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Deterrence of Crime: a Commentary 
On California’s Three-Strikes Law
I. Whether or not the Law Supports the Deterrence Theory 
According to David Kohn (2002), California passed one of the toughest criminal law in the US. The author of an article in 60 Minutes reports that the three-strikes law of the state directs that if an individual commits a third felony after they have committed two similar ones, they will be handed a mandatory 25 years to life in prison (Kohn, 2002). The concept of this law is to deter crime, which can be analyzed in the perspective of the deterrence theory. 
Before arguing whether the legislation supports or does not support the deterrence theory, it is plausible to describe the theory briefly to set the perspective. According to literatures, such as Kennedy (2012), deterrence is a behavioral psychology theory concerned with controlling and preventing behaviors and actions through the fear of retribution or punishment. Notably, there are two types of deterrence, which are general and specific deterrence. General deterrence is manifested when it is the policy of the correctional system of a country or specific jurisdiction to make deviants examples of what could happen to other offenders in the future (Sherman, 1993). In this case, the focus is never in the deviant, but the punishment that they receive is meant to instill fear in the public of possible actions against them if they offend. Contrarily, specific deterrence concerns the individual offender and attempts to correct their behavior—it discourages the offender from recidivating (Kennedy, 2012). 
The three-strike law of California can be seen to both support and not support the deterrence theory. In perspective, the law is meant to instill fear among prospective offenders that they will be severely punished if they recidivate. The focus of the law is to warn the public of the fact that reoffending is punishable. Therefore, one can understand that the principle factor of the legislation is general deterrence—the thought that the public will be warned of recidivism when they see the type of punishment that specific individuals are given for similar felonies. Nevertheless, it could be argued plausibly that the law does not support the ideals of the deterrence theory. In this case, while the public could be aware of the severe punishment that they are likely to receive for reoffending, it does not support the element of individual deterrence since it does not allow the individual a chance to change their ways. The type of punishment that the offenders receive or are likely to receive does not encourage the deviants to shy away from continuous offending because they will be spending their life in prison even for misdemeanors. The case study of the offender in Kohn (2002), for example, indicates that a person could be imprisoned for the whole of their life, which does not allow them a chance to stop reoffending when they interact freely in public. Therefore, one could argue that there is no real chance to assess the effectiveness of the law when persons spend their entire lives in prison. In this sense, the law fails to support in entirety the concepts of the deterrence law.    
II. Evidence of Whether the Law has Deterrence Effects on Possible Offenders
	As described, the deterrence theory considers two types of deterrence, individual and general. In both cases, it should be easy to assess the deterrence effects of a law by looking at crime statistics and the behavior of the public. In this case, when the data on crimes committed by individuals is low, it is likely that the crime deterrence strategies shall have been successful. On the other hand, if the statistics are high, it would be plausibly argued then, that the approaches to crime prevention shall have been ineffective.  However, one should always be keen on the type of crime statistics that they should use in determining the success of the crime deterrence strategies—only the data on recidivism should be used in this case because they reveal the tendencies of people to reoffend. The use of such statistics would therefore indicate the general deterrence effects according to the deterrence theory of crime control and prevention. 
	Another possible way of determining the success of the crime deterrence strategies would be studying the individual behaving patterns, especially if one considers the individual deterrence aspect of the theory. The observable patterns should be those that concern the types of crime that individuals commit and the rates at which they offend. While this aspect could still be found by studying criminal statistics, it variedly helps in understanding whether someone was given a chance to stop their criminal behavior through the type of punishments that they received for their behavior in the past. However, when one is imprisoned for life, they might never get the chance to proof that they have changed their behavior, which would complicate the process of determine the success of the crime deterrence strategies. 
On the Prevention of Sex Crimes
I. How Psychological Therapy May or May not Contribute to the Prevention of Sex Crimes
That research has helped in informing the approaches that could be taken to reduce the rates of offending across a wide range of crimes, including sex offenses, is now common sense. The most important factor in researched findings is the fact that in most cases, the findings reveal the best practices and emerging issues in the specific fields for which they are applied. Psychological therapy is one of the most widely researched fields in matters crime prevention and management, and over the past few years, as reported in Przybylski (2007), it has been applied in the treatment and prevention of sex crimes. It is widely understood that such treatments could be applied in the prevention of sex crimes. The reliability and efficacy of the treatments is primary based on two factors. According to Przybylski (2007), the best thing for policymakers and practitioners alike to know is the fact that researched findings should never be generalized. In this case, what works for one individual may never be effective when applied in the context of the other, especially because everyone has their own factors that could determine the efficacy of the treatments that they receive. The therapies could be useful if the therapists first take time to understand the individual needs and preferences of each of the sex offenders before they tailor the chosen interventions to address the specific requirements. When done in this manner, it is likely that a treatment intervention may contribute significantly to prevention of sex crimes. 
The second way in which the psychological therapies may contribute to the management and prevention of sex offenses is when the data from the researched findings was collected using high-quality scientific methods. According to Przybylski (2007), the problem with some of the findings from research is the fact that they could be inconsistent mostly because the methodologies applied in their collection are faulted. However, as the cited literature suggests, a consistency in research data could be contributed by the adoption of effective methods of research, which are designed to address methodological ineffectiveness. Understandably, psychological therapies could be useful in the prevention of sex crimes when they are applied consistently with the directions from researchers. 
Much as psychological therapies could be applied in the prevention of sex crimes, they could also be ineffective. The primary reason of their ineffectiveness is the contrary of what has been described in the preceding paragraphs. Importantly, generalizing the meaning of researched findings could be the worst problem, especially because policymakers could be thinking that all sex offenders have the same needs and preferences. Secondly, the therapies may fails if the type of researched data that resulted in their development was collected using faulted research methodologies. In this case, it is possible that practitioners could apply the therapies inconsistently, which may produce mixed outcomes for the targeted sex offenders. If that happens, it is likely that the effects of the therapies could be short-lived, which means that they may not effectively deal with the issue of reoffending, which is the primary issue that policymakers and practitioners alike have been struggling to deal with other the past few years. 
II. The Efficacy of Psychological Therapies and Psychological Explanations of Crime 
The effectiveness of psychological treatments for sex offenders cannot be separated from the psychological explanations of crime. The implication of the statement is that one should always expect that psychological therapies will work when tailored to address the needs of specific persons and that when they fail, the methodological efficiencies of the studies that informed the development of such therapies should be reconsidered. When applied consistent with the directions from research and in consideration of the individual needs and practices yet they still produce negative results, it would only be plausible to revisit the psychological explanations of crime. The primary argument in Przybylski (2007) is that some of the researched findings are inconsistent since they do not apply the right methodologies. When this happens, as it is very common, psychological explanations of crime could be invalidated, especially because they would considered incapable of producing the outcomes that they promise from research. The task of making psychological explanations of crime valid, therefore, lies in the hands of researchers in the field, who should be committed to ensuring that they always employ the correct and rigorous methodologies that would help in solving the confusion that could arise from inconsistencies in reported findings. Consequently, while it may not be an easy task to challenge the psychological explanations of offending now, when the proposed treatments do not work, it is plausible to doubt their foundational studies. 
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