failure to agree on mutually agreeable terms 

for cure within thirty (30) days shall be grounds for the immediate 

termination of this Agreement by Data Provider. 

e. Effect of Termination. Sections 1, 4, 5, 6(e) and 7 of this Agreement shall 

survive any termination of this Agreement under subsections c or d.  
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6. Miscellaneous. 

a. Change in Law. The parties agree to negotiate in good faith to amend this 

Agreement to comport with changes in federal law that materially alter 

either or both parties’ obligations under this Agreement. Provided 

however, that if the parties are unable to agree to mutually acceptable 

amendment(s) by the compliance date of the change in applicable law or 

regulations, either Party may terminate this Agreement as provided in 

section 6. 

b. Construction of Terms. The terms of this Agreement shall be construed to 

give effect to applicable federal interpretative guidance regarding the 

HIPAA Regulations. 

c. No Third Party Beneficiaries. Nothing in this Agreement shall confer upon 

any person other than the parties and their respective successors or 

assigns, any rights, remedies, obligations, or liabilities whatsoever. 

d. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in one or more 

counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original, but all of which 

together shall constitute one and the same instrument. 

e. Headings. The headings and other captions in this Agreement are for 

convenience and reference only and shall not be used in interpreting, 

construing or enforcing any of the provisions of this Agreement. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each of the undersigned has caused this Agreement to be duly 

executed in its name and on its behalf. 

 

DATA PROVIDER      

Signed:    Shawn Yeager                    

Print Name:  Shawn Yeager       

Print Title:  Vice President of Operations      

 

DATA RECIPIENT 

Print Name: Malinda Peterson 

Print Title:  Walden University Doctoral Student  
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Appendix B: Confidentiality Agreement  

Name of Signer: Malinda R. Peterson     

 

During my activity in collecting data for this proposed study dissertation research, I will 

have access to information which is confidential and should not be disclosed. I 

acknowledge that the information must remain confidential, and that improper disclosure 

of confidential information can be damaging to the participant.  

By signing this Confidentiality Agreement, I acknowledge and agree that: 

1. I will not disclose or discuss any confidential information with others, including friends 

or family. 

2. I will not in any way divulge, copy, release, sell, loan, alter or destroy any confidential 

information except as properly authorized. 

3. I will not discuss confidential information where others can overhear the conversation. 

I understand that it is not acceptable to discuss confidential information even if the 

participant’s name is not used. 

4. I will not make any unauthorized transmissions, inquiries, modification or purging of 

confidential information. 

5. I agree that my obligations under this agreement will continue after termination of the 

job that I will perform. 

6. I understand that violation of this agreement will have legal implications. 

7. I will only access or use systems or devices I’m officially authorized to access, and I 

will not demonstrate the operation or function of systems or devices to unauthorized 

individuals. 

 

Signing this document, I acknowledge that I have read the agreement and I agree to 

comply with all the terms and conditions stated above. 
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