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ABSTRACT
CONSTRUCTING SPOILED IDENTITY: THE CASE OF THE CHILD M@STER
by

Diana C. Rickard

Adviser: Barbara Katz Rothman

This dissertation investigates the management of deviant identity in the case of
child molesters. It is a micro-sociological investigation of some of tlys wawhich
people labeled sex offenders understand and articulate themselves at ahmtorient
in which they are vilified and denied full civil rights. Life histories of s&éx offenders
convicted of charges against minors were collected and analyzed in terms ofdlieena
strategies employed in the construction of stigmatized identity. Theesaapl
comprised of men in their mid-thirties to early fifties who live in New YorkeStdthey
had been convicted of a variety of sex offenses, including “statutory” violatioes)eit
based non-contact offenses, and exhibitionism and public groping.

The men in the study were all connected to their community through a variety of
social roles prior to their convictions. Although employment bonds were severed for
many, bonds with immediate family members remained intact aftercthiction.
However, other social bonds were severed as a result of their conviction, and anextens
range of civil restrictions imposed on them as part of their probation. The cotsstrai
civil liberties dictated the quality and rhythm of their day-to-day hfevays that

emphasized their dependence on the state. Every participant found himsetf at leas



partially unemployed or unemployable because of their conviction and all were in
downwardly mobile financial positions.

All participants developed strategies to retain a viable sense of sdtiallsey
did not see themselves as monsters who should be excommunicated. Instead they
employed a variety of strategies to assert their social worthinesse Tncluded
espousing mainstream attitudes toward sex offenders as a dangerous “oher”
constructed the idea of an authentic or “real” self that they contrastethisiiiea of the
dangerous outsider. As insiders with special knowledge of how the system works, these
men were able to critique policies in such a way that they reaffirmed ¢deforethe
policies at the same time that they distanced themselves from being ségects of

those sanctions. In this way they reasserted their basic humanity and sothaless.
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CHAPTER ONE: THE SOCIOLOGY OF DEVIANCE AND SEXUAL OFFENSE

| felt like maybe... I'm not even human any more... | didn’t want to go look for a
job, I didn’t want to leave the house. | just wanted to stay in one place. From there
| couldn’t wait to get home, like a storm was coming. | couldn’t wait to get in the
house lock the door, dim the lights, and just, | felt safe.

Reggie looked down at the table in front of us as he described the feelings of
shame and paranoia which overcame him after being arrested. Over the cowosim-of
depth interviews with him, he discussed his social and professional isolation, and his
sense of being marked and stigmatized as an outsider. Because of his criminal
conviction, Reggie would have extreme difficulty ever finding legitimatekwam
addition to the loss of his means of income and professional status, Reggie alsedstruggl|
with an internalized sense of profound difference from those around him, doubting that
he was “even human any more.” He stated that for two years his self @&isesa low
and his sense of shame so great that he was literally not able to walk around in public
with his head held up.

The crime Reggie had been convicted for was different than many other crimes.
Reggie was convicted for a sexual offense. He had carried on a flirtation wittagdee
in his neighborhood, and one day they ended up briefly “fooling around” before he ended
the interaction. A fight with the girl’s father ensued, and when the policecateel,

Reggie was arrested for forcible touching of a minor. In addition to six géars
probation, Reggie was required to register with law enforcement as a sex oftende
twenty years.

Instituted in the 1990s, registration/notification policies amplify the stigm

already attached to sex offenders, making it more difficult to escapmlaet of the



label. Men like Reggie, who have transgressed sexual norms in relatively mysor wa
live with connotations surrounding sex offenders that cast them as serial pedophiles,
violent rapists, and sexual sadists. In fact, the 1994 New Jersey legislatgan'$le
Law, which spearheaded a national movement, was passed in response to the rape and
murder of a 7-year old girl by a released offender in the neighborhood. Intended to
prevent such atrocities, national and state level registration notificati@megapply to
anyone who is arrested for a sex offense. The majority of these men arg¢ezmbfosic
crimes such as consensual sex with teenagers, possession of illegataumognd
non-contact internet based offenses. Brutal force is never used in thesernchties, a
majority of men arrested are first time offenders.

| first became aware of Megan’s Law when | was watching a rerun@d4a 1
NBC episode of the television drarbaw & Orderin which a sex offender was released
after serving 18 years of a 30 year sentence (Misiano, 1997). Subsequenthge tgd
was found murdered, and the series’ prosecuting attorney Jack McCoy embarked on an
obsessive pursuit of this former offender. Feeling certain this was man was the
perpetrator, McCoy took advantage of a relatively new law, “Megan’s LdwChw
enabled him to post pictures of the offender throughout the neighborhood which
eventually lead to his capture. | was very disturbed by this episode. The ungetei
intrusive zealousness of McCoy’s actions seemed extremely harassieg and |
remember being shocked that this law -- which allowed for the stalking andrexpbs
free person who had not been arrested, let alone convicted, of any crime — actually

existed.



When | watched this episode | felt that clearly on the face of it Megawsd.a
violation of constitutional liberties. As Americans we have the right to privadyar
criminal justice system is not intended for the surveillance of people in thewaity
who have served their sentence; nor is it intended to punish people for what they have not
yet done. There was no reason for the community to have the right to intrude on the
privacy of individual citizens or the right to know about individuals’ criminal records.

However, Megan’s Law was an enormously popular and virtually uncontested
policy. It was passed in an era that witnessed a host of zero-toleraiat®@sit many
specifically directed at sex offenders. It expanded punishments beyond theosrafit
incarceration, probation, and parole, and which classified sex offenders asabdass
of people who need enhanced civil management within the community. Sex offender
registration has become a national movement, and across the country in addition to
registration for 10 years to life and community notification, these initiahage
included residency restriction laws as well as mandated chemicatiwastand civil
commitment statutes in a number of states. Taken together they represggreasiee
movement designed to identify individuals designated as threats to the commudnity a
mark them as social outcasts, banned from full civil inclusion.

As | began to explore these policies, my awareness of them as “symbolic
gestures” (Meloy, 2006, p. 113) intended to “exclude and banish” (Simon, 2000) lead me
to consider the possible meanings they have for offenders themselves. c8lbhedifi
wanted to know how individuals who have been cast as a heinous monsters and social
pariahs construct their sense of self. How does being labeled in this way andezbntrol

by these measures affect one’s identity and sense of social being?



This inquiry emerges from the sociology of deviance - a broad theoretical
framework that seeks to understand the meaning of labeling processes wimeladdfi
negotiate social transgressions and individual differences. Unlike psychology and
criminal justice discourses, as well as some sociological perspectigeheabietical
framework generally does not address why individuals deviate, but rather asksiwha
rituals of punishment mean for the group, and explores how social processes are
implicated in the trajectory of deviant “careers.” A considerable bodydf,w
particularly that emerging from the field of symbolic interaction, has tigasd how
individuals who have been labeled deviant manage their identity.

While it could be argued that sex offenders are the most deviant of deviants, the
stigmatized extraordinaire, they have largely been neglected as aotopiciological
research, and they are noticeably absent in the study of deviance. A fdwasigni
gualitative works have explored sex offenders from a sociological perspectost. M
notably are Diana Scullydnderstanding Sexual Violendgouglas Pryor’s
Unspeakable Actand Pamela J. SchultZ®t Monsters: Analyzing the Stories of Child
Molesters Scully departs from traditional medicalized explanations for sexual effens
and explores the culturally available motifs which rapists employ indlcewunts of
their deviant behavior (Scully, 1994). Pryor’s work offers a narrative intetioretz
the way intra-familial offenders’ make meaning of the situations thdttie their
transgression (Pryor, 1996). Schultz presents a number of case studies organized around
types of offender patterns (Schultz 2005). These texts offer valuableogpcabl
insights, and Pryor and Schultz engage key concepts from the symbolic interactionist

perspective. However, they all focus on understanding why the individual engages in



deviant sexual behavior, and accept sexual offending as a “devastating”{ S2008)
social problem. In so doing, they obscure nuances, complexities, and differences
between various crimes, criminals, and victims, and dismiss the signdioanudividual
situations in which offenses occur. They do not explore the consequences of labeling
nor do they investigate the management of what Goffman calls “spoiled” identity
(Goffman 1986), one that bars the bearer from full social acceptance.

This dissertation provides an in-depth exploration of the construction of exactly
that identity, exploring how six individuals subject to extreme social contrasumes in
their civil lives created meaning out of their experiences and expresseidlyy saable
self. This project is designed to contribute the sociological literaturevaende,
particularly the symbolic interactionist/social constructionist strantlsi®field. Classic
studies in this tradition have tended to champion “outsiders” (Denzin, 1992) who have
often been presented as in some way unfairly treated, victimized, or glateelly
harmless (such as the mentally ill, the homeless, prostitutes, and drug uséns).light
sex offenders pose a particular problem for analysis, because their béhgeioerally
considered harmful. A culturally relativistic view of sex offenses in ge@ed child
molestation in particular may be seen as morally reprehensible. Howe\aestudy of
deviant identity, this project represents an attempt to suspend judgment anthatane
analytic distance. | explore how this particular population of deviant individuals
manages their social identity under the current legislative and culiunate. The goal
is to provide a better understanding of the ways by which stigmatized individuals

internalize or re-imagine existing paradigms and assign meaningfuecaedo their life



stories. In particular | explore the social bond between the deviant individual and the
community.

Reggie was one of six sex offenders | interviewed who together repeaeserge
of types of offenders subject to these polictesnstructing Spoiled Identity: The Case of
the Child Molesteprovides an analysis of their life histories, exploring the impact of
stigma and the making of social meaning. | interviewed each man two sepass for
90-minute sessions. Before telling their stories | first provide extensikgioand on
current legislation and outline my theoretical perspective. In Chapterrdduce the
stereotypes of sex offenders that are promoted in mainstream news andlfictedia.
These images are routinely deployed to mobilize support for policies which impose
increasingly severe restrictions on offenders. The image of the heinougmsmisén
juxtaposed with an overview of data that describes what we currently “know” about
people who commit sex offenders. Contrasting research with popular beliefsebout s
offenders, this section presents evidence that sex offenders as a group haveresyextre
low base-rate of recidivism, and that the vast majority do not conform to the dominant
image of them as homicidal pedophiles. Drawing from the work of Philip Jenkins
(1998), | present an overview of the socio-cultural history of sex offending laws in the
United States, and | provide a description of how these laws are implemented:.cliresea
critiquing the efficacy of these policies is presented alongside an analybem as part
of a new era in punishment practices.

Chapter 3 begins with a discussion of key concepts in classic studies of the
sociology of deviance, all of which locate the individual within a context of meanings

definitions, and social structures which bear on the situation in which deviance is



constructed. Significantly, these theories depart from dominant perspeatives
psychology and criminal justice which locate deviance in the individual, ofterngosit
pathology as the source of deviance. Moving through of a discussion of symbolic
interactionism, the chapter introduces the value of qualitative research eatd/ear

studies in understanding social phenomenon. | then describe my research methods and
raise questions about the ways in which researchers pre-construct an irtregsutiject

in the process of research design.

In Chapter 4 | introduce the six participants of the study. These are men in their
mid-thirties to early fifties who live in New York State. They have besvicted of a
variety of sex offenses, including “statutory” violations, internet-based noagatont
offenses, and exhibitionism and public groping. In this chapter | describe their
backgrounds and present an in-depth analysis of the ways in which they codstreicte
offenses. Here we see the these men make meaning out of the events in shibiative
lead to them being officially labeled, and the stories they generated @auesdid in terms
of both unique and shared themes. For the most part they attempted to construct their
narratives in such ways that their actions could be seen as understandable and human, and
in so doing they articulated a social self that was worthy of inclusion witaifabric of
the community.

Chapter 5 explores the quality of the social bond these men experienced prior to
their convictions. It describes their various social relationships and adithtioughout
their lives. In this chapter we see the basis of their social identities gimdtde
understand the contexts in which they performed their social selves. For many of the

men | interviewed, work emerged as a highly significant forum for expgesecial



identity. In addition, this chapter discusses which of these bonds remaineaftaact
they were convicted of their sex offenses. Significantly, bonds with immédratky
were the strongest.

In Chapter 6 | detail the extent to which the bonds with the community had been
severed for each offender. | describe the extensive range of cikdtress imposed on
them as a result of their conviction. | describe the degree to which each man was
officially punished by the criminal justice systems (such as length ofhpsiatences,
probation period, and registration requirements). The constraints on their civiebert
dictated the quality and rhythm of their day-to-day life in ways that erngaththeir
dependence on the state. As every participant found himself at leastypartiall
unemployed or unemployable because of their conviction, | pay particulatiatte the
impact their conviction had on their employment status. Many lost an importaait soci
identity and all were in downwardly mobile financial positions. One had a veeyatitf
history of deviant behavior than the others, and the ways in which his community bonds
were severed are discussed here in detail. Community notification policidgapgc
address the identity of offenders within residential communities, and a fewrokthe
felt that their status as sex offenders could jeopardize their standing in threiodyn
One sex offender had experienced harassment by those he referred to as ythe angr
villagers.” Perhaps most significantly, in this chapter | explore thenalization of the
offenders’ sense of either belonging or outsiderness, looking at the ways in wirich the
conviction affected their sense of social self.

All of the men endured a range of restrictions on their lives which compmbmise

their connection to their community. In Chapter 7 | investigate the ways in vidgigh t



managed to retain a viable sense of social self. For the most part they did not see
themselves as monsters who should be excommunicated. Instead they employed a
variety of strategies to assert their social worthiness. These includediegpou

mainstream attitudes toward sex offenders as a dangerous “other” and invoking a
hierarchy of harm from which they could distance their own actions. Significémely
constructed the idea of an authentic or “real” self that they contrastechisiii¢a of the
dangerous outsider. As insiders with special knowledge of how the system works, these
men were able to critique policies in such a way that they reaffirmede#defor the

policies but distanced themselves as objects of those sanctions. In this way they
reasserted their basic humanity and social worthiness.

Finally, in Chapter 8 | address some of the questions raised by this study,
including the way we define “victim” and “offender.” | also pose some publicyoli
recommendations based on the experiences of the men in my sample as welgs findi
of other researchers. | consider the future of sexual offending legislatboffar the
hope that whatever direction policy takes, the perspectives of those mostidafect

criminal and civil sanctions be heard within these debates.



CHAPTER TWO: SEX OFFENDER LEGISLATION: A SOCIOCULTURAL

CONTEXT
In the modern politics of criminal justice, policy toward sex offenders eénoft
based on monolithic images of alien pathologies; it is rarely based on Té&s.
extraordinary heterogeneity of sex offenders and sex offenses is almast neve
appreciated in the legislative process. Policies are crafted in feastal béten
as symbolic gestures to honor the crime victims whose suffering has inspired
them. The factual foundations for major shifts in policy are often slender...
American policy toward sex offenders is more extreme in its dependence on
stereotypes, more resistant to empirical evidence, and less sympgtheti
scientific perspectives. (xiii)

Franklin E. Zimring An American Travesty: Legal Responses to
Adolescent Sexual Offending

Historically, sex offenders are “considered to be among the most heinous and
repulsive of all criminals” (Tewksbury & Lees, 2006, p. 310) and a vehement flurry of
legislative initiatives in the 1990s directed at sex offenders aimed to conarmdge, and
delineate this “dangerous” population. These initiatives were enacted withiroa soci
cultural context in which sex offenders were near universally vilified. popelarity of
these laws rests in part on a general consensus as to what a child molester,gpedophil
sexual predator is, as well as an understanding of the dangers he poses. Asuh powerf
vehicle for framing, reproducing and disseminating issues, the media has plkge
role in cementing the general public’s notion of the child molester. Throughivgens
inflammatory media coverage, certain heinous cases are portrayedeastimetip of the
iceberg (Jenkins, 1998, p. 193). The media is a primary and influential source of
information about sex offenders. As one researcher observes,

Media representations of sex crime give the public important cues about how they

should perceive the nature and extent of sex crime, how they should think and feel

about it, how they should respond to it, and the measures that might be taken to
reduce risk. (Mcalinden, 2006, p. 199)
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Megan'’s Law, which will be discussed in greater deal in this chapter, wasl prasse
response to the heinous sexual assault and murder of a child, and the media coverage of
this event cemented a view of the stranger-predator, using the aberranypicdlaséx

murder as emblematic of all the risks posed to children. Sensationalizingpthisf t

crime, the media contributes to a panic surrounding “’stranger danger’ seX crim

(Meloy, 2005, p. 231).

The conception of the child molester as a dangerous, compulsive and incurable
predator is leveraged by politicians in support of child-protection policies which fe
people can contest. For instance, when California Governor Pete Wilson signed the
state’s chemical castration bill in 1996, he claimed that child molesters dhdrwee to
do what they do. As long as they have that drive, they’ll keep doing it -- unlets we
something first... Three out of four will commit a new offense or parole violationdn tw
years” (quoted in Kincaid, 1998; p98). The idea that the sex-offender is compulsive and
incorrigible is also reinforced in popular movies and TV dramas. A self-assured
psychiatrist orLaw & Order: Special Victims Unideclares that child molesters’ desired
cannot be “cured”, but, at best, through aversion therapy, may be controlléiheOn
Practicea pedophile, in addition to being attracted to and molesting young boys, was
portrayed as abducting and murdering them. Celebrities, who tend to influence public
opinion, have also spoken out against child molesters in terms that emphasize their
inhumanity and monstrousness. “Dennis Miller, billing himself as an inteflect
[said]... if you ever get to a place in your life where you want to fuck or murdet,a ki

forget prison — just kill yourself, take one for the team.” (Kincaid, 1998, p. 75). This

11



inflammatory rhetoric supports the “naming and shaming campaigns” diréctex a
offenders and evidenced in current policies (Mcalinden, 2006, p. 198).

These passionate fears are based on little empirical evidence and olézalimis
statistics are used in the service of presenting this horrific view oétheffender.
Whether reflecting or shaping public concern, the construction of the child nngatte
forth by news and entertainment media complements and supports policies that seek t
punish, manage, restrict and label sex offenders. In spite of little erhpindance to
support the idea of the sex offender as a monstrous and dangerous ‘other,’ this is the
image which has been used in support of existing policies which define and control sex
offenders and mediate their relationships to their communities.

In this chapter | present an overview of some of the available data on people
classed as sex offenders, including the prevalence of sex crimes| tyipatagies of
sex offenders, and the efficacy of treatment modalities. | then provideshtsstory of
sex offender policies, drawn largely from the work of Philip Jenkiddaral Panic: The
Social Construction of the Child Molesid998) After establishing the social context of
the legislative initiatives of the 1990s, | present a detailed account of howptheses
are implemented. | present various critiques of these policies and address the
constitutional issues which have been raised. Finally, | posit that thesegpalieipart
of a broader penological movement in the US that is characterized by thgemeemé of

classes of people perceived to be dangerous.

|. Sexual Offenders: Prevalence, Recidivism and Treatment

a) prevalence

12



Sexual abuse of children is considered by many to be widely prevalent in our
society. Sex offenses are the most under-reported types of crime in therds 2006,
p. 14), and research indicates that their instance far exceeds the numberd tgpture
official crime statistics (S. T. Holmes & R. M. Holmes, 2002, p. 200; Marshall,
Anderson, & Fernandez, 1999, p. 1; Meloy, 2005, p. 212). Although it is extremely
difficult to measure the incidence of unreported sexual abuse (Janus, 2006, p. 45), studies
indicate that approximately one third of sexual assaults are reported ¢Sy,
2003, p. 68; Terry, 2006, p. 4). Of those actually reported, few lead to an arrest (less than
35% of those reported in Holmes & Holmes, 2002, p. 200) and fewer lead to conviction
(15% of those reported in (Abel & Rouleau, 1990). Unlike Bureau of Justice Statistics
which report the number of people convicted for sex crimes, victimization surveys
indicate the number of people who have said they have been victims of sexual assault
(and who may or may not have reported the incident). Some of these studies have
indicated that
e 1in4 women is likely to be raped, and 1 in 3 girls likely to be abused by
an adult (Russell, 1984).
e 15.3 percent of females and 5.9 percent of males experience some form of
sexual assault in their lifetimes (Moore, Nord & Peterson, 1989).
e 12.8 percent of females and 4.3 percent of males reported a history of
sexual abuse during childhood (MacMillan et al., 1997).
(Terry, 2006, p. 14)
Research indicates that victims were more likely to report sexual dcsfédribe
perpetrator was unknown to them (Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 146).
Only 27% of offenses perpetrated by someone known to the victim were reported

between 1992 to 2000 (Hart & Rennison, 2003: 5, cited in Terry, 2006, p. 15). Official

crime statistics on imprisoned sex offenders indicate that only 34.7% knew thieir, vic
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while 49% were strangers (Greenfeld, 2003). These statistics stand intdoniresm
studies which indicate that most people who have been sexually assaulted knew the
offender. Thus the population of people labeled sex offenders by the criminal justice
system does not reflect the population of people committing these types oésffens
b) recidivism
The media reflects a consensus that sex offenders have particularlytégybfra
recidivism (Jenkins, 1998; Radford, 2006; Sample & Bray, 2003; Jonathan Simon, 1998;
Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009; Zimring, 1996, 2001). The offender is
portrayed as a serial abuser, a compulsive pedophile, a stranger to his victilmadist a
or murderer (Meloy, 2006, p. 7). This image is used by politicians, interests groups, and
news media to rally support for harsher punishment practices (Janus, 2006; Jenkins,
1998; Lotke, 1997; Radford, 2006; Jonathan Simon, 2000). Janus describes the general
public’s image of the “worst of the worst”
These are the men who lurk in the bushes and parking lots, attacking strangers
without provocation or warning. They often seem to lack the essential empathy
and conscience that mark human beings. They are “monsters” and “beasts.”...
We have come to think of these men as archetypical sex offenders and have
shaped our public policy responses as if all sex offenders fit this mold. We are
blind to the true nature of sexual violence in our society. (p2)
Arguing that the public believes in a fantastical image of the archetypaffeader,
Janus posits that this image obfuscates the more commonplace instancaalof sex
assault.
In contrast to this image, official statistics and professional rdseartsistently
provide information about sex offenders that is starkly at odds with the dominant

stereotype. As stated above, the majority of children who are molestedtarézed by

someone they know, as are adult victims (Meloy, 2006 p. 5); few child molestef$yactua
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fit the criteria for “pedophilia” (i.e., they are not predominately sdywtracted to
children and generally prefer adult sexual partners) (Finkelhor, 1984; GrotmaBm,
1979; Pryor, 1996). Murder and brutal force are extremely rare (Jenkins, 1998; Jonathan
Simon, 2000; Snyder, 2003; Zimring, 2001)

Most significantly, research consistently demonstrates that sex aetalaot
have particularly high rates of recidivism. Although legislators and newsrhade
claimed extreme rates as high as 95% (Jenkins, 1998; Kincaid, 1998; Lotke, 1997)
critical criminologists have argued that such claims are over-reportedgaaltyd'simply
false” (Zimring, cited in Lotke, 1997). In fact, sex offenders are lesy liketommit
another sex crime than any other type of criminal is likely to re-comnnitati@e, with
the exception of murderers (Sample & Bray, 2003, p. 72). Virtually every class of
offenders has a higher rate of recidivism than sex offenders. Bureau of Jiatistics
report that as few 5% (Snyder, 2003) commit other sex crimes within five ye#rer
studies report that 4.5 % (Meloy, 2005), 12.7% (Furby, Weinrott, & Blackshaw, 1989),
12% (Meloy, 2006, p. 62) and 13.4% (Hanson, 1996, 2003)toéatedsex offenders
recidivate. The Center for Sex Offender Management reports that the ‘dheltats
that between 12% and 24%... are known to have repeated their crimes” (Center for Sex
Offender Management). In one study of 191 child molesters, 38% of child msleste
recidivated in 30 years time (Hanson, Scott, & Steffy, 1995). Zilney and Zilney repor
recidivism findings that range from 5% to 24% (2009, p. 114). Here we see a range is
from 3.5% to as much as 38% at the highest. The vast majority of sex offenders are not

arrested for another sex crime.

15



It is important to keep in mind that these numbers cannot be taken at face value.
They are based on official convictions, and therefore underestimate the astaate of
repeated sex crimes, which, as mentioned, are notoriously under-reported. In addition,
methodological inconsistencies betweens studies makes such claims prab(eauat
J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 114). However, these statistics strongly
undermine the popular belief that sex offenders are highly likely to re-offend.
Furthermore, it is worth noting that policies are meant to address the “problem” of
recidivist offenders do not address the majority of sex crimes which araittechby
people who have never been arrestedfgrviolent crime (Janus, 2006, p. 43;
Mcalinden, 2006, p. 204).
It turns out that most sex crimes — at least those that result in a prisarceente
are committed by people who have never before been convicted of a violent
offense. [This group] produces 75 percent of the people imprisoned for sex
crimes... those with a history of [nonsexual] violent offense, comprise about 25
percent of imprisoned sex offenders. People with prior sex offender convictions
pose the smallest risk of all — they produce only about 14 percent of sex convicts
in prison. (Janus, 2006, p. 43, from Bureau of Justice Statistics “Sex Offenses and
Offenders: An Analysis of Data on Rape and Sexual Assault” by Lawrence A
Greenfield; 1997)
Thus, the majority of sex crimes that result in a conviction are not commitiaebipye
who have been labeled by the criminal justice system. Those who have committed a
repeat offense represent a small minority of the population of convicted saxenfs.
c) typologies and treatment
In the last century psychology and psychiatry began to develop theories of deviant
sexual behavior. These range from traditional psychoanalytic theories which gosit tha

sexual deviance is the result of unresolved conflicts relating to psycho-sexual

development (Terry, 2006, p. 50) and biological theories that emphasize hormonal
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explanations for deviant behavior (ibid.), “masturbatory reconditioning” (Abel, Osborn,
& Gardos, 1992) “satiation therapy” which encourages indulgence in deviant sexual
fantasies (Lotringer, 1988); and cognitive-behavioral theories which adtiees
relationship between thought patterns and behavior (Terry, 2006, p. 50). Historically in
the US, the medical model has prevailed in defining and explaining sexual deviance,
traditionally positing the behavior as a result of a mental disease (lLaZitaey & Lisa
Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 11). In spite of the fact that studies have not shown significant
differences in the sexual responsiveness of males in the general population and sex
offenders (ibid: 13),
The strong deference to medical personnel as more knowledgeable about the
causes of sexual offending and more capable of providing solutions to this social
issue has resulted in the creation and perpetuation of myths surrounding sexual
offending and offenders. These myths include that there is a genetitobasis
crime, that lifelong drug treatment is required for sexual offendershand t
permanent hospitalization of imprisonment is necessary because thereuseho ‘c
for this type of criminal offending. These myths continue to hold weight today
and influence the development of social policy. (ibid:, p. 11)
In spite of myths about the incurability of offenders, theorists and clinicians have
developed a range of treatments aimed at preventing recidivism. Treatodalities
include sexalogical methods such Sexual Attitudes Restructuring whiclsigridd to
challenge the perceptions and opinions that people hold in relations to a wide variety of
sexual activities and promote sexual education (ibid: p. 163); aversion therapydntende
to redirect arousal, often using a penile plethsymograph to measure treptoggess
(ibid., p. 165); the above mentioned “satiation therapy” intended to reduce arousal
through over-exposure to deviant fantasies which clients (Lotringer, 1988) a number of

pharmacological interventions which include the use of SSRIs to address “ebsessi

compulsive components” to the deviance, as well as “chemical castratiamdedtéo
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eliminate sexual desire (Zilney & Zilney, p. 169). Chemical castratithlevdiscussed

in greater detail later in this chapter. Finally, cognitive-behaviorghplye which

privileges the role of conscious thought in behavior, is a commonly used modality.

Today, most treatments adopt an integrated approach which looks at the role of emotions
and psycho-social development as well as cognitive patterns and “disto(iarshall

& Barbaree, 1990; Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009) .

Sex offenders are known to be a heterogeneous group and more like the rest of the
population than they are distinct from it (Marshall et al., 1999; Pryor, 1996; Winick,
2003a). Some professional literature posits that although many sex offenders evince a
wide range of psychological disorders, they do not as a group fit a standarel profil
(Angelides, 2004; Finkelhor, 1984; Groth & Birnbaum, 1979; Marshall et al., 1999;
Salter, 2004). Researchers have found that the heterogeneity of sex offendesgah gen
and child molesters in particular makes classifying them problematklégi& Beech,

2001), while others have found such systems reliable in terms of predicting suidivi

(Knight & Prentky, 1990). Many researchers rely on over-arching typolo§@sople

who engage in sexually deviant behavior. In addition, elements of these typologes hav

been used in the formulation of different “risk levels” of offenders, which datermi

offenders’ degree of supervision within the community (risk levels will alsodeeissed

in detail later in this chapter.) These typologies can be seen as promoiasgea-status

for the offender, an over-arching identity under which all other charaatsrest

subsumed. Typologies serve to reify deviance and ascribe and circumscritbg. ident
Since the 1980s there has been a sharp increase in the reporting of sex offenses,

which has facilitated more studies of sex offenders to “identify individulatshvave
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been predisposed to offending behavior” and “to understand the characteristics of
offenders for purposes of treatment and management” (Terry, 2006, p. 71). Experts have
developed typologies of rapists and child molesters along several axes whigh usua
consider the degree to which an offense is sexually motivated. The most common
typology employed for child molesters posits a continuum from “fixated” taéssgd”
offenders.
Fixated offenderare an individual who exhibits persistent, continual and
compulsive attraction to children... [they] show psychological and emotional
characteristics of children and do not develop sexually to the point of finding age-
mates attractive and desirable. (ibid., p. 76).
On the other extreme are the regressed offenders who generally is capablenaf”
adult relationships but
begin committing deviant sexual acts at times when they are havingveegat
thoughts and feelings... [that commonly] develop at times of unrest with marital
relations or as a result of stress, loneliness, and depression. (ibid., p. 78).
Fixated offenders are more likely to choose victims outside of the familyeaher
regressed offenders are more likely to victimize those to whom they hasyedecess”
and are usually within the family (ibid.). It is worth noting that the majafitgbuse
cases are committed by the latter, individuals who would not be classified as peslophil
(Finkelhor, 1984). Fixated offenders would most likely meet the criteriB$di-1Vv
classification,
Recurrent, intense sexually arousing fantasies, sexual urges or behavieasf a
six months duration involving sexual activity with a prepubescent child in which
the fantasies, sexual urges or behavior cause significant distress onigrgair
and the individual is at least sixteen years of age and at least figeojaar than

the child. (American Psychiatric Association, 1994: 528; cited in Terry, 2006, p.
88).
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Terry observes that not all child molesters are pedophiles, and not all people who meet
the criteria for pedophilia have actually committed a sex offense. Inddphes fact,
these two concepts, child molesters and pedophiles, are often collapsed.

The belief that sex offenders have especially high rates of recidisisiosely
entwined with a popular belief that they cannot be “cured”. Many of the new sex
offender policies are predicated on the notion that these individuals have a
psychopathology that drives their behavior, and recidivism cannot be reduced bydstanda
methods of treatment. However, here too the literature shows inconsistent outtomes
their rigorous review of treatment studies comparing different treatmeohdlities
(psychodynamic psychotherapy, psychopharmacology, and cognitive-behaviapyjher
Rice & Harris conclude that the research to date is inconclusive: somedbtreatment
might work with some sub-classes of subjects, but none alone can necessardy reduc
recidivism (Rice & G. T. Harris, 2003). Rice & Harris acknowledge tbghitive-
behavioral models are the most promising of those they reviewed, although they are not
convinced of its efficacy. Some conclude that recidivism rates for tretitedlers are
consistently lower than those for untreated (Marshall et al., 1999). Other sesfiew
research conclude that cognitive behavioral treatment is one of the mostefieadels
(in some cases along with medication) (Abel et al., 1992; Hall, 1995). This mdidel is
one most put-forth by treatment advocates and others have conducted studies that show
statistically significant positive outcomes (Janus, 2006, p. 53; Marshall et al., 1999, p.
158; Marshall & Barbaree, 1990; Pithers, 1990), and that offenders who received
treatment were more than half less likely to reoffend as those who did neh@ar

1999, p 158). Itis also worth noting that Marshall observes that for sex offendadyalre
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classified as “low risk”, that “the base rate of recidivism... is too lowltwaireatment

to have any demonstrable effect.” (Marshall et al., 1999, p. 157; Meloy, 2005). Others
have also argued that the particularly low base rate of sex offender revideviders
guantitative methods of prediction “virtually futile” (Meloy, 2005, p. 225). This is
particularly important given how many sex offenders are actuallgitéabas low risk —
they are already so unlikely to reoffend that there is little way tofigntly measure the
impact of treatment.

Unlike pharmacological models and hormonal therapy, cognitive-behavioral
therapy rests on the premise that the offender is capable of changing kimuaejh
conscious effort. Cognitive-behavioral approaches are the one most employed in
treatment programs for sex offenders. These approaches examine the underlyin
vulnerabilities that lead to cognitive processes which enable the individuahtoita
sexual offense, and attempt to help the individual build resilience through miag&mg t
aware of their thought processes and the social/emotional triggers to dexizadt s
behavior (Marshall et al., 1999). They help them develop social supports to counteract
loneliness and intimacy deficits (Marshall, 1989). That there is advo@uythis strand
of psychology for a cognitive behavioral approach to sex offenders is worth
underscoring. It points to a conviction among some professionals that sex offeaders a
capable of controlling their behavior — a perspective that stands in starkdzotdn to
the dominant stereotypes of the typical child molester as a compulsive mdnshenuld
be noted that no research to date demonstrates that sex offenders are incurable and
instead “repeatedly demonstrate that offenders have low rates ofisunidompared to

other offenders.” (Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 172).
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Il. The Moral Panic Perspective

The sex offender legislation in the 1990s has been described by Philip Jenkins as
one of several waves of “moral panics” around child molesters. The term ‘paoial
first came into use with the publicationfedlk Devils and Moral Pani¢gsStanley
Cohen’s 1960s study of “mods and rockers,” although the phrase was first coined by Jock
Young (Goode & Ben-Yehuda, 1994, p. 6) . Cohen’s analysis adopted Becker’s idea that
deviance is to a significant extent in the eye of the beholder, and focused exyemsivel
thereactionof the public to the activities of the mods and rockers. His analysis drew
attention to the key role that the media plays in framing issues. Cohen arguésaihat
the public is presented with a sudden and troubling event by the media, the response is to
try to make sense of it, and the tendency is to see the event as part of a larger picture
(Cohen, 2002, p. 137). Thus, reactions are less about the actual, concrete damage the
phenomenon may cause than they are about the articulation of a generalized threat that
must be contained. Extrapolating from Cohen’s work, Goode and Ben-Yehuda identify
five characteristics of moral panic many of which apply to the phenomenon of sex
offenders: 1. heightened concern; 2. increased hostility towards the group; 3. consensus
about the reality and extent of threat; 4. disproportionate concern and reaction to the
threat; and 5. volatile eruptions that quickly subside (Goode & Ben-Yehuda, 1994, p. 80)
Several key ideas are critical to the social constructionist and moral panic
approach to sex crimes. This perspective posits that increased reportageendiv
panic reflect how such problems are being culturally defined and do not reflect an

increase of incidence (Jenkins, 1998, p. 3). ALL sex offenses are constructed as such

22



(Jenkins, 1998, p. 4). The definitions of sexually appropriate and sexually criminal

behavior are subject to change and these changes have political and ideological

underpinnings. This approach does not deny that such things as molestation of children

take place, nor does it argue that there are no consequences to such incidences.
Constructionism means more than simple debunking. Although a constructionist
might challenge the factual claims used to support a particular cause, he or she
does not argue that the problem itself has no basis in reality. Child molestation
does occur and can cause severe physical and psychic damage; there are in fact
human predators who rape, mutilate, and kill children... the questions are why
issues perceived as social problems in particular times and places but notdn other
and what methods are used by groups and individuals to make and establish their
claims. In the case of child sexual abuse, the most important activist groups
include therapists and psychiatrists, criminal justice administrators, mw®me
groups, sexual reformers and libertarians, and moral traditionalists and
conservatives. A constructionist study examines the means by which their
respective views were projected, whether through the news media and popular
fiction or academic and professional discourses (ibid., p. 5)

For the purposes of this research, Jenkins’ constructionist analysis of the curre

“panic,” as well as the preceding waves, establishes the nature of thalatlimate

in which today’s sex offenders are defined and stigmatized. It posits thaitvthey

a time where they are conceived of as extremely dangerous threats tiy, smcie

compulsive and incurable.
In Moral Panic: Changing Concepts of the Child Molester in Amgil€®8),

Philip Jenkins argues that the US has seen three distinct waves of “panitd sex

crimes. These periods witness a proliferation of fictional media depictirrible sex

crimes as well as heightened public concern generated and representectynstns

news media stories. Jenkins argues that in three distinct historical parmitsotygical

image of the sex offender as a murderer and perpetrator of heinous actsategr@md

claims about the prevalence of sex offenses are greatly inflated. In reggaens rally
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for increased social control and politicians propose zero-tolerance ingiative
Historically these have eventually been over-turned in periods in which thehaanic
subsided.

In different historical eras social perceptions of the “child molester” hauagw
back and forth between two views. These can be broadly defined as panic on one end (in
which masses are concerned about violent sexual predators and consumed withtfears t
sexual molestation of children is widespread and extremely damaging totthg tac
tolerance on the other end (in which the dominant view is that sexual molestation of
children is not common, its effects mild, and the perpetrators are capable wf aefbr
remorse). During panics the offender is constructed as a monster, someathéerent
from the rest of the population and whose extreme psychopathology and sexual fixation
render him a menace that must be controlled at all costs. This view tends to become
dominant after a highly publicized and abominable sexual assault and murder of a child
perpetrated by a stranger. This viewpoint defines the offender as somdofiamat
tendencies” that cannot be modified. In contrast, during more tolerant eras therdomina
theory of the molester posits him as someone who is confused, who inflicts minimum
harm, and who is unlikely to reoffend after the trauma of having been caught and
sanctioned. Additionally, while minimizing harm to the victim, these theorighasize
childhood sexuality and cast the victim in a less passive role than the thedries tha
dominate panics. Although Jenkins describes how ideas about sex offenders wax and
wane and swing between two pendulums, he also clearly states that opposing views
coexist during the same historical moment. The difference is in the emphasis,

dominance, and volubility of one theory over another.
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a) the first wave of panic: the 1910s

Jenkins argues that prior to 1890 no coherent concept of a sexual offender had
been articulated (ibid., p. 20). The idea of “the pervert” gained credibility kngthige of
American psychiatry and the development of the psychiatric/medical cantepthe
psychopath as someone who may not be rabidly insane or psychotic, but who can commit
heinous crimes without “normal” feelings of remorse. Jenkins identifies thoelgeym
1908 to 1922 as the first panic in the US concerning sex offenders. During this time
muckrakers reported high rates of incidences of “corruption” of young boys by male
“perverts” (ibid, p.27) and in general the media contributed to the idea that
“homosexuality, pedophilia, incest or pederasty” was “commonplace” (ibid., p. 34).
Offenders were typically characterized as a fiend who was a “hdsfetive” existing
outside the community and “rather than as relatives or acquaintances, neighbors or
lodgers” (ibid., p. 37). This criminological era was dominated by the positivist penology
of Lombroso (ibid., p. 36) and laws were enacted that targeted the sex fiend or
psychopath. “Defectives were indefinitely committed to special and purportedly
noncriminal institutions, potentially for the rest of their lives.” Sigiaifity these laws
“involved a mixture of civil and criminal elements” (ibid., p. 41). This indicatesiafbel
that sex offenders require management beyond the scope of legal punishments, and must
be in some ways controlled by other civil institutions. In addition, 12 stategdnact
sterilization laws between 1907 and 1913 (ibid., p. 42). This era came to an end in the
1920s. Although eugenics retained validity among some scientists and does so today,
Jenkins argues that this paradigm fell into disfavor among many:

The ideas that gave rise to the statutes lost their edge: after 19206wiveggr
sophistication of the study of genetics made eugenics seem outdated, the end of
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mass immigration in 1924 reduced fears of rapid racial decline, and medical
advances assuaged fears of venereal diseases. In the explanation of griminali
biocriminality was first challenged and then largely displaced by psychodynam
and sociological theories. (ibid., 47)

b) The second wave of panic: the 1930s & 40s

In the late 1930s a number of highly publicized sex crimes with child victims
coincided with the height of a perceived crime wave that included child abductions, the
most famous being the Lindberg baby (ibid., p. 51). The FBI played a pivotal role in
promoting the sense of a national crisis, and then director J. Edgar Hoover “@agpulari
the image of sex offenders as predators” as part of its enforcement of reexakty
(ibid., 55). Spanning the 1940s this era withessed the publications of a vast array of lurid
fiction depicting threats of sex fiends (ibid., p. 56) and claims about sex psychopaths
increased dramatically in popular news media. For instance, Jenkins tagsthat ran
in theSaturday Evening Post the late 1940s: “Most of the sex killers are psychopathic
personalities. No one knows, or can even closely estimate, how many tens of thousands
of them are loose in the country today.” (ibid, p. 58). As in the previous panic,
homosexuals, who were already subject to “vice purges,” were particaffatyed by
exaggerated claims (ibid., p. 62). This panic included the

great expansion in the use of medical concepts and terminology in the criminal

justice system. During the late 1940s, police agencies imported psychiatric

experts and academics to provide orientation to the whole world of sexual
perversion and crime...
A number of states passed “sexual psychopath laws” between 1937 and 1940 that
allowed for the indefinite commitment of those who committed sexually define@<ri

to mental institutions. Although challenged on constitutional grounds, they were uphel

and over 13 states instituted these statutes (ibid., p. 80-82). In addition, cities like New
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York and Chicago developed registries for keeping track of released offertaldrsp(

80). Each state varied in the implementation of their sex psychopath laws,vierteall

based on the idea that the offender had a compulsive form of psychopathy and that minor
sex crimes would eventually escalate to far more serious offenses (ibid.spe&@dso

Zilney & Zilney: 66-71)

The panic of the 1930s and 40s gradually lost momentum as the country ended the
Second World War. Many of the statues had been fueled by a renewed interest in the
eugenics movement, which fell into disfavor when the public learned about Nazi
practices (Jenkins, 1998, p. 84)

c) the liberal era

The period from 1958 to 1976 was characterized by major cultural upheavals in
political, academic, and professional arenas. During this era thereigm@fieant
movements towards “decriminalization, decarceration, and deinstitutitora@iiZgtbid.,

p. 95; see also Zilney and Zilney, pp. 77-78). This period marked a reversalesttit
toward sex offenders. The civil rights movement drew attention to judicialicgash

the South where sex crimes were particularly sensationalized and heaglyceenivhen

the perpetrator was black and the victim white (Jenkins, 1998, p. 95). The concept of the
“child molester” -- as opposed to “sex psychopath” emerged. This new terminology
indicated minor, non violent and non-invasive “interferences” (ibid., 98). The offenses,
such as fondling, became viewed as signs of “immaturity or confusion” rather than
depravity (ibid.). During this time the profile of the pedophile changed as weheRat

than compulsive and perverted, people attracted to children were constructedregsuffe

from “arrested development, their misdeeds resembled sex play betweealsiaah
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and involved fondling, petting, or manipulating” (ibid., p. 102). Researchers stressed that
sexual intercourse was rare in cases involving pedophilia (ibid.). In additiea, the
offenses were seen as causing little if any harm to victims (ibid., p. 104nnBepin

the late 50s the academic fields of sociology and criminology developed radical
perspectives that altered the way psychiatric and carceral instiligaiioan were viewed

and which effected changes in the legal system (ibid., p. 109). Many laws governiing se
crimes were seen as based in puritanical moral codes and statutes aganaenon

sexual crimes were overturned. The sex psychopath laws of the 1940s that allowed for
the civil commitment of repeat of offenders were overturned during thisajemi-
psychiatry era in which the public became aware of the abusive conditions in mental
institutions (ibid.).

d) precursor to panic: the rise of the child protection movement.

The rise of the child protection movement from the late 70s to the mid 80s
generated fears about children’s wellbeing which culminated in a panidiregahild
pornography, internet stalking, childcare abuse, and ritual abuse. This era laid the
foundation for the panic of the 1990s around child molesters. National concern about
child sexual abuse grew out of a growing concern with child abuse in general. Sexual
abuse of children was easily enfolded into a morality issue for conserpatitreians
taking family values stances against pornography (ibid., p. 121). As the feminist
movement mobilized it brought national attention to rape, framing the crime as a
pervasive issue in patriarchal culture. This movement raised awareness ofsvome
harassment and victimization, and lead to the establishment of national rdgéasise

(ibid. p. 125). The “movement against child abuse in these years was a direct dutgrowt
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of the campaign against rape, which formulated the concepts and vocabulary tlklat woul
become integral to the child-protection ideology.” (ibid.).

The issue of child sexual abuse gained momentum in the media and was often
referred to as an “epidemic” (ibid.138). Moving away from the incestuous pe¢gpetra
who was the focus of many feminist books, the media eventually refocused on tree threat
posed by the stranger, who was once again portrayed as a compulsive predator (ibi
189).

The child protection movement is a vast enterprise with many claimsmakkers a
moral entrepreneurs seeking recognition for their cause through the Besial(©990, p.
14). Since industrialization there has been a growing concern about the wellbeing of
children and the construction of the “child-victim” “runs through the history of icae
social reform, and has expressed itself as concern about “sexual psych@pathgs.
5). In addition, by the late 70s the definition of “abuse” was greatly expanded aed gai
greater currency as a pervasive threat (ibid., p. 67). Specific fears ttboges
predators were fanned by inflated statistics regarding incidencégdabductions
(ibid., p. 29). Readers’ Digesteported that “thousands of missing children are murdered
each year” when actually “it's closer to one hundred.” (Kincaid, 1998, p. 76).
Representative Paul Simon of Illinois has proclaimed that “’the most corngervat
estimate is that 50,000 young people disappear each year because of stranger gidnappin
— actually it's two to three hundred.” (ibid., p. 78). In one instance a figure provided by
the Center for Missing and Exploited Children of between four thousand and twenty
thousand stranger kidnappings a year (quite a range), was bloated to fifty thousand, whe

in fact the FBI only investigated fifty-three cases (ibid.).

29



The third (and final) panic: the 1990s

Jenkins argues that the third panic around child molesters may in fact be enduring.
By the late 1980s the idea that child molesters are compulsive recidivistangéh |
numbers of victims was firmly cemented in the national culture (Jenkins, 1998, p. 189)
Sex crimes were taken far more seriously by the courts and the numbersceratear
sex offenders rose sharply in the end of the decade (Jenkins cites a 47% incnease f
1988 to 1990 [ibid., p. 190]). Sex crimes were attributed to severe personality disorders
not amendable to treatment and the phrase “serial pedophile” entered the lexetpn (ibi
Sex offenders became

an obsessive focus of media and political discussion, quite out of proportion to the

frequency of such offending, or to the amount of harm it does when compared to

more structural forms of injury and neglect, such as child poverty, poor health
care, or parental child abuse. The pedophile is typically represented aodanger
driven, unreachable — an unreformable creature who poses a grave risk to our
most innocent, vulnerable victims: our children. Like most of the modern world’s
dangers, the pedophile lurks unseen in our daily environment, his “otherness”

concealed beneath his apparent normality.” (Garland, 2001a, pp. 136-137)

The 1990s heralded a number of legislative initiatives pertaining to sex offenders
in the community that strove to reveal and make visible their “otherness.” lioaddit
stricter monitoring of offenders on probation and parole, these initiatives #iceilaaly
innovative in that they mandate monitoring beyond the length of the criminal seimence
the form of registration and community notification. These practices orgina@a
cultural climate that included heightened media attention for heinous crimesttednmi
by sex offenders, in an era that Jenkins describes as the last and lastingamioral
around child molesters

Jenkins argues that the cycles of legislation and panic have stalled inrdre cur

era and that the current ideas about child abuse and child molestation have a “durable
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quality.” (Jenkins, 1998, p. 232). He observes that while certain claims about recovered
memory of incest were denounced in the early 90s, rather than heralding waeiagti
in the problem of child abuse, the concern shifted to the stranger predator (ibid., p. 233).
Jenkins identifies a number of developments that make in unlikely that the cumient pa
will diminish. These include expansion of the range of mental health services, ppvide
and third party payers (ibid., p. 234) and the effectiveness of focusing attention on sex
crime laws while minimizing social welfare needs and policies (ibid., p. 23Bkin3e
concludes:
In the mid-1990s, the federal lawmakers most enthusiastic for predatbestat
and Internet regulation showed themselves equally determined to cut social
welfare programs in ways that would increase the poverty of children and
families, despite the predictable effects on juvenile crime, substance abdse,
domestic violence...

Predators, psychopaths, and pedophiles represent a very minor component
of the real sexual issues faced by children, while even sexual threats must
considered alongside many other dangers arising from physical violence,
environmental damage, and the myriad effects of pervasive poverty. During the
twentieth century, however, such dangerous outsiders have attracted a vastly
disproportionate share of official attention, precisely because they nepitese
easiest targets for anyone wishing, however sincerely, to protect ohifirid.,

p. 238).

The moral panic perspective adopted by Philip Jenkins establishes that we live i
a culture of fear regarding child molesters, and looks at the history of thu|zartear.
Although moral panic arguments have embedded in them problems regarding what is and
IS not an appropriate response to the instances of the behavior in question, the aspect of
Jenkins’ work most significant to this research is not whether or not the lawsfied,
but that today’s sex offenders live in a world where people are panicked about them

The public is still consuming images of the stranger predator while convictedlirals’

lives are monitored according to laws enacted during the height of this panic.
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[ll. Current Sex Crime Policy

a) Probation and parole

Most sex offenders processed in the criminal justice system are on pmajratio
parole. This means they are serving a criminal sentence within their coneswiitle
under the care of the department of corrections (“Center for Sex Offeraateageiment”;
Janus, 2006, p. 47; Terry, 2006, p. 166). "Most convicted sex offenders at some point
will be under the supervision of either probation or parole, with approximately 6(hperce
of sex offenders receiving probation sentences." (Terry, 2006. p. 166; see als&Zilney
Zilney, 2009, p. 111). Like other convicted criminals under these forms of supervision,
they must report regularly to probation/parole officers, and conform to a nawhber
specified conditions, violations of which result in (re)incarceration. These morgddan
be minor, or can involve the use of electronic monitoring devices and house arrest. For
sex offenders these conditions often include participation in a treatment program
addition, many sex offenders are not allowed contact with children, are essagto
where and when they may travel, are restricted from the consumption of alcolel @r
drugs, are not allowed access to the Internet, and may not own any kind of CEenegra
2006, p. 174). Sex offenders on probation or parole are subject to random home visits by
their probation or parole officer who examines the home environment to determine
whether the offender is violating his conditions or engaging in deviant sexwalyacti
(ibid). They may be encouraged to look for the presence of certain items thateitickcat
offender is attempting to lure children such as puppies or kittens, video games, or foods

usually only consumed by children (ibid.). They may look for evidence of pedophilic-
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behavior, such as magazines or catalogues depicting children, cameras,my sport
equipment (ibid.).

Many states impose residency restriction laws on sex offenders ofedd, le
barring them from living anywhere from 500 to 2,500 feet from places such as
schools, playgrounds, etc. (CSOM) (although there is no evidence that these laws
impact reoffense rates, [ibid.]). At least 18 states passed this kind of law in 2006
(Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 130). New York State sex offender
laws do not include residency restrictions, but leave this to the discretion of
municipalities. Currently, 36 of New York State’s 62 counties have some form of
residency restriction.

Finally, some states mandate "chemical castration”. In 1996 Califorrsedoas
law that requires sex offenders with more than one conviction who victimized a
minor to take hormone-suppressing drugs as a condition of probation or parole
(Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 93). Three other states havelpasse
similar acts and 28 others introduced similar bills. Chemical castratios tefthe
use of “anti-androgen” hormones to dramatically reduce libido and render the
offender impotent. The drug, medroxyprogesterone acetate, known as MPA or the
brand name Depo-Provera, currently used as a birth control method for women, is
injected into offenders every few months. It has also been used to in cert@ial cli
settings to treat men with excessively high sex drives and intrusive santasiés.
MPA does not have FDA approval as chemical castration. It is not approved to
induce impotence. At the same time, it is not considered an experimental drug and

can thus be used for “unlabeled indications”. In men, MPA reduces or eliminates the
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production of testosterone in the testicles and adrenal glands and keeps it at
extremely low levels in the blood stream. It suppresses erections, efatikatd

erotic thoughts. (Miller, 2003; A. J. Petrosino & C. Petrosino, 1999; Spalding, 1998).
Although studies are not conclusive regarding rearrest, some indicate that @gbmbine
with behavioral therapy these drugs may help reduce the risk of relapskofy

1990; Grubin, 2000; Rosler & Witzum, 2000), particularly with subjects that exhibit
“paraphilic manifestations” (Rosler & Witzum, 2000).

b) New sex offender laws: registration/notification and civil commitment

The laws passed in the 1990s pertain to both offenders under correctional
supervision (in addition to the conditions described above), and those who have served
their sentence. These requirements can be in place for ten years to éfejidgmn the
criminal behavior and the jurisdiction.

The first action in the spate of legislation passed during the 1990s was passed in
Washington State in 1990, and affects all sex offenders, regardless of whethee they a
probation or parole, or whether they have completed their criminal sentences. The
Washington Community Protection Act was a legislative initiative edeigit response to
the depraved sexual assaults, mutilations, and murders of young boys comynitted b
repeat offender Earl Shriner (Janus, 2006, p. 14; Jenkins, 1998, p. 183; Terry, 2006, p.
183; Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 84). Although Shriner had verbalized
his plans to commit heinous crimes upon his release from a decade long prisoresentenc
the community had no way to contain or manage him or to protect themselves. The
Community Protection Act contains provisions for law enforcement agencies to provide

information about released sexual offenders to members of the community, punishing
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them “as much for their predicted future dangerousness as for the spetdifiata
brought them into contact with the criminal justice system” (Jenkins, 1998, p. 191).
Within five years similar laws were adopted in five states and were oodsideration
in forty others. During these years another child murderer in Washingtensist
making national news. Executed in 1993 for the sexual assault and murders of three
young boys, Wesley Alan Dodd spent his time on death row giving interviewsragtail
his crimes and presenting himself as “utterly cold-blooded, the epitome of theaseercil
and unapologetic predator of small children.” (ibid., p. 193). His case was featutesl on t
front page of thé&lew York Timesan episode of CBS48 Hours and a PB%rontline
documentary titled “Monsters Among Us.” (ibid.). During this time the worddater”
entered debates in the legislature, although Jenkins points out “it had no legal meaning.”
Rather it is a “metaphor: a predatory animal is one that survives by huntingtargd e
other animals” (ibid.). These high profile cases re-focused national attentioe lome,
unattached offender, as opposed to the intra-familial one. This type of danger was the
focus of a number of television movies in the late 80s and early 90s (ibid., p. 195).

In 1994 the federal government passed the Jacob Wetterling Act within its Violent
Crime Control and Enforcement Act. This legislation established funds for tetates
maintain a registry of individuals convicted of sex crimes against childndnyas
passed in response to the kidnapping of a 12-year old boy by a released sex offender
(Jenkins, 1998; KlaasKids, 2009; A. J. Petrosino & C. Petrosino, 1999; Terry, 2006, p.
184; Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 85). Although they vary from state to
state, registration laws require the offender to provide identifying intovmto law

enforcement agencies. This typically includes their name, address, photographs,
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fingerprints, and their criminal record (CSOM). The purpose of sex offendstregigin
is to facilitate law enforcement’s investigation of new sex crime©{@)S In 1996,
President Bill Clinton amended the popular 1994 crime bill mandating that adl state
establish registries “or risk losing federal funding for state and lasaéhforcement”
(Jones, 1999; Terry, 2006, p. 184). In 1997 a national database and monitoring system
was established. The wave of legislation continued into the new century, and dg recent
as 2006 President Bush signed the Adam Walsh Child Protection and Safety Act which
“requires the US Justice Department to create a publicly accest#ledt-based
national sex offender database that allows users to specify a search nrafisstate
lines” (KlaasKids, 2009). Placing himself in “the forefront of the moveragatnst sex
predators,” President Clinton was able to counter accusations that he was soft on
“traditional morality and family values” (Jenkins, 1998, p. 198)

However, the hallmark of these initiatives which marked a cultural mmiiest
was New Jersey’s Megan’s Law which was passed quickly in response tatdde br
rape and murder of 7-year-old Megan Kanka at the hands of released sex offender,
Jimmy Timmendequas (Jenkins, 1998, p. 138; Terry, 2006, p. 35; Laura J. Zilney &
Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 86). The outcry following the case went far beyond
criticism of any one agency, and New Jersey legislators introduced s cfdids
within months of the murder, ‘rushing to vote without first holding customary
hearings or even working out some details™ (Jenkins, 1998, p. 138). Modeled after
the Washington State law, this statute mandated registration of relessetbos.
Its significance, however, lies in the fact that Megan’s Law highlightedraority

notification: the distribution of information contained in the registries to the
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community about released offenders (Tewksbury & Lees, 2006, p. 311). With the
passing of this law, community notification “quickly acquired the status of a national
movement.” and within two years was passed in 35 states (Jenkins, 1998, p. 138).
Currently all states have a version of Megan’s Law.

The implementation of Megan’s Law varies from state to state. Diffesenc
include the length of registration, methods of notification, and methods of risk
assessment (Finn, 1997; Terry, 2006, p. 189). In general, upon release into the
community the offender is assigned a risk level (or tier) based on variossrasse
measures. Levels range from low, moderate, and high risks posed to the community,
and these categories determine the extent to which he will be monitored.

Significantly, there is no “zero” risk — that is, in spite of official statsstvhich

indicate that sex offenders in general have a relatively low likelihood of atimgmi
another sex offensall sex offenders are defined in terms of posing a positive risk to
the community. All convicted offenders are defined as dangerous.

Community notification can include maintaining an internet database of
information about the offender, providing information to callers of a 1-800 number, and
sending announcements and flyers to various agencies, community groups, and schools
(Jenkins, 1998, p. 138; Terry, 2006, p. 192; Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p.
118). States differ as far as the criteria for applying the law; whoblesttes the criteria;
who determines if an offender meets the criteria; who conducts notificatioh; wha
constitutes notification; who is notified; etc (Finn, 1997). In Ohio a bill was intraduce

mandating that sex offenders be issued different colored license plates(Acta, and
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Legislation 128th General Assembly of the State of Ohio”; Laura J. Zilneg#&Anne
Zilney, 2009, p. 120). Furthermore,

a judge can even request that the offender wear a “distinctive garb” that wil

readily identify him as a sex offender (Cooper, 1998), in the manner of the

yellow star or hat donned by Jews in the principalities of Medieval Europe

and Hitler's Germany. (Wacquant, 2001; p20)

In addition,

In some states, highway billboard signs post the sex offender’'s name, address

and photo under a caption reading something like “Beware: Sex Offender

Lives Near You” (Moreno 1997). In other locales, residents can receive a

notification in the mail with the sex offender’s name and picture listed. In

other jurisdictions, such as Delaware, the defendant’s driver’s license

contains a special mark designating him/her as a sexual offender. (Meloy

2006, p. 38)

New York State adopted it's version of Megan’s Law (SORA) in 1996 and its
provisions are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5. As of December 2088, ther
were 673,989 registered sex offenders in the United States (“sex-offenol@dfija
with 28,017 living in New York State (“New York State Division of Criminal Justice
Services”).

Registration and community notification laws are historically, cultyciid
politically significant because they not only apply to offenders in the commuhityare
under law enforcement supervision (such as probationers and parolees), but also to those
who have served their sentences. These laws provide for the continued community and
law enforcement supervision of offenders within the community, essentially ingp@si
quasi civil status on them that means even if they have served their senteraze stadly

denied the full privileges of citizenship. (The constitutionality of these kewe been

consistently upheld (Terry, 2006, pp. 197-200) and will be discussed in greater detail
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later in this chapter). In effect, Megan’s Law can be seen as imposing sentence on
offenders that is served in conjunction with the term of their criminal sentencsl asw
for a highly significant length of time following the completion of the crimsaitence
(ten years to life). Thus sex offenders are assigned a “speciallydddesal status that
allows the state to treat them in ways that no other person can be treated. Sexual
predators are relegated, as it were, to a ‘reduced-rights zone’ (Janus, 2006, p. 5).
Although contested by some legal scholars and the occasional journaligt 2D&, p.
201), community notification was widely popular among all demographic segments and
both major political parties. Jenkins argues that
Community surveillance... had few precedents in Anglo-American law, tt lea
not since the days when thieves, adulterers, and blasphemers were branded or
otherwise mutilated in order that they be indentifiable by their crimes. The
departure was seen as justified by the extreme harm caused by offenders, thei
immunity to reform or treatment, and the ubiquitous danger posed to the nation’s
children. A sex offender, however nonviolent his crime, was felt to cause a far
more immediate menace than the mugger, robber, murderer, confidencerfrickste
or corporate polluter, who were not subject to like restrictions.
In addition to Megan’s Law states have passed their own laws also named after
martyred children including the Polly Klaas “three-strikes” law inf@Galia, also
passed in 1994 (Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 89) and Florida’s
Jessica Lunsford Act which provides for mandatory sentencing and electroni
surveillance of offenders (ibid., p. 91). In addition to the Adam Walsh act, national

legislation includes the “Amber Alert” to broadcast the news about missingeshildr

(ibid., p. 89).

In concert with registration/community notification acts, the 1990s saw the

passing of sexually violent predator (SVP) acts that allow for the civil coment of sex
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offenders who have served their sentence. These laws require a findingesftal”
abnormality" for the offender to be committed to a forensic psychiatric instituntil he

is deemed no longer a threat, thus rendering any sex offense conviction a possible lif
sentence. Again Washington State spearheaded this movement, including provisions for
civil commitment in its 1990 Community Protection Act. Eighteen other states have
since passed similar laws, including New York where the Sex Offender Maeagana
Treatment Act was signed in 2007, allowing for the “ongoing supervision and custody of
sex offenders upon the expiration of their criminal sentences”. Variatyostate

concern such issues as how a “Sexually Violent Predator” is defined, the length of
commitment, and the facilities for incapacitating them (Fitch & Hamrae03;

Lacoursier, 2003; Lieb, 2003; Terry, 2006, pp. 210-211). In general, a prosecuting
attorney must decide to petition for the commitment of an individual to be released who
has committed a sexually violent act who may also be considered to have a "mental
abnormality” (and/or in some cases a "personality disorder"). A courtrdeésyif there

is probable cause, and psychiatric evaluation and observation takes placea After
"qualified mental health professional” certifies that there is a mabtedrmality, a bench
trial is held (Fitch & Hammen, 2003, p. 30). Offenders are usually committed to a
facility operated by a department of health and social services untilrheg@amed no
longer dangerous, although they are not entitled to psychiatric treatmentifor the
particular "mental abnormality” (Morse, 2003, p. 166). As of March 2007,
approximately 2,700 sex offenders were being confined in the US under SVP statutes
(Davey & Goodenough, 2007). Since these laws have been enacted “only a small

fraction of committed offenders” have been released (ibid.).
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¢) constitutional issues

Megan’s Law and civil commitment (as well as chemical castration artnesi
restrictions) have been challenged on constitutional grounds, and the courts have
consistently upheld their constitutionality. Although hundreds of cases have gone
through the legislature, the overarching issues concern whether or not theseesage
forms of punishment; if they are, then they may be unconstitutional on grounds that as
such they violate a number of rights, including but not limited to due process, double
jeopardy, anex post fact@nd cruel and unusual punishment. Due process refers to a
defendant’s right to a fair trial that does not infringe on fundamental “libeeyasts”
(Kamoie, Teitelbaum, & Rosenbaum, 2003) ; double jeopardy refers to the right not to be
tried or punished twice for the same crirag;post fact@rounds refers to the right not to
be retroactively punished based on new laws; and cruel and unusual punishment refers to
any form of punishment that can be argued is inhumane or violates basic human dignity.
All of these constitutional rights refer to how the state mayishoffenders. If Megan’s
Law is viewed as punishment per se, offenders can argue their cases on these grounds.
However, the courts have argued that these measures are “remedial” and not; punitive
they are designed to protect the community, not punish the offender.

The precedent for Megan’s Law is New Jers&@ce v. Poritz(1995) (Terry,
2006, p. 179):

The court said that the purpose of [registration/community notification laws] i

protect society from convicted sex offenders, and that the Constitution does not

prevent society from employing such preventative measures... so long as the

means of protection are reasonably designed only for the purpose of prevention
and are not designed to punish. (ibid.)
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Other examples of the numerous cases where the constitutionality of Megan’s
has been upheld includmith v. Dog€2003) (Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009,
p. 121) in AlaskaConnecticut v. Do€2003) (Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009,
p. 122) andV v. Vernierd1997) (“Constitution Law, Double Jeopardy and Ex Post
Facto Clauses. Third Circuit Holds that Notification Requirement of Megaw Dloges
Not Constitute Punishment. EB v. Verniero 119 F. 3d 1077 (3rd Cir. 1997),” Harvard
Law Review, 1998). The courts argued that due process was not violated in spite of the
fact that the individual liberty of the offenders is undermined by registratibin¢ation
policies (Kamoie et al., 2003), that the deterrent element and shaming factor ca
constitute punishment, and that the fact that the notification scheme involves
classification based on past behavior can also be seen as punishment for that behavior
(ibid.) (Risk assessment measures will be discussed later in this chiggn’s Law
is essentially “regulatory” and the decisiorSmith vs. Doelaimed that “humiliation is
a collateral consequence of a valid regulation” (Janus, 2006, p. 21). In Connecticut the
Supreme Court also ruled “that the posting of photographs of convicted sexual offenders
online is constitutional, as these laws were not deemed a barrier to an individual's

personal freedom” (Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 122)

The precedent for civil commitment laws (Sexually Violent Predator)levs
Kansas v. Hendrick&l997) (Cornwell, 2003; Jonathan Simon, 1998; Terry, 2006, pp.
213-216; Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 135). In this case a sighifica
ruling regarding the civil commitment of the generally mentally ilfwaed as an
argument for the unconstitutionality of the SVP lawsFanicha vs. Louisianthe court

ruled against “detaining persons who have been acquitted of a crime by reasanitf ins
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who are no longer mentally ill, but who may pose a danger to the community” (Zanini,
1997). The Court decided that such an act violated due process because “the deprivation
of liberty of a person who is dangerous but not mentally ill is punitive rather than
remedial and can only occur within the traditional context of the criminal system
(Zanini, see also Janus 37) However, sexually violent predator legislatsoargend the
actual issue of insanity or mental illness with the critical clause “rhaibteormality” (a
broad category that includes pedophilia). Although it can and is subject to scnainy a
interpretation, this phrase allowed the Supreme Cowtainsas vs. Hendricke rule that
civil commitment is not punitive but remedial — even if there is no existing traafore
the offender’s condition. Arguing that the broad interpretation of the term “menta
abnormality” gives states excessive power in civilly detaining offend@rnwell states:
In permitting the postincarceration civil detention of mentally disordered
offenders, the majority opinion [ikansas v. Hendricksised sweeping language
that, standing alone, appears to give states unbridled discretion to define mental
illness with such breadth that most, if not all, dangerous social outcasts could be
taken off the streets and deposited into state psychiatric hospitals. The
unavailability of treatment for their mental abnormality likewise asractbarrier
to confinement because, under that opinion’s reasoning, civil incapacitation
justifies the detention of the dangerous mentally disordered whether or not they
are amenable to therapeutic interventions. (Cornwell, 2003, p. 208)
Critics observe that the phrase “mental abnormality” “is highly subjeatideopen to
interpretation.” (Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 138). Zilney and Yilne
argue that the Hendricks decision “emphasized the power of the state to protect the
community over individual liberty and the constitutional protections of this lilerty
(ibid., p. 136). Furthermore, “the permanence of sex offenders’ commitmealséve

construction of the sex offender... as an irredeemable subject that must be ddparate

the community” irrevocably (Spencer, 2009, p. 227).
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In one form or another, these laws each serve to sever the offender from the
community by subjecting him to standards and conditions that don’t apply to other
criminals. Although they have served their sentence and should be reinstatedthély i
community, they are denied civil rights and subject to civic management in ways tha
mark them as an outsider. The SVP laws apply to severe offenders and dotist direc
affect the majority of today’s convicted sex offenders. However, it isyngighificant
that the current legal landscape in which they live upholds the constitutiondatyof
that deny them the same rights as other citizens. They are legally, and culturally
marked as outsiders from the community.

d) criticisms of Megan’s Law

Megan'’s Law is designed to protect society from the “stranger predatat,”
there is little reason to think that community notification will have much impact on
preventing the majority of sex crimes which occur between people who akeady
each other (Winick, 2003a, p. 218; Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 83).
These laws target people who pose little safety risk to the communitya(\etpy,
2006, p. 41) and affect the majority of offenders who are least at risk for recidivating
(ibid. p. 43). In addition to this issue and the constitutional issues raised, the policies
have also been critiqued on numerous practical grounds, including:

e draining local law enforcement’s resources (Finn, 1997);

e logistical difficulties with implementation (ibid.);

¢ intensifying the difficulty of reintegrating ex-offenders into the
community and imposing anti-therapeutic conditions (Levenson,

D'Amora, & Hern, 2007; Tewksbury & Lees, 2006; Winick, 2003b);
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e relying on “static” diagnostic and clinical tools and assuming experts can
predict future behavior (Hanson, 2003, p. 71);

e inappropriate application to people who have not committed an offense
against a person (i.e. visiting a child-pornography website, or consensual
homosexual encounters, homosexual “cruising” in public places; public
urination) (Jones, 1999);

e increasing public anxiety (Jones, 1999; Lotke, 1997; Winick, 2003b);

e promoting vigilantism (Jenkins, 1998; McGuicken & Brown, 2001,
Mcalinden 2006, Meloy, 2006);

e unjust application to juvenile offenders (Zimring, 2004);

e (generating a host of “collateral” consequences for offenders (Lewvens
al., 2007; Tewksbury & Lees, 2006);

Finally, there is little evidence that community notification actuallpsieommunity
members protect themselves from sex offenders. Studies to date have not shown any
demonstrable effects in reducing sex offenses (Zgoba & Bachar, 2009).

The following discussion addresses risk assessment measures, theeekésstof
community notification in preventing further sex crimes, and the impact of thesepoli
on offenders.

All states employ some method of determining risk levels to sex offendées in t
community, whether they are on probation and parole or have served their criminal
sentence. States vary in the types of instruments they use to determinéhiskyve
simply assigning risk categories based simply on the categoryeofsef{such as

Delaware), while others employ more complex classification sys{@erry, 2006, p.
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191). Many states, such as New York and New Jersey, employ actuarisireesges
instruments (ibid.). Although more complex than the Delaware system, theaengrsis
heavily weight “static” variables such as the single variable in than2ee method.

These include items such as the nature of the crime, the age of victim, andrderddfe
prior criminal history (Static-99). These variables will remain consktaatughout time,

and essentially impose a further sentence on the offender based on the elethents of
crime for which he was convicted (Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 34).
Over-reliance on static measures is considered problematic by sseaecteers (Meloy,
2006, p. 23). In his meta-analysis of risk assessment instruments, Hanson (2003) argues
that “all of the risk scales commonly used with sexual offenders contained pnaddn
static factors”. Although research has shown that static variableateffective in
predicting the risk of another violent crime (Hanson, 2003), instruments have been
criticized for not integrating more dynamic variables, such as emplostaos,

progress in treatment, strength of social networks, etc (Hanson & A. F2908).

Hanson concludes that static scales can “identify a small group of highfasklefs for
whom the probability of eventual recidivism in greater than 50%” (Hanson, 2003, p. 71).
Yet the assignment of risk levels applies to the entire population of sex offendeustnot |
this small group. Others have noted that heterogeneity of sex offenders and blasdow
rate of incidence renders most risk assessment techniques unreliaiim (Z000).

These scales “overestimate risk” and tend to produce “false positivesa(lLaZilney &

Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 39). Hanson argues that because our knowledge of dynamic
risk factors is limited, we have developed methods that are somewhat eféctive

identifying the few dangerous offenders, but can not determine when (the majbrity
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offenders are safe. He reminds us that “not all sex offenders reoffend, and éwaskhig
offenders can change their ways” (Hanson, 2003, p. 72). Other critics have suggested
using a multi-tier system.

A larger number of tiers... would provide more meaningful opportunities for

individuals to change tiers and a corresponding increase in the incentive for them

to attempt to do so by controlling their behavior and accepting and responding

effectively to treatment interventions. (Winick, 2003b, p. 224)
However, the widespread use of static evaluation instruments contributes tena sys
focused on the bureaucratic management of entire categories ofrffoffeaders in the
community rather than on the development of more effective individualized programs.

Megan’s Law is intended to “restrict a past offender’s opportunity to viotimi
more children through increased surveillance and awareness of his prédenes’,
1999) . Itis based on the assumption that with knowledge of the ex-offender’s identity,
the community will be able to do something to protect itself from potentiamiaation.
However, so far there have been few “statistics or outcome measures supherting t
concept that community notification in and of itself reduces the risk of sex offender
reoffense” (ibid.) and its effectiveness has not been unequivocally demonstrated — an
important fact when one considers thgnificantlyless than half of convicted offenders
are likely to reoffend. There are few studies that indicate that Megaw snakes
communities any safer (Meloy, 2006, p. 43).

In fact, recent studies point to a variety of problems with the law’s efficAcy.
study on the potential effectiveness of Megan’s law, published in 1999, “The Public
Safety Potential of Megan’s Law in Massachusetts: An Assessment ffample of

Criminal Sexual Psychopaths” by Anthony and Carolyn Petrosino, trackededlsex

offenders (in a state that at the time did not require community notification) and
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attempted to determine which new crimes could have been prevented if Megan’s Law
had been in place. Their research indicates that community notification would kave be
likely to have very little, if any, real impact on one’s ability to protect ®children from
stranger predators. Of 136 “criminal sexual psychopaths” who were released only 12
went on to commit a sex offense against a stranger. After scrutinizingt#le deéthese
incidents, the authors concluded that in only four of these incidents would Megan’s Law
have had a “good probability” of getting information to the victims. Although out of 136
offenders, these four represent approximately 3% of the sample, for mamsviayhts
advocates this would still justify the policies. However, actually preegtiti& crime in
those cases

would have been dependent on police using an effective notification

method and the eventual victim receiving it. For example, the victims

would have either had to be home when police went door-to-door, had

access to and watched local cable television as offender information was

broadcast, attended community meetings, bought the correct newspaper,

or studied the poster on bulletin boards. (A. J. Petrosino & C. Petrosino,

1999, p. 150)
In other words, in order to work the way it is intended to work, the system would not only
have to be operating at optimum level, but chance would have to intervene as well.
Furthermore the victim would have to act effectively with this knowledge, and othe
studies have shown that in fact people do not know what they are supposed to do with the
provided information (Zevitz & Farkas, 2000). It is also worth observing that althoug
Megan'’s Law is based on the premise that offenders commit crimes neawvtheir

residence, there is nothing in the statute to prevent an offender from going to another

neighborhood to victimize someone.
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A survey study on the actual (as opposed to the projected) impact of community
notification in Wisconsin found a number of problems with community notification
meetings held by local law enforcement (ibid.). The public was unclear as to plosgur
of the meetings and most people thought that they were gathering to discuss how to
remove the offender from the neighborhood or how to prevent him from moving in.
Rather than empowering the community, information about the presence of sex sffender
only increased public anxieties (Winick, 2003b, p. 217; Zevitz & Farkas, 2000; Laura
Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 122). Thus, even if one does not question the
premise of community notification, little research demonstrates thasiaccomplished
what it is intended to (although one study found that community notification reduked ris
of re-arrest for dangerous high risk offenders (Level Ill) (Duwe & Don2dg8).
Researchers in New Jersey have found that since 1994 Megan’s Law has had no
demonstrable effect in reducing sex crimes (Zgoba & Bachar, 2009).

In addition to critiques of community notification, a number of researchers and
journalists have argued that the registries contain incomplete informationeaditfiault
to reliably maintain (Tewksbury & Lees, 2006; Welchans, 2005) It is particularly
difficult to verify the residency of an offender no longer on probation or parole.

A critique of Megan’s Law particularly worth noting in the context of this stady i
the impact of registration and community notification on offenders themselves. Most
research in this area is concerned with recidivism rates. However, sonestiavie
pointed to the significant anti-therapeutic affects of these policies oestrefender in
the community (Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 123). Although it may not

be effective in preventing further sexual assaults on children, Megan'snay be very
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effective in expressing the community’s hostility to the former sex offendegan’s

Law will assure that the released offender is returned to “a hostéetingg community

that often has been influenced by the media,” (Jones, 1999), expressing retributige just

at the expense of reintegration (Mcalinden, 2006). However, many cliniciarestheg

community support is a key component in helping released offenders avoid re-affendin
A person who has once committed a sex crime needs more than anything else
to learn to function normally in the community. The best path is to help
offenders cope with their various problems... Ostracism following public
notification may exacerbate these problems and increase the risk ofseoffe
Rejection by the community may lead people to despair of ever living a
normal life, and such hopelessness can undermine attempts to conform to
community standards, driving people inwards... (Lotke, 1997)

These policies are not designed to reintegrate the offender, but rather to mask him

visibly as possible as a threat. In so doing they are counter productive taraewbrk

of rehabilitation (Winick, 2003b, p. 219) The likelihood that neighbors will avoid or

distance themselves from known offenders and that prospective employers witenot

them can have negative social and psychological consequences (ibid.). The “continued

shaming and stigmatization” inherent in registration/notification charaeseoffenders

as deviants to be
ostracized by the community in ways that may seem impossible to overcome. By
denying them a variety of employment, social, and educational opportunities, the
sex offender label may prevent these individuals from starting a new life and
making new acquaintances, with the result that if may be extremelydific
them to discard their criminal patterns. Furthermore... [these laws] may produce
anger in the discharged offender, further norm deviance, and, in extreme cases,
even physical violence. (ibid., p. 219-220).

Establishing and stigmatizing the individual as truly and essentially<“afeender”,

these policies reinforce a notion that they are unchangeable (Williams, 26GR)

doing, they could be counter productive to their putative aims. That is, they may produce
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more conditions in which the offender might commit another sex crime. Megan’s Law
“may potentially exacerbate risk factors for recidivism such astyife instability,
negative moods, and lack of positive social support” (Levenson et al., 2007, p. 590).
Proponents of cognitive-behavioral treatments for sex offenders have raiséid spec
concerns about the anti-therapeutic effects of Megan’s Law and heiangceebn static
risk-assessment measures which may reinforce the belief that ofeadeot change
and may make it easier for them to absolve themselves from personal resppnsibilit
(Williams, 2003; Winick, 2003b)
Criminologists refer to some consequences of criminal convictions as écalfat
in that they are not formally intended as punishment or necessarily part afatrimi
statutes. These “invisible” punishments (Travis, 2002) accompany all &lame those
convicted can lose their rights to public housing, welfare, child support, parental rights
and education (ibid.). As felons, sex offenders are subject to these sanctionsom additi
to those imposed on them as sex offenders and because of their additional stigma. In
their survey study of the impact of Megan’s Law on 239 sex offenders, Levenson et al
reported that negative consequences included
job loss, threats and harassment, property damage, and suffering of household
members. A minority of sex offenders reported housing disruption or physical
violence following community notification. The majority experienced
psychosocial distress such as depression, shame and hopelessness. (Levenson et
al., 2007, p. 587)
Fifty to sixty percent of respondents reported shame and embarrassment, theltwss of
friends, isolation, and a difficulty with their “recovery” as a result ofjstes Law (ibid.,

p. 594). A substantial minority (5-20%) reported job loss, housing disruption and

harassment (ibid., p. 596), although other studies have found that job losses range from

51



27-43%, housing disruptions from 15-45%, and physical harassment from 5-16% (ibid.,
p. 596). In their study of the “collateral consequences” of current policies, bemwks

and Lees found that the most common difficulties involved employment (Tewksbury &
Lees, 2006). They also identified relationship difficulties, stigmatizatiarte deelings

of vulnerability, and instances of harassment, with approximately half tspwndents
reporting verbal harassment. Other research has shown that offenderoregolevels

of self-esteem because of their label (Meloy, 2006, p. 89) and increased fe€lings
alienation and isolation (ibid., p. 108). Furthermore, “a smattering of vigilante ltases
occurred across the country. Studies suggest that about one-quarter of offenders repor
being the victim of some sort of vigilante justice (Bedarf 1995), and approxymate
percentworry about being the victim of harassment (Meloy 2006)” (Laura J. Zilney &
Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 125). Today’s convicted sex offenders living in the
community face a number of serious barriers to reintegration as a result otintiynm
notification practices. The social consequences of these policies arebakedtdy
residency restriction laws that push offenders toward marginal communitreastioe
“shantytown” under the Julia Tuttle Bridge in Miami (Skipp & Campo-Flores, 200€), a
that could prevent an offender from moving in with a supportive family (Laura J. Zilney
& Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009, p. 131). Families have had to relocate because of these
restrictions. (ibid.)

e) criticism of SVP laws

While Megan’s Law requires more resources from law enforcementiagenc
these costs do not compare to the enormous drain on public funds incurred by SVP laws.

Civil commitment requires the establishment of new bureaucracies to rewiescieeen
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the records of the offenders whom prosecutors petition for commitment and to oversee
the process (LaFond, 2003, p. 284). Qualified mental health professionals must be
employed to evaluate possible SVPs (ibid.). Commitment proceedings routivaiye
lengthy trials and appeals processes (during which time the statpamséle for

housing potential SVPs) (ibid., p. 285). The cost of committing an individual varies from
state to state, but the average is close to $100,000 in addition to the costs of holding them
in jail which range from approximately $15,000 per inmate (in Texas and Southn@aroli
to $43,000 (in California and Massachusets) (Davey & Goonough, 2007). The highest
cost per individual commitment for states that included all reported secondaryncost

their reports was $180,000 in Pennsylvania in 2007 (ibid.). The costs of confining an
SVP in “a facility that is botlsecureandtherapeuti¢ greatly exceed the costs of

confining someone in prison (LaFond, 2003). Ne2v York Timegseported that

the annual price of housing a committed sex offender averages more than

$100,00, compared with about $26,00 a year for keeping someone in prison

because of the higher costs for programs, treatment, and supervised freedoms.

(Davey & Goodenough, 2007)

These laws have been enormously popular with voters and political leaders continue to
support them, arguing that the protection to the community is worth the price (ibid.).

In addition to the constitutional issues addressed above, critics of SVP laws have
argued that it employs two contradictory logics (Morse, 2003; Schopp, 2003; Zonana,
Bonnie, & Hoge, 2003). In “Bad or Mad?: Sex Offenders and Social Control” Morse
explores the extent to which SVP laws confuse the “two dominant rationales for
involuntary confinement — desert and disease,” which he also refers to as &hamdor

medical models. Whereas the medical model posits the wrong-doing individual as

suffering from a sickness that may absolve him from responsibility, mamyoest
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where disease is invoked to explain behavionolpreclude holding the individually
morally responsible (Morse, 2003, p. 167). Morse argues that sex offenderseaedygen
considered rational and that the legal system does not recognize strongadesires
excuse for crime. In fact, sex offenders are rarely able to invoke an yndafghse
(ibid., p. 168). The insanity defense is based on the belief that certain individuals cannot
act rationally and cannot be held responsible for their behavior. The legah siste
not inflict retributive justice on individuals who are not responsible. Thus, we do not
punish the legally insane. The civil commitment of the legally insane redo@ethe
individual be both dangeroasmdnot responsible, the “irrationally dangerous” (ibid., p.
171). Because they are not considered legally insane, the criminal justice Sgstis
sex offenders as rational agents (who may have psychological problems)tassute
what the social and legal system defines as appropriate punishment. SVP |asv&rhow
are applied to people who have been deemed rational and responsible and who have
already been punished. Through a “legal sleight of hand” (ibid., p. 175) they attempt to
civilly commit them based on a loosely defined quasi-psychiatric logic.
It is paradoxical, however, to claim that a sexually violent predator is suofficie
responsible to deserve the stigma and punishment of criminal incarceration but
that the predator is not sufficiently responsible to be permitted the usual freedom
from involuntary civil commitment that predictably dangerous but responsible
agents retain. (ibid., p. 174)
The definition of mental abnormality (“a congenital or acquired conditiontaftethe
emotional or volitional capacity which predisposes the person to commit sexualhyt viole
offenses in a degree constituting such person a menace to the health and safety of

others”) is sufficiently broad to include anyone who has ever committed afeazef

and is not a “recognized diagnostic term” (ibid., p.175). Morse believes that S¥YP law
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undermine both the importance of culpability in sentencing, and the meaning of non-
responsibility in a way that renders SVP laws to essentially be “pwergiee
detention.” (ibid., p. 174.)
The American Psychiatric Association has also critiqued the SVP laws for
employing a medical model in the service of social control (Zonana e0@8).2 The
APA argues that they undermine the medical model and the principles of psgatiaitri
commitment by confining those who deemed dangerous to society but who do bdt exhi
symptoms of a serious mental illness (ibid., p. 139). Their Task Force on Sexually
Dangerous Offenders concludes that the laws
establish a nonmedical definition of what purports to be a clinical condition
without regard to scientific and clinical knowledge. In so doing, legislators have
used psychiatric commitment to effect nonmedical societal ends. (APA 1999,
cited in Zonana et al, 2003, p. 135)
They further argue that the use of personality disorders -- which do not rend&tuals
legally insane -- to justify civil commitment of people who have engaged iartevi
behaviors but do not exhibit “severe psychiatric symptoms” renders psychiatry “an

extension of the police power rather than a profession primarily directed tdward t

alleviation of symptoms and the treatment of iliness” (ibid., p. 142).

IV. Imprisonment Trends

The new sex offender policies are an important aspect of the "new penelagy"
new era of punishment characterized by the decline of the rehabilitative ideal, the
emergence of expressive and retributive justice practices, an expansiontigépuni

methods of social control, and the management of ever larger segments of the population
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by the social control apparatus (Feeley & J Simon, 1992; Garland, 2001b; Jonathan
Simon, 2000; Zimring, 2001)

The sex offender legislation of the 1990s evolved in the midst of the nation’s
exploding incarceration rate. Since 1970s the rate of imprisonment in this country has
been steadily increasing and is now eight times as high as it was in thaiNunwher
country imprisons as high a percentage of its population as does the US (Jacobson, 2005,
p. 5) During the last quarter of the last century crime emerged as @ ¢eatnre of
electoral politics, both nationally and locally (Beckett, 1997; Jonathan Simon, 2000), and
the US has witnessed a transformation of criminal justice practicesthate the
blurring of the line between inside and outside of the system through an expansion of
punitive methods of social control into community (Feeley & J Simon, 1992; Wacquant,
2001), with a continually increasing proportion of the population “being directly
managed by the criminal justice system” (Simon, 2000 . p. 22).

The current era of punishment has been labeled “the new penology” and is
characterized by an intensified bureaucratic focus on managing populatmunghthr
actuarial risk assessment measures and a shift in the conceptualizétieofbénder
from an “aberrant” individual to a “high-risk subject in need of management.”"thlona
Simon, 1998). This penology reflects a sense of failure with assimilative reform
practices, and within “this managerialism is a growing sense thatditthothing can be
done to change offenders” (ibid.).

The new penology co-exists within a climate of populist punitiveness that
emphasizes zero-sum rhetoric and expressive and retributive forms of punishment.

this framework, punishment practices are less driven by the practicaloneathage
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classes of deviants, and more driven by the emotional need to express communities’

moral outrage. Simon explains:
This public discourse emphasizes what can be called “populist punitiveness.” The
death penalty, “three-strikes and-you’re-out” laws, and mandatory sentences for
drug dealing all reflect a new primacy of vengeance seeking... Althteghetv
penology is concerned with high-risk populations, populist punitiveness is as
obsessed as ever with dangerous individuals. Whereas the new penology treats
crime as a normal fact of life to be managed, populist punitiveness insists on a
zero-tolerance approach... Although the new penology speaks the language of
mangerialism and systems theory, populist punitiveness remains rooted in
normative judgments about aberrational evil.

For the most part, the new penology and populist punitiveness coexist
through a tenuously maintained acoustic divide. Politicians pass laws expressing
populist punitiveness while relying on the managerial skill of penal
professionals... (ibid.)

In neither the new penology characterized by risk management, nor the {populis
punitiveness characterized by zero tolerance is the offender himself sesmsésmable
or capable of reintegration or “assimilative reform” (Gusfield, 1986). VWsarewhat
Jock Young refers to as “inclusive societies”, socially minded reform peaatiould
aim to help the problematic individual control his behavior and re-enter into the social
fold, “exclusive societies” do not invest in rehabilitative ideals but rather saedetthe
states’ legal and punitive apparatuses to expel and banish the deviant (Young, 1999).
Young describes the tensions and contradictions influencing contemporary punishment
practices, arguing that “threats and dangers to one’s self-interestfimmoutsidethe
family. Because of this, modernism conceives of the criminal as tingestigibid., p.
38).

Simon states that the goal of the new sex offender policies is “waste

management” (Jonathan Simon, 2000) and their “explicit function is to exclude and

banish” (ibid.). They “merge appeals to this populist response while enabling state
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bureaucracies themselves, ever more technocratic in orientation, to actually
implement the policies.” They express an indifference towards treatmenteaind a
fact “hostile toward medicalization” (ibid.). SVP laws, employing the term
predator, which has not foundation in either human science or criminal
jurisprudence, indicates the implicit reference to popular emotions, including fear
and the desire for vengeance. Combined with the shift from mental illness (a
scientific term) to mental abnormality (suggesting a normative evah)atiarks
a shift in the realm of that which is not part of the normal human experience but is
also outside the forms of expertise associated science (i.e., toward the
“monstrous”). (ibid.)
The medical model of transformation and treatment is also undermined by the
reliance on risk assessment instruments that “have increasingly efiladerms of
psychological and psychiatric expertise.” Like the SVP laws, Megaws*ls
premised on the futility” of attempting to treat sex offenders. It empleysndolic
“cordon sanitaire” (Young, 1999) and marks the offender as an outsider in a way that
creates a “negative symbolic capital that cannot be shed and will tleewedayh on
its bearer for life” (Wacquant, 2001; p100).
Employing Agamben’s theory of the “homo sacer”, Spencer argues that
current policies strip the sex offender of social/human/civil rights, exajutiem
from communities through the creations of a “lawless space” within the community
(Spencer, 2009, p. 220). This creates a “camp” although “the distinctions between
inside and outside the camp disappear.” This results in a “state of exceptioninwhere
“sovereignty is without restraint.” Spencer posits that registration/contynuni

notification lead to a “diffusion of the camp throughout society; there is a creation of

an indistinction between exclusion and inclusion...” (ibid., p. 222) He further argues
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that in order to pass these laws, the sex offender needed to be legally abandoned in
order to be held captive:
the law protecting the sex offenders’ rights is suspended and they are
abandoned by the law. In the abandoning of the sex offender by community
notification laws, the sex offender is held in relation to the law by virtue of
their capture through these laws. (ibid., 229)
Janus links the civil management of sex offenders to the rise of the preventive
state with a focus on “surveillance or risk rather than detection of cride, an
preventive, rather than punitive, deprivation of liberty” (Janus, 2006, p. 14). This
new penological paradigm involves a shift from:
the logic of regulation to transfer from risky things to risky people. Atewd,|
if we focus on ‘risk,’ the analogy between, say, warning on cigarettes and
warnings about rapists seems strong. The harm from people can be as severe as
the harm from things. But there is an important way in which the analogy is very
problematic, for it suggests that it is acceptable to treat people — or some peopl
like objects, examining them, assessing them, and then grading and labeling them
in the same way that we might grade and label various types of nuclear waste
...Megan’s laws disclaim any punitive intent, basing their regulation simply on
the risk posed by individuals, so distinguishing the sex offender laws from laws
that regulate dangerous objects is much more problematic. .. the underlying
rational justifying the expansion of regulatory laws is that sexual predetoes
been made into a new ‘outsider’ group who inhabit an alternate justice system
with much-degraded legal protections. (ibid., p 21)
Critical criminologists see the new sex offender policies as part ajex la
socio-political movement towards “governance through crime” (Simon, 2000;
Zimring, 2001; p146) as well as the transformation of punishment practices (Simon
2000). Like crime in general, sexual abuse or assault can be seen asee"vale
issue (Beckett, 1996) in that there is no pro-crime or pro-sex offender lobby.
Megan’s Law was supported by “almost all demographic segments of the tpopula

and both political parties.” (Simon, 2000). The movement towards governing

through crime is accompanied by new forms of political subjectivity. The new
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rhetoric of criminal issues in general, and the sex offender rhetoric inybeartic
locate all salient forms of threat in the deviant individual, and obscure other forms of
social, cultural, and political conflict and victimization:

As communities become more and more defined by the experience of

personal victimization — whether real or imagined, firsthand or mediated by

television — the criminal law emerges as a tempting way to reaffirm tiie ve

existence of community (Kennedy, forthcoming). We are fast becoming a

society in which we must compete in virtually every aspect of life, while

simultaneously reinforcing a public ideology that brooks no real recognition
of conflicts other than those inspired by perversity and criminalitpugla

2006, p. 22)

Vilifying the outsider, this punishment-oriented paradigm adopts a “zero-sum
rhetoric” that posits the needs of the (ostensibly) law-abiding community inatawth
those of criminals: “anything that hurts offenders by definition helps vit{igisiring,
2001, p. 147). This rhetoric serves to justify the increased infliction of public
stigmatization and suffering on criminals (ibid.).

Megan’s Law demonstrates the ability of citizens to mobilize themsefies a
enact laws that do what many believed the government should have been doingall alon
Its rhetoric “invokes the idea of meaningful communities acting in self-defgSsmon,
2000). Yet in reality,

The law vests in judges, prosecutors, or a state commission to assess risk and

determine at what risk level notification should take place. The parole officer

is replaced by the risk-assessment consultant, put the power over knowledge
remains centralized... To the extent that community really means “local
knowledge,” these circuits seem likely to intensify mistrust of one’s

neighbors while building new kinds of dependency on the state. (ibid.)

Expressing exasperation with the state, Megan’s Law places increasiigprs of

people who are living within the community under greater civil control. They are
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monitored by the state’s social control apparatus and living under conditions tkat mar

them as a dangerous outsider.
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CHAPTER THREE: TOWARDS A SOCIOLOGY OF SEX OFFENDERS

Social constructionism, briefly discussed in the previous chapter, brings a
sociological perspective to the issue of child molestation and the associpséatilee
phenomenon of the last twenty years. Pulling back from both the psychological
discourses which seek to provide knowledge and understanding of the deviant individual
as well as the criminological discourses which analyze the efficacy af soaitrol
mechanisms, a sociological approach looks at a variety of social relatisingging,
framing, and defining deviant sexual behavior, and explores the processes ohg@uiri
deviant identity. In this chapter | outline the theoretical ideas underpinning my
investigation of labeled (convicted) sex offenders. The study is rooted sicalaand
contemporary sociological approaches to deviance. In addition it engages tbeories
sexuality and recent theories of narrative. | employ qualitative metlgdimeelicit
“self stories” of six offenders. This chapter addresses the merits oppinsaah and
describes in detail the project’s design and the methods used for recruitingpatsi
and collecting the data. | conclude this chapter with a critical discussion oaysarw
which the subject is (pre)conceptualized in the process of research design, aral expl

some of its inescapable limitations.

|. Toward a Sociology of Sexual Offense

The sociology of deviance provides a useful framework for understanding sexual
offending and applying this theoretical perspective underscores thabdia actors —
not natural laws or biology — who define appropriate sexual conduct, cast seiiigl act

with children as immoral and unacceptable; and develop and enforce severe negative
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social sanctions against such behaviors. Although the medico-psych professions
articulate the heterogeneous character of the population of sex offendedistioirses
continue to reify sex offendees such The profession generates knowledge about the
types of people who engage in illegal sexual behavior, and assumes the presence of
underlying psychological disorders -- disorders which are there to be untéoveregh
their knowledge practices. Examples include the typologies discussed inviogipre
chapter, as well as efforts to further delineate subtypes. The treatiot@cbis

employed by psychologists and psychiatrists divide the population into risk casegorie
and in general (although not always, see Marshall, 1999) define successfuttrteat

outcomes in terms of recidivism.

A sociological perspective can enhance our understanding of the current climate
surrounding sex offenders, and of the meanings that can be attributed to thesg, polic
and their impact on offenders. Many sociological theories of deviance, $gxaiadl the
self, do not start from the assumption that deviance inheres in the individual. A number
of theoretical strands in the sociology of deviance provide a useful framework for
exploring the meaning of sanctions against sexual offending. Some theoriegaditgex
position deviant sexual behavior within a constructionist framework. Symbolic
interactionism provides a way of understanding the construction and presentation of
selfhood, particularly under highly stigmatizing conditions such as criminal d¢mmvic
for a sex offense. These concepts all shift attention from the deviant indiwidual
pathology and instead place the individual in a landscape of definitions and cultural
meanings — which includes the dominant psychological discourses — wherein the

construction of the self takes place. Narrative analysis provides a way o$tandeng
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how individuals make meaning out of their experiences, manage their stigma, antl prese

a viable — not monstrous — social self to themselves and others.

a) Durkheim, Erikson and Garfinkel

Durkheim’s theory of punishment, presented e Division of Labor in Society
(1984/1893), maintains that crime and law are the structural and official reptiesenta
of the moral order of every society. Laws provide a blueprint of social orgamizatd
the ways in which human behavior is regulated. Durkheim states that mordtlity is
daily bread” that holds societies together (Durkheim, 1984, p. 15). Collective identities
are defined through expressions of beliefs and values which are shared by community
members. These are reinforced through the internalization of representatihe
collectivity, what Durkheim calls the common consciousness. The government and
official authority reflect the values of collectivity and the core of tbissciousness, and
Durkheim’s theory of penal law concerns crimes which threaten the moraligudior

the community.

Durkheim argues that crime is a universal feature of all societies, buitibats
considered criminal is culturally variable. Crime is not inherent in thédarcin the
relationship between the act and the sentiments of the collectivity. Durklestribes
two types of law, repressive and restitutory, which correspond to our divisions between
criminal and civil law, and between retributive and restorative justice. \\dstéutory
law governs relations between individuals and attempts to mediate betwesmmtliffe
interests, repressive law mediates the relation between the individual axdlebgvity.

“Its real function is to maintain inviolate the cohesion of society by sustdiméng

common consciousness in all its vigor” (ibid., 62-63). Repressive, or penal, law is a

64



codification of customary behavior, violations of which represent violations of dh& m
order. Thus, some crimes against individuals also represent crimes against the
collectivity. Formal punishment is the mechanism through which the community
avenges itself and re-asserts its values. Often the act of punishment isublacie
providing a means for community members to experience the affirmationrofdhees.
Durkheim argues that revenge and emotion are not only expressed in the punishment
rituals of traditional societies, but systematized in the penal sanctiondliaéd

societies as well.

The “populist punitiveness” that Simon argues motivates advocacy of Megan’s
Law and other sanctions against sex offenders are visible in Durkheim’s tifieory o
repressive law. Applying a Durkheimian perspective, mores regarding ajppecgaxual
behavior and appropriate sexual objects are integral to the core values ofdabigvdgll
Violations of these moral codes are deeply threatening to the group — Jenkins would
argue more so at some historical moments — and extreme and public measures agains
those perpetrators are necessary to reinforce the sanctity of the groupsamorralues

and the strength of the moral order.

The relationship between punishment and community identity is further
developed by Erikson in the theory of deviance he expound&yward Puritans: A
Study in the Sociology of Deviand®66). Erikson poses that definitions of deviance are
developed to demarcate the limits of acceptable behavior within particularuoties
He argues that communities are “boundary maintaining” entities in both geogiagidc
socio-cultural senses. Formal and informal mechanisms of social controt@myed to

“guard the cultural integrity of the community.” As in Durkheim’s work, deviaace
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deeply tied to notions of communal identity and belonging. People guard against

deviance to protect the “cultural integrity of the community” (Erikson, 1966, p. 10).

Boundaries are never a fixed property of any community. They are always
shifting as the people of the group find new ways to define the outer limits of their
universe, new ways to position themselves on the larger cultural map... Like an
article of common law, boundaries remain a meaningful point of reference only so
long as they are repeatedly tested by persons on the fringes of themploup a
repeatedly defended by persons chosen to represent the group’s inner morality.
(Erikson, 1966, pp. 12-13)

Echoing Durkheim, he develops the idea that punishment rituals strengthen the authority
of community norms — punishing offenders makes it clear who is inside and outside the
group. lItis important that this line be made visible through sanctions and punishment
rituals which reinforce the community’s sense of itself. For this reasan] gooups

need to generate a certain amount of deviance in order to preserve ity stabilit
Punishment is thus less about eradicating the deviant behavior than it is aboudixpres
the community’s cultural boundary, and it serves a function for the spectatorse— crim
news “constitutes one of our main sources of information about the normative outlines of
society” (ibid., p. 12). In addition, punishment rituals serve to assign deviant status. This
status is usually irreversible. Our sanctions and policies around deviantsatstmse
structure deviant identity. In this framework sex offender policies can be seen a
symbolic means of reinforcing important boundaries about sexual behavior, démgarcat
what is and is not engaged in within the community. Megan’s Law, publicizing the

identity of the offender, assigns a public deviant identity to transgressors.

Garfinkel's essay on degradation ceremonies also investigates thetrole tha
punishment rituals serve for societies (Garfinkel, 1956). Here too punishmentsrasrg

a vehicle for expressing public outrage. Contrasting moral indignation with shame
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affect that causes the individual to withdraw from society into a private real
Garfinkel argues that "The paradigm of moral indignatigouislic denunciation.” (ibid.,
p. 421). Furthermore, moral indignation "may reinforce group solidarity" (ibid.).
Degradation ceremonies, which in our society take place within the caut®laas the
media) ritualize "the destruction of the person denounced” (ibid.). The individual's
identity is literally transformed through such ceremonies, and the "traraegfomof
identities is the destruction of one social object and the constitution of anothe): (ibi
Thus, punishment rituals serve both to reinforce group solidarity through the esmpressi
of indignation, and to alter the social identity of the offender. As one researcher
observes, “shaming is useful for establishing and publicizing boundaries bewveensp
and groups,” and in the case of sex offenders “registries and notification procedrees
also created with the intent of promoting public shaming and societal ostré&t&sm (

2004)” (Tewksbury & Lees, 2006, p. 310).

Durkheim, Erickson and Garfinkel offer frameworks for understanding the social
use of sex offender policies. These policies help reinforce the sexual boundamgnbetwe
those considered adults and those considered children, and help divide insiders from
outsiders within the community. Clearly marking the sex offender as outsidesinideg
Law, from this perspective, can be seen less as an attempt to control sbavairend
reduce sex offenses, and more as a means through which norms and values are made
visible. In addition, Erickson’s and Garfinkel's theory posits that punishment rituals
establish deviant social identity; in this way we can see Megan’s Lawrasgjdst that,

assigning a social status on the individual offenders through public exposure.

b) feminism and sexual deviance
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In her groundbreaking 1975 book on rape, Susan Brownmiller argues that rape
has little to do with sexuality and is primarily a form of violence that upderarchal
social organization is “man’s basic weapon of force against woman... It is nothieg mor
or less than a conscious process of intimidation by which all men keep all women in a
state of fear.” (Brownmiller, 1975, pp. 14-15). Rape is an “exercise of power” (ibid, p.
256) and child molestation, particularly interfamilial sexual abuse, is justicls am
exercise of male domination within patriarchal culture (ibid., 281). In fact, Bralenm
argues that there is no difference between “father rapists” and “ordapsys” (ibid.,
280). Likewise Judith Herman posits father-daughter incest (which shesasseide-
spread in American society) as an extension and exaggeration of normaise!paitr

values (Herman, 1981).

Diana Scully’s research refutes the psychiatric/medical paradidgroasis the
rapists as psychiatrically deviant. Investigating rapists childhoodslbasasexual,
psychiatric and substance abuse histories, and criminal careers, she caheludgssts
to not generally differ from other felons and display no unique psychopathology or
psycho-social characteristics (Scully, 1994). She does identify a numhgtuoalty
available rape myths that offenders employ in explaining and rationalizimgp#reivior
and explores the way cultural norms interact with the microcosm of the individual. The
larger socio-cultural context provides the psychological or cognitive toolsrthlakee

rape.

Rather than locating deviance in the individual's sexuality, these feminist
theorists conceptualize rape and child abuse as part of structural gendeitineguamn

this perspective, current sex crime legislation can be seen as an attengie visible

68



the injustices of patriarchy. However, feminist discourse is largelynafysen the
discourses surrounding these policies which continue to emphasize strangeraddnge
the pathologically deviant individual. Advocates of these policies tend to posiba ofsi

a traditional community against the threat of uncontained deviants, and do not highlight
the more prevalent and common form of child abuse which takes place between

acquaintances and family members.

c) Stigma, Identity and Symbolic Interaction

While Durkheim, Erikson and Garfinkel explore the meanings punishment carries
for the group, and feminists investigate the relationship between sexuaféssnsgy and
cultural norms, other theorists have examined the relationship between punishment
rituals, labeling, and individual deviant identity. Qutsiders: Studies in the Sociology of
DevianceHoward Becker espouses the idea that social actors and social groupgegenera
deviance (Becker, 1973). As Gusfield does in his history of the temperance mqvement
Becker highlights the role moral entrepreneurs play in setting culygaldas, defining
the limits of acceptable behavior, and enforcing norms. Deviance is the resudiabf s
practices and enterprise, not individual pathology; intisa quality of the act the person
commits, but rather a consequence of the application by others of rules and samctions
an ‘offender’ “(ibid., p. 9). Nor is it a “quality that lies in the behavior itself, bulhén t
interaction between the person who commits an act and those who respond to it” (ibid., p.
14). Deviance is about the reaction of others. Thus, this perspective moves attention
away from the social meaning of sexual transgression to the process by which it i
identified and labeled. The role that different groups, such as victimss aghbcates,

play in setting agendas that call for stricter punishment policiessagermane to a
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sociological understanding of sex offenders as the offenders themselves.

Rather than looking at the identity reinforcing and boundary maintaining
properties these actions have for the collectivity, Becker examinesdia processes
involved in rule-breaking. These range from the stages an individual passes through on
his way to “becoming” a deviant (Matza, 1969), to the public reaction and agsigoit
official deviant status. Significantly, deviant actions carried on in private “a social
character”, because the individual views his behavior through a social lens and from the
perspective of mainstream norms (Becker, 1973, p. 31); that is, the deviant actor ofte
shares the same values as mainstream society and may view his own actenards
However, the pivotal step in the deviant career is being caught and labeled (ibid.)
Becker argues that individuals who are labeled deviant develop an identity ardund tha

behavior.

To be labeled a criminal one need only commit a single criminal offense, and this
is all the term formally refers to. Yet the word carries a number of corornstat
specifying auxiliary traits characteristic of anyone bearindahel... Thus,
apprehension for one deviant act exposes a person to the likelihood that he will be
regarded as deviant or undesirable in other respects... The status of deviant
(depending on the kind of deviance) is this kind of master status. One receives
the status as a result of breaking a rule, and the identification proves to be more
important than most others. One will be identified as a deviant first, before other
identifications are made. (ibid., p. 33)

The labeling process ascribes a social identity that takes on the chafdotaster
status” — that is, all the individual’s other roles are subsumed under it. The deviant

identity dominates and other potential identities are muffled.

Child molesters, once convicted, begin to engage in an official process of identity
formation around the new social label which may or may not be in conflict with how they

viewed themselves and their sexual identity before being so labeled (i.dt) caBgcker
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observes that definitions of deviance are sometimes contested and thatesignific
subcultures may form around alternative values. However, sexual activitghildren

is currently considered aberrant and intolerable by just about everyone in oty socie
(Angelides, 2004; Jenkins, 1998; Jones, 1999; Lotke, 1997; Tewksbury & Lees, 2006;
Laura J. Zilney & Lisa Anne Zilney, 2009)Presumably this would make it that much
more difficult for offenders to construct an alternative identity. A chibdester may not
consider his crime and its motivation constitutive of his “master status héuttent of
Megan’s-type laws are to ascribe such a master status and make it known to rthle gene
public.

Erving Goffman’s work has been critical in understanding social identity and
deviance. Like the other theorists discussed, Goffman sees deviance as zaxtiaf
process that is only incidentally related to qualities inherent in an individu@btdh
Institutions(1961) he argues that being labeled mentally ill is a distinct phenomena from
possessing any form of psychopathology. For example, many people wiai are
institutionalized have symptoms of mental illness. The reason one person instead of
another may come to be labeled is a factor of the social contingencies that lead to
hospitalization (Goffman, 1961, p. 134). Once in the system the individual is subject to a
process designed to change his conception of his self, to accept the officiilothedif
his identity. Here we see identity as malleable in that one individual can take on a new
(discredited identity) at the same time that it is coerced and imposed. offesedter’s

identity as such is not necessarily a consequence of sexual transgressiathelus r

! Of course, who is considered a “child” is socially bound (Heywood, 2001); adolescence
presents a problematic grey area concerning issues of sexual agermye afidonsent
varies from state to state.
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enforced through criminal conviction. Thus someone engaging in the same behavior but
not subject to criminal sanctions may not see their behavior as deviant. This is
particularly salient when considering those offenders who were convictesheénsual
sexual contact with a teenager.

Symbolic interactionism proposes a dynamic relationship between self and
society, and contributes to the sociological understanding of the self as hauvihgal c
and social history (Callero, 2003, p. 128). Emerging from the philosophy of George
Herbert Mead, symbolic interactionism investigates the dynamic betiheesubjective
experience of self and the social world populated by others. The individual subject
constructs his sense of self through interaction with others. “The body become a self
only when it has developed a mind within the context of social experience” (Mead, 1967,
p. 134). This perspective emphasizes meaning as a product of human interactions and
avoids essentializing human nature or the self. The self is not an organic whtdad,Ins
it is viewed as product of social processes. Language is a significant fhast mfocess,
as the self is largely cognitive and is always oriented towardssotiead argues that
the self is an on going inner conversation within the individual where the selfsdes i
and comments on itself. “At its core the self is defined by the reflexive grabes
universal human experience of self-objectification” (Callero, 2003, p. 128).
Communication and selfhood are deeply intertwined.

Cooley’s concept of “the looking glass self” (Cooley, 1964) explores thatexte
which private and subjective experiences are formulated and arranged through the
internalized eye of the social group, or in Mead’s phrasing, the generaliwed dhis

implies that humans are never really “alone” — even when no other social actors are
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present, the individual is still a social actor, and constructs himself as sucley’€ anid
Mead’s work points to the way norms and values are internalized, and the way the
individual views himself through the eyes of others. In fact, in Mead’s theory, the
generalized other serves as the basis of social control, influencing thednetiayoup
members. This is significant to a study of deviant individuals, for as previously
mentioned, the deviant individual usually shares society’s beliefs about hiaakevia
seeing it through the eyes of the generalized other.
Goffman also developed a theory of the self, or at leagirdsentatiorof self —
the public aspect of the social self. When in the presence of other social thetors
individual engages in a performance of self (Goffman, 1959). This is largetyusad
through social roles which organize much of social interaction. But impression
management must still be assiduously engaged in. Social interactioeseaiors to
attempt to control the impression others have of them through a variety of tectanques
strategies designed to guard against uncertainty or embarrassmenthe-sai is also
seen as deeply social, working to be in the world as an acceptable member of the group.
Goffman’s work makes a critical contribution to the relationship between
deviance and identity. As stated, for Goffman, social life for all individnalsives
extensive work in the controlling and presentation to others of information pegtémni
self. InStigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled 1dgfii#t§3), he explores the
particular problems that impression management holds for deviant individuals. Kis wor
is concerned with how social roles are learned and performed, rather than with wh
certain roles ascribed to certain people. Thus, he does not develop a theory of deviance

per se, but of the management of the consequences of being deviant.
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Goffman defines stigma as a “shameful difference” associated mitidevidual
which separates them from the norm, disqualifying them from full social arwept
The stigmatized individual often holds the same beliefs about identity and rsaered
as mainstream society, and must develop ways of accommodating to thedr istigght
of their shared social values. The stigmatized individual develops a narratiVle of se
wherein their identity is organized, to some extent, around their stigma. Thegte/es
are often learned in group settings, such as treatment facilitiesntlagsake the form of
an exemplary “moral tale” (someone who overcomes their stigma andofusiaprmally
in the world) or “sad tale” (someone who is unjustly stigmatized) (Goffman, 1986, p. 25).
Narrative strategies play a central role in the articulation and comsirud stigmatized
identity.

Stigma is deeply tied to ones social identity, and control of information pertaining
to self plays a key role in social interaction. What can be known about and expexted of
person are essential aspects of situations. Goffman distinguishes betwseranis
known stigmas which render a person discredited, and those which are not necessarily
apparent but can become known, which render a person discreditable. When one is
already discredited in a social situation, one engages in “tension managementp (

41); whereas if one is discreditable, one engages in a form of impression mamageme
focused on strategies for “passing” and concealing discrediting informatiscovery

of discrediting information is threatening to social encounters and cancagtlif the

way the individual is seen in the eyes of others:

Discovery prejudices not only the current social situation, but established

relationships as well; not only the current image others present have of him, but

also the one they will have in the future; not only appearances, but also reputation.
The stigma and the effort to conceal it or remedy it become “fixed” asfpart
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personal identity. (ibid., p. 65)

Not only are relationships threatened, but the discreditable information takes on the
power of a master status, effecting how the entire person is perceived.

Some stigmas bear a closer relation to mechanisms of social control, Sugkeas t
attached to criminals and people with certain mental illnesses. Stigmadrcdses
functions as a negative sanction for bad behavior, that, for what someone has done as
opposed to a physical condition that a person may bear. Goffman uses the term “ill-
fame” to refer to persons about whom negative information is known and whose identity
is often managed through bureaucratic functionaries of social control. Hissl@t of
ill-fame is can be easily applied to the case of sex offenders under curieigspol

It is possible for the circle of those who know of an individual (but are not known

by him) to include the public at large, not merely those employed to make

identifications. (In fact the terms “fame” and “ill fame” imply that thtezenry at

large must posses an image of the individual.) No doubt the mass media play the

central role here, making it possible for a “private” person to be transformed into

a “public” figure.

...Where an individual has a public image, it seems to be constituted from

a small selection of facts which may be true of him, which facts are ohilage

dramatic and newsworthy appearance, and then used as a full picture of him.

(ibid., pp. 70-71)
lll-fame, then, bestows a master status on the discredited individual.

Convicted sex offenders bear a social stigma that can discredit thair soci
identity, and Goffman’s definition of spoiled identity clearly applies to tHérhas the
effect of cutting him off from society and from himself so that he stands e diisx
person facing an unaccepting world.” (ibid., p. 19). Current policies seek to make the

stigma as visible as possible, and to make discrediting information widelytdwara

such a way that he carries “ill fame”. Community notification and regmtratay make
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impression management highly problematic for the sex offender. Unlike most
stigmatized individuals (and all of those used by Goffman as examples), secerff
have little capacity for collective action, as, as we have seen, theagar universally
reviled. Internalizing mainstream beliefs about sex offenders, sex oféethéenselves
may distance themselves from their label and others carrying the sgma. st
Goffman’s work is particularly important in providing a framework and vocabudary f
understanding how stigma is lived in daily life, and how individuals manage
“contaminated” aspects of their social identity (ibid., p. 9). His ideas wéhiygoyed at
many points throughout the data analysis.

d) the social construction of sexuality

Seminal contributions to the sociology of deviance provide a framework for
understanding the social meanings of legislative sanctions againstesectenff, both for
the group and the individual. Adding to this, a social constructionist account of sexuality
helps contextualize ideas and beliefs about normative sexuality and people exuzde s
behaviors are considered deviant. As discussed in previous sections, psychiatry and
criminology have developed discourses that attempt to classify types of péaple w
engage in deviant sexual behavior and commit sexual crimes. In attempting tatdeline
lines between normal and pathological sexual practices, these discourseshevoke t
notion coherent, organized, stable sexual identity. They accept the concept bf sexua
identityas such

However, theorists of sexuality do not separate sex from society (Weeks, 1985, p.
5). They have argued that sexuality itself is a social construction — thalityeisua

learned through social practices and institutions. Foucaditery of Sexuality, Volume
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1 presents sexuality as the product of discourses (Foucault, 1990). Repressivéegieolog
promoted by the church and Victorian culture served to generate knowledge about sex.
Controlling norms of sexuality made analytically visible other forms afiadxehavior.

For science and psychiatry, this meant expanding their purview to include neatsubje
constructing new “perversions” meant the creation of new types of individuadsvirigr

on Foucault’s theory of sexuality, writers such as Jeffrey Weeks (1985)YarehS

Seidman (2003) posit that sexual identity - agdentity -did not emerge until the late
nineteenth century and has its own social history.

Deconstructing the idea of an essential sexuality at the core of a person,
contemporary theories of sexuality study the role that social actors plafinmd which
urges, desires and actions are considered sexual. These processes alde designa
legitimate and illegitimate forms of sexual expression as well @state and
illegitimate objects of desirePlummer, infSexual Stigma: An Interactionist Approach
addresses the formation of deviant sexual identity. He argues that

Sex acts, sexual objects, sexual partners (human or otherwise) like &all othe

objects toward which human beings behave are social objects; that is they have

meanings because meanings are assigned to them by the groups of which human
beings are members... The meanings of these social objects are mediated to the
individual by means of language just as is the case with all other social objects.

(Plummer, 1975, p. 29)

Other symbolic interactionists explore the ways in which sexuality is peadn social
settings.

The physical sensations which constitute sexual experience are not merely

interpretedby our symbolic systems into sexual phenomena, but even more

important, sexual symbolism alsceatessexual experience. (Gecas & Libby,
1976, p. 34)
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In addition, Gecas and Libby observe that much sexual behavior involves non-sexual
motivations, and occurs between social actors who perform a variety ofmdlegeract

in a variety of social settings. Elaborating the ways in which deviant idemigybe

formed, Plummer states that not all individuals who engage in sexual acts thait are
considered “normal” will develop deviant identities. Even those who have been labeled
as deviant by others may not develop a sense of self or sexual self around the actions or
desires.

Put at its simplest, the individual potentially identified as being sexdalliant

has three broad choices: denial, where he refuses to see himself as deviant or let

others see him in this light; diffusion, where he becomes conscious of his

potential deviance and finds much anxiety in such consciousness; deference,

where he ultimately comes to accept his deviance. (Plummer, 1975, p. 81)

Thus the sexually deviant act and the socially deviant identity are not ndgdisgaad,
and Plummer argues the individual’s “career” has a several potentiatdrags. The
instances of sexual misconduct engaged in by people who became labeledrsetoffe
may have quite different meanings for them (and others) had they not been labeled.

It is important to note that Plummer focuses his analysis on homosexuality.
Weeks and Seidman consider homosexuality as well as sado-masochism, and
pornography. These issues are to different degrees openly contested in conjemporar
culture. Many people in mainstream America do not pathologize homosexuality;
pornography has been defended by some femiaistsS&M has been championed as
legitimate form of sexual expression and empowerment by a number of difjeveps.
Child molestation and non-consensual acts are largely absent from this bitehatire

Within a constructionist framework an analysis of child molestation and sex

offenders needs to consider that the categories of children and adults dhg socia
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contingent. Definitions of childhood have a social history (Heywood, 2001) and the age
of sexual consent is socially and legally defined (Archard, 1998). Social process, not
biology or nature, delineate legitimate sexual actors from illegiéiroaes.It is worth
noting that inSexuality and Its Discontent¥effrey Weeks briefly addresses
intergenerational sex from a sociological perspective, acknowledgingittenee of
arguments “for” it (children are autonomous agents, adult-child sex can edataditc.)
(Weeks, 1985, p. 287). He then observes that these often obscure or avoid issues of
power and social context. His work is valuable in that it addresses the topic without
reifying “pedophilia” or drawing on stereotypes of predators. This craatasalytic
space where child molestation and sexual offenses against children can bedafiain

an interactionist perspective rather than a psychological one.

“Sex offenders” are defined as such by the criminal justice systemteifthe
denotes anyone who has been convicted of a criminal sexual offense. Curratieqgisl
trends have increased the extent and severity of punishment for these individudts in suc
a way that makes them visible as outsiders within the community. The label “sex
offender” is highly stigmatizing for the offenders. The media discourses sumgusek
offenders cast these individuals as compulsive sexual predators, and the medico-
psychological professions seek to categorize them within a system obfygmaual
deviants. The net effect is that sex offenders are seen as sexual types aley i
sexual behavior is converted to an essential identity. The social constructxuality
places this identity within a history of social discourses, and denaturalizes our
conceptions of sexual deviance.

e) theory and narrative

79



Advocating a congruence between symbolic interactionism and postmodernism,
Norman Denzin has pointed to the significance of narrative perspectivessiocibe
sciences in general, and in symbolic interaction in particular. Narragiys glcritical
role in linking a variety of theoretical perspectives.

Interactionists, accordingly, study how people produce their situation versions of
society... [They] believe in writing local narratives about how people do things
together (Becker 1986a; Richardson 1990). These narratives take the form of
small-scale ethnographies, life stories, in-depth interviews, labordtaties,

historical analyses, and textual readings of... popular culture...Sociology for
them simply means studying how social things hang together... they rework
concepts like culture and institution to describe the recurring meanings and
practices which persons produce when they do things together. (Denzin, 1992, p.
23)

The cultural studies movement began to investigate “the taken-for-grané@ihgnéhat
circulate in everyday life,” and focused on the production of texts (ibid., p. 34). Denzin
argues that symbolic interactionism enters this field “at the level of éxpdriences”
(ibid.). Narrative offers an opportunity to examine how individuals produce socially and
culturally meaningful selves. In explaining the importance of interpretethods and

social interaction, Denzin states:

We live in narrative’s moment (Maines, 1993). The linguistic and textual basis of
knowledge about society is now privileged. Everything we study is contained
within a storied or narrative representation. The self is a narrative production.
Material social conditions, discourses, and narrative practices interveesivage

the self and its many identities. Narrative’s double duty is complex, and self and
society are storied productions. This why narrative is a prime concernialf soc
science today.

Narrative is a telling, a performance event, the process of making or
telling a story. A story is an account that involves the narration of a series of
events in a plotted sequence that unfolds in tifs¢oryandnarrative are nearly
equivalent terms.) A story has a beginning, a middle, and an ending. Stories have
certain basic structural features, including narrators, plots settingactghs,
crises, and resolutions. Experience, if it is to be remembered and represented,
must be contained in stories that are narrated. We have no direct access to
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experience as such. We can study experience only through its repreasntati
through the ways stories are told. (Denzin, 2001, pp. 58-59)
The “self-stories” people present - the narratives they construct in theergation of
self - becomes an important site of sociological interpretation becausaréieyed
moments of the intersection between the individual and the larger social context.
Self-stories, accounts, or personal narratives, are part of the presentaetin of
Orbuch (1997) posits that emphasis on accounts within the social sciences grewnout of a
interest in deviance. Accounts were defined as “verbal statements madedogiahe
actor to another to explain behaviors that are unanticipated or deviant” and arereshsid
to be “social explanations of events” (Orbuch, 1997, p. 456). It is through accounts that
individuals “neutralize negative acts or their consequences” (ibid.,) and many stfands
the sociology of deviance have focused on the ways people who have committed deviant
acts try to make their actions understandable according to mainstream(8gkes &
Matza, 1957). In fact, personal accounts allow the individual to regain esteem and
construct a story that establishes order while allowing them to exert contiad on t
meaning of events (Orbuch, 1997, p. 459). In generating accounts of their actions, social
actors articulate not only an understanding of the conventions of narrative, but an
understanding of social norms and expectations (ibid., p. 460).
Symbolic interactionism and narrative studies provide a means of conceptualizing
the identity, or identities, that sex offenders manage in their presentatsel.oAs
human beings their sense of self is deeply rooted in the internalization of sosiety, y
convicted sex offenders they are symbolically torn from the fabric ofecbeamunities

and designated as dangerous others. This study provides an analysis of the naifrratives
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sex offenders, exploring the ways in which they construct both deviant and socially
viable identities, and the strategies they employ to articulate a seasgable social
self.

Explaining her own study of sex offender narratives, Pamela D. Schultz presents
the four basic assumptions of self narrative:

e First, an individual’s life is shaped through the storying of experience and throug
the performance of these stories.

e Second, self narratives are constitutive frames, not truth-telling. Sedtimas
furnish rational grounds or justification for conduct.

e Third, an individual's self narrative is embedded within the assumptions gleaned
from the broader social structure.

e Fourth, a person’s self-narrative acts to create, sustain, or change social
interchange. These narratives provide a vehicle for persons to interadtevith t
environment.

(Schultz, 2005, p. 46)
Quialitative research is best suited to inquiries into the making of me@hidgRubin &
l. S. Rubin, 2005, p. 5), and the narrative approach “illuminates the intersection of
biography, history, and society” (Reissman, 2002, p. 697). The interview situation is
seen as an instance of the performance of self. Analysis centers origlod tex
large sections of talk and exchanges — extended accounts of lives that develop
over the course of interviews. The discrete story as the unit of analysis... gives
way... to an evolving series of stories that are framed in and through interaction.
(ibid.)
The narrative is thus a collaboration between the researcher and the shigjgctl{iis
important to realize that “informants do not ‘reveal an essential self &s asubey
perform apreferredself, a selected form the multiplicity of selves or persona that

individuals switch between as they go about their lives.” (ibid. emphasis addegis Thi

particularly germane when interviewing sex offenders who during the ievenust
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manage highly discrediting information in the presence of someone who is aware of thei
status.

f) interactionist accounts of sexual offenders

In recent years some scholars have recognized the paucity of narcatvais of
sexual offenders. Ken Plummeirelling Sexual Storied995) explores the ways in
which peopléell their sexuality as well as the roles that public stories and modes of
story-telling are drawn on, produced, and consumed within contemporary cultural
contexts, such as TV talk shows, self-help books, magazines, and 12-step programs.
However, Plummer observes that to become established, storylines regeneréinte
communities of support” where they can flourish, and has observed that in the case of
“paedophiles,” there is no medial outlet for their voices. They are also unhelaed in t
“literature on marginality/outsiders/silenced voices” (Plummer, 1995, p. 119)r Othe
researchers have argued that is important for social scientists théstories of
“society’s greatest pariahs” (Waldram, 2007, p. 963)

A small number of qualitative works on sexual offending have been produced in
recent years. Although some of them employ symbolic interactionist iddasaative
theory of discourse, these works all focus on understanding the motivations of offenders
in committing their deviant acts. In addition to Diana Scully’s research thigzaddhe
in-depth interviews of incarcerated rapists, Douglas Pryor and Pam8lkzhDitz have
analyzed child molesters’ self-stories from a symbolic interastig@rspective in order
to understand why seemingly “normal” men sexually abuse children.

Pryor'sUnspeakable Acts: Why Men Sexually Abuse Chilaiiemnprets the

narratives 29 convicted sex offenders who committed acts against minors. yiagplo
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“’social process’ approach to explore the question of why men molest children” he
focuses “on the stages of experience that characterize movement into antheut of
active offending role” (Pryor, 1996, p. 8). He explores

how men reached the point where they began sexual contact with children, the

patterns of adjustment they experienced between episodes, the ways their

involvement varied over time, the changing views of sexual boundaries that
unfolded, and how all the men were eventually caught and exposed.” (ibid.)
His research focuses exclusively on the “regressed” or “situationaliaétr who is
primarily sexually attracted to adults (ibid., p. 91) and those who engaged in infialfam
sexual contact with a minor. He identifies factors that precipitated thel sexact
with the minor (such as a history of sexual abuse; loss of their own “male ayttaordy
a deteriorating sex life), factors that facilitated continued sexualatomité that minor;
and factors that contributed to them ending the behavior (such as, most saliently, being
caught). His work provides insight into how offenders’ experience of and intgrpnet
of their reality enables their deviant sexual behavior.

In Not Monsters: Analyzing the Stories of Child Molest8chultz also seeks “to
understand why an adult could be sexually attracted to a child.” (Schultz, 2005, p. xiv) .
Explicitly drawing on symbolic interaction and recent theories of naeashe analyzes
the structural elements of her subjects’ story-telling to arrive at“tfisgursive reality”

(ibid., p. 3). Schultz presents nine case studies of incarcerated sex offendexsuthanf
how they explain their behavior (“Ultimately, narrated identity is moral iggnthich
means that it offers an explanation for deeds done” [ibid., p. 32]). She examines the ways

their stories vary on four levels: the personal; situational; structural; gadipational,
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and argues that understanding these dimensions can lead to a more restoliaéve just
framework that aims to rehabilitate offenders.

Both these works present humanized voices of sex offenders which stand in
contrast to the images presented by mainstream media. These are not thefitbee
stranger lurking in the bushes waiting to mutilate a child, or the serial pedojghile w
hundreds of victims (see Hammel-Zabin, 2003). These narratives are unpacked from a
sociological perspective that views meaning as socially constructede Wheéss resist
dominant stereotypes in the presentation of their participants, and offemihlgsig as a
critique of existing policies. However, neither author adopts a relatiestisfructionist
view of sexual offending, and each clearly see the deviant behavior of theatsgje
constituting abuse. They do not explore the affects of the labeling process or the ways

which being labeled may alter a sex offender’s social identity.

Il. Toward the Narrative Construction of Spoiled Identity

a) research design

This study explores the way convicted sex offenders — men who have been
labeled and whose social identity has been “spoiled” — construct and presese|tres.
To understand how sex offenders’ make meanings out of their deviant status tédallec
small sample of life histories of people convicted of an offense against a minog Us
open-ended in-depth interviewing methods, | sought to provide an opportunity for these
stigmatized men to construct a narrative of self that would make visible tisanva
which their social identity is lived, internalized and resisted. A total off6 me

participated in two separate 90-minute interviews each.
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To access offenders, | researched local sex offender treatmens cédidy three
were listed as such. One had closed and the other would not return phone calls. | met
with the Director of the third center who showed great interest in my proj@ctas
willing to distribute fliers to clients of his organization. Through a referdifcovered
another treatment center that was not listed as specializing in sex dffealtteugh it
did. The Director of that center also agreed to distribute flyers. It thwoting that the
difficulty | encountered researching treatment facilities is an atidic of the level of
stigma attached to sex offenders. Providers do not want neighbors to know that sex
offenders are frequenting the area; nor do they want to contribute to public labeling of
their clients, further stigmatizing them.

In addition, | was able to meet with Director of the city’s departmentaifgtion
who agreed to distribute fliers to probation officers who would then distribute them to
their probationers.

The fliers announced a life history project for which participants would be paid
$50 for two interviews ($25 paid at each session). It specified that particgents be
convicted sex offenders who had offended against a minor. They were instructed to call a
number that was specifically set up for this project, and interviews were sethé¢dlle
held in the Department of Sociology’s conference room at the Graduate Center.

Phone calls began trickling in after the first set of fliers was sentatnteat
centers. During the first three months after distribution, | was contagte8 imen.
However, many of these callers would not return my calls. |did not call angcke b
more than twice, as | didn’t want to harass anyone. | also made appointntants wi

several men who did not show up for their interviews or return further calls. Buring
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period of six months | interviewed four men. | continued to send fliers to the treatme
center and the Department of Probation, but calls stopped coming in. During this time,
the Director at one of the treatment centers left, and her replacementtwasnmsted in

the project. | decided to raise the amount of the stipend from $25 per interview to $40
per, and sent more flyers to my two remaining contacts. When | still eeceovcalls, |
arranged to go to one of the treatment centers and distribute fliers in petisen at
beginning of the groups. This way | was able to introduce myself, explain thetpanjd
answer any questions. Within a week | had seven more interested offendeesatiev

to interview two of them.

Each interview with participants lasted between 60 and 90 minutes. The second
interview was always scheduled within the following two or three weeks. Téreisw
guestions were designed to allow participants to speak as much as possible about
themselves, and to create opportunities for them to direct their own narrativebisFor t
reason, not all questions were necessarily asked of every person (altrasighene)
and very many questions arose spontaneously. This method of interviewing is ideally
suited for life history projects (H. J. Rubin & I. S. Rubin, 2005, p. 5) where subjects “are
asked to provide a narrative about the stages of their life, their childhood, education, jobs
marriages and divorces, children, illnesses, and other crisis they haveregathe
(ibid., p. 8)

Qualitative interviews are conversations in which a researcher gerdiysgaii

conversational partner in an extended discussion. The researcher elicitsxdepth a

detail about the research topic by following up on answers given by the

interviewee during the discussion. Unlike survey research, in which eaetly
same questions are asked to each individual, in qualitative interviews each

conversation is unique, as researchers match their questions to what each
interviewee knows and is willing to share. (ibid., p. 4).

87



In order to explore how meaning is made of events in the their lives, | needed totconduc
interviews in such a way that they could generate narratives unique to them. For this
reason, imposing a structure to the interviews would risk imposing meaning andrstruct
on the narratives (although, to an extent, this is unavoidable, as will be discussed in
greater detalil later in this chapter).

The first interview session with each participant was devoted to thenidifary.
| asked questions about their biography, establishing where they grew up, what their
families were like, what career goals have they pursued, and whatdghéicant
relationships were like. Although intended to elicit a narrative, this style ofionieg
helped establish a comfortable rapport. Asking relatively non-threatgnesgions early
on provided an opportunity for each of us to become familiar with the other’s presence
and adjust to the interview situation. As the interview progressed | would ask more
probing questions. Because the flyer specified that | was interviewingffeaders,
these men often assumed that | wanted to hear about their offense, and began to talk
about it early on. Although questions about sexual offending were part of the second
interview, | did not dissuade participants from discussing it during the first.

The second session specifically focused on the nature of their offenseudethcl
guestions asking them to describe what they were charged with and what lead up to the
incident/s. They were asked some general questions about criminal proceedings a
conditions of their probation/parole. Questions were also included pertaining to how
others in their life reacted when they found out about the conviction, and how their lives
have changed since that event. Finally, participants were asked to voi@gth®ins on

current sex offender policies and how sex offenders are portrayed in the media.
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Procuring IRB approval for this project was extremely difficult. The
responsibilities of the Institutional Review Board are to protect human sufsgotany
negative physical, social, psychological or economic consequences of theipgat@otic
in a research project. Because criminal populations in general, and sex gffander
particular, are highly stigmatized and subject to supervision by the sociadlcont
apparatus, they are particularly vulnerable. Because of this, my studwedeqgdull
review process, and my application was considered by the CUNY-wide IRB\&ris
Representative. The Prisoner Representative was very concerned thagina} ori
application did not adequately consider the risks my research posed to padiaipc
procuring approval took over six months during which many pages of communication
were exchanged. Among the issues raised was the fact that recent degis|atew
York was seeking to impose retroactive registration requirements on sex offeruae
were released prior to the state’s 1996 law. This indicated to the PrisonesdRégnee
that “the state is not respectful of the basic legal rights of sex of€nalbich elevates
their risk. The Prisoner Representative also referred to recent incidemggasftism
that resulted in two sex offenders murdered in the state of Maine. Becawustesdrrs
exist in a hostile legal and social environment, the consequences of being exsesed as
offenders through participation could be more than minimal. Furthermore, offenders on
probation or parole could risk re-incarceration if they mentioned any violatitweiof t
status, regardless of whether or not it related to a sex offense. The Rigtrese
advised that my project not include anyone on probation or parole; that extra precautions
be taken to assure anonymity — such as posting results on a website, rather thgntsendi

to them, transcribing and destroying tapes within 48 hours of interviews,mgaski
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identifiers in transcripts, and waiving written informed consent and using an oral
agreement; in addition he advised that recruitment measures be reevaluatetland tha
consider using the registry to send out fliers rather than relying on émeigp@rsonnel
who know potential participants.

Most of these suggestions were agreed upon (48 hours was an impractical time
frame, and | agreed to transcribe the tapes within a month of each interviedhot di
agree to using the registry, however, as this seemed to be relying on poliuglof am
critical. In addition, in spite of the Prisoner Represtentative’s objections}Bhe
requested that | include a statement in the oral consent agreement thataadl |
attempt to contact authorities if | was concerned about the safety of a chéd. T
requirement that subjects not be on probation or parole was initially agreed teghowe
when over six months passed without any responses | realized there simplgoxfere t
offenders in treatment programs that were not on probation or parole to reasonally expec
to recruit participants. Thus, | reapplied for and eventually received approva
interview people who were in the community under conditions of probation or parole.

b) (pre)constructing the subject

The process of negotiating IRB approval was particularly significathtat it
illustrates some of the ways this population is particularly vulnerable, assvislé ways
in which they are stereotypically perceived. The IRB’s main concerithawinimizing
any risks to participants, and the process was helpful in ironing out my regdeargn.
It is the job of the researcher and the IRB to think in advance of anything that might
possibly go wrong in order set up reasonable safeguards. But thinking ahead in this way

also requires a projection of an idea about who subjects are. Looking at how wanenvis
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the research before it's begun can show how we are constructing our subjects —
“othering” them before we even begin.

During the process of refining the research protocols, potential participasts we
variously cast as both endangered and dangerous. The IRB views people who have
committed any crime as de facto vulnerable. Participating in researchgpeseal risks
to this groups which include, but are not limited to: a) exposure — which could have
harmful or shameful social consequences; b) imprisonment — as mentioned for people on
probation or parole, disclosing (however inadvertently or innocuously) any violation of
their status could land them in jail to serve the remainder of their sentence; dgddjna
as mentioned above, in the case of sex offenders, instances of vigilante justicékx
of these are very serious concerns which researchers and the IRB need & addres

However, | would like to turn attention to the imaginative work that goes on in
this process in an attempt to deconstruct “prior conceptions of the phenomenon” by
“critically interpreting previous definitions, observations, and analysesienh (Denzin,
2001, p. 72). There is a narrative embedded in the pre-construction of the researcher and
the subject. The researcher is cast as an authoritative figure, a pqeestu
dominating the situation with the participant. The subject is vulnerable and erethnger
by the researcher’s privileged position. The researcher enters the seegeasi-
representative of the social control apparatus, privy to important shameaissaad
with the power to unmask. The subject is seen as somewhat naive, someone who may
unwittingly expose important information about self that could be potentially dagiag

In fact, in anticipating the research | experienced apprehension regaaat |

perceived as my “power” in the situation relative to my (potential) subjects’
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powerlessness. | was particularly attuned to the IRB caveat reggpdyadnological”

harm and was concerned that it would be distressing for participants to diszuss t
crimes. Latent in this concern is a judgmental expectation thaskioeydbe distressed.

In spite of my theoretical perspective and analytic distance, | drttezesituation with
preconceptions regarding the shamefulness of their actions and a preconception of the
as someone who would feel shame at disclosing information related to their /sffense
this way | was constructing subjects as people particularly vulneratdeliogs of

shame through my own moral beliefs.

In contrast to the emphasis placed on the participants as endangered and
vulnerable and myself, the researcher, as powerful, conversations | had veitycel
while designing the researcher generated scenarios where | was tlastoae c
vulnerable, and my participants as threatening. People with whom | consukedoreli
many of the truth claims produced by professional discourses and distortechstrezen
media. These claims are part of a shared landscape of belief and théagadyo$ my
research their entrenchment in the minds of the general public and professional
populations — as well as within me, the social constructionist — became methodological
issues.

While the IRB was concerned with risks posed to participants, friends and
colleagues were concerned about risks that | would be exposed to by engaging with such
threatening individuals as convicted sex offenders. For instance, | discusseskarghe
with a forensic psychologist who became alarmed while | was describipgatess of
procuring IRB approval. Drawing from his own profession’s knowledge about sex

offenders, he constructed a set of fantastic scenarios where | was thenead of
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protection and anonymity. From his perspective, my personal safety viglsatd this
outweighed any potential psychological or legal harm to participants who hatediol
important moral codes. He was concerned that the original proposal includegl givi
participants my full name, and thought that their knowing | studied at The Graduate
Center would make me a target for stalking and harassment. That | intended to be a
relatively compassionate, non-judgmental listener, as opposed to a confrohtat®na
would make me a gullible target for lies and self-justifications. Beivgraan, | would
be vulnerable to sexual attack. Operating alone, without supervision and unprotected by
an authoritative structure such as a jail or treatment center would funtierce their
perception of my vulnerability.

His concerns were framed largely in terms of ideas about who sex offenders are.
Like others psychologists, he argued that sex offenders are particudariyutative.
They are accustomed to either concealing their deviance or being confronited by
Talking to me, someone who both knows they are an offender and who is not going to
challenge their “cognitive distortions,” would be a unique situation which woulky like
bring out their psychopathology in a way that | would not necessarily be prepared to
handle. They would sense my vulnerability and capitalize on it in some unspecified sel
serving way that would not only taint my data, but put me at personal risk. They might
try to break physical, social or psychological boundaries with me. For instaegenay
not agree to end the interview and might try to follow me home. They might ask me to
help them out with personal or bureaucratic problems. Or, they may confront me,

challenge me, ask me personal questions, or attack me verbally. Although thgse thi
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could occur imranyinterview situation, they were presented as more likely to occur with
sex offenders.

In these projections | am cast as vulnerable, compassionate, good, guliilde, na
alone, and female. | am also subtly constructed as too liberal and misguidatificdde
| am a potential victim. The subject is cast as manipulative, cunning, with arl-ikema
instinct to sense my inexperience. He is also construed as needy and socially
inappropriate, as well as an aggressive, self-serving predator.

Fears regarding my safety were mentioned by everyone | discusseddhech
with, and many of the concerns lead to precautions instituted in the research protocol.
For instance, my full name (as well as that of my adviser and the IRB adatonstvere
removed from the informed consent form. | would only interview people during regular
working hours and would not leave the building for a full hour after the interview.

Pre-constructions of the subject were built in to the research in other wagH.as
Particularly significant is the research protocol itself. As | reggkthe questions | had
designed, it became apparent to me that on some level | had assumed a psy¢ho-sexua
developmental theory of deviance. The structure of the interview is built around an
already familiar story of self-hood and ego formation following the convesifirmly
established in memoir, autobiography, and case studies. Employing the tropes of
coherent identity, | had created a set of questions that assume its exasterelbas a
linear progression from childhood to adulthood. The questions are in part based on an
underlying assumption that childhood and family are essential to selfhood. Byusing
chronological progression that seems so natural that few ever questiouilitin or

guided a story toward a sense of causality. Another relevant assumption embelded in t
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interview design was that their story would be a story of sexual identity. Andneadler
that assumption, and in spite of the theoretical framework from which | approached the
topic, was the assumption that something must have gone wrong in their story line,
something must have happened that explained the deviance. In the structure of the
interviews, sexuality is literally at the center, as if it links the pathe present.

Examining some of the ways the subject (and researcher) are construmted pri
data collection sensitized me to hermeneutical problems associated withtigeal
research (ibid., p. 74). The conventions | relied on for eliciting a life histothese
that are generally accepted as what constitutes one (H. J. Rubin & I. S. Rubin, 2005, p.
8), and the conventions and assumptions | take for granted are shared by the general
population. Using grounded theory and open-ended research questions allows
participants to actively collaborate in the direction and shape of their nareatvdy
establishing conversational rapport | could diminish the likelihood that my gungsti
over-controlled the interview situation. It is worth noting that in fact, séyuhd not
emerge as a major theme in any of the narratives. Had any psycho-sexlodrdewnéal
scheme emerged as salient, it would have been analyzed as an explanatgs. pablsa
project does not tell the story of how sex offenders become who they are, instead it
examines how sex offenders use socially available motifs to articuhat¢hey are.

¢) The narratives

It is understood that the narratives | elicit are particular instances of the
management of identity. In terms of “truth”, they cannot be seen as angtbieghan
what someone constructed to suit their purposes while being interviewed by a quasi-

professional who knows they are a sex offender. | did not “fact check” anytieyng t
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reported and had no knowledge of their official records. Much of the professional
literature on sex offenders emphasizes their use of “cognitive distor8umg’;(2006; S.

T. Holmes & R. M. Holmes, 2002; Marshall et al., 1999; Scully, 1994; Terry, 2006); that
they are “deniers” and “manipulators” who cannot be trusted. Although | am not
interested in refuting or supporting such claims, the truth of their stories was not
assumed. Indeed, it is my belief that the stories anyone constructs, foeltresnts for
others, are to some degree self-serving; that all versions of events andré& sinspdy
versions, and are often produced with a certain intention in mind. This is partichéarly t
case when unacceptable behavior is under question (Orbuch, 1997). For the purposes of
the project, although | do underscore that the texts these men produced are mnsstruct
when presenting their narratives | generally do not use terms such ase€tépo

“claimed” which have a way of undermining the speaker’s intentions. | prisent

content of their stories as told.

My sample is small. As other researchers have noted, procuring access to se
offenders, particularly those in the community, can be extremely difficyloP1r996;
Tewksbury & Lees, 2006). The six men | interviewed were between 35-55 years ol
Three were White, two African American and one was Latino. Four were frokimngor
class backgrounds and two were middle class. These two were the only ones in the
sample who had complete college degrees. Three were married at thetheie of
offense. All had offended against a minor, although none would meet the diagnostic
criteria for pedophilia. Three were convicted for consensual sexual corttact w
teenagers. Names have been changed and identifying details havedrednalomitted

to protect the identity of the participants.
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Each life history yielded approximately 80 single-spaced pages of text. Bach w
read closely, with particular attention paid to recurrent themesymaitethe way each
individual constructed their offense; paradigms or knowledge bases used in the
presentation or explanation of self; interpretations used or dismissed pertaidengant
identity and deviant behavior; and ruptures in coherence or contradictions that imply
conflict with or resistance to various paradigms or interpretations.

In reading these it became apparent that ways these offenders weretbonded
their community were, to differing degrees, disrupted by both the conditions ofiprobat
and the stigma of their conviction. In spite of the fact that they were dffidiesignated
social outcasts, these men lived in the community and needed to develop strategies fo
maintaining a viable social self, someone worthy of inclusion. With one notceabl
exception, these men resisted incorporating an identity as monstrous outsider or
dangerous other and instead asserted a self that belonged within the community. In the
chapters that follow | provide an in-depth reading of these aspects of thatrvear
However, the ways participants constructed their offenses assumed hpmEsitian in

each self's story. In the next chapter I look at these constructions.
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CHAPTER FOUR: CONSTRUCTING THE OFFENSE

In telling their stories, all of the offenders provided an extensive account of the
offense for which they were convicted. Constructing their offense, each gaatviear
meaning to their experiences. In generating these stories, theyyechphotifs that
contributed to their overall presentation of self and that illuminated ways i Wiey
relate to their official label. In this chapter | introduce each of theféeaders. | briefly
provide a description of my general impression of the interview, summarize thei
background, and turn to an in-depth examination of the ways they presented their offense.

The research was presented to participants as a life history project of lpengle
with the stigma of being a labeled sex offender, so of course the intemEuded
guestions about the specific offense for which they were convicted. In spitdsof it a
being presented as a “life history”, they made a general assumption about thle centr
importance of the offense. This is natural, as they were being intervieaesiepy
because they were labeled sex offenders. However, | was surprised by how thekl
jumped into these accounts in response to general questions pertaining to their
background.

Reviewing the extensive amount of text they produced offering theiraotish
of their offense, | found myself at times reading with a counter-maeriat mind. This
dissertation is intended to analyze the texts as instances of the productianofgisy
highly stigmatized members of society. As such, it is not intended to scrutimize
statements. However, during my in-depth reading of these accounts, | becamé¢haty
| was searching for a specific truth, as if underneath the narrative ket feally

happened.” In processing the texts | was silently positing an actualyinghuhderneath
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the narrative account, one which | believed to be at times obfuscated by their
constructions. In other words, | at times caught myself not quite buying indmncert
aspects of their stories. My own interpretation of their texts intruded onadingeof
them.

However, stories exist within a cultural context of many stories. Foy eeesion
of events, several alternative perspectives exist. These may or may reddexplicit
by story-tellers themselves. But in differing ways narratives sjetileir counter-
narratives. In constructing their account of their offense, they producednaixésé in
some ways in dialogue with the cultural context in which they exist. Assumptions,
stereotypes, and listeners’ “common sense” are all implicated in thesgvearrand in
some ways these men were defending themselves against these. Thayagee &
making meaning within a context of meanings. And |, as listener and readdrahda
read their texts through other meaning packages. For these reasons, tis ahthlgir
constructions of the offense has a dialogical quality that seems to me unavoidable

In “Techniques of Neutralization: A Theory of Delinquency” Sykes & Matza
argue that wrongdoers generally share the values of the larger socigiyehmot
“totally immune from the demands for conformity made by the dominant social order”
and they agree “with respectable society” about what constitutes wrongful drehavi
(Sykes & Matza, 1957, p. 665). Thus wrongdoers employ techniques to neutralize the
impact of their wrongdoing. According to Sykes and Matza, these techniqueshedlow t
to engage in deviant behavior without “serious damage to [their] self-image’s(&yke
Matza, 1957, p. 667). The five techniques they identify represent ways of shaping events

to serve the needs of self by making the actions seem less unconscionable ¢t both s
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others. Although only three of the narratives can be seen to offer exampléesiaid
Matza’s techniques (and none provided examples of all five), the narratives eadbe r
as attempts to neutralize through humanizing motifs which make the deviant action
understandable to non-deviants. It is not the intention of this chapter to address each of
their techniques, and | did not demand an explanation of their behavior or approach the
interviewees in a confrontational manner. My role was that of a facilaatbe
narratives of their choice.

In these narratives we hear a range of different stories that are &tedninder
the label sex offender. Furthermore, all participants offended againsbg ana
therefore, at least in popular imagination, are considered “child moleatevgll. As
we shall see, three of the offenders were arrested for consensual setat!with
teenagers, and a theme that emerges in these narratives highlights matrolgeey area
between adolescence and adulthood, particularly in regards to sexual aGahcpne
person in the sample committed an interfamilial offense, and only one wasdfors
serial offenses. One of the participants was arrested for a non-contactrairmvolved
making a date with a minor over the internet. Some were more forthcomindpeiith t
stories, while others were more reticent and difficult to engage. Some agenete
jump into the story of their offense, while others provided extensive background
information. For this reason that narratives presented in this and the followptgrcha
differ in detail and scope.

While each of the narratives is unique, all can be seen as attempts to make their
actions understandable, and to place themselves within a context of circumstances in

which their offense makes sense and they are not monstrous. It is my @rthanhéey
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did so in order to demonstrate that they were fully social beings. In fact, a nuntiber of
elements of these constructions will be revisited in Chapter 7, where texgfienders’

strategies for repairing damaged social bonds.

|. Raoul (an intrafamilial offender)

Raoul was a Latino male in his late forties. He asserted that he Wdikegeby
most people, and expressed a tolerance and understanding of others’ behavior that led me
to believe that he is in fact easy to get along with. At the same time, garitsgof the
conversation he would get quite worked up, with anger registering in his voice and body.
| involuntarily flinched a number of times in reaction to this strong display otiem
Raoul made a lot of eye contact and spoke fast. His narrative was cluttered, nudhed, a
filled with detail.

Raoul grew up in the outer boroughs of the city and reported having a physically
abusive father and depressed mother. He spent much of his youth doing drugs and
getting into trouble, and was a juvenile offender. He worked at a number of odd jobs
throughout his twenties and thirties.

Raoul had been with his wife for 12 years when she began cheating on him. He
was incensed by her infidelity and out of anger committed his sexuatefégainst her
13-year-old daughter (his step-daughter). While the mother was out one morning with
her boyfriend, Raoul went into the girl's room while she slept, pulled down her
underpants and took a Polaroid of her genitals. Raoul was sentenced for 15 years in
prison, for sexual assault of a minor. While in prison he fought to get his sentence

reduced and was released after nine years for time served.
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While in prison Raoul “found God”. He describes hitting rock bottom and
realizing that God would take care of him. He was now deeply involved in church and
his religious views have been a highly significant resource on which to drawasete
life challenges and worked on coming to terms with what he viewed as an uigast pr
sentence.

Raoul created an extensive and involved narrative of his offense. Detailing the
events that led up to the incident, he created what amounted to twelve pages of single-
spaced text devoted solely to of the construction of the offense. When he firstl éhéer
interview situation he seemed eager to jump right into the story, and immediately
disclosed his official charge and listed some of the contributing factors behihtievha
did. It was highly important for Raoul that his listener understand that the offesse
routed in a long-standing relationship with his wife, and in order to understand his story,
one must understand the complexities of this relationship. He told his story with urgency
and excitement, and at times mounting indignation and anger.

The motifs Raoul employed all centered around a sense that he had lost control of
his personal life; that he no longer had authority vis-a-vis his wife or the woniés i
household. He described the years leading up to the event as characterizatking“dr
and drugging” which contributed to the “stinking thinking” that enabled him to offend
against his step-daughter. Masculinity was a recurring, salient, androkigrgatheme
in Raoul’s narrative. His attachment to male social roles, predominantly diefiterms
of kinship, was a consistent, if not primary, means through which he articulated his

identity, his relationships, his understanding of his own sexual abuse, and his sexual
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offense. For Raoul, manhood was something rigidly defined and easily threatened,
source of pride or destabilization.
Raoul could not describe the offense itself without going back twelve yetles to
beginning of his relationship with his wife. In fact, when asked what was hap@ning
the time of the incident, he quickly reverted to the circumstances tweheheafare
when they first met. The urgency he spoke with indicated a great investment oryhis st
and a sense that the details he focused on were highly important to him. He offered these
details with little prodding, and described the offense in what was esseotiallong,
uninterrupted monologue. When | would make comments encouraging him to focus on
the event itself, he expressed frustration with being interrupted and inkistéuistlevel
of detail and history were integral to the account of the morning he took the photographs.
At the beginning of the first interview he made it clear that he was cori®rta
discussing his label and his offense.
My life is an opened book. | don’t object to saying anything. | got charged with a
lewd act on a child. She was my stepdaughter. She was thirteen. | took two
photographs of her. There's a story. Me and her mother were pretty much doing
a lot of drugs and we [moved] to try and change our lifestyle and better ourselves
but uh after arriving over there the economy was different and a lot of things
started to snowball and | ended meeting some people with drugs and | started
doing things | wasn’t supposed to be doing.
Indicating that he was at ease talking about his status as a sex offendeg, language
he presented what he did. Talking quickly, with a sense of rattling off explangtains
he had gone over many times before, he presented the circumstancesisugrthe act.
These included the economy, his social life and what his friends were doing, andyhis dru

use. Relying on the language of the official charge, he presented himsetisrofehe

label imposed on him, bestowing authority on the label and granting it reality.
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Well | got charged with a lewd act on a child, using a child in sexual performance
and possession of child pornography.

Describing what he did to his step-daughter, Raoul said:
| took the photographs, uh, close ups of, uh, you know, her genital areas... It was
a Saturday morning and | went into her room and | nudged her and | told her
listen, you want some breakfast, and she just kept like nudging ... She had shorts
on; | took the shorts off.
He spoke awkwardly, and was quick to turn attention to the relationship between himself
and his wife, stating:
| need to first clarify something. My girlfriend used to be my neighbor and when
| met her she had three kids. And | lived with her for twelve years and in the
process we had two which you know made if five. The victim she was when |
first came into her life she was [nearly] two years old.
When asked to discuss what he actually did to the girl when she was nearlgriphete
anxiously explained that one needed to understand the background and context. For
instance, his family had moved to a town that a relative lived in, and they ended up
moving in with him. The details of this turn of events were presented as key to
understanding the nature of the household he was living in. He explained:
It's a combination of things that led to that. It's not something that | just woke up
one morning and acted out. No. It was her brother bringing stress to us, ‘cause he
was staying with us; he was bossing my kids.
The brother-in-law’s presence in the household disrupted the equilibrium in the
household and undermined his authority over the children. This played an important role
in his state of mind, and contributed to the sense that he was losing control. Detailing the
interactions with his brother-in-law, as well as the stories related taifie’s infidelity,
were critical to understanding his mounting anger.
You were asking me when | offended, how it was with the offense. | was giving

you details of what led to one thing more — anger and more, because | found out
she was sleeping with this guy.
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His voice became indignant as he explained the months during which he gradually
became aware of her “sleeping with this guy” and the events which weia gag
gradual awareness were a crucial to explaining his increasing fiustad lack of
control over the women in his life.
Raoul offered an overview of the offense:
I’'m not trying to minimize, because | know | was wrong. It was my stateird
at the moment, an escalation of bad choices, bad decisions, my life style éisat | w
living. It was a combination of a lot of things that led to that. Otherwise under
other circumstances | would have never. | should have just left. | should have just
left. | wanted to leave and I didn’t leave and being in the house it just kept eating
me up that this woman had me babysitting her kids, our kids, while she was going
out to work and getting screwed. And then she’s telling her daughter that I'm
watching, that's not your father. You know, so | don’t know why | decided to do
that. It was something that | just did, because | knew that would hurt her.
Here he framed his action as an “escalation” of choices and decisionyj tastself as
a responsible agent who “decided” to do that in order to get back at his wife. At the
beginning of the first interview, Raoul articulated his offense as a choid@sked
rhetorically,
Why did | choose a sex offense? Why did | choose to take...? At that time when |
did it,  was on drugs. ... | was watching pornography, | was doing drugs, my
wife was cheating on me, it was like a combination of things.
He spoke as if he had listed these before, counting off the contributing factorsdan a rot
way. No one element alone explained what happened. Yet in spite of these issues, he
still framed it as a choice that he made. He again used the verb “decedgilam the
action that he took to retaliate:
She had me babysitting, you know, her daughter, and she was screwing around

with somebody, and I just out of the hurt and betrayal and anger | decided to do
something, you know.
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The “decision” was made as an effect of his mounting frustration with the loss of his
authority in the house and the insult of his wife’s infidelity. He expresseédtoeact,
to regain control over the situation, to show his power.
Explaining why he specifically chose a sexual violation of the step-daught
means of retaliation, he said:
My oldest stepdaughter and my oldest stepson, according to [my wife], they were
molested when they were kids by their father. And that was the reason she left
the kids’ father. Okay now, she always stressed that to me, when we med] | aske
her what happened to the kids father, and you know she told me he molested the
two oldest ones, not the little one, and that she couldn’t live with him. So | pretty
much knew that that was a real sensitive spot for her.
He presents his reason for taking the photographs as a calculated attenopa tedy
that he knew would hurt her mother. He described her reaction to her other two children
having been molested by their biological father, and was it as an opporturiodis
own power in the household and do something that he knew would be meaningful to her.
He deliberately chose something that “was a real sensitive spot”. Toltzipeint

home, he made sure that she found the photos.

And | took the pictures and | put them in a card. And | was going to give them to
her mom ... | left them in the room.

Although he presents his action as a conscious decision and choice that he made,
he did not justify it as rational.

But just her telling me that she’s not my daughter, kind of like put me in my

rebellious state, and stinking thinking., | was saying, well she ain’t my daughte

She just kept saying it, and she said it one time too many. But when | came to my

senses | said man, she’s not my daughter, but she’s my daughter’s sistey, and m

son’s sister. So, which one is it?

| guess that's just my stinking thinking, you know that’s not sensible. That's
stinking thinking. That’s not thinking. Meaning not thinking logical.
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Here he presented two different versions of the cognitive process he went though. On
one hand he based his action on his wife’s consistent iteration that the step-daaghter w
not his daughter. He employed this idea in the service of his retaliation. However, he
simultaneous attributed this to faulty reasoning, or “stinking thinking” that included
distorting the familial relations that they shared and acting thoughtlessly
When Raoul explained that his victim was a baby old when he met her, he linked
himself to a child-rearing function and his familial relationship to her. In fecéntered
his wife’s household and assumed the role of man of the house, with his relationship to
the victim being essential parental. He stated: “So | pretty much raised ladways
provided.” He constructed her as a baby who he nurtured through to her adolescence,
someone for whom he played a significant role as care-giver and financialgsrovi
Throughout the narrative of his offense he highlighted the fact that this paternal
relationship to his step-children was undermined by his wife once she begangcbeat
him. In this first telling he explained how his wife provoked him by emphasizinghtha
victim was not his daughter.
What happened was my wife... we were doing drugs and she started screwing
around with someone in her job and she started telling her daughter, my step
daughter, that she didn’t have to listen to me, that | wasn't her father. You know,
sort of like to get back at me.
He directly linked his wife’s telling the daughter that she didn’t have tnlist him to
the infidelity. Her “screwing around with someone” was experienced as at) arsail
added to this was the loss of his role of authority in relation to his stepdaughter. He lost
both roles. He brought up this fact up at ten different points in the narrative, emphasizing

that his wife kept reiterating this fact. He experienced this as herghitn, and

expressed great indignation and anger at this tactic.
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Now my daughter, the victim in my case, her mother kept telling her thagri’wv
her father. And that hurt me, and she was doing it out of spite. “That’s not your
father... you don’t have to listen to him. If you want permission you can ask me,
I’'m your mother.” And I'm saying to myself, you got a lot of nerve man, after
raised her, and when she needs something, it's ask your father...
He iterated again that he “raised her”, and indicated a hypocrisy and laskiod in his
wife’s behavior. It displayed disregard and disrespect for the years he had spe
parenting her children. He argued that she had “a lot of nerve”.
She kept telling my stepdaughter | wasn’t her father and | used to say té mysel
this woman got a lot of balls, you know. She’s out there, sleeping with some other
guy, she’s got me babysitting her daughter. Cause it got to a point where she kept
saying it so much that | said, okay she’s not my daughter.
In his construction of the offense, his wife’s emphasis on the fact that his sigpteta
was not his biological daughter was presented as the final straw. He wasimdig
because she was “sleeping with some other guy” and that his role wasd éaltitat of a
babysitter. Eventually the insult became unbearable and he conceded, with hostile
resentment, that he did not have a familial relationship with the girl.
The tenuousness of his parental relationship with his stepdaughter waseginfor
by those around him, particularly his mother.
| used to whine. | used to complain to my family about that, and my ... mother
would give me the advice that not to sweatkds just worry about youkids...
eventually | just started realizing that my kids were mines, and they wezalt
my kids and | started changing my point of view or my attitude towards my step
children.
The message he received from his mother contributed to an undermining of his idea of
himself as the girl’'s father and placed him in a position of indifference inaeletiher.
He no longer needed to see himself as her protector, and no longer needed to see himself

as part of the family. This made her less off-limits than if she were thotighthis

daughter, and weakened the idea of incest in his offense
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After | took those pictures and the mother saw them, she was like, how could you
do this to your daughter? Ha ha! Oh, but what were you saying before? What
were you saying before? That's not your daughter, you remember? Now | took
pictures and now you're telling me what? How could you do this to your
daughter? Right. Now you’re going to burn me to the third degree and put me on
the cross?
He not only presented his offense as revenge against his wife cheating on tam, but
revenge against her undermining his familial relationship with “the victim
In constructing his victim, Raoul invoked adolescent sexuality, and presented the
girl as a sexual and provocative character. By so doing, he offered adeigmase, or
mitigating circumstances to his behavior, explaining to some extent whyemel e
sexually against her. Raoul painted a picture of a household filled with sexciahy
teens, indicating that he was stimulated by them and had begun to see pduplag# t
range as sexual beings. He stated that the teens in the house dressed piguncative
ways that emphasized their sexuality. As he argued that not all minonmacent, and
that many are sexually active, he began to create a construction of threasgdtaving
sexual power.
They used to come to the house a lot and | was around a lot of teenagers, you
know, a lot of kids, a lot of teenagers, young teenagers; mothers with no fathers
who maybe just had like flings or little relationships that didn’t work out, but they
still happened to bear children. So | was around a lot of teenage girls and my girl
wasn’t giving me, wasn’t showing the right example.
He put forth the idea that even young teenagers may be sexually mature, émel that
teenagers in his life were already parents. He cast the victim asa sebject and
reiterated this idea several times before introducing an event that hibeldss key in
seeing his step-daughter as a sexual subject.
My stepdaughter had a friend that was a little older than her, and she wasysexuall

active. She had a boyfriend that was like 22 years old; she was only 16. And one
day my daughter showed me a picture of her mooning the camera. She said,
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“Dad, look at this!” And | said, “Who is this?” “That’s [the friend]” and | knew
right then when she showed me the picture | should have stopped her. But my
mentality was already being transformed, like this wasn’'t my daughter...

He moved from generalizing about the sexuality of teens to describing aenaasof a

specific young girl's body. That it was brought to his attention by hisddiaghter led

him to associate the image with her. He was already seeing her as lesggffiot as

his daughter, but as a viable subject sexually available to him. This photo, and the fac

that it was brought to his attention by his step-daughter, were presentagliag pl

pivotal role in the story of the sexual offense.

So one thing led to another with the pictures. | believe that my victim actually

planted that little seed when she exposed those pictures to me, mooning, her

friend mooning. Up till that day | really never thought about taking photographs

of my step daughter. | never did.

He argued that the beginning of the thought of actually sexually offeadaigst her
germinated with her showing him the pictures. In this way she is an activetsubge
exhibited agency and played a role in the events that unfolded.

In addition to constructing the step-daughter’s showing him the picture as a
catalyst to the offense, Raoul also presented the step-daughter ascaeairtts him in
seductive ways.

You know for a short period of time | started to think that maybe she even liked

me, more than just her father... She would come with me a lot of times, like she

would come with me to the store and | would maybe do something | wasn't
supposed to, drink or something and she would just like, act like she was older.

Like some young girls act like they are older, dress older, and that gdilerar

indication.

He built a story of their relationship that moved away from the father-daugbtdr In

this story, she was the one that instigates the transformation of the dyr&mitegan

to form the beginnings of an adult relationship with him. He again constructedtihe vic
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as a sexual subject who played an initial role in transforming the way he satdeher
described her behaviors as initiating the breaking of boundaries in thewnshap.

At the same time, Raoul recognized that he knew that the line he crossed
represented a serious violation.

| took the pictures. But | knew when | was taking the pictures, actually iwhen
was taking them my heart was pounding cause | knew it was wrong.

Describing his pounding heart, Raoul was physically aware of crossimng anld
committing a serious wrong. In spite of all his justifications, when it ciona to
committing the offense, he recalled that at the moment he knew he shouldn’t be.doing i
Raoul often invoked his role as father, husband, partner, and provider more than
any other social role in constructing his offense. These roles werataguece of pride
for him. For example,
... but when | became a father | felt proud, because | did it, | had a son, with my
wife and | was living with her and | was working and supporting them so it was a
big, important day, and | felt like | got recognition from my family menstand
friends and | was doing the right thing. | became a man. | wasn’t drugging or
nothing | was just living a family life.
He created a gestalt where becoming a father, being a husband, and suppostiieg his
comprised manhood and therefore stability of self. Social respectabigto(nition”)
was granted to him by virtue of performing these roles. “Doing the right’thing
successfully embodying the roles — was contrasted with the druggingdoeeatess with
chaos and the “stinking thinking” which contributed to his offense.
He described the events precipitating his offense as a wearing away of his
conventional social male role, one that for him was iterated through relationsthips w

women. Without a woman functioning as a wife, he was no longer husband. The girl

that he had raised was no longer seen as “his” but rather simply as the dautijiger of
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woman with whom he no longer had a manhood-reinforcing relationship. The meaning
of his offense was filtered through his understanding of his kinship ties, partidhlasky
which reinforced his masculine social identity. Significantly, when he acledget the
affective and social relationship he had with his step-daughter, he admitted thagent
beyond the boundaries of a parent”, placing the nature of what he did on a continuum of
kinship.
| mean | did violate her, but, taking pictures of her private parts it's a violation,
okay? Especially a major one for parents or a person trusted in an authoritative
position.
This was the only instance where he mentioned a violation in-and-of-itself, and
immediately stated that the harm would be more consequential if the violation was
committed by someone in a caretaking position. He did not construct the offense from
any other motif other than the father-stepdaughter paradigm.
The rich narrative detail of Raoul’s construction of his offense can be seen a
building the grounds for a socially empathic reading of his story. Going backigear
time so that the listener understands why he felt so angry, Raoul positionee s off
within a context with which his anger could be understood. In this way, he aligned
himself with shared social values, particularly those that uphold fidelity andvedgat
sanction infidelity. Constructing his victim as biologically un-related no, tie
implicitly invoked the incest taboo and presented evidence that he didn’t violate this
important law. Raoul embedded his offense within a complex romantic history spanning
more than twelve years. It seemed urgently important that the listewer/renderstand
the causes of his anger, because it is through this understanding that hisnaigfittns

seem less monstrous. Critical to this effort was his appeal to the shardg-Gaemted
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values” that sanctify marriage. The injustice of being cuckolded and shut out #om hi
role as care-giver to his step children needed to be communicated to his listender i
that he, at least in part, be seen as someone who was wronged, and not solely as the

wrongdoer.

Il. Tim (an internet offender)

Tim was a white male in his late thirties. He had an open, somewhat blank, face,
and gave me an initial sense of affability. But as we spoke he made littergget and
often his lips were pursed in anger. The openness of his face began to seem defiant. He
was difficult to engage in dialogue, often answering questions with a simgfedye
“no”. He shrugged his shoulders often, indicating a lack of interest in oriamitatth
the questions. | didn’t feel comfortable probing him and was concerned that if dpushe
farther | would seem intrusive or argumentative. In addition, | was afraiti¢haould
become openly hostile.

Tim grew up in a close-knit working class neighborhood in the outer boroughs of
the city and was raised by his mother. Tim’s brother became a police ¢fficeow
[my mother] raised him to be excellent.”). Their mother had died ten yeaes.e&té
was from a large extended family with “over three hundred cousins” and wasén cl
contact with an aunt who often helped out while he was growing up.

Tim reported having had an intense romantic relationship when he was in high
school, and was married to another woman for less than a year in his earlgdwetdi

briefly dated a woman ten years older than him. For the most part, there had been very
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few significant romantic relationships in his life. He stated that herdlyn@as unable
to date for financial reasons.

He worked for years in a local service industry where he had a lot ofcitibera
with customers over the phone. He enjoyed the social contact the job provided. He had
to leave this employment because of a medical issue. At that time he was tolddhe ¢
not take on stressful work and was currently living on disability. The monthly check
barely covered his bills and his life was highly restricted because of hisdimeans.

The most salient aspect of his narrative was his dire financial streaghibject to which
he repeatedly returned, often with marked bitterness in his voice.

Before his medical event Tim became involved with a girl online who eventually
told him she was fourteen. By that time an intimacy had developed and the dialogue had
become sexually explicit. He continued the dialogue and eventually arrangedttban
to give her a DVD. This girl, however, was not an actual person; Tim was thedbage
“what they call sting operation”. He was arrested and sentenced to fivepyelaasion
and said he must be registered for life.

Tim was not inclined to produce a narrative account of self. Reticent in the
interview, he answered most questions with short answers, often simply o&€yag”
or a “no”. He rarely showed an expressive impulse or any enthusiasm for theagndea
and only offered anecdotes or more detailed stories a few times — usually iattbé he
anger and indignation. For the most part, eliciting this narrative required a tainaof
prodding. At a number of key points he contradicted himself. | did not feel comfortable
asking him to explore these tensions and or making them visible during the intergiews, a

| was intimidated by what | perceived to be hostility and defiance in his tonecaf. voi
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Tim did not generate a long or complex construction of his offense. He told a
simple story of being tricked, casting himself as naively falling foap. Consistent
elements included the construction of himself as a passive target, one who did not bea
significant responsibility for the events, as he acted under false pretdisestory he
told resonated well with an overall motif of powerlessness which charsdtdris
narrative in general.

Tim was charged with making a date with someone he met online who described
herself as fourteen. He was arrested when he arrived at what he thought werdd be
home: the person with whom he had been “chatting” was a “federal agentwaEm
formally charged with “attempted dissemination of adult material to a timaddition
to another charge which he could not recall.

I’'m not sure of the other charge. | forgot the other charge. | have it at home. |

have it written at home. | forgetit. | don’t memorize it. | try to just pauttof

my life right now because I'm trying to get my life back to a normal sdoati

Even at this time it’s still difficult.

His refusal to “memorize” the official charge indicated a resistance talieéng

process, and suggested that the charge in-and-of-itself had little mearting;for

rather, that he resisted ascribing any potential meanings. Tim did not idemtsg|f

with the formal legal definitions of his situation. They represented samgettat had

been imposed on him by the social control apparatus but which were incompatible with
his presentation of self. Even as he was being interviewed as a sex offeralerthis s
label as irrelevant. His resistance was active (“| don’t memorizetny to just put it out

of my life”) and had the effect of demeaning the labeling process.

This subtle technique of expressing disdain contributed to the overall sense he

presented of not having actually done anything wrong: “I never met her. élMaasting
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operation. There was no victim involved.” It was significant that he had not been
engaging with an actual social actor, but a virtual person that was part of atplgyls/
agents of social control. Without a “victim involved”, Tim could not be said to have
harmed anyone. He both set himself up as a victim of a large operation and as someone
who was arrested in spite of the fact that he had not in fact done anything to minor

In telling his story, Tim presented the person on the other end of the dialogue as
an active player in their relationship. He presented her as having had an impagtant rol
planning their meeting.

| attempted to meet the person to drop off some films, rated PG films on DVD
that she had requested.

He described the planned encounter as at least in part a response to her Tdmguest
meeting was presented as having been set up by her. Casting himself as responding to
what she wanted, he simultaneously cast her as calling the shots and himsgllirag ful
her demands. He was not a predatory agent manifesting willful intent.

It is significant that he initially described the planned meeting asypsoeial.
That is, he did not refer to it as a date, and emphasized that the main purpose of the
meeting was to drop off these presumably non-sexual movies (“rated PG”)

No sex was supposed to have taken place, no nothing was to have taken place,
just to drop off the films for her to watch.

He not only framed the encounter as devoid of romantic intent, but presented it as if he
were primarily performing a delivery service, only going “to drop off” néDs. In

fact, he used the phrase “to drop off” twice. However, it is worth noting that this
relationship was formed on a dating website for single people: “It wasiligge s

New York or something. Any age group goes in there.” This indicateshéérat¢ould
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have been an openly romantic element to their communications. Furthermore, as will be
discussed shortly, Tim’s conversation with the person became quite sexuatit expl
before they arranged to meet.
Tim emphasized that they were engaged in a dialogue for a number of weeks
before she stated her age. In fact, he several times reiterated dichhbéin fact think
she was a teenager during the first few weeks of their dialogues.
Well talking to the girl, | didn’t know that she was underage in the beginning. |
thought she was just your average female that was around my age or close to it. |

didn’t think she was that young.

She told me her height, her weight, her hair color. She never told me her age. Till
a month after the conversation.

But | didn’t know [she was young] at first. It took about a month after | was in

conversations with her tell me her age.
It was important to Tim that his listener understand that when he initiallgeddhis
person in online conversation, he assumed he was engaging with an adult. He was
constructing a story of the building of a relationship between himself and aagdave
female” that was not based on an age difference. Rather it was presentedeasatri@t
establish a normal adult social connection. He was also here emphasizing that the
dialogue progressed for a month before her age was stated, indicating thaat over
significant length of time a relationship developed that was premised on afe set
assumptions.

He did say that the conversations began to get sexual. Tim emphasized that the
explicit conversations only occurred after a social rapport had been established, one

based on a topic of mutual interest.
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The conversations we had were talking about films and the music industry. And
you know, current events that were happening on that particular day... Nothing
out of the ordinary. | mean it started becoming more sexually involved like three
weeks later.

He stated that at this point he still had not been told her age.

We didn't start talking explicitly until the second week. Or third week afeer w

started talking. And I didn’t find out her age until a week after that. Which was

like almost a whole month into the conversation.
Reiterating how many weeks into their relationship he had gone before the ationers
became explicit, he reinforced his contention that it started off social, nntidas, and
that their relationship was based on a non-sexual connection. That this point was
important to him suggests that he may have wanted to privilege the non-sexuat eleme
their communication as less deviant, perhaps, or at least as more legitiaate sexual
dialogue. In so doing, he cast himself as devoid of sexual intent, and subtly reinforced
the idea that the meeting between them was to have been innocent.

Tim spoke with an animated feeling of indignation when he described how long
they were in communication before he was told that she was fourteen. Hearas cl
upset that he was allowed to speak with her for so long without being told her age. He
felt that allowing the communication to go on for so long was unfair and that he should
have been told sooner. Implied in this was the idea that had he known earlier, he would
not have continued the conversation or arranged to meet her.

Furthermore, he argued that what happened to him was legally unsound.

| was trying to find out from my lawyers, this is what they call a stingatjos.

Whatever they call that, entrapment. And he goes no, because you initiated the

contact. | said yeah, but they didn't tell me the age until after a month. | mean

there’s got to be some kind of law with that. And he goes no. And he says you
initiated the contact, there’s nothing you can do.
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Again referring to the offense as a “sting operation,” he invoked the idea of @myspir
a lot of agents with power ganging up on the powerless guy. “Entrapment”, although a
legal term, implicated the agents of social control as predatory and Tim as innocent
victim, unwittingly being led into a trap. He was not responsible for having fallehdor
bait. Once again emphasizing that it was a month into the relationship before he was
told, he indicated that this length of time contributes to the seeming dishonesty and
illegitimacy of the state actors’ actions.
The intensity of the sexual conversations increased as time went on.
We started talking about going out on a date. And then she started telling me, you
know, what would you do on a date, and it went from one thing to another
extreme. So it just kept on increasing... [it got] very explicit.
At this point the nature of the conversations went down a less innocent road, and he
presented her as initiating the sexual tone. It was during the “sexuallyedvol
exchanges that the person stated she was a minor. Tim asserted that he should have
stopped the conversations at that point, and had trouble explaining why he did not.
| don’t know what possessed me to actually continue to talking to her after |
found out her age. | should have stopped it. For some reason it didn’t click in my
mind to stop. And | just continued talking. | couldn’t stop.
He could not identify his own intentions or motives. Rather, the fact that he continued
was presented as a mystery. He was not presenting himself as anganiydat as
someone on automatic. At the same time, he was grasping for a reason for higedonti
contact with the person, articulating a belief that he should have stopped. In so doing he

postulated the wrongfulness of his actions.

A stop sign should have went up. Stop talking to her. Don't talk to her; she’s
fourteen, turn away.
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Thus, just being told her age should have been enough; continued sexual dialogue with
someone that age is wrong. He explained why it was wrong solely in terms geher a

Because, you know. She’s a kid. She’s not an adult. She’s not at the age of
consent. To have an adult conversation.

He offered the idea that she lacked legitimacy as a social actor, dnehats not an
equal social actor because of her age, and invoked a legalistic argumeny exwhl
communication with her constituted wrongdoing (“the age of consent”).
In addition, Tim made it clear that he is not in fact attracted to teenagehadn
always dated adult women.
In fact just prior to talking to her I just came back from ... meeting a 38ojear
woman. At that time | was 36, so she was two years older. And she was in the
military... My ex wife was twelve years older than me. | was 29, shedivas
Clearly stating that his propensity is for older women or age-mates, hatedlibat he
would not have sought out a teenager. He implicitly differentiated himself froohilde
molester or pedophile, and asserted his normal sexuality.
Although he said he did not know why he continued to talk to her, he did offer
some theories. He argued that his positive personality traits played a ragentprg
him from ending the communications.
And | just continued talking. | couldn’t stop. Like | said, I'm a people person, |
could talk to anybody. I'm so easy. My brother says I'm too gullible. He says
you’ve always been open and honest and you've always given to people and
never taken from people. And he said it right. I'm a giving person. And that’'s
what | am | give people everything | am, | let them take advantage of me.
He implied that it was his genuine feeling for people that led him to continue the

dialogue, identifying himself with such pro-social traits as “open”, “honestl, a
“giving”. These positive characteristics made him more vulnerable, and plieated in

his being an easy target for a “sting operation”. In particular, he empth&size
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“gullibility”, using the word a total of three times in explaining why he pared to talk
to the person.

I'm still trying to figure it out. | mean | say gullible. That's whadrh. I'm
gullible. I'm easy. I'm an easy target.

Positing himself as easily taken advantage of by dishonest people in positions of power,
he sidestepped the fact that he had indeed been informed that he was talking to a minor,
and instead emphasized that he was set up. He constructed himself as a naive and
trusting victim of active agents of social control.

Tim also offered an additional theory of his continued engagement with the
person, proposing that the sexual element of the exchanges exerted a powetfaheffe
him.

| saw no indication that this person was a minor. Until she told me her age. And

at that point | had already gone beyond the line of talking about sex. | was too far

gone already.
At the point at which she disclosed her age, Tim was deeply involved in a sexually
explicit online relationship with her. Saying that he was “too far gone” hedditiat he
was no longer in control of the situation, and constructed his sexuality as overvghglmin
powerful, so much so that he could no longer make choices about his actions or control
the course of events.

Tim spoke with a mounting sense of indignation at the extent to which he was
wronged by the system. In his case there was “no actual victim.” lytetabne was
harmed. Nor did he bear responsibility for the wrong for which he was accused. He was
set up by agents of social control. He participated in a social dialoguenwidose he

assumed to be a peer and when the communications became sexual he still thought he

was talking to someone his age. That she disclosed her age so late intoathemstep

121



was repeatedly emphasized by him in such a way that it appeared he heldt tinsds

vindicating him. He saw himself as a nice guy who whose gullibility led hionantap.

[Il. Aaron (a statutory offender)

Aaron was a 50 year-old African American man with an energetic and social
demeanor. He seemed to enjoy talking, good-naturedly laughed at someegthis
difficulties, and generally presented as self-confident and social. Tineiémte
progressed easily and there was no discomfort in the situation.

Aaron grew up in the outer boroughs of the city. He was one of five children all
of whom were raised by their single mother. His parents were both deceased and he and
his siblings remained close. As a teenager and young man Aaron was “netifcaus
was not oriented toward school. He used drugs recreationally, and occasioldally s
marijuana. He was arrested in his early twenties for possession and sgtience
probation. This experience was “a wake up call” for him. He had a supportive probation
officer who encouraged him to return to school and pursue a career. He began working
in human services and had been in that field ever since. He found the work very
rewarding both personally and financially. At the time of his arrest he\wesgram
manager for a large unit.

Aaron was in the process of divorcing his wife of eighteen years. He had two
children with her and one grown child from a previous relationship, all of whom he was
immensely proud. Aaron reflected that he had trouble in long-term relationstdpgfi

a balance between “autonomy and dependence.”
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Aaron was convicted for consensual sex with a minor. That he didn’t know “the
young lady’s” age at the time was repeatedly emphasized. He wadetakthe story
of his offense, which he presented as a “special situation” — involving presunmadplye
circumstances that distinguished him from what others might think of when they think of
“sex offenders.” Aaron met the girl at a bachelor’s party. She was ohe sfriptease
dancers that were hired as entertainment for the event. He felt tleatvileain instant
connection between them.
And [the girls] were there, doing their thing, and this young lady came out and we
— she — when she came and she danced and stuff like that, our eyes just like met.
There was just something there.
Aaron constructed the young lady as different from the other dancers, and began a
conversation with her based on this perceived difference:
| said, “you don't really seem like you're comfortable doing this.” And she said,
“You can tell?” and she said, “this is not — this is like my first or second time
doing this.” And me, | said, “let's exchange numbers.”
When she called him they began a casual relationship, talking on the phone ocgasionall
and they eventually met for a sexual encounter. The relationship was casuali@nd Aa
said they only met “one time, maybe two times” before he broke it off. A few months
later the police came to his office and arrested him for having sex withoa. ntiis
lawyer told him that the girl's mother had called the police after readindaugihter’s
diary.
Married at the time of the offense (although separated by the time he was
arrested), Aaron asserted that the relationship with the girl représamething he was

looking for outside of his troubled marriage. He met her at a time when his mavaage

dissolving, and by the time they had their first encounter he was separated.
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My wife and | were beginning to see differently about the direction where we
were going. [There were changes at work] so there were a lot of demands on
me... | began to participate in extramarital things, like staying inyhelgnger,

going to the pool hall, playing cards, avoiding things. And then | met this young

lady, this girl, at a friend’s bachelor’s party.

He constructed his motive for engaging in an affair outside of his marriag@nellems
between him and his wife as well as other demands. He largely thought of theihais
terms of the fact that it was extra-marital, rather than in terms gfifeeage. The
relationship between him and the girl was not particularly compelling or sigmnifi

It wasn't like dating, anything like that. | had thought it was a developing

friendship, you know. We'll call on the phone, things like that. And it would

only be brief conversations...not about nothing important, not about what are

your career goals and things like that. We just talked about small stuff.

In this way the relationship represented little more than a diversion for hirmetiueing

of the affair had more to do with what was lacking in his life rather than what esesnpr
between him and the girl. It would not have been significant had he not gotteadarres
for having sex with a minor.

However, in his narrative, Aaron asserted two different versions of how the affair
ended. Although when they met the girl told him she was 19, at one point Aaron stated
that after they slept together he had an indication of her age. The girl hadhpeessed
by the fact that Aaron was relatively well-traveled and he suggested twahshé get a
passport.

And | think that's when | became aware of how old she really was. Because

when | was helping her to do her passport, | saw her ID, and | said wait a minute,

that’s not the same [as the one she had shown me]... Once | realized how young
she was, that she was younger than she said she was, | said, this is a potential for
disaster.

Aaron stated that that's when he “began to pull back” but that he had already kadla se

encounter with her at that time. Later he also said “Once | realized thprdoan was
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younger, | removed myself.” In this version of events, Aaron ended the affairsedoa
knew she was a minor.

Yet, in another version, he offered a different explanation of his decision to stop
seeing the girl. He explained that it ended because he needed to address thefsources
stress in his life.

| was having some stressful things going on with my wife and things like that.

And fooling around with that young lady really wasn’t helping me to address the

underlying issues with my wife. | didn’t need to continue to pursue something

over here | when | knew that | was married. So | told her after the firstonde
time, | told her, you know, “I think you’re a nice person, blah blah blah, but |
can’t continue to do this, and | don’t want to do this.”
He then asserted that when the police came he had no idea that she was a mihey until t
told him so.

In listening to these two opposing versions, there is a tendency to hear the first
one, wherein he described a specific scene where he discovered her age, as more
“truthful.” In addition to its specificity, this story casts a shadow on his iemoe
Although even here he insisted that when he had sex with her he was unaware that was
not an adult, he might have viewed the fact that he discovered her age beforeéhe pol
came as in someway discrediting. Aaron constructed his narrative of his @fensd
the theme of his innocence, and accordingly the narrative thread hinged on hisdgnora
of the girl's actual age. Admitting that he knew her age — even if nottéH thie sexual
contact occurred — would make the story of his innocence seem less unequivocal. His
position as misguided and naive would be compromised and his narrative would be less
clear cut and straightforward.

Aaron offered a number of reasons supporting his assertion that he didn’t know

the girl’s age at the time that they were involved. He constructed an adidlt/chi
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dichotomy through which he organized his experience. His perception of her was
visually informed, and he stated a number of times that she “looked older, was physical
well-developed” and that furthermore his friends had all made the same assubmgition t
he had. Meeting him as a stripper at a party, she presented herself i@as asitlzio a
sexually charged situation. That is, she presented herself as a fullyaguxitiaand in

this context it may have been reasonable to assume that she was oflthgdaxia

consent. Aaron asserted that her behavior was that of an adult woman.

She was acting accordingly because she was placed in an adult role... Mentally

she was savvy enough. | guess if you're in that profession that you got to become

savvy to communicate and learn the lingo | guess.
Acting in an adult context and playing an adult role, she was perceived as artsatult.
behavior communicated that she was sexually knowledgeable and not an innocent child.
Further contributing to Aaron’s perception of the teenager as an adult woman was the fa
that the night he met her his friend had engaged in sexual activity with her.

The person who was at the bachelor’s party, when they found out about the

charge, they said, “Shit, | can also be in trouble.” Because they, at thedvachel

party, they were doing, you know, whatever they were doing.
That his peers interacted with her sexually and also presumed that she wak aragp
have buttressed Aaron’s belief that she was of legal age.

The construction of his innocence was particularly enhanced by his assertion that
not only had he and his friends made assumptions about her age, but that she had actively
misrepresented herself. Like Tim’s Aaron’s narrative contains a séhs&ing been
tricked. Aaron asserted that the girl produced ID that attested to thkdashe was 19.

She told me she was 19. And that’s like the average age that those girls gre goin

in and doing the dances. She said 19 and she showed me the ID. And what was

funny was that a friend that was at the bachelor’s party had even said, ‘veow, s
fooled you, she fooled me. She fooled the crap out of me.”
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In this way Aaron presented himself as having been deceived. He acted toarards
based on the information she had given him. This narrative cast her as dejiberatel
misleading and “fooling” Aaron and his friends. Her active agency in qaiésentation
made her the one with control of the definition of the situation, and this fact was
significant for Aaron in qualifying the official definition of her as the “intt
There’s always a “victim,” as they want to put it. It's the person you oftende
against. But in my situation that person was a willing participant. Consenting.
Minus the degree that the person was younger than she alluded to be, alleged to
be. So that person has to bear some of the brunt.
He constructed her as having a pivotal role in the unfolding of events to such a degree
that it mitigated the extent of his wrong-doing. She was described as having
responsibility for what happened between them. Aaron’s narrative playectcit
unspoken concept of a “real” victim. It is also implicitly contrasted with éensé,
unlike his own, that does not have “mitigating circumstances.” Her agency was
presented as defining the nature of the relationship between them. She wastsahs
as “willing” in such a way that Aaron is almost constructed as unwillirigat i6, Aaron
did not willingly engage in sexual activity with a minor. His will was neddtty her
dishonesty and misrepresentation of who she really was. In addition to his above
statements about having “removed” himself from the situation once he knew khe trut
Aaron was adamant about the fact that he never would have been involved with her had
he known from the beginning. He asserted that it was “wrong” to have sex with a 16 year
old
because that person is in a development stage. Again, when | was telling you
about the lingo that they use, if she had been honest and told me that... But if any

time in the conversation she would have said that she was younger than what she
said she was, | would have left the room. | would have left the room.
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What happened between Aaron and the girl was based on a lie that she told. ENv&narra
posits another hypothetical version of events wherein if he had the information about her
age, he would have flatly disengaged.

Aaron’s story is constructed in such a way that he was not responsible for the
events that took place because he did not have enough knowledge of the situation. He
constructed his motives for engaging with the girl as being based in prablémss
marriage, as opposed to a desire for sex with a minor. He had intended to have an affai

with a “young lady” but was intentionally mislead into having sex with a “child.”

IV. Reqggie (a statutory offender)

Reggie was a forty year old African American man who had lived in the same
New York City neighborhood his entire life. He presented as mild and polite, teking hi
story with simple humility. A feeling of sadness pervaded his narratide, fzad
tremendous sympathy for his situation. His overarching narrative trope was one
unadorned and unmitigated guilt.

Reggie grew up in a small household that included himself, his older sister and his
mother. His sister was 12 years older than him and helped raise him. The these of t
remained close, seeing and speaking to each other frequently. They stiVilikiz
blocks of each other.

After graduating from high school Reggie spent a number of years working odd
jobs in food services and retail management. He did not find these pursuits payticularl
satisfying and he was pleased when a friend helped him find a job as manageirg copy

services in a corporation. He found this fast-paced, deadline-driven work chragleng
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and appreciated the salary and benefits. Unfortunately, he was laidradflaginning of
the financial crisis for budgetary reasons and had not since found another job.

Reggie had been living with his wife for fifteen years at the time of hestarr
They had two children together, and he had another child from a previous relationshi
Although he described some difficulties and distance between them, they hatba str
relationship and she stood by him after his arrest.

Reggie presented his narrative with straightforwardness and simpelgl atad
reiterated his own wrongdoing. His lack of any overt techniques of neutralization
contributed to the general sense of humility with which he presented himself. He was
charged with “sex abuse forcible touching of a minor” and throughout his narrative
emphasized that not only was he the adult capable of acting in a responsible manner
toward a young person, but that he was the one with power in the situation.

Reggie explained in a direct manner with little emotion the circumstantes
relationship with the girl against whom he offended. Reggie had known her for a brief
period of time during her early childhood through her father and they met each other
again many years later. When Reggie then encountered her, he knew sheawagex te
(“I knew she was 16, 17, or 18. | knew she was around there.”), but was not sure of her
exact age. When they met, in her father’s presence, “right there, there waiacioat’
Emphasizing that because he was married, Reggie said that he felt thatftiingthave
been there.” He explained that the relationship developed with her calling him
occasionally and him enjoying the attention, until one day they got together:

But there was an attraction there and you know it lead to her coming to my home

one morning. We were kissing, fondling, but | stopped. For me, stopping, | think

she felt that | may tell. So when | went into the living room to call her father, to
call her father to come pick her up, she had called him also. And he was like,
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“Oh, you're feeling on my daughter!” And | was like, “listen...” The next thing
you know, he came to the house, we had a big falling out in the house the lead out
of our household to the street and the police came. He told the police, “he was
touching my daughter,” and | was arrested then.

In describing the incident, Reggie emphatically and clearly judged his dvawibeas

“wrong,” and stated that he was aware of it as such at the time:

| knew from the point when | spoke to her on the phone and she said she was on
her way, | knew it was wrong.

He even made a slight attempt to prevent her from coming over:
| knew it was wrong to the point that when | called her back to tell her don’t
come, she was already on her way to my household. Still in the back of my mind,
I'll like, “stop it.” To the point that she got to the household | knew, “stop it.”
There was little equivocation in Reggie’s narrative, just a pervading sehée thas
responsible for his actions and that they were “wrong”. Reggie didn’t act on mstsist
to “stop” immediately, and explained that they began to engage in physicattcont
We started kissing, fondling. Stop. To the point that | wasn’t going to go. |
didn’t have her expose her body or have intercourse with her. But | was like, this
justisn’t right. | blurted out, under my breath, “I have to call your father.”
Reggie ended the contact himself and did not allow it to progress beyond fondling.
Calling her father is an example of how Reggie conceptualized his “victia” a
“child” and acted accordingly. In fact, he constructed the girl’s reaatitweit calling her
father as childishly defensive.
So if she felt that | was going to call him and put it on her, and she may even be in
trouble... So she calls herself from the cell phone before | got to my house
phone... What she did, it was basically what any child would do, honestly. If
they're doing something wrong and they feel they are going to get in trouble
they're going to tell on their friend first. You know, “Mommy, Daddy, she did or

he did such and such; he broke the cup.” Not that we were standing on the stool
playing with the dishes, but he broke the cup and you’re going to tell.
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Likening her to a child, he placed himself as the person with power in the situation, and
removed responsibility for the consequences from her shoulders. He saw heraactions
consistent with those of a minor, someone who needs protection and who cannot be
expected to necessarily behave appropriately or in their own interests, anid toer
element of self-recrimination in his describing her actions as so childlike.
However, in contrast to his construction of her as a child, Reggie also asserted
that the girl was physically mature and that in one sense he did not see henais a m
She didn’t look like an average sixteen year old. Dress-wise, you know. The way
her body was formed; even the way she kept her hair, even the way she spoke —
was a little older. Not making an excuse for what | did, you know.
As Aaron had done, Reggie responded sexually to the girl as he would to an attractive
adult female, and stated that her presentation of self encouraged that perception of he
On the other hand, he quickly added that he did not think that it was an excuse for his
behavior, and throughout his construction of the offense he emphasizes that he was the
one with power in the situation.
Reggie argued that were he to proclaim his “innocence” he would be showing
disregard for his “victim” — a word that he learned in his treatment settiaggi®
elaborated on the ways she was in fact a victim and how he had control of the situation.
She wasn’t of age to make that adult decision about what she wanted to do. She
basically was being manipulated. You know, | knew exactly what to say to her, to
impress her, to turn her on. So | knew the manipulation factor. Like for instance
if I were telling her “if you don’t come over I’'m not going to speak to [youjdtt
would me more overwhelming to her than her telling me that. If she told me that,
| would be like, so?
Reggie felt he had power over the girl for a number of reasons. He felt that lessvas

invested in the relationship and would be able to walk away at any point. Hetfék tha

could get her to do his bidding were he to threaten to cut her off (a threat he never
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actually made; he had been speaking hypothetically). In addition to assertingrtha
biological age made her unable to legally consent to sexual activity, meedgkat he
was the more knowledgeable party in the situation, the one who could “manipulate” the
other toward his own ends. This ability to manipulate was key to the way he understood
his wrongdoing. Reggie further explained this power dynamic:
It was basically a thought pattern... Basically any child younger thanouesan
manipulate. Even to a point where we do it as parents. You know, “if you go to
bed on time, do your homework, take your bath — you’ll get a cookie. You know,
we’re manipulating our child to go to bed. Because they're looking for, can |
have my cookie. As they get older you can use any kind of manipulation. You
can tell a young girl, come see me and I'll take you shopping. A lot of girls a
hot on, I'll get a new oultfit, I'll get new sneakers, get my hair done. Squt
manipulation.
In his narrative he constructed the girl several times as a child withlikelthought
processes and motivations, who was easily vulnerable to a more knowledgeable person
with more social power and independence, as well as greater access to sesdarce
presented himself as having the means to easily impress and control her, ansehig se
his own culpability was inextricably tied to this construction of the adult/chitduahyc.
Soon after he was arrested he felt anger at the girl, but he quickly recbiszavn role
in the situation and unequivocally linked it to the fact of their respective ages.
At first | blamed her. | didn’t have the right thinking and... | blamed her.
Because she would call me; she would text me... But then it's like, I'm the one to
blame. | was the adult in the entire situation. | knew, stop it right there.
Reggie contrasted the way the girl perceived him with the disaffectibhdta
developed between himself and his wife at the time of the offense. The extmamari

nature of the offense also contributed to his articulation of the wrongful nature of his

actions.
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Being married I'm supposed to have blinders. | know there are women out there,
but my wife is supposed to be the one and only, and | knew that what | was doing,
what it was leading up to was wrong.

Not only was the victim’s age a factor in his culpability, but the fact that he wssipgr

a romantic/sexual relationship outside of his marriage. He explained thétdcgan

itself, however, was in some ways related to her youth.

She had that attraction. | guess as men we look for that look of a woman or a

female being in total awe of us. Anything I did, if | worked out in the house it

was amazing. Any joke | told her was funny, everything | did was like [REggi

can always do it better. So inside it gradually made me feel like, wow. &wneti

me and my wife will just pass by each other going to work, give each okies a

on the cheek. There was nothing wrong with my relationship, but the greedy part

of me wanted more.

Reggie articulated the idea that he seemed more powerful and “amazivey’ayes
because she was so young and inexperienced. Average activities and wohilsh foisv
wife had grown accustomed, seemed new to her and fueled the attractiomiibemee

Here he also implicitly acknowledged a power differential between thandid not

exist between him and his wife, with whom he was on equal footing, at least in terms of
age and worldly experience.

Although constructing the offense largely and unequivocally in terms of his own
wrong-doing, Reggie also constructed it as a lapse, or a “mistake,” aatedipe
emphasized that it did not represent an on-going pattern of behavior, or whatdederm
“problem”.

It was a mistake | made. It was a mistake... But it wasn't a problem, Ilvke

never been in a chat room. | don’t log on to my computer and look for children’s

porn or anything with a young child in it... My wife is only a year younger than

me. So there’s never been a thing with me with younger women. I've always
dated older women, actually.
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Asserting that he never actively sought out younger people as sexual partioers
sexual stimulation, Reggie constructed his situation as a mistake whictl hetla that
was not indicative of his sexual identity and which stood in contrast to his romantic
history. He presented a self that was not primarily attracted to childy@uog girls.
Although he did not use the fact that it was a mistake to mitigate his wrong-d@sguor
“excuse”, it was important to him that he distinguish what he did from an ongoing

problem.

IV. Karl (a statutory offender)

Karl was a genial white man in his early thirties. Exceptionatlgdate and
verbally skilled, he generated a self-reflective and analytic nagraFor many years he
had been involved with self improvement programs and was influenced by the language
and ideas of contemporary psychotherapy. Because of his verbal facilitgnlaged to
say more than any other subject in the same amount of time.

Karl grew up in a middle class Southern family that was very active in their
church. He described himself as having been deeply religious, and as a child and young
person took the Bible literally. He loved everything about church and participated
enthusiastically in many of its programs. In his early twenties Kgdrba long coming
out process, wherein he struggled to accept his homosexuality and manage the
contradictions between his religious beliefs and his sexuality. Karl hadaatlbag-
term relationship with either a man or a woman, although he has had a number of short-

term relationships.
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Karl was an artistic professional with a Master’s degree in educatienraktled
for professional reasons a great deal. In addition, Karl held two steadynmajobs:
one as a high school arts teacher, and the other as an assistant to an artisthéde lost t
former job because he engaged in sexual conduct with a student. Karl described an
escalating flirtation between himself and a 14-year old openly gay boy. At one point
when they were alone together they became intimate and Karl performeexooal Isim.
When this information spread to the school’s principal, Karl was immediatatystied.
Karl's construction of the offense itself was entwined with the story of the
developing relationship between himself and the student. He characterizsdf laisn
pursued by the student, whom he never referred to as a victim, and he constructed their
interactions as analogous to adult dating rituals. His narrative wapersed with
relative definitions of appropriate behavior and the fluidity of rightness aouigness,
and the exploration of these meanings are part of his construction of the offerede as w
Chaos versus control was a major theme in Karl’s narrative. He oftemnbges
vacillating between periods of indulgence and periods of abstinence, whether fr
promiscuous sex or drugs. In addition, he described periods in which he traveled for
work as being periods where things turned to chaos. When asked to describe his offense,
he immediately detailed a particularly hectic traveling schedutes aspect of the
narrative of his offense took up several pages of transcript. He assertetilbat w
traveling he would become emotionally somewhat less stable than usual.
| started getting work so | went away to [work] and then I'd come back and then
was doing a job and then | went away ... again; but | found as | was going away
and coming back ... everything’s up in the air... When | would go away it was
really difficult. 1 would drink a lot and | was around the same people all tlee tim

socially... I never liked that setting. So | found when | was going away to
[work]... I was not happy.
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The difficulty he described experiencing at the time was not only exdrassebackdrop
to the offense, but as establishing his state of mind. With “everything” “up inrthea
found he was not happy and indulging in a period of drinking. Traveling was directly
tied to his offense.

This was when | was traveling a lot [out of the country]... | finagled things wi
school so that someone could cover my classes so that | could go. | went for a
week... found out then the day before | came back, that they wanted me to go
back for another... | came back for a long weekend, arranged for everything to be
set up for me to go back... then went back for a month. You know so everything
was kind of up in the air... It was like all of a sudden | was having these
opportunities come up and not sure then how the whole school thing was going to
play into it. So | had been teaching him a little while then | started goiagdn

out of town and then coming back and kind of plugging back into the school.

Using the phrase “up in the air” — which he repeated several times — he demdifed hi
as having little grounding around the time of the offense. The meaningful connection
between traveling and his offense was based on the fact that traveling had @roimpa
his decision making capabilities.

My life was kind of all up in the air at that point. |didn’t know, I didn’t have a

real sense of grounding as well. Again. Yet again in my life, | went through,
being on tour and knowing that being on tour was real difficult for me because |
didn’t have that sense of feeling connected and | would get a little lost agiat ca

up in things when | was traveling ... and not being in one place and having that
consistent more settled vibe where | can feel where my life is cafrddike I'm

not as easily influencelly, like in those situations | would have tended to drink
more, to have sex more. | would tend to act out in those ways, as far as when I'm
stressed. Either drinking too much, well too much is relative I think.

(my emphasis).

He described losing his identity in the process of traveling. Without this “gnogihide
was “lost” — lacked a stable sense of self and was “easily influenceditbgtions”. As
we will see, portraying the offense as a situation (rather than a seaietsoofs) was

integral to Karl's construction of the incident. In the situation, his sensdf ofas
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compromised. He was not acting at full capacity but as someone whose mentahsta
compromised by the circumstances in which he found himself.

Karl developed a complex construction of the victim as full character vgith hi
own agency. In this construction the boy’s actual age was obfuscated, whilkysaxdia
socially mature aspects of his personality were elaborated at lenggHirsEhime Karl
mentioned him he presented this lack of clarity: “Was he fifteen or just aboGtite ..
was a freshman in high school.” Framing a question, Karl generalized the ag@gdefi
the boy in terms of his status as a student, and indicating that the actual ageatinthe vi
was not necessarily relevant to him. When | asked him again how old the boy was, he
repeated that he was “a freshman in high school,” and at another time stateswha
“about fourteen, fifteen.” Karl dismissed the actual age of the victim as rimiupely
relevant.

Karl portrayed the student as very aware of his own sexuality, and as someone
who enjoyed sexually displaying his body.

He dressed in a way like you could see if he was wearing underwear or not

wearing underwear, and he was a kid who would get in trouble sometimes, you

know. They were like, look, the principal even called him in once to say, look,
you have to wear underwear, because he wore low rise and you know that would
show, and he was into wearing the g-string.
Karl brought attention to the fact that the student’s sexual way of dresasgoticed by
other school authorities. This indicated that it was not only Karl who wagd@einn a
sexual way and that others recognized the student’s deliberate presentatsaxoél
self. Karl presented the student as socially precocious as well:
He was already sneaking out to bars with friends and going to drink in clubs and

he was fourteen, with other kids as well. And so there was this sense that he was
already in... He wasn’t the innocent sheltered fourteen-year-old.
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Here he twice mentioned that the student was fourteen, but distinguishes hoa in ty
from others that age. He placed him with the students who were beginning to embark on
adult activities and who were farther along on the transition to adulthood than others.
Not “innocent,” the student was cast as sexually and socially knowledgeable.

In constructing the offense Karl developed a narrative of a courtship drama
wherein a relationship gradually builds. The student was placed in the aggeessive
seductive role of the initiator, and was described as someone with afstrsogality
who stood out from the crowd.

[He was] really outgoing. Cute guy. Super talented. | mean really friehty

would come by. He’'d come by my room before | was his teacher, like all the

time. But in a very seductive kind of way. He wasn’t just coming by and being, |

mean there are little kids that are just coming by and being friendly. &sis w

very different. It was very flirty and very -- it was a lot.

He would come by my room a lot even before | was his teacher, with a very,
batting of the eyes and um, coquettish, flirtatious kind of thing

The student was cast in the active role, seeking Karl out in a way which he dsttedjui
from the friendliness of other students. Karl described this student asédiffer that

he was presenting sexually and making a display of his sexuality (‘haftihe eyes,”
“coquettish”). The student came by Karl's office somewhat excessanelyvasn’t only
seductive but was “vergeductive.” The repeated use of the word “very” as well as “a
lot” presented the student as not only exceptionally talented but as exceptiegattjva
of his own sexuality. Karl recalled a number of times when this “out gay stademifd

drop by his office, and reiterated that this happened even before he was his teuker

? Karl emphasized that the student was openly gay, perhaps implicitlymgsisi
stereotype of a predatory homosexual adult who “corrupts” young boys.
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emphasized the history of the relationship and the aggressiveness of the stugent in i
development.
In portraying the student as flirtatious, Karl acknowledged that arcelegree of
flirting is common in school settings, and distinguished this student’s behavior fvoen m
benign or innocent forms of flirtation.
I've had kids flirt with me before, I've had kids, that’s just something that I've
had to deal with. | mean that a lot of teachers just have to deal with, but this had
different kind of intent. In the beginning not necessarily so much, but it was later
on, realizing that it was a kid that was flirting, but much more aggressive with the
way they were flirting...than other kids had been in the past.
Although many students may flirt, this student’s behavior was charatteszmarked
by “intent” and that it carried more meaning than that of “other kids.” Intent
communicates pursuit and an agenda. Again he described the student as “aggressive
Significantly, the student was the one who escalated the flirtation to ghysica
contact as the relationship continued.
Once when we were going into my apartment. It'd be flirtatious, I'd bengayi
the piano, and he’s looking over my shoulder at the music, and he’s rubbing up
against me behind me as I'm playing; and he’s standing behind me looking over
my shoulder. And | knew it was happening.
The student made “the first move” — initiating a form of sexual contact betiem.
Karl portrayed himself as passively allowing this to happen. Using the plirases*
happening” Karl constructed this event as taking place somewhat apatiif@wn
agency. Knowing “it” was “happening” suggested that Karl allowed it to happen, but,
employing passive construction, Karl grammatically absented hifngeifthe event. He

further asserted that the situation between them would not have happened if the student

had not taken the lead.
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| wouldn’t have known how to make that happen because I'm not usually the
aggressive one in that way.

Karl presented himself as the more naive one of the two, more helpless aakiesdky
or romantically knowledgeable, not knowing “how to make that happen.” Furthermore
placing himself as not “aggressive”, he by implication once again castttensas the
aggressor, and himself as the passive recipient of sexual advances.
As mentioned above, Karl's narrative depicted the student's more advancéd socia
life. This was part of a motif where the student was differentiated ftberohis age
who may have been more “innocent”. Karl further argued that more knowledgeable
students are less likely to be harmed by sexual encounters with adults.
There’s this part of me that would like to know that he’s okay and that what
happened between us didn’t really screw him up for the rest of our lives. | have a
feeling that it didn’t because there is this part of me that thinks there wiasfa |
stuff already going on that allowed him to already be in a position where he was
able to come on to me that strongly anyway. Not saying to discount at all my role
in this. But at the same time, thirteen year olds, thirteen, fourteen, fiftaen ye
olds who are coming on to people who are in their thirties who are their teachers
have probably already had things happen to them that allow them to do that.
Questioning the nature of what is and is not appropriate, and not seeing these things as
absolutes, Karl asserted that the student was not necessarily damdgecbient, and
that his maturity mitigated the degree to which he could be said to have been harmed. He
explained that the boy may not have been damaged because of who he was. The
construction of his personality hinged on positioning him as the sexual aggressas. It w
because the student came on to him that Karl believed the student was bettercabke to c
out of the experience “okay” and not “screwed up”. This student was again cagpes a t

whose own background “allowed him to already be in a position” where sexual

encounters would not have a negative impact. At the same time, Karl expressied the i
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that perhaps this student was not simply socially mature, but in some waygy alread
damaged.
| would think your average well-balanced thirteen-year-old would not be coming
on to a thirty year old teacher... | think there were probably some socially
maladaptive behaviors... that were already in play before this happened.
Not “average” or “well balanced” the student he is depicted already hbkEpra
Because of this, the sexual interaction with Karl was perceived as part of@angong
pattern of “socially maladaptive behaviors.” This way, even if the student dedissues
later on, it would be an indication of the fact that he was already “screwedt wynuld
not be because of the incident with Karl, but rather a continuation of problems that “were
already in play”.
Consonant with his construction of the student as the aggressor in their
relationship was Karl's construction of himself as passive and lackingyagethe
course of events leading up to and including the offense. Karl consistentigtpcete
offense as a “situation”.
| was never presented with this opportunity or this situation before because people
were just flirtatious, and that was it. They didn’t pursue to the degree that he
pursued this.
The “situation” Karl described was the overtly sexual flirtation of the studeatl was
the “pursued” — the passive and by implication vulnerable person who was acted on by
someone who persistently sought him out. Explaining the development of the
relationship, Karl stated that the “situation” changed once the student was in one of his
classes: “Then when | became the teacher it sort of escalatiéel laitlit The situation

was presented as something that had a life and momentum of its own. “It"exkcalat

Karl did not construct himself as playing any active role in the situatiorcortenued to
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explain that the student was the one who asked for private lessons. Although this was an
opportunity for Karl to have instituted a boundary, he gave the student the authority to
make the decision.

He wanted to take private lessons. And he was like, do you teach private lessons

and | did... | taught other students [from the school] privately as well.

Because once we had one there he was like, oh we can have a lesson there

again... It was like, whatever, as long as you're okay with that it's fitie nve.

Karl had an opportunity to influence the development of the course of events.

At this point Karl constructed the issue around the fact that he taught other students
privately. He could have said that he didn’'t have any available time, or in sgme wa
refused the student the opportunity to work with him alone. This alternative, however,
was absent in his narrative.

Although the lessons usually took place in a studio, circumstances lead to them
meeting in Karl's apartment.

There was a time when the studio wasn’t available and | was like we could either

not have a lesson today or if you want to come to my place we can do the lesson

there and he’s like | don’t know if we should, and | was like, if you don’t know if
we should, then we shouldn’t and if it's okay, it's okay, | said it's up to you.
Here he left another decision in the hands of the student. When the student expressed
doubt, Karl insisted that it was the student’s decision, again deflecting an opyaxunit
take control of the situation. Again, he constructed the story of the offense akisgmet
that happened to him.

When describing more physical contact that occurred between him and the
student, he also presented an incident where they kissed as something that “happened,”
seemingly uninitiated by either actor.

There was once when we were going into my apartment in the entryway that we

kissed once... | had thought about it but... it's like, how do you? | wouldn’t have
known how to make that happen, because I'm not usually the aggressive one in
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that way. This only happened because we were that, | mean it was that, lyjsu’re t
close to each other and it was easy to kind of just do it.

He said “we” kissed, identifying neither of them as having initiated the Kiss.
“happened” because of their physical proximity — again, it was the situation,veasl it
“easy.
Finally, when looking back on the act of oral sex for which he was arrested, Karl
said
It was a pretty stupid decision. |didn’t really ever think of it as a decision ever.
It's not like | said, okay, I'm going to do this. It's just something | kind @if g
caught up in. Obviously everything is a choice to some degree, but | didn'’t feel
like | was necessarily making a choice with the process.
Although first describing the act as a “stupid decision,” -- that is, a mattawv#isan his
hands to be decided -- he immediately qualified his statement, adding that he never
thought of it as a decision. He made no conscious choice to engage the student sexually.
Instead he “kind of got caught up” in it. It was “just something,” meaning leetie
agency of the student and the power of the situation, Karl's actions were alepadsi
the other hand, he again articulated the idea that “everything is a choitkedugal his
use of “obviously” almost served to minimize that statement, as if it wattesty
obvious that it was actually unimportant. In the less obvious sense, which he seems to
privilege, he was not engaged in making choices.
When describing his relationship with the student, Karl expressed a sense that he
enjoyed the attention of the student.
And then, like when he said he wanted private lessons, | knew that it was

probably a little more than that but at the same time | kind of wanted that too,
because | found it very flattering.
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Although he could have refused to give private lessons to the student, he acknowledged
that he enjoyed the non-professional element of their relationship. That Karl feund t
flattery gratifying was presented as an underlying motive for the sgelabment in the
relationship. While Karl was traveling the student would send him instant message

the computer.

At the time | thought it was sweet and you know it made me feel good. | enjoyed
it. | enjoyed the way it made me feel.

He described receiving the instant messages, but did not indicate whether or not he
responded to them. Instead he focused on how it made him feel, and cast himself as the
recipient of the overtures. The flirtation and the communications outside of sctreol we
not acknowledged as boundary threatening, but were seen in terms of his pleasurabl
experience of them.

Karl constructed the development of his relationship with the student as
analogous to the development of a romantic relationship between adults. Heerkitera
this analogy at several points in his narrative, and in so doing presented the tefations
as essentially normative.

And | would flirt back. | mean, | would totally flirt back, and it was this just kind
of playful exchange that | would have had with an adult that would be okay.

Describing their flirtation, Karl normalized the behavior by likening iexchanges that
occur between age-mates. Statements such as these emphasized thasthetieing
deviant about the interaction per se. Rather, the deviance was a techmidalistion
of their respective roles and the age difference. Discussing the insss#ges, Karl
explained,

He would send me an instant message on the computer... Like he’d see me
online and he’d send me little messages here and there. And it was always late a
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night before he was going to bed, and it was always like, hi or sweet dreams, or
whatever. But from a freshman in high school to your 30 year old teacher, | look
at it that way and yeah, well, like yeah, not necessarily a good idea.
These online communications had an intimate quality, and suggested a burgeoning
romantic relationship patterned by standard courtship rituals between age-khates
described the excitement he felt as the relationship developed.
To me it was obvious what he was doing. But at the same time | liked it. Because
at that point, then all of a sudden, | knew. It was almost like we were dating in a
big sense of it. Because he would send me the messages on the computer and we
would chat. Even when | was [away] | would sometimes get a messaghifrom
or an email... It was very much to me the way it would feel if he were 28 and we
were dating. There were the nice little messages and the nicenfitils eyou
know, and in many ways | saw it like this adult almost dating thing.
To Karl, the relationship with the student felt like any other romantic oalstip. He
did not experience it as an inappropriate boundary between teacher and student, but rather
as the progression of an adult “dating thing.” The communications between tihhem we
not experienced as deviant but as part of the normal course of a relationship. Although
Karl reported recognizing aspects of it as inappropriate, he also explhatéis
pleasure in the situation motivated him to continue.
It all felt very sincere and very heart felt. None of it felt, it didn’t have fieling
of wow, this is totally crazy and inappropriate and | need to reach out and stop
this. It was like, yeah | know this isn’t something that should really be happening
but it feels really great so why not kind of a thing.
The relationship with the student contained all the excitement of a new romashes|s
not for the most part constructed as “totally crazy and inappropriate” but ashsantbe
felt “really great” in spite of the fact that he payed lip service (yleenow”) to the fact
that it shouldn’t “be happening.”

Consistent with his presentation of the relationship as similar to an adult dating

“thing”, Karl emphasized the fact that the offense itself was conaknstis framing of
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the event was critical to Karl, so much so that he would have gone to trialtrathe
admit to a non-consensual offense.

[It was a]B misdemeanor: sexual misconduct, | think... Even in the confession |

was saying it, and she was like, you agree that this and this and this and that it was

nonconsensual. And that's when | talked to my lawyer and we went up to her.

Because [the student] never said that | forced him to do anything. He aludhys sa

it was something he agreed to and that he sought after... When they were saying

in the record that it wasn’t consensual, | said, you know, I’'m not going to say that.

Because it was consensual. Because there are police records that gayah

consensual. And | understood it was because the age of consent is whatever here;

18 or 17. And he wasn't that age. And | said that it needs to be phrased somehow

that he did consent but because he was a minor...

This was a legal battle for the definition of the situation wherein Karl would not be
constructed as forcing himself on anyone. On the contrary he sought legaltrenayf
his version of the situation wherein he was engaged in a mutual relationship. Karl
dismissed the legality of the age of consent as “is whatever here”igiteged the
romantic nature of his connection with the student.

Throughout Karl’s narrative was an exploration of the nature of right and wrong,
legitimate and illegitimate, appropriate and inappropriate. These wordstidve
absolute meanings for him, and were defined in terms of contexts, motives, and
characteristics of actors. One way that Karl constructed the nature ofehgeoivas by
contextualizing its “wrongness” in terms of harm to the person cast as tine. vics we
have seen, Karl constructed the student as unlikely to have been damaged by the
experience because of his precocity, prior experiences, and pre-existailty soci
maladaptive behaviors. In addition, Karl presented the cases of people who had
experiences in their youth which they look back on as not having been harmful.

| have several other teacher colleagues that | remember therg te#i when

they were in high school like they had an affair with a coach. And they had this
whole relationship, and they were involved all throughout when they were in high
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school together. So there were these little messages | was gettmgdople |

knew and respected that was like, well it happened with me and | thought it was

great and it didn’t scar me for life and it was that wonderful experience. And par

of me maybe felt it wasn't that really bad.
These “wonderful” experiences were presented as possibly analogousttmérg’s.
He presented these as “little messages” that mitigated the sensengtining on his
part. Examples of healthy, or at least non-harmful, relationships betweés atll
minors, reassured Karl that he had not done anything “really bad” to the student.

In expressing why the relationship is considered wrong, Karl maintainethéhat
mainstream sanction against adult-minor, or teacher-student relations, vgrsime
arbitrary.

Well because | was his teacher and he was my student and I'm thirtyolgears

and he was fourteen. So it was, you know, it was more because society says it

shouldn’t be happening that it shouldn’t be happening. Not because we didn’t

want it to be happening... | wasn’t even thinking of it in terms of, wow, you could
go to jail. Ooh your teaching career, this shouldn’t be happening. It was just that
um it was just more societal stuff in the way it would be viewed. That it was
inappropriate because of our age difference and because of me being his teacher.
Karl identified the status of their roles and ages as the factorg¢hatrasidered
inappropriate, but presented these as things that “society” ordains as Wweng.
contrasted this view with what he and the student wanted “to be happening,” suggesting
this may have been a more legitimate, or at least an alternative, way ofgvtbe
situation. In regards to the appropriateness of the liaison, Karl did not see himself
through the lens of society, but maintained his own way of defining the situation.

On the other hand, in spite of the fact that he argued against society’s set of values

regarding the legitimacy of social actors’ desires, his narration aff mdppened
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immediately following the sexual offense proper he articulatedaa sense of
wrongdoing.
After it happened it was... more of a, wow this probably shouldn’t have happened
than it was with the kiss... And | remember telling him, we really can’t say
anything about this to anybody. And he was like, no. He agreed. And there was
that part of me that, as soon as he left... | had that feeling like, this wigs real
stupid, because | knew it was something | needed him not to say anything about.
Karl described an immediate and visceral sense of guilt, as well a¥ fagial
recriminations. He presented the situation as something both parties fetl tebde
kept a secret. Here he described it as something that “shouldn’t have happened,” and that
was in fact direly inappropriate. Although before he stated that he hadmitbinking
of the relationship in terms of it having consequences affecting his canesulting in
jail time, here his fear seemed to concern such social consequences.
Karl linked his offense with overall patterns he identified as consistent throughout
the course of his adult life. Primarily, he identified periods of chaos assbevih
traveling as undermining his decision making abilities and promoting the making of poor
choices. Although he constructed the offense in this context as a “stupid mistake,” he
gualified this assertion by stating he did not feel he was making choices. Mor
importantly, the entire construction of the offense cast him in a passive tbie ai
situation that seemed to take on a life of its own. Karl mitigated his rebpibybiy
differentiating between mature and immature young people, questioning theafature
what is appropriate, and exploring the extent that anyone was actually daasaae
consequence of his actions. In addition, he disavowed his own agency by constructing

the student whom he offended against as an active seducer. These elements came

together in the telling of the story where he participated with a quasi-ecquabmantic
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relationship analogous to adult courtship dramas. The overall picture he paintdctvas

in which he was caught up in events that were beyond his control.

VI. Terry (a serial offender)

Terry was a mild-mannered white man in his early fifties with greydmalrpale
skin. He seemed polite and reserved, although | also got the sense he wanted to please or
be a good subject. He tended not to make eye contact when he spoke and seemed to
choose his words very carefully. In fact, he took pains to correct himself if he theught
didn’t have exactly the right word. At the same time, he contradicted hireselias
times.

Terry had always lived in upper-middle class suburbs. He characterszed hi
family life as pleasant but and traditional. Terry “was a star attdetkexcelled in
academics. He went to a technical college where he dated a woman for #nseea s
early twenties. It was a celibate relationship; neither believed ingoitairsex.
Eventually he asked her to marry him but she declined his proposal. He had dated on and
off but hadn’t had any significant relationships since college.

He went into a financial industry after college and had been working at local
institutions his entire adult life. He lived in the same community for yaais
participated actively in church organizations and sports teams.

Terry had a history of public masturbation and frottage (rubbing up against
people) that began when he was in high school. He had been convicted thirteen times.
His victims were between twelve and forty years old. He asserted thatlgotten

away with “slaps on the wrist” because the offenses were not taken thatlgearais
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because he was a responsible-seeming member of the community. &ldenaskeep
the majority of these arrests a secret and his lawyers negotiatesdalscdf serving jail
time on weekends and during vacations so as not to disrupt his professional life.

Terry began sexually offending as a teenager and described this behavior as
“completely separate” from what he saw as his “normal” life. His nexsint act was
caught on a video surveillance monitor and released to the local news stations and papers
He was immediately dismissed from his job, excommunicated from his church, and
kicked off his community sports team. All his professional contacts were devsalehis
relations with family members were tested.

Unlike the other participants, Terry’s narrative concerned a series nfeffand
a long pattern of behavior. Thus he was not creating meaning for one incident, but rather
for an aspect of his self. Although the narrative of his offense spanned andwias@nt
with his construction of his overall life history, he repeatedly maintainectfeading
was completely separate from the rest of his life.

lliness was a dominant theme Terry employed in constructing his history of
sexual offenses. As a paradigm, illness rendered these behaviors and “the urges
understandable and communicable to him and others, and positioned his problems within
the context where there are others like him. He described thesaeasek offenders.”
In addition, Terry characterized his victims, the women he offended againsireaseady
feminine. He contrasted this type of woman to the “masculine” women he said he wa
attracted to. In fact, masculinity emerged as another significant woperry to
articulate his social normalcy in contrast to his sexual deviance.

Terry explained his sexual offending:
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They were all similar offenses, either public masturbation or molestirayean
They were things that were thought out. They definitely were.

These actions were planned, and he deliberately chose “crowded places” such as
“shopping malls” and large stores. The first time Terry was caughthwadepartment
store, where security was already aware of him.
| was at a department store at a mall and, um, brushed up against a woman'’s rear
end... intentionally... There had been other instances. They say that for every
arrest there are about a hundred other incidents... | was in the store and, um, let’s
see, they told the customers to be aware of pick pockets, and as | was leaving the
store security came up to me and detained me until the police got there. And the
police arrested me...They went back into the store and pulled the woman aside as
asked her if she’d come down to security with me... She was approached because
they were watching [me] on security cameras. For some time.
Terry did not conceive of himself as a victim of security or law enforcegféorts, and
rather, in his presentation of these offenses, seemed to accept that his beleeiors w
those for which security exists. In this way, he tacitly accepted theofibunself as a
public menace (and, as will be discussed in Chapter 7, considered himself someone for
whom sex offender policies should exist). He was a surveilled individual who
deliberately and furtively attempted to perpetrate illicit acts. btedtthat when
confronted,
| was petrified. But uh that’s about it. Nothing would come of it. But mainly
scared something would.They told me why | was there and they talked to the
girl for a while, and convinced her to testify.
He was afraid of the consequences of his actions, imagining severe sanctiorevetiow
the charges were eventually reduced to a “public nuisance type thing.” Heyedrtine
security personnel as actively attempting to seek him out and activelynguesiminal

justice measures against him. Again, he did not portray them with resentntent, a

seemed to accept their actions as necessary and appropriate to the @ircesnst
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Although at the same time he did not seem to think that the relatively lax sentence w
inappropriate either.
Terry’s most recent arrest was for “grabbing the breast of an underagle e a
shopping mall.” This time, he noted the zealousness of officials.
My most recent offense the detective really wanted to find out who committed it
so he put pictures of the surveillance video out into the media and the schools and
law enforcement areas... | was visible. So of course after | wasealtes TV
stations did a follow up and put my mug shot up and you know, explained my
crimes.
The detective set in motion a chain of events that in addition to his arrest [Bacht's
exposure in the community. He later said that he thought members of his community
“didn’t need to know” about him, and described the climate in which these events took
place as characterized by “fanaticism.”
Terry was marked as an outsider and threat to the community. Exposure of
personal problems was an ongoing theme in Terry’s narrative, and earlyhia staught
out therapy as a way of keeping “skeletons” in the “closet;” for this reagumariicular it
was likely that exposure to the community was especially traumaticrfor The very
first time Terry committed an offense he was caught, and he described this exgsosure
playing a significant role in the development of his sexual offending pattern.
The first incident of a sex offense [was] when | was in high school. | was in a
classroom and for days or so | had been, let's see, | had been hanging over my
desk with my hand and brushing the girl's rear-end in front of me with the back of
my hand and she got tired of it | guess and turned around and said what the hell
are you doing and uh, the class erupted in laughter and the teacher turned around,
and you know, brushed it under, kept on with the lesson.
At the time | did not think of it as significant. | was certainly embarrasged b
But didn’t realize really how important it was. It changed my whole paigyg. |
was no longer sociable... because, the hurt would be there if | made a mistake

socially. The embarrassment gave me a feeling of uh, a very terebtegfef
embarrassment and | didn't want to be awkward on social occasions and feel that

152



again... There were no other social consequences. It was in my head more, and it
was very traumatic for me

The “terrible feeling of embarrassment” made a lasting impact on Tedrijestated
that:

| would have never felt the embarrassment and gone further down the road [if she

hadn’t responded]. You know, lashed out. No...I'm sure [it would have been a

one time thing].

It is worth noting that in this he identified his pattern of sexual offending with his
response to circumstance, rather than to biological impulses which he fiatenced.

He argued instead that if the girl hadn’t turned around and the class hadn'dligughe
would not have offended again. Thus he offered an explanatory package that privileged
psychological maladaptation, rather than a medical model which he also peteses.

In addition, Terry identified this girl with the types of women he chose to offend
against throughout his life, and asserted that this incident lead to his preference for
offending against “extremely feminine” women.

And it probably got me disliking women to some extent because | was so

embarrassed...l do think, getting back to high school, the woman, the first one |

offended against, was one of the most popular women in school and one of the
most feminine women in school. And | feel like maybe it's a I'll show you
attitude that I'm using these other women who are similar types a$ simol/

you.

Terry continued to offend against women who seemed similar in type to thisrfirst g
from high school. His feelings about her exposing him to ridicule were linked with
negative feelings towards women in general. He presented his offending aty hostil

towards women that was rooted in his resentment of his high school peers’ reaction t

him. He stated that he was “using” the women he offended against to make up for the
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original scenario. Again, here he located the source of his offending withleofmsyical
reaction to circumstances, rather than a biological illness.

Terry’s narrative interwove concepts of masculinity and femininiti wanflicts
about sexual desire. Articulating his social normality, Terry describdditmal male
identities. He emphasized his engagement with sports as a youth when desdréting w
he viewed as his typical upbringing. In fact, he saw his life course asufaiticnale-
identified, contrasting his skills in math and science with the humanities araddie. In
making this contrast he pointed to the fact that pursuing these “male” iatigmattd his
association with women.

The words “masculine” and “feminine” cropped up frequently. When pressed, he
could not unpack them well, suggesting that they had deeply rooted hegemonic meanings
that exceeded his capacity to define them. For instance, in addneksineminine”
meant, he answered “primping all the time, that sort of thing” and mascudsénat
primping all the time.” Femininity was linked with appearance, presentation, and
display. He frequently referred to women as being either feminine or nressaarie or
the other. Interestingly, he only used those two terms in reference to women.nEemini
characteristics were positive, seen and marked. Masculine charaseviste neutral,
the absence of feminine markers. In this way, he invoked his own masculinity through
the way he characterized women.

Terry said he had social problems with women who do not play stereotypical
roles (i.e., who present as more masculine), particularly “authoritativenamthe
work place. Yet he asserted that at the same time that he was roryaaticatted to

more “masculine” women. The women he offended against, on the other hand, were
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described as extremely “feminine” — although he claimed he was notedttachem
sexually. Inisolating his sexual deviance from his “normal life,” it wgsontant for
Terry to make it clear that the women he offended against were distinct ifndgpe
those with whom he socializes.
The women I've been involved with are less feminine even though they'’re
extremely good looking women, there’s no chance for a real relationship, there
was no threat.
The implication was that sexual attraction to a woman was threatening to a
social/romantic relationship. The contradiction here, between romantic (yet not
particularly sexual) relationships with masculine women and sexual misconcatédi
against women he argued he was not attracted to, can be interpreted in a number of ways
indicating conflicts about sexuality and romantic relationships. He did not thinketha
is necessarily an important part of a serious relationship; a strong relgtiorashi
where you fulfill each other, where you’re able to work together and smooth out
the bad points, the rough edges of your partner. Comrades. Best friends. It doesn’t
have to be sexual.
In spite of the fact that Terry asserted that his offending was distinct jpachteefrom
his normal life, he could not narratively articulate a non-deviant sexuabnship. The
contradictions concerning the role of sexuality in relationships were tibe to
presentation of masculine of feminine gender norms. He claimed not to be dtioacte
“feminine” women; although it is unclear whether he was sexually attréctie
“masculine” women he dated.
Terry has sought psychological help since he was a young man.
I've always been in therapy since | was 22... It was me seeking out therapy,

definitely...l sought out therapy mainly from depression from [the offending], but
also deep underlying. 1did want to get to the bottom of that and try to resolve it.
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Because | knew it was a problem... So mainly | was going for depression even
though the underlying cause of depression was my offending.

Terry stated that the root of his depression lay in his offending, and he considered i
problem that could be solved through intellectual understanding. It was something tha
he could potentially master and free himself from.
The depressed times were more frequent, and people who are depressed are not
normal. | told you about my mom having her emotions on her sleeve. | was taught
very carefully that you just don’t display emotions and you... bury your
skeletons...The depression could show to others...Therapy was extremely
helpful. Definitely. Because it was a um spot where you could discuss these
things openly without any fear of anyone finding out about it.
The depression he experienced took on a more urgent quality, and he associated it with
deviance related to exposure of emotions. For Terry, “normal” people hid tleigke
The most salient aspect of therapy was that what he would discuss would reenetin s
However, Terry eventually came to believe that his problem with offending
required more specialized mental health professionals.
Therapy went very, very well for my emotional moods, but there aren’t many
therapists out there who know much about sex offenses. And they really did not
help me with my sex offenses at all, until my most recent psychiatrist whghin t
last couple of years...He was an expert on sex offenses, the history of sex
offenders. How to combine medication and tools for preventing further sex
offenses.
Terry asserted that his specific problem with sex offending required serpaaticularly
knowledgeable. He cast himself as a special subject, in need of expert helpivéie act
sought out those who could help him refrain from committing further offenses. But
doing so required a specific combination of treatments administered by etibepel.

Terry first began to conceive of his sexual offending as related to assilivteen

he was in treatment as part of probation:
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[It] is really just a learning center. Every once in a while the offertuigo talk
but mainly it was just a learning where you went up to the blackboard and that
sort of thing. And he told us about the cycle of offending and compared it to
gambling and alcoholism, and said often times sex offenders before they start
offending have a problem with alcoholism and when they counter the alcoholism
they move to sex offending. When they conquer sex offending they move to
gambling or something like that.
Conceptualizing the offending as a form of addiction, Terry aligned his behatton @i
particular type of illness paradigm that encompassed an array of prableocal
behaviors. Terry continued to explain:
It's something that gives you a very sense of a high when you do it. The um, the,
danger of getting caught, that sort of thing, and it gives you a flow of adrenali
and thing. So it's kind of addictive in that sense. So it's one of those addictive
kind of ilinesses.
lliness was related to a feeling associated with the behavior --aheffgetting caught,
perhaps the thrill of getting away with something — and with the inability tst tbsi
“high.” Thus, Terry cast himself as lacking a certain degree of controhisvéehavior,
and in that way a certain degree of agency. He grouped himself with others whokhad |
of control, although the problematic behaviors he listed were not as highly titigginas
sex offending. In this way, he put his actions on a continuum of actions for which there
was an understandable and common root. Aligning himself with people who struggle
with addiction, Terry humanized, rather than demonized, himself.
In fact Terry had been diagnosed with Obsessive Compulsive Disorder (OCD),
which he explained
causes you to check things all the time or have obsessions, sometimes even
cutting or scratching all the time. And causes you to have compulsions. And
[offending] was one of the compulsions.

Terry took anti-depressant medication for his OCD, and this particularsilpagadigm

was presented as slightly distinct from the addiction paradigm. Rather thiamfpon
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the irresistible allure of the high, Terry invoked the similar but distinct garufe
compulsive urges. The urges were irresistible in-and-of-themselves, emdhveenically
controllable. In this sense, Terry’s illness, although behavioral, had a chemical
component to it.

However, Terry distinguished between the compulsive aspect of the sexual
offending and other aspects.

| see [the sexual offending] as separate. The OCD did contribute to it. Um and |

when | took medication for OCD it lessened it a little bit. But it didn’t overcome

it. So it's a component of it, but not the main.

The sexual offending was presented as a complex illness, with addictive and oaempuls
components, among others. Earlier Terry had presented a psycho-social account of his
offending when he identified the reaction of the girl in high school whom he offended
against, and when he associated his actions against women with her. So in some ways he
saw his illness as having a psychological component as well.

Perhaps the most dramatic component of Terry’s illness paradigm is the overtly
biological. Terry was currently taking medication to eliminate his dexgas (chemical
castration) and reported that at several times he had asked to be sucgstatited.

| had, quite a few times in the past asked to be castrated. Surgically. Tiserapis

and the courts and my attorney... said it doesn’t do anything. It doesn’t take away

the criminal activity...l understood it and believed it. Because criminaliggti

my criminal activity, wasn’t completely sexual. It was a lot of addictimh a

compulsion and that sort of thing.

Terry’s feelings about his sexuality were in part directed againstdicglgi He

identified his male biology — both penis and hormones — as conspirators in his deviance.

The penis was seen as separate from the self. The self was normal, shegsethéviant.
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Bringing castration - chemical or hormonal - into his narrative, Tatrgduced
the idea of the male sexual apparatus gone awry. An excess of embodied seXbality
male organism had to be managed to better fit the social identity. The improperl
functioning system could through science and medicine, be successfully edlidonalt
brought into line with the properly functioning adult male.The Male BodySusan
Bordo discussed the difference between the penis and its “symbolic double”, the phallus
(Bordo, 2000). While the penis refers to an individual organ, the phallus represents the
social power held by men. In Terry’s case the penis and sexual desire wengecbast
prohibiting his social viability: they led not only to arrest but to social impetémough
the loss of his job and lack of freedom and mobility. Through renouncing the “power”
that he believed his sexuality held over him, he could begin to negotiate a viable soci
existence free from his compulsion to sexually offend.
The professionals in the criminal justice system and psychiatric ektablis
informed Terry that physical castration would not help. Terry agreed with titerg, c
the addictive and compulsive components of his illness as those which would not be
affected by castration. Still, Terry himself requested the chenasaiation treatment for
specifically sexual impulses.
| definitely asked about that. They said originally that they only do that if you
really, really need it. And as they started to get into group therapy arsbthat
thing, they recommended it for me... The doctor when | did my original interview
he said it was one of the options. And | said yeah, | would like to do that. This
was...with the expert.
Although he reported that the medication he was on was quite expensive, he maintained

that it was extremely helpful.

[It] makes a big difference because it gives you a break from your sexira@sde
And you can look at yourself and put the tools into place to overcome it... I'm
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very satisfied with it. Very, very much. It's the greatest thing in the waild.
repeat offenders might want to consider it.

Without his compulsive sexual urges, Terry was able to use the psychological or
behavioral “tools” that would presumably help him deal with the urges. He statdetha
planned to be “weaned” of the medication when he becomes confident that he won't

have any need to offend again, because it gave me a chance to see how perverted
and hideous my crimes were.

By freeing him of his need to offend, Terry argued that he was able to see hi®behavi
from a clearer point of view. At this point, he began to construct himself in terms of
another kind of sickness — sickness that has a monstrous quality (“perverted and
hideous”), rather than the more humanizing quality of addiction as iliness. rsatse
took on the gaze of the other, seeing himself as mainstream society depioffenders.
Through the iliness paradigm he was able to take on this view of himself as ddviant w
overcoming the behaviors
Seeing himself as a “true sex offender,” Terry relied on a geregtddody of
knowledge to construct himself as a specific class of person and offendeng Plac
himself in this category, he expounded on the nature of true sex offenders and how they
should be managed in the community. He constructed himself as lonely:
Because almost all sex offenders that | know of, myself included, um, were
iS(_)Iated or lonely when they committed their, it was a contributing factorim the
crime.
Invoking a characterization of himself as socially isolated, Terry iikshthis loneliness
as a causal link in the offending behavior. It was a cause not just for his behavior, but for

that of “almost all sex offenders”. He offered a further construction of Higsa sex

offender:
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True sex offenders like myself don’t know their victims, so the people in the
neighborhood have no reason to know because you deal with them every day and
you’re not going to commit a crime against friends, family, neighbors.
Generalizing about sex crimes, Terry described offenders as peopleeninat #ireats to
those that they know directly. His concept of a “true” sex offender distinguisimese If
and those in that category from a vast array of people who have perpetratechesx cr
against acquaintances and family members — marking these people as ne@afsé®
offenders. Presumably, he meant that these types of offenders do not have the “true”
iliness that he has, and do not struggle with the compulsive “urges” he described. Thus,
Terry presented himself as one of a class of people captured within thef lsée
offender, but who are distinct from many others with whom he shared the label.
Identifying himself as “true sex offender”, Terry created a nagdhat was
designed to explain a series of events and repeated behavior pattern, rather than an
isolated incident or situation. Other than the description of the first incident in high
school, the details presented describing each offense lacked richnesadhad r
reportage of bare, official facts. Instead, the complexity of Terry' sitnagrconcerned
explaining the fact that he was a sick individual, someone struggling witmeassill
experts have officially identified. Linking himself with his “true” lalselftened the
extent of his wrong-doing by placing him in a category that links him to people who
struggle with various addictions, as well as other psychiatric disorderdeddebed
himself as taking actions to seek treatment for the problem, which he suidlyucted
as something for which there may be a cure. Thus, his sick self may in fact be a
transformable self. While concepts of masculinity and femininity wardyfiestablished

in the fabric of his narrative, Terry did not invoke masculinity per se to explagekisl
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deviance. Gendered concepts were routinely employed to demarcate wohertheat
himself. Yet he emphasized his normative social standing in terms of traditialeal m
activities. While fulfilling some requirements of hegemonic masculinigyryldistanced
himself from his sexuality and sexual behavior by pathologizing and disavowing his

genitals and hormones, and labeling his urges “perverted”.

VII. Constructing the Offense: Making Social Meaning

Offenders offered unique accounts of the specific events for which they were
charged. In these stories we can hear elements of rationalization. akglexKarl and
Tim presented their decision making ability as being compromised by a oburse
sexually charged events over which they had little control. Tim and Aaron g@sent
themselves as having been deceived, and constructed themselves as in some ways
victimized by the labeling process. Aaron and Reggie, whose offenses involved
consensual activity with sixteen year old girls both referred to their heresa
“mistake.” Karl, who also engaged in a consensual relationship with a teenadeahisise
word as well. For Aaron and Karl, this vocabulary was used equivocally, astmdgiga
their responsibility, whereas for Reggie there was little equivocation, arssigaed
complete responsibility for the “mistake” to himself.

All the offenders in some way sexualized their “victims”, and Aaron, Tim, Karl
and Reggie each constructed theirs as having active sexual agency and playing a
significant role in the course of events. In these accounts, the concept of thevhonor

does not have the legal capacity to consent to sexual activity was problematized, and the
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child was seen as a mutable category that several offenders chose tdodefine
themselves.

Raoul was the only one who committed an interfamilial offense, and his was the
only narrative that implicated the concept of “abuse.” He and Reggie both included an
awareness of the misuse of power in their narratives, a concept which waahbiptice
lacking in the others’. Rather, for Aaron and Tim, power over the situation seemed to
rest in the hands of the victim, and for Karl, power was diffused in the situation, with
some amount attributed to the victim. The idea that he might have been exerting power
over his victims was absent from Terry’s narrative as well, and he condtthetevents
in terms of control over his own impulses, and not in terms of his victims.

These events were the direct cause of them becoming labeled sex offemmalgrs li
with highly stigmatized deviant identity. For this reason, the ways in which they
constructed the offenses are particularly important, for it is through thigwoien that
they began to make meaning out of the processes through which they becameastgmat
and the consequences of the label. In so doing, all of these men created nanedtives t
asserted a viable social identity, resisting constructing themsedvesnsters. This issue
was more complex in the case of Terry, who, as we shall see, believed that he was
someone from whom society should be protected.

In addition to constructing their offenses in ways in which their actions are
presented as understandable and human, the majority asserted a social ident#ty tha
worthy of inclusion and belonged to the community. Many of the elements of their
constructions of their offenses will be revisited in Chapter 7, where | exprgays in

which they attempted to articulate and reinforce this bond.
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CHAPTER 5: COMMUNITY BONDS

Since its inception sociology has explored the relationship between the individual
and society. On one hand, society is conceptualized as a whole, as an entityim its
right that is larger than the sum of the individuals who comprise it. It is dafirgart
by structures and laws governing individual conduct. On the other hand, it is individual
who make decisions and implement group rules, exhibiting agency in their actions and
giving shape to the larger social structure. This complementary and inggttdynamic
has been explored by theorists from Durhkeim to Giddens. Whereas Durkheim posits
that individuals internalize society’s values and norms as part of theictoale
consciousness, Giddens explores the way individuals give life to abstract ssuctur
through daily routines and the presentation of self.

This chapter addresses the ways in which individual participants were bound to
their communities, and is based on assumptions about the significant role thaafamily
social networks play in both the relationship between the individual and community, and
the maintenance of that connection. According to Durkheim’s concept of theigellect
consciousness, the individual carries an internal representation of the largir Goc
“lower” societies, this representation is articulated through religiamkizim, 2001, p.

11), whereas in complex societies it is articulated through reason and|riaisbitiiions
[ibid., p. 341]). The individual’'s relationship to his society is deeply embedded in his
own consciousness and can in this way be seen as essential to his social identity
Durkheim contends that in complex societies one’s sense of belonging to thevitlecti
is largely experienced through membership in professional associations (“the

corporation”) (Durkheim, 1984, p. xxxv) In these societies, the individual emerges as a
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much stronger entity than in traditional societies characterized by tHar#igs of its
members. Although the strength of the collective consciousness is weak&oenplex
societies (ibid., p. 227), it still exerts its influence, through tradition (ibid., p. 235) and
through the contemporary morality of individualism itself (“In reality th&es of the
individual to himself are duties to society” [ibid., p. 332]). Individual members’ s&nse
belonging is often felt through associations. Although Durkheim emphasized
“professional associations” (and his focus was on labor), other groups withitiesocie
serve to bind the individual to the society as a whole. In addition to affiliatiths
career-related groups, we can include the family, the neighborhood, the church, and
personal connections such as friends and acquaintances, all of which can function to
reinforce the individual’s sense of belonging to a/the collectivity.

Contemporary theorists such as Giddens and Putnam look more closely at the role
these affiliations play and the ways in which individuals manage multiple idsniitder
the conditions of late modernity. The bond to the community is experienced through
participation in daily routines which maintain a sense of continuity (Anthony Giddens
1984, p. 60); Putnam’s work demonstrates how the bond is structured through
participation in and with a variety of social arenas and networks. Giddens olibatves

in contemporary societies individuals are positioned within a widening range of

zones, in home, workplace, neighborhood, city, nation-state and a worldwide
system, all displaying features of system integration which incrdgaselgtes the
minor details of daily life to social phenomena... Positioning in the time-space
paths of day-to-day life, for every individual, is also positioning within the ‘life
cycle’ or life path... [which] is always closely related to the categugiof social

identity. (ibid., p. 85)

Giddens argues that the larger structures of society are enactedrdoited through the

daily routines of individuals (ibid- a concept perhaps closely tied to Goffman’s “daily
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round” which “links the individual to his several social situations” (Goffman, 1986, p.
91). Conversely one can argue that by participating in these routines and eth&cting
appropriate roles the individual lives out his connection to the structinat is, by
engaging in his individual tasks and functions in their various settings, or “zones” the
individual reinforces his connection to something larger than himself.

Putnam’sBowling Aloneexplores the dissolution of community and elaborates
the elements that comprise community, iterating the importance of famisclg and
various civic and social activities (Putnam, 2000). The strength of a community i$ in pa
defined by the engagement of its members in various activities. Conversagnw
argue that the strength of the bond within the individual is perhaps visible through the
iterations of his connections and social engagement.

Taken together these theories emphasize the importance of padicipagroup
activities, and its influence on the bond between the individual and his community.
Durkheim’s concept of the collective consciousness provides a basis for understanding
the individual’s internalization of community values. Contemporary theorists such a
Giddens and Putnam examine some of the ways in which this internalization is lived and
actualized through daily life. Putnam emphasizes participation in srgedigps.

Giddens sees this connection as manifest through various zones and routinization of the
practices of contemporary life through which individuals establish a degoegabdgical
security.

This chapter describes the participants’ relationships with their comesyniti
addressing the specific forms their connections took prior to their convictions, and

describing the extent to which they were maintained afterwards. In expéarahgman’s
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bond with his community, | will briefly describe the nature of their childhoodrimg of
social connections; the nature of their familial, interpersonal, spiritacipeofessional
ties; and the extent to which these were maintained after they werellgffadieled as
sex offenders. This chapter establishes the social fabric in which thdef$evere
entwined prior to conviction, and shows that some important bonds were not
subsequently severed.

Each participant was living a relatively stable, “normal” life priocoaviction,
and, with the exception of Terry, did not carry a sense of stigmatized identityis,Tha
with the exception of Terry, none of them saw themselves as “discreditableheand t
sense of belonging to the larger group was more or less intact. Prior tatioonailcof
the men maintained, to differing degrees, social bonds through typical iaffiiat
church, work, family, and friends.

In the following chapter | address the severance of many of these bonds, but here
it is important to realize that the stigmatization that came with theirlailesV as sex
offenders did not entirely break their connections to the community. Significaamtly, e
was able to maintain familial bonds in spite of his conviction. All the men exgdldise
through recourse to a real self — an essential self that is good and knowablé&e- that t
family members trusted and believed in. This concept of self was largercaad m
significant than their isolated deviant sexual behavior, and the stigmheattacthese
behaviors did not, at least for their family members, override previous knowledge of
them or become a master status. In later chapters | will argue thasseintial self was a
foundation that allowed them to resist the complete internalization of a sagthat

identity.
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l. Terry

Terry described himself as a particularly active and engaged menttisr of
community throughout his life. He grew up in a family that attended church rggula
and frequently socialized with neighbors. Raised in a typical upper middie c
suburban neighborhood where people knew each other, he was accustomed to the overlap
between social roles and social zones: e.g., neighbors were active in thelgaare P
church groups and socialized regularly. Since his childhood Terry excelledkimdise
of activities stereotypically valued in mainstream American sqcseigh as sports,
extracurricular school programs, academics and church-sponsored commuwiaty. ser
He had many friends, was well-liked, and, in addition to his academic achievement, was
“a star” athlete, participating in sports every season.
In his adulthood, Terry’s family of origin continued to play an important part in
his life, offering support, companionship, and regular contact. Terry's brotherséed si
both lived in the same county as he did, and he would speak to them on the telephone on
a weekly basis. In addition he would get together with them from time to time and had
vacationed with them and their families. He also spoke with his father onlarrbgsis.
This solid family bond provided Terry with a strong foundational link to the community.
Terry remained active in his community throughout his life. Moving only a few
towns over from where he grew up, he had a deep sense of familiarity with this
community in which he has resided his entire adult life. He felt as if he knew the peopl
there, in both an individual and a collective sense. As he did in childhood, Terry

participated in several local sports leagues and, as his parents hadhdedatteurch
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regularly and was active in its programs and community events, all catbctércal in
terms of “social capital” (Putnam, 2000, p. 59).
Significantly, Terry’s professional identity was particularly intggd into the
fabric of the community. His position conferred social status upon him and he was seen
as an important member of the community. In this way his job played a central role i
his sense of belonging. In turn, his sense of belonging contributed to his professional
status.
In fact [the place | worked] was in the town that | grew up in. That was helpful.
They did that on purpose because they figured I'd know the customers and be able
to spur business.
His personal connection to individuals made him a desirable job candidate, someone who
could enhance business. It facilitated rapport with customers, and inserted betih hims
and the institution he worked for into the routines and structures of the community.
Terry derived personal satisfaction from this job precisely because it provided
him with a social connection and a social role.
| really enjoyed [the work] because it was social... | did have to inteiiittive
customers a lot and there was a sense of fulfilment because you did have to help
a lot.
The fact that Terry derived “a sense of fulfillment” from his work indicaeegvas
pursuing a “career” rather than simply a “job”. In other words, his work vitasatto
his identity, to who hevas rather than what h#id. The distinction between performing
a social role (which is an aspect of his identity) and serving a function uodessoe
significance of the relationship between his job and his connection to the commuamity. H

saw himself as an important part of the lives of community members, asrsombo
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could offer help. The identity fulfilment came from the fact that thekwaas “social” —
it involved working with people and reinforcing and maintaining a social identtgt T
Terry emphasized helping people indicated that it was important for him tonseelfras
playing a crucial, necessary role: people were dependent on him.

The strength of Terry’s bond with his community figured significantly in his
sentencing. Although he was a serial offender, for several years, his higlssoaling
influenced the way he was processed by the criminal justice system. Although he
committed numerous offenses, state actors continued to see him as a member of the
community, someone who belonged. Conversely, they were reluctant to cast him as a
deviant who should be expelled; rather, they tried to find a way to maintain his inclusion.
His social respectability derived from his active participation in a tyaoiehighly-
valued social realms, which made an impression on powerful actors in the criminal
justice system such as judges and prosecutors.

Describing his first arrest, Terry stated:

They kept me overnight at central holding and um, let's see. Went before the

judge and the judge released me on my own recognizance it's called. Where you

just have to come back at a future date. And eventually it was resolved and
reduced to a disorderly conduct charge or something like that.
Terry was seen as non-dangerous. State actors saw his identity aslgssesditable
(Goffman, 1986, p. 4) and were willing to rely on his community membership as an
indication of his trustworthiness (i.e., his “own recognizance”). They viewedrim i
terms of his prestigious social function and reinforced the fact that he wasssultges
performing his professional and social role. They gave more credence ttedsec

professional role than they did to his discrediting deviant behavior. As a mentier of
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community, trustworthiness was imputed to him, in spite of him having broken the law.
In fact, it is worth noting that middle class people in general, and middlevages in
particular, are “weeded” out of the criminal justice system at ev@rystage, including
sentencing (Reiman, 2001, p. 129). In addition to being middle class and white, Terry
was so integrated into the fabric of the community that the criminal jusstensy
resisted “othering” him.
To accommodate his standing in the community, judges worked with him over
several years to keep his criminal sentences from disrupting the routinesadite-
collar lifestyle. That is, Terry's sentences were designed toecasdittle disruption as
possible and to allow him to continue to perform as a member of the community. They
seemed specifically designed to prevent stigmatizing him. The punishmelstintua
Terry’s case continued to respect and uphold his insider status, and resistaohamd
excluding him.
| was able to keep it out of the papers and uh, just uh, go to the courts on my days
off and that sort of thing and do the jail time when | was on vacation. | spent my
vacations in jail.
Apparently, state actors did not want to expose him and protected his privacy. They
colluded in hiding his deviance, still regarding and treating him as a mernther
community. Hesitancy to make his arrest public can be seen as an unwillingness on the
part of agents of social control to label him deviant. Allowing him to serve higyail t
on scheduled vacations demonstrates a particular regard for the demands oblrite-
work life, and a sympathetic understanding that having to go to jail and disclose his

criminal activities would risk his job. This consideration does not reflect theaty
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treatment given to most people processed through the criminal justice $¥stejrand
seems designed to accommodate and reinforce Terry’s non-deviant lifetmathey
ascribe and enforce a deviant social status.

That time was before work or family knew anything was going on. So my

attorney was able to talk the judge down to either weekends in prison or a

shortened time where | can just take an extended vacation, so that’s what | did.

They thought | was contributing highly to society... | was doing good things for

the community aside from my other life.

Accommodating his schedule, judges and attorneys extended continued deference to what
he claimed they saw as his high contribution to society. His strong connection to the
community protected him from exposure, labeling, and the social consequences of his
deviant acts His social status within the community and his confirmed menpbeeshi
recognized and affirmed by the criminal justice system and marmifiesédf in

accommodating sentencing structures.

Terry’s high social standing allowed him to continue to regard himself as
“normal”. His active and positive contributions to the community stood in stark sbntra
with his continued deviant sexual behavior. His participation in highly regarded
activities allowed Terry to uphold a sense of normal identity that was degpbytant to
him. He continually reiterated that his sexual offending was “a completfedyage life”
and his narrative expressed that he cherished the high esteem he held in his gommuni
In fact, this esteem protected him from fully internalizing a deviant identigllowed
him to maintain the dichotomy between the self he constructed as “normal” and that
which he constructed as “sick.” By protecting his standing in the community, the

criminal justice system acted in a way that preserved his ability to veeoffiending as a

separate sphere of life, and to maintain to some degree an internalizedioanmitict
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the community and sense of his own belonging — in spite of, or concurrently with, his
internalized deviant identity.

Without being marked as a sex offender, Terry was able to continue to perform
his social role. He kept information about his deviant activities secret fromatmssd
him.

Until it hit the papers, no one, completely no one, knew about it... And uh, so you

could pursue your life normally as if you were a normal person.

Knowledge of his deviance was not available to those with whom he interacted, and
because of this he was able to continue to pursue and maintain a normative social role
through his participation in community activities. Because his most recest @&as for

an offense caught on surveillance video, control of information became more difficult
However, prior to that, he felt he was able to live in the community “normally’anas
other member, without a stigmatizing difference.

His family learned about his deviant behavior before the information was kklease
to the community. Terry stated that his probation officer made a decision to algd pe
close to Terry about his sexually deviant behaviors, something that falla (@i
enforcement’s purview as a result of community notification statutes (M20®@, p.

38). The officer called Terry’s brother.

My brother called me and | wasn’'t home. He left a message on my answering

machine. He said, “I got a call form your probation guy and um he told me

what’s going on,” and you know, he said he still loved me... My brother’s one of

the people who liked to brush it under the cover, pretend there’s nothing going on.
In spite of the discrediting information, Terry’s brother maintained a naedaview of

him. Although Terry no longer had control of highly stigmatizing information, his

brother did not let it influence or change his existing view of him. He refuseckgraies
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the new information into the conception he had of Terry. The bond was not severed
because his brother dismissed the news (“brushed it under the cover”), an avoidance
tactic which Terry ascribed to the way members of his family gdpdrahdled difficult
subjects. Knowledge of Terry’s deviant conduct did not alter his brother'sssipn,
and this familial bond remained intact.
While Terry’s brother “pretended there’s nothing going on,” and his
representation of Terry was not altered in light of new information, Te@heff took it
more seriously. He looked for a way of understanding the news that would allow him to
acknowledge it at the same time that he could maintain his bond with his son. Thus, he
sough an explanatory package with which to frame the new information. Terhgs fat
offered support in the form of finding him “help.”
My dad acted surprised and concerned and did um a lot of research and tried to
get me help... the help entailed telling me how... people that could help me.
Locally and things like that, coping with problems.
By researching Terry’s behavior, his father sought a body of knowledge that wakegd m
the deviant behavior understandable and treatable. He invoked the existence of
professionals who possess expert knowledge about sex offenders. He looked to a world
outside their immediate community, to one where deviants were understood, controlled,
and helped. In this way, his son’s deviance would be manageable. He constructed Terry
as sick and in need of cure. In this way he did not sever a bond with him, but bestowed
on him a new deviant identity based in illness. This paradigm casts Terry ad of nee
help and potentially transformable -- capable of reintegration into the cotymbDeiry’s
father saw his son as someone with a problem that could be overcome and who could still

be accepted as a member of the community and the family.
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Terry had strong community ties prior to his most recent arrest whicllettchu
history of living and working in the neighborhood and participating in traditionally
significant community-sponsored activities. His social and professiomaliisggin the
community were critical in informing and reinforcing his sense of normativeitigletr
addition, they protected him from the more stigmatizing sanctions of the sociall cont
apparatus which worked to accommodate him as much as to manage or punish him. His
brother and father remained supportive after learning of his deviant behavior, suggesti
that these social bonds can withstand the most stigmatizing, othering, and monstrous

labels.

ll. Tim

Tim, who was convicted of an internet-based offense, was raised in traditional
working class neighborhood. His immediate family was close with theinlneig and
he had a large extended family that was ever-present in his life. One foenddhool
used to visit him often during an extended childhood illness, and that friend remained an
important connection throughout Tim’s life. They currently spoke on the phone every
day. The friend was sympathetic to Tim’s financial situation and made sure todreethe
to call, since Tim had a limited phone plan. Their social bond was based on shared
difficulties. Like Tim, the friend also suffered a disability and they@@aimmiserate.

He talks to me about his medical problems now. He’s got a bum leg; he can't

walk, so now he’s homebound... it's a forty minute ride down the mountain by
car. That's just to get down the mountain.
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Tim laughed affectionately as he told of his friend’s struggles and acknowlddded t
they shared a sense of humor about each other’s situations. The shared huntbtsseeme
be an important coping resource for him.

Tim’s extended family was important throughout his life, and one aunt in
particular played a crucial role as he was growing up. She had consiptenttied
significant support to his family.

There were times when my mother didn’t have enough money, for like let’s say

for Christmas. Plus she was out of work for awhile, may aunt would help her

with that... give her money because she didn’t have enough to buy us Christmas

gifts when were little kids. She always made sure Christmas was handled

correctly.
This aunt remained a constant source of personal support and materiah@ssigtaen
Tim was between apartments because of financial difficulties, sherlettay with him
for several months. She currently called him every day “to check in” — a phrase tha
implies familial concern about his well being, in addition to a friendly, and negula
communication.

Before he went on disability, Tim’s job provided significant social contaet. H
worked long hours that were filled with interaction on the phone, and he particularly
enjoyed it because he considered it social. Through work he got to know many people in
his neighborhood. He was able to established relationships in this context, but they were
not based on face-to-face encounters. Although the phone contact provided social
connections for Tim through work, they were limited by their form. Mediated
communication is increasingly a feature of the modern world (Anthody Giddens, 1991, p.

84), and although different in quality from interacting in the same physical enardnm

still offers social connection and an arena to perform social identity.
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At home, Tim had regular contact with the staff at his local video store. Being a
“movie person”, this interaction was important to his sense of identity. He found it
enjoyable and missed being able to spend money on movies. In addition, he engaged in
conversations with people on the internet, particularly in chat rooms where heeliscuss
movies and developed a sense of himself as an expert, “someone who knew what they
were talking about. Particularly the classics.” The phone and the intemeetiearly
important mediums through which Tim interacted with the social world and nregdtai
his sense of connection and social identity, both at work and at home.

After being convicted for his non-contact internet-based offense, Tim’s bonds
with family, friends and coworkers remained intact. Significantly, Tioosviction did
not affect his bond with his employers. Because his particular work environmgent wa
tolerant of criminal deviants, his job was secure.

People at work were understanding: Because they had some people that worked

there that had felony charges on them too. For other reasons. But they were

arrested and released or on probation or done with probation. Some people that
worked in there have already been through the system, so boss understood. He
had people working for him that were ex-cons. So he didn't really care.

This community was inclusive of people processed through the criminal justeensy

and until he went on disability Tim was able to maintain this important social ¢cammec

It did not marginalize him through informal or formal means of exclusion (i.ealsoci

withdrawal or termination). Because he was not the only person with a crietoad,

he could maintain an identity as a normal person or “average guy” and his réigsons

with colleagues, employers, and customers remained intact. Tim continuecktatwor

this job until his medical incident.
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Tim’s significant familial and social connections also remained engaltafter he
was convicted. His relationship with his best friend did not change, nor did his
relationship with his aunt. After he was convicted for his offense, Tim only confided the
event to his friend and his brother, who worked in law enforcement. Tim’s brother
arranged for him to disclose the information to the rest of the family.
| told two people. My brother, of course, and my friend. I'm not sure how
anyone else would have taken it and then after | spoke to my brother he says
we’re going to have to have a family gathering and he says | want you to take
each family member and tell them what happened because they alreadyoknow y
were arrested, but they don’t know why. So he says | want them to sit down with
you and you talk to them and you tell them one by one what happened to you.
Just the aunts and the uncles, not the cousins. It didn’t concern them. And that's
what | did. They accepted it. They weren’t happy about it, because they said, me
of all people, I'm not that type of person.
Tim’s brother acted in such a way that suggests their extended family hae afsiesef
as a community, one in which certain information about its members need to be known.
This implies a particular style of familial network where public and pgivaformation is
controlled and managed within the group. It does not seem that Tim objected to or
guestioned the need for disclosure and instead took the family meeting asrafnatte
course. When he stated that his sex offense didn’t concern his cousins, he implicitly
acknowledged that did concern his aunts and uncles. In this way he indicated a belief
in the necessity for senior members of the family (perhaps as trustedtgidtpores) to
know about the potentially discrediting information. This further indicates teateo
which he saw himself as embedded in the family network, and not as an isolated
individual.

It is worth noting that it is the nature of his offense that required a formaing.ee

The family already knew about the arrest. The criminal activity in-antself was not
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cause for the meeting. Rather, it was designed specifically as a fordmmf to disclose
the fact that his conviction was for a sexual offense and that he had becomeddakel
offender. Thesexoffense was seen, at least by his brother, as particularly stigmatizing
and in need of explanation. In a fashion similar to Terry’s brother, Tim’syfaili not
respond to the information by reformulating their conception of Tim from non-dewiant
deviant, or from insider to outsider. His new status in the larger society did rabtredfe
familial bonds. Asserting that he “is not that type of person,” his family mamber
reaffirmed their conception of him as non-deviant and worthy of inclusion. In g sense
they were able to cordon off what he did from who he was, and the new information did
not discredit him.
His brother became an ally for Tim as he began to navigate the criminal justice
system. Like Terry’s father, Tim’s brother reacted to the news bgnasag
professional discourses, in this case the criminal justice systemiadrgatf sex
offenders. As a member of law enforcement, Tim’s brother took it upon himsedfto le
how sex offenders are processed, and he sought legal advice for hinh as wel
Significantly this advice included entering into psychological treatmentething Tim’s
brother was also instrumental in procuring for him
My brother says, at that point, this is what’s going to happen. They'’re going to
ask you to go seem some professional help. So him and him his wife was seeing
this guy... They asked him what happens with sex offenders.
Tim’s brother played the role of mediator in initiating Tim into the system armtiaga
to certain conditions of being a sex offender, thus participating in what Goffiieas e
as the “socialization process” where the newly stigmatized individual come these

“consequence of possessing it” (Goffman, 1986, p. 32).
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While in some ways a loner who had minimal social contact prior to his arrest,
and someone whose social isolation increased following his physical disabitit
maintained a connection to his neighbors through the nature of his job where he enjoyed
a great deal of social interaction. He worked in a community that could and didetolerat
his criminal activity, and had the support of a good friend and a network of extended
family members. The phone remained an important medium for his social iotgract

without which he would possibly be completely socially isolated.

1. Karl

As we have seen, Karl grew up in a small, tight-knit religious community where
the church played a key role in the community’s life. This was a critiaal dbr
connection and identity for him. At an early age, Karl became an enthusiastippat
in church and school activities and eventually took on leadership roles in both realms. He
described himself as “an overachiever,” and in fact many of his social ¢mmsec
throughout his life had been contingent on his personal accomplishments. As dansartist
professional relationships were based on winning competitions and procuring watk base
on his talents. His connection to his various communities tended to be based on a
balance between autonomy and engulfment. Coming to terms with his homosexuality
was a highly significant process that affected his positioning in relatiothers.
Coming out at church and to his family marked an end of struggles with belonging/not
belonging to communities that did not fully accept him, and forging newly defined

connections based on acceptance.
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The church was an arena where Karl could develop and display his artistic and
social talents. But more importantly it provided him with a worldview that included a
connection to God as well as to community members. It was a physical and iddologic
space where he developed a sense of belonging to something larger than himself. H
believed deeply in the church’s teachings and took the Bible literally:

If it says Jonah was in the belly of a whale, he was literally in the belheof t
whale.

| used to go door to door asking people if they knew Jesus is their personal lord
and savior and leading them into the land of salvation so they would not burn in
hell forever.
Proselytizing and holding strictly to dogma was a formal way of extgregbressing his
membership and allegiance to the church. In addition, he maintained a personal and
private connection with Christianity.
Certain songs and certain lyrics are really comforting and tresliirat always
get me the most are the... “I know you and | love you and | think you're
wonderful and beautiful.” And those were always the ones. And those are the

songs that | can still sing.

Again, I love church so much. I'll get teary. | really do. It does a lot for me.
And it's been a really positive thing in my life.

Articulating the meaning the church had for him, Karl linked this significanélsoc
institution with a primary and deeply felt sense of self. It filled hinnaifeeling of
being loved and gave him strength with which to confront life’s struggled. Kar
expressed the comfort and security he received from participatinguirciCmusic and
made it clear that the ideas and spirit of the Church resonated within him yntaavva
was essential to his identity.

Karl’'s coming out process played a critical role in establishing an igentit

independent of the traditional beliefs of his community. These experiences haweslallow
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him to find communities that accepted his homosexuality, enabling both personal
autonomy and social inclusion. As an adult coming to terms with his homosexuality,
Karl went through many periods of abandoning the church or feeling abandoned by it.
He saw its teachings as directly opposed to what he was coming to seaasngis
There was a lot of extreme back and forth in my life dealing with my sexualit
versus my religion... [which teaches] if you have those feelings and thosesdesi
then you have them but you are not allowed to act on them because that is a sin.
He could not remain in a community where homosexuality was viewed as a sin without
experiencing self-hate. He resorted to periods of abstinence followedrdoabsy the
church for periods of excess.
| was very devout Christian, not going to do this, not going to do this, and then I'd
feel like | can’t contain it anymore and then I'd go back to being wild and crazy
for anywhere from three to six months and then back. So it was just back and
forth from one wild extreme to another.
Vacillating between extremes was a feature of Karl's adulilifech rendered his
experience of belonging to a community as something precarious and contingent on his
internal stability.
As he began to accept his homosexual identity, he began to develop his self-
esteem while exploring other belief systems.
From twenty-five on | said I’'m not going to put myself in a position where I'm
being told that I'm not good anymore and that’'s where my self respect really
started happening... | was able to explore different spiritualities and laok int
Buddhism and Hinduism and all the things that offers, and find a very nurturing
accepting religious beliefs that are about you and your journey and it'sunot yo
having to be on this journey that’'s spelled out for you.
By exploring beliefs that focus on individual experience, Karl was able to distanc

himself from the religious communities that had been so important to him. However, he

eventually did find a Christian church that honored his newly found sense of self and
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spirituality. In addition, he maintained professional and personal connections with
specifically gay-friendly churches and religious communities. &mdéptance was
reinforced through an accepting spiritual community that tolerated diffesen beliefs
and upheld the value of the unique individual.

Although a limited source of belonging and community identification, Karl's
professional life played an important role in his self esteem. His successsoasce of
pride. In this way, his professional connections played a key role in his life. lroaddit
to the “intense” periods of bonding with others during artistic collaborations, Karl
experienced financial and social security through his part-time tegjdin He enjoyed
the structure of the work and took pride in his accomplishments as an educator.

So it was nice, especially being an elective... and it was important for me to be

one of those teachers that people wanted to be in their class because that’'s how

you grow your program.
In addition to providing a steady pay check and professional gratificatiohjngayave
him flexibility to pursue his career. He maintained regular contahtstutdents and
colleagues, but did not have to “do all the really tiring stuff that [he] had to do as a full
time classroom teach&rTeaching presented another realm where he could remain
connected to the community while maintaining a sense of autonomy.

Karl's other job as a personal assistant was also a very important source of
connection for him. He began working for this individual in his home several years
before, during which time he became close with both him and his partner. These
friendships provided him with stability and moral support through the difficult time
following his arrest. The man he assisted is “kind of like a father” to him, wigle

man’s partner and Karl
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became really good friends... we work together all the time and have our lunches
together. He knows me probably better than anybody else.

This relationship was crucial when Karl was arrested for the encourtbea wi
student at his school. They were the first people he called and they helped him find a
lawyer. Furthermore, they provided a sense of solace that broke his isolation laleiring t
turmoil surrounding his arrest and conviction:

He has been with me through talking about this whole thing, and since we’re on

similar spiritual paths | hear all his aches and pains... and he was able to do that

through my whole process with this.
Having a sounding board through his “whole process with this,” was a way for Karl to
offset the isolation that could potentially befall people with a highly stigmmgtlabel.

This couple played a critical role in enforcing Karl’s place in their camity
when they championed him during the crisis with “the angry villagers” (whiittev
discussed in greater detail in the next chapter). In the face of complaintgassirita
phone calls from neighbors who discovered Karl's sex offender status, his employers
asserted his right to be there and argued on his behalf. They refused to fire hinreand we
willing to become embroiled in a community debate for his sake.

Karl's relationship with his family was reinforced through his coming outga®c
when he learned that they were not as dogmatic as he had thought. He had to reconstruct
his notion of them at the same time that they were coming to accept his homogexuali
Because they participated in a fundamentalist religion that views homosgasadi sin,

Karl was concerned that his relationship with them would be severed when he told them
about his sexuality. However, they “stepped up to the plate” when he insisted on full

acceptance.
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| said | need to be able to feel normal. To feel accepted. And I'm going to bring
up conversations sometimes. | don’t want to get to the point where it's Christmas
and | have to choose to be with my boyfriend or with my family because | can’t
be with both.
Karl argued that he didn’t want to feel any different than his heterosexualrndgtbe
could introduce his girlfriends to his family. Karl didn’t want them to see hisatigxas
a negative form of social deviance. He wanted to be able to openly discuss afSpiscts
social life without feeling stigmatized. This was an important step in laisoreship
with them, and also a moment when he realized that they weren’t as traditionleas he
thought:
| realized my parents and my brother were not nearly as dogmatic relagious
was. Because we went to the same church. It was odd. | don't really understand
how | got my sense of religion because | was much more black and white than my
parents are. My parents don’'t even go to church now. They had me go because
that’s how they thought you should raise their kids. It was maybe more social.
And they took what they took and then they left the rest. | didn’t take what | take
and leave the rest
Their pragmatic view regarding their religion allowed them to re-concéptitakeir
sense of who Karl was without having to excommunicate him. It provided a way for
them to affirm family ties rather than ideological affiliations. Kaparents valued their
connection to him more than strict adherence to doctrine.
Karl stated that it was very difficult to tell his family about the ayestl that
when he first told them he lied and insisted he was innocent, that the violation had not
occurred. Their support was demonstrated by the fact that they provided theynéjorit
the $30,000 he needed in legal fees. Both parents were educators, and Karl stated that

this represented a substantial portion of their savings. He did not disclose thatfhaet t

had participated in the acts of which he was accused until after he was ahawvidte

185



sentenced. They were “shocked,” which indicates that the information challenged thei
conception of him. But they stood by him and remained an important source of social
support.
Karl lived in an urban environment and felt comfortable within his ethnically
mixed working-class neighborhood. Ironically, his relative anonymity gave kense
of belonging. He contrasted his idea of working-class values with those heeskoc
with the homogenous, upper class, suburbs where he worked. He described his
neighborhood as:
Working class town mentality: It's probably a mentality of not being asexmed
with what other people think. Just mind their own business and doing their thing
and taking care of their lives. Which is what I like... ... I’'m like one of the only
white guys in my neighborhood. | don’t see even a lot of other people that are
even like me but it's a great place to be... You don't feel that sense of, “oh | don’t
fit in” -- even though | don’t necessarily fit in in that sense... | feel likghe
very affluent suburbs] where it's wealthier, more WASPYy, that kind of mentality
There’s certainly this emphasis of like how that could be a real a stigma, that
there’s somebody there.
Karl’s sense of connection seemed to be derived from his ability to live autonomously
and free from scrutiny. Although he acknowledged ethnic differences betweeaifhims
and his neighbors, he did not experience himself as an outsider. This security and sense
of informal inclusion was directly contrasted with the suburban environments wherei
was harassed. Although the “wealthier, more WASPY” neighborhoods tend to be upheld
as more desirable places to live, Karl constructed them as a type of commhariéy w
membership is tenuous and there is a great potential to be stigmatized. Beiloaging
wealthier community is more contingent on maintaining status and social norms.

Karl struggled for many years living in a community whose beligegysvas

antithetical to his sexuality. Through this struggle he eventually found awgepti
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religious communities that embraced his homosexuality. His success astawhith
was an important part of his identity, was dependent largely on his individuasiaadt
in many ways Karl relied on himself, rather than others. Still, he had a stnoiig &nd

social support system that remained intact in light of knowledge of his sexerd@ff

IV. Regqgie

Reggie’s primary roles in his community were articulated through his &mili
relationships, and these remained intact in the aftermath of his conviction for a sex
offense. His family continued to be a significant form of social support for hirggi®e
grew up in a lower-middle class household in an urban neighborhood. He was raised by
his mother and older sister, and was often left alone in the house while both of them
worked. A very social person with a lot of friends, Reggie described himseékisg
out company. He attributed his need to be among people to his childhood experiences:

And also dealing with my mom and sister not being there as a child to go back to

that. | always had a fear of abandonment. You know the fear of being alone. So

sometime, like if | had the day off I'll get up early and just go to one of my

friend’s houses and watch TV or play video games till my wife got home because

| just didn’t want to be alone at that time. Because my mom would work, my

sister’'s 17 years older than me, so she was at work, and | would just be left alone
and my mom was very over-protective. So sometime | couldn’t even go outside. |
had to be in the house by myself.
Reggie had always lived in the same neighborhood, and had a strong sense of belonging
in the fabric of his community. He had known many of his neighbors his entire life and

walking down the street he often stopped to chat with people, many with whom he “goes

way back.” Reggie and his current wife used to attend church regularly. Theessent |
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often now, because they felt that this particular church community did not rb#ect t

values.
It was more about money then about getting that empowerment feeling, you
know. Getting that faith in you. It was more of a fashion show, gossip. You're
supposed to go to church for a problem. If you have a problem, you go to church
to speak to the pastor, you get enlightenment. And then there, you know, rumors
would just spread. So after church we would know who's sleeping around, who’s
on the couch, who got put out, who's having a baby by this guy over here. And it
just was too much, like we have to find another church.
The experience Reggie had at this church reflects the fact that people in margom
knew each other well and were familiar with each other’s family stre@nd personal
issues, indicating a close-knit community (although perhaps an uncomfortably clhse one
Reggie was currently married to his second wife, although they origitattgd
dating over twenty years ago. They married after a period of separatioe i@ sears.
They had two children together and he had another son with his first wife. He and his
current wife were close and mutually supportive and they shared a rich hisewasH
also close to his children, and he saw his two younger sons on a regular basis. They
watched TV together, played video games, and talked easily.
| want to make sure they know to talk to me about the important things. That I'm
here for that. And they do, most definitely.
In addition, Reggie was very close to both his mother and his sister. He spoke to his
sister regularly and saw her several times a month. He visited his mothgrla of
times a week and talked to her on the phone every day.
Reggie’s family was clearly very important to him, and the bonds he shared with

them were the most important in his life. Fortunately, each member of hiy faasl

supportive of him when they learned about his conviction for the sex offense against the
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sixteen year old girl. Reggie constructed his offense as a “mistake’ethadde, and his
family members all saw the offense in that light. The conviction did not change how
people close to him saw him.
When he was first arrested Reggie had to spend ten days in jail. During that time
he was too ashamed to call his wife, and tried to put it off. Telling her was
one of the hardest things. When I first told my wife, that was hard. She wanted
to come visit me when | was incarcerated... | refused to see her. | didi’tava
see her. Just the fact of being incarcerated. We had never had that kind of
relationship where | was incarcerated. 1 just didn’t want to see her on those ter
Reggie’s reluctance to see his wife while he was in jail reflectechtii¢hfat he felt
differently about himself as a result of the conviction. He was ashamed bf wha
happened and didn’t want to be seen as a criminal by his wife. He was concned w
how he would appear in her eyes, and expressed a fear that it would change their
relationship.
He explained to her the circumstances of the incident between him andhtire mi
and in doing so had to address his infidelity.
| told her it was just basically, you know, the best way | could put it to her was
like, | guess that, the guy that works on the beach with all the girls just loatking
him like, ooh and ah, and that’'s how [this girl] was to me. Instead of keeping it at
a little puppy love crush with her, I took it further. That was wrong.
Here he explained to his wife that he was flattered by the attention hestefrem the
girl, and described the transgression as wrong-doing on his part. Upset mage by th
infidelity than the age of the girl, his wife did not see Reggie as sexuallyntieBhe
gave him her full support.
She was upset at first, you know, but she said that we would work through it, and

you know we have. We don't argue about it. If we have a disagreement she
doesn’t throw it back in my face, you know, “what you did” type of thing. She’s
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not cautious of anything. She has full trust. One thing was, | was honest with

her. | was honest with her.

The emotional support he received from his wife provided continuity and stability for
Reggie as he lived with the consequences of his conviction. He stated that the
relationship had not changed and that he now shared his experiences with probation and
the treatment program with her.

Each week | go to the program like I'm supposed to. | discuss everything in the

program with her. 1 don’t state the names, but the different stories, scenarios. So

she knows what it’s like for me there.
Emphasizing the importance of honesty and openness, Reggie was less isolated in his
experiences as a convicted sex offender and was able to communicate theseagper
to the most important person in his life without risking severing that bond.

Reggie’s mother and sister were “shocked” to learn about his conviction. He
argued that the news was so confounding to them because they had never known him to
behave inappropriately or to “go down that road”. He explained that he had never been
with

Someone younger than me. No one. | mean not even going down to the park to

play football with someone younger. | explained to my mom, explained what

happened. Being we’re a tight-knit family they understood. You know, as long

as | told them | go through the correct channels, you know. | know I'm never

going to erase this mistake, but make sure it never happens again.
Reggie asserted that he needed to reassure his family that he was fall@ving

procedures associated with his probation and doing what he needed to do by attending the

program (going through “the correct channels”). They accepted his defioitthe
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situation, that he made a mistake, and did not abandon their conception of him. The
relationship and the identity he maintained with them remained intact.
When Reggie first told his older children (17 & 18) about the conviction, they
reacted with anger toward the victim’s father.
My sons, they were protective. They wanted to go look for her, look for him, you
know what | mean? And | was like, “I was wrong. Let me explain what
happened.” And they listened. They took it in. And after we finished talking
they went about their business... it didn’t change them.
Reggie was able to neutralize his sons’ anger by explaining his version of evems a
as his own agency in the incident. Reggie did not demonize the girl or her father, but, as
he did in his explanation for his wife, he focused on his own wrong-doing in constructing
the offense for his sons. Reggie made sure to use his experience and his cosvastion a
opportunity to educate them about the possible and severe consequences of certain
transgressions.
So | also explained every time | go to my group | basically explain o tieat
I’'m going through so they don’t go down that road... you know get on the
computer saying the wrong thing in a chat room. That'll get you in
trouble...They responded. We sat there and we watched... | like to have them sit
there and watchock Upwhich comes on CNBC and shows you different jails,
San Quentin, Kentucky, New York. These are places you do not want to be.
Then we also watcBateline,To Catch a Predatgito show them, playing online,
this what will happen. And they take it all in. The entire time, probably won't
even blink, in amazement. And | say, “one slip up and that’s it.”
Using his experiences as an opportunity to educate his children, he took the conviction
and the negative consequences and transformed them into a means of reassestng his
as father and protector of his sons. His family provided a source of support for him, and

he reaffirmed his family connection through constructing the offense asyatpar

experience for himself and his sons.
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V. Aaron
The two most significant sources of social connection for Aaron revolved around

his family and career. Aaron had been working in social services for ovey tygans at

the time he was arrested for a consensual affair with a sixteen yeaptitddancer.

During the span of his career he took on increasing responsibility and felt thas he w

“productive” both in terms of “contributing” to the community and in terms of

maintaining a material lifestyle that he enjoyed. When describing l@src#aron

exuded a sense of personal pride.
| had a caseload of fifty people. | was in charge of the unit. | was productive, |
was doing the things | needed to do. | was married. | had a house, vacation twice
a year.

He asserted that the personal satisfaction he derived from helping othersngas m

important that the salary. Describing the meaning his work had for him, Aaron stated:
Just taking someone that didn’t believe [they could accomplish their goals], you
know, and encouraging them.... And just watching them blossom. Those are the
greatest rewards. In the human services it was never financial. dihvad®ut
just being able to meet someone where they're at and then help them move to the
next plateau in their life station. That was the biggest importance to me. And in
between, even if they've fallen, to be there to not cushion their fall, but to be there
to help them get back up. To be there to help them back on the bicycle. That’s the
biggest reward... | enjoyed what | did. | had a passion for what | did.

Aaron expressed the fact that the contribution he made to people’s lives provided a

significant source of personal satisfaction to him. He saw himself in tdrthe positive

impact he had others, and this feeling seems to have been a source of selfeedteam

In fact, Aaron’s career played an important role in the trajectory of hislddul

and finding “meaningful employment” helped him establish a stable, midais-cl
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lifestyle. In his youth Aaron had drifted between odd jobs and had been more concerned
with socializing, using and dealing recreational drugs, and focusing on thinggwotbu
his money than he was with developing career goals. This changed after afoarrest
drug possession. He happened to have a supportive probation officer who “encouraged
me to change, to modify my life. So | went back to school, took up a few courses...” He
argued that the arrest was “a wakeup call” and that his life may have beerdarhad
he not had the “rapport” he developed with this probation officer. He explained that the
experience
Straightened me out. Put me on the straight and narrow. Because prior to that, |
saw a lot of my friends, at the time. I'm grateful to be 50 years old. A lot of my
friends who | grew up with are not here presently. When | say that | mearethey’r
not here in a mental capacity, because they’re either tripped out, or they’re not
here in the physical aspect because they're six feet under, or they’re somewher
incarcerated for something... so | thank that person. | thank that person fro
encouraging me and being supportive at the same time.
His gratitude toward the probation officer reflected the fact that emigaokira path
toward his career meant a great deal to him. His work provided him with a source of
personal esteem and accomplishment which had become deeply integrated irgo his lif
for twenty years.
In addition to the personal satisfaction and financial stability provided hgthis
Aaron also received a great deal of social benefit from work. He was deepéysed in
the culture of his job (“I was the go-to guy”), interacting with all ls\ staff and
outside authorities in his capacity as program manager. He developed social ilonds w
a number of people, with whom he would go out for lunch and invite to family barbeques

on weekends. He regularly worked out in the gym with colleagues and acted as an

informal “personal trainer” to a number of people.
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Work was not only an enjoyable way to connect with the community. It also
provided an important distraction from marital problems that Aaron was havingsever
months prior to his arrest. He had been with his wife for 15 years, and when they began
to have problems, Aaron spent more time at work. Throughout his adult life Aaron was
in committed, monogamous relationships, and his most recent marriage was his longes
union. He described relationships in general as difficult and involving work managing
the tension between “autonomy and being dependent.”

However being in a relationship was clearly a significant source ofl faciding
for Aaron. He had begun dating a woman soon after his separation, and this girlfriend
remained supportive after his sex offense conviction. In fact, although theyater
living together at the time, she moved into his apartment while he was incarcerated t
prevent him from losing his lease.

Aaron identified his children as the most important part of his life. All grown, his
three children remained in frequent contact with him. They spoke regularlysasoinhi
and his family would come over every Sunday for dinner. His children were close to
each other and had retained a sense of being a family. Aaron expressed thedaat
that they all completed college with professional degrees. Watchinggttoswup and
seeing them “be positive and succeeding” continued to be a rewarding expefiiaece
sex offense conviction did not change his relationship to them and he stated that the
remained “supportive and encouraging.”

Aaron’s siblings also provided an ongoing form of social support throughout his
life. They were close as children and “looked out for each other.” He reportedsthat hi

siblings were more career-driven as young people, and that they each went gt col
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after high school. They supported him after his drug arrest in his efforts to return to
school and find a career.
We remained close and supportive. Even with that first conviction. They were
disappointed in me. But they didn’t turn their back on me. They didn’t turn their
back on me. Even when | first got married they were happy and congratulatory of
that. When | got my GED, they were happy about that.
As they had been with his arrest in his youth, Aaron’s siblings were supportive afte
learning of his sex offense conviction. They retained their image of him and assoyed hi
“we know you are not a rapist.” They did not see his identity as altered nor gidlbleé¢

him a sexual deviant and Aaron did not lose significant family bonds as a resultef his s

offender label.

VI. Raoul

Like Reggie and Aaron, Raoul expressed his social self most strongly through
reference to his family ties. His sense of self worth derived from thesemstaps. He
emphasized his roles as husband and father, and in particular expressed great persona
pride in his children. He distinguished his social role within a kinship system from his
stigmatized label: “Before | was a sex offender | was a fathenthdyr an uncle a son.”

These roles weren’t compromised by his conviction for a sex offense against his
13-year old step-daughter. Raoul’'s family maintained their connection to him when he
was arrested, as well as throughout his prison stay, and they continued to provide support.

[My family] was shocked. And they were supportive. They helped me out, we
kept in touch... From the beginning.
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Raoul currently lived with his mother, and expressed gratitude at being able tihhbe wi
her. He described her as depressed and “negative”, and while he was in prison he had
prayed that he could be with her and help her.
She looks forward to me getting on her case, kind of. Because she doesn’t have
anybody. When I first went to my mother’s apartment she was introverted, in her
room, in her little routine. | kind of like snapped her and gave her some life and |
kind of like thank God for that because | did, that was one of my prayers.
The bond with his mother provided an important emotional connection where he felt
needed.
Relationships with women, particularly the long-term relationship with his wif
comprised a significant part of the entwined family network in which Racsiktaated.
He maintained contact with his wife and his own children. He asserted that his
complainant deeply regretted having called the police after discovering thues péuod
reiterated that she did not want to press charges against him. She had not ahti@pate
severe consequences of her actions, and stood by him throughout his ordeal.
She helped me out, believe it or not. [My wife] sent me letters, sent me money,
brought the kids to... the jail, so | could see them. She cried to me. To take a
plea.
Raoul seemed immensely proud of his continued relationship with her. The fabiethat s
maintained contact with him helped sustain a sense of social normalcy in theligce of
status as sex offender. Her support in particular seemed to help sustain his regard fo
himself as a husband and father. It was with great pride that he relayed tloatithéev

seeing her in the near future.

And you know what? My victim? Her mother is coming Friday. She called me on
the phone... She wants to go to church with me, on Sunday.
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Raoul grew up in an urban environment in a neighborhood where many of his
peers came into contact with the formal social control apparatus.

| had a lot of friends that were delinquents... that were high school dropouts or

selling drugs, and people stealing and stuff like that.

His early days in juvenile facilities and his immersion in drug treatmentgrs
introduced him to a life organized in part by the criminal justice and sociale&ervic
agencies. Thus, he was embedded in a community where certain forms of social
deviance were more common and in some ways normalized. His lifestytisiiast

from that associated with the mainstream middle-class, and he wasasijsad of a
community that did not necessarily see some forms of criminal behavior as abaorm
deviant per se and there was no sense that these community bonds were in any way
severed as a result of his conviction.

Raoul’s relationship with God and the church provided a network of social
support in addition to a spiritual connection with something larger than himself. When
he was in prison he felt that he had lost everything and had “hit rock bottom™:

| started to realize | was losing my family, my freedom, all the thingsslthad

worked for. | seen everything, | was losing everything. That was like the rock

bottom.

That's when he “found God” and began to develop a spiritual connection with something
bigger than himself through which he could cope with and find meaning within his prison
experience.

Finally I came to my knees and | had to cry out to god. | didn’t know who god

was at that time but | cried out | knew there had to be a higher power to keep me

from losing my mind you know... but God changed me while | was locked up. |
was touched.
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His spiritual connection helped him manage life in prison and he became a “model
inmate”. When he was released from prison, he continued to go to church regularly, and
found acceptance there in spite of his status as sex offender:
| tell people from the church, | had to sit down with the pastor and the deacon and
| had to tell them because there’s kids in the church, and | felt embarrassed...
[They were understanding] They love me in the Church.
He felt embraced and valued by the community he found at Church and expressed a sense
of social responsibility toward the institution, as reflected in his telling thieout his
offense. They did not reject him and continued to be a source of support.
Raoul had strong ties to his community through family and church. These ties
were integral to his self-esteem and his sense of belonging to somethingtihayger
himself. They remained intact in the face of new stigmatizing infeomatn addition,

he lived in a community that had a tolerance for people processed through thalcrim

justice system and he was not seen as deviant because of that.

VIl: Community, Family and Social Support

All the participants were to some degree socially integrated withiousagroups
or communities prior to their conviction. These social bonds reinforced a sense lof socia
belonging that is enacted through daily life in a way that established anihimed
social identity. In contemporary social life each actor plays a yarfebles (Goffman,
1959), and performs these routinized practices (Anthony Giddens, 1984) in the course of
the daily round. These roles are dependent on other actors, and contribute to ones sense
of a social self — a self with a viable social identity that is integratedhetsocial fabric.

Thus, all of the participants — with the notable of exception of Terry — inhabited a world
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where they did not see themselves as deviant, and their sense of belonging was
maintained in part through participation in a variety of social spheres.

For many of the men work provided an important form of community prior to
their arrests and convictions. For three men (Aaron, Terry, and Karl) caseleaply
tied to their identity and their sense of social self. As we will see in thiehapter,
employment emerged as on of the most difficult challenges for all, and tharssvef
this bond was particularly consequential for the three of the men who had invested much
of their life in their careers.

Close family members emerged as particularly important in this regardheand t
fact that in spite of other severed connections (which will be discussed in tveirgll
chapters) family members stood by and supported each one is highly signifloesg
important connections validated their pre-deviant identities and affirmed tivat the
conception of the person did not change as a result of their sex offense conviction. The
conviction did not stigmatize them in the eyes of their family members. Although in
Terry’s case this meant reconstructing an image of him as “sick”.e loae of the
others, family members upheld their original image of them, and did not let t he
discrediting information alter that original conception. Their prior non-de\adantity
remained intact in the eyes of those closest to them. As we shall see in theapéstt, c
the consequences of their sex offense convictions were severe and disruptive, and the
strength of their bonds with family members was all the more important leechilee

loss of other reinforcements of social identity.
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CHAPTER SIX: SEVERED BONDS

In Chapter 3 | argued that as a symbolic means of reinforcing communities’
boundaries and identity, rituals of punishment ascribe outsider status to the tramsgress
Traditionally they have excommunicated the offender by physically removimdy&m
the community (and placing him in prison). However, sex offenders on probation and
parole find themselves living within the community at the same time that they ar
effectively excluded from participation. The conditions of probation and parole subject
sex offenders within the community to a range of social control policies thetroe
their outsider status. As Simon argues, the intent of these laws is exph@iglude
and banish (Jonathan Simon, 2000). As an exemplar of the new penology which
emphasizes managing risks as opposed to transforming or reintegratingssehjeent
sex offender policies mark these subjects as dangers to the community who must be
managed as “social waste” (ibid.). These policies place the offendhen tie
community while denying them the civil liberties that are integral to “a$irsocial
engagement. Their status as members of society is handicapped and thetoabilit
conduct themselves as full citizens — legally and personally — is sewesticted.

Constraints on their liberties directly affect offenders’ relationshipe
community, and so, presumably, impact the internal bond between the individual and
society. In the previous chapter | explored the ways in which the participdhis in
study were integrated into the fabric of their communities, both before andlssmrce t
conviction. In this chapter | turn to the ways in which the conditions of probation or
parole in particular, and their status as “sex offenders” in general, haaredenany of

these significant social connections. The conditions imposed by the criminzg just
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system limited their physical movement and social freedoms and in so dornegd #ite
contours of their daily lives. These routines are deeply entwined with thienshap
between and individual and the social institutions which shape his identity (Anthony
Giddens, 1984, p. 85Jhrough various restrictions, the social control apparatus
continually reinforced the offenders’ status as outsiders. Furthermoraniteel |
employment options available to them constrained various aspects of soci&y,identi
career trajectories, income potential, and job security. Where one livegplaiys a key
role in one’s sense of community and belonging and Megan’s Law relies denesias
a defining feature of community. These policies potentially expose sndeffs to their
neighbors and jeopardize their privacy and ability to live as an “insider,” i.e., lome w
belongs to the group. Finally, in this chapter | continue to explore the internalized,
subjective sense of this bond while describing the ways in which these mecasteoet
from society through objective mechanisms of social control.

This analysis reflects the salient themes presented by each pattidgcause of
the nature of this study, which involved no fact checking or reliance on officaded
cannot make assertions about the extent of the legal sanctions imposed on each man. | do
not know all the conditions of their probation, only those which they reported. For the
most part, these were disclosed without prompting, and discussed with a sense of
frustration and injustice. Thus those sanctions which were discussed are thwniches

carried subjective meaning to them as individu&ls.

I. Social Control and Civil Restrictions

% It is worth noting that what subjects did not disclose probably also carriesnueauni
these lie outside the parameters of the analysis.
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The New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services manages ced\dek
offenders in the community, and State policies regarding sex offenders aleddattie
New York State Sex Offender Registration Act (SORA). New York Seafeires that
anyone who is convicted of a sex offense register with local law enferterm addition
the Electronic Security and Targeting of Online Predators Act, which téedt eh April
28, 2008, requires sex offenders to report all their internet accounts, email accounts, and
screen namés Although law enforcement agencies do not release information regarding
offenders’ Internet accounts, this information may be given (on request) tb socia
networking websites with users under 18 years old. Those offenders classlbed a
risk (Level I) must register for a minimum of twenty years. Thoseethas moderate to
high risk must register for life. Failure to register is a felony anlr@sllt in a
minimum of one year in prison. The state maintains a 1-800 hotline from which the
public may obtain information about offenders. Details pertaining to physical
appearance, the crime committed, the terms of probation or parole, and zip codes are
obtainable through this number fall levels of offenders. For Level Ill offenders, the
State will also release the exact street address of the offeneledsrrce. In addition the
State maintains a website where visitors can search a database df aaddll
offenders by name, county or zip code and obtain this information SORA does not
monitor what individuals may do with information they have obtained, although using it
to harass offenders is against the law. An individual may release what@reratibn

they receive from the 800 number or website to whomever they wish.

* A recent article in the Daily News reported that 3,500 sex offenderseregish New
York State had their facebook and myspace accounts closed (Lovett, 2009).
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Notification to schools and other organizations is left to the discretion of &weal |
enforcement. SORA allows law enforcement to release the publiclylaeaila
information to “entities with vulnerable populations related to the offense” (i.e., school
and facilities that serve children) for all levels of offenders. SORA dotinclude any
restrictions regarding where an offender may live. However, the terarsinflividual’s
probation or parole may include such limits. In addition, many counties in New York
State impose residency restrictions on sex offenders which bar them fromwithinga
certain number of feet from schools. SORA does not include provisions for landlords to
refuse housing to or to evict sex offenders. SORA does not limit where a sex offender
may work, with one exception: sex offenders cannot work on an ice-cream truckin Certa
professions, however, do routinely check fingerprints and perform background checks in
order to refuse employment to individuals who have committed certain types of crime
For example, convicted sex offenders are not allowed to work as teachers otbsishool
drivers.
In addition to those imposed by state law, the criminal justice system pasem

a range of restrictions on an individual as conditions of probation or parole. These can
range from curfews to prohibitions against being in certain areas such asptalgr
contact with specific people, interaction with persons under 18, and the use of alcohol.
Offenders can be required to wear GPS monitors, undergo random drug screening, be
denied use of computers, and have restricted mobility outside of their city.

Anthony Giddens’ work addresses the problems of identity under conditions of
modernity and can illuminate the ways restrictions such as those listed a@bpdeeply

affect an individual’s orientation to their world. Linking microsociologicallysis to
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macro-level structures through a scrutiny of day-to-day life astated around routines,
Giddens outlines a theory of identity where daily physical movement througt soci
zones plays a key role. In order to function socially, individuals require a dégree o
ontological security that is related to “an autonomy of bodily control within peddect
routines” (Anthony Giddens, 1984, p. 50). A significant consequence of restrictions on
sex offenders is the loss of individual autonomy (experienced differently byediffe
subjects depending on their probation/parole conditions and the meaning they have for
them). These policies heavily impact the routines in which they operate and perform
selfhood; they restrict movement, compromise privacy, and alter the relationsigo of
individual to those around him. The policies effectively take control of the manageme
of public and private domains. In so doing they generate a specific set of reutinbs
mark the offender as deviant. Cumulatively, they reinforce offenders’ iedsaistisex
offendersand undermine their ability to successfully perform non-stigmatized ones.

In this section | turn to a discussion of the ways in which the conditions of
probation or parole have impacted the lives of the participants in the studyexplain
the civil restrictions placed on each man and discuss their consequences on theéw bonds
the community in terms of the effect on their freedom of mobility, their rodthyeto-
day life, and their lack of control of personal information. These restrictioasrak to
reinforce their deviant status and to demarcate them from the community.
a) Raoul

Raoul, who took photographs of his step-daughter’s genitalia, served nine years of
a fifteen year prison sentence. He had to register for thirty yetesd gjroup each day,

and report to his probation officer each week. In addition, he had a 9 PM curfew.
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| mean | know | did wrong and I'm labeled a sex offender, I'm a bonafide sex.

I’'m on the web, you know. | have to report to probation every week. | have to

register. | go to programs. You know, it's really stressful, really, you krow.

did 9 years in prison, followed by 10 years probation. | have to register for thirty

years.

Raoul indicated that the fact of being a sex offender is in-and-of-itsetti@ction that
constrained his social identity. That information about him was available dméheet
was seen as a now critical aspect of his social status and identity, parigoébei
“bonafide” sex offender. Being “on the web” was part of the way in which he was
officially labeled as someone who committed a socially unacceptaller(¢y) act.

The effects of social control were continually experienced throughout hig “da
round” (Goffman, 1986, p. 8) and his weekly routine, constraining and structuring the
ongoing experience of his everyday life. Having to attend therapy on weekdays f
hour required an hour of travel time each way. This considerable portion of the day
affected his availability for work (“I mean, | have to be there everysidg\l’), as well
as his ability to control and structure his own time. His weekly routines revolved around
his status and the conditions of probation. He could not “put the past behind” because the
fact of his past action, and the attendant stigma, was reinforced and rees@eion a
daily basis. That three hours of his day was devoted to his stigmatized i(iezditly
half a traditional work week), curtailed his ability to pursue non-deviant, taa-s
controlled activities within the community, and demarcated a set of rouinggess that
distinguished him from those around him.

Raoul experienced these constraints as extremely stressful andtsddbat the

rationale for them was not completely a matter of justice.

Public assistance, Medicaid pays for [the program]. | think it's a ralckest]ly
do. They had me going there every day. That was stressful. Besides having to do
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with the probation and having a curfew, right? When | went to this program, they

told me you got to come every day. How am | supposed to continue on with my

life if | have to be here every day? And then probation once a week.
Arguing that the frequency of his attendance in therapy is in part “attéckservice
providers to make money, he positioned himself as a pawn in the social control apparatus
that manages low-income individuals who enter various state systems. Hedaibee
his autonomy was compromised through mandated treatment that benefits payees of
social control services. In addition, curfews represent constraints not generall
associated with autonomous adults but with dependent adolescents. This is a significant
imposition and intrusion into an individual’s ability to control their own activitiebia a
daily reminder and reinforcement of the presence of formal social camttvdhe routine
of his daily life.

Raoul’s daily routine and ability to establish “ontological security” was
sufficiently constricted by the conditions of his probation that his abilitgdotinue
with [his] life” was undermined. Probation emerged as a mechanism through which hi
status as a sex offender was reinforced, and his full membership in the coynwami
compromised.
b) Tim

Tim was sentenced to eight years of probation for making a date with a person

claiming to be a fourteen year old girl. He had to register for 2@ ydaraddition, he
was not allowed access to a computer and was subjected to a 9PM curfew fst the fi
few months of his sentence. This restriction was dropped, although he was still not

allowed out on Halloween (a provision which he said he “understand[s]. | agree with
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that”). Tim’s deep frustration with injustices in sentencing and probationresgemts
will be discussed in the following chapter.

Tim was required to attend his treatment program once a week. He did not mind
having to attend the group, but payment for the sessions posed a tremendous hardship.
They're fifty dollars a session. I'm on twenty dollars a session becawsét | d

have the funds. | went from ten dollars to twenty dollars so | had to cut my phone

expense in half cause | have a house phone, a regular house phone. | went from

the unlimited package to call by call. Next thing | know they’ll be turnigg m

electricity off cause | can't afford that because they’ll raiseorteventy to thirty

dollars to catch up to paying them.
The program’s cost took critically needed resources away from himauBeof his
considerable financial constraints, the payments represented ecaigindkpense that
impinged on his ability to communicate with others. As discussed, the telephone was
Tim’s most significance medium of interaction with others, and having to dechea
phone usage may have contributed to increased social isolation.

Furthermore, his frustration with the system was articulated throughaththée
program costs will continue to increase leading to further hardship and social
marginalization. This indicated a significant degree of ontologisalcurity. Tim
expressed the idea that anything can happen in the future; the conditions of probation
contributed to a sense of powerlessness over his fate. He felt that theswisas

managed by the social control apparatus stripped him of control over importans aspect

his life.

c) Aaron
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Aaron served six months in jail and was sentenced to an additional ten years
probation for his affair with a sixteen year old dancer. He had to registerdioty
years. He saw his probation officer once a month and attended group therapyedach we
Aaron was confused and frustrated by the way his probation was handled. In
discussing the conditions of his probation, Aaron expressed intense dismay at tine fact t
he had not been given proper documentation of the restrictions which applied to him. He
claimed that his probation officers never gave him the papers and that the conditions kept
changing.
So it’s like, okay, | just signed some conditions, but do | get a copy of it? It's
like, stay out of trouble; find a job; don’t use drugs. Don'’t — like, there are certain
places that you can and can'’t visit. Like, | don’t have any children. | have
grandchildren, so | don’t have any reason to be going into those schools. But
again, my offense wasn’'t about that. So, you know, | said, “That’s not
applicable.” At one point they said | wasn’t going to be able to go to the mall.
But the judge ruled, no, that’'s absurd. That | wasn’t going to be able to use the
internet, but then he ruled that out. That you can’t be within a thousand feet of a
school, but then they ruled that out, and they modified it to 700 feet or
something... Again, | signed the paper, but | don’t believe | was given a copy.
Aaron expressed frustration with the way the system managed his status. He was
exasperated by the way constraints on his behavior were continually changed.ndgraughi
when he told these stories, Aaron communicated dismay at the extent to whidkelde lac
control over decisions that affected him.
The impact of being a convicted sex offender was experienced less asusely
loss of civil restrictions and more intensely when he described the loss ofdes. cee
even talked about the time he spent in jail as a difficult but temporary situation, bne tha
didn’t have lasting consequences. The most serious result of his conviction was the fac

that he could not return to work (which will be discussed in greater detail later in this

chapter).
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d) Reqggie

Reggie served ten days in jail, was sentenced to six years probation and must
register for twenty for his encounter with a sixteen year old girl. While @vagpion he
met weekly with his probation officer and attended weekly treatment groupsarasf
his probation he was subject to random checks by his probation officer. He was not
allowed to have pornographic material in his apartment or on his computer. He stated
that as a sex offender was not allowed

to work anywhere where you're affiliated with children. You can’t baby-d#.ki

My kids can’t have sleepovers if the kids are underage. You're not really even

supposed to go to the park if there’s like little kids in the park... but like certain

things you just can’t avoid. If it's a public park you just can’t help it; if you go
there to workout or to jog, and there are kids there
The seeming ubiquity of children in his neighborhood curtailed his ability to enjoy
himself without being reminded of his status. The conditions of probation compromised
his role as a parent in relations to his sons and their friends, and impinged on hisoability
freely conduct himself as a parent and community member.

He argued that anything he did that was a possible violation could reinforce his
sex offender status. Even when he no longer has to go to weekly sex offendentieatme
he knew that it would loom over his head for the duration of his probation.

If you do something that has nothing to do with a sex offense, they could land me

right back in sex offender classes. You know, if I'm speeding, which is really a

violation, not a crime, which as me being a sex offender puts me right back in the

sex offender classes.

Reggie articulated a concern with the fact that there were graveqoenses to minor —

and non-sexually-deviant — forms of law violation for him because of his statusyxas a s
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offender and the conditions of probation. There was no escaping his status as a sex
offender.
e) Karl
Because he had a complex professional life that required traveling fooj@cts,
the conditions of Karl’s probation were a continual source of tension for him. He was
sentenced to six years of probation and had to register for twenty for having la sexua
encounter with a student at the school where he taught. His experiences withti@gist
were fraught with conflict because he lived and worked in separate sStdigsthe
exception of work, he was not allowed to leave the city without permission. He was not
allowed to be in any professional relationship with a person under the age of 18, nor
could he be alone with anyone in that age group. Karl was aware of thegewofacl
social control apparatus reaching into every significant aspect of his Iifejing on his
privacy in ways that mark him as an “other”.
Karl experienced his probation requirements as a devastating loss ohfreed
| remember sitting in the probation office with my probation officer and tke fi
time we were going over, look you can't travel and you can’t do this, and... | was
just crying. | was just crying. | couldn’t really do anything. | was flestastated
realizing all the things that were being taken away from me.
The initial realization of the enormity of his situation was expressed irs tefthe loss
of mobility and control over his lifestyle. He was “devastated” as héhfithe was
being stripped of the accoutrements of identity which are taken for granted in modern

democratic societies.
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Because his probation officer could drop in at any time to ensure that he had not
“‘committed a violation”, Karl felt that his life needed to be open for inspectianya
moment.

This morning my probation officer came by and knocked on my door at 7 in the

morning and if | had somebody there and they didn’t know about it, they would

be wondering why these people are knocking on my door and walking in and
looking around and making sure | still live there.
The distress of this unexpected morning intrusion was strongly articulateférence to
an incident whicttould happen (and less so in terms of wdhidthappen). Karl
expressed the impact of the inspection on his life through a what-if scenaniimg
the difficulty of having to explain the intrusion to a potential new boyfriend. He
specifically depicted someone who would not know he is a sex offender. And the source
of anxiety seemed to center around exposure and disclosure of discrediting tioiorma
Karl recognized the abnormality of having one’s life inspected by agéstxial control
and knew that it would require explanation. Anticipating such moments created anxiety
about how he could be seen by others. As Goffman observes, possibilities of exposure
make discreditable persons more “alive to the social situation”:

What are unthinking routines for normals can become management problems for

the discreditable. These problems cannot always be handled by past experience,

since new contingencies always arise, making former concealing slevice
inadequate. The person with a secret failing, then, must be alive to the social
situation as a scanner of possibilities, and is therefore likely to be atidnaite

the simpler world in which those around him apparently dwell. (Goffman, 1986,

p. 88)

Control of private and discrediting information was essentially taken out déKarl

hands and he recognized the impact this could have on his personal relationships. The

unannounced inspections reinforced his status as an outsider because most people do not
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have to endure the invasion of social control into their homes and personal lives.
Intimate relationships could pose a special problem because these “canatecass
spent together, and the more time an individual spends with another the more chance the
other will acquire discrediting information about him” (ibid., p. 86). For Karl, the
possibility loomed large that such information would be revealed before he wasaeady
disclose it. The fear of exposure was felt just as vividly as the surprise actual
morning inspection because exposure could stigmatize him in his personal relpsionshi
and make him vulnerable to social judgments. Karl's lack of privacy had the potential t
stigmatize him for those around him. The fact that he could not control situationsdike thi
meant that he could not control when to disclose his “story” to a potential partner. It
could force him into greater and premature intimacy, and could possibly legddion.
In this way, the conditions of Karl’s probation put him at risk of having to disclose his
status as a sex offender and jeopardize potential relationships.
In addition to surprise visits from probation officers, the inability to travelarits
of the city was also experienced as a formidable constraint that could alttehsirupt
his personal relationships.
So that’s a discussion that has to happen because if I'm dating someone that lives
[out of state] | have to tell them, because | can't just go [there]. Thekge li
“what do you mean you can't go...?” And you can only say, “Ah | don't like
going [there]” so much before they're like, “wait.” Because I'm not that kind of
guy who's like, “I don't travel outside of [where | live].” ... | could just withdraw
and go into a shell and avoid it all until it's over.
Again Karl imagined a dating scenario where he has to explain his staiexpkessed

his frustration in terms of potential situations that could arise and sawvtblepiment of

future relationships threatened by the conditions of his probation.
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Significantly, Karl described explaining his inability to travel in terms sf hi
identity, contrasting thg/pe of persomhe conditions cast him as (someone who doesn’t
leave the area) with the type of person he truly was. In this way, heeséwmithtions as
actually constraining his social personality, turning him into someone he wasatber R
than adopt a false persona of “that kind of guy”, he would prefer to explain his situation
to the hypothetical romantic other. The alternative is what Giddens refers to as
“situational withdrawal” — “the refusal to behave as a capable agent” (Antigidens,
1984, p. 156). Karl expressed this idea as going “into a shell” to “avoid it all ustil it’
over”. Refusing withdrawal, Karl attempted to assert his socialoeitips by adopting
(or rather, envisioning adopting) a forthright stance where he could presastwitne
the discrediting information about him. It was preferable to him to assume the
stigmatized identity of a labeled sex offender, rather than equivocate anteas$alse
identity of someone who did not travel.

The conditions of Karl’s probation threatened his ability to safely presént sel
others. Particularly the surprise visits from probation officers and thectiests placed
on his movement set him apart from others in ways which could potentially expose his
status. Lack of control over discrediting information was a source of arigreyarl, and
he repeatedly imagined difficult scenarios involving disclosure.

f) Terry

With over ten convictions for sex offenses for such behaviors as public
masturbation and frottage, Terry lived under greater conditions of social diainol
anyone else in the study. He had to register for thirty years, was on hossarare/ore

a GPS monitoring device. The extreme lack of mobility imposed on him isolated him in
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his home. Although here he could enjoy more freedom and comfort than someone
confined to prison, he nonetheless lived under conditions of punishment and isolation
where the law influenced every aspect of his social existence.

Terry explained the conditions of house arrest that allowed him three hours a
week outside the home.

I've been on house arrest for twenty months and I'm on house arrest indefinitely.

... You can go to therapy at a set time. You have three hours a week outside the

house where you can do errands. And for anything else you need permission...

Permission doesn’'t come a long very often.

House arrest kept him separate from the community and restricted him to timesaffi
his home. It relegated him to a private realm, denying him a public or sociaihness
Proscribing the specific activities for which he could leave for alews a week, the
sanction very directly controlled the nature of his routine day-to-day lileelss his
movements in the community.

These conditions further entrenched him in an identity as sex offender. The
additional activities for which he could leave the house — therapy and appoiniitants
his probation officer — pertained exclusively to this status. He was pettatenter the
community under the condition that he didesoa sex offendgrarticipating in mandated
activities directly linked with his management by the criminal justistem. This means
that the majority of interactions he had were with people who knew he was a sebepffe
and who interacted with him according to that status. Thus, his participation in tde wor
was limited to his participation as an individual who had committed a sex offense. Hi

other identities were denied expression, movement and visibility; they waeslde

stage on which they could be performed.
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That he needed to ask permission for any contingencies that may arise reinforced
his lack of autonomy and his dependence on the state. Placing Terry in the position of
having to justify his actions, it denied him control over his actions, requiring that he
consider what he might want or need to do in terms of the concerns of the social control
apparatus. In this way official authority took on a reality in his thoughts. As he
considered events for which he may ask permission, he would have to tempohatdly i
an imaginative space where the event could be possible. However, while opgartuniti
may be envisioned, they could only be realized at the state’s discretidns Wway the
state was a presence in the mind of the offender which played a catecal his ability
to imagine the future.

House arrest is a method of social control that simultaneously keeps the offender
both inside and outside the community. In contrast to those incarcerated, Terry could
spend his time in the home doing as he pleased. He could wake when he wanted, and eat
what and when he chose. He could dress however he liked, talk on the phone whenever
he liked, and enjoy access to all his belongih@sntrol of his private time remained his.

He could live within his home in many ways like someone whose life was not unéer stat
control. The ability to do errands allowed him a respite from isolation, a few Wwbere
he could casually interact with members of the community as an ordinagndeking
part in the ordinary routines of life.
Yet these “freedoms” were highly controlled and the conditions under which

Terry spent his time in his home or doing errands in the community severelgteestri

® Of course, house arrest would be more comfortable for those whose mateisal life
already more comfortable; the consequences of this form of social coetinlthrs way
largely affected by class.
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his ability to perform many social roles. His life in the community wasndityi that of
an outsider whose day-to-day routine was circumscribed by the crimina¢ jsgstem
and whose routines were highly surveilled. Enforced isolation is in-and-iffaitse
“lifestyle” that differed dramatically from those of Terry’s glkebors and the people with
whom he might interact in the supermarket. His life was significantlyrdiffehan
those around him, and it is difficult to imagine that his limited activities in therzomty
mitigated his sense of his outsider status or provided a significant reppnavéike heavy
weight of social control apparatus. This is a prime example of Spencer’s atghate
today’s sex offender is a “homo sacer” living in a “camp” that is difthseughout
society and which creates “an indistinction between exclusion and inclusion ngegulti
an inclusive exclusion of the homo sacer” (Spencer, 2009, p. 223).
When he did leave the house for his three hours of running errands, Terry was
required to wear a GPS monitoring device that allowed law enforcementkdisac
exact whereabouts. This device was worn around his belt and looked to be about two
inches thick and four or five inches square. It was obtrusive, and Terry believed it was
deliberately intended to stigmatize him as a convicted criminal.
I've had GPS devices on for 20 months, um, they were different. They are getting
a little better. When they first started they were the size of a cinderysodkad
to carry around, and then it got down to the size of a brick. And now it's down to
this...It's just another way to put a scarlet letter on you. On your chest... They
could make it the size of a cell phone if they wanted to. The cell phone size is
easy. | don’'t know why they have to have this size for that. You know. Always
the reminder there.
Whether deliberately so or not, the cumbersome device functioned as a camstader

of his status as sex offender, preventing him from inhabiting a normalizedyde¥dit

only were his movements tracked by the state, but he emphasized that the mechanism of
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tracking, the device itself, would not let him forget his status and served to s@pdritn
from others.

Offenders on house arrest who have jobs are allowed to go to work, but this
activity is highly monitored:

If you are working you are allowed to, um, go to and from work. As long as you

take the same route every day and the same times every day. You just have to

carry the GPS device and wear the bracelet.
However, as will be discussed in the next section in greater detail, Terhydgsb as a
result of his most recent arrest. The provision allowing him to pursue workiastivas
moot in this case, and there were no provisions for work-seeking activities. Thus the
unemployed offender on house arrest endures greater isolation than those employed and
is limited in his ability to pursue employment. In this way, the sanction inizigr
metes stronger control on those who may already be marginalized and/or isolated.

The conditions of house arrest isolated Terry and prohibited most forms of social
activity and contact. Structuring the nature of his day-to-day life, theedtaied Terry
control of his routines at the same time that it denied him opportunities to perfoah soci
roles. Limiting his out of the home activities to those which related to his statusex
offender, the conditions of Terry’s probation relegated him to arenas whereinyhe onl

identity he could perform was a highly stigmatized one.

*kkk

Four of these six men served jail sentences ranging from 10 days to 9 years. They
were all then monitored within the community. The conditions of probation and parole

and registration notification policies generated a pervasive level ef stneong these
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men. These restrictions served to reinforce their status as sex offamdiéf hitle

room for them to escape their label. The restrictions were also expdrashaaxiety
about the future over which they had little control. Ontological security was ummeéerm
and social vulnerability enhanced. These restraints curtailed the possibility

autonomous activity, creating a state of helpless dependence on the state.

Il. Employment

The work one performs is directly related to one’s social status and class
affecting one’s material conditions, consumption opportunities (increasigglificant
in the expression of social identity in the modern world), and sense of security. In
addition, work is often closely tied to one’s identity. For many people perforome's
“professional” role is a large part of the presentation of self. As Ameripansl snore
hours a day at work, the workplace has emerged as a potentially signifiedat sit
community connectedness. Although Putnam argues that workplace ties tend not to be
intimate or “supportive,” they still can offer the opportunity for “rewardmgndships”
and “a sense of community” (Putnam, 2000, p. 87). Putnam also observes that “for the
one American adult in three who is not employed, workplace ties are nonex{giehj’
Thus, even if the workplace doesn’t offer as much potential for social capital as one
might wish, those denied work do not even have the opportunity of establishing these
kinds of connections.

Although SORA does not ban sex offenders from pursuing any particular form of
employment (other than operating an ice cream truck), many employerswperfor

background checks and will refuse to hire convicted felons, particularly sexeite
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This means that in pursuing work options, sex offenders must rely on either maeginal
“off the books” jobs, or jobs they can secure through personal connections. Because of
these limitations, convicted sex offenders are potentially excluded from high sta
careers and high paying jobs, putting them in a socially insecure and downwardl mobi
position where the privileges and comforts of middle class life are closed to them.

In this section | address the ways in which their convictions for sex offenses
impacted participants’ employment status. In particular | explore dlys i which these
consequences affect their identity, their status in the community, and their economi
prospects.

a) Tim

Tim had worked the same job for several years at the time of his arrest. He had
not been overly concerned about letting his employers know about the offense and stated
that the business already employed a number of former inmates and “pebthbltha
been through the system”. He said that when he told them about his arrest “they didn’t
care”. Tim was not aware of being stigmatized on the job and was in an establishment
where his deviant behavior did not “other” him from the community.

However, because of a subsequent health incident, he did eventually lose this job.
He stated that because of the nature of the job, he could not return to it: “I couldn’t go
back [to that industry] because it's too much stress.” While his disabilitietinsibme of
the jobs which he could consider, Tim’s conviction for a sex offense even furthedlimite
the availability of positions that would be suitable for him. Tim believed his healildw
not interfere with a number of government jobs, but recognized that as a sex dfiender

would never be eligible for them .
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If I ever wanted to get a decent job like let’'s say working for the transit

working for a city government agency, | could never get any of those jobs now,

because of my offense. Because | have a felony charge
Tim was frustrated by his financial situation and resented that he wasdhaith a
felony for a non-contact crime without an actual victim: “I mean, it watg set-up”.
The conviction further entrenched him in the dire financial straights he foundlhims
by barring him from well-paying jobs with security. Dually limited by Hisability and
his conviction, Tim was shut out from opportunities that could alter his financial
condition and help him enter the working class.

b) Reqgqie

Reggie was unemployed at the time of his arrest. He had worked at a cormporati
for nearly ten years as manager of its mailroom. He enjoyed the resiynsita
pressure of meeting deadlines, and the professional environment. He had been laid off
because of cutbacks at the beginning of the recession and had been unemployed for a
couple of months prior to the arrest. He was currently still receiving unemeidy
benefits from the state.

Living on unemployment benefits, Reggie was in a vulnerable financial position
at the time of his arrest. Although he reiterated that was only a Le¥ehtef, he was
convicted for a minor felony for sexual contact with a minor, and this showed up on
background checks. He stated that he could never have the type of job he had had
previously because of his record. Thus, his conviction had a significant impact on his
ability to find meaningful employment of the kind he was accustomed to and would have

liked to pursue.
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Reggie had applied for a number of jobs and in the process the potential
employers all ran background checks that disqualified him from the positionsatef# st
that these experiences were very “discouraging” and his words reflecteseaoe
frustration and futility.

Even when you apply for a job and they tell you you have to sign this form for a

background check. You don’t even want to go that far with the interview because

it’s going to come back that | was charged with sex abuse forcible touching.
Reggie suggested that it was futile to present himself to potential engplmeause they
would not consider him once the discrediting information was known. For this reason he
felt he had few realistic options.

In addition to not being considered for jobs because of his background check,
Reggie had endured humiliation from interviewers in human resources who confronted
him with his stigmatizing label.

| went for one interview for a temp agency, and one lady came back and she was

like, “My God, you're a rapist! You're a rapist!”

Describing this encounter, Reggie expressed outrage at the word rapist, waighduok
did not describe the situation between him and the victim (with whom he had not had
intercourse). Reggie said that this experience “was terrible;” the apist fleaped out”
at him and made him feel “like the sticky stuff at the bottom of a barrel.” Although
“shocked” at the way she threw the word “rapist” at him, he stood up for himself and
confronted her.

Basically what she’s saying to me, it's against my rights. You're not suppmsed t

speak to me in that manner, you know. Disqualify my application and that's it.
But she personalized.
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By personalizing he meant that the interviewer had made statement aboutehim as
person. She had reinforced a stigmatizing label in a way that had persoreadtjeolff

him. He was confronted with dealing with her as a person who was judging him, which
was different than simply managing bureaucratic protocol.

As someone on probation, Reggie was eligible for a course on employment-
seeking designed to help people with criminal records find jobs. Although he learned a
few important techniques for managing discrediting information, overall theecours
further contributed to a sense of futility, hopelessness and powerlessness.rilindesc
the course, Reggie expressed cynicism about its true purposes.

| graduated from an employment course that they sent me to, which they're

supposed to help you find jobs. But it's more of they get funding for each person

that signs up. After | received the certificate and | sat down with the advisor,
haven't even received a phone call in three weeks. And they’re supposed to do
some of the footwork and | do some of the footwork. And the reason | know they
get funded for it, because if | have a lead on a job, they want to be contacted and
let them know.
Although Reggie had earnestly attended the course in the hopes that it would help him
find work in spite of his record, he left the course feeling frustrated and beligaihiye
was just someone in a system that processed him for its own aims and continued
functioning. He was willing to put effort into job seeking but found there was no support
for him in these endeavors.

Looking for the good in the situation, Reggie acknowledged that there was some
practical information imparted.

So the only thing they taught us was that if you sat down with an interviewer, to

explain, if they ask you to explain your conviction, make it from a negative to a

positive. Don’t really go into it, just let them know | was convicted of a non-

violent, non-theft crime and during those two years I've been in the programs to
better myself, and I've also helped counsel others and like that.
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In this way, Reggie hoped that he would be able to use some of the techniques they
taught him to neutralize the stigmatizing information. He very much wantegtoum

his material and social situation, and was frustrated that there were fewuojipest

available to help him better himself. Even feeling that he had tools with whick to tal
about his situation should he get a job interview, Reggie continued to express frustration
with the fact that since the program he hadn't “received any phone callsaaisy
anything...” This contributed to a sense of despair about the future and the sense that
there was little that he could do to influence the course of events.

c) Aaron

As we saw in the previous chapter, Aaron’s management position and work
environment was deeply important to him. In addition to providing economic stability
and material comfort, the job provided Aaron with a sense of meaningful contribution to
the world. Furthermore, he was embedded in the social fabric of the institutiondand ha
many strong bonds with colleagues. The loss of this job as a result of his se& offens
conviction was particularly devastating to him, severing him from his own profelsiona
identity, economic standing, and social ties.

Aaron was publicly arrested at work. The police came to his office, handcuffe
him and escorted him from the premises. When they first arrived and wantedkidospea
him, Aaron was not concerned because he often interacted with law enforoeiment i
professional capacity.

What happened was the police came to my job, and when the police came, you

know, I've always interacted with the authorities, because of our caseload.... S

when they showed up and said they were here to see [me], | said “yeah, that’'s

me.” | had no idea what was going on. So when we went into my office and

everything, and they said they were here to arrest me on this charge, | was
floored. And then [my manager] had to become aware, because it happened on
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the job. | said, “Well, listen, I'll go with you guys. It's not a problem, but yo

can’'t put handcuffs on me in here. Let me walk outside because it's my job. But

they were not sensitive to that at all. They were not sensitive to that at all.
Here he described how the police publicly stigmatized him in his professietiing,
making a spectacle of Aaron and creating a situation where colleagdes nede
aware of what he was charged with.

Aaron was dismissed as a result of this arrest and his subsequent conviction,
although he went to the union and tried to fight the decision. The loss of the job entailed
the end of his career in human services. He asserted that the nature of thagdiasge
him disqualified him from that arena where he felt that “people, they don’t want to have
anything to do with me, because, now you're dealing with people.” By this he mdant tha
the fact that his job involved working from a position of authority and in a helping
capacity made his sex offense conviction that much more consequential. Thagefdustr
him because he claimed the act he was charged with “didn’t have anything it doyv
client.” In spite of the fact that he believed his offense was unrelated to tkis wor
situation, this door was firmly shut. Aaron found himself unable to find employment in
the field in which he had been working for twenty years because of the extentkohghi
had been officially discredited by the conviction.

Needing a salary, Aaron applied for civil servant jobs in public administration,
but, like Reggie, quickly found that any employer who performs background checks
would not consider him. Aaron described applying for one position and completing
several stages of the hiring process.

And they did a whole background check on me, so they knew. But when | went

to the last interview — which they said to me | was clear to go to — the sapervis
at that particular plant came and interviewed me and said, “unfortunately we
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cannot offer you a position at this time because you're currently on probation.” |

said, “Wait a minute, GIS (which is the tracking service, the government

information service), they were aware of all this...”
Aaron believed that although the reason they gave was simply that he was on probation,
the truth was that they did not want to hire someone with a sex offense conviction. He
argued with the interviewer:

So | said, “l don't believe. Where’s that in writing because you are curi@mtly

probation you can’t have this employment?” | was upfront with them. | was

truthful with them. [ said, “maybe I think this is your bias.” But he said, “You
have to leave the building.” So I couldn’t complete the interview. But how
became aware, | have some friends that work [there]. They told me just put
everything upfront in your application and they won't discredit you. But at the
last minute, the rug was pulled from under me.
Aaron insisted that each time the background check disqualified him, the underlying
reason was the “nature” of his conviction. He surmised this from the fact thatyemnspl
were willing to talk to him in spite of the fact that he had a criminal conviction, and di
not rule him out untill specific information about the offense became available. He
argued that “just the connotation of that label — the label itself has tremend@adisae
impact.”

Aaron reviewed his situation and tried to get a sense of what his employment
options were. It was important to him that he finteaningfuemployment”, but as he
considered the possibilities, this goal seemed more and more unlikely. He exgiained t
each new career he considered brought up issues that made it an unpromising prospect
because of his sex offense conviction.

| would report to the probation officer. | would let him know about the dilemma

because the big thing there is they want you to get employment. And | said, “So

this is some of the things | was going to do.” | was going to go take a course in

cable installation. The probation officer said, “Nah, | don’t think that’s a good
idea for you.” | said, “Why?” He says, “Oh, because you’re going to be in

225



people’s homes.” And, well, I'm not going to be in people’s homes by myself, but
he shot that down. | said, okay, fine. How about, | used to do videography work.
| used to videotape weddings and bar mitzvahs, all of those things. So | said,
maybe I'll go back and do some independent videography. “No, | don’t
recommend that because you'd be using a camera.” But | had no charges on that.
There’s no video, no camera, no internet. But it’s like everything | was trying t
do. So was like, now let me see if | could perhaps go into some type of small
business where | go into a cleaning business. “No, we wouldn’t want you to do
that because of the hours.” But, | said, “I'm on probation, they never stipulated no
curfew to me...”
Aaron described being thwarted at every turn. Every idea that he pre$enteouid
relieve his financial situation and provide him with a livelihood was dismiss=tibe of
connotations associated with sex offenders. Although there was no reason whg Aaron’
offense should render him a danger in someone’s home as a cable installer og cleanin
person, the probation officer put forth a conception of him as potentially unsafean thes
circumstances, and treated these ideas as if they were out of the question. hAlthoug
Aaron’s offense did not involve camera equipment or pornography, and although he was
not aware that his probation prohibited him from taking pictures, the idea of a job using a
camera and possibly involving photographing children also raised a red flag for his
probation officer. The sex offender label’s connotations with pedophilia intruded on this
officer's management of Aaron’s case and led to him reinforcing Aarogiea So this
idea, which might have afforded some creative stimulation and financedl fagliAaron,
was also tabled. Thus, Aaron found himself “between a rock and a hard place” where the
there were limited options for him in terms of the type of employment he couldognvis
for himself. Unable to see any appropriate form of work available to him, Aaron

expressed a sense of frustration regarding his current situation and slpgiricesy

regarding the future:
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| told the probation officer, at my last visit, | said, “I'm [between] a rock and a

hard place.” He stops me, and he says “l too — a rock and a hard place. Because
you, as far as employment, you're either overqualified or under-qualifiegirigB

fifty years old, having a probation officer that's much younger than me — you

know what I'm saying? Itis what itis. It's difficult. And not being able to

provide any type of resources. Again, having a criminal conviction of this nature,
being fifty years old, trying to go back into the workforce. Potential employers

are looking at you, “You're fifty years old; you’ve got this recent convictiom ove
you.” You know what I'm saying?

The loss of his career and lack of viable options at his current stage of ke wer
particularly difficult situations for Aaron to manage. Emphasizing his agenAarplied
that these losses impacted his sense of self worth, or rather his sensedbat it w
socially appropriate, at his age, to be unable to support himself in a meaningful wa
Aaron had formed a number of important social connections with colleagues at
his former job. However, after his public arrest he found that many of these friends no
longer wanted to associate with him. He stated that he didn’t have to tell ahyooé& a
what happened because everyone already knew.
Working in the [social services] is like working in a Payton Place. | way a gu
that if | was going to lunch, | would go to the [staff] and ask, “listen, yos guy
want anything...” | was always the one that was always participatindhargbt
like that. And after this event took place, | went back [once] and | noticed how
there were some people that | developed a keen friendship with that was like “I'm
really sorry that this devastating stuff has been happening to you.” And then there
was other people who were very fair weather types. Distant. Distant. jistas
different. The whole interactions was just different... The biggest thing: the
phone. It stopped ringing.
Not only did Aaron lose his salary and professional identity, but a number of thie socia

bonds he had invested in were damaged. He had asked ten people to write character

references for his trial, and a number of people refused to do so.
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Then | had some people write, “due to the nature of the charge that you're being
charged with” you know what I'm saying? “I find that inexcusable and bah, bah,
bah” and “I can’t support this, dah dah dah”
Aaron found that the nature of his offense opened him up to the judgment of peers who
would not condone his actions and would not support him in his attempts to exonerate
himself or mitigate his sentence.
d) Raoul
Raoul’s life was dramatically uprooted and irrevocably altered by the sars y
he served in prison. Previously he had worked in a variety of jobs, such as painting and
construction. He never belonged to a union and often maintained several jobs at one
time. After his release from prison he was faced with the difficult task-ehtry and
was pursuing a training program paid for by the state. He found the applicatiossproce
highly distressing because it involved explaining his criminal record to the sshool’
admission counselors and other administrators.
When | was trying to get into school, | had to go through three interviews, with
the counselor, the president of the school, all because of this. | was like, you
know, yeah | got a sex offense. | had to tell them... They asked me whabwas y
in prison for... There was a big time span there that was unaccounted for... I
was... in the department of corrections.” “For what?” “For a sex offense.”
“Well you know, what kind of offense?” and | tell them, “I took some
photographs of my stepdaughter’s vagina, uh, | got charged with a lewd act, using
a child in a sexual performance, child pornography. Uh, it was a isolated
incident.” People don’t tend to believe, though.
The three separate interviews “because of this” indicated greatengathis life by
non-state actors, and a greater level of administrative procedures wiithtiorsl
gatekeepers. In detailing the dialogue that took place, Raoul offered a stzege of

the difficulty of “that discussion” which Karl had only alluded to in his narratiViee

administrators wanted to know exactly what kind of sex offense he had p&mgetrat
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indicating that what he actually did was of consequence to them, and perhaps indicating
that they did not lump all people labeled sex offenders together. In providing the
information, Raoul relied on the stark official language of his formal chargeswih |
act,” etc), possibly to distance himself form the information in order to lessen t
discomfort of having to disclose the nature of the incident. To make the actions seem
more acceptable and himself as less dangerous, Raoul asserted that theaaf$cta
isolated incident;” it was not part of a pattern of behavior. He communicated that the
deviant behavior was just that: a behavior. It was one action among all tres adthis
life, something helid, but not who hevas It was not something that should be seen as
indicative of his identity. This is a distinction that will reemerge in his haesaas well
as those of other participants, and its significance to social identitigenéxplored in the
following chapter.

Although he was accepted into the program, this fact did not prevent him from
arguing that for the most part people still see “sex offender” as a rstedies: “People
don’t tend to believe, though.” He expressed a sense of futility regardants eéf be
viewed by others on his own terms.
e) Karl

Like Aaron and Terry, Karl had invested years of his life cultivating a cpedhb.
He was an educator who had planned on teaching from a young age. With a Master’s
degree in education, he had always worked with middle school children and adolescents.
In addition he had always maintained leadership roles in programs at severa¢shurch
Because his offense was against a student at the school where he was teaclasg, he w

dismissed as soon as allegations were brought to the administration’®attekarl
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maintained a part-time job with an artist, and because of the strength of thisgbersd
professional relationship this second job remained intact. Yet, the sex offensgiconvi
had thoroughly affected the career he had spent his life training for.

I’'m in a big transition. | was a teacher before. | was an educator. Sartéet c
is kind of like no longer.

Significantly, he referred to teaching in terms of being, not doing. Itsepted the
person he was, not simply a job which he worked. He had a strong, long-nurtured
connection and commitment to this identity. His deviant behavior led to the immediate
severance of this tie, and the long term consequence was that he would neverde abl
return to this profession. The phrasing, “that kind career is kind of like no longed rel
on understatement, leaving the impact of the loss to the imagination and implyirdy a dea
end. As his career trajectory was abruptly halted, he found himself notigmbed of a
connection to an important aspect of his social identity, but stripped of future possibil
in this field.

In order to make up the lost income, Karl pursued off the books odd jobs obtained
through personal connections.

| started working... through a referral. And | was doing a lot of waiteringusec

| already knew these people. |didn’t have to go through the whole interview,

application process.
Karl was fortunate in that he had an extended network of contacts on which he gould rel
This made it possible for him to avoid the exposure and rejection that he fearedla form
application process would entail. He would not pursue anything “that would mean a
background check”. However, the positions he had taken through informal networks

were inferior to the position he held at the school. While they did not provide the

fulfillment he found in teaching, they also did not provide the same social statys. The

230



were sporadic and were not a reliable source of steady income. Nor didférey of
benefits or legal security. In these ways, Karl had been socially démuodeed from
middle class status to working class status, as a consequence of his serdadgpffe
Avoiding official application processes was of prime importance to Karlsave
it as requiring a difficult conversation involving exposure and explanation.
| just didn’t want to be involved in going through an application process and
people finding my records and then having to have that discussion. Getting hired
when you have a record of any kind isn’t easy, but especially when you're a sex
offender it’s a totally different ball game. And they don't really caratwiu
did. They don't care about you as a person. They just see that and that's what
they see and they don’t go any further.
“That discussion” was a phrase which appeared several times in Karéivar It
implied a weary familiarity with a difficult and unpleasant chore, at déineestime that it
expressed anxiety. He anticipated having to tell people about his offense assedpr
anxious frustration at having to contend with their reactions which he presumed would be
based on stereotypes about sex offenders and pedophiles. He recognized hisydual stig
— as both someone with a criminal record in general, and as someone convicted of a sex
offense in particular. This type of offense, he argued, defied explanatiey (fon'’t
really care about what you did”) — that is, the stigma could not be weakened by
explaining mitigating circumstances. He expressed that once they hedatie¢h his
potential audience would not be interested in details that might humanize hinr in thei
eyes. Karl believed the details of his crime would be less stigmatizitigeifs were
aware of who he was “as a person” — if the action could be placed in a contedt he ha

power to define wherein his non-deviant behavior could be taken into account. However,

his experience was that the label was usually seen through a lens of peyeoiy
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presumptuous associations. He was certain his listeners would bestow sstatistesn
him as a sex offender that would preclude and override everything else about him.
f) Terry

Prior to his most recent arrest, Terry had worked in the same field for twenty
years. He interacted with the public as a representative of an instituticim wviénved
itself as integral to the neighboring suburban communities. Through his work, Terry
performed a social identity that was highly significant to him, and when his affence
were broadcast he immediately lost this connection. Once his picture and ilseofleta
his crime hit local papers and TV news, every aspect of his life waseaffétis
employer was quick to take action.

One of my arrests was chronicled in the newspapers and [the place where |

worked] decided to offer me a severance package so that | would no longer be

working for them. They made me leave work immediately.
Unable to control information from being publicized about him, he was suddenly
transformed from a discreditable person (about whom “his differentness” tkénei
known about by those present nor immediately perceivable by them”) to a distoetite
(about whom the stigma is “known about already or is evident on the spot” (Goffman,
1986, p. 4). He moved from being a person who was able to hide his crimes and relegate
them to his “double life”, to one about whom stigmatizing information was generally
known.

The publicity alone was enough to discredit him and enough for his employers to
make a decision. It is possible they were concerned that his personal stiglda w
spread to the institution (what Goffman terms a “courtesy stigma” [ibid., p. B@$)

also possible that they based their actions on an underlying assumption about how the
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public would react to him — with the distrust, disgust, and fear the public has toward sex
offenders. The institution may have been worried that if they did not take action they
would be seen as endorsing his behavior. Viewing itself as playing a promimeint rol

the community, it might feel a particular obligation to uphold the community’®sata
preserve the collectivity’s identity and boundaries.

Losing his job severed Terry from his identity as an important and upstanding
member of his community, and cost him all his professional contacts. People at dvork ha
to make sense of this new, stigmatizing information.

They didn’t know how to handle it. | had relationships with a lot of these people

for twenty years and some weren’t answering calls anymore and othergistere

aloof when | did contact them.
Colleagues and customers who refused to speak with him, or who were “aloof”
presumably altered their representation of him as he became discrediteslighA he did
not commit professional misconduct (nor commit acts on company time or property), he
lost all professional credibility.

Prior to the media exposure, he lived among colleagues and customers in the
professional role that he had cultivated throughout his adult life. That role hadebecom
his master status. The deviant behavior that took place in one realm (and which
presumably did not affect his professional acumen) now over-rode his perfermanc
another. It is worth noting that he was committing deviant acts the entire tnwir kel
at this institution. It wasn’t the behavior itself that interrupted his cargémnbwledge
of the behavior. People make assumptions about people they interact with, and expect
that behavior in all spheres will conform to role expectations. As a professional who

interacted with a variety of members of the community, Terry partliguleeded to be
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able to keep his deviance private. Because of the status he held in the area, he had a
heightened responsibility to refrain from deviant behavior in order to maintaiodis s
identity.

Terry had spent his whole adult life pursuing one career — everything he had built
was now void. He was not trained for anything else.

So | had to switch careers and there weren’t many careers out theredhiat |
do... It was very difficult.

With his entire professional identity discredited and his career virtually deety found
himself only able to perform a limited set of functions pertaining to his lifel@ngjig

in one field. He described having few opportunities for employment outside of this area
In addition, his status as sex offender made it hard to find legitimate work pacaiohe
social status. To make ends meet, Terry was working at home at independent ipairsuits
managed on the computer. Because he worked for himself, he did not have to worry
about disclosing his criminal record to anyone. However, he was engaged in an
extremely risky financial undertaking and was in an economically vulnerabt®pos
Furthermore, he was professionally isolated with few opportunities to inteithadthers

in socially meaningful ways that might reinforce an identity from whichdwédcderive

esteem and a sense of belonging.

*kkk

The impact of their sex offense convictions was most keenly felt in the area of
employment. Although only one participant had an offense that related totheir |
(Karl), half of the men lost their job as direct result of their convictions. |G8eof their

job meant a loss of careers in which they had invested years of their lives, and this
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resonated as a loss of a meaningful social identity. The specter of backdneaksl ¢

loomed large for all participants who recognized themselves as esgdydradid from

legitimate employment. In addition they recognized the fact thakasfemders they

bore a double stigma — as felons and as sexual deviants. This would make the job search
even more frustrating and fruitless. Some reported additional frustratiotheitact

that probation officers could offer little help in their efforts to find work. Thttus as
convicted sex offenders severely impacted their ability to find employmeriet all

these men in a financially vulnerable position with little hope for future oppadsinit

lll. The Loss of Community — Additional Consequences Experienced By Terry

As previously discussed, Terry’s narrative differed in a number of waysthre
others presented in this study. Terry occupied a higher status and was embedded in a
suburban community prior to his most recent conviction. Most importantly however,
unlike other others, he had a history of deviant sexual behavior and a historytsffarres
sex offenses. His last offense was publicized throughout the community. In addition to
these differences, the consequences of Terry’s most recent arresharersevere and
extensive. In this section | turn to some specific ways in which Terryisection to the
community was severed that were unique to his narrative. Combined, these represent a
near complete annihilation of community connections and opportunities to express a
social self.

Although his father and brother maintained their relationships to him once they
found out about his offending behavior, almost all of Terry’s other social connections

were damaged by the publicized information.
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Terry had been involved in church activities since he was child. This connection
provided him with many social contacts with whom he shared a history. As aofesult
his arrest, he was excommunicated from his church.

| definitely had [gone to church regularly]. Recently when it came out in the

paper, the church decided to um, kick me out. Yup. And | haven’t found another

one yet. I'm looking a little bit. But | was very regular, three or four times
month.
The phrase “kicking him out” indicated total expulsion and implied a lack of negatiati
Once they had discrediting information about him, they excluded him from their
community. As he stated, he had been an active member and the connection was
meaningful to him, both socially and spiritually.

The church was a very, very difficult situation, because, you know I really felt

that | contributed a lot. | was involved in a lot of the events and you, it was

difficult.
Terry implied that his contributions to the community were not valued once disggedi
information came to light, and the difficulty he spoke of suggests that this wasa pai
loss.

Terry described himself as a social person. Unfortunately as a resuldliaf me

exposure he lost a number of friends and informal social contacts.

Yeah, the community is difficult too. Everyone except one or two friends has
disowned me from the community.

Those that maintained contact altered the nature of their relationship widmtdim
confronted him with their feelings.
When | was in the paper, my friends, um, all just left me. | did talk to some of
them that were willing to talk, and you know, they said that they were annoyed

that | was let into their house. You know they let me into their house and that sort
of thing.
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That they had feelings about letting him into their house indicates that #tryctered

their account of their past with him in light of the new information. That is, theyeckvis
their narrative of their relationship. What had presumably been friendly imberacthe
home was seen as a potential invasion by a dangerous other. They indicated that they
would not have let him in had they known about the discrediting information.

Sports had been an important part of Terry’s life since childhood. This activity is
an important vehicle for male bonding, and provides opportunities for developing and
displaying mastery of skills, as well as an opportunity to relieve stPesan adult he
played on several different teams, all of which dropped him upon learning about his
offense.

My sports groups, my pool team, my soccer team, all kicked me off the team and

would have nothing to do with me.

The loss of these activities and the social contact they entail further andongpketely
excluded Terry from the community.

Finally, Terry's sister learned about his history of sexual offending asatime
time as his brother and father. She, however, had a very different reaction thiaadhey
Terry reported: “My sister disowned me at first.” Being “disowneaflied a total
severance and annulment of a connection. However, he continued to explain:

There was no particular conversation. There was just a change in attitude. We

used to contact each other every day and then, you know, then contacted each

other once a month. We used to vacation together. And um, it was kind of an
aloofness the last time we vacationed together and she wouldn’t let me sleep in
the same area as my niece, that sort of thing

Rather than completely ending all contact with him, his sister withdrew from the

relationship, establishing distance by speaking less frequently and ttaating
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differently. Not letting him sleep near his niece indicates that she saasha sexually
dangerous other, one who could not be trusted near children. She constructed him as
deviant and changed her view of him in light of the connotations associated with his
label.

His sister’s attitude eventually changed. Like his father, she invoked assillne
paradigm to explain his behavior, and to help integrate his new label into a social
identity.

That was previous to my most recent arrest and when | got arrested again it

actually made her think, or believe, that it was an illness. You know. And

something that maybe psychological help could overcome.
Although still keeping a distance from him, invoking the medical paradigm helped her
mediate and mollify the meaning of his stigma, and allowed her to reconceptuati as
a potentially transformable and potentially pro-social self.

With the exception of his contacts with his immediate family, Terry was
completely banished from the community and left with no intact bonds. It can be
speculated that the nature of his crimes (offending against strangdrdyetiigency, and
the publicity they received served to more firmly invoke stereotypes of fadefs and
more effectively cast Terry as a dangerous outsider. More than anypaenttice was
treated as a full pariah with little recourse to meaningful social suppadgedrfrom the
stigmatized identity. The “normal” and “separate” life he had worked sediligto

maintain was completely destroyed.

IV. Housing
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Megan’s Law emphasizes “community” notification. At the policy’s core is a
sense of “meaningful” communities (Jonathan Simon, 1998). While residential
communities, based on geographical proximity, have become less central to people’s
sense of identity and belonging (Wirth, 1938), the law invokes the concept of-kgfitly
middle class neighborhoods built around the nuclear family and where people rely on
each other and share social connections. Megan’s law emphasizes informing the public
of sex offenders living in their midst — not working in the neighborhood necessarily, not
socializing in it, not shopping there, etc., but residing there. For this reason, housing has
been one of the most salient issues in general public debate about sex offenders.
Community members do not want offenders living with them. Community leaders
petition to make local laws about where offenders can live more and mordiuestric
For instance, increasing the distance from schools where they can resigearéhaiso
concerns about neighborhood vigilantism and harassment (Meloy, 2006, p. 44).

Most of the men interviewed for this study, with one notable exception, did not
experience any incidence of harassment or endure any sort of partiritipat
regarding where they reside. Although Terry, a homeowner, lost his job, was
excommunicated from his church, and thrown off of local sports teams, he did not report
any concern expressed nor actions taken by his neighbors regarding his status. R
lived with his mother in a neighborhood where people knew him, and was part of a low-
income urban community that was in part comprised of people who have been processed
through the criminal justice and/or the social service systems. His atafusex
offender did not raise any particular issues in the neighborhood. Reggie felt very

connected to his neighborhood as he had grown up and lived in the same area his entire
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life. Many of his neighbors knew about the incident and his charge, and for a long time
he felt a deep sense of shame and exposure in the community. However, in spite of his
feeling of exposure, he did not report any conflict with neighbors. Concerns about
neighbors were also absent from Aaron’s narrative.

Megan’s Law, however, has contributed to a landscape of fear and distrust that
affects many sex offenders, regardless of their actual experiencarl lang Tim'’s
narrative, stories heard in their treatment groups and on the news enteraabibetive
sense of who they were in the community and informed their sense of the gexderali
other’s attitude toward sex offenders. Before discussing this aspect of ahecdota
imagined, and feared harassment, | will present in detail Karl’s stétigetingry
villagers.”
a) Karl

Although all the men expressed some degree of fear or concern about being
harassed by neighbors and/or thrown out of their residences, Karl was the only one who
actually endured it. Karl worked in the home of a gay couple that lived in apraffl
suburb. Because he worked out of state, he was required to register there and comply
with that state’s laws regarding sex offenders. Information about him, including his
picture, was posted on the Internet. A member of this suburban community |daoned a
him and informed the neighbors who mounted a campaign to have him fired. This event
was of such significance to Karl that retelling it took up a large portion oirsiis f
interview.

They started calling the sex offender registry in [the other state] and|, [tngireg

to find information about me, why am | here and what kind of a crime did |
commit, and trying to get the details on all of that information, and because | had,
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it had my birthday and all that kind of information so when they call... they can
get more information about the crime.

With little effort an individual in the community was able to procure information
regarding Karl's status as a sex offender, in addition to other identifyiogriation.
Karl did not know what prompted the search in the first place or who initiated it. But
once the community was made aware they began to complain to his employer.

It was to the point where they were really calling a.lot was just to the point
where they were harassing [my bosses], like, “we need to change this.” And |
was like, “but | can’t change it. If I'm there the state has to know I'm thede
however the state chooses to list it on their registry is however they cbhdsse t
it.

Karl says that the harassment escalated to the extent that the neigHbdrgatale and

claimed that he wasn’t there when he should have been.

But they had called the state police, maybe it was the local police. They don’t
give me all the details and all the information, because they don’t know if I'm
going to, if someone’s going to go and retaliate or whatever... So | getroatis f
the state police saying “look, you know, we were informed that you weren’t
working at the address where you registered, and the local police went out and
you weren't there and so, you need to call us, or a warrant is going to be issued
for your arrest.” ... And look they knew. It’s all in the files that I'm not there
everyday. It's not a nine to five Monday through Friday kind of job. It's a come
and go; it's not that structured. My probation officer knew, and she knows when
I’'m there and when I'm not there and that’s all in the file, but the guy didn’t look
in the file. He just looks in the computer and sees that I'm registered th&k | w
there, and then is like “why aren’t you're here?”

Karl's anger and indignation with the events was clear. Although the laweallbim to

work there and his probation officer understood that it was a part-time job with
unstructured hours, neighbors were still free to make the call and the police hdalxto fol
up on the complaint. Karl pointed out that although information about him was available

to the public, he was not entitled to information regarding those who were harassing hi
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This indicated that the non-stigmatized members of the community are puidigdtav
enforcement at the expense of the stigmatized.
Karl's probation officer referred to the situation as “the angry vilksigand
because they were really causing a lot of problems... it was inferred fyom m
probation officer that | was being surveilled. | was under surveillance by the
neighbors.
He was fortunate in that his employers championed him in spite of this pressare f
their neighbors and their landlord saying that Karl could not be on the premises.
My boss’s lawyer sent them something saying “look, you're not, this is bgsica
not to be discussed, because on the website it says that you're not allowed to
harass anyone based on any of the information found here.”
Enlisting the services of a lawyer, they made it clear to the communitthéhawould
not tolerate neighbors pushing the limits of legal behavior, and indicated that fitevas t
neighbors’ behavior, not the presence of a sex offender, that was a legal issue.
In addition, Karl's employers attempted to educate the community about sex
offenders in general.
[my bosses explained to the neighbors that] most of the cases of sexual activity
and sexual misconduct with children are incest and pedophilia and generally
happen within people of your family. With people you don’t know about, it's not
the people you know about that you need to be worried about... It's uncle Fred
and Aunt Sally within your family. But of course they don’t want to hear any of
that.
Here the employers tried to inform them about the relative risks posed byseaqs of
an offender like Karl in their neighborhood. Asserting that it is people who are @lose t
children that are most likely to transgress against them, they informed thethrethat

fears were misplaced. The neighbors, however, were not interested in thisatidorm

Karl believed it was because their concern was never about their childreni][¥be
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neighbors got wind of it, they were like, ‘our property values.” Karl retiéstzeveral
times that his took place in an affluent area where people were very concemétewit
community’s image. Karl's sense that they were upset about his preseausebet
material concern was reinforced by the fact that safety was neveomezhby any of
“the angry villagers”™: “They didn’t once address concerns about their ahitohe the
safety of their children.”

Karl's experience with “the angry villagers” was an example of hoiossy
Megan’s Law and the registration of sex offenders is taken by some comsuiiag
was fortunate to have an employer who stood up to their landlord and the neighbors.
Other sex offenders may not have such a strong tie with individuals capable of
advocating for them and influencing others.

“The angry villagers” episode led Karl to further speculate on why comiasinit
particularly suburban bedroom communities, reject sex offenders.

It's a stigma of it being listed in their neighborhood, because, and it’s thihdac

our children when they have play dates their parents look at the site and decide

they don’t want their children to come over to play because there’s someone

registered in the neighborhood.
He argued that the offender’s individual stigma can spread to the entinbowigod,
tainting it with ill-fame. He presented a projection of the neighbor’s grojeof what
other communities will think about them. In other words, he speculated that his
neighbors feared th#teir neighbors would reje¢hembecause of Karl's stigma. He
implied that members of his community might not be afraid for their childrafesys
They were not necessarily worried that will harm them, perhaps becaumsadieed that

knowing him “as a person” they did not actually see him as a dangerous other., Rathe

they were afraid of what their friends would think.
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Constructing an image of the way his neighbors internalized the generalized othe
for themselves, he invoked a picture of communities comprised of concerned and nervous
parents checking websites, investigating their friends, and actively on the léakout
deviance. Itis an image of people monitoring and surveilling their neighbors featr of
and distrust.

Karl repeatedly invoked class to explain the reaction of communities to the
presence of sex offenders. He argued that in the racially mixed, workssy-cla
neighborhood he lived in, there was probably little concern about who is living amongst
them.

If everyone in my building knew. Who knows there might be some issues in my

building. But in another way | don’t think there would be. I think they would be

like look okay we just know that this guy lives in this apartment and we’re not
really like, like just be aware and take care of ourselves.
As emerged in the discussion of “the angry villagers,” Karl attributed tezigh concern
about his presence not to the protection of children but to the need to maintain property
values. Gate-keeping was about maintaining the monetary value and sacsabsthe
community, not the moral values. Karl viewed people in working class neighborhoods as
being less financially invested in the status of their communities, anddieeref
information about sex offenders was used solely as information about which they should
“be aware” and “take care of themselves” — ie, in the case of the lasmfthe
information really is used to protect children, and he saw that as being ast@adplith
a minimum of alarm.
Karl asserted that his status as sex offender precludes him everggetiteri

middle-class housing market.
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If I want to buy a co-op, [it's] probably not going to happen. How am | going to
get approved to buy a coop when | have this kind of crime on my record? When |
can't live within so many yards of a school? So many hundred yards of a school
or whatever of a park. Well in this city it’s really difficult to find a placdite

that’s not close to a park or a school.

As Karl recalled the life he had previously wanted for himself, he contendecheitaat

that his future options were limited. The problems he faced while on probation, would
continue to thwart him because a) he had a permanent criminal record farfeessg;

b) he was required to register for twenty years; and c) certain murtiefp@iar sex
offenders from living within a certain distance from schools. When discussing his
neighbors’ views about sex offenders, he invoked their need to protect their status. He
recognized that he may in fact be permanently barred from the priviledesratatus
because of his legal and social stigma. Even were he to achieve finanoesissine

argued that he would not be able to buy into the kind of community he would like to be
part of.

Karl vaguely referred to how far away from schools he must be. The “whatever
he used expressed disdain for the law, and dismissively implied that the nuelber its
was arbitrary. This suggested that the physical distance was not nigcesisaed to the
community’s ability to protect children, and in light of his theory of why communitees a
concerned about offenders, implied that he believed the purpose of these kinds of laws
was more about exclusion than protection.

Other offenders’ experiences with landlords and neighbors contributed to Karl's
sense of fear, and reinforced the negative impact of “the angry villagesstepi Group

therapy provided a forum in which sex offenders heard other offenders’ stonese T

entered Karl's imagination and contributed to a shared landscape of experience.
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Well I'm in my group therapy and... | hear stories of a lot of not so pleasant
things. Where people are really harassed or where people lose their house
because the landlord gets pressure from the neighbors because they redoenting
sex offender and they need to stop, and then they lose their apartment, and then
they have to find a place to live.
That which had happened to others in his situation was as vivid for him as that which he
had experienced himself. The possibility of being forced to leave his apartment
contributed to a sense of instability and ontological insecurity that pehasi@arrative.
Even though Karl was for the moment in a secure living situation, accounts he heard in
group reinforced the fact that he could not take his situation for granted. He coptinuall
experienced the possibility of social rejection, exclusion, and banishment.
b) Tim
Having lived in the same working-class neighborhood for a many years, Tim
claimed that he had a sense of his neighbors’ strong opinions regarding sexrsffende
Well, 1 didn't tell people in the building about the sex offense. But | had asked
them how they feel about sex offenses. And | have a general sense of how they
feel and that’s why I've not disclosed to them that | am one.
He had enough of a rapport with community members to begin a dialogue about sex
offenders, and the vehement reactions he received led him to keep his status fo himsel
In this way he recognized himself as discreditable, someone who would bedréjecte
his community if discrediting information came to their attention. Becausa$disted
on the state website for sex offenders, this loomed as a distinct possibilitjacT teat
he felt he needed to conceal his status indicated that he lived with a sense @flshame
difference from those around him.

His report of his neighbors’ reaction reflected a critique of the criustice

system for being neither consistent enough nor punitive enough with sex offenders.
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They figure they should be locked up for whatever the sentence was for the

duration for whatever the sentence was for probation. Instead of probation they

should just get the jail time and then do probation afterwards. Some others say

they should be taken out back and shot, which | don't take that, straight at the face

of looking at it. People don't like the idea that sex offenders are walking free.
Although he shared his neighbors’ attitudes (which will be further discussed in the
following chapter), the fact that such extreme, albeit hyperbolic, meanbeaed the
discussion reflected his awareness of the seriousness of his position adfersket in
this particular community. The extent of the community’s intolerance — or tather
perception of it — and unwillingness to incorporate sex offenders within its boundaries
was described as potentially violent, and indicated that his need to keep hisastigma
secret was in part motivated by fear and self-protection.

Like Karl, as a member of group therapy Tim also hears stories of hardssim
offenders in their neighborhoods. One story stands out for him with particular vividness
and involves an acquaintance he frequently referenced.

We had one guy last year ... He did twelve years in jail. He's a Levaill

offender. For life he’s on the registry. And early in the year, last yééngeal

POs, including the head honcho of the department, and the borough president,

borough councilman, comes to his house with all the probation officers, line up to

find out how far he is from the nearest school. Find out he’s less than a certain
distance from the school and so he has to move out. They forced him down
south... just because he was a Level lll sex offender and he was 15 feetress tha
the actual range from the school.

Another example of how the collective experience of sex offender treatneaéd an

inner landscape of possibility of harassment and banishment, this storynashcer

political excess. It was an example of what Goffman terms an “atraty-t stories of

“extreme mistreatment by normals” (Goffman, 1986, p. 25). Here Tim deseribed

political, public mission, a spectacle to “force” out sex offender from the contyn He
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emphasized the display of power, the full weight of the social control apparatus
mobilizing every thing it can in the purpose of expulsion. When Tim relayed this story
he seemed outraged, and emphasized that the individual in question was “a nice guy. |
knew him.” — expressing frustration with the injustices that pervade thersysteplied

in his depiction of this scenario was a sense of fear and a recognition thatemstires

could be applied to him.

*kkkk

Although the subjects interviewed for this study were living in stable ragatle
situations, all of them lived with the potential to be harassed by, if not expelled from
their respective communities. Their own actual experiences formed onbyf paetr
sense of outsiderness; these fears were reinforced and reconstructembllethise
sharing of stories that was part of sex offender treatment. Underscoiingpthal
vulnerability and marginalized status as dangerous other, stories entei@dgrdas

imagination and contributed to their internalized sense of social banishment.

V. The Loss of Subjective Bonds with the Community

Being convicted of a sex offense damaged participants’ connections to their
community by restricting their freedoms, compromising their privacy, uyéng their
employment and jeopardizing their class standing, and undermining their housing
stability. In this section | explore the impact of these weakened socids borthe way
they internalized their connection with their community. | address the imptet tzbel

on the relationship between self and the generalized other.
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In narrative, subjective states can be gleamed through speakers’ useutdtspe
and imagination — in this case, an examination of what they think others think about
them, and about what they fear might possibly happen. It involves a projection onto the
future and onto the minds of others, and often involves the experience of shame. In
particular, this section illuminates ways in which these men conceived c$¢ha® as
outsiders.

That they articulated different aspects of the internalization of@laanship
indicated different patterns of meaning unique to each individual. However, some
participants were more introspective and reflective than others, and theswtewith
Tim were particularly difficult. At no point was | able to elicit anyraive about
feelings or subjective states, and for this reason the internalization o& stigjmot be
discussed in his case. In addition, Aaron’s narrative concerned the loss of objective
connections, particularly the loss of his job, and he did not reflect on his internal states
a) Terry

Terry had been managing deviant identity for much longer than the others in the
study, and the strategy he developed involved the formulation of a double life. Terry had
been living with a discreditable identity throughout adulthood. From the first
embarrassment he experienced as a consequence of an incident in high schoolche learne
that he would have to keep his behavior secret from others. Because he was caught earl
on (in high school), he thought he knew what to expect from others’ reactions. He had
thus lived with a private sense of having a hidden stigma. His narrative inchpbsdsa
of having to manage discreditable information, as well as ways in which hippencef

his community had changed since he was publicly exposed.
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As we have seen, in constructing his narrative, Terry identified the firstim
was caught as shaping the way he had since seen himself sociallyiam telathers.
He had been rubbing his hand against a girl’s “rear-end” in front of him during a high
school class, and she turned and said something. This was followed by collective
laughter and his response is worth quoting again:
| was certainly embarrassed by it. But | didn’t realize really hopomant it
was. It changed my whole personality. | was no longer sociable... because the
hurt would be there if | made a mistake socially. The embarrassment gave m
feeling of uh, a very terrible feeling of embarrassment, and | didn’t want to be
awkward on social occasions and feel that again.
He identified a relationship between his action (touching the girl), theaedo it (she
announced his behavior), the subsequent public humiliation (the class’s laughtes) and hi
own inner state (embarrassment). He claimed it changed his “whole pdySpaat
explained that by this he meant that he became more guarded out of fedvesf furt
exposure. His personality shifted to avoiding embarrassment/exposureerHe la
identified the laughter as taking on particular significance — that inHfaaroup’s
reaction was the only real consequence of this first sexual violation.
There were no other social consequences. It was in my head more, and it was
very traumatic for me. The initial laughter. But... everyone still wanted to be a
friend. There were no social ramifications from it. Just in my mind.
His inner state was most affected. He became transformed from someone whb di
have or know that they had a stigma to someone who learned that they werbtdidere
He was not fully discredited by this incident, however. It appeared that he didmat ea

label from his peers as a result. But the mockery led him to reorient his sesefarof

relationship to others around the fact that he had something discrediting to conceal.
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Concealing his behavior from people who know him established a dual identity,
which Terry described along moral lines.
There is a duality thing. Because most sex offenders, myself includerare
moral people and very law abiding people. So it’s kind of a separate life. And
people at work and people closest to you don’t know anything about it.
In referring to “duality” Terry delineated a split in his own identitth@augh he
expressed that this phenomenon is common to most sex offenders who share his stigma.
He asserted that sex offenders can be “moral” in most spheres of lifaus@enffending
did not align withthis identity, or with the assumptions one makes about “moral” and
“law abiding” people, Terry assigned the behavior to a separate identitiyis lway, for
him, the behavior did not undermine the sense of being moral, (or normal); it did not
challenge that definition of self. Rather, it indicated the existence of arsethe
Interestingly, when describing the duality, Terry shifted the narrative fiilem
own situation to sex offenders in general and then adopted the second person. This
verbal tactic invites or implicates the listener in the experience in sualy assto
facilitate empathy. At the same time, it distanced the speaker liodescribed actions,
by subtly veiling his presence.
Maintaining his secret was crucial to the performance of his social rolegtimut
his adulthood and he inhabited this duality for years, maintaining a normal life
completely separate from his sexual offending. He said that he was abée“tiké a
normal person”, embodied in one identity, and that his behavior in the separate life did
not have an impact on this separate existence even after he was arrestddisees.

However, current policies changed his internal orientation.
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It didn’t change my thoughts until | got put on the registered sex offender list.

Then it changed my thoughts. You kind of walk down the street and you look

around and you realize that you're not the same as the other people. It kind of

isolates you. You have a skeleton in your closet that could cause you or other
people pain if it's found out... it's out there for people to see so you never know
who’s going to come up to you and say, you're that sex offender... that lives in
the neighborhood
As a registered offender information about him was potentially available toanyon
cared to search for it. Being registered meant that he had no control over the
management of this information, and changed the basic relationship betweehdnd sel
community. He began to see himself as “not the same as other people’lplmEusese
he could be exposed. Others may have what he calls “skeletons in their closets”, but his
had greater potential to become visible. He identified feeling isolated, no longéoé pa
that community, but outside it, someone who did not belong even as he walked down the
street. He described the acute fear of being suddenly discredited in pudlibea
unstable insecure sense of not knowing what could happen next, of not being able to walk
down the street without fear that a blanket might suddenly be pulled out from under him;
in this way he was alive to his outsiderness. Significantly, here too he shifted@ohe
second person, indicating that he was viewing himself from the outside, that he was
describing someone other. When discussing being shunned or exposed, he saw himself
as separate from himself.

In describing his sense of otherness he often referred to “walking down the
streets” — as if this commonplace scenario of being anonymously among others ha
become potentially treacherous.

However, there’s a fear of walking the streets as a sex offender. Thdéeaisof

being found out and being kicked out of where you live. Or all your relationships,
both male and female, they just don’'t understand it and they will discard you.
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Being registered meant that his entire connection to the community was exeen mor
unstable and could easily be severed. He could lose his home and all his social contacts.
He implied that knowing about his offense would override all other social knowledge of
him, that others would not be interested in any mitigating circumstances buat woul
summarily treat him as social junk and banish him — even though all his other actions in
the community have proved him worthy of inclusion. His fears of walking down the
street and being suddenly exposed indicated an experience of the social bondiks a fra
one, easily broken with a bit of information, and dependent on one’s ability to keep
secrets. Without the capacity to protect oneself from scrutiny and exposurg, one i
vulnerable to humiliation and expulsion. Additionally, he emphasized that he would be
shunned by both men and women — the implication being that he would be made an
outcast even by people who would never be potential victims (i.e., men). In other words,
Terry found it significant that he would be seen as undesirable to society as a whole, not
just to potential victims of his behavior.
b) Raoul

Raoul felt socially and personally burdened by the label sex offender andetelie
that people viewed him through the lens of their stereotypes. He had clear ideas of how
others would regard him if they new about his stigma, and this was a source of
embarrassment for him.

The title sex offender kind of carries a lot of weight. When you tell people, “I'm

a sex offender,” they automatically assume the worst. The label sex offender

vague, you could be a ... you could have raped a three year old or that’s a sex

offense, photographs, fondling, sexual contact, using a child in a sexual, all that

falls under sex offender, lewd act, prostitution. All that, so the sex offender label
is not categorized, although they do have different levels.
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He recognized that people make assumptions about the label and that it did not matter
what he did as an individual. What mattered was that they would “assume the worst,”
that his own offense would be subsumed by the connotations associated with it, and that
he would be lumped in with someone who committed far more heinous acts of deviance
such as “raped a three-year-old”.

Raoul was aware that the media plays a significant role in shaping the public’'s
perception of sex offenders:

| was reading on the Internet the other day that sex offenders are likélgrd
like a 117 kids. I'm like, yeah right. That's a damn lie.

He was affected by the sensationalized misinformation put forth by the,raadia
assumed it affected how people would view him if they had information about him. The
“lies” he encountered on the internet shaped how he saw himself in the eyes of the
community.
Even among those who knew him and had accepted him, Raoul still felt the
weight of the stigma.
Sometimes | deal with a little embarrassment, | get embarrassetrmemelling
people. It's not something that | go announcing... | tell people from the church. |
had to sit down with the pastor and the deacon and | had to tell them because
there’s kids in the church and | felt embarrassed... They love me in the church.
But still I go through embarrassment.
He only told people if he thought it necessary to the relationship, here disclosing his
status to the church deacon who he felt needed to know because of the church’s programs
with children. In spite of the fact that he felt loved and accepted in this environment
where he carried personal credibility that overrode his stigma, he gidlierced

embarrassment. It stemmed not from their actual acceptance ooredtim, but

from an internalization of how others see sex offenders. As Goffman argues:
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The standards he has incorporated from the wider society equip him to be
intimately alive to what others see as his failing, inevitably causmgihonly

for moments, to agree that he does indeed fall short of what he really ought to be.
Shame becomes a central possibility arising from the individual’s perception of
one of his own attributes as being a defiling thing to possess. (Goffman, 1986, p.
7)

In Raoul’s daily life there was a pervasive sense of being “a bonakdsfeader” —
something which caused him shame and which he only disclosed when absolutely
necessary, as he presumed negative judgment in the eyes of others.
c) Reqggie
The experience of being convicted of a sex offense had a profound effect on
Reggie’s sense of himself, and his interior world was altered as a relsaihgflabeled.
This took the form of a pervasive sense of being exposed.
I’'m a very laid back person, but this here has made me even, has pushed me
farther back, because it gives you a sense of you're labeled. You know someone
doesn’t know, but you feel like they do know. It puts you in a state of paranoia.
As you walk down the street you feel that every person that walks past knows that
I’'m a sex offender. And I'm Level I, so it's not on any database or anything, but
that’s the feeling you have. It's just a feeling | have.
Reggie described walking around feeling like people knew about his label, that his
private wrong-doing was known and visible to others. In a sense, he felt that he was
already discredited rather than discreditable. His acute sense of imatstegl identity
shifted the way he believed others saw him. This feeling was so strong thitihg
experienced a state of depression.
| didn’t want to look for a job. | didn’t want to leave the house. 1 just wanted to
stay in one place. | couldn’t wait to get home. Like a storm was coming, |

couldn’t wait to get in the house and lock the door, dim t he lights, and | just felt
safe like that.
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A previously social person, Reggie found himself shunning the company of others. He
preferred to isolate himself away from the gaze of people in front of whom rredcar
sense of exposure and shame. Reggie found adapting to the new label extreimdly diff
emotionally, and began to internalize a sense of being a dangerous other.
| guess before, I'd watch the different programs and [sex offenders] w
monsters. These are definitely monsters; they shouldn’t even be on this planet.
That's the feeling | had watching the dateline specials and the diffti@nss
Before, theLaw & Order, you sit back and you laugh at those things. And it's a
totally different feeling when you become classified in that. You fall into
depression, you have thoughts, like | never had. But sometimes it’s just like,
What am | living for?
Reggie expressed an inability to integrate his view of sex offenders witictitbat he
had now been labeled one. He internalized his belief in their monstrousness, and could
not articulate a sense of self separate from that image. He had become sohtebae w
had previously mocked and abhorred.
When he was first arrested, he felt ashamed in front of his wife, not just for the
infidelity, but for the fact that he had technically been convicted of a forcildasdf
For like the first two months, | didn’t even touch my wife. Because | didn’t know
what she was thinking. | didn’t want her to think, well, am | forcing myself on
her? You know, | was paranoid with anything I did.
He described doubting how his actions were being perceived by others, even in the
privacy of his relationship with his own wife.
After being convicted, he internalized the associated label and began to doubt
himself and his motives.
Being labeled, a lot of times they label you something. If someone calls you
stupid, you'll take that in: “Well, | must be stupid.” — when you’re not. So being

labeled a sex offender, you know, | carried that badge. If I got on a train and it
was time for school to let out and the car filled up with kids, | just sat there like
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“Well, they know I'm a sex offender, I'm not going to look to the left or to the
right.” And | never really paid them any attention at all. Like they niight
making too much noise, you want to tell them to shut up... So like | said, that
state of paranoia. | just felt paranoid, you know. If you're under age get away
from me. Don’t ask me the time; you're going to get me in trouble.
A trivial experience like riding the subway had become fraught with danger.ieRegg
began to look at people differently, believing that they knew he was a sex offendler, a
feeling ashamed and vigilant. Reggie became acutely aware of himselaiioas with
young people and children. He was more alive to the situation, and more aware of
himself as someone marked as a dangerous “other.” He was conscious of hesstatus
outsider who did not truly, or officially, belong.
Although his family supported him and did not view him as dangerous, he felt
different about himself among them.
It didn’t change them. It just changed me. Like | said, it just made me very
paranoid thinking someone’s thinking something about me. If my family came to
visit and my niece was there. You know, she would run up to me... | would get
up and go in the bedroom. Because | felt like, don’t pick her up. What kind of
person are you? But they never felt like that about me.
The experience of being labeled literally made him doubt the “kind of person” he was,
and he re-framed his encounters in light of his own label, and modified his behavior
accordingly. Although he had asserted himself with the woman at the employme
agency who called him a “rapist”, her words stung him and made him question himself.
| already feel like paranoid and down about myself. Once she said that, you feel
like that [like a rapist]. It's just how I felt. | didn’t feel like | neededua r

outside and just grab someone and rape them. But | felt like, maybe | am [a
rapist]. I'm not even human anymore. Keep my head down.
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The label, expressed in the horrified words of the interviewer, took on so much power
over Reggie that he doubted that he was not in fact a rapist. This idea was so disturbing
to him that he doubted his own humanity and began to truly see himself as a dangerous
other. His orientation to the world was so altered that he felt he could not look up at it,
but must keep his head down in front of others (“l used to always have my head down
when | saw my probation officer.”). His physical posture reflected andnetonicated
the transformation in his sense of self from someone who belonged to the community to
someone who had transgressed against it.
d) Karl

Karl’s vision of his life altered greatly after being convicted aairing the
restrictions that would be imposed on him as part of his probation and his status as a
registered sex offender. His sense of future possibilities were tednaatl constrained,
and this was most evident in his imaginative projection of opportunities. He considered
all aspects of his life as dependent on the whims of his probation officer and his loss of
autonomy was a source of great anxiety. He viewed himself as marked and could not
take his freedom or his sense of belonging for granted. In his inner world hensseif hi
as an outsider within the community.

Living under the conditions of probation for two years reinforced Karl's
awareness of the insecurity of his future.

And after two years of adjusting to it and after a time of starting tzeeatill,

there could be a lot of policy changes that could really have a negativeceffe

me. And at any point my probation officer could, when | go in there to say look |

need to... see my parents for Christmas; they can say, “you can't traved.| A
wouldn’t be able to go.
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He could not fully adjust to his situation because he lived at the discretion of the PO.
This figure emerged in his narrative as a looming embodiment of the constantiatcerta
under which he lived. Any mundane contingency that might arise would have to be
addressed through the bureaucracy of the social control apparatus. This meaahyhat
things which Karl might consider would involve this apparatus. For instancekpiidi
concern about explaining surprise PO visits to his boyfriend, the idea of visiting his
parents was actually an imagined scenarios; it only existed in his mimthaliited his
present. Even though he had not been rejected yet, the possibility was expegenced a
real. For Karl, uncertainty about the future created a sense powertesademxiety.
His fears were focused on the arbitrary nature of decisions about events \whech w
important to him.

So if | write a letter to somebody [for permission to travel], who's to say tha

person’s just not going to be an asshole and look at my file and decide you’re

traveling a little more than you should? You know? You never know when

they’re just going to decide to be an ass to you. And you don’t have any recourse

for that.
The probation officer was presented as a character who could just “be an as<idad de
to make life difficult for Karl for no particular reason. Power and contral oweor and
major decisions in his life resided in the hands of agents of the social controltappara
and he felt he had few ways of directing the course of events in his life.

Karl was aware of his anxiety and did not want anxiety about the future to
overwhelm his present.

| try not to live in fear of what could happen. With the system or what laws could

change or how my freedoms could be even more restricted or because | realize my

probation could change at any time and I could be dealing with a whole new

probation officer that doesn’t know me... That could take a way a lot of my
freedoms and wait until | build up to them.

259



Karl asserted that he tried not to live with this fear, yet clearly #reofewhat could

happen in the future was very present to him. As we have seen, the system, embodied in
the PO loomed over him as an ever-present constraint over which he has no control. He
needed his PO to trust him, to view him “as a person” rather than a rap sheet. Starting a
square one with a new officer would require time and effort in establishiogitive

rapport all over again. It would require renewed efforts towards a sfidcess

performance of a trustworthy, non-deviant, identity.

Convicted sex offenders are knowledgeable about laws and policies that affect
them and others in their situation. They hear about changes through others in their
programs and through state agents. These pieces of information make indivisgadts ali
potentially more stigmatizing measures of social control. Karl kept sthvéthese
policies and reported on some of the more alarming possibilities.

But there are places that want sex offenders to have neon green licersse@late

that every body knows that that's a sex offender driving that car. 1 think it was

Ohio that was doing that. And if | had an ankle bracelet or some GPS, if all of a

sudden they decided | needed to have one of those because I'm a sex offender,

and | have to wear that around. That's something | would have to deal with in a

very different way. So those are things | realize are all possihilities
Knowledge about other laws creates fear, took on a reality in the preseinbrsjtua
regardless of whether they would ever actually impact Karl. The neen giates
represented a modern day scarlet letter intended to let everyone know a&sdertdf
status. Itis an imposed “stigma symbol” (Goffman, 1986, p. 92) that hovers over
experience as a frightening form of potential exposure of all sex offeindéies country.

Karl also knew offenders in program who had to wear tracking devices, andsexpres

that he felt so powerless regarding decisions affecting his freedontiginaatszing
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mechanisms of social control such as these felt real. His fears wdogaed by
members of the system who warned him that laws may become more everirgogstra
in the future.
And I try not to listen to the people who are like, it's only going to get worse for
you. The laws are going to get worse. A lot of people, my probation officer says
it; the therapist says it. They're like, it doesn’t look good
Thus the future was a landscape wherein he would be even more restricted and
controlled, and more indelibly marked as an outsider.
Karl voiced concerns that were similar to Reggie’s about being in public places
with children. Being labeled a sex offender and having to live with specific corlaf
his probation impacted Karl’'s thoughts in such a way that he could not take normal
routines for granted.
| realize I'm in situations, you know, | have to think twice. If I get in an eteyat
if there’s a kid in the elevator, | shouldn’t get in the elevator. | should wditdet
elevator go and then get in the next. Because technically I'm not supposed to be
alone with somebody that’'s under the age of 18.
Simply being in a building and needing to use the elevator could turn into a potential
violation of the terms of his probation. Having committed a crime against a,heor
was restricted to not being alone with anyone under the age of 18. And yet in the course
of daily life there are many innocuous situations where one cannot control tbe age
people one finds one with, such as, in this case, an elevator. This restrictionegeaerat
constant tension in routine life, and was another source of anxiety.
Karl was more alive to these situations because of the stigma he calield, w

affected his thought process to the point that he doubted his own normalcy.

The whole situation I'm in makes me think twice about a lot of things | would
never think twice about. And not in a good way. It makes me think twice when
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I’'m sitting on the subway and there’s this adorable little baby playing with he

mother and | -- we’re all naturally drawn to watch and think how cute and smile

and wave. And there’s that part of me that feels very self-conscious whee | smi

and wave, because oh, but if they knew | was a sex offender smiling and waving,

then that wouldn’t be so great.
Karl’s status as sex offender was always present in his mind, reframidgfinition of
the situation. Karl saw himself through the lens of his stigma, imagining hove othe
would define his behavior if they knew the discrediting information about him. He
described enjoying the common and seemingly harmless interaction thateadjse in
when they encounter babies. Yet friendly interaction with anyone under the age of 18,
particularly a very young person, was grounds for suspicion if the adult in question had
committed a sex offense against a minor. The same action assumed a loaded, perhaps
sinister, meaning. Connotations surrounding “pedophiles” entered the situation, and he
imagined that his action would be interpreted in light of those stereotypes.

Furthermore, here Karl was describing a particular consciousness -efteelivas
aware that people in the general public did not regard him on sight as a sex offender; t
saw him as a normal. He was simultaneously aware of how he was seen and how he
could be seen. His self-consciousness was in part related to his to his awairémess
fact that discrediting information about him existed, and reflected thenttdié was not
comfortable with managing this aspect of his personal identity. Thinking twice about
minor and routine interactions, Karl was never at ease, but always vigilasmitg aihis
stigma.

This awareness included fears about possibly and inadvertently incrirginatin

himself.
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Or if there’s a kid sitting next to me even with their mother, brushing up against
me and | think what if | my DNA gets on their clothes and then something
happened to them and then they found my DNA and then they said | did it. |
mean, those things go through my head. And I'm like, “why do | have to think
like that?” -- but it's because | know they have my DNA. At the same time |
know I'm not doing anything that that would be a problem. Like, just, | want to
make sure my trash is in the shoot and not left there. [These thoughts] pop into
my head. | don’t obsess over them, but they pop in and | have to be like, it's okay,
you’re just a person.

As a registered sex offender much information about Karl's personal ydémtiuding

his DNA and fingerprints, was on file and could be easily accessed dunmgatri

investigations of any crime. Because of this, he was more vulnerable tadelsations

and could more easily incriminate himself than someone who has never beengorocess

by the criminal justice system.

He tried to stop himself from this train of thought, but implied that the thoughts
have a life of their own (“they pop in”). In other words, the thoughts were part of his
internal landscape and he had to make active efforts to resist them. The faetdhat
his own thoughts as intrusive or problematic indicated a consciousness of how his status
as sex offender was affecting his inner-world. When he said he tries tortsdlhihat
he is “just a person”, he expressed the fact that he needed make effogthitossf as
normal and belonging to the social world. This was a new cognitive process, a
transformation in his internal processing of experience since his convicttanditated

a dialectical relationship between his sense of self as a stigohatizer and his sense of

self as a normal member of society.

*kkk
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Being convicted of a sex offense impacted offenders’ subjectivity in such a way
that many felt a pervasive sense of being exposed. They no longer had a &&tle, ta
for-granted sense of social identity, and had to make internal adjustments setiseirof
self in light of their new label. They were alive to the generalized otperteption of
sex offenders as dangerous pedophiles and some began to internalize this image,
doubting their own motivations and desires. For these men, particularly Reggiardnd K

mundane experiences were fraught with anxiety and self doubt.

VI. The Impact of Stigma: Loss of Objective and Subjective Social Bonds

The civil restrictions imposed upon sex offenders as conditions of probation and
parole created a sense of ontological insecurity in the daily lives ofggagsgpants; the
net impact was that they felt little reprieve from the consequences oflabaigd.
Undermining their personal autonomy, these restrictions reinforced the indsvishadlis
and social identity as sex offenders. Their sense of belonging to the commdritye &
ability to uphold a “normal” social identity was thus compromised. Because of their
status these men lived in various degrees of actual or imagined soeatbisdearing
rejection, harassment and excommunication. Their weekly routines, if not their dail
round, were circumscribed by probation requirements, and all lived within the
community under special circumstances and heightened levels of social control.

Probation and parole requirements strained the financial resources of sithime of
needier participants, while registration statutes and problems secomnhgyenent
negatively affected all of their possibilities for entering or remngisiecurely within the

middle class. Social status was further impacted by the fact that haHrtipe lost
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careers in which they had invested a good deal of their adult lives, and all faced
formidable difficulties finding any employment at all.

These conditions and severed bonds combined with the offender’s ability to see
himself through the eyes of mainstream society contributed to an intethaénse of
deviant selfhood. Furthermore, registration for decades following the period of
probation/parole ensures that the stigma of being a labeled sex offengearvaltie their
lives well into the future. These men lived with a keenly felt insecabitut the future
over which they could wield little control. In the following chapter, | explbeavtays in
which they resisted this definition of self and established strategiesexd asiormal

social identity.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: STRATEGIES TO ESTABLISH SOCIAL BONDS

In adjusting to life as labeled sex offenders, all the participants developed
strategies that enabled them to maintain a sense of social connection. Eautuhed e
significant damage to important social bonds as a result of their conviction. dfome
these consequences were largely irreparable, particularly those thaedvol
employment. Some of the damage was experienced deeply, manifestipgriemces
of anxiety and shame, and affecting their inner states and sense of selauseBec
connections to community are deeply tied to the experience the self, this loss could
negatively impinge on a sense of socially viable selfhood. The narratives ohclude
approaches for constructing their situation and orienting themselves to theih&be
resisted an acceptance or integration of their outsider status, in spite @spohach
seek to “exclude and banish” them (Simon, 2000). Living with stigma and managing a
discredited identity, participants strove to articulate their own normalieyngLwithin
the community at the same time that they have been labeled outsiders, thegerkeen
to maintain external and internal connections that could reinforce their sense of
belonging. In doing so they retained a sense of their own humanity.

In this chapter | identify several motifs employed in these sffort

(a) Participants asserted the primacy of a “real” self which theyrooted as
distinct from their official label as sex offenders. They ascribed athsrto this label,
but not to the person they knew themselves to be. All of the participants maintained
some relationships with significant people in their lives who continued to affisnself.

(b) Significantly, all the offenders to some degree voiced mainstream opinions

regarding sex offender policies. In so doing they aligned themselvethwidrger
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community at the same time that they differentiated themselves fromnmiatgitoutsiders;
they put forth the idea of the dangerous other, and asserted the existenceatétjusy
of person. However, they did not include themselves in that category, and used it to
contrast their own normality. Experiences in group therapy and encountesthat
sex offenders played a critical role in forming offenders’ sense of both their own
belonging to the community and the need protect society from the truly dangerous.

(c) The participants critiqued sex offender policies, arguing that theyvare
inclusive and ineffective. In this way they reasserted their allegiaitbh community
values and distanced themselves from the effects of labeling by participating
construction of threatening outsiders.

(d) Additionally, in expressing frustration with unjust and irrational criminal
justice policies and hopelessness about their futures, some of the men were able to
construct themselves as in some ways victimized by the processes of lalnelimysa

doing reaffirmed their normative identity.

|. The Real Self

For all the participants in the study the fact that family members stood by them
reinforced a social identity based on a sense of worthiness of social inclusioity Fa
members affirmed and validated a real self separate from the stigngddibel of sex
offenders and distinct from monstrous connotations. A number of the men used their
narratives to further assert an identity that was suppressed under theokéhigit label
as a convicted sex offender. They all expressed the sense that theyodrgugs’

(Tim), men who are liked and accepted by those who know them. They thus articulated

their social worthiness. That is, they constructed a self deserving ofiam;laad
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posited this self as their essential or true self. They invoked this idea iastdatthe
stigmatized but false self represented by their label. The label amdhiistations did
not reflect the real person, and some argued that if others could rectgniealtperson
in spite of these associations, they would be more at ease in the offendsstpre
Otherness was projected onto the label itself. The label was responsible fimgothe
them, not their own personal characteristics. In asserting this real or ausiedinthey
created narratives which cast themselves as essentially non-deviatiie Fast part
they posited themselves as authentically accessible, normal, creditsapéstable and,
importantly, non-dangerous.
a) Karl
Karl constructed a real self that was worthy of inclusion. This self wasply
creditable, and was expressed through his insistence that if people knew him — as
opposed to his label — they would accept him and his presence in their community.
Elaborating his opinions about “the angry villagers” he explained,
The frustrating thing for me is they don’t know me. If they would just take a
second to meet me and ask me questions that they need to ask. Ask me questions
about what happened, and hear me be able to talk about it and then if they would
know everything that | have gone through in order to get to where | am now, then,
they probably wouldn’t have had an issue with it at all.
Karl did not see his sex offense as a separate self in the way Terry didd, Hevadever,
see his offenses as part of an explainable self. Karl maintained that if peaoldnise
construction of the offense and knew the specific nature of his relationship with the
student, they would see him as he saw himself: “just a person” and thus fully human and

not monstrous. The sex offense conviction did not threaten Karl's sense of his own

normalcy, and he saw himself as completely non-deviant. Yet in order for others to see
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this normal and worthy self they would have to interact with him. It was throughdac
face interaction that Karl believed he could establish a legitimate, neait¢hing social
identity.

Karl continually asserted the basic creditability of his self. In omlbetseen, it
would need to be allowed to interact. It must be given a chance to actively work at
impression management to reveal the true self. For Karl impression mamgess an
opportunity to reveal the credibility that was spoiled by his status as sedeffe

Karl explained that the label invoked a particular type of offender that waas ver
different from himself. The label was associated with threats to ehijlerhich Karl
asserted created an unwarranted fear of him.

The people that were trying to drive me out... they didn’t know me. You know,

they just saw that I'm a sex offender. So they don’t want me there. But it’s like,

you don’t know me. I’'m not interested in children. At all.
Again, knowledge of the circumstances around the offense could have offset tmgspoili
of his identity. To “know” Karl would be to understand that did not conform to the
stereotype of a sex offender. He was not a pedophile. He was not a threat to their
community. He was an understandable, accessible and safe person.

Karl asserted that the people who knew him, such as his employers, recognized
that he was truly a valued member of the community.

And [my boss] was just, you know, astounded, because these people, they didn’t

know me; they didn’t know how much I'd done for the [organization] in the

past... But every single one of the board members wrote recommendations for me

that are now in my file with my probation officer. And they all know... | had

already established myself with them.

He invoked past accomplishments and contributions to emphasize the support he received

from people who knew the real Karl. He asserted the legitimacy of hisatrititby
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referring to recommendations which are now part of his official records, dr wha
Goffman refers to as one’s “dossier” (Goffman, 1986, p. 57). In this way Kartexsse
that he wafficially worthy of inclusion in the community.
Karl distanced his self from the stigma of being a sex offender bymngfies
internalize the label. Instead he constructed it as an external impositionidentity.
It's a label put on to me by our justice system. It's not a label that | igemntif.
Because | don’t think it's in my best interest and my well-being to labsélng
sex offender. What other people choose to label me is one thing, and what |
identify with | think is totally different. Because | think people respond to those
labels when they take them on for themselves. And, that's not who, what | choose
to identify with.
In his narrative Karl's self definition overrode his stigma. He presentedfomsal to
self-label as a choice he was capable of making. Resistance to tted défimition of
the situation was posited as an available option. Distancing himself from hizedscri
deviant role, he asserted his ability to make choices about his own identity. Thraugh thi
role distance he constructed a self that truly belonged in the community, even if the
community itself did not recognize his social worthiness. Furthermore, hejgesee
idea that internalizing the deviant label would reinforce external sot¢rak@sation. In
his worldview there existed a dynamic between self and others, and an ideualityhot
simply be imposed by others — it needed be accepted as well.
b) Reggie
Reggie found the experience of being labeled a sex offender deeply shattering t
his sense of self. This manifested in what he described as “depression.”rHgsletido
“paranocia” and “doubt”. His way of overcoming the stigma of the label involved

reasserting his real self, a process which he described as a returnimgstdae, as we

have seen, after his arrest he initially felt like he was a “monster” liwisen watching
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television programs on sex offenders. Over time, however, this experience besame
upsetting for him.

Well, right now after two years it doesn’t bother me so much becauseylgeall
back in contact withvho | am

It took Reggie two years to see himself as a person separate from tharldidee

described this as returning to the self-image he maintained prior to conviction. Who he
really was had gotten lost in the aftermath of the conviction, but that reedselined

intact, there for him to get back into contact with.

For Reggie, “getting back in touch wit¥ého | ami, meant reasserting his sexual
identity as someone attracted to (consenting) adults. As discussed in the previous
chapter, his conviction led him to doubt the nature of his sexuality. He had become
uncomfortable around young girls as a result of the label. But over timeeReggjiable
to assure himself that “who | am” is someone that is not interested in theghidren.

He stated that “getting back in touch” meant “Knowing | don’t like young giis.not
attracted to younger children at all.” He asserted a number of timeseahatidhent with
the minor for which he was accused was not part of a pattern of behavior (not a
“problem”), and that “getting back in contact” with himself involved reminding hiimse
that

I've never been in a chat room. | don’t log on to my computer and look for

children’s porn or anything with a young child in it. Like, even when my nieces

would come by, | was never like, let me give them a bath. It just wasn't in me.
He asserted that he never had a sexual interest in children or any particokityc
about their bodies. There was no history, no recurring pattern of desire or behavior that

he could identify with or incorporate into his personality. It just wasn't “in” himhwas
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not part of his real self. Reminding himself of this fact allowed him to réssdlf-
stigmatization attendant with his label. He continued to assert:
My wife is only a year younger than me. So there’s never been a thing with me
with younger women. I've only dated older women, actually.
Recalling his past romantic relationships allowed him to reassure himsethé real
Reggie did not fit the stereotype of a sex offender and that his sexuality vaas in f
directed toward female age-mates.
Reggie’s probation officer helped him come to understand that he did not
necessarily need to be ashamed of himself.
| used to always have my head down when | saw my probation officer and she
used to ask me, why do | have my head down? And | told her that | feel
embarrassed for what | did. It's very embarrassing and very hard, and she’s
always telling me “don’t put your head down, put your head up.” Once she said
that it maybe put me back.
As we have seen, the weight of the negative sanction against his behaviot g@s fel
deeply that it affected how Reggie carried his physical person. His shameandest
in his presentation of self. It was the words of another person — one that knew what he
had done -- that allowed him to begin to see himself as the same person he veathbefor
conviction. Perhaps because his probation officer, who was aware of his actions, was
able to see him as someone deserving dignity, he could begin to see himself in a more
positive light through the eyes of another. Recognizing that other members of the
community saw him as deserving of dignity enabled him to restructure hisaited
version of himself as worthy of belonging.

Part of reclaiming his sense of his true self meant using his new exgsres

opportunities to “better” himself, something which Reggie proclaimed he alstegve
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for. He asserted that although he did not need group therapy in order to prevent him from
committing another sex offense (which he stated would never happen again), the
experience was still valuable.

Honestly, | can’t use this as a negative because I'm learning a lot. Artsthe

lot of things with this criteria that | didn’t even know. Like there’s a lot afghi

you may say online — like | used to go online and play poker. There’s a lot of
things you’re not supposed to say online to another person, like inviting someone
to your private parts, telling them to kiss this when you’re having an argument.
You really don’t know who you’re speaking to, who's on the other end.

Reggie looked to his group to educate him on appropriate conduct on the internet and
conceived of any new information as useful knowledge. He claimed “there’s always
knowledge to know.” He absorbed the new material earnestly and modified his behavior
accordingly. Using the experience to improve himself and learn more dllReggie to
resist the negative impact of his label.

In addition, Reggie used his experiences to reinforce his role as fath&y, and
provide his children with important life lessons.

Also, my 18 year old and 17 year old know what happened. So | also explained
every time | go to my group | basically explain to them what I'm gtiimgugh so

they don’t go down that road... basically get on the computer saying the wrong
thing in a chat room. That'll get you in trouble. My 18 year old, you know, if he’s
in a chat room and there’s a girl with a three year age difference... andkie’s li
saying the wrong things.... It's going to get himself in trouble. So | s&ghwa

what you say online, don’t click on any websites, ask a girl her age, meet her
parents, don't be so fast. And they respond. We sat there and we watched, like |
have them sit there and watichck Upwhich comes on CNBC and shows you
different jails, San Quentin and Kentucky, New York, these are places you do not
want to be. Then we also watch Dateline, to Catch a Predator, to show them,
playing online, this is what will happen. And they take it all in. The entire time
they probably won’t even blink, in amazement. And | say one slip up and that's
it.
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Reggie took his difficult experiences as a registered sex offender whgonastveekly
meetings as a potential learning experience not only for himself, but feorssas well,
and this ordeal became an opportunity for him to improve himself, assert his role as
father, and provide what he considered important life lessons to his children.
c) Aaron
Aaron emphasized the consensual aspect of his offense against the 16-year old
girl with whom he had the brief affair. As we saw in Chapter 4, he insisted that had he
known her real age, he would not have gotten involved with her. In highlighting the fact
that he did not know that she was a minor, Aaron asserted an aspect of self which was
constructed around the idea of whatwald havedone had he known.
Had | known the young lady — the young girl — was sixteen years old, | would not
have participated in anything. ‘Cause there’s nothing that someone of that age
could do for me... Sixteen, | wouldn’t do that.
He declared that had he known the reality of the situation, he would have been able to act
according to his true self. The event that took place was “a mistake” in thash& w
able to behave as he truly would have had he known. He acted falsely because he was
operating under the conditions of false information.
Aaron asserted that the bonds he was able to maintain with family and friends
were based on his real self.
People who know me know that that’'s not my character. They know that that’s
not who | am. A mistake happened. You know. A mistake happened. Those
who know me are supportive to that.
Thus, his real self was affirmed by those around him who did not alter their view of him

once they had discrediting information. In fact, they supported him in discretiéing t

validity of the information itself. Being a “mistake”, the offense was not atlie of his
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character. He further elaborated that he had “no history” of any kind of sexual
misconduct, attraction to children, or incestuous relationships and asserted “thatis not
makeup”. Not only was what he did a one time act that was based on misinformation, but
he is not a person that would commit sex crimes which he considered serious.
In a manner similar to the way that Reggie distinguished a “mistake” from a
“problem,” Aaron distinguished a “mistake” from “rape,” an action he assdratdhis
true self would never commit.
When people hear the [charge], the read R-A-P-E... You know what I'm saying?
But the people that know me know that that's not my character, that's not me. |
would not, | would not willingly put myself into a position to force myself on
someone, to encourage someone to do somefhirag's not me If | knew that
person was too young, | would not engage myself. So my people who know me,
like my family, and my kids, my friends, like my true honest friends. They know
this was a mistake.
Aaron articulated that who he really is is absolutely not a rapist. The fudrals
supported this view are “true” friends, friends who recognized and reaffirradifi
self. He believed that the friends who were “distant” were not responding eahgelf.
Instead, they reconstructed their image of him through the lens of his label, disgredi
him and reinforcing the stigma of the sex offense conviction.
d) Raoul
For Raoul, the real self was articulated through recourse to his masculinigy ident
which he contrasted to his status as sex offender: “I'm a sex offender, righ{uBut
know what, before | was a sex offender | was a father, a brother, an uncle, ldeson.”
invoked these kinship roles to mitigate his deviant status and distance himself from the

label. He was highly identified with these roles which enabled him to see hasself

belonging within the larger social framework or community. The male kinship role
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stood in stark contrast to the outsider status enforced on sex offenders through public

policy, cultural stereotypes and media hyperbole. Traditional masculioiided a

buttress against an internalized deviant identity and allowed him to constoetaléys

viable selfhood deserving of recognition.
In addition to articulating his real self in terms of his familial roles, Rassérted

a real self based on lines he would not cross. Raoul stated that he was origarghy ch

with rape — sexual assault. However, like Aaron, he was very clear that hisoviavas

not legally rape. He resisted the original label his act was given.
| didn’t rape nobody. But they also took my stepdaughter to the hospital and they
did all kinds of exams and they came back with the results and actually they had
to reduce the charge and they gave me a lewd act... Her hymen, all that interna
stuff, was intact, so how could you do sexual battery rape?

The definition of the situation was very important to him, as rape represented zali

he would not cross. It was important that the listener understand that the offemss was

physically invasive, and that there was a significant boundary that he did no¢.vidiat

associated this boundary with his principles.
And just my reasoning, my logic, my family orientated values that | had.
Although I was out of control, | still had some principles... | still had some things
that | would not do. This was one of the things that | wouldn’t do was have sex
with one of my kids...l wouldn’t have sex with [my step-kids]...But | can
honestly say that | wouldn’t have tried to have sex with her or penetratehber, y
know, me get nude and try to have sex with her. That’'s one of the things that | say
| would never have done.

Sex with one of the children he cared for would violate his “family-oriented values” —

what he did not do is just as important in his construction of the offense as what he did

do, because it enabled him to demarcate boundaries of the self and assert an identity

e) Terry
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Terry’s articulation of his real self was particularly complex, asviblved the
construction of a dual existence. For Terry, relegating his sex offensesamplétely
separate life”, allowed him to affirm a normative identity. The boundary txeesto
demarcate between deviance and normalcy helped him carve out a legitimalte soci
identity while disavowing the deviant behavior. His offenses existed witindwn
separate realm, and did not affect his interaction with people in his other, légitima
social world (“they don’t affect my relationships... or anything”). He couldegres
socially acceptable and “normal” self in the majority of his interactiotts ethers.

However, at the same time that he constructed the acceptable self as thig real s
he also presented this self as tenuous and contingent.

Until it hit the papers, no one, completely no one, knew about it, including family.
And, uh, so you could pursue your life normady,if you were a normal person

Although he felt able to maintain the duality between the two realms, his nukesigty

— that is, the primary social self which maintained his bond to the community — was
based on concealing crucial fact®\s'if’ he were normal signifies a falsehood, a
misrecognition. He did not posit his normalcy as unequivocally authentic; instead he
described his ability to effectively engage in impression management arfielctovefy
present an intended version of self. Because of his discreditable status, hisgreréorm
was always dependent on his ability to keep his deviant behavior private.

As long as his secret remained hidden, his deviance did not separate him from the
community, and to some extent he was able to maintain an internal sense of his own
normalcy.

| considered myself a normal person. | didn’t consider myself a normal person,

but | considered myself someone who was acting normal, who was able to
conform to society’s demands.

277



The narrative swings back and forth between a genuine normalcy and a contingent,
performative one. He could not definitively affirm the public social identity as
completely separate from his deviant behavi®eingnormal and merelgctingnormal
became confused. He defined a normal person as “someone who conforms to society’s
demands”, and was capable of doing so virtually all realms of his life. Yet hantlevi
behavior prevented him from fully identifying with the performance. He claimed dual
identities, and attempted to ascribe authentic primacy to the performative oweyvéH,
his commitment to the performative one was undermined by the other life wherei
engaged in deviant acts, and he expressed a sense that the deviant behavioekpresent
the true self that needed to be masked by the performance.

In contrast, at other times in his narrative, the conformingrsedthe real self.
He asserted that once the community learned of his crimes: “They didn’t Seewi®
| am They saw me for that separate life.” Here whavhswas really the normal law
abiding citizen who participated in church activities and played on community sports
teams. The deviant self is the false self. The people who “shunned” him were ghunnin
the wrong person. They mis-identified him. Once they did so, the deviant label
subsumed his prior social identity and became a master identity. Howeverthehil
community may have revised its impression of him, he maintained that wasessiirhe
person, the one who is worthy of inclusion and who belongs in society.

In explaining his history of not “always feeling normal”, Terry dsedli
generalized deviant behavior to another person within him.

| had a temper and lashed out at my brother and sister, but | was always so loving,
they realized that wasn’t me, that was someone else lashing out.
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It is worth nothing that while his “temper” may refer to unsocial, difficultigpleasant
behavior, lashing out on occasion is not generally “deviant” in the sense that sexual
misconduct and offenses are. In most circumstances lashing out verbally isnmadlcri
Rather, it is a less formally negatively sanctioned form of socially unaditegiehavior
that is tolerated to different degrees in various social settings. Yetdisanyowed not
only his sexually deviant activities but his anger and aggression towards others.
Significantly, these are impulses which, like sexual offending, have pdtemtiamage
social connections. Terry constructed the self that acts in ways thagthseatal bonds
as the one that is relegated to the unreal. The deviance was performed by “someone
else” The behavior that didn’t fit his sense of who he “always” was got cordoned off.

On the other hand, he iterated a real self that was “loving” and benevolently
social. He continued: “Overall I'm just a very honest and caring person and a good
listener and sensitive.” The true self was presented not only as not socialtgning,
but as particularly mild and in possession of constructive sociable traits.

In the construction of his real self, Terry seemed to conflate normalcy and
goodness. | observed that the characteristics he listed reflected a twsidmakieal
person that stood in stark contrast to the clinical picture of the typical sex offdfate
example, where Terry affirmed his honesty, clinicians assert that ssxdeft are
manipulative and highly invested in self-serving cognitive distortions (Mé#ret al.,
1999, p. 59) Terry cared about others, whereas sex offenders are believed to have
considerable empathy deficits (ibid., p. 62). Terry stated that he was sensiti®egyaod
listener, but typical sex offenders are often unaware of others’ feelinggtand

minimize their own impact on the(bid., p. 80). Terry’s narrative strategy was to
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affirm the good self, rather than a complex self. He thus cast hims@foagimg to the
community by establishing an ideal identity worthy of inclusion, unthreatening, and

capable of connecting to others.

Il. The Dangerous Other

All the men constructed an image of the dangerous other — the type of person that
is an actual and concerning threat to the community -- someone who inflicts gneat har
and is deserving of punishment and severe methods of social control, someone for whom
the stigma of a sex offense conviction is appropriate. They constructed thisatroker
to demarcate themselves as safe. Through this construction they dtivaneallegiance
to the dominant community by asserting the legitimacy of the community’s concern
about the threat and the reasonableness of taking action to protect itsetf fiidra i
dangerous other was characterized as particularly threatening to chiltterffenders
upheld the mainstream sentiment that children deserve special protection. Tér®uasng
other was characterized as well as one who commits heinous crimes — crimeiHfor
all sex offenders bear the stigma. Finally, some participants alignedehes as
supporters of popular or populist zero-tolerance policies towards this mandoey; f
asserting their ideological commitment to mainstream values reggyobtecting

children from dangerous predators.

a) protecting children
All the participants articulated some belief about the special nateteldfen
and supported the idea that they need special protection. Child abuse is what Katherine

Beckett has described as a “valence issue” — a topic which is “seen asarfnom
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contestation.” She points to the fact, for example, that no “pro child abuse” lobby can
exist in the current cultural climate (Beckett, 1996, p. 96). The sex offendbrs atudy
shared mainstream indignation about violations against children. They particularly
expressed indignation at the idea of sexually abusing children, and in this way gubo
sentiments of the current cultural milieu in which fears about child molestezs ha
increased. In articulating their belief in the sanctity of the childethesn distanced
themselves from such truly dangerous others and asserted their rightful phacehe
community.

When Tim expressed his intolerance for sex offenders, he explained,

I've got three nephews of my own. And | got a lot of second cousins that are
young.

Constructing himself as someone woven into the social fabric through kinship ties, he
claimed that relations with children particularly sensitized him to the medthfsh

policies regarding sex offenders. He then articulated his idea of a ‘icktypgrson,
invoking one of his uncles.

He’s got a sick, twisted mind. Cause he had done things in his past. Some of my
aunts, he had raped them when they were young.

Here he described the real dangerous other as one who engages in incest and rapes
children. The “sick, twisted mind” is indicative of a true deviant.

Similarly, when Raoul asserted his status as a grandfather, he invoked hig kinshi
relationships to affirm his alliance with mainstream community values.

Children are the future. Children are innocent. | mean, you know, | love
children. | have four grandchildren now.

Not only did he express popular sentiments regarding the innocence and social

importance of children, indicating that he thought and felt like most membersetysoc
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Raoul also asserted that he particularly loved children. In this way he dostanself
from the construction of the dangerous other, while positing himself positively as a
protector and care-giver.
Raoul encountered other sex offenders in group therapy from whose acts he
distanced himself because of, among other things, the ages of their victims.
Because everyone in the group is a convicted felon, sex offender. Somebody
might have done something that was more severe, more worse than you. Raped
an 11-year-old or had sex... Even convicted sex offenders look down on each
other too.
Group is an environment where sex offenders can evaluate each other and thetiveespe
crimes, and they begin to develop a hierarchy of deviance. The real deviant he pointed t
was one who commits forcible intercourse on a child. Force, penetration, and tfie age
the victim were factors in his construction of the dangerous other. Sex offenders, he
argued, do not fully accept their label, but look at each other and critically assess w
worthy of stigma and who, in contrast, is less deviant and implicitly moréayvof
inclusion in normative society. Some sex offenders, he asserted, share treystaoe
of this larger society, implying that they are more worthy of social iramhusecause they
in fact shared mainstream values.
Terry also maintained that children need special protection and that this should
manifest itself in different forms of social control for those who offend agtiast.
| really do believe there should be different policies [for people who offend
against minors]. 1truly believe it's easier to influence a minor. Theynem

susceptible to what happens when they're young. It's how you think of yourself
when you get older; it's how you grow up.
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He explained that children are more seriously harmed from sex offenses, that the
consequences of an offense on a minor is greater than one perpetrated against an adult.
Because of the degree of harm these offenders should be more severetypedncti
Reggie argued that in today’s society children are more vulnerable toestrang
| think now in this generation we put too much responsibility on our children.
They don’t even teach the concept of don'’t talk to strangers. | see a lot of kids on
the street now, maybe eight years old, going home by themselves from school.
And kids don’t know, “oh, I'm a good friend of your mom’s, I'll drop you off...”
They see a nice fancy car, they see jewelry. And even the kids that play
basketball in the park, you know, “Let me show you a move” or whatever, “put
you on my basketball team; oh, you like Michael Jordan?” The kids go right up to
them... So | feel [Megan’s Law] is definitely a good law.
He articulated a belief that children need special protection, and that pogentiall
dangerous adults may prey on their particular vulnerabilities and naiveté. Megan’s
was presented as a valuable policy because it was seen as offering helpérwsed
children that bear undo responsibility for judging the safety of strangersunRably
Megan’s Law would allow parents to alert their children to the presence ofrdaage

others in the community and the children would then be less likely to “go right up to

them.”

b. heinous crimes and the truly sick

In addition to casting the offender against children as the dangerous other, all
participants in the study at some point enumerated the types of heinous acts and
dangerous criminals who share their stigma but who, unlike themselves, really are
deserving of social excommunication. In addition to citing his “sick” uncle, Tim
expressed resentment about being grouped in treatment settings with those who have

committed worse acts than he had.
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And we have people in my group that have different sexual offense. Let’s say for
instance, for computer internet sting operations, rape of a minor, sexual contact
with a minor, and family members in sexual contexts. And then you have man to
man action with an older man and young boy. You know, giving oral pleasures
and all that. | hear that kind of sick stuff.
As someone who was involved in a “sting operation” where there was no physieaitcont
or actual victim, Tim argued that he did not belong among people who have committed
these more dangerous and harmful acts. He defined the “sick stuff” as foapéle
sexual contact with a minor, incest, and male homosexual activity.

Karl also found himself in group therapy with people he considered more
legitimately threatening to society. The experience was initidiligalit for him and he
explicitly distanced himself from the dangerous others.

| had a hard time when | started in this group, in my group therapy. Because |

was like, “wow... this is not where | belong, like, why am | am in this group?”

These are rapists and pedophiles, and there were people that murdered their

baby’s mama and then had sex with their corpse. | remember hearing these

stories, and I'm sitting here going, like, “wow, what am | doing here?d1 ha
consensual sex with a fourteen year old and it was not even sex and then it never
happened again. I've never done anything like that in my life. And now, well
especially now, would never imagine doing that again. But | felt like | was not in

a place where | should have been. | thought, “oh those are the sex offenders: the

rapists and the pedophiles and the child pornography people. Those are the people

that are the danger to society, not me.”
Rape and pedophilia, child pornography and necrophilia: these are the crimes Karl
identified as the real dangers, and those that perpetrate these actpaopthd¢or whom
sex offender policies should apply. He argued that his encounter with the studeant was f
removed from those acts. Asserting that his situation was consensual, hteththat
force is a necessary element of heinousness. Asserting that his victiouvwtasn, he
indicated that teenagers are less vulnerable victims than younger childremgAtaat it

“was not even sex”, he made a qualitative distinction between intercourse asexoral
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where intercourse constitutes a more serious violation. Reiterating that inbdppee,
he further distinguished between a pattern of behavior and an isolated incident, the
former being more threatening to society. Because his acts involved congipilats
harm, he did not belong in the same category as the real offenders. In diegpéneat
true deviants he established himself as safe and worthy of social inclusion.

Invoking “the sexual predator,” Karl argued that the level of social controbke w
under was not necessary in his situation, but that there are people for whom tlwdt leve
surveillance of appropriate. He argued that

| also didn’t seek out; I'm not a predator. And I think there are predators. There

are sexual predators. And | think that is something that is very different. And |

think people that do go and seek out victims and victimize people and prey on

people might need a little more monitoring because of the nature of what they did.
Karl reinforced the validity of the now commonly used tepretlatof’, defining it in
terms of intentionality. People who plan crimes, who are on the look out for potential
victims, and who “prey” on them, are the real danger. Employing vernaculaagidahe
offender in animalistic terms, Karl relied on stereotypical assoomtnd popular fears
to align himself with community values and delineate himself as safe.

Karl contrasted his own situation with the predator/innocent prey scenario,
arguing that he was not looking for sex and the victim was not wholly innocent.

If | was looking for a student to have sex with, because | really needed to have

sex, and | really needed some deviant behavior in my life, and was looking for

okay, who can | pick out of my class that | can do this with? That is a very
different mindset than someone who keeps coming up to me and flirting with me
and establishing a relationship. To me they're very different mentadlyteey’re

two types of individuals and those two types of crimes would be very different
people.

285



Karl constructed these two mirror-like scenarios, with actors in the sgerena
relationship to each other respectively. While the alternative scenarichevasterized
by structural similarities to his own actual situation, the motives of tioesawere
different. The significance for Karl lay within the differing motivebeTreal dangerous
other has a sexual agenda and is “looking” for a victim. However, if anyone had an
agenda in Karl's construction of the offense, it was the student. In this way, Karl
demarcated the dangerous other as someone who may commit the same act, but does so
consciously with possibly harmful intentions. The dangerous other he construsted wa
also presented as having compulsions that drive his behavior. someone who “really
needed some deviant behavior in my life.” Importantly, this other is cast olvasya “
different” person from Karl.
As we have seen, the concept of the “mistake” was a recurring motiéfmidR
Explaining the difference between himself and someone who his “sick,” Reggrt oali
his distinction between a “mistake” and a “problem.” He argued that what he dal was
mistake — he knew it was wrong and he stopped. Speaking of people in group, Reggie
said
Some of them | know when they speak, use the word “mistake”. And | don’t see
it as a mistake; | see it as a problem. Because a mistake is, if thgoriag girl
and you may touch her in the wrong manner, then you made a mistake. But if you
sit there and you log on to a computer, and you’ve been chatting for a month, two
months, that’s not a mistake you’re making.
He emphasized the prolonged contact and the agency on the part of the person with a
“problem”, and presented the mistake as something that more or less just happened.

Explaining his notion of people with problems he described other people in his group

therapy who had lengthy email or chat room exchanges with people who disbiatsed t
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they were fourteen. He argued that this was “a problem” and that one way of

determining the extent of the problem is “If a child is young enough to be yddy ttlen

| feel it's a problem.” — and a problem signified a legitimate danger. Hisraotisn of

the danger rested on the extent of the age difference between the sexsahadton a

construction of a child. These motifs allowed Reggie to demarcate the dangerous other
The most severe form of a problem for Reggie involved a contact crime with a

biological child.
Well, a lot of guys in the group have the internet crimes. Only a couple of us,
maybe three or four of us, have contact crimes. You know, one guy that was in
the group, the contact crime was with his own daughter. | feel like he’s kind of
sick. Because he was convicted of a crime, and then he had a violation for the
same thing. Now she’s older, she’s twelve. He said they were gettingfoeady
church, and he was like, “before we leave can you please show me your breasts.”
So | feel like he really has a problem. He has a bad problem... for your daughter!
Your biological daughter! ... He should have been incarcerated, no probation, not
programs. Because he has a problem... He has an attraction to very young girls,
to his own daughter.

He emphasized the repeated nature of the violation, the fact that it was ingestaous

the fact that the girl was so young. Repeated, incestuous contact crimgsuwig

victims constituted a “very bad problem”. Distinguishing this type of dangelsiak”

behavior from his own “mistake”, Reggie argued that this dangerous other is someone

from whom society needs protection. He asserted that this type of person should be

incarcerated, his bonds from society should be completely severed. He imgliad tha

this case the punishment was not severe enough for the crime.
Aaron also identified incestuous transgressions as the worst type of sex crime

and, as we have seen, also distinguished them from the “mistake” he made in

unknowingly having sex with a minor. Like others in the study, Aaron referred to
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situations he learned about in his group as examples of people who had committed worse
acts, “much worse”
They sit there and they say, “I'm here because | had sex with my nielcenwit
nephew, and they were eleven years old”...I'm sitting next to people that talk
about they're molesting young boys.
Aaron presented these cases in order to contrast his own act with theirs, and edphasiz
that he couldn’t “relate” to what they had done. He stated that he had “no identification”
with their actions because they were so far removed from anything he had donedor woul
consider doing. Articulating his inability to relate to this type of offendarpA
affirmed his difference from people that are truly dangerous to society.
In the previous chapter we saw that Raoul invoked media images of offenders to
explain his sense of stigma. He also did so to distinguish himself from activs tiorea
the community.
| was reading on the Internet the other day that sex offenders are likelgrid of
like a 117 kids. I'm like, yeah right. That's a damn lie. That’s a sick person. |
know I'm not sick... because | have a conscience.
As we have seen, Raoul argued that his offense was an “isolated incident’staantra
that with a pattern of behavior. The repeat offender, with alarmingly higbergrof
victims, is not typical of sex offenders in general, nor does he have anyttaaghmon
with Raoul. Such a person may exist, but he would be an exception. He asserted that
they are true deviants, “sick”, but in presenting such a person, he confideimheédfhis
own normalcy and mental health. Raoul knew he was not sick.
Defining sickness, Raoul invoked the concept “conscience”. He further

elaborated its significance and its relationship to social danger.

Sickness is a person that repeatedly offends without regard to other people’s
feelings, or consequences... A person with a sickness would do something and try
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to justify it, rationalize it, by, think and want to believe that it was okay in his
mind.

Here the word “repeatedly” again iterated Raoul’s significantrdistin between isolated
incidents and patterns of behavior. Raoul asserted his moral compass as he presented a
theory about the relationship between conscience and deviance. Defining himself in
opposition to the sick, he articulated his own regard for others’ feelings andthe fa
does not justify the infliction of harm. An important distinction for Raoul was that
between what a persaiid and how a persadielt about what he did. While the deviant
other is self-righteous, uncaring and self-justified, Raoul presented hasselcognizing
his offense as a moral lapse: “| mean | know | was wrong.” He qualifiedtdtiement
by comparing what he did to what a truly dangerous person might have done.
But you know what? Thank god | didn’t go further. | could have gone further,
meaning having sex with her and really violating her. | mean, I did violate her,
but, taking pictures of her private parts it's a violation, okay?... But, I've been
around guys that have actually done... If | compare it, it's actually nothing t
what they’ve done. I'm not trying to minimize, because | know | was wrong.
He expressed the belief that there are gradations of harm, and that hisamildrise
constructed in light of more heinous ones. That he did not have intercourse with his
victim mitigated the extent of his deviance and this fact was used in the ctostard
delineation of the true deviant and dangerous other.
Providing another example of someone who poses a true threat to society, Raoul
stated:
| was reading a case of a guy who had AIDS and raped three kids. To me, that

guy, they should give him the chair. ‘Cause he just ruined three lives. And he
knew he had it and he still did it.
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He described someone who committed multiple crimes (part of a pattern of bghavior
whose victims were children, and whose actions involved force and intercourse. In
addition, that this man had AIDS meant that he potentially transmitted a deadlsedise
(“he passed a death sentence”), and that his actions might therefore havesatan gr
consequences and he might have inflicted greater harm on his victims becauséte mig
have transmitted his AIDS. For Raoul, this was the dangerous other par excellence
against whom he could construct his own normative identity.

Stating that “they should give him the chair,” Raoul espoused populist zero-
tolerance punitive methods. In so doing, Raoul aligned himself with the mainstream i
opposition to the dangerous sex offender. He reinforced this point, asserting “that for
certain crimes” the death penalty “is mandated.” He believed thatyssbieuld
absolutely not tolerate certain heinous threats, and that in cases of true denger, t
ultimate form of social exclusion is appropriate.

Also aligning himself with populist punitiveness, Tim discussed what people in
his neighborhood think of sex offenders.

Some others say they should be taken out back and shot... People don't like the

idea that sex offenders are walking free. And | actually agree with them... |

would feel the same way.
Articulating the same intolerance towards sex offenders that he attributex t
community, Tim asserted his membership within that community. In agreeingehat t
are those who should not be “walking free”, he reaffirmed his own sense of deserving

participate unencumbered in mundane community life like any other member.

I1l. Critiguing Policies
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All the sex offenders interviewed articulated a need to protect society from
dangerous sex offenders that truly threaten society. However, they atspettiturrent
policies for being irrational and casting too wide a net. They qualified theimgea
attached to their official social label through a critique of the labelingggs. In this
way they managed their outsider status by intellectually engaging widy.pol

As indicated in the discussion of the dangerous other, these men took issue with
the fact that a variety of offenses tended to get grouped under the saméerniauklition,
people outside the criminal justice system, that is, “normals,” tend to sest¢lgeny as
indicating simply the worst and most dangerous of those types of offenders. Thus, in
articulating a need for policies to encompass more nuanced categories and @atsishm
than currently exist, offenders still aligned themselves with those who do threk the
should be laws in place for sex offenders. They were able to speak as knowledgeable
agents, specially privileged in this sense because of their label. They adidnessays
the current system is unfair, creates undue stress for offenders, and tgergtizes
those who do not conform to the stereotypical predatory menace.

Although Terry believed that he was the type of offender from whom salnety
need protection, he argued that current policies are overly inclusive. He pidsente
theory from the position of someone more knowledgeable than the lay person, locating
himself within professional discourse through the use of facts and geneyakza
espoused by the “own”(Goffman, 1986, p. 19)

| am one of the people who probably should be under Megan’s Law to some

extent. It goes over and above what it needs to for me and most sex offenders,

I’'m sure. But 99 out of 100 people who are in group therapy with me, both this

group and my previous group, were sex offenders and should not have been under

Megan’s Law. Ninety-nine percent did not have crimes against minors or hands-
on crimes. They attempted to meet a minor or, um, watched pornography on the
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Internet. Instead of actual hands on crime... It's a real fallacy, as fanaw,

that people who watch pornography on the Internet or TV are going to have a

hands-on crime. It just doesn’t happen very often. Same thing with people who

molested a family member. It just doesn’t happen that the public is in danger.

And they're still under Megan’s Law although they shouldn’t be.
Unlike those who asserted that they are in group therapy with people more dangerous
than themselves, Terry argued that most of the people he meets in groaipEsent a
danger to society. Although he stipulated that the degree to which he himself was
monitored is extreme, he also viewed himself as in need of extra supervision anedbelie
that it was reasonable for particular laws to apply to him. However, he argube that
a-typical. Mostoffenders have not committed acts that have caused harm or would
conform to stereotypical sex crimes. Speaking with a sense of authority d@mgpos
statistics, he indicated that many offenders he encountered have not had pbhpsaca
with a victim or inflicted harm. Furthermore, he stated that their behaviorikelyrtio
escalate to the extent that the public needs to be concerned with them. He did not see
most convicted sex offenders as a risk to the community.

For this reason he believed the current system should be re-evaluated.

The legal system | feel needs to be looked at a little more. Not that seder$
shouldn’t be singled out as someone to be monitored more carefully.

He aligned himself with the community by conceding that sex offenders present a
particular kind of social problem and require greater levels of social ctimarobther

types of criminals. By identifying “monitoring” as the necessary fofrsocial control,

he indicated that punishmess punishmernis not enough for sex offenders. Sexual
criminals need to be managed within the community because of the presumed special
danger they pose. Punitive measures themselves will not prevent crimes. Irythies wa

suggested that sexual offenders present a special class of criminal.
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Karl, Raoul, Tim and Aaron all expressed frustration with grouping sex offenders
under three categories and one general label. Karl believed “it should be on a case by
case basis”. Raoul argued that the stigma of the label itself is a reasorttmértee
existing system.

They need to like, put categories. They need to make some type of system, coding

system for the offenders and put them in perspective, because it does effect

anybody that’s labeled a sex offender. When he’s trying to find a job, it becomes
very, very difficult. Not only, as it is you're already a convicted felon. Beit

you have the sex offender label on top of that which makes it even worse.

Raoul iterated the problems created by the double stigmatization which sex fende
face, and specifically focused on the ways it prevents reintegration into theuogsm
through employment. Were people who do not conform to the public’s view of sex
offenders to be given a different label than those are truly dangerous, dgg=ople in
Raoul’s position would be in a better position to re-enter society.

Aaron argued that in his case the “statutory” nature of the “rape” chaige get
subsumed under the stigma attached to rape, and that he suffered from the effatts of t
label. He expressed frustration that the levels assigned to sex offenders alm@etith
“fine print” addressed to the public explaining “mitigating circumstahicédaron argued

that this “cookie-cutter approach” needed to be “looked into” and reflected thatahis

only happen when someone in power gets caught in a similar situation to his.

In addition to critiques about the way offenders are categorized and laloahed, s
participants maintained that even if sentences are appropriate, the sotiall measures
that are used can be counter-productive. Terry in particular believed thaietse s
caused by certain punishments renders offenders more likely to recidii@ise arrest

is one example.
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It's pretty much three hours out a week. That is extremely difficult. Beaayself
and many sex offenders are very people-friendly, people-oriented people, I&e soci
environments, that sort of thing.
He argued that house arrest punishes and curtails offenders’ sociallyabtzept
normative aspects of self. Here he championed sex offenders as good people and pro-
social. Aligning his normative identity with the less threatening sidesef gex
offenders, Terry challenged the underlying intent to exclude them. His critige of t
isolating aspect of the punishment included an assertion about the extent to which he and
others like him are worthy of inclusion. To the extent that he agreed with the caymuni
that sex offenses need to be prevented, he supported some of the goals of current policies
However, he objected to the exclusionary means because of general prorsiteiddat
should not be restrained.

Furthermore, he argued that house arrest creates a situation wherein some
offenders may be more driven to commit another crime. He addressed this @incern
length:

Why house arrest is punishment: I've never figured that out. Because almost al

sex offenders that | know, myself included, um, were isolated or lonely when they

committed their crime; it was a contributing factor in their crime. Andmptti

people on house arrest where they can’t have interaction with people seems

counterproductive. But the reason they do it, I've been told, is to keep you away

from society to protect society.

The monitoring situation does in itself exacerbates the problem, because like |

said before, most of the sex offenders a contributing factor was their lon@mess

aloneness and monitoring and a lot of the other things that are in place force you
to be isolated and apart from humanity. Which you know just cause you to
commit another crime. So their solution is causing the problem, or increasing the
problem.

The exclusion itself, meant to protect society, could result in further harmthgrfu

isolating people who Terry implied offend out of loneliness. In order to critique the
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policies, he constructed a theory of motivation and invoked knowledge about sex
offenders to make his point. Agreeing with society that there is a “problem”, he
described the contributing factors as ones which could potentially be sociakgseldlr
However, he argued the nature of policies aimed at sex offenders in gandrabuse
arrest in particular, segregate the offender in such a counter productivieatveet
contributing factors are exacerbated.

Echoing some of researchers’ critiques presented in Chapter 2, Terrgrzalbiti
argued that the community notification aspect of Megan’s Law is unneg@ssiar many
cases it would not be effective in preventing crimes.

| don’t think my neighbors need to know about me... | don’t think people at work

needed to know either. Like | said, it was a separate life and sex offeyders t

keep it away from the people they interact with every day. True sex offenders

like myself don’t know their victims, so the people in the neighborhood have no
reason to know because you deal with them every day and you're not going to
commit a crime against friends, family, neighbors.
Terry relied on his knowledge of “true sex offenders” to critique existing pslior not
effecting their putative aims. He was not arguing against the need forfeedesf
policies, but pointing to the fact that they are essentially flawed. Hel skatethe
policies do not seem to be based on an awareness of the situations within which offenses
take place; nor do they address the real relationships of the social actors in most
situations of sexual offense. Terry maintained that his neighbors and frierelsaever
at risk and for this reason did not need to know about his deviant behavior.

His sense of the community had altered in recent years with the atteatiometh
passing of Megan’s Law has given to the “problem” of sex offenders.

There’s a fear in the public, growing concern and fanaticism, against, you know,

sex offenders. It's somewhat warranted, but it's really gone beyond the bounds of
normalcy.
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His description of the “fear” and “fanaticism” indicated a menacing lefzebncern, an

excess of focus. Abnormalacy was here presented not as the behavior of the offender, but

as the community’s focus on the issue. Experiencing himself outside the comrnanit

did not participate in its fanaticism but rather felt himself to be the objeécaond a

potential target.
Raoul also complained that sex offender policies place people under undue stress

and social control and that this has a number of social consequences.
| just think they need to come up with some kind of system that could alleviate the
stress on sex offenders because sex offenders do go through a lot. Especially
when they’re getting released from prison, they make the whole neighborhood
aware, you have to go to programs, they check on you. You have to register. It's
a lot of stuff. Sometimes, if you're not strong minded, you’ll do something stupid
just to end up back in prison because in prison you don’t have to deal with all that,
you don’t have to deal with the people. Because people always stereotype and
people always label you. And there are some mean people out here.

Here Raoul made a number of points. For one, like Terry, he claimed that thespolicie

which apply strictly to sex offenders (as opposed other kinds of released crjgnals

as registration, notification, treatment, specific probation demands and types of

surveillance, create a stress that is constantly experienced. Theguodsbe conditions

impact the internal sense of self, particularly in that the self is maricedthered. Like

Terry, Raoul asserted that these differing conditions may place the solggmbsition

that exacerbates the situations and makes an individual more, not less, likely b @omm

crime. In this way Raoul articulated his opinion that the policies are countercpvedu

to their stated purpose — preventing recidivism. By “strong minded” perhap$ Ra

meant maintaining an inner sense of self that is not stigmatized, and is a#pable

resisting the connotations of the label. Furthermore, it is worth noting that in thetconte
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of critiquing policies, Raoul reiterated that the label “sex offender” isrelbmpassing,
implying that stigmatization in and of itself creates stress on the indivicltatould lead
to recidivism.
Reggie argued that the “twenty year registry is too steep” in mass aasl that
the current policies “need to be looked into”. His own experience, as well as those of
others whom he had encountered in group — most of whom, as we have seen, have been
convicted for non-contact crimes — indicated to him that “some of the guidelinesand |
are kind of strong.” When he elaborated, he recalled the cases of people in group who
were convicted of statutory violations with their girlfriends. He mentiongetson who
“might have been 20, they had a loving relationship, but the age difference,fiftee
sixteen years old” — indicating that the “loving relationship” and the relatmwamity in
age should be considered mitigating factors. These more typical situati@ensegaras
less of a violation of social and sexual mores and should not be regarded as serious
offenses. Another scenario offered as an example of a case that was punished too
severely concerned interaction on the internet:
You know, there was another guy. He had wrote a love letter, and explicit love
song, put it on the internet. But he didn’t put a parental advisory on it, so one of
the girls that downloaded it was fourteen, and she wrote on the fan blog about
“how much I love you and how much just experiencing your song...,” and the
parent got a hold of it and now he’s a registered sex offender!
When Reggie relayed this story he was clearly outraged by a sense afenjlisg
person who posted explicit lyrics on the internet should not be grouped in the same
category as the man who fondled his own daughter’s breasts.

Reggie also felt that the specific punishment and Megan’s Law was urargcess

in his case because of his certainty that he would never make the same mistake aga
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(“This is something I'll never do again, so it's something they don’t have to wowyta
me.”). That is, Megan’s Law is meant to prevent further offenses, and in mses, c
such as Reggie’s there would be no recurrence.

Reggie asserted that the current climate surrounding sex offendemdwse
over-zealous legislation of the last decade create an environment of ntistiesfects
innocent people. He stated that the laws place the community “in a state of paaadoia”
told the story of a couple he and his wife knew from church that sponsored a number of
children’s activities.

There’s a family that’s really high in the church in my area, and sines bw

child, they’ve always got their inner city children. They’ve got their iaskie

programs, football programs. But since now, it's like the main thing even, they

make movies and everything on sex offenders, they’re look at as, “well, I'm not
sending my child to camp with them, because | don’'t know what’s going on...”
Although this couple had never been officially accused or convicted of any misconduct,
members of the community viewed their interest in children with mistrust. i€
that this was “not right” and stated that he would feel confident sending hisechitdr
their programs, because “they do a lot of good.” He argued that this type ofdigéra

was a negative consequence of the general public’s heightened concern about sex

offenders.

IV. Frustrations with Unjust or Irrational Policies

While critiquing the current policies affecting sex offenders and disquban
under the constraints of these policies, a number of the men at some point expressed a
sense of powerlessness, constructing themselves as passive objects withintan unjus

system. It can be argued that in so doing they positioned themselves as members of the
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community who have been unfairly treated and subtly reinforces a righteoaso$ans

normal real self. That is, they were basically regular people. Thiemaaty of the

system places unfair burdens on an otherwise normative identity. Expressing thei

powerlessness against the system, they reaffirmed that identitysbedaarly the

policies did not reflect their real self. In addition, powerlessness (and repdeycan

be seen as ways of adjusting to or coping with the stigmatizing label.vid@doa means

by which the person could distance himself from the labeling process. pifdbess is

out of their hands, then it is not a reflection of their selves or their actions.
Tim’s narrative included many descriptions of life’s unfairness. Suaffaihost

of illnesses and watching his mother die as a result of what he considered nealpract

Tim presented a world view wherein he had little control over significant evehis i

biography. By constructing himself as a victim of irrational sex offepdicies he

aligned himself with the powerless little guy who can’t beat the systbmjsialways

getting screwed. He saw the policies on sex offenders as another insttmse b

threw up his hands against his excommunication, and aligned himself with the &averag

guy”. When he critiqued the system, he emphasized the unpredictability of the law
Because they keep changing the laws every single day and it keepa@ffiect
every day. Been putting stress on me and other people that attend this program.
And they don’t know what the law covers on their behalf and our behalf and so
forth. They keep changing it every day and we don’t know what's going to
happen tomorrow. One day it’s five years, and the ten year registry and the
twenty year registration and now it's going to be a lifetime registrano matter
what level you are and it’s ridiculous.

Tim attributed his personal stress to the fact that the rules which applied veehe

continually being changed for reasons that had nothing to do with his behavior or his

individual conduct. Rather, these decisions were made in the legislature and passed
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down to him through powerful agents in the system. He characterized the agents in the
system at the level with whom he interacted as confused and unhelpful (“My liavaye
joke™) and who themselves were barely abreast of new policies.
| had conflicting probation papers. Cause my lawyer got a piece of paper from
the probation officer giving me a set of rules. Then | get one from probation and
they’re completely different... such as telling me | have a curfew. |twale in
by 9PM. And the other one says | have no curfew, only on Halloween, which |

understand... | went to my PO. He took it to his boss, the head honcho of
probation, and we sat down and discussed it.

Tim also critiqued current policies for being inconsistently implengente
But you know, one of the guys who’s in my group therapy session has an identical
case to mine and he’s got access to the internet. He’s got his own computer and
laptop. His case is identical to mine. Same judge, same lawyer, same, district

same DA. He’s got an identical case, but he’s got a computer, the accdss, and
don't.

Because he saw no logic to the way sex offenders are punished and manageatit was
easy for him to view himself as an agent with the ability to rationally makegyeban
through his own actions. It wass within this construction that he indicates that itis not
who is deviant, but the system.
Portraying sex offenders as regular people, Tim presented the systersexsifory.
As we have seen, he was patrticularly upset by the experiences of a sam@srgroup
who was targeted by a local politician. Tim used this story to illustrahiaction
that sex offenders are powerless against a larger system.
| don’t think anyone should be above the law. And this Borough President,
councilman, came to his house with all the probation officers and lined them up to
measure exactly how far it was from his bedroom to the nearest school. fidtky li
him up and they measured it with a tape measure. It was supposed to be like a
thousand feet and he was like nine hundred and eighty five feet. And they said he

was too close to the school. Fifteen feet. What do you want the guy to do? Move
upstairs to the roof, to make it an even thousand? | mean, this guy should not be
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above the law. This guy went there and he wanted this guy gone and he didn’t care
what it took.

He served 12 years in jail, and he was doing lifetime probation and lifetinséryegi
What more do you want him to do? And this guy, he was a very nice guy. | was with
him for the first year that | was out and talking to him and from what | urasherst
from him, he was very nice, very pleasant to talk to. And they just totally turned his
life upside down. | mean, | don't think that’s right.
Tim recounted this story at relatively length, and referred to it a fevgtimhke injustice
clearly made an impression on him. Tim characterized the sex offender iroquest
regular guy — a particularly nice guy, i.e., worthy of social inclusions if@n was the
victim of an over-zealous display of political power. Asking, “What more do you want
him to do?” Tim expressed the frustration and unfairness of the system and heldess
of the sex offender who cannot prove his worthiness because of laws which preclude such
a possibility.

Aaron and Reggie voiced similar frustrations with these types of inconsestenc
and expressed a sense that they themselves were unfairly punished. Reggse@xpre
confused outrage over the fact that the man who attempted to molest his own daughter
was only a Level | like Reggie himself. He stated: “He’s a Lelikelme, and his level
is too low. | mean he really needs to be watched.” In addition, Reggikdeit tvas
frustrating that the laws vary from state to state and that theteisdtinsistency:

Each state you have to re-register. In certain states, like Floriagalevel | they

put them right out there.

Aaron also felt that it was unfair that the laws varied from state to atateyas
dismayed at the fact that because the age of consent varies in sombadatées,

encounter with the 16 year old girl taken place elsewhere it would not even have been

defined as a crime.
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Like Tim, Karl was exasperated with ever-changing laws.
It's frustrating. | also feel totally powerless over it. | mean, yotenk&now. | was
reporting every other week to probation and now | have to report every week and it's
not because of me or anything I did.
In Karl's narrative, the changing laws contributed to a sense of chronicaintgran
inability to feel secure about the future and his daily life. However, this pesgedss
helped him dis-identifying with the label because the laws did not reflectttoasac The
social control apparatus was the agent, and he is the object of the system.
Karl argued that because he was on probation and a labeled sex offender, he had
no power to address the system on its own terms.
And I'm on probation and | don’t have any rights in that way. And, even if |
wanted to try to get the rights, | would have to have a lot of money to get a lawyer
to be able to do that, and | don’t have that money to put into that. So | don’t even
feel like there’s any way for me to even stand up for myself in that sense.
He stated that the system disallows the voices of offenders to act agadtiepants in
the framing of policies which affect them. The injustice is in part economine asd
others in similar situations lacked the necessary financial resoaradsdcate for
themselves. Thus Karl felt like his hands were tied, that there was nothing he cauld do t
improve his situation.
Furthermore, like others, Karl observed that because punishment is not
administered on “a case-by-case basis”, there was logic or justificatthe ways
policies were implemented.
There’s this one guy in our group he walks around with his ankle bracelet all the
time. And he’s one of the most well-adjusted guys in the group, and it’s just

something that he has to walk around with. And we live in that kind of society
where people are afraid.
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As discussed in the above section on critiquing policies, the punishments meted out and
the applied methods of social control did not seem to reflect the real danger posgd by an
individual in question. Rather, Karl attributed punishment to a general fear pgrvadin
society. That is, he argued the system expresses the irrational ematidimaéats of
the society, rather than its actual needs for punishment and social contraknBiafp
the public’s fear, Karl invoked the idea of a society that is vulnerable to polikgrma
who posit heavy-handed solutions to social problems.
Raoul also expressed exasperation with the criminal justice system:
Okay, I did it to myself, but when does it end? When does the closure come? Nine
years in prison for taking two photographs! | worked in the law library and had
guys tell me they spent a weekend with 13 year olds. They screwed them through
the ears and they had less time than me. And I tell them, “you just better get out
of my face with that, you got 8 counts, and you had sex, you had sex, and you're
over here and they gave you five years for 8 counts and you're over here crying.
And | got 8 years for two photographs and I'm eating it. Get out of here man.”
Sometimes | don’t know how they dispense the justice. | really don’t know how
they do it.
Here we see the anger he felt when he compared others’ sentences to his owmg Looki
at crimes on a continuum of harm wherein the real dangerous other is defined, Raoul was
enraged at the length of his sentence and expressed powerlessness inathier éicamal
justice. The policies placed him in a position of not being able to find “closure” —i.e.,
move on and pursue a life free from stigmatization and social control. His sense of
frustration was fueled by the way the system overly punishes sex offémderaparison
to other types of crimes.
But | know something has to change, because you have sex offenders. But what
about people that kill and are released from prison? What about people that
commit armed robberies? You're telling me somebody who does a lewd act, for

example somebody that solicits a prostitute, that's a sex offense. And somebody
that does armed robbery, so the guy that’s soliciting a prostitute isdabséx
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offender, that right there is going to destroy him for life. Now, the armed robber,
it's not emphasized that much.

Raoul invoked a hierarchy of harm and presented it as resonating with generalrcomm
sense notions about fairness. He contrasted it with criminal justice polluigs w
administer over-zealous punishments to many people labeled sex offenders who are not

harmful, and less sever punishments to people who have committed more serious acts.

V. Reestablishing Humanity

These men strove to carve out narrative space wherein they could assewtheir
humanity and resist the label “monster.” Such a label marked them as @ tsideping
them of a sense of social belonging and undercutting their essential humamaugi
articulating an authentic self, participants asserted that thednactiere understandable
and their human essence was not affected by the label. They were sathéh@eople
they were before they committed the offense. These men repeatedigchtisa they
were primarily attracted to adults and were not pedophiles — from whom sdwety s
protect itself. Invoking the same stereotypes and connotations assoctatéuewilabel
allowed them to reestablish their own humanity in contrast to this image.

In spite of the fact that being labeled as sex offenders severed many of their
significant social bonds, none fully and unequivocally saw themselves as monstrous.
Even Terry, who very much felt that he was someone from whom society should be
protected, articulated an idea of a real self that was in some ways normahg Sha
society’s values about sex offenses enabled offenders to maintain their oalty soci

viable sense of self and helped them adjust to the conditions of being labeled. But, more
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than just easing an adjustment to a difficult situation, these stratdgiwedbffenders to

view themselves as fully human and worthy of social inclusion.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: FROM THE PERSONAL TO THE POLITICAL:

IMPLICATIONS FOR PUBLIC POLICY

Although the offenders presented in this study were neither child murderers nor
serial pedophiles, they lived with the stigma associated with the dangerousmonst
represented in the label “child molester.” These are the men who are cahdigere
scourge of society and social pariahs par exemplar, legally and socakgdras
irredeemable outsiders. In this analysis | explored how that status is hamageow
viable social identity is maintained.

In constructing their offenses, many of the men in this study includedrakeofe
rationalization in their narratives. As we have seen, all sexualized thems/emd few
invoked the concept of abuse. Some presented their behaviors as events over which they
either had little control either because of a sexual momentum within themstap
(Karl and Tim) or because of compulsive illness (Terry). Their stories prenarily
vehicles for asserting their basic social and sexual normalcy, and in prgdéetr
versions of self, participants also presented a self that was woven into the fébeic of
community prior to their conviction. Their sense of self was established anthmed
through important bonds in their community, including work-related roles. Most
significantly, close family members were a source of support that waskagitafter
their convictions, and played an important role in affirming normative identity.

All the men experienced a host of negative consequences as a result of being
labeled sex offenders. These were similar to findings reported by othechessasuch
as low self esteem, difficulty finding employment, and fears about neighbacsiomes

(Levenson et al., 2007; Meloy, 2006; Tewksbury & Lees, 2006). The analysis presented
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in this study supports the body of research which demonstrates that curreespolici
negatively impact sex offenders in such a way that their ties to the commaeanity ar
damaged. The loss of these bonds, particularly in regards to employment, lietiegea
these offenders from society and thus place communities at greater, egtrisks

Significantly, four of the participants served jail time (Raoul, Aaron, Regaid
Terry). The specific conditions of probation implicated the social control appanéo
the lives of all these men in such a way that their daily routines and sense of gutonom
were compromised. In this way, their status as outsider was continuaftyrced. All
lost means of income and were placed in financially vulnerable positions that would
continue to affect their economic stability and ability to lead “normativeltieiclass
lives. The loss of career was particularly painful for three partigpant had
longstanding professional identities. And all of these men will have considerable
difficulty re-entering the work force in a profitable or meaningful waye irhposition
of the social control apparatus lead to a pervasive feeling of stress aety amxi
ontological insecurity. They lived with an internal sense of social isolath@neimn
rejection and harassment loomed as a possibility. As researchers Metslaall et al
(1999) and some of the offenders in this study have noted, increased social aliemhation a
personal isolation can play a role in offenders’ likelihood to recidivate. Marking
individuals as outsiders may lower their stakes in conformity and createnexstress
that might lead to anti-social and inappropriate ways of releasing temsl@eaking
intimacy, such as sex offending.

To manage their stigmatized identities, participants worked to construdethe i

of a real self that was normal and worthy of social inclusion. In assertmggtiithey
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espoused mainstream ideas about the problem of sex offenders in the community and
relied on stereotypes of the dangerous monster to demarcate their own norrhakey. T
men also voiced opinions about public policy, and all critiqued current legislation for
being overly inclusive and stigmatizing those whose offenses are lessalentam
others. It is also worth noting that all the participants voiced the hope that by
participating in this research they would be able to help other sex offendegswiin
similar obstacles. For example, Raoul was pursuing studies that he hoped would enable
him to act as an advocate for offenders, and Karl stated that when he was no lamger livi
under the conditions of probation he might consider taking up some form of activism.
These men felt that they had been wronged by the criminal justice systethetpablic
at large is misguided in its support of many policies nor does it understand the population
of people being convicted of sex offenses.

In presenting the narratives of these six men, | have constructed a Sstedyooa
my own analysis of their texts and have emphasized themes which emergedyfrom m
readings of them. These themes reflect my interest in the managementaf devi
identity, and in my reading these narratives are essentially stories abooptmance of
belonging. With the exception of Terry, all the men in the study earnestgnpedsa
version of self that was eminently human and worthy of inclusion within the soail fab
They believed in their own humanity and put forth narratives that asserted thal nor
and thus includable, self.

Others might read these same narratives and find different meanings ethimedde
them. Some would hear these voices as defensive and would argue that they are

inherently dishonest. However, as | stated in Chapter 3, | believe that ativeesr
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contain self-serving elements. What | have tried to do in this analysis sexpé
nature of that service — the ways in which narrative serves the self, and heelftisat
constructed. | have found that what was most important in these stories wiasimgcla
that basic humanity and asserting the right to belong.

None of the participants in this study represent the monster which victimts rig
and policy advocates are so afraid of. Rather, they are representative of thesg8% of
offenders on probation and parole, men who have committed relatively minor
transgression which are far removed from the sensationalized storiesddahahderers
presented in the media. These more typical offenders do not represent the obgect of t
child protection rhetoric that dominates public debate about these policies. Ewen Terr
who was a stranger to his victims and thus more representative of aspects of the
dangerous other, generally preferred to offend against adult women and did not represent
a specific threat to children. In fact, the pedophile is notably absent from myesampl
can speculate that perhaps someone with these proclivities would not be idtereste
participating in the study, perhaps because they would not believe their stodyb&oul
heard without judgment and condemnation. While too small a group to be a
representative sample, the inclusion of a serial offender, an internet offatideow
actual victim, an interfamilial offender, a teacher who offended againduldisng, and
two men involved in consensual affairs with teens, provides an opportunity to hear the

voices of typical offendefs

"It is difficult to state how many sex offenders have been convicted of syathmges:
because people under the age of consent are considered children (“minors”) offenses
against minors may or may not have involved consent. Additionally, in many states,
including New York, “statutory” rape is subsumed under “rape” and consensual sex with
a 16 year old would be classed as “third degree rape.” It is also worth noting that
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Although this project is limited by the absence of fact-checking or dayce of
official records, and the only thing | knew about participants was what theg thos
report, the stories these men told about the nature of their offenses are congistent
other researchers’ findings. It is important to recognize that few studiéfenders in
the community differentiate their samples by types of offense, and all minduslingc
teenagers, are legally considered children. Thus “child molester” incdodesone who
engaged in sexual activity with a teenager. For instance, in Meloy’s safiffle
interview respondents, 41 percent were on probation for offenses against “children” and
an additional 17 percent were on probation for what were considered “statutargés
(Meloy, 2006 pp.73-74). She stated that “most of the men who were interviewed stated
that their victims were ‘willing’ partners in the sex act but that thenaistbiological age
(in relation to their own) prohibited legal sexual consent” (ibid., p. 74). 25 percent of her
sample included men with “convictions for ‘hands off’ offenses such as possession of
child pornography, public indecency, and Internet solicitation of a minor” (ibid.).
Although a larger sample, these offenses appear to be similar to those repohntd b
men | interviewed. As in my study, Meloy’s sample did not include a serial péelophi
that the monster accused of brutally heinous acts. Yet this character coiitamm
large in public perceptions about sex crimes and continues to influence policy decisions
We need to ask, Are men like those | interviewed the types of men against whent curr
policies were directed?

In Chapter 4 | observed that in listening to these men’s stories, | was@iaee

presence of various counter-narratives — other possible versions of “truth” wisth ex

presumably many “statutory” charges are pled down to non-sexual misdemeactors, s
as endangering the welfare of minor.
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within the landscape of discourses about sexual offenses. One version that wags notabl
absent from the texts includes the victims’ perspectives. As we saw in thiatrves;
wrong-doing and harm were not always neatly distinguishable. For instance félaron
deceived by his victim who had control of the situation; Karl argued his victim was not
harmed; Tim did not in fact have an actual person as a victim. In constructing their
offenses, these men brought meaning to the situation that complicated and undermined
the clear-cut offender/victim paradigm. All the participants’ accounts inglude
constructions of their victims who were to varying degrees sexualized. Tecnbdds

the women he offended against as highly “feminine;” Raoul described becomiregawa
the sexuality of young teens in his household, and emphasized that his victims had
“planted the seed” by showing him pictures of her friend; in Tim’s account, teerpen

the other end of the chat-room exchanges showed great interest in sexual l@hter; K
described his student as particularly sexually precocious; Reggie highlithe mature
physical appearance of the girl he became involved with; and Aaron metl the lgad

an affair with in a sexualized situation in which she presented as an exotic. dahite

the exception of Terry, they all presented their victims as playing aleinrthe

unfolding of events that led to the offense; Karl, Tim, Aaron, and Reggie all presented
their victims as having independent sexual agency.

All the offenders invoked the age of consent as a reason that makes sexuwl activit
with young people wrong, and drew on the idea that young people are not matute enoug
to make decisions. In addition Karl, Terry and Raoul specifically speculatedthbout
harm their actions caused their victims. Karl stated that his victim wesgwas and

probably not damaged by the experience. In addition, he reflected on peers’ accounts of
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positive experiences with adults they had had when they were teens. Although he
implied that some adult/young person sexual interactions may be damaging to khe yout
he asserted that it was on a case-by-case basis and not as harmful asgoesghily
assume. Terry articulated that it is known that sexual molestation causet® hactims,
but that some people are less affected by it. He also said that violating wasongorse.
Neither Karl nor Terry espoused the view that sexual violation is always eartyycl
harmful and articulated a belief that not all victims are equal. Raoul spdgifiovoked
the concept of abuse of power from someone in a custodial position, and was the only
person that used the word violation. He stated that abusing trust is inherently wrong.
Although on the other hand he presented the fact that his “victim” was not angry at him
as evidence that she was not harmed. Thus, the extent to which someone is harmed by
being the victim of a sexual transgression is contingent on aspects of thersitunati
characteristics of the social actors.

Empathy for “victims” is considered key to therapy and is part of crimincdbg
and psychological discourses about the sex offender. These discourses invariably
construct the “victim” as a “victim”, that is, someone who has been harmed, and Iposit al
sex offenses legally defined as crimes as inherently abusive. Maayaiesrs report
that the consequences of sexual abuse can be “devastating” (Meloy, 2006, p. 19; Schult
2005, p. 12) and do not question these assertions. Although samples of offenders in
gualitative studies include a range of types of offenses, most researcherg tapl
blanket term “sex offender” to describe their sample, reinforcing the idealttha
offenders commit acts that have “devastating” (ibid) impacts on victimspite of

universally reported low recidivism rates, researchers present idiras informing
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public policy about a grave social problem. For these researchers, aspletaafounts
presented in this study might read like examples of the cognitive distortions,
minimizations of harm, and rape myths routinely employed by sex offendershi@laat
al., 1999; Scully, 1994; Terry, 2006)

These discourses cumulatively posit an explanation of the situations in which
sexual transgression occurs and reject the validity of offenders’ diwatedo not
conform to it. Adopting labeling theory perspective allows us to look beyond the
guestion of what “really” happened. We can see that “victim” and “offender” (or
“perpetrator”) are entwined labels. Once someone is labeled a sex offards¥rdon
they offended against is labeled a victim. Dominant discourses which cast tigeoffe
as dishonest and minimizing harm are immediately invoked as part of theiolefofit
the situation. In listening to the stories told by these six men, we are able todnear
definition of the situation, and they way they made meaning out of their status as sex
offenders. These stories resist the generalized and dominant view in seystahea
most basic having to do with the fact that they privilege the offenders’ position and
perspective.

In some of these stories it is easier to see the situation from their point of view
than in others. For instance, Reggie and Aaron, who were involved with teenage girls
presented narratives that are already familiar to us. We are accdstosszing
sexualized images of young people in popular culture, and in many movies and TV
shows young people are sexually active, and sexually desiring subjectardRes
suggests that half of all teens are sexually active (Levine, 2002, p. xxv), athdltan a

male who is attracted to adolescent girls is not necessarily considevedlysdrviant
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(ibid, pp. 28-29¥ Listening to Reggie and Aaron’s narratives it is not difficult to believe
in the veracity of their version of events, and to question the appropriateness of the
punishments meted against them. Some of the stories presented in this resgarciolea
ask, Are people who engage in consensual sex with teenagers sexually deviant or
normative males in a culture that eroticizes teen sexuality?

The criminal justice system includes legal processes that arae@sahelp
actors determine the “facts” of the case — what really happened. Thisliyevarars as
part of a trial; however, the majority of cases are plea bargained and do not gl to tri
This leaves the definition of the situation to attorneys. Relying on dominant discourses
about sex offenders, the accused is likely to be seen as embodying a form of the
monstrous, and as someone whose actions caused great harm. To reiterate, thie object
the present study is not to privilege the accounts of offenders in these negefiatithe
definition of the situation. Rather, by focusing on offenders’ accounts, | have shown how
stigmatized individuals give meaning to their deviant identity. In so doing | have
presented stories wherein the offender is not that monster, and the damaging rnhture of
legal transgression is equivocal. These voices must be given some valid space in both
individual level negotiations and debates about public policy. Otherwise the sitgation i
wholly determined by connotations associated with the label. For instance, it is
significant that in reporting on the statutory violations included in her sampley Melo
places the word “willing” in quotes, automatically undermining the potentidlreggy

of teen actors’ agency in the situation (Meloy, 2006, p. 74).

® There is even a motif in popular culture that depicts the sexually predegogge girl
seeking to destroy the lives of adult m&wigcon Ivy etc.).
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In Chapter 2 | reviewed some of the research that is critical of
registration/notification policies. We saw that these “Megan’s Lavwse passed in
response to brutally horrific and violent events in which children were murdered by
strangers. Such stories do not reflect the circumstances in which typical gexations
occur, nor is there any reason to believe that these cases are the “tip diehg’ic&he
offenders who are daily subject to these policies have committed a range oéoffeats
vary in the degree to which they constitute abuse, and research has shown that these
offenders, generally, pose little, if any, risk of reoffending. This céytappears to be
the case with the sample in this study. Like the general population of sex offenders
probation/parole, five of the six men | interviewed demonstrated littleHided that they
would reoffend. Yet public policy concerning sex offenses is based on the assumption
that heinous crimes are frequent and that perpetrators of sex offenses haveesigh ra
recidivism. These are the presumptions behind registration/notification palibieh
manage the offender within the community regardless of whether or not he hashserve
sentence. In addition, research indicates that registration/communityatmifibas
little if any effect on reducing recidivism. It has not been shown that thecmiiaiming
and exposure of offenders, nor the bureaucratized tracking of their status in the
community has any of the policies’ intended effects, while research doesténtliat the
policies create a number of negative and (presumably) unintended consequetiees for
offenders.

Interestingly, none of the participants in this study argued that reigistrat
notification should be completely repealed. They all supported a need for spektial civi

policies aimed at managing sex offenders in the community, and shared assumptions
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about the dangerousness of some types of offenders. None questioned the justice or logic
of civil management of portions of the population. Instead, they advocated for modifying
the implementation of the laws. They argued that policymakers need to refirgkthe r
levels and the methods of categorizing offenders so that people like themseheésotoul
be unnecessarily over-controlled. They did not question the stereotypes of the predatory
monster and shared in mainstream views about how to handle this dangerous other.

My policy recommendations are more radical than theirs. There is \ittleree
to suggest a need for any type of registration/notification policy.ai know that
most sex offenders are first time offenders (like five out of the six mearvietved).
The base rate of recidivism is so low that the assumption that this population of &fende
needs special management is unfounded and illogical. Again, registration/notificat
laws have not been shown to be effective at reducing sexual offenses; they make
burdensome demands on local law enforcement; they reinforce stigma and coudly possi
have a counter-productive effect on recidivism. This means that registnatification
policies not only have little ability to protect society from repeat offentetthey make
put communities at risk by alienating individuals who were not going to recidivéte
first place. As stated earlier, Megan’s Law is “little more thaynab®lic gesture.”
(Meloy, 2006 p. 113). Furthermore, by imposing civil social controls on individuals who
have already been punished by the criminal justice system through intarggrarole
or probation, this type of policy extols emotionally-driven populist punitiveness at the
expense of a democracy that upholds civil liberties and freedom of citizens. In so doing
these policies amplify stigma, damage important social bonds, and make cosnunit

less safe.
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Given that it is unlikely that these laws will be completely repealed, Idvoul
support some of the modifications posed by the participants in this study, although I
would go farther than they in some respects. In order to completely eliminate the
additional stigma endured by being labeled a sexual offender, it is worth corgide
categorizing as non-sexually related misdemeanors the sanctiong agaias'statutory”
offenses. That is, for first time offenders who have been involved in consensualtlacts w
teenagers, such as Karl, Reggie, and Aaron, arrest and probation are severe enough
sanctions that such offenders are unlikely to make the same “mistake” agailabdlhe
“sex offender” only deepens and broadens their sense of stigma and pushes them to the
margins of society. In addition, in revising risk levels of offenders, | would pos& a ne
category for “zero risk” individuals which would not include any registratiorfioation
sanctions. This would mean that many first time sex offenders, with minorigedre
violations, such as Tim and Raoul’s transgressions, while convicted of sextrelate
charges, would not be subject to sanctions that endure beyond their criminal justice
sentence.

A number of researchers have suggested more integrative methods of social
control that include rehabilitative measures designed to reintegrate the offéndbe
community. Whereas Megan’s Law aims to definitively exclude the offdnalarfull
membership in the group, restorative justice aims to bring him back into the foldithroug
techniques designed to modify the individual. While in some ways preferable to the
punitive methods currently employed, this paradigm still casts all offendegg e s

deviants who are in need of transformation. In adopting these policies it is equally
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important to consider narrowing the net so that fewer individuals are labeled irstthe f
place.

Philip Jenkins argues that the moral panic around sex offenders that began in the
early 90s is here to stay. He states contemporary concern about child abuse has a
“durable quality” that is linked to many structural and cultural facetsoafem life
(Jenkins, 1998, p. 232). These include “the institutionalization of the child-protection
movement” (ibid., p. 233), the politically infeasible option of appearing “soft on child
molestation” (ibid.); the expansion of the therapeutic healthcare industry (ibid.yeand t
growing victims’ rights movement (ibid., p. 234). In addition, the 2006 Federal Adam
Walsh Act, which provides for a federal registry of sex offenders, isrtdiyiexpanding
its jurisdiction over increasing types of crimes and establishing new &tdrgpenalties.

However, it is important to note that Jenkins’ book was written in 1998, three
years before the September 11 attacks on New York and Washington in 2001. These
events have perhaps heralded a new era of fear and panic that is no longer so strongl|
directed against the sex offender and instead is focused on the terroristgyreiorén
spite of the federal expansion of the Adam Walsh Act, there may be a possiblg afanin
the intense moral panic around sex offenders which can be seen in recent newspaper and
magazine articles that criticize policies on sex offenders as beingitayestty applied
to minor offenses (Harlem, 2009), as well as those that are critical of titended
consequences of residency restriction laws (which have lead to the creatieritdlale
“shanty-town” in Miami) (Cave, 2009; Skipp & Campo-Flores, 2009) in addition
journalists have begun to turn critical attention to the rising costs of civilhaoment

policies that place enormous financial burden on states. Perhaps the wave isaablating
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we are on the cusp of an era in which the recommendations | have presented can be
seriously considered.

In constructing their identity, the offenders needed to address problersadicts
of self which had been “spoiled” by their label. They told stories in which their
humanness was repeatedly asserted. The consequences of social policy on the
individuals involved is an element of the situation which is often neglected, paljicular
when those individuals are considered highly deviant and are defined as dangerous.
Identifying and managing “social problems” are areas of civic ststeherein multiple
interest groups participate. Because of the high degree of stigma agsi{sed
offenders,” their voices are generally excluded from these discoursesinfsihie
serious impact they have on these individuals. Perhaps this study will help make room
for their voices and this social problem will become less of a valence issueose of

one in which the complexities of situations are acknowledged.
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APPENDIX A: Recruitment Flyer

PARTICIPANTS NEEDED
FOR LIFE HISTORY PROJECT

EARN $80

Researcher is looking for participants in a progegigned to explore issues
of identity among individuals with negative labslech as “sex offender”.
The purpose of the research is to better understawdoeople cope and
make sense of their lives after being labeled.

If you have ever been convicted of a child moléstathargeand you are
eligible to participate in this life history/casmidy project.

Participation is entirely voluntary and anonymous.

Each participant will be asked to complet® interviews (approximately 1
Y% hours each). After EACH interview (no more tdaand %2 hours),
participants will receive a payment of $40.

If interested, please contact Social Research GabGgd7-385-2938.

(You will get a voicemail box. Please state you are interested in the libeyhpsoject
and only leave you'ra first name and number where you can be reached. If you leave a
last name on the voicemail, you will not be contacted.)
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APPENDIX B: Oral Consent Agreement

Information Page
My name is Diana from the Social Research Group at the Sociology Ph.D. Program a
the Graduate Center of the City University of New York (CUNY), and Principal
Investigator of this project. This is a research study of individuals who have be&tla
sex offenders by the criminal justice system and who have offended agaioss.rithe
study is expected to help understand how individuals living with highly charged negative
social labels make sense of their experience. | would like permission teameou
about your experiences and to discuss your life history over the course of twaesepara
sessions.

| am asking you to participate in two interviews that will each take up to arahdua
half. After completing both interviews, | will pay you $80 for your timd anoperation
(%40 after each interview).

With your permission, | would like to audio-tape this interview so | can detber details
accurately. The tapes will only be heard by me and my advisors. All information
gathered will be kept strictly confidential. | am only asking for yast iame, and none
of the information recorded will be identified with you other than by code. Tapesewill
stored in a locked file cabinet, to which only I will have access. You are under no
obligation to participate in this study or to discuss anything that you do not wish to. A
any time you can refuse to answer any questions or end the interR&ese do not tell
me anything regarding any criminal activity not on public record.

The risk involved in this study, is that discussing personal details of your lifezoag
some distress. Additionally, although | have little information with which to iigent

you, you are strongly cautioned against disclosing anything which may k&mlbrlieve
you intend to harm a child. Should that occur, | will present what information | do have
to any relevant authorities.

The benefits of your participation is that the research will contribute to afeaoeand
complex picture of the experience of people labeled sex offenders and may help inform
policies that affect sex offenders in the futuidere will be approximately 10

participants taking part in this study.

| may publish results of the study, but names of people, or any identifying chiateste
will not be used in any of the publications. You may see the results of the study posted a
http://socialresearchproject.blogspot.com2009.

If you have any questions about this research, you can contact me at (347) 385-2938 or
dcrnyc@gmail.com. You may also contact my advisor through the sociology

department at the Graduate Center at (212) 817-8770. If you have questions about your
rights as a participant in this study, you can contact, IRB AdministraterGFaduate
Center/City University of New York, (212) 817-7525, kpowell@gc.cuny.edu.

If you agree to participate, please state your first name or pseudonyhaagdu
understand the conditions of this project.
| will give you a copy of this form.
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APPENDIX C: Interview Questions

SAMPLE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR IRB

|. GENERAL BACKGROUND

1. First, I'd like to know a little about what you are doing now:
- What do you do for a living?
- How long have you been doing this?
- How did you get started?
- What do you like/dislike about it, etc.

2. Before moving on to your personal life, I'd like to hear a little more about your
criminal record: (Please, only discuss criminal behavior that is already on yourabffici
record)

- How many sex offense convictions do you have?

- Roughly when were these and how much time did you serve?

- Do you have anything else on your criminal record?

3. Let’s talk about some of your experiences growing up

- How large was your family?

- Are your parents still alive? What do they do?

- How did you fit in with your family when you were growing up?

- Were you closer with one of your parents? What do you remember about those
relationships?

- How much do you see or speak with them now?

- How has your conviction for a sex offense effected the way you get along with
them?

4. Your own family:
- Are you married or in a long term relationship? For how long?
- Have you been married before?
- How many children do you have and what are their ages?
- Do you live with any of them?
- What is your relationship with your children like?
- Have you been convicted of offending against any of them?

[I. SEXUAL HISTORY
| want to begin to talk about your sexual history, but also want to remind you hear that
you do not have to answer any question that makes you uncomfortable.

1. Do you remember when you first began feeling like a sexual person?
- What does that mean exactly?
- What were your first encounters like?
- As you look back, what significant events, either positive or negative, stand out?
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- What, if any, were your experiences with sex education?
- How did your parents handle sexuality when you were growing up?

2. What were your romantic relationships like?
- Can you talk about where you were and what you were doing in your life when
you began your first “serious” relationship”
- How would you describe a “good” relationship?
- To what extent have your relationships met these expectations?

lll. SEX OFFENSE CHARGES

1. Lets talk about the first time you were convicted of a sex offense:
- Can you tell me more about what was going on in your life at the time?
- Was it something you had been thinking about for a while?
- What lead up to your being caught?

2. At the time, how did people around you react?
- Do you remember having to tell people in your life what had happened?
- How did you explain it?

3. Can you talk about any psychiatric or psychotherapy treatment you've undergone as a
result of this conviction?

- Have you been diagnosed with any psychological disorders?

- Can you explain your understanding of these diagnoses?

- Have you been in psychotherapy before?

- What were your experiences in therapy like? Would you categorize
them as positive or negative? What did you think of your therapist? What was
your impression of the goals of therapy?

4. How have these charges effected your personal relationships and family life?

5. How have they effected your work life?

6. Do you consider yourself a “sex offender”?
- Why or why not?

V. PUBLIC POLICY

1. Laws about sex offenders have been in the news a lot lately; I'd like to hear your
opinion on them:
- What do you think of “Megan’s Law”?
- Do you think you're neighbor’s need to know about you? Why or why not?
- If you could talk to a policy-maker about community notification, what would
you say?
- What other policies have affected you or would you care to address?
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