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Introduction 

 

The conference ‘Reframing Sexual Abuse: Practical Directions’ was organized by CEP in 

cooperation with the Latvian Probation Service and the Latvian Prison Administration, and was 

held in “Tallink Hotel Riga”, Latvia, on the 22nd and 23rd of November 2018. The conference was 

attended by 128 participants from 20 countries. This report provides an overview of the 

presentations and the discussions which took place in the workshops. Presentations and workshop 

findings can be found on the CEP website: https://www.cep-probation.org/looking-back-on-the-

first-cep-international-sex-offender-conference/ 

 

Opening 

Mr. Imants Jurevicius (Vice-president of CEP; Project Manager at Latvian Probation Service) 

Mr. Willem van der Brugge (Secretary General of CEP) 

Mr Jurevicius welcomed all conference guests and presenters to Latvia, pointing out the 

importance of the conference for Latvia and Europe, as the sex offender treatment has been a topical 

issue for several years already.  

As representative of Latvian Probation service, Mr. Jurevicius described the situation in 

Latvia: its system for sex offenders treatment in both probation and prison services, the possibility 

to meet in annual conferences for those who work with sex offenders to discuss different issues, 

share knowledge, receive support, and to meet specialists from other fields, such as mental health 

specialists, representatives of child protection agencies and others. And he also noted the great 

opportunity for the specialists who work with sex offenders, to come to CEP conference, as this 

conference provided the opportunity to meet experts from all around Europe. The interest in the 

CEP conference in Latvia had been immense, about 200 applications, several ministries, not to 

mention probation and prison services, and as it was not technically possible for everybody to join, 

the possibility to watch this conference online was greatly valued.  

Mr. Jurevicius continued with describing how CEP came to the idea of organising such a 

conference, compared it to the well-known and valued NOTA (National Organisation for the 

Treatment of Abuse), ATSA (Association for the Treatment of Sexual Abusers) and IATSO 

(International Association for the Treatment of Sexual Offenders) conferences, and expressed hope 

that there should be a continuation to this conference which could find its place among those 

experts in the field who lead policy development and those who are practitioners with great 

https://www.cep-probation.org/looking-back-on-the-first-cep-international-sex-offender-conference/
https://www.cep-probation.org/looking-back-on-the-first-cep-international-sex-offender-conference/
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experience. Mr. Jurevicius explained that it is not yet known where and when the next CEP 

conference on sexual abuse shall take place, but he assured there shall be an announcement for 

those wishing to participate. Mr. Jurevicius expressed his appreciation for Kieran McCartan, the 

scientific director of the conference’s programme committee, for his assistance in establishing this 

European network. In conclusion Mr. Jurevicius expressed the hope that in the near future the 

Council of Europe would start paying attention to the issue of sex offenders.  

 

Mr. van der Brugge expressed his delight to see all the special CEP conference guests, who 

had come long distances to show how important the work of CEP is. He expressed his gratitude to 

the Latvian Probation Service and to Mr. Papsujevics himself for the outstanding hospitality, to 

Mr. Jurevicius for hosting the conference and to all the colleagues of Probation and Prison service 

for their help in the organisation of this conference. 

Mr. van der Brugge gave a short description of CEP. The Confederation of European 

Probation is a non-political, non-governmental organisation bringing together probation services 

all around Europe. It is member-based organisation founded in 1981 by 11 Western European 

countries. In the summer of 2018 CEP counted 87 members from 44 countries, different in age and 

maturity and coming from different backgrounds, but all sharing the same values and principles. 

Nowadays CEP is the single largest network organisation for the sector of probation and 

community justice. CEP includes not just practitioners, but also academics – researchers from all 

around Europe and some of them are present at the conference. The goals of CEP are to enhance 

the profile of probation and to improve professionalism in the field on national and European level 

sharing the same values and probation principles. It therefore promotes cross board cooperation, 

like organising many events – conferences, seminars, workshops, expert meetings and also summer 

courses. Some examples: CEP organised the first world conference on probation in 2013 in 

London, the 7th SPECTO conference in Timisoara, Romania in September 2018, and will in 2019 

hold a special conference for the Eurasian region on the implementation of community sanctions 

and measures, to be held in Tbilisi, Georgia. In 2020 there will be the 12th conference on the use 

of Electronic Monitoring. CEP also runs several expert groups on various topics, including sexual 

offenders. Next year CEP hopes to organise its first webinar, and by making reports of these events 

available, CEP stimulates the exchange of ideas and contribution to the knowledge on community 

sanctions and measures. CEP is a recognised authority of probation practice and expertise in 
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Europe. One could call CEP a “spokesman of Probation for European bodies” (like the Council of 

Europe) because of its providing of expertise and comparative data. CEP therefore is a voice of 

probation in Brussels and Strasbourg. Regarding the management of sex offenders CEP had 

managed to get that topic on the agenda of Council of Europe, so there should be results and 

recommendations on the management of this specific group within the years to come.  

Returning to the topic of the actual conference, Mr. van der Brugge said that the initiative 

to organise this had been a work of the expert group of management of sex offenders, also known 

as a Sexual Offenders Special Interest Group (SOSIG). This group was set up in 2012 and had 

managed to put out an interesting conference program, which would hopefully inspire the many 

participants towards furthers development of sex offender management in probation practice. He 

said that all members of the expert group had contributed to the conference in one way or another. 

Mr. van der Brugge concluded by saying that CEP’s most valuable part is its network itself – in 

fact that is why events like this can be organised. And therefore he encouraged participants to meet 

colleagues, share best practices and exchange knowledge in the days to come.  

“On behalf of CEP welcome to Riga, we hope to get new inspiration!” were his final words. 

 

 

Presentation of sex offender survey data 

Ms. Audrey Alards (representative of the Dutch Probation Service specialized in work with sexual offenders, the 

Chair of sex offenders’ expert group at CEP and co-founder of Circles of Europe association) 

Ms. Alards expressed her honor being able to present the results of the questionnaire and 

thanked everybody for filling in the questionnaire and for finding contact persons in each country, 

mentioning that the questionnaire was one of those things that have inspired the organization to set 

up a conference program. She warned the conference participants not to underestimate the 

importance of sharing the latest developments and knowledge and the best practices. Ms. Alards 

also announced the expert group meeting which is planned for 2019, as a follow up of the 

questionnaire results.  

The questionnaire data were presented and explained. In the questionnaire various 

questions regarding to the state of affairs in the jurisdictions regarding various aspects of working 

with sexual offenders in community were asked to probation specialists in different countries.  

The first question asked was about specialized RNA assessment tools for sexual offenders 

and 65% of participants mentioned that they have such tools, they are established and in function.  
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The next question was about multi-agency cooperation arrangements to assure public 

safety protection from sexual offenders in the country. Almost half of the 17 participants replied 

that there is indeed an established and functioning multiagency cooperation for assuring public 

safety protection from sexual offenders. Ms. Alards welcomed the conference participants to join 

the workshop sessions where it was possible to hear more about those challenges.  

The third question asked was about specific policy or arrangements to prepare sexual 

offenders release from prison into community. In 6 cases out of 17 (or 35%) there were no such 

policies, so Ms. Alards expressed her hope that this conference might inspire those countries by 

sharing good practices, giving information and tools to start with these specific policies.  

The following question was about specific arrangements for working with specific 

group of sex offenders.  35% stated that such arrangements are established and in function. 12% 

are working towards it and 37% mentioned that there were no such programs existing. 

 As for the community management, 44% said not to have community management, like 

Circles of Support. Ms. Alards therefore invited everybody to join Dr. Metchild Höing’s 

presentation about Circles of Support as a method of community engagement that keeps everybody 

safer. 

The sixth question asked was about treatment programs. 47% responded to have 

treatment programs established and in function, but 8 out of 17 did not have specific treatment 

programs yet. Ms. Alards expressed her hope that participants of the conference would get inspired 

during the two conference days, suggesting to listen to the presentation of Ms. Wineke Smid about 

the “who, what and how works” in Sex offenders’ treatment. 

The next question concerned the good practices in sex offenders’ treatment. Five 

countries indicated not to have a support system for professionals who work with sex offenders. 

The conference could be a place to share experiences, both for good and bad practices. 

Finally, the last question was about policy – national strategy for prevention or 

treatment of sex offenders and legal bases for this policy. 8 out of 17 said not to have a national 

strategy or legal bases for prevention or treatment. Ms. Alards expressed hope that this conference 

and next year’s meeting would give inspiration to these countries to develop such policies. 

Some additional questions were also asked during the survey, like if there was a cooperation 

with universities or other independent researchers in the countries? A large part replied that they 

indeed did, or would start with it in the near future. There was also a question regarding which laws 
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countries had regarding the punishment of sex offenders? Eight countries said that they have a 

Criminal code and two countries mentioned the Penal code. Then a question was asked about the 

policy probation service that countries have regarding to work sex offenders, and 5 out of 10 

countries said that they offer treatment. As to specific Risk Assessment tools, 7 out of 10 countries 

mentioned Static, Stable and Acute. And finally they were asked about the cooperation that is used 

for the prevention of sex offending, and 6 out of 10 mentioned MAPPA or similar. 

In conclusion Ms. Alards expressed her wish for everybody to have two inspiring days of 

sharing knowledge and gaining information from each other during the conference and thanked 

everybody for doing such a great job for society. 

 

 

Circles of Support and Accountability: Community Engagement keeps everybody safer 

Ms. Mechtild Höing, Avans University of Applied Sciences, the Netherlands 

Ms. Höing expressed her feeling of honor and gratefulness for the offered platform in the 

conference to speak about Circles of Support and Accountability (CoSA). 

Ms. Höing reminded that historically probation is all about rehabilitation and reintegration 

of offenders back into the community, so in essence all probation workers are social workers. 

Rehabilitation is meant for every offender to change and to become a respectful member of the 

community, and social work and therapy are there to support this change. However in the past two 

decades there is an increase in concern about victim needs, especially in the area of sex offences. 

Because of personal and societal consequences of sexual offences in all countries we can speak 

about the issue of “sexual traumas”, which has led to developments in legislation. In many 

countries this kind of offence is more punitive and longer sentences are used than for other offences.  

Sex offenders have come into focus of the risk management. In this situation there is a 

challenge for probation to mind both – risk management and rehabilitation which are both in the 

interests of victims and society. Sometimes the strict rules that are used for sex offenders are 

barriers, and not bridges into rehabilitation. Only a sex offender him- or herself can stop sexual 

offending by gaining control over his/her own behavior.  

Sex offenders are perceived as monsters that are endangering moral values and the 

innocence of the society. In late history many societies have become “fear driven”, preoccupied of 

risks and the prevention of these risks.  
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This is the reason why sex offenders face social isolation and social exclusion. Sometimes 

it is the choice of the offender himself, but in other cases the isolation is inflicted by for example 

social networks. Sometimes people think that sex offenders have a lack of social skills. Taking this 

all into account – social isolation is a key risk factor, even though it is not direct, for sex offenders 

to reoffend, as they lack this basic human need. And this problem is very difficult to change for a 

probation worker or the therapist.  

Sex offenders are often put into categories, but they are not alike – no one is like the other. 

They all have their own individual combination of risk factors.  

The probation officer is the one who operates in different worlds – overlapping and even 

conflicting areas where values, policies and practices can clash, and where the duty of the officer 

is to support the offender in seeking cooperation with the other worlds.   

Circles of Support and Accountability can offer support in sex offender management as an 

additional service to probation. In essence the Circles model consists of a group of volunteers who 

support and monitor the sex offender.  

It has to be noted that in the scheme of the circles they do not talk about the “sex offender” 

- the term “core member” is used instead. The circles are for medium to high risk sex offenders, 

who are in high need of social support. Very important to mention is that the core member is 

working with the circles on a voluntary bases. He or she needs to be prepared to talk to the 

volunteers, to exchange information. The volunteers stand around him/her - well trained local 

citizens from diverse backgrounds and of diverse ages – practically anybody can become a 

volunteer. There are of course also professionals – probation officers, therapists, local police 

officers, but they form the outer circle. And then there is a circle coordinator – a professional – 

well trained in COSA models and experienced in coaching and dealing with sex offenders. 

The principles of CoSA are the following: core member and volunteers (usually 3 – 5) form 

the inner circle and meet on a regular bases – most often once a week, but later in the process it 

could also be less often. The volunteers know about the committed offence, the core member talks 

to the volunteers about this offence and risk factors in a circle, but together they also talk about 

what the core member wants to learn, to achieve and how they can support him in that. They also 

engage in social activities like having a coffee together, going for a walk or similar. The idea is to 

build a strong social relationship and to thus help the core member to develop himself and regain 

confidence. Of course there are safety rules and all the information shared in the circle is conveyed 
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to the circle coordinator. Volunteers write short reports about the meetings and exchanges they 

have – in fact they need to sign agreements that all information in the circle is exchangeable. The 

whole idea is that whenever there are situations involving risks, the risky behavior is shared with 

the coordinator who then decides with whom of the outer circle this information would then best 

be shared.  

The outer circle is willing to support the inner circle with advice and interventions where/if 

necessary. They meet every three to six months to see how the circle is going on. Sometimes the 

inner and outer circle also come together. The coordinator selects the core member and the 

volunteers and is in very close contact with the inner circle by coaching the volunteers. There are 

regular phone calls and messages between the inner circle and the coordinator.  

There is not a lot of research, but the existing ones show that Circles can achieve a lot in 

reducing sexual re-offending. An effective circle addresses social needs by offering practical and 

emotional support and advice, by building a strong relationship within the inner circle and by 

providing the core member with a sense of belonging and trust – an adult attitude that many of 

them haven’t experienced before.  

A good circle encourages and supports changes in the core member and encourages 

him/here to take responsibility for his own choices and behavior. Volunteer selflessness enhances 

the core members’ motivation and engagement. The circle provides a safe space to open up, to 

practice problem solving skills and to experience autonomy and self-determination. Besides that it 

offers role models and social learning that compliments the “official” sex offender therapy.  

An effective Circle is aware of the fact that risk and risk factors are different for each sex 

offender. The circle addresses these risks in a respectful way discussing the offence and the risk 

factors, letting the core member feel safe by questioning and monitoring him, knowing that the 

information will be shared. Finally, a good circle is reflective and adaptive. The circle is supervised 

by the coordinator who encourages the individual members to reflect on the current situation in the 

circle.  

Evaluation of the system is being used – it is a structured format that the core member goes 

through every three months. Diversity of the circle volunteers is the key strength – it gives the 

possibility for different opinions and the core member can take what fits best in his/her situation.  

However – no matter how good the method is, there is no guarantee for success. But there 

are some rules to make the circle work more effective, for example by sticking to the original model 
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and being accountable for the work. Sex offenders have to be selected based on their risk and needs 

assessment. Also, there is concern for the community safety, this must come first. Circles look for 

high quality volunteers by conducting a careful selection (motivational interview etc.) and training 

(the selection discussion takes place only after a two-day training). There is also a criminal records 

check: people who in the past have had problems with the law can become a volunteer, but they 

are asked about their own sexual trauma history since they need to be aware of any triggers. The 

supervision is very intense – the coordinator has to be available and responsive 24/7. Also, high 

quality relationships with professional agencies are important. Circles are not a quick aid, they last 

as long as necessary, sometimes a year, sometimes one and a half, sometimes many years and then 

still are necessary. Circles is not a cheap method because it asks for organizational and financial 

sustainability for a long period of time.  

CoSA projects are embedded in national and local contexts. When starting the circles, the 

things that have to be checked on a national level are: is there a sex offender penology and 

legislation, what is the societal climate, is there a volunteering culture and volunteering traditions, 

is the appropriate infrastructure available, are the service needs understood, is there enough service 

capacity, is expertise available and what are the financial resources? 

Things to be considered on a local level are: how well is the work with other organizations 

organized (police, sex offender treatment etc.)? Might there be shared values and goals among 

these organizations and there might be differences?  Processes of referral and information exchange 

need to be developed and discussed. Resources and service needs can also vary. Most CoSA 

projects are very small, and therefore working with other projects might be helpful.  

There is always the question if CoSA is able to get volunteers. A survey was conducted in 

several European countries, Latvia among them, and the question asked was “Would you be 

interested in becoming a CoSA volunteer?”. Answers ranged from 17 to 7 % of population, which 

is quite good number.  

Another thing that has to be known about CoSA projects is that there are several variations. 

There can be Community organizations, induced by the communities, like for example is the case 

in Canada, USA/California, Bulgaria, Australia and the Netherlands (2). Or there can be Justice 

organizations induced by legislative system, like for example in Netherlands (1), Belgium (1), 

USA/Minnesota, New Zealand and Catalunya. And thirdly there can be joint ventures/social 
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services – a so called hybrid form, which is the case in for example Belgium (2); USA/Vermont, 

Ireland and Latvia.  

Ms. Höing concluded by stressing the importance of expertise in the various CoSA projects.  

Workshop session A “Understanding and re-framing sexual abuse” 

Prof. Kieran McCartan (Professor at the University of the West Of England, Bristol,  and Scientific director of 

conference’s programme committee) 

Prof. McCartan started his workshop by stressing the importance of setting the context for 

the sexual abuse issue. He stated that the number of people affected actually is unknown, because 

not all the cases are reported for different reasons: the field is out of people’s self-interest, there is 

a lack of motivation to report sexual abuse, there are not enough arguments for victims to come 

forward (because they may feel that this is their fault or that no one will take them seriously), 

etcetera. In that sense sexual abuse differs from other crimes like car theft or burglary which are 

usually reported, because one needs insurance to be received and it is usually clear how much it is 

for car crime or burglary – in contrast to cases of sexual abuse. Nevertheless, in the past 20-30 

years there has been an increase in the number of reports. And there is one very important issue - 

when talking about the base rates of sexual abuse, it can only be about reported ones. It is only 

possible to talk about the impact of sexual abuse where (depending on the sources of information 

used) between 1 in 4 to 1 in 8 people have reported of being impacted by sexual abuse at some 

point in their lives. In America that is called “collateral consequence” – to look broader at people 

who have been affected by sexual abuse because nearly everybody knows someone. 

 To start the talk about re-framing, professor McCartan stressed the necessity to think about 

the impact that sexual abuse has not only on victims, but also on individuals who commit the abuse. 

It is known that it impacts people’s psychological well-being, health and socialization. Probably 

sexual abuse should be spoken about as a health issue and not purely a criminal justice issue since 

it has impact on victims and penetrators, their lives, their health, their mental health and their 

socialization. It can be compared to cancer with which 1 in 3 people is affected, but sexual abuse 

issue is not treated in a same or similar way as cancer – not in treatment, not in management, 

reintegration, funding etc. – neither for victims nor for the offenders. If people would treat sexual 

abuse issue the way cancer issue is treated, the whole issue could be prevented. Professor McCartan 

expressed his belief that it is possible to prevent sexual abuse. To prove his idea of necessity of re-

framing he introduced some more numbers proving that the existing registration system of sexual 
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offenders does not prevent the sexual abuse. The data come from the UK Office of National 

Statistics (under the Ministry of Justice) and say that the estimated number of victims is 430.000 – 

517.000 per annum. Rape victims are 60.000 – 95.000, but only 5.620 sex offences are registered 

and only 1.070 offenders are convicted, which means that registries do not help because it is still 

not known who these sex offenders are. Not all of them get convicted, so when people talk about 

registrations and the people who work with those numbers (like MAPPA and community control), 

the talk is about the offenders who are convicted and not about victims. Another thing that should 

be highlighted are the multicultural and multidimensional perpetrators and victims – not all of the 

research reflects these. Professor McCartan showed the trend in research to base itself on the 

“white, western, working class and middle-class man”, which means that not much attention is paid 

to aboriginals and ethnic minorities. This is mainly because it is believed that everybody is the 

same, which is not so! Good practice is about bringing in cultural appropriation and diversity.  

Professor McCartan continued by presenting calculations of the NSPCC (National Society 

for Prevention of Cruelty to Children), showing that the cost of child sexual abuse in the UK is 

from 3.2 to 1.0 billion pounds a year. These costs include things like child health and mental health, 

suicides, victimization in later life and/or problems that it brings, but also the costs of arresting 

someone, taking him/her into prison or under community supervision, children services – children 

social care and NSPCC costs, as well as labor market costs for sick leaves because of mental or 

physical health problems that could also be connected with drug and alcohol misuse and self-harm 

related issues. And it is also about perpetrators – depression and anxiety of these individuals that 

might also be the consequence of the issue of drug and alcohol abuse. 

 To sum up, Professor McCartan used a metaphor calling sexual abuse an epidemic, proving 

that with before mentioned data about the impact that sexual abuse has on 1 in 4 to 1 in 8 people – 

the effect on their lifestyle, collateral consequences on families and communities, and the cost of 

this per year. He stressed that sexual abuse is not just a criminal justice issue but also a health issue 

that is living in society in the amount of an epidemic disease.   

 Professor McCartan invited all to start thinking about changing the way people look at these 

issues and talk about them, and about the way decisions are made in these cases, the way victims 

and perpetrators are predefined. In other words – what happens in society when people think about 

sexual abuse issues? To start the changes in this way thinking, it is necessary to (re-)construct the 

reality of sexual abuse, a task that needs to be done by experts and professionals. Professor 
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McCartan mentioned that in the UK there is a (in some way) unique situation: professionals 

(probation and prison services) do not really want to communicate these issues to the public and 

do not want to comment on the job they do. Nevertheless Kieran believes that it is necessary to talk 

about good things that are done and the things that are changing positively, because the public 

usually hears only about major, catastrophic cases that might lead to thinking that probation is not 

doing their job properly – ignoring the fact that things are going very well for thousands and 

thousands of (other) offenders.  

As reaction to this the factors influencing the situation were investigated by Tabachnik and 

McCartan (Tabachnik & McCartan, 2017). The factors are Systematic factors including policing, 

courts, prison & probation; rehabilitation, reform and reintegration; evidence based practices; 

funding resources and state support; community, media and professional engagement; reporting, 

recording and sentencing rates, societal factors that include social networks; cultural & social 

attitudes; political systems; media; education; social welfare; social justice and personal factors 

that include personal attitudes and experience; vicarious attitudes and experiences and evidence 

based, narrative based and knowledge gathering. All of the factors interact and create conversations 

on the Politics & social construction of sexual abuse. And these can affect public views (Richards, 

McCartan, 2017), which is extremely important to start changing the situation.   

In their research Richards and McCartan (2017) investigated public views about sex 

offenders and related policy and got to the following conclusions: no matter if the public is in 

favour of imprisonment, they believe sex offenders to be monsters and they do not want them in 

their communities. They do show support for treatment of sex offenders, including child sex 

offenders, despite being doubtful of evidence, as well as for community support and management, 

understanding the risks. It might be so, because their attitude changes when they speak about 

someone whom they know, when the perpetrator is their uncle, brother or someone close, and when 

whether it was a contact abuse or not, they change their mind, because they see a real person behind 

the offence, not an abstract one. And when people believe in treatment, it gives hope that more 

people will and can get treatment. It is not of course as easy as it would seem – policies are made 

by ministers, and it is the responsibility of researchers to provide them with understandable, correct 

and evidence-based information for these decisions to be appropriate – not based on big cases 

solely, but on the context of sexual abuse itself. Another thing that would need to make people 
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think about prioritizing treatment of sex offenders instead of imprisoning them, is that it is 

economically more beneficial, and will do more societal work in the long term.  

The current narrative on sexual abuse shows sexual harm to be a high-profile issue, both 

nationally (UK Office of the Children’s Commissioner, 2015) and internationally (UNICEF, 2014). 

But the narrative should be communicated carefully in order to not make people think that there is 

more sexual abuse. In fact we do not know because we do not have real base rates, but what we do 

know is that people are more reporting on sexual abuse. The actual situation is such that people 

feel they can come forward with that these issues now – cases of disclosure in later life about sexual 

abuse in childhood, possibly because of the impact of historical cases. Also the Criminal Justice 

System has changed – it has increased trust in the system that take victims seriously and responds 

appropriately. Thirdly the visibility of the offences has increased, as well as social and traditional 

media reporting – one may look in any national newspaper on a daily basis and there are stories 

about child or adult sexual abuse. Of course, there is also impact of high-profile cases all around 

the world (Netherlands, Australia etc.) highlighting the reality of sexual abuse and making victims 

realize that they can come forward. We must understand that it isn’t something that suddenly 

happened in the last ten years. There has not been an explosion of sexual abuse, but it is rather the 

understanding of the reality that sexual abuse has always been there – hidden however because it 

was not framed in a way that made people feel able to face it.  

We do hear that there are more findings, more services to handle these issues, but Professor 

McCartan expressed his view that this only means more pressure on people with limited resources 

– for the police it is simply not possible to put in prison every person accused of indecent child 

material exploitation. It means that alternatives are needed! For example the Lucy Faithful 

Foundation – and there are other alternatives as well. Besides that it is important to say that nobody 

knows whether the one who looks at these images will really try to get the contact – some will and 

some won’t. This means it shows the necessity to prioritize whom are we working with, in the 

framework of the resources available for effective management and treatment. 

Professor McCartan once again stressed the importance to understand sexual abuse as an 

issue of both criminal justice and public health, pointing to the differences of the perception of the 

victim and the perpetrator. The criminal justice system is more focused on the specific individuals 

(the victim and the perpetrator: where the victim can get support and the perpetrator will be 

punished), whereas the public health system looks at the situation as a community issue. This 
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means that something could have been done before it has happened – people should be proactive 

and not just react after an offence has already happened and when the harm is already done. In the 

framework of the public health issue, prevention of sexual abuse is more an educational concern, 

where doctors and other specialists from multi-agencies are involved in explaining the healthy 

lifestyle, focusing on potential victims and perpetrators. In the criminal justice system police 

officers and several actions are involved, but there aren’t many resources for education. 

Consequently Professor McCartan talked about different levels of prevention in the 

community, taken up from the public health approach. Primarily this means a broader approach 

that takes place before any sexual abuse has actually occurred, in order to prevent initial 

perpetration or victimization. This can be done through community engagement, activities by 

children’s charities, governments doing messaging campaigns that broadly explain what sexual 

abuse is (and what it is not), how to report that and many other important things. Also targeted 

approaches with “at risk” populations could be involved - individuals who can come forward and 

seek confidential help if they understand and feel they are at risk of committing a sexual abuse. In 

Germany specialists who work with such clients are not compulsory to report, which is not always 

so in other countries. And one other specific thing is that if the “potential sex offender” suffers 

from a depression this needs to be dealt with first. Only after that, the support and help will be 

aimed at the possible sexual abuse. The tertiary level of prevention is about dealing with the 

immediate consequences of the committed sexual offence. It is aiming at every offender getting 

the appropriate treatment for his/her level of risk and work towards stopping from relapsing.  On 

the fourth level there should be actions taken up to protect individuals (persons/patients) from 

medical interventions that are likely to cause more harm than good. This approach is quite new and 

the Circles movement represents its idea – to help (ex-)offenders towards desistance because it is 

aimed at re-judging some of the most stigmatized things like social connectedness, strength bases 

approaches and understanding of the committed sexual abuse. An approach that stresses the fact of 

the offender not “being” his committed abuse but this being only a part of his personality – this 

approach really works. In general many primary and tertiary approaches are used, but it would be 

very valuable and important to do more with secondary ones since they acknowledge the risks. 

To see the way in which people should work professor McCartan presented data on perceived 

understanding of prevention in 16 different countries. About half of them disagree that their 

government’s attitude towards sexual abuse is preventive but on the other hand they think that their 
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colleagues understand the prevention of sexual abuse. It means that it is important to start 

conversations with these governments about social care, education and prevention. As to the 

public’s understanding of prevention, people were divided between not sure and don’t know. It 

could be because there is still a view that sexual abuse is committed by distinct others, by people 

who are radically different from “us”, which results in seeing these sex offenders as mentally ill, 

as monster whose own fault it is. Not as a problem for societies – the offender should change, not 

the society. So, to sum this up it is clearly seen that it is necessary to speak more to the public and 

more to the government. 

Finally Professor McCartan presented ten points of reframing sexual abuse: 

1. Importance of language. We should speak about the same thing, in a same way, speaking 

the same language. For example police, probation and schools can think differently of what 

risk is but a common language should be found. We are used to the term “sexual offender”, 

but actually why would you call someone by the thing you do not want them to be while 

you wish to focus on strength based approaches? This is a topic to think about and reflect 

on. As we do not talk about mentally ill people, we talk about people with mental illness. 

In Scotland they do not talk about offenders, they talk about people being to prison. So this 

could be an argument to use the term “someone who has committed a sexual offence” 

instead of “sex offender”. By doing so we still keep people accountable for what they did, 

but we also say – there is more about you, you could be a brilliant computer designer or an 

athlete or a really supportive son to your mother. We should also think about terminology 

when talking about victims. Victims can rationalize what has happened to them, but the 

term “sexual violence” does not help them to come forward, because they say that it was 

not a rape. If we talk about “harm”, people can get past harm, so this is an argument that 

we should be talking about “harmful sexual behavior”. Some of these things will work in 

the long run, some not, but it absolutely necessary to start speaking about terminology. 

2. The service user voice. We do a lot of things to prisoners not actually consulting them. We 

do things to people rather than with people. But actually the service user voice is important 

and user experience and client satisfaction is capturing more attention in the field of social 

services. One of the main items of treatment, one of the main performance indicators is 

recidivism, but not the question “Does this intervention do what it says on the scale from 1 

to 10? “. Treatment is about behavior change and recidivism is one aspect of behavior 
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change, but it is not everything. So this is where we should think about the service users, 

have conversations with them and find a way in which those conversations can be framed.  

a. The provision of treatment services to individuals convicted of sexual offenses in 

particular, has expanded exponentially over the last 20 years. This growing 

population is now interviewed, interrogated, investigated, assessed, managed, 

treated, supervised, and surveilled, while their perspective as “service users” is 

almost entirely absent from research. 

b. The service user journey 

c. Interactions with the formal criminal justice system (police, courts, and custodial 

corrections), 

d. Interactions with community corrections (probation and parole), and 

e. Interactions with treatment authorities (rehabilitation, therapists, and evaluators) 

3. Adverse childhood experience and life course factors. A research done in Scotland shows 

that adverse childhood experiences impact people’s development and who they are, and 

what they do in adulthood. The good news is – we know who these people are and we can 

work on prevention. 

4. Trauma informed care. Whether we think about victims or perpetrators, we should think 

about what role trauma has played in their lives.  

In the simplest terms, the concept of trauma-informed care is straightforward. If 

professionals were to pause and consider the role trauma and lingering traumatic stress play 

in the lives of the specific client population served by an individual, professional, 

organization, or an entire system – would they behave differently? What steps would they 

take to avoid, or at least minimize, adding new stress or inadvertently reminding their 

clients of their past traumas? How can they better help their traumatized clients heal? In 

effect, by looking at how the entire system is organized and services are delivered through 

a “trauma lens” what should be done differently? (Wilson, Pence, & Conradi, 2013).  

In dealing with people who committed a sexual abuse it should be taken into consideration 

how this childhood trauma has affected him/her and how the care about this could be 

integrated in the treatment. Only when we deal with someone’s own trauma we can deal 

with the trauma they inflict on others.  
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5. Treatment and management. For years the wrong question was asked in the management 

of sex offenders “How do I stop you to do what I do not want you to do?”, but the right 

question should be “Why did you stop doing that thing?”. The majority of people who 

commit sexual offences desist as well. As Carl Hansen has demonstrated in his research, 

the vast majority of people who committed sexual offences can go from high risk to low 

risk in 20 years. It means that the risk of sexual offending is dynamic and not fixed. It means 

that people can stop offending, and community support is essential and important in these 

cases. It is important to make realistic management plans, like Circles and treatment 

programs using strengths based approaches, recovery capital, the service use voice and 

desistance.  

6. Recovery Capital. Social capital plays a role, but there are other forms of capital that play 

a role in recovery. Recovery of capital includes all types of capitals: social, cultural, 

physical, humans that help to desist and/or to recover. However it works differently than in 

cases of integration, because we do not want sex offenders to be back in the place they were 

– we want them in better conditions, pro-social and productive. 

7. Multiagency and professional working. We should value professionals and their 

understanding of the treatment, challenges of intervention, risk assessment and knowledge 

on the individuals they work with. This means a lot of reflecting on the processes and 

changes that should be made. Unfortunately however all this understanding and knowledge 

is not yet used for a very important thing – the prevention. It is often that one can hear from 

those who have sexually abused that if they would have known the things they learn during 

intervention, if they would know where to turn to when they started feeling that something 

was not right with them, then the actual sexual abuse might not have happened. It is 

therefore of pivotal importance for all professionals in the field to come together and start 

working on prevention.  

8. Secondary prevention. We talk a lot about secondary prevention, but also important is how 

tertiary prevention can inform secondary prevention. In fact we know it informs primary 

prevention (through school training, advertising campaigns etc.) and that a lot is being done 

there. To understand the idea of secondary prevention, a group of specialists came together 

to discuss what is needed for this type of prevention. And there are several things one has 

to consider in terms of secondary prevention:   
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Psychology of Self-reporting and Disclosure. Here the management of help-seeking 

behaviors plays an important role because there is always a tension between the offenders’ 

need for support and managing the presented risk to themselves and others. Potential or 

current offenders had felt personally alienated. Effective secondary harm prevention efforts 

need to have a clear outreach plan – otherwise it is just rising the risk of an actual offence 

for those potential sex offenders who come or want to come forward seeking for help. 

Working within the existing Legal, Social, and Professional Framework. A change of 

direction and approach in the UK towards earlier prevention. Issues of mandatory reporting. 

The rights of (identified/ unknown) victims. The issue of identifying suitable avenues for 

prevention.  

Scale and Type of Response. The availability of online and offline services regarding ethics 

and safeguarding. But who can be the service provider?  

Media, Public, and Political Hurdles. A major challenge is to deal with the PR and media 

aspects of sexual offending. Might it potentially be easier with youth than adults? It is 

necessary to “get the right message across”. The role of the professional in shaping the 

media, public and policy message should be stimulated.  

9. Public and Media engagement. It is a professional duty of researchers to engage with the 

public and with professionals in the field. It is often heard by professionals that the public 

doesn’t understand things because they are not educated. But there is another side of this – 

what has been actually done to clarify things to the public and to educate them? Professor 

McCartan shared his experience and understanding of the fulfilled duty of public education, 

for example by running a blog. He believes we have to “feed” good news stories, the real 

good news stories to the public.  

10. The evidence based policy and practice. This is something that differs among countries, 

mainly because of political issues. What real facts can be found to support the conclusions? 

We should be aware that no matter what the politics ask from us – a researcher’s job is to 

focus on the evidence based and even then evidence might be a bit shaky in places. To talk 

with policy makers we have to able to speak clearly, shortly and in a way they understand, 

it is not a place for scientific articles, although we base our information on them.  

To sum it up, there are several important things: engagement, research, public and professionals. 

And the things that need to be worked on are:  
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- To work together more effectively & in a multi-disciplinary pre-CJS. 

- To recognize and believe in the fact that prevention is the work of all. 

- To utilize professional knowledge, expertise and good practice more. 

- To actively engage with known sexual abusers so we can better understand why people 

offend and when is the best moment to intervene. 

- To pay attention to the service user journey so we can engage with them and help them 

integrate into society. 

- To share knowledge, good practices and skills effectively with the public and the media in 

order to improve societal understanding. 

 

 

Workshop session “The challenges of working with sex offenders in a small island 

community” 

Mr. Mike Cutland (Assistant Chief Probation Officer) & Mr. David Briggs (Clinical Forensic Psychologist), Jersey 

Probation and After Care Service 

This workshop was prepared by Mr. Mike Cutland and Mr. David Briggs.  

Firstly Mr. Cutland introduced Jersey, the largest of the Channel Islands with about 100,000 

inhabitants and its own peculiarities. Jersey is a British Crown dependency, but it has its own 

legislation, parliament, legal system and court system. English and French are both spoken in 

Jersey and there are three large immigrant groups: Madeiran, Portuguese and Polish. In this 

multicultural society it is a challenge to provide services for non-English speaking inhabitants. A 

specific thing about Jersey is that there is no mandatory supervision after prison, just voluntary. 

One of the consequences in the situation is that probation has to be quite creative in encouraging 

clients to come to supervision voluntarily, which means that probation has to have something to 

offer to the clients: the service has to be relevant.  

Mr. Cutland then continued by telling “mass media” stories about sexual abuse. One of the 

stories that hit the headlines was about buried child’s remains (a piece of skull) that were found in 

a children care home. In was published all over the national and international news. People were 

alarmed and the probation officers worked with a number of people from the specific children 

home, who were really traumatized by the prospect of having of their friends dead. It wasn’t a body 

in the end – the detective made a serious mistake – it was actually a piece of a coconut shell. That 
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may sound funny now, but it wasn’t funny then. Eighteen months ago the same house came in the 

news again and sexual abuse did happen there. A number of men and women have served and are 

still serving sentences. This made the island divided, both politically and within the community: 

were stories of victims true or made up? However what it certainly did was putting the subject of 

sex offenders in the public eye. In fact these stories were the start for probation officers working 

seriously with sex offenders. 

Mr. Cutland then gave a short description of Probation Service and its work in Jersey. The 

Jersey Probation Service (JPAPS) is a Department of the Judiciary. Probation Officers are Délégués 

and Officers of the Court. There are about 400 clients under JPACS Criminal Justice Supervision, 

some on probation orders and others are still in prison while serving their sentence (there is one 

prison in Jersey).  There are 34 staff in Criminal Justice (14 part-time), 3 Managers, 13 Probation 

Officers and 3 Assistant Probation officers. There is also a family Court advisory service – a team 

of social workers, who step in when there are family disputes in the court about which parent should 

have a custody of children. They also provide assessment to the court and the Probation Service 

uses its expertise in the work with sex offenders by giving analyses on the cases and how well the 

Probation Service cares for children in these cases by protecting them. JPACS prepares Social 

Enquiry Reports for the Courts, supervises people from the Parish Hall Enquiries (mainly children), 

supervises Probation Orders from 3 months up to 3 years, deals with community Service Orders 

up to 480 hours and supervises prisoners.  Recently they have also started to work with people who 

are worried about their thoughts/behaviors. There are not many of them since it is difficult to come 

forward in a small community, but it is challenging to discuss difficulties like this. There is a sense 

of guilt, shame and hopelessness. What probation does in these cases is trying to give these people 

some practical advice, good service, a “hug”, as there is very high rate of suicide in Jersey and 

some of them are committed because of this feeling of hopelessness.  

JPACS now works under the Sex Offenders Law from 2010, a law that includes 

Notification Orders (de- notification reports) which are similar to Register and Restraining Orders 

– i.e. orders that stop offenders from doing certain things, like having contact with children. Some 

10 to 12 years ago things were different – the Probation Service then dealt with a small number of 

sex offenders. Around that time many victims came forward and many men (mainly men) were 

convicted for what they had done many years ago. This meant that the group of sex offenders under 

supervision was much older than usual and some health problems (for example dementia) and also 
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physical issues came with it.  There was some training but it was not delivered to all staff, and it 

was optional. There was a lack of confidence in the team. Experience from the Isle Of Man 

Probation Service in the work of sex offenders stood out as the good practice: they had assessments 

and concrete work plans. On the Isle of Man, as it is also a small island, they did not have group 

work for sex offenders, as they were not able to form groups for similar offences in such a small 

community, so instead there was one to one work – individualized programs. And they worked 

with a forensic psychologist – Mr. David Briggs – who consulted the probation team. 

Now the Isle of Jersey works with a psychologist – the same David Briggs – and that means 

6-8 days a year, plus a lot of work in family service. The staff is encouraged to talk to the 

psychologist as there are quite some difficulties in the work with sex offenders, and managers 

might not always be skilled for this type of conversations. At the beginning the training for work 

with sex offenders was optional for the staff, but only two staff members indicated not to want to 

work with this specific group. The staff is trained in a range of assessment tools for all ages -  

RM2000, SA07, AIM, C PORT. Trainings with other agencies like the police, prison and social 

workers are included. Not all, but some multi agencies are useful, because things could be seen 

differently. Mr. Briggs stepped in to emphasize the value of the team being able to be out of its 

own workplace, to have its own agenda and take the work uniforms off to just be “themselves”. It 

is very important for the strength of the staff to have this sense of connection within the team. 

Mr. Cutland then continued with some data about from Island of Jersey – there were 162 

reported sexual offences in 2018, 30 prosecutions, 138 people subject to notification, 23 supervised 

by Probation in community (15 contact ), 28 in prison ( 19 contact ). There are priority list meetings 

where probation and police meet quite regularly to highlight the most risky offenders. 

An organization is a dynamic thing that changes regularly and isn’t always working “the 

right way”. In that sense it is important to base interventions on something sound, and Johnston & 

Paton in 2003 wrote a paper about Environmental Resilience. There are a couple of things to be 

mentioned about it: Competence means investing in recruitment, training and looking after staff, 

providing them with supervision – the more competent the staff, the better they work. 

Meaningfulness is the fit between the needs of the role and the values and attitudes of the worker. 

Professional discretion means – trust your staff and train them, but allow them to discuss cases, 

listen to what they say and let them give input for the training agenda. Impact is not just recognizing 

the impact in their personal lives, but also impact on their works and how it can empower 
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individuals. Learning and not blaming is very important, because things might go wrong. But 

sometimes clients may not be here to change and we need to learn from that. Defensible decision 

making – it can’t eliminate the risk but we need to be realistic about it, take all reasonable steps 

and try to work with the offenders in the most relevant ways. And decisions that are made need to 

be informed, balanced, proportionate and just. Appropriate knowledge and skills mean that the 

work must be managed using evidence-based interventions and assessments. A culture of analysis 

and professional curiosity should be cherished – what does information tell us about concerned 

behavior and the patterns of behavior and the triggers to offending? Processes and systems – the 

importance of vigilance as the cases progress. And the culture of rights – there is a lot of talk about 

risks, but offenders have needs as well. 

Recognizing the impact on practitioners is not all doom and gloom, because there are issues 

like “compassion fatigue”, (Figley 1995). However this does not come up much as most workers 

in Britain do not report psychological harm. To look after workers is important in order to have an 

effective recruitment scheme – take into account the appropriate age (people younger than 25 tend 

to suffer more stress while working with sex offenders) and look carefully at the learning style. 

Working on a one to one basis is more likely to lead to extra personal responsibility (Dean and 

Barnett 2011). Therapeutic relationship may give concern of giving too much away. Allocation 

practice means mixing caseloads so each worker can have cases of different types. Reflective and 

regular supervision is extremely important.  

Pro-social modelling by Chris Trotter pioneered the idea about “leading by example”, 

which is the used in the Probation Service of the Island of Jersey and also reflected in the research 

done in partnership with Swansea University. The client interviews with Probation Officers are 

video recorded and then analyzed, after which the areas of strength and/or development are given 

back as feedback. The monitoring is done using the “Skills checklist” that is mostly about how the 

interview is set up, what the quality of the verbal and non-verbal communication is like, if pro-

social modeling is done and if the clients are encouraged to solve their problems. It showed the 

strong correlation between having a skilled practitioner and a lower reconviction rate.  

In conclusion Mr. Cutland pointed at the necessity to balance work and personal life energy 

(mental, physical, spiritual), meaning and self-awareness (how we cope or not with our work) – an 

issue that is strongly encouraged in the Jersey Probation Service team because without this the 

service cannot be really effective.  
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The next part of the workshop was presented by Mr. David Briggs who started his talk with 

the idea of resilience. To prepare the presentation the staff had been asked to do the Resilience 

Survey in the context of consultancy (consultants, like psychologists or other specialists, coming 

in at certain times, when this is needed). Mr. Briggs expressed his belief that long-term contact, 

even if not very intensive but of a good quality, makes relationships more valuable than intensive 

ones that have no possibility to last, and to learn to trust. 

The diversity of offenders is something specific for the Island of Jersey, and calls for the 

necessity to discuss specific cases. Also the staff wants to have feedback on their work – it is 

important to recognize strengths as well as remarks for improvement. The topic of consultancy 

could also be the impact of the work on family and/or the relationships with colleagues and the 

manager. In fact the manager does not always know what is going on in these relationships. It is 

important to have the ability to share ideas, research, practice from conferences or other 

experiences, and to discuss these. Of course there are always issues on how to work with a client 

when speaking about sexual issues. Psychometric tests are used at work with sex offenders in the 

formation of a treatment plan and to see how the client is moving forward. Some of the 

consultancies are about providing feedback on psychometrics. When the staff members were asked 

what they find the least beneficial about consultancy, the few who answered mentioned 

psychometrics as not being helpful. Another thing mentioned was the lack of co-working. When 

they were asked how they could be helped with resilience, they said that they would need more 

opportunities of co-work on complex cases. Some described consultancy as a speed dating and 

indeed it is a bit like that – 45 minutes for somebody and then the next person is already coming 

in. One thing that the staff indicated to be particularly challenging is when they feel manipulated 

or groomed by clients. Also resistant clients and clients in denial are mentioned as challenging, 

plus the need to talk about sex/sexuality/sexual interest/sexual arousal when being in contact (at 

work) with the offender. And the sense of responsibility, (felt because the staff members want 

people to be safe), is also a great burden.  

Mr. David Briggs continued by sharing his impressions while working in Jersey. The staff 

there believes that the training they get is not just for working with sex offenders – it can be equally 

helpful in the work with other types of offenders. They also believe that the people who they are 

working with, can change.  

At the end of the workshop a case study was presented and discussed.  
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Workshop session “Practicalities of doing risk assessment” 

Mr. Anvars Zavackis (Latvian Probation Service; Latvia), Ms. Wineke Smid (Van der Hoeven psychiatric hospital; 

Netherlands), Ms. Carla Xella (Centro Italiano per la Promozione della Mediazione, Italy), Ms. Laura Kuhle (Charité 

Universitätsklinikum Berlin; Germany) & Prof. Kasia Uzieblo (Van der Hoeven psychiatric hospital; Belgium) 

Mrs. Maria Lindström (CEP; Sweden) introduced the participants to the workshop topic and 

invited the first speaker Mr. Anvars Zavackis to speak about the risk assessment situation in Latvia. 

Mr. Zavackis explained that the Latvia’s Probation Service and the Latvian Prison Administration 

(which are separate institutions) each has its own risk assessment tools which overlap only 

regarding one assessment tool (Static-99R). In both institutions there are tools for general risk 

assessment, violent risk assessment and sexual risk assessment. Regarding general recidivism risk 

the Prison Administration has a tool that is based on Risk Assessment, the Offender Assessment 

System (OASys), and the development of a new risk assessment tool is ongoing. Two tools (one 

for static and another for dynamic risk factors) are used for general recidivism risk in the Probation 

Service and are developed and validated by themselves. For violent offenders there are two tools 

in the Probation Service (developed and validated by themselves) but in the Prison Administration 

they are currently introducing VRAG-R and it is planned to introduce VRS (Violence Risk Scale) 

as well. Regarding sexual offenders there are three tools in the Probation Service: Static-99R, 

Stable-2007 and Acute-2007. In the Prison Administration they are currently introducing Static-

99R and it is planned to introduce VRS-SO (Violence Risk Scale-Sexual Offense version). Risk 

assessment tools are used at different stages of the legal process, but mainly to plan the necessary 

amount and content of the correctional work. Sometimes they are also used during the legal 

decision-making process. For example for sex offenders Static-99R and Stable-2007 are used 

because the result is included in the pre-sentence report. Probation Officers who work with sex 

offenders are specially trained (64-hour training) and certified. In Latvia risk assessments are used 

for sentence planning, obligations and restrictions – the court takes the decision about the length 

of the sentence, and the probation service takes decisions about the obligations and restrictions. 

Practicalities of doing risk assessment in Latvia: access to information is a very challenging issue; 

problems with risk communication and the understanding of risk – people tend to understand the 

assessed risk differently; sex offenders are often too short under probation supervision to have the 
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opportunity of giving an interventional dose based on risk level; there is a need to think about 

services outside of the prison and probation – it’s still under developed in Latvia. 

Ms. Wineke Smid started her presentation of what works with offenders: it is necessary to 

treat those who need it most; we need targets in the treatment that are related to the recidivism risk; 

we need to provide the treatment in the way the offender gets it. Risk assessment is needed so we 

can know in which direction to go. For example high risk offenders need more intensive 

intervention than medium risk, and intensive treatment isn’t good for low risk offenders – it is a 

waste of recourses, and could even make them worse. In the Netherlands probation officers do 

most of the pre-trial risk assessments, and specialized organizations conduct a few of them for 

extraordinary cases. In the Netherlands Static-99 is validated and the validation of Stable-2007 is 

happening now. Ms. Wineke Smid emphasized that in the risk assessment we need to include only 

factors that predict risk. In the Netherlands it is tried to make it is easy as possible, used frequently 

and done by a specialized team. 

Ms. Carla Xella introduced the situation in Italy – in this country there are only private 

associations and no public services for sex offenders. At the moment the justice system of Italy 

doesn’t require a risk assessment, and there are also no validated instruments. However in 

November 2018 the official project of translation and validation of Static-99 and Stable-2007 has 

been confirmed and the translation of the tools will be validated by Franca Cortoni. Nowadays this 

translation is in progress, but it isn’t a straightforward process since there are a lot of things that 

need to be adapted. For example crimes in Italy are completely different than they are in US law. 

Also, justice accepted to provide data about sexual and violent recidivism, and since this is the first 

time (there were no such data) they needed to be collected first. Result of the project: risk 

assessment instruments will be implemented as a national format. 

Ms. Laura Kuhle gave a short insight in practicalities of risk assessment in Germany when 

dealing with sexual offenders who are undetected by an addition system or feel themselves at risk 

to offend against children – Prevention Project Dunkelfeld (PPD). The vast majority of child sexual 

offenders are undetected, in PPD more than 90% are undetected in their lifetime for their offenses, 

but there is still a huge need to provide treatment and risk management to prevent them from further 

offenses. The challenge is that there is no profile on research and no evidence based material to 

show that identified risk factors also apply to those who are undetected for their sexual incest. 
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Structured and validated risk assessment tools are existing for the detected sex offender population, 

and so far, there are no tools specifically targeted at undetected offenders or potential offenders.  

As there are no evidence-based tools for undetected offenders, or offenders who feel themselves at 

risk, clinicians need to base and relay their risk assessment on clinical judgements – they need to 

formulate individual hypotheses of delinquency, focus on the individual risk factors of each person 

and monitor changes. Therefore there is need for highly experienced and qualified staff, who are 

also trained in sexological science. 

Prof. Kasia Uzieblo talked about the situation in Belgium - the Flemish part. In Belgium the 

issue of sex offender management started with Marc Dutroux (in 1996 he and his wife were accused 

of kidnapping, torturing and killing severe minor girls), which led to a public outcry across the 

nation and important policy reforms. Also, after these cases the attitude towards sex offenders was 

terribly negative, not just in the community, but also among politicians. Risk assessment in 

Belgium is used, but not by probation officers. There are three kinds of settings in which the risk 

assessment is used: (1) out-patient centers, which have a negative attitude toward risk assessments 

- they believe these do not work. And even if they say to be interested in using it, they have a lack 

of time and lack of resources to do so. So if the risk is assessed in these settings, often it's based on 

clinical judgment; (2) In-patient treatment centers, which have an interest in using risk assess 

instruments but mainly focus on static risk factors. Only recently there is an increased interest in 

dynamic risk factors, and also in how to connect risk assessment results with the treatment; and (3) 

prison settings - the only settings which are obligated by the law to evaluate the risk level of sex 

offenders, and to valuate if the sex offender needs treatment and which treatment that would be. 

However, there are no rules about the decision-making process, so again there are some clinicians 

who make decisions based on their opinion, even in prison setting. Belgium also has a Cooperation 

Agreement, which allocates more resources to the out-patient centers, so they can have more time 

to do risk assessment and get a possibility to have training about risk assessment, and thanks to 

these resources these centers can install specialized prison teams for sex offenders. About the good 

practice in Belgium: there is a risk assessment team, which consist of three experts who give advice 

to other institutions regarding offenders with mental disorders; there is CoSA; and the use of Static-

99 and Stable-2007. To carry on these good practices in Belgium, univocal and long-term risk 
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assessment vision and policy are needed, plus the continuation of training and knowledge sharing 

among the clinicians regarding risk assessment. 

 

Workshop session “Understanding and working with people who use child sexual abuse 

material” & the International working group relating to online sexual abuse 

Virginia Soldino (University of Valencia, Spain) & the International working group relating to online sexual abuse – 

Dr. Maggie Brennan (University of Plymouth, Ireland) 

 

Virginia Soldino started by explaining what child sexual abuse materials are. There are illegal 

materials (any material with real children under 18 that visually depicts a child engaged in real or 

simulated sexually explicit conduct; pornography allusive to children - technical and virtual CP) 

and legal materials (materials with real children under 18 on them but non-erotic and non-

sexualized; allusive to children, for example written stories or poems). After this she highlighted 

the differences between contact and online offenders, and described the online offender based on 

the CSAM-specific implicit theory (Bartels & Merdian, 2016): living unhappily (sad, lonely, 

without a job); being self- uncontrollable (thinking of having an addiction); seeing children as a 

sex object but without physical contact it could not be a crime; feeling good and fulfilled when 

collecting images and rare material. Specialists always need to take into consideration the internet 

as a context in these offences because internet is affordable, accessible and anonymous. 

The program structure in Spain is the following: 1. Assessment and motivation – there are 

three individual sessions and one group session in a one-month period; 2. intervention – 32 group 

sessions are combined with individual consultations; 3. A follow-up session after one month. Also 

it is very important refer to other practitioners when needed and involve the family when possible 

– in fact the offenders will need to live with these families afterwards. It's very important to provide 

a good assessment in order to get to know the person - nobody is a criminal 24/7 so it is necessary 

to ask questions which are not related to the crime. And also to identify risk and protective factors, 

plus as key factor a good report. Here it is possible to use humor and a comfortable atmosphere 

while talking about sex - usually the offender has never talked about sex before, and it is pivotal to 

consider that this is not an interrogation nor a judgement. In a questionnaire where online sex 

offenders where asked ‘What are their treatment goals, and what they want from the treatment?’ 
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(nr. 13), the main answer was that they want to get back to society, but also that they don’t want to 

feel guilt and shame anymore, and want to get out of the stigma. 

In conclusion: working with people who use child sexual materials is challenging, sometimes 

criticized by others, intense and responsible, but in the end it’s really fulfilling – both for the 

offender as for the probation worker. 

Dr. Maggie Brennan continued with her presentation “Challenges, Requirements & ‘What 

Works’?, talking about the International Working Group on Best Practice in the Management of 

Online Child Sexual Offending (IWG_OSO)”. Derek Perkins (PhD), Maggie Brennan (PhD) and 

Hannah L. Merdian (PhD) came to the IWG_OSO group as co-founders in the International 

Association for the Treatment of Sexual Offenders conference in 2014. In the presentation several 

topics were discussed: rationale and context, IWG aims, research, major findings and next steps. 

IWG_OSO work has a number of rationale reasons, like scale and impact of online child 

sexual offending – recent research and media reports have highlighted a substantial increase of 

online child sexual offending, and these cases are really complex, also when looking at the 

population outside of the criminal justice system - people engaging with child sexual exploitation 

materials. The responsibility of online child sexual offenders has leant very heavily on police, as a 

primary force for intervention and defense management, so there has been a massive investment in 

strategies for prosecution in order to better investigate these crimes. The police tends to 

conceptualize the problem of online child sexual offending as a problem of content (the material 

itself like images, video and illegal content), and to put a big emphasis on trying to filter this content 

by blocking people’s access to them. Also, there has been an effort in educating children and young 

adults about staying safe online. But the problem is that this is not really related to the main problem 

– there has not been a coordinated international emphasis on prevention and management of online 

sexual offending behavior. From the good side, there is a growing knowledge on the needs 

management of online child sexual offenders, but there is also a problem with the existing research: 

it doesn’t address all the problems that we need to address in terms of understanding internet sex 

offender risk, and it tends to be quite limited in terms of the countries where this research has been 

performed.  

CSEM (‘child pornography’) offending tends to increase, and there are some specific reasons 

why: the explosion of the smartphone technology - increasing broadband and bandwidth which 

allows a lot more content to be exchanged online, and images of child sexual abuse can be 
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reproduced, exchanged and downloaded at no costs; and very importantly, those who will offend 

online tend to report a notion of perceived anonymity because nobody can really see it – and that 

is a significant encouraging factor in terms of offence potential; there is a background and a very 

stable level of pedophilic interest in the community; children are more active and sexually engaged 

online, using social networking, ‘sexting’ and accessing pornography (for example, an image that 

they send to a boyfriend, or accidently post in social media, is taken up by an offender and used as 

a blackmailing to continue receiving other images); anonymity of certain internet platforms - very 

often what you're seeing in terms of the registered offences that have been actually convicted or 

prosecuted may not be an accurate reflection of what they're actually doing. For example live 

streaming – when the camera is turned off, there’s no more record of the offense. 

Babchishin et. al. (2015), who is also a member of international working group, in her meta-

analysis tried to identify the characteristics of three different types of offenders:  those who only 

use child sexual exploitation material (CSEMOs), contact sex offenders (CSOs), and mixed 

offenders (MOs), i.e. those who engage in both, exploiting the materials and committing contact 

offences. There are a number of key characteristics that allow us to distinguish these groups from 

each other: CSEMOs and MOs have the highest access to internet; CSOs have the highest access 

to children; MOs have a high sexual interest in children; CSOs and MOs have high antisocial traits. 

In summary this meta-analysis distinguishes that the highest risk MOs are distinguished by four 

things: high levels of pedophilia; high levels of anti-sociality; access to children and few 

psychological barriers to offending. 

Since intervention after the committed sexual offense is limited in terms of efficiency, it is 

necessary to start looking at dealing with people before they commit their offences. In other words, 

early interventions with adolescents who have a predisposition and sexual attraction towards 

prepubescent children. It would help them identify and self-manage their behaviors, and could also 

offer support to those in the community who understand their sexual interest in children and who 

wish to self-manage and not getting engaged in actual offenses. There are some good practices that 

work well and help reducing someone’s individual’s intentions and opportunities to offend, such 

as Anonymous Helplines for individuals who have a sexual interest in children or for family 

members who need support, and also there are similar websites that offer the same function. With 

Splash pages it is possible to make barriers for internet offending opportunities – people 

automatically get sent to a splash page when trying to access illegal material.  
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IWG_OSO has two major objectives: 1.) understand where practice challenges exist, what 

specific requirements these individuals have in terms to better manage the offender group, and 

where examples of good practices exist; 2) steer international research to address key empirical 

requirements and bring front-line practice into line with the research evidence. 

From 2014 onwards IWG_OSO have had many consultations. The first one was in 

September 2014 at the IATSO conference in Porto, and the final consultation was in August 2018 

at the IATSO conference in Vilnius and the YTVC conference in Brisbane. The consultations’ aims 

were to identify key challenges in the assessment, management and prevention of online child 

sexual offending behavior, and to disseminate current good practice examples at different points in 

the offending cycle (at different stages in the criminal justice process).  

In 2016 May – July an international Delphi Survey was conducted among a multi-

professional group of 2000 experts accessed through network of academia, Europol, IWG, NCA 

and onlineProtect. Over-arching conclusions of the survey were: better collaboration to try and 

identify those who are involved in ‘high level’ child sexual abuse material distribution; more 

research on online child sex offender pathways (typologies, risk assessment, treatment and 

desistance); key role for preventative education (childhood onwards); and, benefits of developing 

a coordinated 'public health model'. The survey results also reflected the key challenges: 

investigative workflows; risk-related decision making; targeted, proportionate interventions; 

identify offence escalation and ‘crossover’; and, deterrence and prevention. Last but not least the 

results reflected good practice examples, like the provision of confidential helplines, the 

generalization of treatment effects to community (e. g. COSA) and self-help websites (e. g. 

Dunkelfeld). 

The presentation was concluded by information on the challenges and requirements for 

children and young people. Further work is needed to improve victim identification capacity at 

community level as well as the development of therapeutic programmes for children and young 

people who have been abused online, and to enhance and promote the voice of the child to better 

inform prevention, management and deterrence activities related to online child sex offending. 

Also, there is a need for increased preventive work in schools to reduce the risk of children being 

targeted, groomed and abused online, and the need to understand vulnerabilities to youth 

engagement in HSB online. 
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Creation of a specialized system for work with sexual offenders in Latvia – the role and the 

journey towards it 

Mr. Imants Jurevicius (Project Manager, Latvian Probation Service; Vice-President of CEP) and Mr. Anvars 

Zavackis (Lead Researcher, Latvian Prison Administration & Latvian Probation Service) 

 

Mr. Jurevicius started the presentation by expressing how proud he was about the journey 

that his country Latvia had completed during the last ten years. Actually when ten years ago there 

was almost nothing and probation was just founded, now there was a lot of experience on the road 

and the lessons learned could be helpful to colleagues from other countries. He pointed out the 

necessity of such conferences in the meaning of sharing experiences and good practice. 

Mr. Zavackis started by presenting the data from a qualitative research (conducted in 2009) 

about the situation in Latvia Probation Service. The idea of the research was to understand “Why 

we needed to develop a system for work with sexual offenders in 2009?” To describe the situation, 

Mr. Zavackis used his first academic paper on the topic of sex offence – “Sex offender in the 

community: case analysis (2009)”.  

The case was about an offender who sexually abused his two daughters and was sentenced 

for 8 years, conditionally released from detention after 6 years. The offender showed motivation to 

cooperate with probation officers, but there was a question: how far would probation be able to 

assist the offender not to reoffend? And this question was topical at that time, as the research 

showed many issues that probation staff dealt with in 2009. By conducting a qualitative analysis 

several major points came out: 

1. Probation officers had to work with sex offenders, but they didn’t get adequate training.  

2. Sexual relationships and sex offence were tabooed.  

3. A risk assessment instrument for recidivism forecasting was available but useless in 

the work with sex offenders.  

4. Work with sex offenders meant going into many details of their lives and problems.  

5. Sometimes the probation service was left alone with the problematic sex offender. 

Now the problems were identified the work towards solutions could start. Mr. Jurevicius continued 

showing the steps that were done to improve the situation and the system. The development of 

probation work with sex offenders can be described in three steps: 
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1. Development (2009-2012). The project “Development of Supervision and Treatment 

System for Sex Offenders in Latvia” was set up (building the basis for work, core tools 

and interventions); 

2. Expansion (2013-2015). The CoSA pilot project, community involvement, voluntary 

work and inter-institutional cooperation; 

3. Maintenance and networking (today). Networking, professional community, inter-

institutional cooperation. 

The main thing of course was the policy changes that needed several preconditions, such as 

preconditions for success. The policy had to be transferred by inspiration & adaptation and it had 

to be done voluntary – there should be enough time for adaptation, the support from various 

stakeholders was essential. The benefit of policy transfer is that it solves problems and it introduces 

good practice. There are several sources of information to look for in order to make the right 

decisions: research, visits to other countries and discussions with various experts.  

 The New Policy Initiatives and their Implementations in Latvia started in 2009 and it took 

several years until 2011 to have a RNA & Specialization on Work with Sex-Offenders. As a result 

62 probation officers attended a special training (9 days) and were certified to use Static-

99R/Stable-2007/Acute-2007 – an acquired specialization on the work with sex-offenders (trainers: 

R.J.Wilson, C.Thomson, A.Utinans). Understanding the necessity of training, three probation 

officers attended further training to become trainers on Static-99R/Stable-2007/Acute 2007 

themselves, and one of them became indeed officially certified. The professional support system 

was developed for specialists who work with sex offenders (individual & group supervisions; peer-

reviews); additional trainings were organized to refresh knowledge and skills. Also a multiagency 

approach was used in trainings of prison officers and probation managers. This process step costed 

about €180.000. 

The next step was taking over the Treatment Programs for Sex-Offenders. The bases of 

treatment is CBT approach and group work, and the program chosen for working in community 

settings was the Thames Valley Sex Offender Group work Program (TV-SOGP) from the United 

Kingdom. In prison settings the Sex Offender Treatment Program was taken from Russia. 18 group 

work facilitators were selected and trained (25 days) according to UK standards by the UK experts 

L. Guthrie, C.Baim, E.Hayes, D.Middleton and D.Fisher. Seven of them received further training 

to become trainers of sex-offender treatment programs. The prison and probation premises were 
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adapted and renovated according to the needs of these program facilities. People also started 

thinking about a Quality assurance system and TV-SOGP (video-monitoring of sessions & 

feedback) was introduced.  The treatment programs were adopted for bi-lingual use (Latvian & 

Russian). In total this next step costed about € 300.000. 

For one step further it was important to introduce the Multi-Agency Public Protection 

Arrangements (MAPPA) & Circles of Support and Accountability (CoSA). MAPPA was 

recommended and developed with the help of experts from United Kingdom - S. Scott and N. 

Prunnel – and as a result four MAPPA pilots were implemented. 

CoSA was developed in cooperation with two consultants from Canada, R.J.Wilson and 

A.McWhinnie. It was essential to include partners (judges, prosecutors, social workers etc.) in the 

process, so several informative seminars were organized. After this the EU Daphne III project 

«CIRCLES4EU» with the method «Circles of Support and Accountability» was conducted. Three 

Circles Coordinators and 22 volunteers were trained and three Circles organized during the project. 

Another very important step was the setting up of the Interinstitutional cooperation. On 23.11.2015 

an agreement on cooperation in preventing sexual reoffending was signed by the probation service, 

the police and the prison administration. A joint supervision model for overseeing dangerous 

criminals was developed and implemented nationally. During this journey there were several 

important lessons learnt and shared with others: 

1. When thinking about international experts – choose wisely, choose the ones that are 

ambitious, well connected & supportive, because they and their knowledge/expertise 

plus the ability to share these are the key elements that help to navigate in the new field 

of practice. 

2. Translations are important. They will cost around 10 % of the budget but are pivotal. 

3. It is very important to choose Risk and Need Assessment tools wisely, so they are valid, 

reliable and relevant for your needs.  

4. Keep the highest managers of the organization informed about the progress. 

5. Expect resistance from probation officers – this is natural and happens often when new 

things are introduced. 

6. Procurements of services from abroad have some peculiarities: the English language, 

the expenses & the not understanding of local procurement procedures. 
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So, where is Latvia now? There is legislative basis for working with sexual offenders; SPS 

functions & sexual offenders; There are risk and need assessment tools; Assessment reports are 

written; There is supervision of sexual offenders; There are treatment programs; There are 

volunteers to do the work in community; A victim-offender mediation has been introduced; There 

are training systems; There is a Support system for the staff; The STIS, networking and community 

involvement work. 

There are tools and qualified staff in prison and probation as well as an electronic database: 

the Latvian Probation Service electronic database «PLUS» and the Latvian Prison system database 

«Prison Information system». As tools for Risk and Need Assessment Static-99R, Stable-2007 and 

Acute-2007 are used. 75 probation officers are trained to work with sexual offenders based on the 

CBT approach and group work approach: the Sex Offender Treatment Program (Prison program) 

and the Thames Valley Sex Offender Group work Program (Community program). 19 probation 

officers and 8 prison officers are trained to facilitate sexual offender treatment programs, and the 

training of prison staff for the use of Static- 99R in prisons has started. 

Working with sex offenders also includes the Pre-trial stage, the Pre-sentence reports (these 

are based on risk & need assessment, and a part of them are recommendations for courts regarding 

the length and content of the sentence) and the Sentence enforcement stage. 

In prisons there are individual and group interventions: sentence planning, qualified staff 

(social workers and psychologists), and a group work program. Reports regarding sex offenders 

who apply for parole (based on risk and needs assessment) are made; And there are the STIS (inter-

institutional cooperation meetings for the monitoring of dangerous offenders) meetings for sexual 

offenders who will be/are released from prisons. 

In probation there is Risk and Needs Assessment (within the first few weeks, if the sex 

offender is/will be under supervision; for sentence planning, to impose conditions/obligations, 

intensity, goals and tasks criminogenic needs); Structured individual sessions and group work 

sessions: sentence planning, work with criminogenic needs, based on risk level (face to face; 

allocation to group work treatment; dynamics and changes within supervision time), STIS and 

cooperation with other partners. 

The training system for probation officers specialized for work with sex offenders takes 64 

hours and consist of 4 modules: 
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- Module 1 (5 days; 32 hours): Introduction to sex offender management (theory, methods 

and techniques for work with sex offenders, motivation for change and therapeutic 

interviewing, good life model, thinking errors, emotional management, general and sexual 

self-regulation, etc.); 

- Module 2 (3 days; 18 hours): Scoring the Static-99R, Stable-2007, Acute-2007; 

- Module 3 (1 day; 5 hours): Supervision of sex offenders in the community; 

- Module 4 (1 day; 7 hours): Pre-sentence and social reports for sexual offenders. 

This is followed by a learning phase under the guidance of an experienced probation officer-

mentor, and the next step is the Certification and Re-certification: 

1. Certification: exam in three parts (risk assessment, sexual offender supervision, 

preparation of assessment reports); 

2. Re-certification: participation in knowledge and skills maintenance trainings and 

conferences, case analysis with a consultant and participation in peer review 

meetings. 

The support system for the staff is really important and includes: Professional individual 

supervisions; Peer-reviews; «Difficult cases» are solved collectively (internal & external 

consultants); Annual conferences for SO-specialists (networking). 

Priorities of today are the study on the predictive validity of Static-99R and the predictive 

and incremental validity of STABLE-2007; Introduction of  Static-99R into the prison system; A 

system to support professional resilience of sex-offender specialists; Professional development; 

Individual supervisions; Maintenance of professional community and horizontal communication; 

Interinstitutional cooperation (Latvian MAPPA) ; Circles of Support and Accountability (CoSA). 

 

 

Round table on risk management 

The 4 keynote presenters Mr. Imants Jurevicius, Ms. Wineke Smid, Ms. Marianne Fuglestved & Ms. Mechtild Höing, 

session chaired by Prof. Kieran McCartan 

The Round Table focus was on the keynote presenters’ thoughts, attitudes and experiences 

regarding policies, treatment, integration and good practices with sex offenders in the country 

they are working. 
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In Latvia the probation service there is a very good cooperation with the Ministry of Justice 

and people who develop legislation, which means there are realistic policies, and a lot of attention 

is paid to sustainability. In the Netherlands it cannot be said that everything is good because it’s a 

land of compromise and different opinions, which makes it hard to achieve different changes – 

there are no clear policies and real changes. There is CoSA in the Netherlands, but still it would be 

better if the community were involved more. In Denmark there is close cooperation between health, 

probation and prison systems, which results in the fact that some sex offenders as an alternative to 

suspended sentence can get sexological and psychiatric treatment in hospitals. In prisons there is a 

group of offenders in denial who because of that do not get the opportunity for treatment. They 

hope to develop a specialized program for them, and to introduce CoSA in Denmark. 

The Netherlands are relatively treatment oriented – the thought is that everyone should have 

treatment, and they also tend to treat people who have low risk, which is not always necessary. 

Denmark offers various treatment possibilities, like psychotherapy and anti-hormonal treatment. 

It’s difficult to measure the effectiveness of treatment for sexual offenders, because sexual 

offenders do not necessarily recidivate as do other types of offenders. Politicians sometimes tend 

to prefer anti-hormonal treatment instead of psychotherapy, which is a problem. In Latvia sex 

offenders don’t have other options than those which the probation service offers – group therapy 

programs only. Because of a lack of resources however it is not possible to provide these programs 

for all sex offenders. 

Sex offenders with mental health issues is a challenging client group in Latvia. The probation 

service attract psychiatrists, but it’s not always easy to understand if someone is mentally ill or not 

– the mental health system in Latvia could therefore be improved. Online offending in Latvia is a 

new thing for prison and probation, but at the police side they have a quite developed system. 

A current problem in the Netherlands and Denmark exists between school kids – children 

taking short smartphone videos of their girlfriends and distributing them among all the other kids 

in school. There are no solutions for schools how to prevent these offenses - early interventions are 

needed. 

 The Netherlands do not have public notifications that give sex offenders the opportunity to 

reintegrate, but is necessary to invest in a good relationships with the press to educate the public 

about sex offenders and sexual offending. Nowadays not everyone understands what sexual 

offending is, especially when we talk about the downloading of child abuse material – there are 
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many relatively “normal” people who do this, which means it is essential to educate the public 

about what is illegal and what isn’t. 

In every country there is a problem when a sex offender is working and living in different 

countries, moving to other country, or coming into a country as a new inhabitant. It is difficult and 

sometimes not even possible to get information from other countries about individual offenders. 

Usually probation officers and other staff members need to believe the information that offenders 

are telling, and sometimes international contacts can help. 

There is a small proportion of women sexual offenders, but when talking to sexual offenders it 

often turns out that in their childhood they have been sexual abused by a woman. In the system we 

don’t see these women however, so it is necessary to talk about sexual abuse at schools, in films or 

discussions groups in order to give knowledge and support, and prevent future offences. 

 

 

Founding event “CirclesEurope” 

During the conference a special event took place: the official launch of the ‘Circles Europe’ 

Association. Ms. Riana Taylor, Ms. Audrey Alards, Ms. Mechtild Höing and Ms. Ann Castrel 

presented their work in the development of “Circles of Europe”. 

Ms. Taylor started the presentation by greeting the participants of the conference and 

welcoming them to this official launching of the “Circles of Europe” association. She briefly 

explained what had been done so far by her and her colleagues. The pre-descanter of “Circles of 

Europe” was called “Circles EU” - information about it can be found both on the homepage of 

“Circles of Europe” as well as on the membership application form.  

“Circles of Europe” has a rather long history with various organizations involved. The first 

project was from 2011 to 2012, the second from 2013 to 2014. CoSA is established in other 

countries as well, not just in the UK which took it from Canada. Because of the funding and 

political issues however, it disappeared a little bit. Then in 2017 a group of people got together to 

decide how to proceed with Circles. A conference took place in Cardiff (sept. 2017), where people 

gathered from various countries and came to the meeting dedicated to Circles to discuss the interest 

in Circles and any issues that had been problematic before. Almost all participants were in favour 

of Circles to be renewed. Following the conference, the board was asked to explore how to set up 
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an association. And even more people are joining it recently. It had been a lot of work, which was 

mostly done in the spare time of the board members.  

Ms. Taylor presented the work that had been done since the meeting in Cardiff. The best 

suiting type of organization was explored and it was decided to go for association; the key 

documents were drafted to be able to apply to actually become an association; there were 

discussions about where the association would have its office and the Netherlands were chosen; 

then there was a translation of all documents into English; the name of the association was 

registered; the logo was designed; a bank account was opened; the website was set up and many 

other important things have already been done.   

Ms. Taylor then welcomed everybody to donate if they would wish, to become a member, or 

to give contacts to organizations that would be willing to (financially) support “Circles of Europe”. 

 

 

Sex Offender treatment: who, what and how? 

Ms. Wineke Smid 

Ms. Smid started her presentation by expressing the necessity to stop sexual abuse and 

stressed that treatment is the only one way to do that. Sex offenders’ treatment is the way to stop 

reoffending – punishment normally works quite well to stop reoffending, and for most sex 

offenders such punishment is enough.  

Using the idea of the psychology of punishment Ms. Smid categorized different types of 

punishments: there are legal punishments like prison sentences; there are punishments from 

parents; and there are punishments from friends, i.e. friends leaving the offender after (s)he has 

committed an abuse. All are seen as serious consequences that may change the sex offender’s 

behavior. (Un)learning through punishment is most effective when:   

1. Punishment is consistent: always following the  offending behavior (catch them)  

2. Punishment is swift: following the offending behavior as soon as possible (swift 

judicial  process)  

3. Punishment is related to the offense (alternative punishments?) 

Although punishment should ‘hurt’, surely it is not meant to be physical. However, there is little 

relationship between penalty increase and recidivism-decrease (from painful to extremely painful 
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does not help). For those for whom punishment does not work, more punishment does not work 

either. It sounds very simple, but it is hard to understand. 

For those for whom punishment does not work, something different has to be done since these 

offenders are not able to change their behavior by themselves. So for all the possible benefits of 

punishment, rewarding good behavior is almost always more effective.  

So, what can be done in treatment? We try to make people to be in line with society’s rules 

and we warn them if they are not. It is clear that there has to be some kind of reward in the future 

and in case of sex offender’s treatment, this is something to take into account if punishment alone 

has not worked. There are a few rules for treatment to work: 

1. Higher risk needs more treatment; 

2. We should treat the things that are related to risk; 

3. Treatment should be done in a way the offender understands. 

Risk levels must be taken into account (see. Hansen, 2018) to tell us how much treatment is needed 

and how frequently. If the treatment has gone well, the risk level reduces or by the time person gets 

older, risk level reduces itself. 

No treatment for low risk is a very important thing, because it would be a waste of resources 

and it is also possible that things can be made worse: the risk might even increase, the offender 

may become disconnected from the protective part of his/her life and get in contact with high risk 

offenders. In cases where there is some kind of necessity or pressure for low risk offenders to be 

treated, it can be done by developing programs for low risk groups, very short programmes 

executed in separate groups for low risk offenders only. 

Responsivity means that the treatment must be offered in a way that matches the learning 

style of the offender. There are two kinds of patient-responsivity - changeable factors, such us 

treatment goals; and structural handicaps, that need to be adjusted in treatment. Sometimes 

treatment of responsivity factors is necessary to enable treatment of the risk factors, for example 

motivation – in case someone is not motivated then work with it and use motivational interviewing; 

if someone has ADHD give him medication and make the program more acceptable for him, and 

in case of severe psychiatric problems (like psychosis or depression) treat those first.  

Structural handicaps are a responsivity type that need treatment to be adjusted in order to 

reach the patient. For example, intelligence issues ask for an adjusted level of communication, 

maybe even a non-verbal level; in cases of defective emotional life (PDD, psychopathy) adjust the  
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style of therapy to be stringent and clear; for narcissism it is impossible to get through - sparing 

them, giving the honorable way out helps. Some patients have talents, so use them!  

Responsivity requires customization. The treatment needs to focus on the offender’s (most 

important) dynamic risk factors – primarily the Criminogenic Needs, but also the personal ones. 

 Ms. Smid explained the principles of the sexual motivation cycle (Smid, Wever, 2018), that 

is about liking and wanting to get involved into a sexual process (or not). Experience meters and 

learning also plays part in the process, so some conditioning is indeed possible.  

 She expressed her belief, something that is also heard in many cases, - that “what you do, 

changes who you are”. So by doing something, a person actually changes who he is in a sexual 

way. Of course, there are certainties that will always work in terms of sexual arousal, because it is 

biology. But even there is a place for learning from new, positive experiences – some conditioning 

is possible, change is possible.  

 If the treatment is needed for a “normal” sexual offender, inhibition is needed to achieve – 

he might like it, he might want to do it, but he won’t – he will inhibit. High risk offenders are those 

who are disinhibited, who have problems with inhibition. This can occur in basically three ways: 

(1) state disinhibition: intoxication – a lot of sexual offences like assaults and rape are done by 

intoxicated people – alcohol or drugs; (2) or people disinhibited by nature, be impulsive, and this 

is trait disinhibition; (3) or it can be choice disinhibition. These offenders might be able to inhibit, 

but they just don’t care, they show antisocial traits.  

These are the most important factors to work with sex offenders in treatment: learn to behave 

differently, learn self-control by practicing, by therapy, and also by medication. It is possible to 

train the brain, to make the prefrontal lobes become stronger and better inhibited. There is another 

way of treatment, so called “temptation paradigm” – a treatment program to help the offender avoid 

getting into situations where he might be tempted.  

 If we look at deviant sexual offending, offending against children, some research says it is 

20% of all men who look at children with some kind of sexual interest. What treatment could be 

used in such cases? Exactly the same as mentioned previously! Someone might like it, might even 

want it, but will not do it. It is hard to behave differently, but it is possible.  

 One of the ways to stop people from sexual offending is medication. Anti-androgens 

lowering or nullifying the sensitivity of the sexual system (dopamine pathways) – one will like it, 

but will not feel a stimulant to do it. But it is not a specific method and will stop any kind of arousal. 
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Aversive conditioning has also been used in the treatment but doesn’t always work. Satiation 

therapy is another thing – masturbate on your phantasy thing beyond pleasure, do it over and over 

again until it stops creating arousal. Something new is EMDR – it discards a stimulus of its 

emotional load of the memory, negative or positive, and progressively gets less and less exciting.  

What should be considered is that taking away deviance often means taking away everything, 

almost someone’s personality. So, it has to be agreed with the patient: does he/she wants control 

or cure? And a lot of people want control, they do not want to be cured. They do not want to get in 

trouble, but they do want to get sexually aroused.  

 Does treatment work? International research says it “kind of works”: it lowers numbers not 

extremely, but it does work. A Dutch study for in-patient treatment was conducted, the “Quasi 

experimental treatment effect study” (Smid, Kamphuis, Wever & Van Beek, 2014) with 90 

inpatients (1996-2002). 176 untreated offenders matched on Static-99R risk level, and a new meta-

analysis will be done. Treatment reduces recidivism with roughly one third. Treatment is more 

effective if provided by trained professionals, and also if it includes some form of ‘arousal-

conditioning’. 

To sum up,  Ms. Smid concluded that learning to behave differently is certainly possible, 

even for sex offenders. Learning to feel differently is more complicated but might not be impossible 

– in any case there has to be an (informal) agreement with the patient.  

 

 

How the supervision model MOSAIK applies to the criminogenic needs of sexual offenders 

Ms. Marianne Fuglestved  

The MOSAIK model is developed in Denmark for probations needs – it’s a general 

supervision model, and Ms. Marianne Fuglestved in her presentation talked about this treatment 

model for sexual offenders in Denmark, sexual offenders’ risk-need factors, their motivation to 

change and their pro-criminal attitudes. Also, Ms. Marianne Fuglestved showed a video of a 

MOSAIK session to illustrate how the probation officer works together with a client. 

Every year in Denmark there are 2000-3000 reported sexual offences, but only about 650 

lead to conviction. On average 28 persons per day are in community supervision with conditions 

of sexological/psychiatric treatment. 
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Treatment orders for sexual offenders in Denmark can be divided into three types: suspended 

sentences, prison sentences and long prison sentences. Suspended sentences last from 4 to 18 

months, there is an out-patient sexological treatment in a hospital unit. The prison sentence is for 

offenders who admit to have committed a sexual offence, and show motivation for treatment. It 

lasts from 3 months to 5 years at the Assessment and Referral Unit of the Herstedvester prison. 

Here the purpose is to assess the offender’s behavior and to motivate him/her to accept sexological 

treatment. Long prison sentences last 5 years or longer, and the offender gets both psychological 

and psychiatric treatment in the Herstedvester prison. If relevant this group can also have a 

possibility of anti-hormonal treatment. In all cases community supervision can be or will be added 

at some point. 

Up till now two major risk factors about sexual offenders’ risk and needs are known: deviant 

sexual preferences and antisocial orientation/lifestyle instability (meta-analysis by Karl Hanson, 

2006). In Denmark sexual preoccupation is a treatment target in sexological and psychiatric 

treatment, and general self-regulation is the treatment target for community supervision. 

Bonta (2017) compared the risk factors amongst general and sex offenders and it turns out 

that there is a considerable overlap. Also certain attitudes regarding sex must be targeted and 

worked with to make the offender change: impersonality, selfishness, adversarial behaviour, denial, 

minimization and the belief that non-consenting sex is permitted (Hanson, 2006). It is currently 

known that denial is not a risk factor. It is more like a self-protective mechanism, for which maybe 

the offender needs a special intervention. 

MOSAIK means motivational interventions in community supervision. All probation officers 

in Denmark have been trained in MOSAIK since 2015, and they use it with clients with medium 

to very high risk/need level. The theoretical approach in MOSAIK is a combined approach, where 

cognitive behavior therapy, social learning theory and motivational interviewing work together. 

Probation officers cannot change anything in the offender – the offender must change his 

own behavior. But there are things that the probation officer can do: address strengths, express 

empathy, develop discrepancy, roll with resistance, elicit self-motivational statements and 

emphasize choices. Also, with every offender the probation officer needs to build a safe 

relationship in which the client feels accepted (not confronted), and from his side the client must 

be involving and cooperating as much as possible.  
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MOSAIK is built up as a step based learning model, and the house is used as a visual 

metaphor, because with visual materials it is easier to understand the steps offenders are going 

through under supervision. The first step is a soil - risk assessment, feedback and a plan of action. 

Secondly there is the foundation - collaboration, values, risk assessment and goals. The third is the 

house – intervention colors, tapes and counters and learning something new. And it ends with the 

roof - doing something new and handling problems. Every client goes through all steps. 

A MOSAIK session usually takes maximum 45 minutes, and the structure is always the same 

- check-in, review, intervention and round up. After the client has done the work with his values, 

he assesses his own risk (What is my risk of re-offending within the next 3 months? Year? 5 Years? 

What increases my risk?). In the next sessions the client together with the probation officer sets 

long-term and short-term goals, writing down everything. In later sessions they then work with 

intervention colors to find pro-social alternatives and learn new things. 

Probation officers like the MOSAIK method because they can focus more on support than 

on control (positive approach), it makes community supervision more transparent to the client and 

clients are more active than before. 

 

 

Summary and closing 

Mr. Willem van der Brugge and Prof. Kieran McCartan  

Professor McCartan started the closing ceremony by expressing hope that even though the 

conference had now come to an end, it could also be a start. A start of collaboration for the most 

important thing that we can do – to learn from other people, to share both good and bad practices. 

He portrayed one of the strengths of the conference in numbers: over 120 people from 20 different 

countries, 14 speakers from 8 different countries. Probation officers, therapists, counselors, 

academics and other specialists in the field attended the event – a sign of the importance of a 

multidisciplinary approach that helps to communicate to the public and to the state when 

developing a policy. Professor McCartan expressed his belief that this conference did indeed show 

a multidisciplinary approach and gave opportunity to countries at different points of their journey 

to reflect on different issues. “These two days have given a lot food for thought to take with you 

and consider”, he said. “Where to go next? This conference showed that we are better together – 

collaborating and moving forward!” 
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Mr. van der Brugge shared some thoughts on the main messages gained from the 

conference. At the conference many important things were discussed like management of sex 

offenders and re-framing sexual abuse. Practical directions were given, best practices were shared, 

interesting discussions at the round table session were held – all together a good footprint for the 

future. Mr. van der Brugge thanked all participants for sharing practical and also ethical difficulties 

in their daily practice – this sharing and exchanging shows that even though much is achieved, 

there is still much to do to improve the position of sexual offenders as well as victims. Special 

attention was given to the position of the probation officer in the conference. Mr. van der Brugge 

said that the representation and number of delegates at the conference was an encouraging sign for 

the commitment of all the parties in the field of treatment and research. Fortunately, there was a lot 

of opportunity to meet and talk, to exchange information and best practices and he encouraged 

everybody to stay in contact and keep exchanging information and knowledge. He expressed hope 

that everyone would agree that this first conference on management of sexual offence was a 

success, and that the conference could be an inspiration for further development in a broader sense. 

He thanked the CEP expert group for their contribution to the conference program development, 

Mr. Papsujevics for inviting CEP to come to Latvia and the Latvian colleagues for organizing and 

hosting this conference; all plenary speakers for their excellent presentations and contribution to 

help everybody identify the importance of understanding research and practice in the process of 

rehabilitation and reintegration of sexual offenders. He also expressed his appreciation to the 

workshop presenters for their contribution and high quality of presentations. And he thanked all 

the participants, who met at one place as experts to share experience and knowledge. Lastly he 

thanked his own CEP staff who worked hard to make this conference to happen. Once again Mr 

van der Brugge assured that there will be follow-up of the conference, but the place is not known 

yet and everybody is invited to apply.  

In the end Mr van der Brugge wished everyone good and inspiring memories from the 

conference and a safe journey home.  
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Appendices 

 

Appendix 1 – Conference programme 

 

First CEP conference on Sex Offender Management 

22-23 November 2018 

Hotel Tallink, Riga, Latvia 

 

 

Thursday 22 November 
 

08.30-09.00                     Registration and coffee 

 

09.00-09.20                     Welcome to Latvia – Mr. Imants Jurevicius 

CEP welcome – Mr. Willem van der Brugge (day chair) 

 

09.20-09.40                     Presentation of sex offender survey data – Ms. Audrey Alards 

(Netherlands) 

 

09.40-10.40 “Circles of Support and Accountability: Community Engagement 

keeps everybody safer” – Ms. Mechtild Höing (Netherlands) 

 
10.40-11.00 Coffee break 

 

11.00-12.30 Workshop sessions 

1. “Understanding and re-framing sexual abuse” – Prof. Kieran 

McCartan (UK/Ireland) 

 
2. “The challenges of working with sex offenders in a small 

island community” – Mr. Mike Cutland (Jersey)& Mr. David 

Briggs (UK) 

 

3. “Practicalities of doing risk assessment” – Mr. Anvars Zavackis 

(Latvia), Ms. Wineke Smid (Netherlands), Ms. Carla Xella (Italy), 

Ms. Laura Kuhle (Germany) & Prof. Kasia Uzieblo (Belgium) 

 
4. “Understanding and working with people who use child 

sexual abuse material” - Virginia Soldino (Spain) & the 

International working group relating to online sexual abuse – 

Dr. Maggie Brennan (Ireland) 
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12.30-13.30 Lunch break 

 

 

 

 

13.30-15.00 Workshop sessions repeated 

 
15.00-15.30 Coffee break 

 

15.30-16.30 “Creation of a specialized system for work with sexual offenders in 

Latvia – the role and the journey towards it” Mr. Imants Jurevicius 

(Latvia) and Mr. Anvars Zavackis(Latvia) 

 

16.30-17.15 Round table on risk management – the 4 keynote presenters, session 

chaired by Prof. Kieran McCartan (UK/Ireland) 

 
17.30-19.00 Conference reception in the hotel 

 

19.00- Conference dinner in the hotel 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Friday 23 November 
 

08.30-09.00 Founding event “CirclesEurope” (for interested participants) 

 
08.30-09.00 Welcome coffee 

 

09.00-09.15 Short welcome to day two – Prof. Kieran McCartan (UK/Ireland) (day 

chair) 

 

09.15-10.15 “Sex Offender treatment: who, what and how?” – Ms. Wineke Smid 

(Netherlands) 

 
10.15-10.45 Coffee break 

 

10.45-11.45 “How the supervision model MOSAIK applies to the criminogenic 

needs of sexual offenders” – Ms. Marianne Fuglestved (Denmark) 

 

11.45-12.00 Summary and closing – Mr. Willem van der Brugge and Prof. Kieran 

McCartan 

 
12.00- Lunch and departure 


