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 Evocation of emotional responses 

 

 Amplification due to main stream media (Ditton & Duffy, 1983) 

 



 Perpetuating a greater sense of fear compared to other 

crimes (Dowler, 2006) 

 

 

 

 

 

 Public perception is formed based on media stereotypes 
(Fusilier, Durham, & Wurtele, 1998) 

 









 Homogeneous group of 
offenders 

 

 High recidivism rates 

 

 Impervious to 
treatment or 
interventions 

 
(e.g., Katz-Schiavonne et al., 2008;                                                    
Levenson et al., 2007) 

 

 



 Last two decades 

 

o Sex offender registration and notification systems (SORN), civil 

commitment laws, GPS monitoring, and residential restrictions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 Unintended consequences (e.g., Levenson & Cotter, 2005) 





 Low levels of general recidivism (Soothill, 2010) 

 

 Least likely to be re-arrested compared to other offender 

groups (Harrison & Beck, 2004; Greenfield, 1987; Sample & Bray, 2006) 

 

 Sexual recidivism ranges between 10-15% across 5 year 

follow periods (Helmus, Hanson, & Babchishin, 2016) 



 Risk for sexual recidivism is 
variable 

 

 Risk for reoffending will 
decrease with age (Hanson, 2006) 

 

 Time spent in the community 
(Hanson et al., 2014) 

 

 Empirically supported 
treatments are effective in 
reducing recidivism among 
sexual offenders (Walton & Chou, 2015) 

 

 



 Policies often based on pervasive myths and inaccurate 

public perception 

 

 



 Policies reflected the scientific literature 

 

 Elimination of a one-size fits all approach 

 

 Where to start? 

o Redemption threshold 





 “the action of regaining or gaining possession of 

something” 

 

 “the act of redeeming for a fault or mistake” 

 

 “the act of making something better or more acceptable” 

 

 



 

 Lombroso (1897) 

 

 

 

 

 



 Criminal background checks 

 

 Ease of accessibility 



 When should your 

criminal history be 

irrelevant? 

 

 Level equivalent to the 

risk posed by someone 

with no history of 

criminal offenses 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 Justice Center of the U.S. Council of State Governments 

o Standardized risk levels for risk assessment tools 

 

 Lowest risk category (Level 1) 

o Recidivism rate equivalent to rate of spontaneous offending among 

non-offender populations 



 Principle theme of a lowest risk category 

 

 Identify ‘out of the blue’ sexual offenses by general criminal 

offenders or those with no history of sexual offending. 



 Examine studies with rates of sex offenses by non sex 

offenders 

 

 Establish a benchmark or estimate for ‘out of the blue’ 

sexual offending 

 

 Variety of resources (e.g., scholarly journals, state and 

federal reports, international sources) 



 Routine samples 

 

 Large sample sizes (N ≥ 1000) 

 

 Follow up period ≥ 3 years 



 K = 11 studies 

 N = 543, 204 (Mean = 49,382; Range 1, 780 – 262, 420) 

 K = 8 Adult offenders 

 K = 9 Prison/secure institutions 

 K = 9 recidivism defined as reconviction/re-incarceration 

 Broad definition of sexual offense 



Study N Sample  Country Follow-up Recidivism 

Maine SAC, 2010 2,698 Adult offenders   United States 3 Re-incarceration 

Howard, 2011 170,709 Adult offenders   United Kingdom 3 Re-incarceration 

  

Lussier & 

Blockland, 2014 

7,339 1984 Birth Cohort   Netherlands 11 Reconviction 

Christiansen & 

Vincent, 2013 

38,718 Juvenile offenders   United States 4.73 Reconviction 

Kuzyk, 2012 13,652 Adult offenders 

  

United States 5 Reconviction 

Bonta, et al., 2008 9,852 Federal inmates    Canada 4.73 Reconviction 

Duwe, 2012 9,064 Adult offenders   United States 4 Reconviction 

Langan et al., 

2003 

262,240 Adult offenders   United States 3 Arrest 

Wormith, et al., 

2012 

24,545 Adult offender Canada 4.54 Reconviction 

Bonta & Hanson, 

1995 

2,427 Federal inmates   Canada 10 Reconviction 

Caldwell, 2007 1,780 Juvenile offenders  United States 5.03 Charges/Arrest 



 Raw recidivism rates ranged from 0.15% to 5.67% 

o Median = 0.90% 

o Range of 3 to 11 years of follow-up 

 

 Standardize to follow-up time to 5 years 

o Observed rate = sum of the proportion of individuals who sexual 

offended in each previous year 

o Did not assume yearly rate was constant, but followed a pattern. 

 



 Discrete time hazard function (Singer & Willett, 1993) 

o Modeled by a logistic function of π = β0 - .131 (years) 

 

o Where π is the predicted recidivism rate in logit units (Harris & Hanson, 

2012) 

 

o β0 is the hazard rate at the time of release 



 Rates ranged from 0.22% to 5.67% 

o Median = 0.90% 

 

 Restriction to more homogeneous groups 

o Median range = 0.84% - 1.10% 
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 Adult offender studies 

 

o Range = 0.22% to 3.16% 

o median rate = 1.10% 

 

 Identified sexual offenders 

 

o Static-99R (-3, -2) or Static-2002R (-2, -1) 

o 6% of the Static-99R normative sample 

 



 The perpetration of sexual offenses is not confined to 

‘sexual offenders’ 

 

 Is it legitimate to impose the same restrictions across all 

sexual offenders? 

 



 

 Provisions for sex offenders should be defined based on the 

level of risk. 

 



 Restrictions and sanctions should not be static 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 Evidence based social policy (Levenson, 2006) 

 

o Protects against homogeneous grouping 

o Eliminates barriers in the use of limited resources 

 

 Risk, Need, Responsivity (RNR; Andrew, Bonta, & Hoge, 1990) 

 

o Intensity of treatment should match risk for recidivism 

o Address problems related to reoffending 

 



 Official records of recidivism 

 

 Small number of available studies 

 

 Yet, samples were large in size and were drawn from 

various geographic regions  (U.S. states, portions of 

Canada, the Netherlands, and the UK). 

 

 Median rates were similar across different permutations 

and remained stable after follow up rate was standardized. 



 Prior focus on high risk 

sexual offenders 

 

 The other end of the 

spectrum --- lowest risk  

o Community adjustment 

o Prosocial peers 

o Stable residence and 

employment 

 

 

 



 Changes in allocation of resources represents a serious 

challenge 

 

 



 Widespread public support of sex offender management 

policies 

o Regardless of scientific support (Levenson, Brannon, Forney, & Baker, 2007) 

 

 Attempt to debunk myths 

o More accessible to the greater public  

o Can even begin at a lingual level 

 



 Severity of offenses 

and small probabilities 

are not to be 

minimized. 

 

 Tolerance level may be 

low for even a ‘lowest’ 

level  

 

 

 



 Redirection of 

resources to balance 

risk with need 

*Greater contribution to 

public safety 

• Primary prevention 

• More intensive treatment 

of higher risk sexual 

offenders 

 


