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INTRODUCTION



United States of America 330 million 

664/100,000 incarcerated 

1 million on public sex offender register

Residence restrictions, community notification, death 

penalty, disenfranchisement  (voting, unemployment, 

homelessness) 

Norway 5.5 million 

55/100,000 incarcerated 

No public register

Incarcerated = same rights (healthcare, vote, higher 

ed) a true ‘second chance’ after release



United States of America CIVIL COMMITMENT 

Sexually Dangerous Predator (SDP) legislation 

1959-1991; 2001-present (MASS)

Indeterminate sentence added upon (or near) completion of 

governing sentence, judge ordered, 2 independent 

psychiatrists, renewed every year (in practice, every 5-6 

years)

Norway FORVARING 

Indefinite preventative detention (2002) when a regular term 

is insufficient to protect life, health, and freedom of others; 

announced at sentencing

Prison is an ‘opportunity for rehabilitation and growth’ 

Released with no conditions





METHOD



United States of America 

14 men who had recidivated sexually (8 community)

Conducted 2011-2013

Drawn from 74 interviews with men who were referred for 

civil commitment between 1959-1984, most were released 

before 2000. 

57 yo at interview; 37 yo at most recent release

Norway

16 men who had recidivated sexually (all in custody)

Conducted 2022

Drawn from 46 interviews (with 23 men) who had been 

detained indefinitely following forvaring

46 yo at interview; 35 yo at most recent release 



INCLUSION CRITERIA

Reoffended sexually upon release, after incarceration for 
a sexual offence

Took at least some responsibility for their most recent 
offence

Were able to provide sufficient descriptions of offending 
from which we could code variables of interest

EXCLUSION CRITERIA

Pseudo-recidivism (charges brought for historical incident 
that predated index offence)

Undetected persistence (single sentence but many 
offences)

Nonsexual technical violations (FTR or possess scissors)



RESULTS



United States of America 

1) Relapse happened quickly 

2) Resources (especially money) upon release created a 

false sense  of security

3) “I wasn’t ready for release, but this time is different”

Norway

1) Blaming the system

2) Blaming their (hopeless) situation

3) Blaming oneself



RECIDIVISTS

Regular custody

Gradual Release Program

Massachusetts Treatment Center

GRP 1976-1991

Interviewed in 2013 





Overwhelming shame, guilt and failure

United States of America 

Norway     



United States of America Too harsh

     



Norway   Too soft    



United States of America No way out (of treatment)

     



Norway  No way in (to treatment)   

 



United States of America Too many hoops

     



Norway   No Safety Net   

 



IMPLICATIONS 

Is it possible to strike a balance?

Quaternary Prevention (first, do no harm)

Opposite ends of the penological continuum…
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