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This dissertation explores how gender influences public attitudes toward forgiving
released ex-offenders and the implications of these perceptions for reintegration. Building on
theories of stigma, forgiveness, and gender stereotypes, the study examines whether female
offenders are judged more leniently than male offenders and identifies the factors that shape
such judgments. The research is guided by the central question: Are the public more likely to

forgive certain offenders based on gender, and if so, why?

A mixed-methods approach was employed to capture both measurable trends and in-
depth perspectives. Quantitative data was gathered through an online questionnaire (n = X),
which utilised Likert-scale questions to assess public attitudes toward male and female ex-
offenders across contexts such as childcare, neighbourhood relations, and workplace settings.
Qualitative data was collected via semi-structured interviews with six participants who had
completed the questionnaire, providing deeper insight into the reasoning behind their
responses. The interview data was analysed thematically using Braun and Clarke’s (2006)
framework, facilitated by NVivo 12, employing an inductive coding strategy to ensure themes

were grounded in participants’ accounts.

The results showed that while male ex-offenders were viewed more favourably in
workplace settings, consistent with presumptions of male competence and resilience, female
ex-offenders were generally preferred in caregiving and community contexts, reflecting
stereotypes of women as nurturing and non-threatening. Themes from the interviews focused
on how forgiveness is impacted by gender bias, the seriousness of the offence, personal impact,
rehabilitation transparency, and mental health. These findings both confirm and contradict
preexisting theories, indicating that although gender has a significant influence on forgiveness,

it also interacts with more general social, cultural, and contextual elements. The dissertation



comes to the conclusion that creating fair reintegration plans and lowering recidivism require

an awareness of and commitment to eliminating gendered prejudices.
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Chapter 1  Introduction

The dissertation's focus is introduced in this chapter, which also provides background
information, context, and justification for the investigation of gendered attitudes and public
perceptions on forgiving released ex-offenders. It starts by placing the study in the context of
broader issues with recidivism and reintegration, emphasising how stigma, forgiveness, and
gender stereotypes affect the results for criminals after they are released from prison. The
research aims, objectives, and key topic will then be presented in this chapter, along with an
explanation of how the study examines alternative viewpoints like chivalry theory and criticises
established ideas like double deviance. The dissertation's structure is finally described, offering
a foundation for the way the study will be examined in the following chapters. This chapter
also clarifies the conceptual frameworks guiding the research and outlines how findings may

contribute to both academic understanding and practical policy development.

Background, context and rationale

The proper reintegration of released ex-offenders into society remains a key concern
for criminal justice systems across the world (Ganapathy, 2018). Despite many interventions,
the reoffending rate remains exceedingly high, with more than half of offenders in the UK
reoffending within a year after being released (GOV.UK, 2024). Public views about ex-
offenders, which are frequently influenced by stigma and cultural preconceptions, have a
considerable impact on reintegration results (Braithwaite, 1989). Forgiveness, a complicated
social and psychological term, has emerged as a possible component for stigma reduction and

reintegration (Shapland, 2016). However, public perceptions and attitudes toward forgiveness



may be misunderstood or strongly gendered, with criteria such as sexual offence history having
ramifications for both male and female ex-offenders (Rade et al., 2016). Stigma itself does not
necessarily preclude forgiveness however, it depends on what people believe forgiveness to be,
how they interpret it and how it then applies within the Criminal Justice System (CJS) context.
The danger is that forgiveness may be understood as a ‘taken for granted’ concept. A deeper
exploration of forgiveness as both a personal and societal process is therefore crucial,
particularly in contexts where public attitudes can directly impact policy decisions, offender

rehabilitation opportunities, and community safety.

This research proposal examines the interplay of forgiveness, societal perceptions, and
gender in influencing the reintegration experiences of released criminals. It aims to
comprehend how societal stigma and an absence of forgiveness perpetuate the cycle of
reoffending, while also analysing the many interpretations of forgiveness and, more
specifically, the gendered aspects of these perspectives. This research seeks to bridge the gap
by enhancing scholarly discourse on gender bias within forgiveness and offering insights for
policies and initiatives designed to diminish recidivism by promoting social reintegration. By
examining these issues, the study addresses a notable gap in criminological and psychological

literature, where gender-specific forgiveness remains under-researched.

The study adopts a mixed-methods approach, combining quantitative and qualitative
methodologies to provide a comprehensive analysis of public attitudes. It will look into how
demographic characteristics, notably gender, impact attitudes about forgiveness and assistance
for ex-offenders. The study will use this perspective to emphasise the complicated link between
public opinion, social stigma, and the reintegration process, providing significant
recommendations for lowering recidivism rates and fostering inclusive societal behaviours.

This approach is particularly appropriate given the complexity of the topic, as it allows



triangulation of findings and strengthens the validity of conclusions by integrating numeric

trends with lived experiences.

The study proposes a directional hypothesis that the public is more ready to forgive
female offenders than male due to social conceptions of gender roles, which frequently portray
women as less dangerous or deserving of pity. Male offenders, on the other hand, may receive
harsher punishment owing to perceptions that link masculinity to violence and criminal
behaviour. This contrasts with the traditional double deviance theory, which argues that female
offenders face harsher judgments because they violate both legal and gender norms. However,
it aligns with an alternative perspective suggesting that gendered stereotypes can sometimes
work in favour of female offenders. The traditional double deviance theory suggests that
women who commit crimes are judged more harshly than men because they break both legal
norms (by committing a crime) and social norms (by defying expectations of femininity, such
as being nurturing or law-abiding). If the crime is particularly violent or aggressive, women
may be penalised more because they are seen as “doubly deviant”. This study challenges the
traditional double deviance argument by suggesting that women may receive more forgiveness
due to gendered perceptions that paint them as less dangerous, more emotional, or victims of
circumstance (e.g., coerced into crime, mentally unstable, or driven by necessity). This idea is
rooted in chivalry theory, which posits that the criminal justice system and public opinion may
treat female offenders more leniently based on protective attitudes toward women. By testing
this hypothesis, the study not only explores gendered attitudes but also evaluates how cultural
narratives, media influences, and lived experiences shape perceptions of justice and

rehabilitation.

This research will be guided by the central research question: Are the British public more

likely to forgive certain offenders based on gender? If so, why?
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Aims & objectives:

e Examine whether gender influences public attitudes toward forgiveness of released
offenders.

e Identify the factors contributing to gender-based differences in public perceptions of
forgiveness.

e Explore the broader impact of forgiveness and stigma on the reintegration process for
male and female ex-offenders.

e Provide recommendations for addressing gender disparities in societal attitudes to

enhance the effectiveness of reintegration strategies.

Summary

In conclusion, this chapter delineates the justification for investigating the influence of
gender on public forgiveness of ex-offenders, situated within broader discourses concerning
stigma, reintegration, and societal perceptions. By placing the research within frameworks such
as double deviance and chivalry, it underscores the intricacy of gendered evaluations and the
necessity to investigate whether women are, in fact, afforded greater leniency than men
regarding forgiveness. The next chapter will look at the current research on reintegration,
stigma, forgiveness, and gender stereotypes. This will give the study a theoretical basis and put
it in the context of current criminological and psychological research. Ultimately, this chapter
lays the groundwork for the entire dissertation, providing a rationale that links empirical

investigation with pressing social and policy issues.
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Chapter 2 Literature Review

This chapter examines the existing literature on forgiveness, stigma, and gender to
contextualise the current study within wider criminological and psychological discourses. It
starts by looking at theories of reintegration and desistance, focussing on how social support,
stigma, and public attitudes affect how well ex-offenders can reintegrate into society. The
conversation then moves on to the idea of forgiveness, looking at its many meanings and how
it can help reduce stigma and encourage rehabilitation. Special focus is placed on gendered
viewpoints, encompassing double deviance, chivalry theory, and the impact of stereotypes,
which affect the disparate judgement of male and female offenders. Through a critical
examination of these frameworks, the review delineates deficiencies in existing scholarship
and formulates the theoretical basis for exploring the unequal distribution of forgiveness across

gender lines.

Reintegration

The proportion of men and women in the penal system is very high, notwithstanding
trends of closures of correctional facilities (Carson, 2015). By the end of 2014, an estimated
6,851,000 men and women in the United States were under correctional supervision, and an
average of 90,000 in the UK with less than 25% being female (Kaeble et al., 2016; Sturge,
2024). Offenders are returning to their communities in enormous numbers due to the size of

the penal system (Valera et al., 2017). An estimated 12 million individuals pass through federal
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and state prisons annually, and 700,000 criminals are released each year, 45,000 in the UK
alone (Cuellar & Cheema, 2012; Minton, 2013). Long after they are released from prison,
incarcerated individuals continue to have an influence on society (Valera et al., 2017).
Recidivism and reincarceration are impacted by problems with criminogenic needs and the
neighbourhood where prisoners return. For example, recently released offenders suffer from
negative mental health effects due to a lack of a support system and the resources required for

reintegration into the community (Bebbington et al., 2021).

According to Vivares (2023), numerous people have experienced relationship
problems, job loss, and changes in living arrangements. One might not have the resources
necessary to find employment, housing, a therapist, or a way to re-establish a connection with
the community, as well as a social network, financial assistance, insurance, and other
necessities. This point of view holds that stigma, prejudice, isolation, and instability are only a
few of the psychological difficulties that ex-offenders encounter after being released from jail
or prison (Baffour et al., 2021). Devastating outcomes like broken relationships, homelessness,
substance misuse, recidivism, overdose, and suicide can result from such a situation (Vivares,

2023).

Regardless of their offence, released prisoners need employment to make ends meet in
their new environment (Chikadzi et al., 2022; Obatusin & Ritter-Williams, 2019). According
to previous studies, employment helps ex-offenders adjust to civilian life in a number of ways
and lowers recidivism tendencies (Chikadzi et al., 2022; Obatusin & Ritter-Williams, 2019).
Employing ex-offenders can dramatically reduce the chance of criminal activity, claim
Obatusin and Ritter-Williams (2019). First of all, work enables ex-offenders to regain lost
relationships with their families and children while earning money to assist with everyday
expenses such as food and transportation (Chen & Rine-Reesha, 2022; Riley, 2022). Second,

employment offers organised activities and encourages socialisation among coworkers (Chen
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& Rine-Reesha, 2022; Riley, 2022). Third, employment raises a person's social standing and
gives formerly incarcerated people a chance to show the world that they have changed (Chen

& Rine-Reesha, 2022; Riley, 2022).

According to a life course view, effective re-entry is believed to be influenced by the
importance of compliance related to intimate partner relationships, motherhood, and previous
family bonds (Shapland et al., 2016). In summary, a life course theory perspective holds that
the traditional pillars of social control—parenthood, intimate partner relationships, and family
relationships—are essential to comprehending desistance (Laub & Sampson, 2006). According
to Sampson and Laub (2006), criminal behaviour varies with significant life events; the more
closely one is tied to one's family and job, the less criminal behaviour occurs. In accordance
with this perspective, a social dynamic that results in informal social control is created by the
constructive influence of a spouse or employer, as well as taking on the role of a parent (Liem
& Weggemans, 2018). Pursuant to earlier studies, adopting typical roles in a family, like that
of a spouse or parent, can help with the re-entry transition process by fostering the growth of
pro-social identities (Shover, 1985; Maruna & Immarigeon, 2013; Visher, 2011). Living with
a spouse can "increase shame" or give one "more to lose" when it comes to committing crimes
(Horney et al., 1995). Furthermore, cohabitating with an intimate partner may have a
substantial impact on the character of everyday activities, indicating that these lifestyle
modifications may potentially help to reduce engagement in criminal activity (Giordano et al.,

2002).

It is crucial to remember that desistance is not supported "by itself", by marriage, or by
work; rather, desistance is predicted by the quality and strength of marriage (cohesive
relationship) and employment (job stability, dedication to work, and mutual ties binding
employers and employees) (LeBel et al., 2008; Marieke Liem, 2016). Research has examined

the function of existing family relationships in supplying informal social control, in addition to
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taking into account recently taken social duties as a parent or intimate partner (Liem &
Weggemans, 2018). For instance, José Cid and Joel Marti (2012) discovered that a person's
family ties and other previous social bonds were essential to their decision to stop engaging in
illegal activity. In this dynamic, the offender stops committing crimes to make up for the
relationship's supporting function (Cid & Marti, 2012). Furthermore, in wider social networks
and institutions, such volunteer and religious organisations, are also involved in the exercise of
informal social control, in addition to the nuclear family (Cullen, 1994). Thus, social support
might come from a range of sources that have been linked to desistance (Liem & Weggemans,
2018). When combined, these "webs of conformity" offer both supports and restraints (Marieke

Liem, 2016).

All things considered, it is believed that marriage, parenthood, work, and prior familial
relationships are informal social control mechanisms that help change the course of criminal
behaviour and set ex-offenders on a route towards desistance (Horney et al., 1995; Laub &
Sampson, 2006; Uggen, 2000). Thus, a noncriminal identity is reinforced and personal rewards
are obtained by successful engagement in a romantic relationship, a career, or some other
traditional sector of life (Shover, 1985; Liem & Weggemans, 2018). It is unclear at this time if
this theoretical approach adequately describes the experiences of persons who have been in the
public eye after their arrest, conviction, and release, despite the fact that this idea has been
extensively tested across cultural boundaries and among different offender groups (Bersani et
al., 2008). Given the nature of their offence, the ensuing public attention, and the stigma
attached to it, one would wonder how much these offenders can participate in pro-social

relationships after being released from prison (Liem & Weggemans, 2018).
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Shame, guilt & stigma

Even the most well-thought-out human activities are subject to emotional impact in
addition to intellectual control (Hosser et al., 2007). As a result, emotional processes are often
included in cognitive-oriented action theories and, more recently, in the volitional approaches
to action prediction (Gollwitzer & Bargh, 1996). On the other hand, emotions serve the primary
purpose of promoting adaptive behaviour, and motivational inclinations are not just
constitutive conditions for emotions (Hosser et al., 2007). According to this perspective, moral
feelings like guilt and shame play a crucial role in controlling social behaviour (Barrett,
1995).When someone violates internalised societal standards or expectations and accuses
themselves or others of acting immorally, there is a sense of guilt (Hosser et al., 2007). People
who feel guilty over a certain behaviour feel tense and regretful for the "bad thing they’ve
done" (Tangney et al., 2014). According to research, this feeling of stress and remorse usually
spurs reparative action, which includes admitting fault, offering an apology, or making amends
for the harm caused (de Hooge et al., 2007; Ketelaar & Tung Au, 2003; Sheikh & Janoff-

Bulman, 2009; Tangney et al., 1996; Wicker, Payne, & Morgan, 1983; Tangney et al., 2014).

On the other hand, individuals who experience self-shame feel exposed, devalued, and
degraded (de Hooge et al., 2007). The extremely painful shame feeling frequently inspires a
defensive reaction rather than a desire for restitution (Bear et al., 2009). People who are
disgraced seek to hide, run away, avoid taking responsibility, and place the blame elsewhere
(Bear et al., 2009). The tendency to externalise blame has been demonstrated to mediate the
relationship between shame and aggression (Stuewig et al., 2010), and it has been repeatedly
linked to a tendency to blame others for one's failures and shortcomings (Bear et al., 2009;

Luyten et al., 2002; Tangney, 1990; Tangney et al., 1992).
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According to Scheff (1988), shame is the fear of social rejection or, conversely, the
expectation that one would be negatively assessed by others. This impression is brought on by
the real or expected decline in one's social standing as a result of moral failings or unfulfilled
ambitions (Hosser et al., 2007). Violations of internalised norms, laws, implicit and explicit
rules and expectations, or traditions set off moral feelings (Hosser et al., 2007). People
essentially become their own judges through emotions like guilt and shame since they make

them examine and approve of their own abnormal behaviour (Abell & Gecas, 1997).

According to Mingus and Burchfield (2012) and Tewksbury and Lees (2006), sex
offenders are considered to be among the most stigmatised types of criminals, and they face
harsh repercussions such as social marginalisation, public recognition, and exclusion from
social groups, organisations, and activities. Megan's Law (established in the U.S.) and other
registration and notification regulations, such as Sarah's law (established in the UK), make this
stigma worse by openly designating the people as sexual offenders (Robbers, 2009). Because
being a sex offender becomes their principal status, this legal and social branding frequently

hinders their ability to regain any good position in society after jail (Robbers, 2009).

The latter idea is especially crucial when working with this unique group: the stigma
associated with being an ex-offender may prevent them from forming social bonds instead of
imposing official limitations on specific job types (Liem & Weggemans, 2018). Three
strategies for coping with the stigma associated with being an ex-offender have been described
in earlier research (Liem & Weggemans, 2018). These include educating (preventative telling),
social disengagement (withdrawal), and concealing one's criminal history (secrecy) (LeBel,
2008; Winnick & Bodkin, 2008). Ex-offenders must consider the advantages and
disadvantages of disclosing when determining whether and when to do so (Liem &
Weggemans, 2018). Finding people who can offer support or provide acceptance, fostering a

sense of personal strength, and not having to worry about concealing it are all advantages of
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exposing (Liem & Weggemans, 2018). The disadvantages of exposing, on the other hand,
include worrying about what other people think of you and being shut out of possibilities like
jobs (LeBel, 2008). Given that just exposing their name allows others to identify them, it may
be argued that withdrawal is the only choice accessible to prominent ex-offenders (Liem &

Weggemans, 2018).

Forgiveness

It is crucial to start with defining the term "forgiveness," as its numerous meanings
skew our understanding of it (Wool Chun Fischer, 2009). For instance, we pardon ourselves
and our peers for little transgressions against one another; we also pardon debts; we pardon the
deceased; and many of us ask God to pardon us or seek to forgive god (Wool Chun Fischer,

2009).

The parallels and connections between forgiveness and our ideas of punishment,
pardon, and mercy further conflate the term (Lacey & Pickard, 2015). Given the wide range of
situations in which forgiveness is acceptable, the many applications of forgiveness are
contingent on the context and might have quite diverse connotations (Strelan & Covic, 2006).
All types of forgiveness, however, are based on the supposition that a crime or damage was

done, or at least that it was thought to have been (Strelan & Covic, 20006).

As a first stage in the concept study of forgiveness, popular descriptive definitions were
obtained from dictionaries and other reference books (Agnes & Laird, 2013). Webster's New
World Dictionary and Thesaurus defines forgiveness as "to give up resentment against, or the

desire to punish; pardon (an offence or offender)" (Agnes & Laird, 2013). Forgiveness is
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synonymous with absolution, pardon, acquittal, remission, dispensation, reprieve, justification,
amnesty, and respite (Brush et al., 2001). Forgiveness occurs when someone is compassionate,
openhearted, or generous (Brush et al., 2001). Common phrases of forgiveness, such as forgive
me and pardon me, are frequently used when someone interrupts, requests explanation, or seeks
exoneration for specific conduct. In business and finance, forgiveness is the act of releasing
someone from a financial obligation or debt (Granof, 1983). Erasing or cancelling debt
payments is related to the process of purging one's moral sins, which is taught in most faiths
(Enright et al., 1998). However, religious notions of forgiveness are as diverse as religious
practices themselves (Brush et al., 2001). Certain people, like South African President Nelson

Mandela, have come to represent the notion of forgiveness (Brush et al., 2001).

Muller-Fahrenholz (1997) defined forgiveness as a communal phenomenon that frees
individuals from past wrongs that may have hampered trusting relationships. He cited the Truth
and Reconciliation Commission in South Africa and the Arab-Israeli peace process as
examples of organisations investigating collective forgiveness (Geiko Miiller-Fahrenholz,
1997). He claimed that forgiveness is essential for nations to effectively preserve their interests
and overcome conflicts. Many modern definitions of forgiveness emphasise its theoretical
meaning or conceptualisation from a behavioural-science standpoint (Lawler-Row et al.,
2006). Forgiveness is defined as a process or journey that seeks to release or reduce bitterness,
wrath, resentment, or hatred towards another or others (Diblasio & Proctor, 1993; Freedman &
Enright, 1996). Others describe forgiveness as a process of liberating oneself from previous
judgements and views or misperceptions of others or as a learned reaction to certain events
(Grosskopf, 1999). Forgiveness is frequently associated with individuals' efforts to repair
previous wounds from interpersonal damage or harm through the desire or capacity to release

negative sentiments or hurt (Baures, 1996; Brush et al., 2001).
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Flanigan (1992) defined forgiveness as a five-phase process that frees people from
resentment and the desire for vengeance against those who have harmed them. According to
their declaration, "forgiveness is for those people who are willing to confront their pain, accept
themselves as permanently changed, and make difficult choices" (Brush et al., 2001). They
wrote: ‘The first step in the process is to name the damage and evaluate its significance in the
context of one's life’. Following that, the individual must claim the damage (step two) and
assign responsibility to the injurer (phase three) before "balancing the scales" in phase four
(Brush et al., 2001). At this moment, one has the option of putting the harm behind them,
confronting the perpetrator, or mirroring their behaviour or injury. The individual eventually
progresses to step five, "choosing to forgive", which involves the ability to let go of the injury

and go ahead.

When it comes to living and prospering in society, our social ties with other people are
crucial (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). Our relationships with other people offer us many
advantages, from emotional solace to material or even monetary gains, regardless of whether
they are close, personal partnerships or just acquaintances (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). But there
are issues in every interpersonal interaction. People frequently intentionally or inadvertently
betray or upset us (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). Given the work needed to build meaningful
relationships with other people, it may be practical in some situations to be able to make
amends for an interpersonal mistake without completely ending the relationship (Phillips &
Hranek, 2011). One such method for preserving and mending our relationships following an
interpersonal offence may be forgiveness (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). It has also been suggested
that forgiveness is an adaptive response in some circumstances and that it evolved as a tool to
help us maintain significant relationships (McCullough, 2008). Forgiveness carries some risks,
even though it has numerous positive effects on our emotional health and the success of our

relationships (McCullough, 2000). For instance, we run the risk of being perceived as soft-
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hearted, someone who is easily exploited by others and too fast to forgive an interpersonal
offence (Exline & Baumeister, 2000). Furthermore, Luchies, Finkel, McNulty, and Kumashiro
(2010) showed that forgiveness can occasionally have detrimental effects on the victim's self-
image, undermining both self-respect and the clarity of their self-concept. Acknowledging
these possible dangers, forgiveness ought to be administered sparingly and only when the

advantages are anticipated to exceed the disadvantages.

Forgiving ex criminals

The effects of forgiveness in reducing the negative effects of victimisation are
frequently the focus of empirical research (Jenkins, 2019). Serious and detrimental
psychological (Berman et al., 1996; Herman, 2015), emotional (Masters et al., 1988),
behavioural (Bloom, 2013), and somatic (Bloom, 2013; Kendall-Tackett, 2009) consequences
are frequently experienced by victims of crime (Jenkins, 2019). Since forgiveness is believed
to lessen the mental and emotional "burden" brought on by the transgression, victims who
forgive report feeling freed from many of the agonising aftereffects of traumatic experiences

(Enright, 2019), enabling forgivers to "move on" with their lives (Jenkins, 2018).

The extent to which the offender is likely to commit a similar offence in the future and
disappoint us again is one factor that could affect the cost-benefit ratio of whether or not to
forgive (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). Therefore, the probability of forgiveness should rise with
any sincere expression of regret or remorse from the offender (Phillips & Hranek, 2011).
According to Phillips and Hranek (2011), when an offender sincerely apologises, they are
expressing that they value the relationship and are determined to keep it going, in addition to

feeling horrible about the offence. Apologies are, in fact, frequently linked to greater levels of
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forgiveness, especially when they are freely offered and regarded as genuine, according to a
significant finding in the literature on forgiveness (Darby & Schlenker, 1982; Hareli &

Eisikovits, 2006; McCullough, 2000; Weiner et al., 1991).

The intimacy or closeness of the relationship is another significant element in predicting
the possibility of forgiveness (McCullough et al., 1998). According to earlier studies, we are
more inclined to pardon criminals with whom we have a personal relationship (Phillips &
Hranek, 2011). Forgiveness ought to be more common in our closest relationships for a number
of reasons, one of which is that we stand to lose more if these connections ended (Phillips &
Hranek, 2011). For instance, Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro, and Hannon (2002) showed that the
desire to stay in the relationship, rather than a long-term orientation or psychological
attachment, was the primary driver of the relationship's association between commitment and
forgiveness. This suggests that forgiveness in our closest relationships is motivated by the

desire to keep the relationship going.

However, forgiveness is not always assured by closeness or intimacy in a relationship.
To help the forgiving process along, we may still need some indication of regret or remorse,
like a heartfelt apology (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). In fact, studies have indicated that apologies
from those we are closest to may have a greater impact than those from acquaintances and
strangers (Bottom et al., 2002). Apologies have not been found to have any impact on
forgiveness levels in a few studies, all of which involved crimes committed by strangers
(Baron, 1990; Sharliki, Folger, & Gee, 2004). Nevertheless, this does not imply that a relative
stranger's apology is ineffective (Bottom et al., 2002). Perhaps more proof of sorrow or remorse
should be shown when less personal people apologise. Apologies alone may not be as
successful as apologies combined with pledges of reparation, according to research by Bottom,

Gibson, Daniels, and Murnighan (2002) (see also Goodwin & Ross, 1992).
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Although a victim’s perspective is frequently used to examine the significance and
value of forgiveness in resolving injury, there is a dearth of research on how offenders
understand forgiveness (Jenkins, 2019). According to studies on the effects of combat on
soldiers (Cigrang et al., 2014; Hecker et al., 2013; Westwood et al., 2010) and violent criminals
(Evans et al., 2007; Pollock, 1999), people who injure other people may experience negative
outcomes like PTSD (Pollock, 1999) and persecution-induced traumatic stress disorder (PITS)
(Jenkins, 2019). Such literature promotes the idea that offenders experience negative
consequences from their criminal activity that may benefit from forgiveness, much like victims

of crime (Jenkins, 2019).

Forgiveness can help wrongdoers stop committing crimes, promote compliant
behaviour (Murphy & Helmer, 2013), reduce guilt, and increase joy and comfort (Gassin,
1998). However, there is a lack of knowledge as to how or why this happens (Jenkins, 2019).
It must first be understood how offenders interpret forgiveness, especially in relation to the
context of their offences, in order to assess whether forgiveness has the ability to ameliorate

the negative personal effects connected with criminal wrongdoing (Jenkins, 2019).

Gender stereotypes

The 1970s and 1980s saw the emergence of discussions around gender and crime in
criminology (Silvestri & Heidensohn, 2012). Whether data from studies of male offenders
could be extrapolated to female offenders, whether female criminality—particularly

violence—might be unique to women's roles in society, or whether female offenders were more
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deviant than non-offenders were the main topics of early criminology discussions (Silvestri &

Heidensohn, 2012; Heidensohn, 2000).

Since human violence is not uniform, it is perhaps best viewed as an exchange between
people in a specific social setting (Canter, 1994). (In this view, organised wars and conflicts
with social backing and endorsement are not considered forms of violence). Given that at least
80% of violent offenders are men, a statistic that seems to be consistent across nations and
cultures, it would seem logical to suppose that gender role expectations and stereotypes could
be pertinent to the study of human violence (Monahan, 1994). However, the majority of men
are not violent, and in the majority of community populations, there is a high proportion of
non-violent males, even if the majority of violent offenders are men (Ali & Adshead, 2022). In
general, using violence to violate the law is rare, and throughout the past 40 years, violence
rates have been declining in the majority of social democratic societies (Ali & Adshead, 2022).
This is even the case in the U.S., even though gun ownership has significantly increased the

country's homicide rate (Stroebe et al., 2024).

Some early theoretical models of violence do not consider gender. Bronfenbrenner's
(1977) work introduced an ecological model that identifies risk factors for violence based on
both societal and individual cultures. Macro risk factors for violence include peer pressure,
deprivation and exclusion, and the formation of deviant sub-cultural groupings
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977). Micro risk factors include neurophysiological and psychological
elements, including attitudes towards rule-breaking and violence in families and societies, as
well as non-empathic or antisocial belief systems (Bronfenbrenner, 1977). The model does not
include gender as a risk factor, despite its aim to bridge the gap between criminological and

psychological perspectives on crime risk (Ali & Adshead, 2022).
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If the gender role is considered a risk factor for violence, masculinity may appear to be
a significant determinant (Ali & Adshead, 2022). Lantz (2021) mentions a writer who describes
violence as "a resource for demonstrating masculinity," implying that aggressive women may
be particularly "masculine." One risk assessment tool, such as the VRAG (Violent Risk
Appraisal Guide), considers gender to be a protective factor against violence, making it difficult
to apply to female perpetrators (Lantz, 2021). Male aggression, despite being unlawful and
unwanted, is often seen as natural, as are the causes behind it (Ali & Adshead, 2022).
Supporters of an evolutionary perspective claim that males may engage in violence to maintain
their reproductive status and power over male rivals (Kanazawa & Still, 2000). Male aggression
might be motivated by anger, protection, social recognition, imagined benefits, and enjoyment
(Ohlsson & Ireland, 2011). Female violence is typically thought to be distinct from male
violence, although there is little evidence to support this assumption (Ali & Adshead, 2022).
Despite lower rates of violence, the motivations for female aggression appear to be similar

(Adshead, 2011; Phillips, 2003; Kruttschnitt & Carbone-Lopez, 2006).

Gender stereotypes also apply to victims of violence (Ali & Adshead, 2022). Women
are generally stereotyped as victims of violence, despite the fact that men are more likely than
women to be murdered globally (Ali & Adshead, 2022). Context is important in understanding
the correlation between homicide rates and gender. Males are more likely to be murdered in
countries with a high homicide rate, while women are more likely to be victims in countries
with low drug-related crime (Sheehan et al., 2012). Relational violence is also more prevalent
in these countries (United Nations Office On Drugs And Crime, 2014). The reason for the
disparity in the number of violent perpetrators between genders is unclear, although it is likely
due to a combination of individual and systemic variables (Ali & Adshead, 2022). Gender
stereotypes may play a role in developing normative accounts of masculinity that accept

violence and accounts of femininity based on victimisation (Ali & Adshead, 2022).
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Criminologists claim that there is a poisonous variety of masculinity that denigrates others'
vulnerability, increasing the danger of violent attacks (Pearson, 2019). On the other hand, it's
possible that traditional gender role expectations of femininity benefit women by promoting
social connection and discouraging the kind of social isolation that is linked to poor mental

health and violence (Ali & Adshead, 2022).

Intersectionality and Social Identity in Attitudes Toward Offenders

While gender is an important lens for understanding public forgiveness, it does not
function in isolation. Other social identities, such as ethnicity, socioeconomic background,
mental health, and age, interact with gender to influence how offenders are perceived and
reintegrated into society. According to intersectionality theory (Crenshaw, 1989), people
frequently encounter overlapping systems of privilege and disadvantage, which can exacerbate
stigma or change their ability to forgive. For example, research has indicated that minority
ethnic offenders may experience additional discrimination, with perceptions about race and
criminality influencing public opinion and judicial outcomes (Phillips et al., 2023). Similarly,
criminals from poorer socioeconomic origins are frequently seen as more likely to reoffend,
reflecting broader social biases on poverty and deviance (Wacquant, 2009). Mental health also
plays a nuanced role: while some members of the public may feel more empathy for offenders
with mental illnesses, others may link these illnesses with unpredictability or risk (Lamb and

Weinberger, 2014).

Understanding these intersecting elements is critical for avoiding oversimplifying
public opinions and developing a sophisticated understanding of forgiveness (Mallari et al.,

2020). For example, a female offender with a mental health diagnosis may be seen differently
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than a male criminal without such a diagnosis, and a male offender from a minority ethnic
background may suffer harsher public censure, regardless of the gravity of the act (Mallari et
al., 2020). These examples show that forgiveness and stigma are not only gendered, but also
stratified by other social aspects (Mallari et al., 2020). By including intersectionality into the
analysis, this dissertation acknowledges the complexities of social identities and emphasises
the relevance of context when contemplating forgiveness and reintegration. Such an approach
broadens the scope of the discussion, ensuring that findings contribute to inclusive

rehabilitation strategies and culturally sensitive policy recommendations (Bowleg, 2012).

Forgiving females vs male ex-offenders

If forgiveness is primarily a connection-maintenance strategy, as was previously
mentioned (Finkel et al., 2002; McCullough, 2008), then it should be encouraged to extend
forgiveness to even a total stranger in the hopes to have a relationship with them in the future.
Forgiveness in this situation would enable us to maintain our alternatives for possible future
interactions (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). The mate value of the other person is one factor that
could affect the desire for a connection with them (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). Mate value,
according to evolutionary psychologists, is the whole attractiveness (physical and otherwise)
of a person as a prospective spouse in comparison to other prospective spouses in the current

"mating market" (Johnson et al., 1999)

Attractive people, especially women, are regularly assessed as having a greater total
mate worth, even if the concept of mate value extends beyond simply physical attractiveness
(Buss, 1989; Buss & Barnes, 1986). When there is not much known about the target person,

like when we are interacting with a relative stranger, for example, attractiveness might be
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especially crucial (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). We might be inclined to forgive an attractive
stranger of the opposite sex for a minor interpersonal transgression so that we can pursue a
relationship with them in the future, but we might still need an apology to support our decision
to forgive and give them another chance (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). Therefore, the victim may
be more forgiving of an apology from a beautiful person of the opposite sex since they believe
it to be more effective than one from a less attractive person (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). As
previously mentioned, this positive bias towards an attractive offender is only expected when
the offender is of the opposite sex or represents as a potential romantic partner (Dion et al.,
1972). Despite this, the above prediction is consistent with earlier research showing the "What
is beautiful is good" phenomenon (Dion, Berscheid, & Walster, 1972; Eagly et al., 1991). In
actuality, attractive people of the same sex may be viewed as possible competitors and, as a

result, may face harsher criticism (Phillips & Hranek, 2011).

Prior studies have demonstrated that our responses to infidelity in our relationships are
influenced by the rival's traits to some extent. In particular, when the rival exhibits high levels
of traits associated with mate value, victims report feeling more jealous (Buss et al., 2000).
Most significantly, research indicates that when the opponent is physically beautiful, women
react with more jealousy (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). This is most likely because physical
attractiveness plays a significant role in men's mate selection (Buss, 1989). According to other
research, a person's degree of physical attractiveness may affect how we interact with people
outside of our close, personal relationships (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). Luxen and Van de Vijver
(2006), for instance, showed that women were more likely to hire the less attractive female
candidate, whereas men were more likely to hire an attractive female candidate. This supports
other theories which state that women have a tendency to react negatively to a potential rival
who has a high mate value (Rinn et al., 2020). This result is also in line with a study by Hill

and Buss (2006), which showed that participants' expressions of jealousy were typically
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triggered by peers of the same sex who were directly competing for resources. Based on these
results, it makes sense to assume that our opinions of an apology and our subsequent choices
on forgiveness may also be influenced by the physical beauty or mate value of a same-sex
offender (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). But in this instance, if the victim is the same sex, a
beautiful criminal may be at a disadvantage (Rinn et al., 2020). A victim of the same sex may
be less inclined to forgive and may evaluate an attractive attacker more harshly (Phillips &

Hranek, 2011).

In order to answer these concerns, current studies like Phillips and Hranek (2011),
combine investigations on the effects of physical attractiveness on intrasexual rivalry and mate
selection with studies on how well an apology works to promote forgiveness. An attractive
female offender’s apology is expected to elicit a more positive response from male participants
than one from a less attractive female offender. Therefore, while engaging with a male target,
an attractive female criminal will have an advantage and will be more likely to be forgiven for
a minor offence as long as she apologises (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). A less attractive female
offender, on the other hand, will have an advantage when interacting with a female target
because the female victim is likely to react negatively to the offence and the attractive
offender's subsequent apology, therefore they will be less inclined to forgive (Phillips &

Hranek, 2011).

In their study, Phillips and Hranek (2011) investigated the relationship between
physical attractiveness and how people perceive the quality of an apology and the forgiveness
that follows. Participants assessed female offenders with varying degrees of beauty in two tests.
Male participants were more forgiving of beautiful offenders, while female participants were
more forgiving of less attractive offenders, according to the results, which showed a
pronounced gender difference. Men rated apologies from beautiful offenders as more sincere,

while women rated apologies from less attractive offenders more favourably, according to a
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follow-up trial which demonstrated that perceived apologetic quality moderated these effects

(Phillips & Hranek, 2011).

These findings are consistent with studies on the "beautiful-is-good" stereotype, which
postulates that people who are physically attractive are frequently seen more favourably and
given more leeway (Dion et al., 1972). Legal settings are a clear example of this bias, as
handsome defendants are typically viewed as more moral and trustworthy and are commonly
given lesser sentences (Efran, 1974; Sigall & Ostrove, 1975). This wider halo effect of physical
attractiveness is shown in Phillips and Hranek's (2011) study, which found that male

participants were more forgiving of handsome offenders.

The results do, however, also point to a significant countertrend: women are less
forgiving of attractive female offenders (Vaillancourt, 2013). This trend is in line with studies
on intrasexual competition, which indicate that women may view very attractive people of the
same sex as social dangers, leading to increased mistrust (Vaillancourt, 2013). Such dynamics
indicate that attractiveness may function as both an advantage and a liability, depending on the

perceiver’s gender and the social context (Vaillancourt, 2013).

All things considered, this study emphasises how gender and physical attractiveness
interact in intricate ways to influence judgements of forgiveness (Phillips & Hranek, 2011).
When viewed by peers of the same sex, beauty can be a "curse," but when viewed by those of
the opposite sex, it can be a "gift" (Phillips & Hranek, 2011). These results imply that forgiving
processes are influenced by wider societal views related to gender and beauty as well as the
offender's actions (such as the calibre of their apologies) (Phillips & Hranek, 2011;
Vaillancourt, 2013). Although these results are based on attractiveness and so each participant
has seen the ‘offender’ and what they look like, what’s not been considered is how these results

may differ if only the gender is known, not what they look like. As well as this, it can also be
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argued that what is considered attractive to one person may not apply to another and so
differences in opinion may vary when basing assumptions purely on attractiveness as its not

generalisable.
Summary

In summary, the literature indicates that forgiveness is essential for diminishing stigma
and facilitating offender reintegration; however, attitudes towards forgiveness are frequently
influenced by gender stereotypes and cultural narratives (Lacey & Pickard, 2015). Theories
like double deviance and chivalry offer conflicting reasons for why women might be judged
more harshly or more leniently than men (Lightowlers, 2018). On the other hand, research on
stigma shows that offenders of any gender face social barriers that are bigger than their gender
(Lightowlers, 2018). Despite these insights, there is still not enough empirical research that
directly looks at how people's views on forgiveness differ between male and female ex-
offenders in everyday situations. To fill this gap, the next chapter explains how this study used
a mixed-methods design to get both measurable patterns and in-depth views on gendered

forgiveness.

Chapter 3  Research Methodology

The methodological framework used to examine gendered attitudes and public

perceptions regarding forgiving released ex-offenders is described in this chapter. It starts by
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defending the application of a mixed-methods design, which combines quantitative and
qualitative techniques to record quantifiable patterns and more in-depth individual insights.
Data on general attitudes and gender-based variations in forgiveness across everyday contexts
were provided by the quantitative strand, which took the form of a questionnaire. Through
semi-structured interviews, the qualitative strand provided a deeper comprehension of the
rationale behind participants' opinions and the variables affecting their assessments. Before
discussing the ethical issues that influenced the study, this chapter describes the research
design, sampling plans, data collection techniques, and analysis methods. When taken as a
whole, these methodological decisions guarantee a thorough and reliable investigation of the

ways in which gender influences forgiveness and offender reintegration.

Research design

In order to fully address the research objectives, this study used a mixed-methods
approach, combining qualitative and quantitative methodologies. This research is especially
well-suited for a mixed-methods approach since the phenomenon being studied is complex
and cannot be fully comprehended from a single methodological perspective. Measurable
data that can be used to assess relationships, spot trends, and provide some degree of
generalisability can be gathered using quantitative methods (Ahmed et al., 2024). However,
quantitative results by themselves might not go far enough in comprehending the subtleties of
experience and environment that influence participants' viewpoints (Noyes et al., 2020). A
deeper investigation of meanings and motivations is made possible by qualitative approaches,

which offer rich, descriptive insights that capture these nuances (Ahmed et al., 2024).
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Crucially, the pragmatic paradigm, which emphasises methodological adaptability and
the utilisation of various data sources to tackle intricate research enquiries, forms the basis of
this combination (Ahmed et al., 2024). Instead of favouring one epistemological position
over another, a pragmatic approach acknowledges that both narrative and numerical data
offer distinct types of evidence, and that combining them improves the reliability and
applicability of results (Noyes et al., 2020). The limits of single-method techniques are
further lessened by this arrangement, as statistical analysis may be used to support and
expand qualitative interpretations while qualitative themes can contextualise and explain
quantitative data (Noyes et al., 2020). As a result, using a mixed-methods approach is not just
additive but integrative, resulting in a more comprehensive and reliable knowledge of the

study subject than either methodology could accomplish on its own. (Noyes et al., 2020)

Sampling

Participants in this study were recruited voluntarily and represented a diverse cross-
section of the general public. Recruitment took place through social media channels such as
Snapchat, Facebook, and Instagram to ensure accessibility and reach to a geographically and
demographically diversified community. These platforms were chosen for their capacity to
engage with people of all ages, occupations and geographies, allowing the study to acquire a
diverse spectrum of opinions.

Participants in the quantitative component agreed to complete an online questionnaire
aimed at exploring attitudes towards forgiveness and gender. To reduce bias, the
questionnaire was anonymous, and no identifying information was collected other than
demographic factors like age and gender. This anonymity was essential for encouraging

honest responses, especially considering the sensitivity of themes like crime, forgiveness,
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rehabilitation, and gender bias. To optimise participation, a large, unrestricted recruitment
strategy was implemented, with the goal of obtaining a sufficient sample size for significant
statistical analysis. The study did not specify a maximum number of responses, but it stressed
the significance of having enough participants to assure the reliability and validity of the
findings. The responses were summarised using descriptive statistics (mean, median, mode)

to discover noteworthy patterns across demographic groups (Vetter, 2017).

For the qualitative component, a purposive sample was recruited from individuals
who completed the questionnaire and demonstrated a desire to participate in follow-up
interviews. A maximum of six people were chosen to allow for in-depth investigation of
attitudes while keeping the dataset manageable for thorough analysis. Participants were
chosen to represent a balance of gender and questionnaire replies, ensuring a diversity of
opinions and limiting the possibility of uniformity (Fisher et al., 2024). This sampling
strategy enabled the study to obtain both breadth and depth: the questionnaire detected broad
trends, while the interviews provided comprehensive, contextualised insights into

participants' thinking, emotions, and prejudices.

Data collection

This questionnaire was the quantitative component of the study using Likert scales to
assess people’s opinions and attitudes towards forgiving criminals who are being released

from prison, and whether or not they agree with how the current government/society treats
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them, lack of employment/housing etc. The structured questionnaire was designed using a 5-
point Likert scale to measure their engagement and perceived opinions for each question.
Additionally, the questionnaire first presented the audience with a page of contents describing
what the study is about, as well as a consent form, reminding them they can withdraw their
answers at any time. As previously mentioned, the questionnaire was anonymous to avoid
bias and reduce response bias (Chipeta, 2020), and only questions on gender and age were
asked initially. It was distributed onto social media platforms using Google Forms, which
was chosen for its ease of use and ability to reach a geographically diverse audience. Online
distribution ensured greater accessibility for participants, reducing barriers such as time
constraints and physical distance (Raby & Madden, 2021). The number of responses were
managed; however a higher number of responses was favoured, and so there was no
maximum needed, as long as there was enough data to ensure statistical significance. These
responses were summarised by calculating the mean, median and mode. These descriptive
statistics were used to indicate whether there are significant differences in perceptions of

forgiveness based on demographic factors such as age or gender.

A maximum of six individual participants, aged 18-23, who had previously filled out
the questionnaire, leaving contact details expressing their willingness to engage in an
interview, were interviewed in a semi-structured manner for the qualitative component. This
flexibility allowed the researcher to examine predetermined themes while keeping an open
mind to fresh and emergent discoveries (Adams, 2015). Key questions pertaining to the
study's goals were included in the interview guide, along with follow-up questions to entice
participants to go into further detail in their answers. Participants were asked to assess their
own personal views and convictions regarding forgiveness in the first question. Setting the
framework for a more in-depth conversation, this introductory question offered a basis for

comprehending the subject. The questions that followed examined how forgiveness could
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support recovery, how participants' readiness to forgive might differ according to gender, and
what circumstances affect their choices. Participants were prompted to consider the wider
moral, social, and psychological ramifications of forgiveness as it relates to gender
perspectives, rehabilitation, and society reintegration. Participants were challenged to think
about potential biases and the morality of forgiveness by asking whether an offender's gender
influences forgiveness. Additional enquiries focused on whether male and female ex-
offenders should have equal access to reintegration chances and how showing genuine regret
may affect their willingness to forgive. When taken as a whole, these enquiries sought to
spark important conversations about justice, equality, morality, and social advancement. The
purpose of the interview was to better comprehend participants' viewpoints and have a deeper
comprehension of their questionnaire responses (Noyes et al., 2020). Depending on the
preferences of the participants, interviews took place either in person or by Zoom. In addition
to providing better accessibility for individuals unable to attend in person, Zoom interviews
enabled participants to remain anonymous by opting not to reveal their faces. With the
participants' permission, all interviews were videotaped and transcribed, and thorough notes

were collected to support the audio recordings.

The qualitative data was coded and managed using NVivo 12. This allowed for
effective data arrangement, coding, and topic creation through systematic thematic analysis
using Braun and Clarke's (2006) six-phase methodology. To ensure that the analysis
remained based on participant viewpoints rather than being limited by preconceived notions,
an inductive coding approach was used to let themes emerge directly from the data. Nodes
were made to arrange important codes and subthemes, and coding was mostly done at the
semantic level to record specific meanings. Through the arrangement of nodes, NVivo's
functionalities facilitated the analysis and made it possible to systematically identify links

between related concepts. To guarantee the transparency and dependability of the results, an
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audit trail was kept during the coding process, recording coding choices and theme evolution

over time (Cutcliffe & McKenna, 2004).

Both methodological and practical factors played a role in the choice to use NVivo
instead of manual coding. Although versatile, manual methods can become laborious and run
the danger of losing transparency when managing several interviews, especially when trying
to track how themes change over time among participants (Salmons, 2023). NVivo provides a
more organised and auditable procedure that makes it possible to clearly record coding
choices and makes it easier to replicate the analytical method (Salmons, 2023). By enabling
more methodical theme comparison and the discovery of subtle linkages within the data, its
ability to save, retrieve, and cross-reference codes significantly improves analytical rigour
(Salmons, 2023). Since NVivo's digital auditability enhances the findings' legitimacy and
dependability, it is especially well-suited for studies that prioritise openness and

methodological soundness (Salmons, 2023).

However, the use of NVivo is not without criticism. Some scholars argue that
software packages risk creating a “false sense of objectivity” because they can give the
impression that coding is purely mechanical, when in reality, interpretation still depends
heavily on the researcher’s judgement (Woolf & Silver, 2018). Others point out that reliance
on pre-defined coding frameworks in NVivo can constrain creativity and lead to over-
fragmentation of data, obscuring narrative flow (St. Pierre & Jackson, 2014). These critiques
highlight that while NVivo enhances transparency and rigour, its benefits must be balanced
against potential risks of over-reliance, accessibility issues, and the danger of privileging

technical procedure over deep interpretive analysis.

Finding patterns and classifying themes that emerged from participant responses were

made possible by thematic analysis coded using NVivo (McLeod, 2024). The software's
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ability to effectively handle qualitative datasets made it easier to examine the connections
between themes and gave researchers a more sophisticated grasp of the study subject
(Salmons, 2023). The results were given narratively, with actual quotes from participants to

highlight important ideas.

Ethical considerations

Ethical approval was obtained from the University of Portsmouth's Research Ethics
Committee. All participants received an information sheet detailing the purpose of the study,
their role in it, and their rights as participants. Informed consent was sought from all
participants before data collection. As well as this, participants were made aware and
reminded throughout that their participation was voluntary, and that they have the right to
withdraw at any stage without penalty. To ensure confidentiality, all identifying information
was anonymised, and their data was stored securely on password-protected devices to
increase the privacy and protection of data (GOV.UK, 2018). Audio recordings and other

sensitive data were encrypted and deleted after transcription and analysis.

Summary

To summarise, this chapter explained the justification for using a mixed-methods
approach as well as the procedures for gathering and analysing data in order to investigate
gendered perspectives on forgiveness. The study guarantees both breadth and depth in

addressing the research goals by fusing quantitative data from questionnaires with qualitative
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insights from semi-structured interviews. The qualitative strand was made even more rigorous
and transparent by the use of NVivo 12 for thematic analysis in conjunction with an audit trail.
To protect participants and guarantee the validity of the results, ethical considerations were
closely monitored at every stage. The analysis' findings are presented in the following chapter,
which also looks at how gender influences attitudes towards offender reintegration and

forgiveness by fusing statistical patterns with thematic insights.

Chapter4  Findings and Discussion

With an emphasis on how gender affects perceptions of forgiveness towards ex-
offenders in various social circumstances, this chapter summarises the main conclusions from
the study's quantitative and qualitative components. Comparative graphs that display the

39



quantitative data show clear trends in the public's preference for male and female ex-offenders
in a variety of contexts, including childcare, neighbourhood ties, and professional encounters.
In order to interpret the subtle changes in viewpoint between contexts, these patterns are
examined in light of feminist viewpoints, cultural conventions, and prevalent gender
stereotypes. Existing literature is consulted. The results specifically show how gender interacts
with views of competence, safety, trust, and rehabilitation to produce different levels of

acceptability for male and female ex-offenders based on the role.

Findings and discussions from Questionnaire

This questionnaire aimed to subsequently find out people of all ages’ opinions on
forgiving ex-criminals but also to see whether their opinions differentiated depending on the
gender stated within the questions. The questions based on gender were asked throughout the
survey intertwined with general questions about forgiveness to try and reduce any potential
response bias. As previously stated, all answers for the survey questions were in the form of
Likert scales from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The following graph summarises their

responses to the gendered questions in quantitative form (see Figure 1).

Figure 1 - A graph to show the quantitative data responses for questions related to gender

within the questionnaire.
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As you can see from the graph (Figure 1), the responses mainly align with the
hypothesis that women will be favoured when it comes to forgiving criminals. 58% of people
said they would prefer a female to look after their children compared to a male (42%). 54%
said they would rather live next door to a female ex-offender than a male (46%). This could be
due to multiple reasons such as male stereotypes, societal norms as well as female stereotypes
and feminism (Hagenbuch, 2023). Men's capacity for power and desire to rule others are
frequently the basis of negative preconceptions about them (Hagenbuch, 2023). These activities
might be anything from violent acts to making decisions for other people. It is a well-known
and reasonable negative notion that men are violent or aggressive (Hagenbuch, 2023).
According to statistics, a woman was the victim and a man was the perpetrator in around 93%
of domestic violence instances (Refuge, 2022). Furthermore, the idea of a "culture of honour"
is used to explain why men behave differently when others challenge their male authority or
reputation (Hagenbuch, 2023). According to this theory, males usually react violently to threats

or hostile conduct from other people (Im, 2018). Men are appropriately portrayed as being
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more violent and aggressive than women in light of these figures and the idea of a "culture of

honour".

Conversely, stereotypes of women might favourably influence how people view them
in these situations. Women are frequently thought of as kind, compassionate, and nurturing—
qualities that fit with jobs like child care and being a reliable, safe neighbour (Mussida &
Patimo, 2020). On the surface, these stereotypes may seem favourable, but they are based on
long-standing gender role expectations that portray women as naturally moral, kind, and
community-focused (Mussida & Patimo, 2020). The greater preference for female ex-offenders

in circumstances involving trust and safety may be explained by such perceptions.

These views may also be influenced by feminist movements. By promoting women's
agency, equality, and opportunity for rehabilitation, feminism has contested constrictive and
unfavourable views of women (Lwamba et al., 2022). By portraying female offenders as people
who may be reintegrated into society with assistance rather than as constant threats, these
changes in public discourse may promote more forgiving and compassionate attitudes towards
women. The preference for women may still be based in part on antiquated beliefs about the
intrinsic virtue of women, as this sympathy can coexist with the continuation of traditional

gender stereotypes.

Interestingly, the “work with” category presents a notable shift in responses compared
to the childcare and neighbour scenarios. 56% said they would rather work alongside a male
ex-offender, than female (44%). These gendered impressions indicate that attitudes towards
forgiveness may be highly context-dependent. Several potential explanations could account for

this reversal.

First of all, in professional settings, apparent competence, expertise, and productivity

are frequently valued more highly than nurturing or caring characteristics. Historically, societal
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preconceptions have linked men to superior physical prowess, technological know-how, and
leadership qualities (Eagly & Karau, 2002). These preconceptions may influence respondents'
subconscious assessments, making them believe that male ex-offenders are more capable or
robust in work-related activities, even though they are not supported by empirical evidence in
many professions (Ramakers et al., 2016). Regardless of their criminal background, men may
even be viewed as more suitable than women for jobs that require teamwork, physical exertion,

or assertiveness (Ramakers et al., 2016).

Second, some people could believe that workplaces have built-in protections including
policies, oversight, and performance reviews that lower the personal danger of working with
someone who has a criminal history. In contrast to more intimate and sensitive situations like
childcare or living arrangements, this may lead responders to be more receptive to possible

worries about male offenders in a professional setting.

Gendered narratives of rehabilitation offer another explanation. Rather than being the
product of innate character defects, men's misdeeds are frequently explained away as the
consequence of situational pressures, bad judgement, or socioeconomic circumstances
(Huebner, 2015). This framing could be interpreted in the workplace as the idea that male ex-
offenders can "redeem themselves" by discipline, skill development, and a stable job
(Ramakers et al., 2016). Respondents may assist male offenders in finding employment
possibilities as part of their reintegration process because employment is also frequently seen

as a crucial component in lowering recidivism (Ramakers et al., 2016).

Lastly, gender relations at work may have an impact on these findings. Particularly in
professions where men predominate, some people could think that employing or working with
a male ex-offender presents fewer social issues or biases from other coworkers (Beasley &

Xiao, 2023). On the other hand, women in the workplace, especially those with a criminal past,
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may experience dual stigma, which is the intersection of stigma connected to offenders and
gender-based discrimination (Beasley & Xiao, 2023). This could result in increased scrutiny or
scepticism from others (Opsal, 2012). It is possible that respondents are unaware of these
difficulties and, instead of considering women to be "safer" in their jobs, believe that they are
more likely to encounter obstacles that make it harder for them to integrate into the workforce

(Beasley & Xiao, 2023).

All things considered, the results show a complicated interaction between feminist
influences, female stereotypes, and masculine stereotypes. Greater preference for female
offenders in caregiving and community settings may be a sign of perceptions of progress
towards gender equality, but it also runs the risk of reinforcing gendered presumptions, which

can be restrictive in and of themselves.

Interview findings

Transcripts were used to construct an initial set of 120 codes. These were divided into
broader groups using NVivo nodes, resulting in the identification of eight overarching themes.
The software's visualisation tools (such as tree maps and cluster analysis) helped to identify
patterns and linkages between codes. Iterative code reviews were conducted to ensure internal
consistency and distinctiveness across themes. Thematic labels were improved to represent
both semantic meaning and underlying conceptual relevance, resulting in a strong framework
for presenting the findings. Key similarities between references to crime severity and gender
bias are illustrated in Figure 2, which maps out how often participants discussed these two

themes in relation to each other.
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Figure 2 - comparison diagram - comparing similarities between references to crime severity

and gender bias between transcripts

mille interview

Figure 2 shows that comments of gender bias frequently overlapped with ratings of
crime severity, notably for serious crimes and assaults against minors. It demonstrates how

gender preconceptions shape perceived danger and readiness to forgive.
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Theme 1 - Forgiveness definition

At the start of each interview, the participants were asked about their opinion on
defining forgiveness. The participants combined relational, moral, and emotional aspects to
present a deep and complex perspective of forgiveness. Forgiveness as an emotional release or
the letting go of unpleasant emotions became a recurring subject. For instance, Jess said that
"if you forgive someone, it means not holding a grudge against them" and "not bringing up past
events," while Greta defined forgiveness as "letting the anger and the upset there be resolved."
In line with therapeutic paradigms that see forgiveness as an internal release from resentment,
these viewpoints emphasise forgiveness as a process of emotional regulation and psychological
unburdening (DeMarco, 2024). Other participants also highlighted forgiveness as a deliberate
decision to accept hurt and move on. According to Millie, it entails "accepting what they've
done and choosing to go forward... looking past what they've done, but knowing that they've
still wronged you." Ellen described it as "accepting someone's wrongdoings and being able to
move forward from a situation that you might have an opinion on". These thoughts demonstrate
a practical, proactive approach to forgiveness—the capacity to admit sin without becoming
mired in it. "You don't hold it against them... you like the person for who they actually are,"
stated Ben, providing a more relational description that focused on distancing the individual
from their behaviour, not the things they did. In the context of interpersonal forgiveness, this
cognitive reinterpretation is consistent with psychological ideas of empathy and humanisation
(DeMarco, 2024). With the assertion that "forgiveness is mainly built upon the understanding
that the person has changed for the better... and will not make the mistake that they made
before, again," Leo, however, provided a more conditional and evaluative viewpoint.
According to his perspective, forgiveness may be morally negotiated and not always
unconditional, depending on behavioural change or apparent guilt. Together, these viewpoints

show that although forgiveness is frequently presented as a moral and emotional process, its
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actualisation is highly relational and context-dependent, influenced by assessments of one's

own character, responsibility, and ability to move on.

Theme 2 - Gender bias

Participants described conflicting emotions towards their own gender bias in regards to
ex-offenders and how they may stereotype them into assuming the crimes they committed
based on their gender. Several participants showed gender prejudices, whether consciously or
unintentionally, “it's probably a gender bias with myself, as I'm a female, I would say I would
feel more comfortable working with other females”. Female participants (Jess, Millie, Ellen,
and Greta) experienced greater comfort near female ex-offenders, particularly in residential or
caring settings. Millie claimed that this bias stemmed from "violence against women" and an
"ingrained fear" of men. Greta and Ellen linked male criminals to increased violence, citing
media depictions and statistical patterns “men usually are committing more violent crimes than
women” “And statistics, they do commit more violent crime”. In contrast, Leo and Ben showed
no gender difference in forgiving, however Leo did accept traditional distinctions in risk and

nurturing responsibilities, “Women are more nurturing to children”.

The Nvivo data analysis shows that Greta, Jess, Ellen and Millie discussed the highest
percentage of gender bias, “I'm probably a bit biased because I'm female myself”. The coding
percentage and representation of gender bias themes are further clarified using NVivo’s matrix
output (see Figure 4), which quantifies participants’ discussions by theme and speaker. They
admitted to being potentially biased to the opposite gender because they are females, whereas
the male participants did not care to choose either side for gender bias and disregarded it. As
shown from the matrix coding (see Figure 4), Greta (24.96%) and Millie (30.27%) had the
highest percentages of coding within the gender bias theme, indicating strong acknowledgment

of gendered attitudes.
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Figure 3 - matrix coding - to show the percentage of times these themes have come up within

the interview

A B @ D E F G H |
A: crime severity judgement |equal gender rights to reintergrat  C : forgiveness definition  JRGIVENESS REHABILITATION E : gender bias F : mental illness G personal impact H : transparency
1:benint 6.81% 141% r 11.66% r 8.50% 5.8% r 7.5% r 0% 10.45%
2 ellensil 8.7% 11.27% T 1411% r 19.47% 17.71% £ 0% r 18.69% 30.91%
3:gretas| 31.38% r 4.23% r 5.52% r 4.59% r 24.96% r 0% r 6.89% 5.68%
4:jessint] 22.12% 22.54% r 10.43% r 18.38% 16.1% r 0% r 9.84% 17.27%
5 leointe 9.83% 0% r 22.09% r 19.11% 5.15% 4 92.5% r 557% 773%
6 millie it 21.17% r 60.56% r 36.2% r 29.87% r 30.27% r 0% r 59.02% 27.95%

Theme 3 - Transparency

For participants to be willing to forgive, an offender's rehabilitation attempts had to be
transparent. Leo firmly agreed that it is more difficult to evaluate development when there is a
lack of transparency, pointing out that many rehabilitation programs have flaws, “majority of
rehabilitation barely ever works”. According to Millie and Jess, their trust and forgiveness were
greatly enhanced when they learnt that an ex-offender was taking part in programs or
behavioural therapy, “it would be helpful to know sort of what differences they're making if
they are trying really hard to put the past behind them”, “Go on programs or rehabilitation
schemes to help better their behaviour and like to change then I’d be more inclined to forgive”.
Greta went on to say that she would be more forgiving if an offender had shared their efforts
or participated in victim-offender mediation “offender-victim meetings, that would make me

be more lenient to forgiveness”.

Participants suggested several ways for offenders to demonstrate genuine regret, with
actions perceived as more relevant than words. The majority identified behavioural change, for
example, not reoffending, pursuing work, and avoiding previous environments—as crucial
markers. Ben emphasised public outreach (such as TED presentations and mentoring) as key
examples of responsibility, “giving speeches and helping other people not be in the same
situations”. Millie and Greta saw community service and participation in restorative justice as
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important evidence of remorse, particularly if the goal was to discourage others from

committing similar crimes, “youth programs to help juveniles get out of drugs or gangs”.

Theme 4 - Personal impact

Participants' opinions about forgiveness were shown to be significantly influenced by
the subject of personal impact, with many stating that being emotionally close to an offence
would change how they responded. "If it was personal to me and I knew the person then I think
it would be very different," Ellen explained, recognising that "if [ had a personal connection to
it, then that's a whole different game", “It would evoke a lot more feelings in me”. Jess
expressed a similar opinion, saying, "It would be a very different story if anything was done
personally to me", highlighting how a more intense emotional connection would make it more
difficult for her to forgive. "I don't think my forgiveness would really... should really matter
to them unless it affected me directly" Leo added, further defining the limits of his moral
obligation. These opinions demonstrate how many participants made a distinction between
their practical emotional reactions when the offence felt personal or immediately damaging

and abstract ideas of justice or forgiveness.

Millie offered one of the more detailed perspectives on the emotional calculus involved
in forgiving those who have caused personal harm. She suggested that if she were directly
wronged, “my forgiveness would in some way help them move forward with their life”, but
more importantly, “it would help me as a victim and move on with my life knowing that I’ve
kind of accepted what’s happened”. This reveals that forgiveness was not only framed as a
moral or social act but also as a therapeutic tool for self-healing. However, she also qualified
her willingness to forgive based on the severity and nature of the offence. She explained she
was “less inclined to forgive a sex offender or anyone that’s done anything offensive or like

against children and like murder” compared to non-violent crimes such as drug dealing. Millie
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further added that “if it’s something that I feel like could potentially impact me, I’ll be less
inclined to forgive them” highlighting how perceived personal threat shapes moral judgment.
Greta also touched on the relational implications of forgiveness, noting that “if I was ostracising
them, then it would not help them”, subtly recognising how her reaction toward a known
offender could either support or hinder their reintegration. Collectively, these reflections
underscore that the closer the offense is to the individual emotionally, relationally, or morally,

the more complex and guarded the decision to forgive becomes.

Theme 5 - Severity of the crime

Most interviewees agreed that their views about forgiveness and rehabilitation are
greatly influenced by the seriousness and the type of crime. The distinction between minor and
significant offences was a common issue, with many people arguing that the seriousness of the
crime determines whether forgiveness seems acceptable. Ben highlighted a conditional moral
response based on harm caused by stating that it "depends on the severity of the crime". "If
someone has done something that's like a completely different level, like they've committed
murder compared to someone who's just not paid their taxes... it's a massive difference to why
you might not forgive them," Ellen said, echoing this with a stark comparison. Leo added that
"some crimes are still unforgivable, unfortunately," which furthers the moral hierarchy that less
sympathy is shown for violent or sexually deviant offences. Jess took a practical approach,
saying, "if it was something like homicide or a sexual offence... I wouldn't feel comfortable,"
particularly when it came to reintegration or job referrals. Although forgiveness is possible, it
is far more difficult when offences are viewed as aggressive, personal, or particularly

destructive, according to the widespread consensus.

Participants also offered insightful observations that went beyond the crime's type to

include its context, frequency, and impact on the individual. Regardless of the type of crime,
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Greta stressed "less on the crime, more on the volume of the crime," implying that recurrent
offences undermine the legitimacy of the offender's rehabilitation. Similar to this, Millie
emphasised situational and moral limits, stating that she was more forgiving of non-violent
crimes like drug offences but "less inclined to forgive a sex offender or anyone that's done
anything offensive or like against children". She clarified, “if it’s something that I feel like
could potentially impact me, I’ll be less inclined to forgive,” referring to the intersection of
severity and feeling of personal threat. Greta also discussed relational dynamics, stating that
"if I've already built a working relationship with the person and then found out their crime, I
wouldn't then cut them off". This suggests that knowing someone's crime after developing a
bond with them could make selections more difficult. These observations show that forgiveness
is rarely absolute; rather, it is negotiated through situational, emotional, and ethical filters, and
the circumstances surrounding the crime have a significant impact on one's ability to make

amends with the perpetrator.

Theme 6 - Mental illness

A more common theme with the male participants was the discussion of mental illness.
Rather than delegating their opinions to the severity of the crime or gendered stereotypes, both
Leo and Ben were the only participants to mention mental illness throughout the interview as
a potential factor affecting their willingness to forgive. Leo mentions that “some crimes are
still unforgivable”, however believes "it's the context of the person. If they have a mental illness
or a disease that caused them to act a certain way”. While Leo discusses how mental health
acts as a reason for committing crime, Ben mentions the topic as mental illness which has been
either improved or worsened due to their punishment, and how this then affects his willingness
to forgive - “I guess, just how they've acted and how they've been during their punishment for

their mental health as well”.
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Theme 7 - Gender rights to rehabilitation

Despite differences in the breadth and justification of their affirmations, participants
generally showed a strong consensus that men and women should have equal rights to
rehabilitation. Some, like Ben, responded succinctly but affirmatively—“Yes”—showing
agreement but without further explanation, indicating either tacit acceptance or little thought
on the subject. Greta and Ellen both gave concise answers, saying, "Yeah, I do," and "Yeah, I
think they both do, yeah", presenting opinions that are affirmative but underdeveloped, which
can be a reflection of the accepted norm of gender equality in modern speech. According to
Jess, however, equal rights to recovery are justified "if they are making the effort to try and
rehabilitate themselves". This is a more conditional endorsement. Her perspective suggests that
perceived moral effort or willingness to change may be more important in determining access
to rehabilitation than gender, revealing a merit-based approach that adds nuance to the
conversation. The most thorough response came from Millie, who vehemently supported equal
rights to rehabilitation: "Yeah, definitely. In order to avoid recidivism and facilitate their
reintegration into society, I believe they should be granted the same opportunities to participate
in programs, receive finance, shelter, or other forms of assistance”. She makes a clear
connection between gender equality in rehabilitation and more general social reintegration
objectives, including preventing reoffending. This framing shows that rehabilitation is seen as

a societal investment as well as an individual right.

The participants' replies ranged in strength, depth, and logic, ranging from instinctive
agreement to complex reasons based on social justice and practical benefits, even though they
generally favoured equal rehabilitation access for both genders. This difference implies that

although participants generally accept gender equality in theory, its application may be

52



assessed differently depending on the situation, particularly when factors like personal

accountability or public safety are taken into account.

Theme 8 - Forgiveness and rehabilitation link

Although the participants' viewpoints differed in depth and emphasis, they all expressed
a strong but nuanced confidence in the link between successful rehabilitation and forgiveness.
Ben claimed that "going to prison... shouldn't be a punishment" and presented rehabilitation
as a corrective rather than punitive process. It should enable the criminals to understand that
their actions were wrong, to grow from them, and to reintegrate into society. By implying that
"forgiving the offender for what they've done" can aid in their rehabilitation and lower the
chance of reoffending, he clearly connected this process to forgiveness. Greta agreed, stating
that forgiveness “helps with reducing reoffending” when ex-offenders feel accepted into a
community “that isn't holding grudges against them”. A number of participants reaffirmed the
notion that societal attitudes, such as judgement and stigma, had a direct effect on a person's
capacity for rehabilitation. Ellen underlined the psychological impact of social rejection by
emphasising that people "are not going to be able to move forward if people... have like a
judgement on them". In a similar vein, Jess acknowledged the ongoing stigma associated with
ex-offenders, stating that "there would always... be that stigma of being an ex-offender". She
also made the case that forgiveness may assist people in "letting their past be the past," which,

with the right assistance, allows for reintegration.

However, forgiveness was not widely regarded as clear or unconditional. Ellen, Jess,
and Leo all offered cautions, implying that forgiveness and rehabilitation must be
contextualised. Ellen noted, "it really depends on what they've done", contrasting small
offences with more heinous crimes like murder to demonstrate the moral complexities

involved. Leo agreed, saying, "Some crimes are still unforgivable, unfortunately," and argued
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that circumstances like mental illness or the greater context of the crime may influence the
public's ability to forgive. Millie offered a reflective, victim-centred perspective, indicating that
while her "specific forgiveness" may not have a significant impact on an offender's life,
refusing to treat them as "any less than a normal person in society" was an important type of
societal acceptance. Noting that it could “let me as a victim... move on with my life knowing
that I've kind of accepted what's happened", she also emphasised the twin benefits of
forgiveness. Overall thematic prominence across all interviews is illustrated by NVivo’s
hierarchy chart (see Figure 4). This figure shows the distribution and relative weight of each
theme identified in the interviews. Figure 4 highlights which themes were most prominent
across all participants, with gender bias, forgiveness definition, and crime severity ranking
highest. This visualisation supports the narrative analysis, showing the relative importance of
each area in participants’ perceptions of forgiveness. These observations highlight how
forgiveness is ethically complex and impacted by the type of offence, individual values, and
larger societal institutions, even though it can greatly improve rehabilitation outcomes by

lowering stigma and creating a sense of belonging.

Figure 4 - hierarchy chart - comparing all themes by the amount of coding in all interviews to

identify prominent themes or concepts.
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Despite the benefits of combining quantitative and qualitative methodologies, several
constraints must be recognised in order to contextualise the findings. First, the quantitative
survey was mostly circulated via social media sites. While this increased reach and
accessibility, it also resulted in a self-selected sample that may not accurately represent the
general population (Bryman, 2016). Respondents who participate in academic studies online
may differ from those who do not, thereby altering attitudes about rehabilitation and
forgiveness (Rapp et al., 2022). Furthermore, demographic data were confined to gender and
age, implying that other important variables such as ethnicity, socioeconomic status, education
level, or political orientation were not consistently collected. The absence of these variables
restricts our knowledge of how numerous identities and social positions interact to influence

forgiveness (Crenshaw, 2011).

Despite offering deep and complex insights, the qualitative interviews were limited to
six individuals. The findings' applicability to larger populations is limited by the small sample
size, despite the fact that it permitted in-depth research and theme identification (Creswell &
Poth, 2018). Furthermore, social desirability bias or the interviewer's expectations may have
influenced participants' readiness to talk about delicate topics including gender bias, the
seriousness of the crime, and forgiveness (Fisher, 1993). These elements may have an impact

on the genuineness and range of answers.

The use of self-reported views recorded at one particular moment is another drawback.
Particularly with more exposure to rehabilitation narratives, media coverage, or personal
experiences, attitudes towards forgiveness and reintegration might change (Tuschick et al.,
2025). These temporal alterations cannot be adequately captured by a cross-sectional design
(Menard, 2002). Deeper understanding of how attitudes evolve over time, especially in reaction
to societal events or policy reforms, may be possible through longitudinal or repeated measures

research.
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The study's main emphasis on gender is both a benefit and a drawback. Gender isolation
made it feasible to spot distinct trends in attitudes, but it also meant that other crucial aspects,
such the type of offending, the gravity of the crime, mental health issues, or family background,
were not thoroughly examined. Future research should look into these aspects, as seen by this
study, they may play a key role in mediating decisions about forgiveness. A wider analytical
lens would be beneficial, as the qualitative data suggested these intersections (e.g., participants’

higher emotions to crimes against children) (Braun & Clarke, 2021).

By using bigger, more varied samples and taking intersectionality into account, future
studies should build on these findings. Comparative research in various cultural contexts may
also show how gendered forgiveness is shaped by social norms (Heidensohn & Silvestri, 2012).
To determine how public views can be changed, experimental designs may examine treatments
like changing media narratives or disseminating knowledge about rehabilitation. Larger-scale
integration of mixed approaches may offer significant contextual insights in addition to
statistical robustness. Furthermore, investigating the viewpoints of both the public and ex-
offenders themselves may provide a more comprehensive knowledge of forgiveness and

reintegration.

In reality, these research routes could inform targeted initiatives, such as awareness
campaigns to combat gender stereotypes, employer training programs, or stigma-reduction
support services. By addressing the limitations identified here, future research can improve

understanding and lead to more inclusive and effective reintegration programs.

Summary
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Overall, the results of the questionnaire and interviews confirm and add to the material
discussed in Chapter 2, showing that gendered attitudes of forgiveness are ingrained in larger
cultural norms, stereotypes, and rehabilitation ideas. In line with studies on gender-role
expectations (Eagly & Karau, 2002) and the "beautiful-is-good" effect (Phillips & Hranek,
2011; Dion et al., 1972), female ex-offenders were generally seen more favourably in roles
involving trust and care, while male ex-offenders were thought to be more appropriate in
professional settings. The results of the interviews supported the impact of feminist discourse
in fostering more understanding views of women, as well as the cultural myths around female
caring duties and male aggression (Hagenbuch, 2023; Im, 2018). In keeping with theories of
desistance that place an emphasis on relational, contextual, and behavioural change,
participants also highlighted situational factors that moderated their willingness to forgive,
including the severity of the crime, the personal impact, the transparency of rehabilitation
efforts, and mental health (Laub & Sampson, 2006; Shapland et al., 2016). These findings not
only support but also clarify current theories, indicating that although gender is still a potent
prism through which forgiveness is assessed, it interacts intricately with other social and
individual factors. This paves the way for more equitable and successful rehabilitation
techniques by highlighting the necessity of reintegration policies and public education that

address gendered bias as well as the complex nature of forgiveness.
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Chapter 5  Conclusion

This dissertation sought to answer the fundamental research question: Is the public
more likely to forgive specific offenders based on gender, and if so, why? The study
hypothesised that female ex-offenders would be treated more favourably and forgiven more
quickly than male ex-offenders due to social gender roles and preconceptions. Using a mixed-
methods approach that included both quantitative questionnaire data and qualitative interviews,
the findings substantially confirmed this hypothesis while also revealing crucial contextual and

moderating variables.

The quantitative research revealed a strong preference for female ex-offenders in caring
and community-related roles, confirming long-held stereotypes of women as nurturing,
trustworthy, and less threatening. Male ex-offenders, on the other hand, were perceived more
positively in workplace settings, implying that judgements of competence, resilience, and
productivity are still shaped by masculine norms. This data suggests that forgiveness
judgements are very situational, reflecting both gendered norms and the social positions in

question.

Qualitative interviews deepened this understanding by revealing the complicated logic
behind these preferences. Perceptions of danger, transparency of rehabilitation, crime severity,
and mental health appeared as important modifiers of forgiveness. Female participants openly
admitted their own gender prejudice, frequently associating fear of male aggression with
increased caution. Both male and female respondents stressed the need of rehabilitation efforts,
behavioural change, and visible guilt, emphasising that forgiveness was rarely unconditional.

Importantly, participants expressed widespread support for equitable access to rehabilitation
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across genders, demonstrating that prejudices exist alongside normative commitments to

fairness and social justice.

These findings both support and question established notions, such as double deviance
and chivalry. While chivalric attitudes towards female criminals were obvious, this forbearance
was not uniform and was frequently context-dependent. Participants, regardless of gender,
reported a limited willingness to forgive offences involving violence or injury to vulnerable
communities. At the same time, the study indicates that stigma remains a powerful barrier to
reintegration, with offenders, particularly women, encountering overlapping biases that impede

their return to society.

These discoveries have serious ramifications. They emphasise the importance of
gender-sensitive reintegration policies and rehabilitation programs that avoid perpetuating
stereotypes. Public education programs may challenge beliefs that equate masculinity to
aggressiveness and femininity to care, resulting in more equal appraisals of ex-offenders.
Furthermore, emphasising transparent rehabilitation efforts and mental health care can help

eliminate stigma and increase community acceptance, resulting in lower recidivism.

The study has limitations. The sample size for qualitative interviews was limited, and
while it provided depth, it may not have captured the complete range of perspectives across
cultures and ethnicities. The dependence on self-reported sentiments increases the possibility
of social desirability bias. Future study might increase the sample size, add longitudinal data
to follow attitude changes over time, and investigate the interactions of gender with other
characteristics such as race, class, or offence type. Furthermore, experimental studies
evaluating interventions such as media framing or educational campaigns could provide useful

insights into changing public opinions.
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Finally, this paper reveals that forgiveness for ex-offenders is a complex social
judgement that is strongly ingrained in gendered narratives, cultural norms, and personal
experiences. By validating the premise that gender promotes public forgiveness while revealing
intricate contextual elements, this study contributes to a better understanding of attitudes
towards crime and rehabilitation. Addressing these biases provides not just a road to more
equitable treatment for ex-offenders, but also an opportunity to improve community cohesion,

reduce recidivism, and create a more inclusive judicial system.
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Application for Ethical Review

Undergraduates, Masters and Prof Doc (ART) Researchers

DO NOT OBTAIN INFORMED CONSENT FROM PARTICIPANTS OR COLLECT DATA UNTIL YOU
OBTAIN ETHICAL APPROVAL AND THE AGREEMENT OF YOUR SUPERVISOR.

Application forms must be submitted in WORD format so that the Committee can
record decisions on the form. Applications submitted in PDF or Google docs will not
be reviewed.

1. Study Title and Key Dates

1.1 Title

Public Perceptions and Gendered Attitudes Toward Forgiving Released Ex-Offenders: A Study of
Forgiveness and Social Reintegration

1.2 Key Dates

Date of submission: 04/03/2025

Version number: 2

Intended start date of data collection: 14/03/2025
Projected finish date of data collection: 20/04/2025

2. Applicant Details

2.1 Student researcher

Student name: Tova Copeman Student number: Email: tova.copemanl@gmail.com
UP2052074

Title of course of study: Criminal BSc / MSc / ProfDoc (ART): | Full time/part time/distance learning:

Psychology MSc - Fulltime

Ethics application number: 1468

2.2 Supervisor

Name: Aaron Pycroft Telephone: +44 (0) 2392 Email: Aaron.pycroft@port.ac.uk
845067

Copy your supervisor on the email submitting this form to the SCCJ Ethics Committee. Ensure
you have their approval before this form is submitted, as they are ultimately responsible for the work.

3. Place of Research

3.1 Research location

All data collections will take place online through an online questionnaire and interviews will be
done through zoom calls.
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3.2 Insurance — delete as appropriate

Standard insurance
The UoP insurance team has been contacted by my supervisor
The UoP team will be contacted by my supervisor

4. Study Summary

4.1 Summary of study

This dissertation proposal explores the intersection of the meaning of forgiveness, public attitudes,
and gender in shaping the reintegration experiences of released offenders. It seeks to understand
how societal stigma and a lack of forgiveness contribute to the cycle of reoffending, while also
examining the gendered dimensions of these attitudes and how forgiveness may be misunderstood.

The successful reintegration of released ex-offenders into society remains a critical challenge in
criminal justice systems worldwide (Ganapathy, 2018). As incarceration continues to be
stigmatised by the public, the overall reoffending rate in 2022 increased by 1.6 % compared to
2021 and concluded to be 55.5% (GOV.UK, 2024). Public attitudes, often shaped by stigmatisation
and societal perceptions of ex-offenders, significantly influence reintegration outcomes
(Braithwaite, 1989). One study indicated that post-release success was substantially correlated with
housing, education, jobs, and participation in community-benefitting activities (Harding et al.,
2019). Furthermore, both community and environmental support were linked to beneficial
individual changes in a review of 12 studies on the treatment of juvenile offenders (Menon &
Cheung, 2018). Therefore, This stigma and lack of forgiveness within the public and society
stimulate the offender's shame and guilt, therefore leading to the likelihood of reoffending
(Brehmer et al., 2024). By creating a better understanding as to why people do/don't forgive, we
can educate people as to why this is so important in preventing reoffending and expand
surrounding knowledge on forgiveness itself.

4.2 Study aims

e Examine whether gender influences public attitudes toward forgiveness of released
offenders.
e Explore the broader impact of forgiveness and stigma on the reintegration process for male

and female ex-offenders.

4.3 Study objectives
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e Identify the factors contributing to gender-based differences in public perceptions of
forgiveness.
e Provide recommendations for addressing gender disparities in societal attitudes to enhance

the effectiveness of reintegration strategies.

5. Description of Research Method(s)

This study will use a mixed methods approach containing the following:

A survey - this will be an online survey using the ‘online survey template’ given by the university.
The questionnaire will use likert scales to collect quantitative data on the public's attitudes towards
forgiveness and how they would treat released offenders. The questionnaire will be anonymous to
avoid bias and reduce response bias (Chipeta, 2020), and only questions on gender and age will be
asked initially. It will be distributed onto social media platforms using Google Forms chosen for
their ease of use and ability to reach a geographically diverse audience.

Interviews - semi-structured interviews will be conducted with a maximum of 8 individual
participants who also previously filled in the questionnaire and have agreed that they would be
willing to participate in an interview. The interview guide will include key questions addressing the
research objectives, with follow-up prompts to encourage participants to elaborate on their responses
(these will be attached below). These interviews will aim to get a deeper understanding of the
reasons why they answered certain questions in the questionnaire the way they did and to gather a
wider explanation of their opinion on the subject. The interviews will be conducted on Zoom and
will last at least 10 minutes. All interviews will also be recorded and transcribed, using zoom, with
the participant’s consent. Detailed notes will also be taken during the interviews to complement the
audio recordings. Thematic analysis coded by NVivo software will be used to analyse the interview
transcripts.

6. Ethical Issues and Risks

6.1 Anticipated ethical issues

Autonomy - All participants will be provided with an information sheet detailing the purpose of
the study, their role in it, and their rights as participants. Informed consent will be sought from all
participants before data collection. Participation will be voluntary, and participants will have the
right to withdraw at any stage without penalty. To ensure confidentiality, all identifying
information will be anonymised, and data will be stored securely on password-protected devices to
increase the privacy and protection of data (GOV.UK, 2018). Audio recordings and other sensitive
data will be encrypted and deleted after transcription and analysis.
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Risks of harm although there may be no physical risks of harm as this study will be completed
online, there may be psychological or emotional harm regarding the sensitive topics addressed.

Risks to participants: some questions asked will relate to certain offences and the discussion of
these types of crimes may bring emotional distress to the participant due to either reminiscing
about being a victim of this crime personally, or feeling uncomfortable knowing that these crimes
have been committed. To minimise this risk, there will be a brief introduction to the questionnaire
that will state the nature of this study and what topics will be discussed.

Risks to researchers: the researcher may also feel distress when reading certain responses if the
participant has decided to include their own personal experiences, or, the researcher disagrees with
the participants reactions and responses. To minimise this risk, the researcher has already made
note of certain charities and organisations that can aid in any emotional distress caused when
collecting data within research.

6.2 Anticipated other risks or concerns

As this study includes questionnaires and interviews using online platforms, there are no health
and safety risks that need to be considered.

7. Recruitment of Participants

7.1 Research participants/sample

Population: data collection will include all UK adults over the age of 18 with access to the
internet so they are able to complete the online questionnaire.

Sample size: The sample size for the questionnaire will be a minimum of 20 and those
respondents will then be narrowed down to 8 for the interviews.

Inclusion criteria: Participants can be of any gender, age and/or occupation. There are no
exclusions to any certain type of person as long as they have access to the internet.

7.2 Recruitment strategy (invitation plans, gatekeeper arrangements, expenses)

Participants will be recruited through posts on social media such as Facebook, Snapchat and
instagram. There will be a link to the online questionnaire from that post which they can then click
on and begin to read the invitation letter, introduction and debrief of the study. This will include the
reasoning for this study, what I am looking at and what the questionnaire will be about. The initial
questionnaire will be anonymous unless they consent to be contacted for a later interview. Therefore,
after reading this they will have the consent form which will include a statement for consent, to
consent to entering a source of contact details for a potential interview.

7.3 What is the process for gaining consent from participants?
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As said in the previous section, once the link is clicked from the social media post it will open with
an invitation letter summarising the reasons for this study, including its aims and objectives and
what their responses will be used for. Once the information about the study has been read it will be
followed by the consent form which will thank them for taking the time to read about my study, their
potential willingness to participate and the consent statements. The risks are reduced because the
questionnaire will be mainly anonymous unless they would like to opt-into the interviews. The
participant information is brief to minimise participant drop out and there is only one consent
question, which is configured to force a response to ensure a positive opt-in. This will be to consent
to entering a source of contact details for a potential interview. A consent form will be used when
asking about the interview as I will need some sort of context detail to contact them about doing an
interview later on.

No feedback will be given to participants once the questionnaire has been submitted unless I call
them back for an interview.

Participants will be asked whether they would like to remain anonymous or if they would be willing
to include their email address so that they can be further contacted for a potential interview.

7.4 How will consent be gained from organisations involved?

N/A

7.5 Personal / organisational data — How will confidentiality be ensured?

The online questionnaire will be anonymous unless they have consented to be contacted for a future
interview. in this case they will leave their contact details, therefore no longer making their responses
anonymous. All data collected from the questionnaires will be stored in a google drive folder on a
password-protected device until analysed. Once analysed and interviewed all questionnaires will be
destroyed. The same process will be taken once data collected from the interviews has been analysed
and transcribed into Nvivo.

7.6 Outline how participants can withdraw (if applicable), and how data collected up to this point will
be handled.

On the request of the participant. Participants are free to withdraw from the study up to and during
data collection if they have previously given contact details for an interview as their questionnaire
result will no longer be anonymous. They will have up to two weeks after data collection at which
point the data will be anonymised / analysis will commence.

However, Participants who have remained anonymous cannot withdraw from anonymous surveys
once they have submitted their responses.
This will be explained within the invitation letter.

7.7 Outline details of support information/debrief (if applicable)

There will be a brief thank you to participants and sources of support information or the details of
support organisations will be included where there is a risk of distress.

7.8 Forensics

N/A
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8. Research Data Management

8.1 Where and how will data be stored during the project?

All data from the questionnaires will be stored on an encrypted laptop and once analysed, the data
will be transferred to a dedicated folder on the UOP google drive and the original questionnaire
responses will be deleted. The interviews will be recorded and once transcribed, original recordings
will also be deleted.

8.2 Destruction, retention and reuse of data after completion

Upon completion of the dissertation, all data analysed and transcribed will be deleted and erased
from all devices, including the google drive folder.

8.3 Security sensitive data management (if applicable)

N/A

9. Publication / impact / dissemination plans (if applicable)

N/A

10. List of Appendices

Document Date Version No.

Application Form

Invitation Letter

Participant Information Sheet(s) and debrief (list if necessary) | 05/03/2025 1
Consent Form(s) (list if necessary) 05/03/2025 1
Advertisement

Supervisor Email Confirming Application Or Signature On This | 04/03/2025 1
Form

Evidence From External Organisation Showing Support
Letter From Host Organisation

Survey Instrument/Questionnaire 25/02/2025
Interview Questions / Topic List / Schedule 27/02/2025

Focus Group Questions / Topic List / Schedule

Script for Oral Consent 27/02/2025 1

Observational Data Collection Form
Risk Assessment Form(s)

Other — please describe

11. Declaration by Student and Dissertation Supervisor
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By submitting this form, we confirm the following.

1. The information in this submission is accurate to the best of our knowledge and we take full responsibility for
it.
2. We undertake to conduct the research in compliance with the UoP Ethics Policy, UK Concordat to Support
Research Integrity, the UKRIO code of Practice, UoP Health and Safety and risk assessment requirements, and
any other guidance referred to in this application.
3. If the research is given a favourable opinion we undertake to adhere to the study protocol, the terms of the
full application as approved and any conditions set out by the Ethics Committee in giving its favourable opinion.
4. We undertake to notify the Ethics Committee of any substantial amendments to the protocol or the terms of
the approved application, and to seek a favourable opinion before implementing the amendment.
5. We are aware of our responsibility to be up to date and comply with the requirements of the law and
relevant guidelines relating to security and confidentiality of personal data, including the UoP Data
Management Policy and the need to register, when necessary, with the appropriate Data Protection Officer.
We understand that we are not permitted to disclose data identifying individuals to third parties unless the
disclosure has the consent of the data subject.
6. We understand that research records/data may be subject to inspection by internal and external bodies for
audit purposes.
7. We understand that the information contained in or relating to this application:

e will be held by the Ethics Committee until at least 10 years after the end of the study,

e will be subject to the provisions of the Freedom of Information Acts and may be disclosed in response

to requests made under the Acts except where statutory exemptions apply,

® may be sent by email or other electronic distribution to Ethics Committee members,

o will be subject to the provisions of GDPR and DPA 2018.
8. We understand that a favourable ethical opinion of the SCCJ Ethics Committee does not grant permission to
undertake the research. Organisational permission must be obtained whenever relevant and the agreement of
the dissertation supervisor.

Supervisor’s support for the submission
Date: 4/3/25

Supervisor’s name: Dr Aaron Pycroft

ok, Yyofr

Signature:

Email a single Word document incorporating all the elements to the SCCJ EC
at:

sccjethics@port.ac.uk

Copy your supervisor on the submission email.

Ethical reviews are normally completed within 10 working days but you should allow a day or two at
each end of this period for necessary administration. The Ethics Committee may request more
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information from you and would then review your response, again normally within 10 working days.
This is why it is safest to allow one month for your application to be approved.

Approval Section - completed by the SCCJ Ethics Committee

Date reviewed: 05/03/2025

Reviewed by: David Shepherd

SCCJ EC Ethical Opinion Outcome Record

Ethical approval - favourable ethical opinion X
You can commence data collection with the agreement of your supervisor.

Conditional ethical approval - provisional favourable ethical opinion subject to
requirements.

The ‘Comments’ section below sets out conditional requirements, the actions you must
take before you start collecting data.

Once your supervisor is satisfied that you have met these requirements, you may
commence data collection with their agreement.

Not approved - a favourable ethical opinion cannot be provided for the proposal
in its present form.

You must not commence data collection.

The ‘Comments’ section below will advise you what needs to be addressed.

You must revise your proposal in consultation with your supervisor. Once your
supervisor is satisfied that you have addressed all of the comments below, you may
resubmit for ethical opinion.

Ethics Committee Comments

Tova,

Thank you for your ethics submission. | am providing you with a favourable ethical opinion. You may
proceed with your research with the agreement of your supervisor.

Please not the ethics reference at the top of the form (1468).
Good luck with your research.

David Shepherd

Appendix B - Questionaire
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Public Perceptions and Gendered Attitudes Toward Forgiving
Released Ex-Offenders: A Study of Forgiveness and Social
Reintegration

Welcome to the survey

| am a student in the School of Criminology and Criminal Justice at the University of Portsmouth
(UoP), studying a masters in Criminal Psychology. This research contributes to my degree. The results
will be used in my dissertation and will be published in summary form in academic articles. The study
is being supervised by the UoP. The findings will create a better understanding as to why people
do/don't forgive, and whether this may be due to gender biases so we can educate people as to why
this is so important in preventing reoffending and expand surrounding knowledge on forgiveness
itself. You will be asked questions about hypothetical offenders and the crimes they have committed
and how you would feel about their release from prison, including both your opinions and attitudes
as to how the government/companies treat released offenders. The research complies with the Data
Protection Act 2018. Your responses will be entirely anonymous unless you have consented to
participate in the later interview: we will not collect any information that can identify you. The
collected data will be securely stored by the UoP and destroyed at the end of the project.

The survey should take around 15 minutes to complete. Participation is entirely voluntary. You do
not have to answer questions. You can withdraw at any point by navigating away from the web
page. However, you cannot modify your answers or withdraw (unless you consent to a future
interview in which your responses will no longer by anonymous and so you will have two weeks to
withdraw your responses) once you have submitted your responses because your participation is
anonymous.

If you need more information, please contact me, Tova Copeman by emailing me at
UP2052074@myport.ac.uk. You can also contact my supervisor, Aaron Pycroft, at
aaron.pycroft@port.ac.uk. The study has been reviewed and approved by the SCCJ Ethics
Committee. If you have any problems with the study, please contact the researcher or supervisor
above. If you wish to make a formal complaint, please contact the University at
complaintsadvice@port.ac.uk. Please be aware that these questions may include details about
crimes such as homicide, if you are not comfortable with talking about these topics, please do not
answer these questions. If emotional distress is caused, here are some organisations that may help
you.

Mind - https://www.mind.org.uk/information-support/types-of-mental-health-

problems/trauma/useful-contacts/
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Hope after harm - https://hopeafterharm.org.uk/

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice, University of Portsmouth, St George’s Building, 141 High
Street, Portsmouth PO1 2HY

T:023 9284 8484

By clicking the consent button below, you agree to take part in the study as described above and you
are aged 18 or over.

Q1. Please indicate your consent to participating in this survey. Required response

| consent

Q2. Please indicate your consent to participating in a future interview if invited by the researcher.
Required response

| consent

Please enter you preferred contact details here — Name & email/phone

Survey Questions
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Please rate your level of agreement with each statement on a scale of 1 to 5, where:

1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 5 = Strongly Agree

Q1: Forgiving ex-offenders is important for their successful reintegration into society.

Q2: Society should prioritize forgiveness over punishment for individuals who have served their
sentences.

Q3: Forgiveness should depend on the severity of the offense committed.

Q4: Individuals who show genuine remorse deserve forgiveness from society.

Q5: | would feel comfortable with a male offender who has committed a violent crime such as
homicide (murder) living next door.

Q6: | would feel comfortable working alongside an ex-offender in a professional setting.

Q7: The lack of transparency about an ex-offender’s rehabilitation process impacts my ability to
forgive.

Q8: | would feel comfortable living next door to a female offender who had committed homicide
(murder).

Q9: | believe male ex-offenders deserve a second chance regardless of their crime.

Q10: | would let a female ex-offender look after my children.
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Q11: Forgiving male ex-offenders is more socially acceptable than forgiving female ex-offenders.

Q12: I would forgive an ex-offender who committed a non-violent crime.

Q 13: | would forgive a male ex-offender who committed sexual assault but has shown remorse.

Q14: | would rather work with a female ex offender than a male.

Q15: | would let a male ex-offender look after my children.

Q16: Forgiving/supporting a released offender depends on the crime they committed, regardless of
their gender.

Debrief

Thank you for completing this questionnaire. Your responses will contribute to a better
understanding as to why the public may or may not forgive offenders. If you have consented to
participate in an interview, please wait to be contacted by myself. If you have consented to
participate in an interview, you have two weeks to contact me if you would like to withdraw your
responses. If you do not hear from me in the next two weeks, you will not have to participate in said
interviews.

Researcher: Tova Copeman — UP2052074@myport.ac.uk
Supervisor: Aaron Pycroft — aaron.pycroft@port.ac.uk
Complaints: complaintsadvice@port.ac.uk

SCCJ, University of Portsmouth, St George’s Building, 141 High St PO1 2HY T:023 9284 8484
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Appendix C - Research Participant Information Sheet

Research Participant Information Sheet

Study Title: Public Perceptions and Gendered Attitudes Toward Forgiving Released Ex-Offenders: A
Study of Forgiveness and Social Reintegration

Name of Researcher: Tova Copeman
email: up2052074@myport.ac.uk
Date: 05/03/2025 Version number: 1

| am a student at the University of Portsmouth. | would like to invite you to take part in my research
study. Before you decide, | would like you to understand why the research is being done and what it
would involve for you. Talk to others about the study if you wish. Ask me if there is anything that is
not clear.

This study explores the intersection of the meaning of forgiveness, public attitudes, and gender in
shaping the reintegration experiences of released offenders. It seeks to understand how societal
stigma and a lack of forgiveness contribute to the cycle of reoffending, while also examining the
gendered dimensions of these attitudes and how forgiveness may be misunderstood.

1. What is the purpose of the study?
The purpose of this study is to help me complete my degree. The aim of the study is to Examine

whether gender influences public attitudes toward forgiveness of released offenders. Explore the
broader impact of forgiveness and stigma on the reintegration process for male and female ex-
offenders.

2. Why have | been invited?
Alongside 7 other participants, ou have been invited to participate in this research because i found

your responses to the questionnaire interesting and i'd love to delve deeper into your reasoning for
your responses.

3. Do | have to take part?
Participation is entirely voluntary. It is up to you to decide to join the study. Alongside this

information sheet | have sent along a consent form. If you do decide to participate, | will describe
the study and go through this information sheet with you. | will then ask for your consent verbally
within the interview.

4. What will participation involve?
Your contribution to the study involves participating in an interview. It will be conducted online on

zoom. With your permission, the interview will be audio recorded. | will ask you a series of questions
surrounding your responses to the questionnaire and the interview will last around 20 minutes. To
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arrange a time for the interview, | will discuss when we are both available and then create and send
a link over via email to invite you to the zoom call.

5. Expenses
This research will not require any expenses incurred by your participation.

6. What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part?

Although there may be no physical risks of harm as this study will be completed online, there may be
psychological or emotional harm regarding the sensitive topics addressed.

It must be said that some questions asked will relate to certain offences and the discussion of these
types of crimes may bring emotional distress to the participant due to either reminiscing about being
a victim of this crime personally, or feeling uncomfortable knowing that these crimes have been
committed. If you have experienced any sort of crime that has caused you emotional or
psychological distress, or if this will be a sensitive topic for you then | would advise not participating
in this interview.

7. What are the possible benefits of taking part?
Whilst there are no direct benefits to you by participating in this research, it would help improve our

understanding of how societal stigma and a lack of forgiveness contribute to the cycle of
reoffending, while also examining the gendered dimensions of these attitudes and how
forgiveness may be misunderstood.

8. Will my taking part in the study be kept confidential?
Your confidentiality and anonymity will be maintained.

e The data collection and management will comply with the Data Protection Act 2018.

® You have the right to check the accuracy of the identifiable information held about you and

correct any errors until it is fully anonymised two weeks after the interview.

Recordings will be transcribed as soon as possible and the recordings destroyed.

Your data will be anonymised using codes so that you cannot be identified.

The data will be used only for the researcher’s dissertation.

You will not be identified in the dissertation.

With your permission, your anonymised verbatim quotes may be included in the

dissertation.

e Only the researcher and their supervisor will have access to view identifiable data, but
responsible University of Portsmouth staff or examiners may access the data to verify the
study has been carried out correctly. All these persons have a duty of confidentiality.

e All the data collected from you will be destroyed at the end of the project.

9. What will happen if | don’t want to carry on with the study?
You may withdraw from the study before and during the interview. You may also withdraw up to

two weeks after the interview by emailing me. Should you withdraw, all the data collected from you
will be destroyed.

10. What if there is a problem?
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If you have a concern about any aspect of this study, you should ask to spe ePEBRFI SN I TH

their supervisor, who will do their best to answer your questions. If you remafn unhappy and wish to
complain formally, you can do this by contacting the Head of Department (Paul Smith,
paul.smithl@port.ac.uk) or the Chair of the SCCJ Ethics Committee (David Shepherd,
david.shepherd@port.ac.uk).

11. What will happen to the results of the research study?
The results of the study will contribute to my research dissertation. The dissertation report may be

made available in the university’s library.

12. Who is organising and funding the research?
This research is organised and sponsored by the University of Portsmouth, which ensures proper

supervision and insurance.

13. Who has reviewed the study?
Research in the University of Portsmouth is looked at by an independent group of people, called an

Ethics Committee, to protect your interests. This study has been reviewed and given a favourable
opinion by The SCCJ Ethics Committee.

14. Further information and contact details
| have attached below some links for organisations and charities that can help if you do experience

any emotional trauma/distress after participating in this interview.

Mind https://www.mind.org.uk/information-support/types-of-mental-health-

problems/trauma/useful-contacts/

Hope after harm - https://hopeafterharm.org.uk/

For further information, please contact:
Researcher — Tova Copeman - up2052074@myport.ac.uk

Supervisor — Aaron Pycroft aaron.pycroft@port.ac.uk

15. Concluding statement
Thank you for taking the time to read the information sheet regardless of your decision to

participate or not. If you do decide to participate, your consent will be obtained by signing the
following consent form.

Appendix D - Research Consent Form

Date: ..o,

Version number: 1
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Study Title: Public Perceptions and Gendered Attitudes Toward Forgiving Released Ex-Offenders: A

Study of Forgiveness and Social Reintegration

Name of Researcher: Tova Copeman

Participant — Please initial each statement and sign at the bottom of the form

1. 1confirm that | have read and understand the information sheet (dated ................. )
(version............ ) for the above study. | have had the opportunity to consider the
information, ask questions and have had these answered satisfactorily.

2. lunderstand that my participation is voluntary and that | am free to withdraw without
giving any reason up to two weeks after data collection.

3. lunderstand that data collected during the study may be looked at by my supervisor and
authorised persons from the University of Portsmouth all of whom would have a duty of
confidentiality. | give permission for these individuals to have access to my data.

4. |agree to my interview being audio / video recorded.

5. lagree to being anonymously quoted verbatim in the dissertation/publications.

6. |agree to take partin the above study.

Name of participant: Date: Signature:

Name of person taking consent: Tova Copeman Date: 05/03/2025 Signature:

When completed: 1 for participant, 1 for researcher’s file

Appendix E - Script for oral consent

"Hello, and thank you for taking the time to participate in this interview. My name is Tova

Copeman, and I’'m conducting this interview as part of a project focused on gendered

understanding of societal attitudes towards forgiveness of ex-offenders.

Before we begin, I'd like to go over a few important details to ensure you understand the

purpose of the interview and your rights as a participant:

1. Voluntary Participation: Your participation in this interview is entirely voluntary. You
can choose not to answer any question, and you may stop the interview at any time
without any negative consequences.

2. Confidentiality: Your responses will be kept confidential, and any identifying
information, such as your name or personal details, will not be included in the final

95



5.

report. This interview will be recorded and your responses will be transcribed and
analysed. Once this is complete all data will be destroyed.

Purpose of the Interview: The purpose of this interview is to explore your responses
to my questionnaire and delve deeper into your opinions and perspectives on
forgiving released criminals. Your input will help provide valuable insights into this
topic.

Use of Data: The information you share will be used solely for the purposes of this
project. If findings are shared publicly, they will remain anonymous.

Duration: This interview will take approximately 20 minutes to complete.

Do you have any questions or concerns about the interview before we proceed?

If you agree to participate, please state clearly, 'l agree to participate in this interview."

Appendix F - Interview questions

This interview will be semi-structured so below are the structured questions:

P wnN PR

How would you explain forgiveness in general?

Do you believe that forgiving offenders can help rehabilitate them?

Do they deserve your forgiveness? why?

Regarding question 9, would you feel differently if the offender was female? If
so, why?

In your opinion, how can an ex-offender demonstrate genuine remorse, and
does this impact your willingness to forgive?
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6. Do you believe male and female ex-offenders deserve the same opportunities
for reintegration? Why or why not?
7. What influences your decision to forgive?
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