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Individuals Who Commit Sex Offenses:
One Size Does Not Fit All

Åά{ŜȄ ƻŦŦŜƴŘŜǊέ ǘŜǊƳ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ƘƻƳƻƎŜƴŜƛǘȅ

ïResearch demonstrates heterogeneity

ÅCommon misapplications of terminology

ïPedophile

ïSexual predator

ÅDiversity of the population has important 
implications



Significant Variations

ÅRange, types of offense behaviors

ÅVictims targeted

ÅMotivations, driving influences

ÅUndetected offenses

ÅPrior criminal history

ÅPresence/absence of specific risk factors

ÅAmenability, response to intervention

ÅRecidivism risk, short- and long-term



Observed Recidivism Rates Over Time: Adult Sex 

Offenders as a Homogenous Group

(Harris & Hanson, 2004)(Harris & Hanson, 2004)



Observed Recidivism Rates Over Time:
Adult Sex Offenders By Subgroup
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N = 4,724
(Harris & Hanson, 2004)(Harris & Hanson, 2004)



Recidivism Rates:
Previous Conviction vs. No Previous Conviction

(Hanson & Harris, 2004)(Hanson & Harris, 2004)
N = 4,724



Recidivism Rates:
Over 50 at Release vs. Under 50 at Release

(Hanson & Harris, 2004)(Hanson & Harris, 2004)N = 4,724



Implications of Heterogeneity

ÅPolicy development

ÅSentencing, placement

ÅTreatment interventions

ÅSupervision, monitoring strategies

ÅRelease decisionmaking

ÅRegistration, notification



Key Examples of Sex Offender 
Management Strategies

ÅOther risk-reducing or 
adjunctive programs and 
services

ï Mental health services

ï Substance abuse treatment

Å Pharmacological  
interventions

Å Civil commitment

Å Registration, notification

Å Residency restrictions

Å Incarceration

ï Mandatory minimums vs. 
indeterminate sentences

Å Community supervision

ï Probation, parole

ï Intensive

ï Electronic monitoring/GPS

Å Sex offender-specific 
treatment



Decisionmaking Regarding Sex Offender 
Management Policies and Practices

Å /ƭŀǊƛŦȅ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎκƎƻŀƭǎ

ï Retribution/punishment?

ï Maximize public safety via incapacitation, deterrence, risk-reduction/rehabilitation?

Å Appreciate the potential for correctional research to be instructive 
regarding how to best address these interests/goals

ï {ƻƳŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ άǿƻǊƪΣέ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿƻǊƪ

ï For others, effectiveness is unclear/unknown

Å Ensure that stakeholders (e.g., policymakers, constituents) are informed 
consumers

ï Accurate information about sexual victimization

ï Diverse nature of the sex offender population

ï Range of investment options and expected returns/dividends



Incapacitation, Retribution, and 
Deterrence via Prison Sentencing



Sentencing Philosophies Relative to 
Incarceration

ÅCollective

ïOffense-based

ïDeterminate sentences, mandatory minimums

ÅSelective

ïRisk-based

ïProportional, indeterminate sentences



Impact of Longer vs. Shorter Periods of Incarceration*:
High Risk and Low Risk Offenders**

Increased 
recidivism

Decreased 
recidivism

*Approximately 2.5 yrs vs. 1 yr time served
** 100,000+ offenders (not specific to sex offenders) (Smith, Goggin, & Gendreau, 2002)02)

No 
impact



Impact of Incremental Increases in Length of 
Incarceration

(Smith, Goggin, & Gendreau, 2002)02)

Increased 
recidivism

Decreased 
recidivism

N = approx.  96,000 offenders compared, not specific to 
sex offenders

No 
impact



{ŜȄ hŦŦŜƴŘŜǊǎΩ !ǊǊŜǎǘ wŀǘŜǎ ŦƻǊ New Sex Offenseswithin
3 Years Post-Release from Incarceration (by Time Served)

(Langan, Schmitt, & Durose, 2003)

n = approximately 7,000 sex offenders, first release



Deterrence and Retributive Strategies

Risk-Reducing, Rehabilitative Strategies

Risk Management Strategies



Correctional Strategy Recidivism Impact

Incrementally Longer Sentences

Incarceration vs. Probation

Intensive Supervision

Drug Testing

Electronic Monitoring

Boot Camps

Shock Incarceration

Scared Straight

(see (see AosAoset al., 2001, 2006; et al., 2001, 2006; MacKenzieMacKenzie, 2006; Smith et al., 2002), 2006; Smith et al., 2002)



Correctional Programsand Services Recidivism Impact

Cognitiveskills interventions

Intensiveprison-based substance abuse treatment,
community-based drug treatment

Educational/cognitive-behavioraldomestic violence programs

Cognitive-behavioralsex offender treatment (prison-based, community-
based)

Adult basic education (prison-based)

Vocational education (prison-based)

Correctional industries

Work release

Community-based employment trainingand job assistance

(see Andrews & (see Andrews & BontaBonta, 2006; , 2006; AosAos et al., 2006; et al., 2006; MacKenzieMacKenzie, 2006), 2006)



SupervisionStrategy Recidivism Impact

Surveillance-Oriented

Surveillance- and Rehabilitation-Oriented

(see Andrews & (see Andrews & BontaBonta, 2006; , 2006; AosAos et al., 2006; et al., 2006; MacKenzieMacKenzie, 2006), 2006)



Maximizing Public Safety Outcomes Through 
Evidence-Based Principles for Correctional 

Interventions



Core Evidence-Based Principles for 
Correctional Interventions

ÅRisk (who we target)

ïUse research-supported tools to assess risk

ïPrioritize interventions/strategies for higher risk offenders

ÅNeed (what we target)

ïUse research-supported tools to identify the factors that are linked to 
crime and recidivism (criminogenic needs)

ïFocus interventions/strategies primarily on criminogenic needs

(see Andrews & (see Andrews & BontaBonta, 2006), 2006)



Recidivism Impact as a Function of Adherence to Core 
Evidence-Based Principles for Correctional Interventions

(Pearson et al., 1996)(Pearson et al., 1996)**metameta--analysis of over 500 studiesanalysis of over 500 studies

Decreased 
recidivism

Increased 
recidivism

No 
impact



Prison Misconduct Rates as a Function of Targeting Multiple 
Criminogenic Needs (Density)

(French & Gendreau, 2003)* Meta-analyses including over 13,000 offenders

Increased 
misconduct

Decreased 
misconduct

No 
impact



Adherence to Risk-Need Conditions* in Supervision 
Practices: Impact on Recidivism

(Lowenkamp, Pealer, Smith, & Latessa, 2006)

*Risk-Need Conditions

More intensive supervision for higher risk offenders

Longer supervision periods for higher risk offenders

More program referrals for higher risk offenders

More criminogenic than non-criminogenic needs targeted

Decreased 
recidivism

Increased 
recidivism

No 
impact



Halfway Houses to Promote Public Safety Through Effective 
Reentry: Outcomes as a Function of Offender Risk*

(Lowenkamp& Latessa, 2005b)* Approx. 3,500 offenders placed in halfway houses, 
compared to 3,500 not placed in a halfway house

Decreased 
recidivism

Increased 
recidivism

No 
impact



Halfway Houses to Promote Public Safety Through Effective 
Reentry: Outcomes as a Function of Number of Services Targeting 

Criminogenic Needs(Density)*

(Lowenkamp& Latessa, 2005b)

* Approx. 3,500 offenders placed in halfway houses compared 
to 3,500  offenders not placed in a halfway house

Decreased 
recidivism

Increased 
recidivism

No 
impact



Differentiating Higher Risk from 
Lower Risk Sex Offenders



Differentiating Higher Risk from Lower Risk 
Sex Offenders

ÅResearch-identified static (unchangeable) risk 
factors

ïLonger-term recidivism risk

ÅResearch-identified dynamic (changeable) risk 
factors

ïShorter-term recidivism risk

ÅEmpirically-validated, sex offender-specific tools



Key Examples of Static Risk Factors Associated with 
Recidivism Among Sex Offenders 

ÅPrior sex offenses

ÅPrior non-sex offenses

ÅPrior non-contact sex offenses

ÅUnrelated victims 

ÅStranger victims

ÅMale victims

(Hanson & Bussiere, 1998; Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2005)



Key Examples of Dynamic Risk Factors Associated 
with Recidivism Among Sex Offenders

ÅVictim access 

ÅDeviant sexual interests

ÅAttitudes supportive of 

offending

Å Intimacy deficits, conflicts in 

intimate relationships

Å Impulsivity

ÅSubstance abuse

ÅSupervision non-compliance

ÅCollapse of social supports

ïFamily

ïResidence

ïWork

(Hanson & Bussiere, 1998; Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2005)



Assessing Static Risk and Dynamic Risk (Criminogenic
Needs): Examples of Sex Offender-Specific Tools

ÅSTATIC-99, STATIC-2000

ÅRapid Risk Assessment for Sexual Offense Recidivism 
(RRASOR)

ÅMinnesota Sex Offender Screening Tool ςRevised 
(MnSOST-R)

ÅACUTE-2000/2007, STABLE-2000/2007

ÅSex Offender Treatment Needs and Progress Scale



Predictive Accuracy of Risk Assessment Strategies 
with Sex Offenders

(Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2007)

Greater 
accuracy

Less 
accuracy



Sex Offender Treatment



Key Treatment Targets

ÅSexual deviance variables

ÅAntisocial orientation

ÅIntimacy deficits

ÅPro-offending attitudes and schemas

(see, e.g., Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2007)



Important Treatment Considerations

Å Is the program based on a research-supported model?

ÅAre treatment targets supported by research?

Å Is treatment individualized and assessment-driven?

ÅAre providers specially trained?

ÅAre approaches tailored for special populations?

ÅAre community-based and institutional programs parallel and 
linked?

ÅAre within-treatment changes and long-term outcomes 
measured?


