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Abstract 

Over the last decade there has been a substantial research effort directed toward 

understanding recidivism and risk prediction among adult sex offenders. In contrast, 

the juvenile sex offender field has received much less empirical attention.  

Consequently, there are very few risk assessment instruments designed for use with 

young persons who have committed sexual offences. Available measures do not 

appear to take into account the higher rates of non-sexual recidivism typical of this 

population. This thesis aimed to identify risk factors for sexual and non-sexual 

recidivism among juvenile sex offenders (JSOs) and explore their utility in the context 

of a risk assessment instrument.  

In Study One, a meta-analysis was conducted on JSO research to examine risk 

factors for sexual recidivism. The meta-analysis involved 17 studies and 22 predictor 

constructs. Seven variables emerged as reliable predictors of sexual recidivism: an 

index sexual offence involving a stranger victim, a history of physical abuse in the 

offender’s background, the presence of sexual deviance, a non-contact index sexual 

offence, sexually offending against a greater number of victims, a history of sexual 

offending, and a history of non-sexual offending. In Study Two, a meta-analysis was 

performed on JSO research to identify risk factors for non-sexual recidivism. The 

meta-analysis involved 14 studies and 19 predictor constructs. Six variables emerged 

as reliable predictors of non-sexual recidivism: a history of non-sexual offending, a 

history of sexual abuse (negative relationship), the presence of an antisocial 

orientation, an index sexual offence involving a child victim (negative relationship), a 

history of physical abuse in the offender’s background, and the use of threats/force in 

the index sexual offence. Taken together, the two meta-analyses were able to identify 

risk factors specific to sexual recidivism (e.g., sexual deviance) and non-sexual 
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recidivism (e.g., antisocial orientation) as well as risk factors common to both 

outcomes (e.g., a history of non-sexual offending). These studies therefore made an 

original and significant contribution to the understanding of recidivism among JSOs.  

Based upon the meta-analyses, Study Three involved the construction of a risk 

assessment checklist that could be easily scored from file information. The Juvenile 

Risk Assessment Checklist (J-RAC) contained 11 items based upon the most 

consistent operationalisations of the predictors that emerged from the meta-analyses. 

The J-RAC is unique in the JSO risk assessment field as it contains two scales 

designed to provide separate estimates of the risk of youth engaging in further sexual 

and non-sexual recidivism, respectively. The J-RAC was scored based on file 

information from 82 youth who had been found guilty of sexual offences and referred 

to a treatment service in Queensland, Australia. The majority of the items possessed 

good inter-rater reliabilities and the two scales both possessed high inter-rater 

reliabilities. An existing JSO risk assessment instrument, the Juvenile Sex Offender 

Assessment Protocol Version 2 (J-SOAP-II; Prentky & Righthand, 2003), was also 

administered and the J-RAC possessed significant correlations with the majority of 

the J-SOAP-II scales. The J-RAC was also found to significantly discriminate 

between juveniles in detention and juveniles in the community, with those in 

detention found to be at higher risk on both scales. Thus, the reliability, convergent 

validity, and discriminant validity of the J-RAC was established. 

Consistent with current adult sex offender recidivism theory, the findings 

demonstrated the distinct roles of sexual deviance and antisocial orientation in the 

prediction of sexual and non-sexual recidivism of JSOs, respectively. The current 

thesis goes some way towards advancing a theory of juvenile sex offender recidivism 

by drawing upon the variables that emerged as reliable risk factors in the two meta-
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analyses. While the J-RAC could not yet be considered an actuarial instrument 

capable of assigning low, medium and high risk levels, the results of the research 

conducted in this thesis are encouraging. The utility of the J-RAC may be further 

enhanced through the aid of prospective research that incorporates substantial 

numbers of juvenile recidivists. 
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Chapter One 

Overview 

 

Given that sexual offending committed by young persons is increasingly 

recognised as a significantly harmful behaviour, attempting to decipher who will or 

will not engage in persistent, recidivist offending (sexual or otherwise) is a major task 

that now faces practitioners and researchers alike. These risk assessments carry with 

them a number of potential consequences for the criminal justice system (e.g., 

decisions about sentencing), the offender (e.g., incarceration), the offender’s family 

(e.g., reunification or placing the young person into a high-risk environment), and 

current and potential future victim(s). Unfortunately, although the adult sex offender 

field has been almost overwhelmed by recidivism and risk assessment studies, similar 

research on juvenile sex offenders has been relatively scarce.  

The slower progression of JSO risk prediction research relative to the adult sex 

offender field may be due to the fact that prior to the 1980s sexual offending 

behaviour among adolescents was largely perceived as mere sexual experimentation 

(Bourke & Donohue, 1996). Following the social recognition that juvenile sexual 

offending constitutes harmful behaviour, the majority of research on this population 

has been directed toward describing and treating them. Consequently, there has been 

very little empirical work devoted to the identification of variables that may predict 

further offending (recidivism) and even less attention has been paid to the 

development of evidence-based approaches to risk assessment. Considering the 

importance of such a judgment, it is essential for any practitioner to be well-informed 

regarding the likely risk factors found to predict recidivism. 
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 In an attempt to aid the risk assessment decision-making process, two risk 

assessment instruments are currently available in the juvenile sex offender literature. 

These are the Juvenile Sex Offender Assessment Protocol (J-SOAP; Prentky, Harris, 

Fritzell, & Righthand, 2000) and the Estimate of Risk of Adolescent Sex Offence 

Recidivism (ERASOR; Worling & Curwen, 2001). Perhaps due to the paucity of 

studies on recidivism risk factors specific to young sex offenders, both measures are 

based upon research on juvenile sex offenders (hereafter referred to as JSOs), together 

with research on juvenile non-sexual offenders and adult sex offenders. Although it is 

commonly agreed that JSOs are more likely to engage in non-sexual, than in sexual, 

recidivism (see for example, Caldwell, 2002), these risk assessment tools do not 

estimate the risk of non-sexual recidivism. It therefore appears that current risk 

assessment instruments for JSOs are limited in terms of the research on which they 

are constructed and their ability to predict the more prevalent form of non-sexual 

recidivism typical of JSOs. 

Examination of the adult sex offender risk assessment research reveals that 

arguably the most popular risk assessment tool, the Static-99 (Hanson & Thornton, 

1999), was based upon a meta-analysis of adult sex offender recidivism research. 

Meta-analysis is a statistical tool that can be used to quantitatively summarise a body 

of research and can be particularly useful when such research has produced 

inconsistent findings, as is the case in the JSO field. The major aim of the current 

thesis was to use the meta-analytic technique to identify reliable predictors of sexual 

and non-sexual recidivism among JSOs. The results of these analyses were then used 

to develop an empirically-grounded risk assessment instrument that could aid 

practitioners in judging the risk of a particular young person engaging in future sexual 

and non-sexual offending after being apprehended for a sexual offence. This chapter 
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will provide a context for the thesis, including a definition of the phenomena under 

investigation and a critical discussion of the major conceptual and methodological 

issues researchers face in the JSO risk assessment field.  

 

1.1 Defining Juvenile Sexual Offending 

A sexual assault is legally defined in s116 and s117 of the Queensland 

Criminal Code as engaging in sexual activity with a person without their consent and 

may include the use of a weapon, threats, and/or physical harm. The legal definition 

of child-sex offences includes indecent dealing (s226), which may involve procuring a 

child to perform an indecent act as well as the offender permitting himself to be 

indecently dealt with by the child, while s237 identifies the use of deception/coercion 

and/or force as components of child-sex offences. Additionally, the legislation 

includes acts such as indecent behaviour and exposing a child to obscene material 

(s240). 

In the research literature, sexual offending behaviour is usually defined as a 

sexual interaction that occurs either against the victim’s will, without consent, in an 

aggressive or exploitative manner, or between age-inappropriate individuals (Ryan, 

1997). Sexual offenders are typically divided into non-contact offenders (e.g., 

exhibitionism, voyeurism), rapists (i.e., those who offend against peers or adults) and 

child-sex offenders. Sexual offences such as rape are primarily defined by a degree of 

force and lack of consent while child-sex offences can be defined solely on the basis 

of age inappropriate sexual behaviour.  

Between 1981 and 1990 there was a reported rise in sexual offences 

perpetrated by adolescents in the United States, including a 28% increase in rapes and 

a 32% increase in other sex offences (Boyd, Hagan, & Cho, 2000). This may be due 
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to an increased awareness of the seriousness of juvenile sexual offending and a 

subsequent increased willingness by the police to investigate such offences. Some 

reviews have estimated that juveniles are responsible for approximately 20% of all 

sexual offences and 60% of all sexual offences involving children as victims (Bourke 

& Donohue, 1996). Australia-wide statistics indicate that juveniles aged 15 to 19 

years commit sexual offences at a rate of 2.9 per 100,000 (Cook, David, & Grant, 

2001). According to 2003/2004 Queensland Police statistics, males aged 10 to 18 

years were responsible for a greater number of sexual offences than were males in all 

other age categories with the exception of 30 to 49 year olds (Queensland Police 

Service, 2004). 

In contrast to other types of offences, the relationship between age and sexual 

offending exhibits a bimodal distribution. Specifically, the highest frequency of 

sexual offending tends to occur at age 13 while another peak is present in the late 

thirties (Hanson, 2001). Hanson speculates that the peak at age 13 may be a result of 

antisocial adolescents becoming sexually active while the peak in later life could be 

due to increased opportunities to offend (for example, in attaining the trust of children 

and their caregivers).  

Risk assessments are used to aid decisions about sentencing, case 

management, conditions of probation, discharge to/from treatment facilities, where 

the juvenile will reside, level of community access, and the timing of family 

reunification (Prentky et al., 2000; Worling, 2004). Estimates of risk of reoffending 

have a far-reaching impact on the offender, the offender’s family, the criminal justice 

system, and potential future victims. Consequently, researchers and clinicians in the 

JSO field are becoming increasingly concerned with understanding the rates and types 

of reoffending, discovering the variables that may increase or decrease a juvenile’s 
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risk of engaging in future criminal behaviour, and identifying the optimal approach 

with which to assess an individual’s level of risk. 

 

1.2 Conceptual and Methodological Issues in Juvenile Sex Offender Recidivism 

Research 

A number of conceptual and methodological issues impact upon the 

investigation of recidivism in this population of offenders. These include the 

inconsistent definitions of recidivism across studies, low sexual recidivism base rates, 

the need for lengthy follow-up periods, sampling issues, the need to include measures 

of both sexual and non-sexual recidivism, and the absence of agreed theoretical 

frameworks to guide JSO recidivism research. Each of these is dealt with in turn 

below. 

1.2.1 Defining Recidivism 

Researchers have employed varying definitions and measures of reoffending. 

Recidivism can be broadly defined as engagement in any act that contravenes the laws 

of society. The majority of studies have defined recidivism according to whether a 

juvenile was arrested, charged or convicted of either a new sexual or non-sexual crime 

after being apprehended for an initial (index) sexual offence (e.g., Langstrom, 2002; 

Rasmussen, 1999). Surprisingly, relatively few studies have examined broader 

outcomes such as breaches of probation orders or self-reported illegal sexual 

behaviour that did not result in the offender being apprehended and/or charged. For 

instance, only one known study has examined the extent to which juveniles were 

exposed to opportunities to reoffend and did not act on them (Mazur & Michael, 

1992). Further, Seabloom, Seabloom, Seabloom, Barron, and Hendrickson (2003) 

noted that “uses of criminal charges or convictions as the measure of recidivism can 

obscure the practice of plea bargaining, whereby lesser sexual offences or nonsexual 
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offences may be recorded rather than the alleged sexual offence” (p. 469). Harris and 

Hanson (2004) point out that the number of identified recidivists should increase as 

the definition of recidivism broadens. Understanding the frequency and types of 

recidivist offences committed by JSOs becomes a salient issue when considering that 

professionals are increasingly being called upon by the criminal justice system to 

provide estimates of the likelihood that a particular JSO will commit further offences. 

1.2.2 Low Sexual Recidivism Base Rates 

There is an emerging consensus in the juvenile sexual offending literature that 

this population typically reoffend sexually at a very low rate. Rates of sexual 

recidivism vary from as low as 0% to 20% while rates of non-sexual recidivism 

among JSOs are much higher, ranging from 6% to 68% (refer to Table A1 in 

Appendix A for a summary of JSO recidivism statistics). Caldwell (2002) noted that 

JSOs were around six times more likely to reoffend non-sexually than sexually. 

Further, it has been found that JSOs tend to re-enter the criminal justice system more 

frequently on non-sexual charges than comparison groups of non-sexual offending 

juveniles (Atcheson & Williams, 1954; Brannon & Troyer, 1991). More research is 

needed to address why JSOs appear more likely than other youth to engage in 

offending.  

The low frequency with which JSOs have been officially observed to sexually 

reoffend (low sexual recidivism base rates) has limited the extent to which individual 

researchers have been able to statistically explore predictors specific to this type of 

recidivism. The low sexual recidivism base rate among JSOs may be due to under-

reporting, conservative measures of recidivism utilised in a particular study, the 

deterrent effect of contact with the criminal justice system, the negative connotations 

of being labelled a “sex offender”, access to treatment services as a result of being 
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apprehended, or natural desistance. Previous studies have sometimes been unable to 

conduct inferential statistics regarding predictors of sexual recidivism due to low 

sample sizes of sexual recidivists (e.g., Clyburn, 2003; Miner, 2002). These studies 

have therefore amalgamated sexual and violent non-sexual offences together under 

the heading of “violent recidivism” thereby ruling out the possibility of identifying 

predictors unique to sexual recidivism. Low base rates found in individual studies 

have also limited the extent to which the predictive validity of risk assessment scales 

designed for JSOs could be tested (Prentky et al., 2000). Consequently, obtaining the 

normative data required for actuarial risk assessments of JSOs has proven difficult as 

this would require a comprehensive synthesis of international data sets.    

1.2.3 Study Design Differences  

Studies on risk factors for recidivism among JSOs typically fall into one of 

two design categories: correlational, assessing the relationship between a predictor 

and recidivism, and independent groups, whereby recidivists are compared to non-

recidivists and sexual recidivists are sometimes compared to non-sexual recidivists. 

More weight may be placed on prospective designs as they are better able to establish 

temporal links between a predictor and recidivism. Previous meta-analyses have gone 

so far as to exclude retrospective studies (e.g., Hanson & Bussière, 1998). The 

majority of JSO studies, however, involve the retrospective coding of file information 

and they were therefore included in the present thesis.  

1.2.4 Follow-up Periods 

Insufficient follow-up periods impose serious limitations on researchers’ 

ability to identify recidivism and on the subsequent prediction of recidivism 

outcomes. There does not appear to be an ideal follow-up period, though the 

consensus among researchers is that a longer follow-up may enable the identification 
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of a larger number of sexual recidivists. However, research has produced inconsistent 

findings on this matter. Boyd (1994) found the majority of juvenile sexual reoffences 

to occur within the first year at risk, while Hagan and Gust-Brey (1999) found that the 

sexual recidivism rate doubled between five and 10 years post-release. Given the 

bimodal distribution of the age-sex crime relationship, an ideal prospective research 

design would involve following up a sample of JSOs at least until they reach their late 

thirties, however, no study has yet been able to accomplish this task.  

1.2.5 Sample Characteristics 

Sampling methods also impact upon observed recidivism rates. Prentky et al. 

(2000) highlight that the heterogeneity of JSOs (in terms of victim selection and 

sexual acts) needs to be accounted for in estimations of risk. However, the extent to 

which recidivism rates differ according to these factors remains relatively unknown. 

For instance, studies by Hagan and colleagues (Hagan & Cho, 1996; Hagan, King, & 

Patros, 1994a, 1994b) found no significant differences in recidivism rates between 

juvenile rapists and child sex offenders. There has also been relatively little 

examination of differences within follow-up samples that may be due to post-

offending experiences. For example, JSOs who received a custodial sentence for their 

index sexual offence, as opposed to those receiving community-based orders, will 

presumably have had less opportunity to commit further offences. In addition, JSOs 

who received treatment in the follow-up period may be less likely to reoffend (Kenny, 

Keogh, & Seidler, 2001), while no studies have compared recidivism rates of 

adjudicated versus non-adjudicated JSOs. 

1.2.6 Accounting for Non-sexual Recidivism  

Higher rates of non-sexual recidivism among JSOs challenge the researcher to 

account not only for future sexual reoffending but also to provide a theoretical and 
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empirical account for how and why JSOs go on to commit further non-sexual 

offences. This issue is reflected in the offence specialisation versus versatility debate 

(e.g., Lussier, LeBlanc, & Proulx, 2005). Butler and Seto (2002) classified JSOs into 

sex-only (with no history of non-sexual offences; n = 22) and sex-plus (with a history 

of non-sexual offences; n = 10) offenders and compared them with other control 

groups on demographic characteristics, childhood conduct problems, current 

externalising and internalising behaviours, antisocial orientation, the risk for future 

delinquency, the Level of Service Inventory (YO-LSI), and sexual offence 

characteristics. Sex-only JSOs (specialists) displayed significantly fewer behavioural 

problems, either presently or in childhood, and held more prosocial attitudes/beliefs 

while sex-plus JSOs (criminally versatile) were significantly more likely to have 

committed their sexual offences against unrelated victims. However, the small sample 

sizes of the two groups limit the generalisability of these findings while the authors 

further point out that they were not able to assess sexuality in the same depth as 

antisociality. 

The differential rates of sexual and non-sexual reoffending in this population 

provide support for the presence of criminal versatility. Recent research has found 

evidence for such versatility in the criminal careers of adult sex offenders (Bagley & 

Pritchard, 2000; Smallbone & Wortley, 2004; Soothill, Francis, Sanderson, & 

Ackerley, 2000). For example, Smallbone and Wortley found that 86% of adult child-

sex offenders had also committed non-sexual offences. Research on juvenile child-sex 

offenders has found that sexual recidivism occurs less often than offences such as 

burglary or car theft (Hagan et al., 1994b). Yet this criminal diversity does not seem 

to have been adequately addressed in JSO theory, treatment planning, or risk 
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assessments. In the main, the emphasis remains almost exclusively upon sexual 

offending behaviour. 

There appears to be at least some support for the presence of a subgroup of 

JSOs who are sex offending “specialists”. Hagan et al. (1994b) found that while a 

small percentage of JSOs committed further sexual offences, these offences tended to 

be similar in nature to those that led to previous apprehension. Similarly, Hall and 

Proctor (1987) found that adult sex offenders who sexually reoffended did so against 

similar victim types, that is, rapists selected adult victims and child-sex offenders 

selected children. This suggests a degree of stability in some sexual offenders’ modus 

operandi. Nonetheless, studies are yet to systematically assess the extent to which the 

sexual recidivist offences of juveniles mirror the index sexual offence in terms of, for 

instance, victim selection and types of sexual behaviours. From a theoretical point of 

view, it may be that criminally versatile JSOs initially committed a sexual offence 

largely due to general antisocial tendencies while sex offender specialists may have 

initially offended in response to factors relating more specifically to sexual deviance. 

The sexual deviance and antisociality dimensions represent a major theme to be 

explored throughout this thesis and, in fact, constitute the primary theoretical thread 

that ties the three studies in this research together. 

1.2.7 Lack of Theory in Juvenile Sex Offender Recidivism Research 

Despite a growing emphasis on recidivism and risk prediction research, the 

JSO field lacks a clear theoretical account of why certain predictor variables should be 

related to recidivism. There appears to be a tendency for researchers to rely upon 

variables thought to be relevant to the onset of sexual offending when making 

predictions about sexual offence recidivism. JSO recidivism research relies upon 

etiological models based primarily on the adult sex offender literature to justify why 
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variables related to onset should also predict recidivism. Only recently have attempts 

been made to derive a theory of sexual recidivism in adults (e.g., Ward & Beech, 

2004) while a theory of JSO recidivism does not currently exist. In recognition of the 

higher rates of non-sexual recidivism, some authors have drawn upon theoretical 

models of general delinquency (e.g., Boyd, 1994). The application of theory in 

explaining recidivism of JSOs will be revisited in Chapter Two. 

 

1.3 Summary 

In summary, the focus on reconvictions and the typically brief follow up 

periods used in recidivism studies limit the extent to which recidivism, and sexual 

recidivism in particular, can be observed. Low sexual recidivism base rates present an 

important obstacle to identifying statistically significant predictor variables, while 

higher rates of non-sexual recidivism among JSOs challenge investigators to broaden 

their theoretical and empirical approach to recidivism. Meanwhile, the experiences of 

JSOs after their initial contact with the criminal justice system for a sexual offence 

(e.g., sentencing outcomes) do not appear to have been adequately addressed in 

research or theory. One reason for their possible exclusion may be the tendency to 

utilise etiological theories of sexual offending as a basis for recidivism research. 

Taken together, these conceptual and methodological issues severely limit the 

extent to which conclusions can presently be drawn from existing recidivism studies. 

These problems also make it difficult to compare results across studies. This is 

perhaps why the two JSO risk assessment tools currently available in the literature, 

the J-SOAP and the ERASOR, were not developed solely from JSO recidivism 

research. The J-SOAP was based upon a qualitative review of JSO recidivism studies, 

studies on general juvenile delinquents, and the adult sex offender and general 
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offender literature. Similarly, the ERASOR was based upon a review of 10 JSO 

recidivism studies, existing risk assessment instruments for general juvenile offenders, 

and the adult sex offender recidivism research.  

While these measures represent a significant contribution toward the 

assessment of risk in this population, it is a central argument of this thesis that any 

risk assessment tool for JSOs needs to be based solely upon JSO research without the 

possibility of being conflated by studies on other types of juvenile offenders or adult 

sex offenders. Risk assessment tools are typically developed based upon empirical 

findings from previous research. In the adult sex offender field, the Rapid Risk 

Assessment of Sexual Offence Recidivism (RRASOR; Hanson, 1997) and 

subsequently the Static-99 (Hanson & Thornton, 1999) contain items derived from 

Hanson and Bussière’s (1998) meta-analysis of recidivism predictors. As Hanson 

(2005) has asserted, “meta-analyses should be the starting point for researchers and 

policy makers wishing to learn about the empirical findings in particular subject 

areas” (p. 215).  

The presence of criminal versatility, reflected in the comparatively high non-

sexual recidivism rates of JSOs following their index sexual offence, suggests that 

risk assessment must account for factors related both to sexual and nonsexual 

recidivism. In a recent review of adult sex offender risk assessment tools, Craig, 

Browne, and Stringer (2003) noted that existing scales are better at predicting any 

recidivism than they are at predicting sexual recidivism specifically. This highlights 

the importance of conducting separate analyses of predictors relating to sexual and 

non-sexual recidivism and the need for these predictors to be reflected in the 

construction and validation of risk assessment tools. In practice, risk assessments need 

to encompass an individual’s future capacity for engaging in any further type of 
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criminal activity, not just sexual offending. With this in mind, the present study aims 

to utilise the meta-analytic technique to identify predictors that may be unique and 

common to sexual and non-sexual recidivism among JSOs. 

 

1.4 The Current Thesis 

  No previous attempts have been made to develop a risk assessment scale 

solely on the basis of JSO recidivism research and with the explicit intention of 

assigning risk ratings separately for sexual and non-sexual recidivism. Instead, 

existing risk assessment tools for JSOs tend to be based upon adult sex offender 

and/or general juvenile delinquency literature. Items are organised according to 

content domains (e.g., sexual interests) rather than according to whether they are 

pertinent to sexual recidivism, non-sexual recidivism, or both.  

The major aim of the current research was therefore to develop a risk 

assessment scale designed to predict sexual and non-sexual recidivism among JSOs. 

A two-phase research design was employed to accomplish this task. First, in order to 

identify variables predictive of sexual and non-sexual recidivism, two separate meta-

analyses were performed on all available studies (published and unpublished) that had 

examined the relationship between a risk factor(s) and recidivism among JSOs. In the 

second phase, the results of the meta-analyses were used to develop an empirically-

based risk assessment scale for JSOs and the psychometric properties of the scale 

were explored.  

 The following chapter presents a literature review encompassing theoretical 

approaches to understanding juvenile sex offending onset and maintenance, existing 

theoretical perspectives on adult and juvenile sex offender recidivism, and a narrative 

review of predictors of recidivism among JSOs. Chapter Three describes the existing 
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approaches to risk assessment of adult and juvenile sex offenders and provides a 

critical analysis of previous meta-analytic studies regarding predictors of adult and 

juvenile sex offender recidivism. Chapter Four outlines the methodology of the meta-

analytic procedure used in the present thesis. The results of the sexual recidivism and 

non-sexual recidivism meta-analyses are presented in Chapter Five.  Chapter Six 

presents the methodology and results of Study Three, including scale construction, 

reliability, and validity. The final chapter (Chapter Seven) presents a general 

discussion summarising the results of the current research, highlighting consistencies 

and discrepancies with previous studies, as well as placing the findings within the 

broader context of JSO risk assessment. 
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Chapter Two 

Recidivism among Juvenile Sex Offenders: Theory and Research 

 

 This chapter provides a critical analysis of the literature pertaining to a) 

theoretical perspectives on juvenile sexual offending, b) the contributions of 

typological and path analytic research to existing theory and understanding of 

recidivism, c) current theoretical models of sex offender recidivism, and d) findings 

regarding predictors of juvenile sex offender (JSO) recidivism. When reviewing the 

literature on predictors of JSO recidivism a number of important questions need to be 

addressed. First, what is the theoretical basis for a link between a particular risk factor 

and recidivism? Second, what are the types of risk factors that have been studied? 

Third, what empirical support exists for various risk factors? Finally, what variables 

appear to demonstrate a specific link to sexual recidivism as opposed to non-sexual or 

any type of recidivism? Each of these issues will be addressed in turn. 

 

2.1 Theoretical Perspectives on Juvenile Sexual Offending 

 A clear theoretical account of (sexual and non-sexual) recidivism appears to be 

lacking in the sex offender field. In the JSO literature, researchers typically draw upon 

etiological theories of juvenile sexual offending onset in order to provide a rationale 

as to why particular variables should contribute to the prediction of offence 

maintenance. With the advent of risk assessment tools, the adult sex offender field has 

moved somewhat away from theoretical accounts of risk factors and toward assessing 

the predictive validity of various instruments. Only recently have theoretical papers 

on recidivism among adult sex offenders begun to emerge (e.g., Doren, 2004).  
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 Learning theories feature prominently in studies of JSO recidivism and risk 

prediction (e.g., Santman, 1998). From a social learning theory perspective, juvenile 

sexual offending occurs as a result of modelling of one’s own physical or sexual 

victimisation experiences and/or sexually deviant media (Auslander, 1998). In the 

context of sexual abuse, the social learning process is seen to be initiated as a result of 

sexual identity confusion. Physical abuse is thought to exert its influence via a gender 

role socialisation process, that is, physical abuse by a father towards a male child is 

more likely to be modelled (Kobayashi, Sales, Becker, Figueredo, & Kaplan, 1995). 

On its own, however, social learning theory fails to account for how physical abuse in 

childhood translates to sexual offending behaviour and why JSOs who are not 

sexually abused go on to commit sexual offences. Further, the theory does not account 

for why juveniles who are sexually abused by a male later sexually offend against 

females (Ngyuen, Hall, Teten, & Hunter, 2004). 

A combination of classical and operant conditioning models attributes sexual 

offending onset to the pairing of physiological arousal with deviant sexual fantasies. 

Maintenance is said to occur through the inherently reinforcing nature of sexual 

gratification (Boyd, 1994). This model can account for the situational influences on 

sex offending onset (e.g., the presence of a sibling paired with genital stimulation 

during play) while proposing that cognitive distortions arise as a by-product of the 

conditioning process, thereby contributing to the development of deviant sexual 

fantasy. However, it is unclear why, according to this approach, JSOs who have 

experienced significant negative consequences as a result of their initial offending 

would continue to offend.  

Becker’s (1998) review of the JSO literature emphasised two etiological 

models specific to juveniles. First, Ryan, Lane, Davis, and Isaac’s (1987) sexual abuse 
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cycle is one of the most commonly utilised frameworks in juvenile sex offender 

treatment. Their model consists of a number of stages including negative self-image, 

the application of unsuccessful coping strategies resulting in an expectation of 

rejection, a period of social withdrawal/isolation, followed by an attempt to regain 

control through the use of fantasies. Stage five consists of the planning of a sexual 

offence leading up to the actual offence. Post-offence experiences incorporate the 

reinforcing value of sexual gratification (feeling good) followed by feelings of guilt, 

thereby reinforcing a negative self-image and perpetuating the cycle.  

The sexual abuse cycle has the advantages of being developed to specifically 

account for juvenile sexual offending while also coinciding with practical relapse 

prevention strategies, and suggests some hypotheses as to why a juvenile may 

subsequently commit another sexual offence. However, while the model assumes that 

most JSOs possess a negative self-image, it fails to account for how juveniles acquire 

this negative self-image. Furthermore, this model proposes that feelings of guilt play a 

major role in the maintenance of sexual offending behaviour yet this component does 

not account for juvenile recidivists who may not experience guilt regarding their 

offences. 

Second, Kobayashi et al. (1995) proposed an etiological model that included 

perceived parental deviance, experiences of physical and sexual abuse in childhood, 

and bonding to parents. Using structural equation modelling, these authors found that 

experiences of physical abuse perpetrated by the juvenile’s father and sexual abuse 

perpetrated by a male increased the likelihood of engaging in sexual offending. 

Further, bonding/attachment to one’s mother decreased the likelihood of sexual 

offending. Kobayashi et. al. draw upon several theoretical perspectives to account for 

their findings including social learning theory (i.e., modelling physical abuse by father 
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and sexual abuse by a male) and attachment and social control theories to account for 

the protective function of bonding to one’s parents. 

Ryan et al.’s (1987) and Kobabyashi et al.’s (1995) approaches underscore the 

need to build theoretical frameworks of juvenile sexual offending based upon the 

developmental and social life of these offenders, rather than simply drawing upon 

theories of adult sexual offending. It is important to recognise that adolescents are 

substantially different from adults in terms of physical, personality, and 

cognitive/attitudinal development (Rich, 2003). Moreover, abusive experiences and 

family relationships, which are distal factors for adults, may exert a stronger and more 

immediate influence on the behaviour of juveniles. These are likely to become salient 

treatment targets for JSOs and in this regard, Ryan et al.’s sexual abuse cycle, despite 

lacking the empirical basis of Kobayashi et al.’s research, may contribute more in 

terms of treatment targets and hypotheses regarding which JSOs will engage in 

recidivist offending.  

Becker (1998) recommended that developmental models of JSOs be 

broadened to account for more dynamic social variables (e.g., social ecologies) while 

Weinrott (1996) emphasised the need for etiological models and typological research 

to draw upon each other in order to improve our understanding of JSOs. There does 

not presently seem to be a theory that encompasses developmental, dynamic, 

situational, and environmental factors that are unique to JSOs and that contribute to 

both juvenile sex offending onset and maintenance (i.e., recidivism).   

 

2.2 Typological/Path Analytic Juvenile Sex Offender Research 

Typological and path analytic investigations attempt to elucidate upon the 

developmental pathways that lead to sexual offending. Models such as the sexual 
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abuse cycle may be further enhanced by examining recent typological studies of JSOs. 

Johnson and Knight (2000) attempted to identify the developmental pathways leading 

to juvenile sexual offending. Path analyses were conducted on a sample of 122 JSOs, 

examining the roles of childhood events, juvenile delinquency and personality 

characteristics in the etiology of sexual aggression. They found a history of sexual 

abuse and alcohol abuse during the ages of 13 to 18 years had a direct impact on an 

increased likelihood of juvenile sexual coercion. Sexual abuse had an indirect effect 

on sexual coercion through the variables sexual compulsivity and misogynistic 

fantasies. Meanwhile, alcohol abuse had an indirect effect through the variables hyper 

masculinity and misogynistic fantasies. This study provides an empirical link between 

background factors presented in Kobayashi et al.’s (1995) model and the role of 

fantasy in the sexual abuse cycle.  

Utilising the construct of hostile masculinity, Hunter, Figueredo, Malamuth, 

and Becker (2004) examined the roles of childhood exposure to violence against 

women and male-modelled antisocial behaviour in the prediction of sexual and non-

sexual offending in a sample of 182 JSOs. Using path analysis, this study found that 

both variables directly impacted upon non-sexual offending while the relationship 

between exposure to violence against females and sexual aggression was mediated by 

psychosocial deficits. Hostile masculinity was related to dominance traits and 

psychosocial deficits. This is the only path analytic study that has attempted to 

account for the presence of non-sexual offending in the JSO population.  

In an effort to develop a theoretical account of JSO recidivism, Kenny et al. 

(2001) classified 70 JSOs into first-time sexual offenders or recidivist sexual 

offenders based upon whether they had a previous history of sexual offending prior to 

their index sexual offence. They hypothesised that more distal variables, such as 
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social disadvantage and adverse childhood events, would have their influence on 

recidivism through more proximal variables such as social skills deficits and learning 

problems. These proximal variables, in turn, were thought to impact on sexual 

offending via the presence of intra-psychic factors such as cognitive distortions and 

deviant sexual fantasies.  

When comparing sexual recidivists to first-time offenders, the former group 

was more likely to have some form of early deviant sexual experience recorded. 

Using path analysis, the authors found poor social skills predicted recidivism directly 

and indirectly through cognitive distortions and deviant sexual fantasies. Learning 

problems and deviant sexual experiences predicted recidivism indirectly through 

cognitive distortions and deviant sexual fantasies. Kenny et al. (2001) further 

suggested that, due to the lack of significant differences between first-time and 

recidivist JSOs on key variables, the two groups differed on degree rather than type of 

variable. They concluded that factors relating to juvenile sexual offending onset also 

played a role in sexual recidivism, though variables such as deviant sexual fantasies 

were present to a greater extent in sexual recidivists. However, the model only 

accounted for 22% of the variance in sexual recidivism and did not attempt to explain 

non-sexual recidivism. Nevertheless, the study did attempt to provide an empirical 

link between distal background factors and more proximal variables in an attempt to 

explain sexual recidivism. 

Worling (2001) developed a four-group typology of JSOs based on cluster 

analysis of 112 JSOs’ scores on the California Psychological Inventory: 

antisocial/impulsive; unusual/isolated; overcontrolled/reserved; and 

confident/aggressive. This study was unable to identify any significant differences 

between the groups in terms of sexual recidivism. However, the antisocial/impulsive 
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and unusual/isolated groups were more likely to have commited violent (including 

sexual and non-sexual) reoffences. These two groups were also more likely to have 

experienced parental divorce or separation prior to their index offence. Worling 

alluded to the possibility of another subgroup of sexually deviant JSOs that may be 

located within the broader antisocial/impulsive group of offenders.  

In a similar study, Santman (1998) divided 114 JSOs into “true” sexual 

offenders (i.e., those without a history of non-sexual offending) and “antisocial” sex 

offenders (characterised by the presence of a history of non-sexual offending or a 

diagnosis of conduct disorder). Santman found that the antisocial JSOs were twice as 

likely to commit any type of further offences than the true JSOs. She further proposed 

that general antisocial JSOs (who commit sexual offences as part of a broader 

antisocial behaviour repertoire) primarily acquired their sexual offending behaviour as 

a result of exposure to aggressive role models, while sexually deviant JSOs (who 

commit only sexual offences) acquired their behaviour as a result of classical/operant 

conditioning.  

 

2.3 Summary 

The results of typological and path analytic research provide some support for 

existing JSO theoretical models. Both etiological and typological research emphasise 

the role of adverse childhood experiences in the form of either physical or sexual 

abuse or exposure to violence against women. These findings tend to offer support for 

learning theories (i.e., classical/operant conditioning and/or social learning). In 

accordance with the sexual abuse cycle, Johnson and Knight (2000) and Kenny et al. 

(2001) found that either sexually deviant or misogynistic fantasies played a role in 

sexual offending. These studies also found support for the influence of developmental 
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factors such as social skills deficits, psychosocial deficits and/or learning problems. 

Taken together, etiological and typological models tend to provide support for the role 

of sexual deviance in the form of either deviant fantasies or sexual compulsivity in 

juvenile sexual offending. It also appears as though an antisocial/impulsivity 

dimension, perhaps as a result of negative childhood experiences (i.e., abuse, parental 

separation/divorce), also plays its part in juvenile sexual offending.  

Clearly, not all recidivist JSOs will reoffend sexually or non-sexually for the 

same reasons. For example, one group of sexual recidivists may reoffend due to 

relatively entrenched sexually deviant cognitions, fantasy, and/or behavioural 

patterns. Non-sexual recidivism in this group may in part be due to a re-direction of 

sexual deviance into other forms of deviant or rule-transgressing behaviour. At least 

one other group may have committed their initial sexual offence as part of a broader 

pattern of antisocial behaviours and then reoffend either sexually or non-sexually 

through poor self-regulation, antisocial cognitions, and beliefs supporting the 

violation of other people’s rights in order to achieve one’s needs. However, existing 

theory and research on JSOs have yet to account for these potential subgroups and an 

overarching theory of JSO recidivism is conspicuously absent.   

 

2.4 Theories of Adult Sex Offender Recidivism 

 Only recently have researchers in the adult sex offender domain begun to 

develop theoretical accounts of why sexual offenders commit further offences after 

already being apprehended for a sexual offence. These theoretical perspectives on sex 

offender recidivism appear to constitute descriptive accounts of the types of risk 

factors and processes through which recidivism may occur.  
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 2.4.1 Static and Dynamic Risk Factors 

 Perhaps the simplest account of the types of risk factors relevant to risk 

assessments concerns the notion of static versus dynamic risk factors.  Static factors 

are typically seen to have already occurred and are therefore considered not amenable 

to change (Hanson & Thornton, 1999). These may include demographic and 

background characteristics of the offender (e.g., age, a history of sexual abuse), 

criminal history, and offence characteristics (e.g., victim characteristics). Static 

factors have the advantage of being easily obtained from file information and are 

considered to be relatively straightforward to score (Hanson & Thornton, 2003). They 

may be useful for long-term prediction of risk of reoffending but are not considered 

helpful in terms of adjusting assessments of risk over time on the basis of, for 

example, treatment-related factors (Craig et al., 2003). 

 Dynamic risk factors, on the other hand, are those variables that are relatively 

changeable, either through intervention or other circumstances. These can be further 

subdivided into stable and acute dynamic factors. The former are synonymous with 

the notion of criminogenic needs (i.e., relatively long-standing characteristics that 

play a role in offending and are amenable to change) and may include psychological 

dispositions and offence-supportive attitudes, while acute dynamic factors arise 

during times of stress and/or opportunity (e.g., deviant arousal in particular 

situations). Thornton (2002) places dynamic risk factors for sex offenders into four 

domains: (1) sexual interests (including offence-related sexual fantasy and sexual 

preoccupation); (2) distorted attitudes, defined as “sets of beliefs about offences, 

sexuality, or victims that can be used to justify. . . sexual offences” (p. 142); (3) socio-

affective functioning, encompassing the four aspects of inadequacy, emotional 

congruence with children, lack of emotionally intimate relationships with adults, and 
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aggressive thinking; and (4) self-management, that is, the offender’s capacity to 

regulate his/her impulses and engage in forethought. Essentially, the notion of static 

and dynamic risk factors provides researchers and practitioners with a relatively 

straightforward classification scheme for organising variables relevant to risk, as well 

as aiding in identifying the specific circumstances under which individuals may be 

more or less likely to reoffend. 

There appears to be a growing consensus that risk factors predictive of sexual 

recidivism typically fall into at least two independent domains: sexual deviance and 

antisociality/criminality. For example, Hanson and Bussière’s (1998) meta-analysis 

found that factors relating to sexual deviance, such as deviant sexual arousal and prior 

sexual offences, as well as criminological variables (e.g., age, prior offending of any 

type) best predicted sexual recidivism, whereas criminological variables alone best 

predicted general recidivism. Dempster and Hart (2002) reported a similar result, with 

the finding that sexual deviance variables and general criminality factors together 

predicted sexual recidivism more strongly than violent recidivism. Recent theories 

have attempted to elaborate upon these risk factor domains. 

2.4.2 Doren’s (2004) Model of Sex Offender Sexual Recidivism 

Doren (2004) attempted to provide an integrative model of sexual offence 

recidivism based upon previous studies of adult sex offender risk assessment tools and 

existing research on adult sex offenders. He identified at least three dimensions that 

appear to be independently related to sexual recidivism. These included sexual 

deviance, general antisociality/criminality, and detachment (characterised by being 

single, having a stranger victim, and non-sexual violence in the index sexual offence). 

Doren further recommended that risk assessments should assess the risk of both 

sexual and non-sexual recidivism separately, ideally through two distinct instruments. 
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This three-factor model is consistent with Lalumiere and Quinsey’s (1996) 

proposition that sexual deviance, antisociality and mating effort, the latter 

characterised by a lack of investment in pursuing socially acceptable sexual 

relationships, contribute to sexual coercion. Since Doren’s review included only one 

JSO study (Gretton, McBride, Hare, O’Shaughnessy, & Kumka, 2001) and Lalumiere 

and Quinsey’s theory was based on adult sex offenders, the extent to which these 

theoretical models apply specifically to JSOs, rather than sex offenders in general, has 

not yet been established.   

JSO theory and typological research, as well as Doren’s (2004) three-factor 

model, emphasise the role of sexual deviance and antisocial tendencies in attempting 

to explain sex offending onset and maintenance, respectively. Doren fails to provide 

an explanation for how these variables initially arise as his focus remains upon 

accounting for sexual recidivism. None of these approaches attempt to specifically 

account for the higher rates of non-sexual recidivism found among JSOs.  

2.4.3 Ward and Beech’s (2004) Etiological Model of Sex Offender Risk 

Ward and Beech (2004) proposed an etiological (process) model of risk that 

re-conceptualised static and dynamic factors in order to further elucidate how these 

types of variables interact to produce a recidivism outcome. According to their model, 

distal developmental factors (e.g., abuse, attachment problems) lead to certain 

vulnerability (trait) factors. These vulnerability factors are divided into 

static/historical markers (e.g., criminal/antisocial history) and psychological 

dispositions (stable dynamic factors such as self-regulatory abilities). Vulnerability 

factors are subsequently influenced by triggering/contextual risk factors (e.g., victim 

access), and then interact with acute dynamic (state) factors, such as deviant thoughts 

and fantasies, to increase the offender’s level of risk of sexual recidivism.  

 25



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Though based on the adult sex offender literature, Ward and Beech’s (2004) 

model is analogous to previous etiological and typological models of JSOs while also 

incorporating the dimensions of sexual deviance, antisociality and detachment/mating 

effort. One criticism of Ward and Beech’s model, however, is its failure to account for 

the extent of non-sexual recidivism in this population. Previous JSO recidivism 

studies have neither drawn upon nor proposed an explicit recidivism theory, 

preferring instead to utilise an existing theoretical framework (e.g., learning theory) or 

empirical research conducted on adult sex offenders (e.g., Hanson & Bussière, 1998). 

Moreover, the sex offender field in general, and the JSO field in particular, have not 

appeared to be able to accurately identify predictors specific to different types of 

recidivism (e.g., sexual versus non-sexual). While etiological/typological JSO models 

and recidivism models based primarily upon adult sex offenders offer some ideas 

regarding which JSOs may go on to offend sexually or non-sexually, the extent to 

which JSOs are specialists or generalists, or limited or persistent, in their offending 

careers remains largely unexplored. One possible reason as to why a theory of JSO 

recidivism does not exist is the limited amount of empirical research conducted in this 

area. The development of a suitable theory needs to be based on a substantial body of 

empirical data pertaining to the phenomena of interest. Hence, a meta-analytic review 

of the available data is necessary to initiate this process.  

 

2.5 Theories of Juvenile Delinquency 

 While it is important not to draw too heavily on empirical studies of general 

juvenile delinquency to explain recidivism amongst a specific sub-group of juvenile 

offenders (JSOs), the fact remains that JSOs are at higher risk of committing non-

sexual offences after being apprehended for a sexual offence. In this regard, theories 

 26



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

of juvenile delinquency may offer some guidance as to why some variables may 

increase or decrease the risk of non-sexual recidivism. Given that past studies have 

found different variables to relate to sexual and non-sexual recidivism, criminological 

theories may help to account for variables that are uniquely related to non-sexual 

recidivism and/or related to both types of recidivism.  

 Hirschi’s (1969) social bonding theory views offending as a result of breaks in 

ties to four major social bonds: (1) attachment to others (and places); (2) commitment 

to conformity; (3) involvement in conventional activities; and (4) belief in the 

importance of bonds (Akers, 1994). Only one study (Santman, 1998) has utilised this 

theory in an attempt to explain recidivism of JSOs. The notion of social bonding 

conceptually overlaps with attachment theory, which has been successfully applied to 

the explanation of sexual offending (see, for example, Marshall, 1993). However, its 

focus remains primarily upon the non-recidivist group (i.e., desistance), which have 

not received systematic empirical attention in the JSO field.  

 In an attempt to provide a general theory of crime, Gottfredson and Hirschi 

(1990) posited that individual differences in the propensity to resist or engage in crime 

are the key explanatory factors. According to this model, individuals with high self-

control will be at lower risk of offending. Persons with low self-control, on the other 

hand, are highly likely to offend, particularly in situations that may counteract their 

regulatory abilities.  

 Though it has never been specifically applied to JSOs, rational choice theory 

offers a good explanation of how the offender, the victim, and the place interacted 

over time to culminate in a sexual offence. According to Akers (1994, p. 58), “[T]he 

theory is proposed as a general, all-inclusive explanation of both the decision to 

commit a specific crime and the development of, or desistance from, a criminal 
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career. The decisions are based on the offenders’ expected reward compared to the 

likelihood and severity of punishment and other costs of crime” In this regard, self-

control theory shares some commonalities with health psychology models such as the 

Theory of Reasoned Action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) , which proposes that the best 

predict of future behaviour is past behaviour, and the Theory of Planned Behaviour. 

Moreover, when the offender is deciding to reoffend s/he will also be influenced by 

historical background factors (e.g., sexual abuse), subjective norms (e.g., attitudes 

supportive of sexual offending), and the extent to which the juvenile views himself as 

being high in perceived behavioural control. Rational choice theory has been used to 

account for offence specialisation and versatility among offenders (see, for example, 

Guerette, Stenius, & McGloin, 2005) yet its ability to account for recidivism 

specifically of JSOs remains unexplored. 

Moffitt (1993) explicitly set out to develop a parsimonious explanation of 

desistance and recidivism. Moffitt views antisocial behaviour as constituting either 

temporary or situational (common in adolescence) or a persistent/stable pattern found 

in only a small number of males with extreme behavioural problems. According to 

this approach, the offence pathway for offending tends to either taper off in late 

adolescence/early adulthood (adolescent-limited) or remains relatively constant for 

the remainder of adult life (lifecourse-persistent). Given the bimodal age distribution 

of sexual offences, this model may have limited applicability to sexual offences but 

may help to account for non-sexual recidivism of JSOs. 

 

2.6 Predictors of Juvenile Sex Offender Recidivism: Theoretical and Empirical Basis 

The following section presents a narrative review of the JSO recidivism 

literature in order to provide a context for the identification of potential predictor 
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constructs for the meta-analyses. Compared to the adult sex offender literature, 

relatively few studies have examined the predictive utility of various risk factors as 

they relate to the likelihood of JSOs committing further sexual and/or non-sexual 

offences. Existing studies have tended to draw their variable pool from those factors 

identified in the adult sex offender field.  Typically, researchers have grouped 

variables according to the following categories: offender demographics, 

developmental history, criminal history, offence-related factors, family/social factors, 

and clinical variables (Hanson & Bussière, 1998; Lee, Cottle, & Heilbrun, 2003). It is 

important to note that very few studies have examined the role of variables that would 

seem to be more proximal to the recidivist offences, such as post-offence experiences 

and lifestyle changes. 

Bonta, Law, and Hanson (1998) provided an overview of the various 

theoretical perspectives being used to explain the association between mental illness 

and violence in their meta-analysis. Though not based upon JSOs, the theories and 

predictor variable classifications may be readily adapted to the current study. 

Sociological criminology theory (e.g., social disorganisation theory) can be used to 

explain the role of demographic variables in predicting recidivism, namely, that a 

lower social position (e.g., age, race, and socioeconomic status) may lead to an 

increased likelihood of recidivism. Bonta et al. linked criminal history variables to 

recidivism by drawing upon social psychological concepts such as behavioural habits 

and reinforcement histories. Social psychological concepts were also used to link 

deviant lifestyle-history factors (i.e., substance abuse and employment stability) to 

recidivism due to a focus upon social and attitudinal factors (e.g., criminal 

companions and antisocial attitudes). The psychopathology model was utilised to link 

clinical variables (i.e., psychological symptomatology, diagnoses, intellectual 
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impairment, and treatment) to recidivism. While these theoretical perspectives were 

applied to a different population, mentally disordered offenders, this study illustrates 

the integration of theory with meta-analytic practice.  

Appendix B presents a table outlining the risk factor domains and existing 

empirical research in the JSO field. Risk factors have been grouped into the domains 

of offender demographics, developmental history variables, deviant lifestyle variables 

(e.g., family factors), sexual deviance variables, antisocial orientation, criminal 

history variables, offence-related factors, offence-related psychological factors, index 

sexual offence outcome, and clinical variables. The following section provides an 

overview of the risk factors that have been empirically studied in relation to JSO 

recidivism. 

 2.6.1 Demographic Factors 

 The offender’s age at the time of the index sexual offence is one of the 

variables that have been consistently included in JSO recidivism research. However, 

research has produced mixed results. Kahn and Chambers (1991) and Santman (1998) 

found that a younger age was related to any (sexual or nonsexual) recidivism. 

Similarly, Nisbet et al. (2004) found a younger age was related to an increased 

likelihood of sexual recidivism. However, Boyd (1994) found that an older age was 

significantly related to sexual recidivism. This discrepancy may have occurred as a 

result of differences in the types of samples in these two studies, as Nisbet et al.’s 

sample included community-based JSOs while Boyd’s sample consisted of JSOs in a 

residential facility. It is possible that Boyd’s sample may have therefore been older 

when released. Hanson and Bussière (1998) also found that a younger age was related 

to both sexual and non-sexual recidivism among adult sex offenders.  

 30



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Social disorganisation theory has been utilised by criminologists for decades 

to explain the relationship between adverse economic structural conditions and crime 

(see for example, Cancino, 2005). Inconsistent results have also been found with 

regard to socioeconomic status (SES). Contrary to social disorganisation theory, Boyd 

(1994) found that higher SES was associated with an increased risk for sexual 

recidivism. However, Worling and Curwen (2000) found a lower SES to be related to 

non-sexual recidivism, and that SES was not linked to sexual recidivism. This finding 

is consistent with Hawkins et al.’s (1999) conclusion that economic deprivation is a 

predictor of violent offending among youth. It therefore appears that a lower SES may 

be related to more general antisocial behaviour while higher SES offenders may be 

more likely to specialise in sexual offending. There has been limited support for the 

role of race/ethnicity in predicting JSO recidivism. Hunter and Figueredo (1999) 

found that African-Americans were more likely to reoffend non-sexually while no 

other studies have found a significant relationship. This may be due to international 

differences in terms of which races constitute ethnic minorities. Hanson and Bussière 

(1998) found that being of a minority race was predictive of non-sexual recidivism 

among adult sex offenders. Overall, there appears to be mixed support for the role of 

social disorganisation theory in explaining recidivism among JSOs.  

 2.6.2 Developmental History Variables 

 A history of sexual abuse has been consistently found to be associated with 

recidivism among JSOs. For example, Kahn and Chambers (1991) found a history of 

sexual abuse, and the offender’s siblings having a history of sexual abuse, to be 

significantly related to any recidivism. Worling and Curwen (2000) found a sexual 

abuse history to be related to an increased likelihood of sexual recidivism. Thus, the 

extent to which this variable relates specifically to sexual recidivism is unknown. 
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These findings provide partial support for learning theory and JSO typological 

research. 

The only study to find a significant relationship between physical abuse and 

recidivism was Auslander (1998), who found a history of physical abuse to be 

negatively related to non-violent non-sexual recidivism. Boyd (1994) found that the 

presence of intrafamilial violence was significantly related to both sexual and any 

recidivism. Studies using the general construct of “abuse” have found no significant 

relationship to recidivism, adding further support to the notion that specific types of 

abuse may be linked to reoffending. A qualitative view of the literature therefore 

provides no clear evidence for a link between physical abuse and recidivism. While a 

history of sexual abuse has been found to predict general recidivism among adult sex 

offenders (Hanson & Bussière, 1998), a link between physical and sexual abuse and 

general violent offending has not been consistently found in previous reviews of 

juvenile offender risk factors (Hawkins et al., 1999). However, it should be noted that 

Moffitt’s (1993) longitudinal study found that risk factors early in life were predictive 

of an early offending onset and repeat (recidivist) offending among general juvenile 

delinquents. JSOs who reoffend, either sexual or non-sexually, would fall into 

Moffitt’s “life-course persistent” offender category. JSO desisters, on the other hand, 

may represent Moffitt’s “adolescent-limited” offenders. According to Moffitt, 

however, adolescent-limited offenders “should engage primarily in crimes that 

symbolize adult privilege or that demonstrate autonomy from parental control” (p. 

695). While it could be argued that sexual offences represent perceived adult privilege 

on behalf of the adolescent, the extent to which any JSOs could be classified as 

adolescent-limited remains unclear. 
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 2.6.3 Deviant Lifestyle Variables 

  2.6.3.1 Family-Related Variables 

 The family is typically seen to play a crucial role in adolescent development 

(Ngyuen et al., 2004). Santman (1998) found that JSOs who had a parent with a 

criminal history were significantly more likely to sexually reoffend. This finding 

tends to support a social learning theory perspective as well as possibly contributing 

to a negative self-image as suggested by the sexual abuse cycle. Langstrom and Grann 

(2000) found no relationship between an adverse family climate and recidivism. 

Worling and Curwen (2000) found that a negative family environment and perceived 

parental rejection, measured after the index offence, were significantly related to non-

sexual recidivism. Similarly, Rasmussen (1999) found parental divorce and/or 

separation was significantly related to non-sexual recidivism. Therefore, there appears 

to be an empirically supported relationship between family-related variables and non-

sexual recidivism. A negative relationship with one’s mother and problems in the 

family of origin has been found to be predictive of sexual and general recidivism 

among adult sex offenders (Hanson & Bussière, 1998) while the presence of antisocial 

parents has been found to be a predictor of serious offending among juveniles 

(Hawkins et al., 1999). 

  2.6.3.2 Peer Relationships 

 Considering the importance of peer relationships in the juvenile’s 

developmental life, surprisingly these variables have been rarely examined. No 

studies have found a significant relationship between a lack of peers and recidivism 

while Santman (1998) found a significant relationship between negative peer 

relationships (i.e., gang affiliation) and non-sexual or any type of recidivism. This 

 33



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

finding is consistent with the research on predictors of general juvenile offending 

(Hawkins et al., 1999) and could support a social learning theory perspective on 

associations with deviant peers. Interestingly, peer relationships have not been linked 

to adult sex offender recidivism, providing further support for the role of peer 

influence in adolescence. 

2.6.3.3 School-Related Factors 

 School-related variables too reflect an emphasis on the developmental life of 

the juvenile. School truancy has been found to be significantly related to both sexual 

and any recidivism in the two studies that have examined this variable. Kahn and 

Chambers (1991) found school behaviour problems to be significantly related to any 

recidivism, while Santman (1998) found school suspensions to be related to both non-

sexual and any recidivism. These findings suggest that a tendency toward rule 

transgressions may be indicative of an antisocial orientation.  

Youth who are not working or studying appear to be encapsulated by the 

theoretical positions of social disorganisation theory (i.e., lack of social position) and 

the sexual abuse cycle in the form of boredom or isolation leading up to offending. 

However, the only study to have examined this construct found no support for its 

relationship to recidivism (Langstrom & Grann, 2000). A lower education level, 

according to social disorganisation theory, would signify a lower social position, yet 

only one study has found a relationship between school achievement and non-sexual 

recidivism (Santman, 1998). School-related variables have not been shown to relate to 

adult sex offender recidivism yet a low academic performance, low school 

commitment, low educational aspirations, and school transitions have been linked to 

serious juvenile offending (Hawkins et al., 1999). 
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  2.6.3.4 Substance Use/Abuse 

 There has been relatively little support for the role of substance abuse in 

further offending behaviour among JSOs. The theoretical rationale for this variable 

lies in its signification of general life problems (i.e., maladaptive coping strategies 

outlined in the sexual abuse cycle) and the disinhibitory effects of substances in terms 

of situational offending. However, Auslander (1998) found that a history of alcohol 

abuse was negatively associated with violent recidivism. Santman (1998) found a 

history of substance abuse was positively related to non-sexual recidivism yet Miner 

(2002) did not find support for this relationship. Neither of these studies found 

support for a relationship between the use of drugs/alcohol during the index offence 

and sexual recidivism. Additionally, substance use has not been linked to adult sex 

offender recidivism (Hanson & Bussière, 1998). It may be that substance abuse is 

reflective of participation in a general antisocial lifestyle rather than specifically 

related to sexual recidivism. In support of this notion, Hawkins et al. (1999) reported a 

greater availability of drugs and that youth who were involved in selling drugs were 

more likely to engage in a variety of violent behaviours.  

 2.6.4 Sexual Deviance 

 Variables relating to sexual deviance appear to show the most consistent 

relationship to sexual recidivism. Schram, Milloy, and Rowe (1991) and Kahn and 

Chambers (1991) both found that the presence of deviant sexual arousal was 

significantly related to sexual recidivism only, while Worling and Curwen (2000) also 

reported that past or present sexual fantasies of children were significantly related 

specifically to sexual recidivism. Miner (2002) found that preoccupation with children 

was significantly related to both non-sexual and any recidivism, yet the presence of 

paraphilias was negatively related to these outcomes. Gretton et al. (2001) reported a 
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significant relationship between deviant arousal combined with high PCL-R scores 

and non-sexual recidivism. Sexual deviance has also been reported as the strongest 

predictor of sexual recidivism amongst adult sex offenders (Hanson & Bussière, 

1998). These findings offer support for the role of learning theories in the 

maintenance of sex offending behaviour and also fit well with the sexual abuse cycle 

and existing theoretical conceptions of recidivism risk. It seems as though sexual 

deviance could also play a role in non-sexual reoffending. This could be due to an 

underlying general deviance factor, as has been proposed recently in the adult sex 

offender literature (Lussier et al., 2005). Both sexual deviance and non-sexual 

offending share common ground in terms of a proclivity towards violating the rights 

of others.  

 2.6.5 Antisocial Orientation 

 The presence of an antisocial orientation may be operationalised as either a 

behavioural or personality variable. Worling and Curwen (2000) found a history of 

behavioural problems as assessed by the Child Behaviour Checklist (CBCL; 

Achenbach, 1991) was significantly related to non-sexual recidivism. Langstrom and 

Grann (2000) and Langstrom (2002) also found a history of conduct disorder prior to 

the age of 15 to be significantly related to non-sexual recidivism. It seems therefore 

that the presence of antisocial behaviour increases the likelihood of engaging in future 

antisocial or rule-breaking behaviour, though not necessarily sexual offending. This is 

supported by the literature on serious juvenile offenders (Hawkins et al., 1999).  

 With regard to antisocial personality characteristics, Worling and Curwen 

(2000) found that the presence of an antisocial personality assessed with the 

California Psychological Inventory was significantly related to non-sexual recidivism. 

Similarly, Miner (2002) found that impulsivity was significantly related to any 
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recidivism. Auslander (1998) found that higher scores on Factor 1 

(callous/unemotional traits) of the Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 

1991) were associated with a lower risk of sexual recidivism, while higher total scores 

on the PCL-R were significantly positively related to violent and non-violent 

recidivism. Similarly, Langstrom and Grann (2000) found that higher PCL scores 

were related to non-sexual recidivism only. However, Gretton et al. (2001) found that 

higher PCL-R ratings were associated with both sexual and non-sexual recidivism. 

Moreover, those who had a combination of high psychopathy and phallometrically-

measured sexually deviant arousal reoffended at a much faster rate than JSOs who 

were high on only one of these variables. This is consistent with the adult sex offender 

research (e.g., Harris, Rice, Quinsey, Lalumiere, Boer, & Lang, 2003; Rice & Harris, 

1997) and Doren’s (2004) three-factor model of sexual recidivism.  

2.6.6 Criminal History 

Research has consistently found that a history of any type of offending is 

significantly related to future non-sexual or any recidivism (Boyd, 1994; Kahn & 

Chambers, 1991; Nisbet et al., 2004; Santman, 1998). Prior non-sexual offending has 

also been found to be significantly related to future non-sexual offending (Langstrom 

& Grann, 2000; Rasmussen, 1999). Allan et al. (2003) found prior non-sexual 

offences to be related to both sexual and non-sexual recidivism. It seems, therefore, 

that a history of previous offending, perhaps through an established learning pattern 

(Bonta et al., 1998), increases the chances of a juvenile engaging in future sexual and 

non-sexual offending. In their review of serious juvenile offenders, Hawkins et al. 

(1999) also found that early initiation of criminal behaviour was a predictor of future 

violence. Hanson and Bussière (1998) also reported a history of non-sexual offending 

to be related to sexual recidivism among adult sex offenders. 
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A number of studies have provided support for the notion that offenders with a 

history of sexual offending behaviour are more likely to continue offending. Schram 

et al. (1991) and Langstrom and Grann (2000) found that a history of sex offending 

was significantly related to sexual recidivism. Auslander (1998) reported that the use 

of more violence in past sex offences was significantly related to violent recidivism, 

as was the frequency and duration of the individual’s sex offending career. This adds 

further credence to the idea that the best predictor of future behaviour is past 

behaviour, as represented by the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) currently 

utilised in the health psychology field (Azjen, 1991). 

2.6.7 Offence-Related Factors 

 A number of different offence-related variables have been empirically linked 

to recidivism. For example, the number of index sex offence charges or occasions on 

which the individual engaged in sexual offending during their index offence(s) has 

been found to be significantly related to an increased likelihood of sexual recidivism 

(Langstrom, 2002; Nisbet et al., 2004). When compared to a range of historical and 

other offence-related variables, Langstrom further reported that the commission of an 

index offence in a public area was the variable with the strongest positive relationship 

specifically with sexual recidivism.  

Studies have produced mixed results in terms of the extent to which victim 

characteristics in the index sexual offence influence recidivism. In terms of victim 

age, Boyd (1994) found those who offended against children were more likely to 

engage in sexual recidivism. However, Auslander (1998) found those with child 

victims were more likely to reoffend non-sexually and Rasmussen (1999) found the 

age of the youngest victim to be related to non-sexual recidivism. In contrast, Nisbet 

et al. (2004) found that having a child victim was negatively related to any recidivism 
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while having an adult victim was positively related to any recidivism. Hanson and 

Bussière (1998) found that adult child-sex offenders were less likely to engage in 

sexual recidivism. It appears, therefore, that the extent to which victim age relates to 

recidivism may depend partly on the sample under investigation. In some samples, 

child-sex offenders have engaged in sexual recidivism while in other samples they 

have been relatively limited to further non-sexual offending or even less likely to 

engage in non-sexual reoffending. Both child-sex offenders and rapists of peers/adults 

will reoffend to some extent and it is therefore likely that studies are locating distinct 

subsets of JSO recidivists.  

 The gender of the victim has demonstrated an inconsistent relationship to 

recidivism. Miner (2002) found the presence of a male victim to be negatively related 

to any recidivism. Santman (1998) found an indiscriminate victim choice (i.e., both 

males and females) was significantly related to non-sexual recidivism. Rasmussen 

(1999) found the total number of victims as well as the total number of female victims 

to be the only variables specifically related to an increased likelihood of sexual 

recidivism while the number of female victims was negatively related to non-sexual 

recidivism. However, Langstrom and Grann (2000) found the presence of a male 

victim to be significantly related to sexual recidivism. This discrepancy may be due to 

the different operationalisations (continuous versus dichotomous) of the variable in 

the two studies. Yet the presence of a male child victim has been found to be a 

predictor of sexual recidivism among adult sex offenders (Hanson & Bussière, 1998). 

It is likely that the selection of a male victim may be related to the presence of 

sexually deviant interests in male children. 

The offender-victim relationship has also received mixed support from studies 

in regard to its link to recidivism. Kahn and Chambers (1991) found that the presence 
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of an unrelated child victim was significantly related to further sexual offending. 

However, Santman (1998) found that offenders who were related to their initial 

victims were more likely to sexually reoffend. In contrast, Langstrom (2002) found 

the presence of a stranger victim to be significantly related to sexual recidivism. This 

finding is consistent with the research on adult sex offenders (Hanson & Bussière, 

1998). The extent to which juveniles who select stranger victims continue to select 

strangers when committing sexual offences as adults has not been investigated. 

The modus operandi of the index offence has also been found to play a role in 

recidivism. Specifically, Kahn and Chambers (1991) found that the use of verbal 

threats during the index offence was significantly related to sexual recidivism while 

Langstrom and Grann (2000) and Langstrom (2002) found the use of death threats or 

force to be related to non-sexual recidivism. Langstrom also found the presence of 

victim injury to be related to non-sexual recidivism. Similarly, Hanson and Bussière 

(1998) found that the use of force in the index offence was a significant predictor of 

recidivism among adult sex offenders.  

The types of sexual acts in the index offence have also been found to possess 

significant relationships to recidivism. For example, Langstrom (2002) found that any 

victim penetration was significantly related to non-sexual recidivism. Worling and 

Curwen (2000) also found that the presence of child victim grooming behaviour and 

an intrusive sexual assault on a child (e.g., penetrative offences) were significantly 

related to sexual recidivism. However, other studies have found that those offenders 

who engaged in non-contact sexual offences were more likely to sexually reoffend 

(Hunter & Figueredo, 1999). These studies may be indirectly identifying sexual 

deviance or paraphilic tendencies (e.g., exhibitionism) present in some offenders. 

While exhibitionism among adults is viewed as compulsive in the clinical literature 
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(e.g., Abouesh & Clayton, 1999), it has not been found to predict recidivism among 

adult sex offenders. 

Many researchers have examined the role of offence characteristics in 

recidivism yet little explanation is given as to why these variables should predict 

further offending. The influence of offence-related variables appears to be premised 

on the notion that the best predictor of future behaviour is past behaviour, as posited 

by the TPB. Some studies have purported that offence characteristics such as the 

presence of a male victim, a stranger victim, and multiple victims represent sexual 

deviance (e.g., Langstrom, 2002; Nisbet et. al., 2004). However, this appears to be 

somewhat of a theoretical leap in that multiple reasons may exist for the presence of 

these variables (e.g., opportunity, poor impulse control). The specific mechanisms 

through which these offence-related variables (e.g., victim selection, use of force) 

impact upon recidivism are yet to be identified. Ward and Beech’s (2004) construct of 

triggering/contextual factors may offer some ideas regarding the theoretical link 

between offence-related variables and recidivism. For example, access to potential 

victims may be especially salient for adolescents, who by virtue of their age, are 

possibly more likely to encounter these situations or similarly unsupervised 

interactions with peers. 

2.6.8 Offence-related Psychological Factors 

Previous typological research and the sexual abuse cycle place emphasis upon 

the role of cognitive distortions in offence maintenance, based upon the assumption 

that the presence of distorted thinking regarding the acceptability of sexual coercion 

and the sexualisation of children should place individuals at higher risk of sexually 

reoffending. In line with this notion, Schram et al. (1991) found that the presence of 

cognitive distortions regarding the index offence was significantly related to sexual 
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recidivism. Mixed support has been found for the role of victim blame in future 

offending, with Kahn & Chambers (1991) finding that this variable was significantly 

related to sexual recidivism but other studies failing to find this association. No study 

has found the level of remorse experienced by the offender or expressed empathy 

toward the victim of the index sexual offence to be related to recidivism, although 

Smith and Monastersky (1986) did find that those who understood the 

exploitativeness of their index offences were less likely to be non-sexual recidivists.  

It would seem a logical proposition that denial regarding the index offence 

might increase risk of committing further offences. For example, denial is likely to 

present difficulties in treatment. Yet this variable has been included in relatively few 

studies. Kahn and Chambers (1991) and Santman (1998) found that denial was 

negatively associated with sexual recidivism while Auslander (1998) found denial to 

be positively related to non-violent non-sexual recidivism. Hunter and Figueredo 

(1999) also found that a lack of accountability for the index offence was associated 

with an increased risk of non-sexual recidivism. One reason for these inconsistent 

findings may be that these studies have utilised a relatively simplistic 

conceptualisation of denial (i.e., complete denial versus partial admission versus 

complete admission). A recent review by Schneider and Wright (2004) suggests that 

denial is multifaceted. They present a model including denial of victim impact, denial 

of the extent of the sexual offence, denial of responsibility (i.e., claiming the offence 

was consensual), denial of the level of planning, denial of sexual deviancy, and denial 

of risk of relapse. This model is yet to be empirically validated. 

2.6.9 Index Sexual Offence Outcome 

Few studies have examined post-offence experiences of JSOs. Kahn and 

Chambers (1991) found that JSOs whose sexual offence was diverted rather than 
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formally adjudicated were more likely to reoffend, though not specifically sexually. 

Santman (1998) found those JSOs who were placed in a group home following their 

index sexual offence were more likely to sexually reoffend. Santman found a positive 

correlation between incarceration for the index sexual offence and non-sexual 

recidivism. Though rarely studied, it appears as though the juvenile’s interaction with 

the criminal justice system after the index offence may play a role in recidivism. It is 

possible that JSOs who are incarcerated are exposed to deviant peers and may thus 

become further entrenched in an antisocial lifestyle. This does not, however, explain 

Kahn and Chambers’ finding.  These findings point to the need to balance the 

punishment and deterrent arms of the criminal justice system. On the one hand, some 

form of formal adjudicative process may be needed to have a substantial deterrent 

effect while incarceration is likely to increase exposure to deviant peers, thus 

contributing to further offending.  

2.6.10 Clinical Variables 

No relationship has been found between the presence of clinical psychiatric 

diagnoses or general psychopathology and recidivism. Furthermore, contrary to 

Kenny et al.’s (2001) model, no relationship has been found between measures of 

intellectual functioning and recidivism. According to the sexual abuse cycle and 

attachment models of sex offending, social skills deficits are thought to contribute to 

sexual offending through either isolation from peers and/or inability to form intimate 

relationships with age-appropriate partners. However, the six studies on JSOs have 

produced inconsistent results. Langstrom and Grann (2000) found poor social skills to 

be a unique predictor of sexual recidivism but no other studies have found a 

relationship between poor social skills and recidivism.  
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Personality and psychosocial characteristics have been examined with regard 

to recidivism. Somewhat consistent with the sexual abuse cycle, Worling and Curwen 

(2000) found low self-esteem to be predictive of non-sexual recidivism while Smith 

and Monastersky (1986) found if JSOs were unable to identify their personal strengths 

they were more likely to non-sexually reoffend. It therefore appears that some aspects 

of the sexual abuse cycle may also be able to partly explain non-sexual recidivism. 

Santman (1998) found that a number of the Millon Adolescent Personality Inventory 

subscales correlated with non-sexual recidivism, including inhibited, body comfort, 

confident personality (negative relationship), and feelings of peer insecurity. Thus, 

while personality characteristics have not been found to be relevant to sexual 

recidivism, they may play a role in non-sexual recidivism. These findings are 

consistent with the typological research conducted by Hunter et al. (2004). 

 

2.7 Summary 

Demographic variables, theoretically supported by social disorganisation 

theory, may be related to any form of reoffending, yet do not appear to specifically be 

able to predict sexual recidivism. There does seem to be some empirical support for 

the role of a sexual abuse history in predicting recidivism, yet again this is not specific 

to sexual recidivism. Contrary to social learning theory, a link between physical abuse 

history and recidivism has not been supported by individual study findings. Negative 

family factors appear to be related to both sexual and non-sexual recidivism, 

supporting the role of developmental factors in JSO recidivism. An association with 

deviant peers has received some empirical support in terms of non-sexual recidivism 

while substance abuse, thought to be indicative of general life problems, may be 

related to non-sexual recidivism specifically.  
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 One of the only variables to be found to relate specifically to sexual recidivism 

is the presence of sexual deviance. This finding supports Doren’s (2004) three-factor 

model of sexual recidivism, which incorporates sexual deviance, antisociality, and 

detachment. It also provides support for the role of learning theory in the maintenance 

of sex offending behaviour, whereby behavioural maintenance occurs through the 

presence of sexually deviant cognitions and fantasies. Similarly, a history of sex 

offending has been found to specifically relate to sexual recidivism, suggesting a level 

of persistence among some JSOs. The index offence occurring in a public area has 

also been specifically linked to sexual recidivism and may indicate a tendency 

towards greater risk-taking in order to commit sexual offences. The offender-victim 

relationship is another variable that has been found to uniquely relate to sexual 

recidivism. The findings tend to point to at least two subgroups of JSO sexual 

recidivists, that is, incest offenders and those offending against strangers.  

 Other victim characteristics have received mixed support in terms of their 

relationship to recidivism. It appears that child sex offenders, rapists, and non-contact 

sex offenders are all more or less equally likely to participate in both sexual and non-

sexual recidivism. Offending against either male or female victims also relates to 

recidivism, though not specifically sexual recidivism. The use of threats or force in 

the index offence appears to relate specifically to non-sexual recidivism, aside from 

intrusive sexual assaults on children, and this may be suggestive of a tendency 

towards sexual deviance and/or the use of violence rather than specifically sexual 

offending.  

 The presence of cognitive distortions and victim blame appear to specifically 

relate to sexual recidivism. This tends to support Thornton’s (2002) conceptualisation 

of dynamic factors such as distorted attitudes in the perpetuation of sexual offending. 
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The role of denial in recidivism is somewhat less clear and does not appear to be 

related to sexual recidivism specifically. The same could be said of clinical variables. 

One study found social skills deficits to relate specifically to sexual recidivism 

(Langstrom & Grann, 2000) and this supports an attachment theory perspective on 

sexual offending. According to this theory, offenders with poor social skills are likely 

to experience intimacy deficits and resort to sexual offending in place of appropriate 

sexual relationships (Marshall, 1993). Juveniles’ experiences with the criminal justice 

system also appear to impact upon recidivism, with JSOs being placed in a group 

home more likely to sexually reoffend, perhaps due to increased victim access and/or 

lack of supervision. JSOs who were incarcerated for their index offence may be more 

likely to engage in non-sexual recidivism. However, these findings were only 

supported by one study (Kahn & Chambers, 1991). 

 

2.8 Worling and Langstrom’s (2003) Narrative Review 

Worling and Langstrom (2003) recently conducted a narrative review of the 

research pertaining to variables related to JSO sexual recidivism with the aim of 

informing risk assessment practice. They classified risk factors into four categories 

based upon the following criteria: (1) “Supported risk factors”, which were confirmed 

by a recent meta-analysis (Lee, Cottle, & Heilbrun, 2003), or at least two independent 

studies, and by agreement in expert clinical judgment; (2) “Promising risk factors”, 

noted by several authors of risk assessment measures (checklists and guidelines), 

associated with adult sexual reoffending, and which had been examined in relation to 

JSOs in one published study; (3) “Possible risk factors”, identified in the literature as 

risk factors for JSOs or adult sexual offenders, with contradictory empirical support or 

having never being examined in regard to JSOs; and (4) “Unlikely risk factors”, 
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which may have been included in checklists/guidelines for JSOs but for which 

empirical evidence has been lacking. The variables identified in each of the various 

categories are presented in Table 2.1 below. 

Table 2.1 

Worling and Langstrom’s (2003) Risk Factor Classifications 

Supported Risk Factors Promising Risk Factors Possible Risk Factors Unlikely Risk Factors 
 

Deviant Sexual                
Interests  
 

Problematic parent-
adolescent 
relationships 

High-stress family 
environment 

Denial of the sexual 
offence 

Prior criminal sanctions 
for sexual assault 
 

Attitudes supportive of 
sex offending 

Obsessive sexual 
interests/sexual 
preoccupation 
 

Lack of victim 
empathy 

Past sex offences 
against 2 or more 
victims 
 

 Impulsivity History of nonsexual 
crimes 

Selection of stranger 
victim 
 

 Selection of a male 
victim 

Penetrative sexual 
assaults 

Lack of intimate peer 
relationships/social 
isolation 
 

 Negative peer 
associations  

Offender’s history of 
sexual abuse 

Incomplete offence-
specific treatment 
 

 Environment 
supporting an 
opportunity to reoffend 
 

 

  Past sexual assault 
against a child 
 

 

  Threats or excessive 
violence or weapons 
during sex offence 
 

 

  Indiscriminate choice 
of victims 
 

 

  Unwillingness to alter 
deviant sexual 
interests/attitudes 
 

 

  Interpersonal 
aggression 
 

 

  Antisocial 
interpersonal 
orientation 
 

 

  Recent escalation in 
anger/negative affect 
 

 

 47



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

 

A comparison of the literature reviewed in this chapter with the risk factor 

categories constructed by Worling and Langstrom (2003) reveal a number of 

similarities and discrepancies. Both reviews highlight sexual deviance as playing a 

major role in sexual recidivism. Worling and Langstrom place peer relationship 

problems in their supported risk factor category yet the present review did not find 

support for the role of peer relationships in sexual recidivism per se. Rather, it appears 

more likely to be relevant for the prediction of non-sexual recidivism among JSOs. 

Both reviews suggest that variables such as denial and a history of sexual abuse are 

unlikely to be related to sexual recidivism specifically. Noticeably, one study 

(Worling & Curwen, 2000) found sexual abuse to be an important variable yet 

Worling and Langstrom’s review of a number of studies contradict this result, 

demonstrating the importance of synthesising a body of literature rather than relying 

on a single study finding. More broadly, both reviews provide support for the role of 

two dimensions of sexual deviance and antisociality in JSO recidivism. 

Worling and Langstrom (2003) made no comparison of the relative influence 

of various risk factors on sexual and non-sexual recidivism, respectively, though they 

advocate separate analyses of risk factors for different recidivism outcomes. Nor did 

they make mention of criminal justice system variables that may influence recidivism 

(e.g., the role of diversion). Considering the quantity and range of predictor variables 

that have been examined in previous studies, Worling and Langstrom have provided a 

useful starting point in terms of classifying the importance of various risk factors and 

their risk factor categories can serve as a useful benchmark against which to compare 

the results of the meta-analyses to be reported later in this thesis. Further, the 

inconsistencies across narrative reviews, and difficulties drawing firm conclusions 
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from past studies, underscore the need for a systematic, rigorous assessment of the 

empirical literature pertaining to predictors of JSO sexual and non-sexual recidivism. 

The low sexual recidivism base rate and higher rate of non-sexual recidivism among 

JSOs highlights the presence of a small number of sex offender specialists and a 

comparatively larger number of JSOs who are generalists in their recidivism careers. 

It is therefore essential that any estimate of risk for this population needs to account 

for risk factors that are unique and common to both forms of reoffending. The 

following chapter describes the methodological aspects of risk assessment instrument 

construction as well as reviewing previous meta-analyses in the area of sex offender 

recidivism. 
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Chapter 3 

Risk Assessment for Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

 

This chapter reviews risk assessment models (e.g., clinical, actuarial) and the 

qualities that are desirable in the development and validation of risk assessment 

measures. Existing research is also reviewed regarding the two prominent JSO risk 

assessment tools: the J-SOAP-II (Prentky & Righthand, 2003), and the ERASOR 

(Worling & Curwen, 2001). Since the first of the two studies presented in this thesis 

involves applying a meta-analytic approach to the existing studies of predictors of 

JSO recidivism, a critical discussion of existing meta-analytic reviews of both adult 

and juvenile sex offender recidivism predictors is included here. 

 

3.1 Risk Assessment for Sexual Offenders 

Arguably, one of the most difficult tasks of any professional involved with 

sexual offenders is to make a decision regarding the potential likelihood of a sexual 

offender committing further sexual and/or non-sexual offences. This usually takes the 

form of assigning a low-, moderate- or high-risk rating to the individual. Such 

recommendations are used to aid decision-making throughout the criminal justice 

system, ranging from imposing sentences on offenders to guiding and evaluating the 

effectiveness of treatment, with the ultimate goal of protecting possible future victims 

(Hanson, 1997; Prentky et al., 2000).  

3.1.1 Approaches to Risk Assessment 

The actuarial versus clinical risk assessment debate is concerned with the most 

appropriate process through which risk assessment decisions should be made. Hanson 

and Morton-Bourgon (2004) describe three basic approaches to risk assessments: 
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unguided clinical judgment, empirically-guided clinical judgment, and actuarial 

prediction. Each approach has its advantages and disadvantages, while “[T]he main 

difference. . . is the degree to which users are encouraged to apply subjective (i.e., 

clinical) considerations in determining the overall interpretative results” (Roberts, 

Doren, & Thornton, 2002, p. 570). 

Historically, estimates of risk were conducted using unstructured clinical 

judgment based upon the clinician’s experience and conceptualisation of a particular 

case. Clinical risk assessments tend to rely on the gathering of detailed, rich data on 

which to base opinions. They are therefore seen to provide for greater flexibility and 

responsivity by taking account of risk factors that may be more or less unique to the 

individual’s circumstances, thus increasing the clinician’s ability to formulate an 

individual case and identify specific circumstances under which an individual may 

reoffend (Rich, 2003). Criticisms of the clinical approach to risk assessment include 

the inductive method used to derive conclusions, which may be based on the limited 

experiences of clinicians with various levels of training (Grubin, 1999; Rich), and the 

inclusion of variables that lack empirical support. Consequently, clinical judgments 

may be inconsistent across assessors, and lack repeatability by the same clinician over 

time. Clinical judgments also tend to over-predict the likelihood of future offending 

(Craig et al., 2003).  

Studies on clinical assessment of risk among JSOs have produced inconsistent 

results. Smith and Monastersky (1986) investigated clinical predictions of risk in a 

sample of 112 JSOs. They found that the accuracy of clinical assessments did not 

exceed that which would be expected by chance. This was primarily due to clinicians’ 

tendency to over-predict recidivism, that is, clinicians were more likely to predict a 

reoffence that did not in fact occur. Kahn and Chambers (1991) conducted a similar 
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study and concluded that while clinicians were good at predicting those JSOs who 

would not reoffend, only 14% of the JSOs identified as “at-risk” of reoffending 

actually recidivated. This finding, again, suggests that clinicians are likely to over-

predict recidivism. This could be the result of undetected sexual offences of JSOs or 

clinicians’ tendencies to err on the side of caution when estimating risk.  

Empirically-guided clinical judgments of risk represent a more structured way 

to assess risk by including variables that have been found to be empirically linked to 

recidivism. These variables are organised in the form of checklists that assessors 

utilise in order to derive an estimate of risk. Worling (2004) points out that assessors 

using this method are generally not provided with protocols regarding the scoring of 

particular items, and a specific link between a total score and the probability of future 

offending is generally not made. Thus, the final estimate of risk is essentially a 

clinical judgment, albeit one based upon more than simply previous experience and 

knowledge of the particular case. The overall aim of the empirically-guided clinical 

method is to increase the accuracy of clinical judgment through the systematic 

consideration of empirically supported risk factors (Ward & Eccleston, 2000). 

Actuarial assessments typically consist of scoring checklists based on 

empirically-derived risk factors that are primarily static/historical (e.g., offence 

variables). They usually involve the use of statistical techniques to weight the relative 

importance of various items in order to provide explicit direction as to how the items 

should be combined to arrive at a total score (Hanson & Thornton, 1999). Some 

authors argue that actuarial instruments are characterised by scores corresponding to a 

probabilistic estimate of risk. For instance, Hanson and Thornton note that “applied 

risk decisions typically hinge on whether offenders surpass a specified probability of 

recidivism (e.g., more than 50%)” (pp. 10-11). 
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Actuarial approaches are grounded in a strong empirical framework. For 

example, one of the most popular actuarial scales, the Static-99 (Hanson & Thornton, 

1999), was based upon factors identified in a meta-analysis of 28 972 adult sexual 

offenders across 87 independent studies (Hanson & Bussière, 1998). Due to their 

reliance on primarily static/historical risk factors, actuarial measures are also 

relatively easy to score from readily available objective information. This should 

minimise the extent of subjective interpretation required and result in higher inter-

rater agreement in terms of assigning levels of risk, as well as increased predictive 

accuracy (Worling, 2004).  

Actuarial risk assessments have been criticised for their over-emphasis on 

static/historical data and the resulting implication that individuals are solely driven by 

their histories (Grubin, 1999). They have also been criticised for their limited ability 

to draw inferences about individuals based on empirical group-based studies of 

offenders who engage in relatively low frequency (recidivist) behaviours (Grubin; 

Rich, 2003). Further criticisms include their often atheoretical basis, the failure to 

account for treatment- and maturity-related changes that may occur over time 

(Grubin), and the failure to predict the circumstances (time, place etc.) under which 

offenders will reoffend (Hanson & Thornton, 1999). However, in practice, actuarial 

instruments typically allow assessors to consider risk factors external to the actuarial 

measure, provided that in the absence of empirical evidence a strong rationale for the 

variable’s inclusion is given (Hanson & Thornton). For instance, a recent study 

conducted by Smallbone, Wortley, Parkins and Martin (2005) found that sexual 

deviance and criminality factors external to the Static-99 accounted for substantial 

additional variance in persistence among adult sex offenders. 
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Notwithstanding the limitations of actuarial tools, there appears to be broad 

agreement that actuarial methods are superior to clinical assessments in terms of their 

ability to accurately predict recidivism (Bonta, 2002; Mills, 2005; Ward & Eccleston, 

2000). Hanson and Bussière’s (1998) meta-analysis found that actuarial measures 

possessed greater predictive accuracy than clinical assessments while Hanson and 

Morton-Bourgon’s (2004) meta-analysis found actuarial methods to produce a greater 

effect size than empirically guided clinical assessments of risk. A recent review by 

Craig et al. (2003) also recommended the use of actuarial assessments, while Beech, 

Fisher, and Thornton (2003) include actuarial measures as a best-practice 

recommendation. Grove, Zald, Lebow, Snitz, and Nelson (2000) conducted a meta-

analysis comparing the predictive accuracy of clinical versus mechanical (actuarial) 

estimates of health and behavioural outcomes. They found actuarial predictions to be 

around 10% more accurate than clinical predictions, a result that held regardless of the 

judgment task, who was judging, the amount of experience possessed by judges, and 

the types of data being used in predictions.   

However, a risk assessment tool has to meet relatively high standards in order 

to attain actuarial status. Perhaps the most difficult obstacle to overcome in the JSO 

field concerns scoring a measure on a sufficient number of recidivists in order to 

develop an actuarial database with which to compare individual offenders. Validation 

studies of the RRASOR and Static-99 have combined different samples in order to 

obtain a sufficient sample size of recidivists (see for example, Hanson & Thornton, 

1999). Regardless of the approach taken, there appears to be a consensus that the 

factors used to make decisions regarding risk should have a demonstrated empirical 

relationship to reoffending.   
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There are two main ways in which actuarial and clinical-based methods may 

be integrated in the context of a risk assessment protocol. One recently developed 

method for adult sex offenders, the Structured Risk Assessment (SRA; Thornton, 

2002), involves the application of a multi-stage approach whereby the Static-99 is 

utilised in the initial stage, and then in the second stage the individual’s level of risk is 

adjusted according to dynamic risk variables. In the third stage, risk may again be re-

adjusted according to treatment response. In the fourth and final stage, the 

individual’s pattern of offence(s) and situational influences on risk are considered. 

These last two stages would, to some extent, invite case-specific clinical judgment 

and there is little guidance in the literature as to how much weight the actuarial versus 

clinical judgments made should each be given. 

An alternative method involves the incorporation of dynamic risk factors into 

an actuarial scheme. Typically, actuarial assessments are constrained to the 

measurement of static factors due to their easy availability in file information (e.g., 

police reports). Dynamic factors usually arise during the course of extensive 

interviews with offenders and are therefore seen to fall in the domain of clinical 

judgment. However, a recent review of factors and tools utilised in risk assessment for 

sexual offenders (both adults and juveniles) optimistically concluded that “the use of 

both static factors and variations of dynamic risk factors, using the actuarial approach, 

will predict those offenders who will reoffend and distinguish them from those who 

are not likely to reoffend” (Craig et al., 2003, p. 45). This conclusion has been 

recently supported by other authors (e.g., Mills, 2005), with Kroner (2005) adding that 

dynamic actuarial tools also need to incorporate explanatory mechanisms to account 

for risk estimates. The current consensus therefore is that the inclusion of dynamic 

variables in actuarial risk assessment scales may improve the accuracy of risk 
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assessments. This approach has also been referred to as “adjusted actuarial” whereby 

actuarial risk assessment scores are adjusted on the basis of factors outside of the 

instrument (Hanson, Morton, & Harris, 2003). Thus far, research has not been 

conducted to assess the efficacy of this approach. The following section outlines the 

principles of best practice for risk assessment scale development.  

 

3.2 Principles of Risk Assessment Scale Development 

Risk assessment scale development comprises two broad stages: scale 

construction and cross-validation (Thornton et al., 2003). In particular, a number of 

principles have been suggested to guide the development of any risk assessment tool 

designed for application with sexual offenders. First, it is generally desirable that the 

measure can be easily administered and scored (Craig et. al., 2003). Second, the 

measure must prove to be reliable both in terms of internal consistency of scales or 

subscales as well as a high level of inter-rater agreement (Worling, 2004). Finally, any 

psychometric measure must possess a certain degree of validity, in terms of 

convergence with existing measures, replicability in different samples, and perhaps 

most importantly, predictive accuracy in terms of identifying those offenders who will 

or will not reoffend sexually and/or non-sexually (Bonta, 2002). Each of these 

elements will be discussed in turn. 

 In order to encompass the range of situations that an assessor may come across 

in practice, a risk assessment scale should be able to be easily scored based on 

information available to the assessor. For instance, an assessor requested by the courts 

to conduct a risk assessment for sentencing purposes may not be in a therapeutic 

relationship with the offender and therefore may be unable to thoroughly assess the 

presence of dynamic risk factors. This situation could be further complicated if the 
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offender denies any involvement in the sexual offence. Ideally, assessors should 

engage in minimal subjective interpretation of risk factors in order to increase the 

overall reliability of the measure (Hanson & Thornton, 2003).  

 Deciding upon how to weight the various risk factors is a complicated matter, 

with no clear guidelines. Risk assessment tools for adult sex offenders vary in their 

approach to this issue. The simplest method is to simply sum the scores for individual 

items to achieve a total score, although some measures have employed more 

sophisticated techniques. For example, the Statistics Information on Recidivism Scale 

(SIRS; Bonta, Harman, Hann, & Cormier, 1996) weights items based upon the 

difference between the recidivism rate for offenders who possess a characteristic as 

opposed to the overall recidivism rate. The Registrant Risk Assessment Scale (RRAS; 

Witt, DelRusso, Oppenheim, & Ferguson, 1996) assigns the highest weighting to the 

seriousness of the offence while individual risk factors are multiplied by their relative 

weights when obtaining a total score.  

As with other psychometric measures, it is desirable for the scale or subscales 

to possess an acceptable level of internal consistency in order to assess “the extent to 

which each item represents an observation of the same thing observed by other test 

items” (Murphy & Davidshofer, 1994, p. 84). For example, a subscale assessing 

sexual deviance should contain items that all relate to that construct. However, some 

researchers question the utility of presenting internal consistency in the sex offender 

risk assessment field. Worling (2004) argues that “internal consistency. . . is 

essentially a correlation between two random halves of an item pool and has little to 

do with repeatability of a test” (p. 246). Since the assessment of the risk of 

reoffending is by its very nature a multidimensional task (usually involving several 

variables), the internal consistency of a risk assessment instrument is of relatively 
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little importance. This highlights a major difference in focus between establishing 

psychometric properties of psychological assessments compared to risk assessment 

instruments.  

In terms of risk assessment, it is perhaps more important to have two 

independent assessors arrive at a similar conclusion regarding a particular offender’s 

level of risk. A high level of inter-rater reliability would also contribute to increased 

levels of confidence when applying the scale in other settings (Hanson & Thornton, 

1999). A number of statistics are available to test inter-rater reliability including the 

Kappa coefficient for categorical ratings, Pearson’s correlation, and the Intraclass 

Correlation Coefficient (ICC). ICCs tend to be the preferred choice as they 

statistically control for the between-rater variation more effectively (McGraw & 

Wong, 1996). For instance, Harris et al. (2003) obtained ICCs of .87 to .96 from the 

scores of 10 randomly selected ratings of adult sex offenders on various risk 

instruments.  

Convergent validity refers to the scale’s correlation with other measures 

designed for the same purpose (Prentky & Righthand, 2003). In the adult sex offender 

domain, researchers have assessed the relative importance of risk assessment tools in 

their ability to accurately predict recidivism. For instance, in order to evaluate the 

utility of the Static-99, Hanson and Thornton (1999) found that the measure was 

better at predicting sexual recidivism than the RRASOR. Thus far, no studies have 

examined correlations between JSO risk assessment tools nor evaluated which 

instrument best predicts recidivism.  

Hanson and Thornton (1999) point out the need to cross-validate risk 

assessment measures on new samples of sex offenders in order to ensure that predictor 

variables identified in the sample used for scale development are not idiosyncratic to 
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that sample. In fact, one of the major advantages of the RRASOR (Hanson, 1997), a 

precursor to the Static-99, is that it was developed on seven different data sets and 

then cross-validated on a non-related sample. This level of methodological 

sophistication has only been utilised in the adult sex offender field as risk prediction 

for JSOs is still in its developing stages. The following section outlines the current 

status of risk assessment for JSOs. 

 

3.3 Risk Assessment Measures for Juvenile Sex Offenders 

To date, only two risk assessment measures designed specifically for the JSO 

population can be located in the current literature (Beech, Fisher, & Thornton, 2000; 

Nguyen et al., 2004). No actuarial risk assessment methods specifically designed for 

juvenile sex offenders currently exist (Rich, 2003). The Juvenile Sexual Offender 

Assessment Protocol (J-SOAP; Prentky et. al., 2000) was developed from a narrative 

review of the literature regarding “(1) clinical and etiological studies of juvenile sex 

offenders, (2) studies on risk assessment with juvenile sexual offenders, (3) risk 

assessment/outcome literature on adult sexual offenders, (4) the general juvenile 

delinquency literature on risk factors and outcome, and (5) risk prediction articles on 

mixed populations of adult criminals” (Prentky et al., pp. 76-77).  

The original J-SOAP contained 23 items embedded in four subscales: Scale I 

(Sexual Drive/Sexual Preoccupation); Scale II (Impulsive, Antisocial Behaviour); 

Scale III (Clinical/Treatment); and Scale IV (Community Adjustment). The 

instrument reflects both sexual deviance and antisocial/criminality perspectives on 

reoffending as well as static and dynamic risk factor domains. The authors have 

recognised that this tool is not actuarial due to the difficulty in obtaining sufficient 
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numbers of JSO recidivists in order to provide probabilistic estimates of risk (Prentky 

& Righthand, 2003). 

In their initial validation study, Prentky et al. (2000) found total scale scores to 

be somewhat higher in sexual recidivists, however the very small number of juveniles 

in the validation sample who sexually reoffended (n=3) precluded the examination of 

statistically significant differences. After minor revisions, attempts to further validate 

the J-SOAP were made in a number of ways. Righthand, Knight, and Prentky (2002) 

found that scores on Scale I correlated significantly with number of victims, victim 

gender, and use of force in the index sexual offence while Scale II scores were 

significantly correlated with use of force and victim age. These findings makes sense 

considering that a stronger sexual drive/preoccupation would be harder to control and 

therefore result in more victims and higher antisociality/impulsiveness would be also 

likely to relate to an inability controlling aggression, thereby resulting in an increased 

use of force.  

The J-SOAP was subjected to principal components analysis (PCA) resulting 

in a four-factor solution conceptually equivalent to the four subscales (Righthand et 

al., 2005). Righthand et al. (2000) demonstrated the convergent validity of the J-

SOAP through its strong correlations with an established measure of risk for juvenile 

offenders, the Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (LSI/CMI; Hoge 

& Andrews, 1996). The discriminant validity of the measure was established through 

a comparative analysis of JSOs in either residential or community placements. 

Residential JSOs were found to score higher on all scales except Scale IV (which was 

not included in the study as it was not applicable to the residential sample) 

(Righthand, Carpenter, & Prentky, 2001). 
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Two studies have been conducted examining the J-SOAP’s predictive validity, 

Hecker, Scoular, Righthand, and Nangle (2002) found Scale I to correlate 

significantly with sexual recidivism, but again only a very small sample of recidivists 

(n=6) could be identified. After dividing JSOs into Low Impulsive/Antisocial and 

High Impulsive/Antisocial, Waite, Pinkerton, Wieckowski, McGarvey, and Brown 

(2002) found the second group of offenders to be three times more likely to sexually 

recidivate as defined by rearrests. This suggests that an antisocial orientation plays a 

role in sexual recidivism, in agreement with Doren’s (2004) three-factor model.  

Following these investigations, the J-SOAP-II (Prentky & Righthand, 2003) 

was devised. This involved a number of revisions of the J-SOAP. First, one item was 

deleted (high degree of sexualising victims) and four new items (number of sexual 

abuse victims, male child victim, sexualised aggression, and sexual victimisation 

history) were added to Scale 1 in order to compensate for the scale’s previous 

weaknesses and to better reflect current empirical literature. Second, three items 

(history of substance abuse, history of parental substance abuse, and impulsivity) were 

eliminated from Scale II, two items (school suspensions and school expulsions) were 

combined to decrease overlap, one item (caregiver inconsistency) was revised, and 

one item (physical assault history/exposure to violence) was added. Third, the 

intervention items in Scale III were altered to increase the measure’s ability to detect 

both non-sexual and sexual recidivism. Specifically, items on this scale were revised 

to assess attitudes to both non-sexual and sexual offending. The item “quality of peer 

relationships” was also moved from Scale IV to Scale III to reflect possible 

amenability to treatment while “management of sexual urges and desire” was added to 

Scale IV. The J-SOAP-II now contains a total of 28 items and is awaiting validation.  
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It is worth noting here that the J-SOAP was initially proposed as an actuarial 

risk assessment tool. However, Worling (2004) highlighted the fact that since “there 

are as yet no published data that would link the total score to a probabilistic estimate 

of reoffending. . . the J-SOAP is a structured checklist of risk factors rather than an 

actuarial tool, per se” (p. 238). Moreover, despite detailed item descriptions the 

scoring of the measure also involves the assessor making a number of clinical 

judgments with regard to particular risk factors. For example, the degree of planning 

in sexual offences may be quite difficult to score from case files while sexual 

drive/preoccupation may require some clinical interpretation on the part of the 

assessor. Limitations of the J-SOAP-II include its inability to be scored on non-

contact sex offenders, the difficulty in applying the tool to JSOs who deny their 

offences due to the paucity of information provided by the offender, and its lack of 

specificity in terms of estimating risk of non-sexual recidivism. 

Worling and Curwen (2001) developed the Estimate of Risk of Adolescent 

Sex Offender Recidivism (ERASOR) for use with 12-18 year old JSOs. The 

ERASOR was constructed by reviewing the existing research pertaining to JSO 

recidivism (n=10 studies), checklists and guidelines relating to the assessment of risk 

and protective factors in JSOs, and the adult sex offender recidivism literature. The 

measure contains 25 items assessing static factors (e.g., past sexual offences) and 

dynamic variables (e.g., sexual interests, positive attitudes towards offending) falling 

into five categories: (1) Sexual Interests, Attitudes, and Behaviours; (2) Historical 

Sexual Assaults; (3) Psychosocial Functioning; (4) Family/Environmental 

Functioning; and (5) Treatment. Application of this measure follows a process of 

incorporating the coding of individual items (present, possibly or partially present, not 

present, or unknown) and the integration of these scores with case-specific risk factors 
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to produce a “structured professional judgment” (Worling & Langstrom, 2003, p. 

357). In other words, the ERASOR falls into the category of an empirically guided 

clinical judgment risk assessment scale. 

Worling (2004) recently presented preliminary psychometric data on the 

ERASOR using a sample of 136 JSOs. All 25 items except for three (diverse sexual 

behaviours, recent escalation in negative affect, and family supporting treatment) 

possessed intraclass correlations (ICCs) greater than .60 while the ICC for the overall 

clinical risk estimate was .92, thus supporting the measure’s inter-rater reliability. 

Twenty-one of the 25 risk factors possessed adequate item-total correlations (i.e., 

above .25). The four items that had low item-total correlations were “ever sexually 

assaulted the same victim two or more times”, “threats of, or use of, force or a 

weapon”, “ever sexually assaulted a child”, and “environment supporting 

opportunities to reoffend sexually”.  

Worling (2004) examined the validity of the tool by dividing the sample into 

two groups: (1) “repeaters”, those JSOs who had already been caught and sanctioned 

for a previous sexual offence; and (2) “nonrepeaters”, JSOs without a history of being 

sanctioned for a sexual offence. Using the area under the ROC curve, values of .72 

and .66 were found for the two groups, respectively, providing some support for the 

discriminative validity of the instrument. The study also found that adolescents in 

residential treatment facilities received significantly higher risk ratings than 

adolescents residing in the community. 

The ERASOR is still in its early stages of development and is in the process of 

validation (Beech, Fisher, & Thornton, 2003; Worling & Langstrom, 2003). Caldwell 

(2002) noted that thus far neither of the existing scales has been found to reliably 

predict sexual recidivism. It is also important to note that neither the J-SOAP-II nor 
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the ERASOR were explicitly designed to provide risk estimates regarding the 

likelihood of non-sexual reoffending and were based on narrative, rather than 

quantitative, reviews of the literature on JSO recidivism.  

It is the central aim of the present thesis to develop a risk assessment tool for 

JSOs that is a) constructed on the basis of an empirically rigorous review of the JSO 

recidivism literature, b) undiluted by research on adult sex offenders or other types of 

juvenile delinquents, and c) able to provide separate estimates of risk of JSOs 

engaging in sexual and non-sexual recidivism.  

 

3.4 Previous Meta-Analytic Reviews of Sex Offender Recidivism  

Research in the area of risk assessment for adult sexual offenders has 

progressed at a greater rate than has similar research on juvenile sexual offenders. A 

number of risk assessment tools have been developed for adults and the area has been 

injected with new enthusiasm, mainly due to a meta-analysis conducted by Hanson 

and Bussière (1998). The meta-analytic approach involves a quantitative integration 

of the findings of primary research studies in a particular domain. Schmidt (1996) 

criticises an over-reliance on individual study findings, arguing that “traditional data 

analysis methods militate against the discovery of the underlying regularities and 

relationships that are the foundation for scientific progress” (p. 116). The meta-

analysis attempts to combine the statistics from various studies into a common 

denominator – the effect size statistic – “a quantitative index of the magnitude of a 

difference or the strength of a relationship” (Fernandez & Boyle, 1996, p. 110). In 

terms of sex offender recidivism research, this process allows the researcher to assess 

the relative importance of different predictor variables by comparing the strength of 

the effect size found across a number of independent studies (Hanson & Bussière).  
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Rosenthal and DiMatteo (2001) consider a major advantage of meta-analysis 

to be its ability to further a particular research field in which large studies are 

sometimes not possible. Given the small sample sizes available for some studies, the 

low sexual recidivism base rates of JSOs, and the limited number of studies that have 

examined predictors of JSO recidivism, it seems appropriate that meta-analytic 

techniques be applied to the extant research in order to advance the field. As Lipsey 

and Wilson (2000) note, “meta-analysis does not require large numbers of studies and, 

in some circumstances, can be usefully applied to as few as two or three study 

findings” (p. 7). For instance, Rosenfeld (2004) recently applied meta-analytic 

techniques to a sample of 10 studies examining risk factors for stalking and found that 

variables that were not found to be statistically significant in any individual study 

were able to produce significant effect sizes due to the consistency of small effects 

found across studies. The next section presents a review of meta-analyses of risk 

factors for adult sex offender recidivism. 

 

3.4.1 Meta-Analysis of Adult Sex Offender Recidivism Predictors 

In an attempt to identify reliable predictors of sexual and non-sexual 

recidivism in adult sex offenders, Hanson and Bussière (1998) conducted a meta-

analytic investigation that has had a significant impact on the sex offender field, 

resulting in the development of a number of empirically-based risk assessment scales 

for this population. These authors located 61 independent data sets (relating to a total 

of 28 972 offenders) that satisfied their inclusion and exclusion criteria. These criteria 

were: (a) studies included a sample of sex offenders; (b) studies incorporated a 

follow-up period (i.e., retrospective studies were excluded); (c) the authors reported 

on the relationship between a particular offender characteristic and recidivism during 
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this follow-up period; (d) recidivism information for sexual offences, nonsexual 

violent offences, or any reoffences were reported; and (e) studies included sufficient 

statistical information from which to calculate an effect size. In terms of this last 

criterion, if a study reported a nonsignificant relationship yet specified its direction, 

then an effect size estimate was calculated by randomly selecting a number from zero 

to the minimum possible value required for statistical significance.  

 Hanson and Bussière’s (1998) range of predictor variables fell into five main 

categories: developmental history, demographic factors, non-sexual criminal history, 

sexual criminal history, and clinical assessment variables. They used a measure of 

predictive accuracy corresponding to r, which could be either a point-biserial or phi 

coefficient depending upon whether the predictor variable was continuous or 

categorical. The authors considered correlations of 0.10 to be of limited practical 

significance, even though large sample sizes in some of the included studies resulted 

in these and weaker correlations reaching statistical significance. They found a total of 

472 correlations related to sexual recidivism, 329 predicting general recidivism, and 

169 concerned with non-sexual violent recidivism. These correlations were converted 

into a weighted average r (overall effect size) for each predictor variable. 

Hanson and Bussière (1998) found that three of the developmental history 

variables were significant predictors of sexual recidivism – a negative relationship 

with mother, juvenile delinquency, and problems in the family of origin. However, 

only the first variable was reported to have any practical significance in terms of an 

effect size. Demographic factors found to relate to sexual recidivism included a 

younger offender age and being unmarried. The number of prior offences and 

admissions to corrections were related to sexual recidivism, while possessing a history 
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of non-sexual violent offences and non-violent offences did not significantly 

contribute to a risk of sexual reoffending.  

With regard to sexual criminal history variables, a history of prior sex offences 

increased the risk of sexual recidivism while those who had offended against child 

victims were at lower risk of sexually recidivating than were other types of sexual 

offenders. Those who selected stranger victims were at higher risk of sexually 

reoffending. Offenders who had victimised female children were less likely and those 

offending against male children more likely to reoffend sexually. However, the largest 

single predictor of sexual recidivism was phallometrically-measured sexual 

preference for children while a general category variable of “deviant sexual 

preference” also predicted sexual recidivism. Denial of offences was unrelated to 

sexual recidivism while a personality disorder diagnosis was the most consistent 

psychological risk factor for sexual recidivism. 

Significant predictors of non-sexual violent recidivism were prior juvenile 

delinquency, a young offender age, being of a minority race and being unmarried. 

Possessing a history of violent offences also increased risk of non-sexual violent 

recidivism. Rapists were at higher risk of non-sexual violent recidivism while a 

diagnosis of antisocial personality disorder/psychopathy was the only clinical variable 

related to non-sexual violent recidivism.  

Predictors found to be significantly related to general recidivism included a 

history of juvenile delinquency (the strongest predictor), a negative relationship with 

mother, and a history of sexual abuse. General (total) recidivism was predicted by the 

same demographic factors related to non-sexual violent recidivism: young age, 

unmarried, and being of a minority race. A history of prior offences, prior violent 

offences, and prior admissions to corrections also significantly predicted general 
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recidivism. Offenders who used force in their index offences and those who had a 

history of prior sexual offences were at a significantly greater risk of general 

reoffending. Failing or being unmotivated to attend treatment increased the risk of 

general recidivism while those offenders who denied their offences were also more 

likely to recidivate generally. Again, a diagnosis of antisocial personality 

disorder/psychopathy predicted general recidivism, as did a diagnosis of alcohol 

abuse. 

Hanson and Bussière (1998) noted that “the large number of predictor 

variables examined in our review did not allow for a detailed analysis of any 

individual risk predictor [and] the meta-analysis was unable to address the important 

practical question of how best to operationalise the various constructs” (p. 16). 

However, the review was able to “distinguish between those constructs that 

consistently predicted recidivism, those that consistently did not predict, and those for 

which further research/analysis was justified” (p. 16). It is important to note that both 

the J-SOAP-II and ERASOR contain items relating to the risk factors that emerged 

from this meta-analysis of adult sex offenders, including deviant sexual interests, 

relationship with caregivers, criminal history, and treatment motivation. 

 

3.4.2 Meta-Analyses of Risk Factors of Juvenile Sex Offender Recidivism 

Lee, Cottle, and Heilbrun (2003) conducted one of only two meta-analyses 

specifically focusing on predictors of recidivism in juvenile sexual offenders. The 

authors included only published studies dating from 1980 to 2000 that met the 

following criteria: 1) the study contained a sample of juveniles aged between 7 and 

21; 2) these juveniles had at least one prior arrest for a sexual or violent crime; and 3) 

data were provided on subsequent reoffending. Only eight published studies were 
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located pertaining to JSO recidivism. Contrary to Hanson & Bussière’s (1998) 

specification of a prospective design, this study included studies differing 

substantially in terms of research designs and operationalisation of variables. 

Additionally, only four out of the nine predictor variables located were examined in 

more than three studies.  

The predictor variables fell into three broad domains: offence history (age at 

first sexual offence, type of initial sexual offence, age of youngest victim, relationship 

to victim, and number of prior non-sexual arrests); family/social factors (social 

problems, a history of physical abuse, and a history of sexual abuse); and treatment (a 

composite variable created to represent any form of treatment).  

Four variables in the offence history domain were significantly related to 

sexual recidivism. Offender and victim age were both negatively related to sexual 

reoffending. JSOs whose index offence consisted of indecent liberties or non-contact 

offending were more likely to reoffend sexually compared to JSOs whose index 

offence was rape. In terms of the offender-victim relationship, JSOs who had 

committed their index offences against acquaintances were more likely to sexually 

reoffend than JSOs who offended against relatives or strangers. None of the 

family/social factors emerged as significant predictors of reoffending. The strongest 

predictor of reoffending was the composite treatment variable, with JSOs receiving 

some form of treatment being less likely to reoffend. 

The studies included in Lee et al.’s (2003) meta-analysis differed in terms of 

their research designs and the way that predictor variables were operationalised. Three 

major limitations were acknowledged by the authors: 1) some studies failed to provide 

the descriptive data needed to calculate effect size statistics; 2) there was a limited 

range and inconsistency of predictors; and 3) there was variability in the 
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operationalisation of predictor variables. It was further noted that investigations that 

failed to provide data for the bivariate relationship between predictor and outcome 

variables (e.g., using only regression analysis) cannot be included in a meta-analysis 

as “beta-weights do not lend themselves to meta-analytic inquiry as there is no 

statistical way to determine the effect size of individual variables or to convert beta-

weights into effect sizes that can be combined with those of other studies” (p. 12).  

Redlak (2003) replicated Hanson and Bussière’s (1998) methodology in her 

meta-analysis of JSO recidivism predictors. Thirteen studies were located that met the 

following inclusion/exclusion criteria: (1) the study included a sample of juvenile 

sexual offenders; (2) the study included a follow-up period, however, this was not 

limited to prospective studies; (3) the study examined the relationship between a 

predictor variable and recidivism; (4) exclusion of studies that combined sexual and 

non-sexual reoffending into an overall recidivism outcome variable; and (5) the study 

had to include sufficient statistical information for the meta-analysis, namely, sample 

size, recidivism rate, and sufficient data to calculate the correlation coefficient.  

In contrast to Hanson and Bussière (1998), Redlak (2003) included variables 

that had been in only two, rather than three, separate investigations. Redlak also 

included both unpublished (three) and published studies. A total of 32 predictor 

variables were identified. Variables significantly related to sexual recidivism included 

a history of sexual abuse, adverse family climate, out-of-home placement, deviant 

sexuality, having more than one victim, and denial (negatively associated). The 

strongest of these predictors were deviant sexuality (r=.44) and having more than one 

victim (r=.42), however, only two of the 13 studies had examined deviant sexuality.  

Redlak (2003) noted the following limitations of the meta-analysis. First, 

studies that examined total/or general recidivism were excluded. Second, studies with 
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retrospective and prospective designs were combined within the meta-analytic process 

due to the paucity of JSO studies. Third, low sexual recidivism base rates, varying 

definitions of recidivism and relatively short follow-up periods may have limited the 

extent to which predictors could have been identified. Finally, in line with Lee et al. 

(2003), difficulties were experienced in coding predictor variables due to a lack of 

consistency in operationalisation across studies.  

3.4.3 Hanson and Morton-Bourgon’s (2004) Meta-analysis of Adult and 

Juvenile Sex Offender Recidivism. 

Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2004) recently conducted a meta-analysis of 

predictors of recidivism using 95 studies of adult and juvenile sex offenders. The 

theoretical stance adopted by Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2004) was that two 

factors – deviant sexual interests and antisocial orientation – have emerged as 

significant constructs relevant to reoffending. In addition, they proposed that at least 

three other variables may play a role in reoffending behaviour, that is, negative family 

background, relationship problems, and attitudes supportive of sexual offending. The 

focus of their meta-analysis was on these dynamic variables as they related to sexual, 

violent non-sexual, violent (sexual and non-sexual), and general (total) recidivism.  

In terms of sexual reoffending, the significant predictors included deviant 

sexual interests, antisocial orientation, emotional identification with children, and 

conflicts with intimate partners. Adverse childhood environmental variables possessed 

only weak or non-significant relationships to sexual recidivism while attitudes 

supportive of sexual offending had a small effect size (.22). Consistent with Lee et al. 

(2003) the presence of a non-contact index offence was significantly related to sexual 

reoffending. No psychological problem or clinical presentation variables were 

significantly related to sexual reoffending. The strongest predictor of violent non-

sexual reoffending was antisocial orientation, while the degree of force used in the 
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index sexual offence and extent of sexual intrusiveness also significantly predicted 

violent non-sexual recidivism. Consistent predictors of any recidivism were similar to 

those variables related to violent recidivism and included measures of antisocial 

orientation (personality, traits, and rule violation behaviours).  

Hanson and Morton-Bourgon’s (2004) study contained several significant 

methodological improvements over past meta-analyses in the sex offender field. First, 

the use of the standardised mean difference effect size over the correlation coefficient 

enabled a more accurate statistical estimate of effect sizes (to be discussed further in 

the next chapter). Second, they outlined interpretive rules that enabled a more 

thorough explanation of meta-analytic findings, including calculating a median effect 

size, examining the correspondence between mean and median effect sizes as a 

reliability estimate, the use of 95% confidence intervals around the standardised mean 

difference effect size as an estimate of statistical significance, and the presence of 

non-overlapping confidence intervals as representative of unique contributions of 

predictors to reoffending (though this was quite rare). Finally, in order to compensate 

for the different operationalisations of predictor variables, Hanson and Morton-

Bourgon developed theoretically meaningful construct categories, which allowed for 

the incorporation of a greater number of studies. The criticism of this study that is 

most relevant to the present thesis is its failure to treat JSOs as a separate group 

worthy of individual attention. This precludes an examination of the extent to which 

risk factors may be specific to JSOs. Further meta-analytic reviews of JSO recidivism 

risk factors are therefore necessary to identify those variables that play a role in sexual 

and non-sexual reoffending specifically among this population. 
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3.5 Summary 

The existing risk assessment literature reveals three key findings relevant to 

the current thesis. First, there is a general consensus that risk assessment measures 

designed for a sex offender population should: (a) adopt an actuarial approach to the 

assessment of risk; (b) utilise empirically based risk factors (including dynamic 

factors); (c) assess, at the very least, the risk domains of sexual deviance and 

antisociality/criminality; and (d) possess adequate psychometric properties to justify 

their use in applied settings. Second, the J-SOAP-II and ERASOR are currently the 

only existing risk assessment measures in the literature designed for use with JSOs 

and are in the process of being validated. While any addition to JSO risk assessment 

furthers the knowledge base, a number of weaknesses exist with regard to these 

instruments. Both measures were developed based on narrative reviews, rather than 

meta-analyses, of the research on adult and juvenile sexual and general offenders. 

Any risk assessment tool for JSOs needs to be based on research specific to the 

population in which it will be applied. Although sharing similar characteristics, JSOs 

are viewed by many as qualitatively different from either adult sex offenders or 

general juvenile delinquents (Rich, 2003). In addition, rather than organising items 

based upon their relative ability to predict the likelihood of sexual and non-sexual 

recidivism these instruments are structured in terms of content domains (e.g., sexual 

drive/preoccupation). They may also be subject to biases on the part of the assessor as 

both instruments require some degree of clinical judgment, albeit empirically guided. 

Third, previous narrative and quantitative reviews of risk factors for adult and 

JSO recidivism have produced inconsistent results. The most consistent risk factors 

for sexual recidivism were deviant sexuality, a history of sexual offending, a stranger 

victim, and a greater number of victims (Hanson & Bussière, 1998; Hanson & 
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Morton-Bourgon, 2004; Redlak, 2003). Lee et al.’s (2003) meta-analysis, on the other 

hand, found a younger age, non-contact sexual offences, and acquaintance victims (as 

opposed to strangers or relatives) were all related to sexual recidivism. Redlak’s meta-

analysis was the only study to identify a history of sexual abuse as a significant 

predictor. These inconsistencies may be due to the type of review strategy employed 

(narrative versus quantitative), the types of studies reviewed (published versus 

unpublished) or the particular statistics employed within the meta-analytic 

approaches. The following chapter details the meta-analytic methodology employed 

in the current study. 
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 Chapter Four 

The Meta-Analytic Methodology 

 

4.1 Rationale 

To construct a scale applicable to the assessment of risk in JSOs, it is 

imperative to develop a hierarchy of the factors that emerge consistently across 

studies for reliably predicting both sexual and non-sexual recidivism. An empirically 

rigorous meta-analytic strategy is needed to facilitate this. There is a growing body of 

literature investigating variables that may contribute to an increased likelihood of 

reoffending among JSOs. However, studies differ in terms of: (a) follow-up periods; 

(b) operationalisation and measurement of predictor variables; (c) definitions of 

recidivism (e.g., arrests, charges, reconvictions); (d) the characteristics of the sample 

(e.g., institutionalised versus community, treated versus untreated); and (e) 

examination of different types of recidivism (e.g., sexual, violent non-sexual, 

general/total).  

Perhaps the biggest obstacle to the development of a reliable and valid method 

of risk assessment for JSOs is the low sexual recidivism base rates among this group. 

Even if one were to develop a database of every type of predictor variable imaginable, 

the low frequency with which sexual recidivism occurs among JSOs limits the extent 

to which individual studies can statistically explore predictors specific to this type of 

recidivism. This factor alone provides a rationale for conducting a thorough meta-

analysis in this area.    

The primary goal of a meta-analysis is to quantitatively synthesise a body of 

literature in order to guide further theory development and empirical research 

(Schmidt, 1996). Rather than relying solely on the statistically significant findings 
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from studies employing different designs, populations, and measures, the meta-

analytic approach combines the results from primary studies to arrive at some 

conclusion regarding the consistency of the relationship between a particular variable 

and an outcome. As Wilson (2001) notes, “[T]he logical framework of meta-analysis 

is based on the assumption that the averaging of findings across studies will produce a 

more valid estimate of the effect. . . than that of any individual study” (p. 72). Further, 

the meta-analysis makes explicit the criteria used in selecting and defining the risk 

constructs, attempts to resolve discrepancies about these in the literature, and also 

motivates careful future research.  

Meta-analysis has a long history in criminology, even if not known by that 

name. For example, Pritchard (1979) performed a simplistic version of a meta-

analysis, significance counting, to derive a set of stable predictors of recidivism. 

Pritchard found that the failure rate for sex offenders was at least 10% less than the 

overall sample’s failure rate. Meta-analyses are now used to examine the impact of a 

particular crime prevention initiative (e.g., Welch & Farrington, 2003), correlates of 

the likelihood of violence (Rosenfeld, 2004), and the prediction of future criminal 

behaviour (Bonta et al., 1998). 

Previous attempts at meta-analyses have been made in the JSO field (e.g., Lee 

et al., 2003; Redlak, 2003). However, these studies have differed in their meta-

analytic methodology, that is, using only published studies as opposed to both 

published and unpublished studies, and have produced inconsistent results. Most 

importantly, both studies suffered from the methodological flaw of utilising 

correlation coefficients as their measure of effect size. This is a critical weakness, as 

Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2004) illustrated, as the correlation coefficient is not 

sensitive to the low sexual recidivism base rates particularly characteristic of the JSO 
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population. The current study followed the methodology used by Hanson and Morton-

Bourgon, particularly in terms of statistical calculation of effect sizes (the 

standardised mean difference) but also with regard to creating risk factor constructs in 

order to maximise the analysis. 

The first two studies consisted of quantitative reviews of the literature 

pertaining to predictors of sexual and non-sexual recidivism among juvenile sex 

offenders, respectively. The results, in the form of a hierarchically-ordered set of risk 

factors, will then be used to develop an empirically based risk assessment checklist. 

Due to the typically higher rates of non-sexual reoffending among this population, it 

was deemed necessary for any resultant risk assessment tool to also be able to 

contribute to the prediction of non-sexual recidivism. Two separate meta-analyses 

were performed to identify reliable predictors of both sexual and non-sexual 

recidivism among JSOs. This represented a significant advancement over past JSO 

reviews and was consistent with Worling and Langstrom’s (2003) recommendation 

that risk factors for sexual and non-sexual recidivism should be considered separately.  

Meta-analyses typically follow a number of stages, including (a) forming 

inclusion/exclusion criteria based on the research question; (b) locating appropriate 

studies; (c) selecting the most appropriate predictor variables; (d) extracting the 

statistical information needed to calculate the effect size statistic(s); (e) assessing the 

heterogeneity of the obtained effect size statistic(s); and (f) interpretation of the 

findings (Counsell, 1997; Fernandez & Boyle, 1996). The specific methodology for 

navigating these stages is presented below, to fulfil the tradition of meta-analytic 

transparency in terms of the research process (Sharpe, 1997). 
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4.2. Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria for Individual (Primary) Studies 

The rationale for study selection essentially revolves around the question that 

the meta-analysis is attempting to answer (O’Meade & Richardson, 1997). The 

current study addressed the question of what risk factors differentiate JSO sexual 

recidivists, non-sexual recidivists, and non-recidivists. An ideal set of 

inclusion/exclusion criteria is given, although in practice some of these are generally 

relaxed. The current study adopted methodologically sound criteria while utilising the 

innovative strategy of collapsing individual risk factors into broader predictor 

constructs. This meant, however, that some constructs (e.g., age) can be relatively 

homogenous while others may be quite heterogenous (e.g., antisocial orientation). 

For the present meta-analyses, the initial inclusion criteria for primary research 

studies were: (a) the study had to involve a sample of juvenile sex offenders aged up 

to 20 years; (b) the study had included a follow-up period, that is, the study should be 

prospective in design; (c) the study had  reported on the relationship between a 

predictor variable and recidivism; (d) the nature of this relationship had to be 

specified in terms of sexual and/or non-sexual recidivism (studies reporting on the 

combination of total or general (any) recidivism were excluded); (e) the study had to 

include sufficient statistical information to enable the calculation of effect sizes and 

variance of effect sizes; and (f) the predictor variable must have been included in at 

least three independent investigations.  

Studies were located by searching a range of databases including PsychINFO, 

Criminal Justice Abstracts, and Medline using the following key terms: 

adolescent/juvenile sexual offender, predictor, reoffending, reoffence, recidivism, risk 

assessment. Studies were also located through examination of the references of 

literature reviews on JSOs and references of primary studies. Additionally, internet 
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searches were conducted using the same key terms, and key researchers in the field 

were contacted for the possibility of any unpublished data1. Appendix C contains a 

complete list of the studies reviewed and the determination regarding their inclusion 

or exclusion in the current meta-analyses. 

During the study collection phase, it was found that few recidivism studies 

reported utilising a prospective design. Prospective studies are typically considered to 

be superior as they “enable investigators to better speculate about time-order 

relationships among factors that vary together” (Phares & Trull, 1997, p. 94). 

However, studies typically conducted a retrospective examination of case files and 

extracted predictor variables, which were then statistically analysed in terms of their 

relationship to recidivism. Worling (2004) has noted possible reasons for this trend, 

including that “official recidivism data. . . are dependent on. . . victimised individuals 

disclosing, . . . police investigating the crime, police laying a criminal charge of a 

sexual nature, the timely and accurate entry of the sexual-offence charge into a 

database, and access to the database by the researcher” (p. 243). In order for the meta-

analyses to be carried out, criterion (b) was altered to include studies with both 

prospective and retrospective designs. Recidivism research typically adopted either a 

correlational approach, whereby predictors were correlated with recidivism, or used a 

comparative design that involved assessing differences between sexual recidivists, 

non-sexual recidivists, and non-recidivists on variables of interest. 

 In terms of criterion (e), most studies provided the statistical information 

necessary to calculate individual effect sizes, however, two studies (Santman, 1998; 

Worling & Curwen, 2000) reported missing data on some predictor variables without 

specifying from which group (i.e., sexual recidivist or non-recidivist) the data were 
                                                 
1 Researchers contacted included Karl Hanson, Jeffrey Hecker, John Hunter, Niklas Langstrom, 
Michael Miner, Kelly Morton-Bourgon, Robert Prentky, Sue Righthand, Dennis Waite, and James 
Worling. 
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missing. Consequently, the variance of the individual effect sizes for some predictor 

variables could not be calculated as this relied primarily on knowledge of how many 

recidivists there were compared to the rest of the sample. These findings were 

therefore excluded from the meta-analyses. Another study (Boyd, 1994) failed to 

report standard deviations for continuous predictor variables. The study’s findings 

regarding these predictors therefore had to be excluded from the meta-analyses as 

effect sizes based solely on reported means and sample sizes could not be calculated 

using the pooled standard deviation formula.  

When a number of studies were located that appeared to have used the same 

data set, only the study with the largest sample size was included. When sample sizes 

were equivalent the study with the most detailed data was retained. In the case where 

two studies appeared to have used the same data set but different predictor variables 

(e.g., Morton, 2003; Worling & Curwen, 2000), it was deemed necessary not to 

include these studies together when estimating a mean effect size across studies for a 

given predictor variable category. This was done to avoid violating the statistical 

assumption of independence of observations (Wilson, Gottfredson, & Najaka, 2001). 

Two other studies appeared to have used the same data set. Kahn and Chambers 

(1991) and Schram, Milloy, and Rowe (1991) both examined samples from 

Washington (U.S.). Since it was unclear as to how much sample crossover had 

occurred, and based upon the specificity of data provided, the Kahn and Chambers 

study was excluded from the meta-analyses. 

 

4.3. Selection of Predictor Variables 

Once studies were collected, they were examined in order to arrive at a 

definitive list of predictor variables to be included in the meta-analyses. As the main 
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focus of the present research was on the development of a risk assessment tool to be 

administered prior to any form of intervention, treatment-related variables (e.g., 

failure to complete offence-specific treatment) were excluded. As with previous meta-

analyses (e.g., Hanson & Bussière, 1998), the main criterion for inclusion of predictor 

variables was its examination in at least three independent studies. This was to ensure 

that findings did not occur by chance and to achieve a sufficient estimate of the mean 

and variance for a given variable. For instance, one study may find a positive 

relationship between a predictor variable and recidivism while another study may find 

no relationship. The third study helps the meta-analyst decide whether the relationship 

occurs by chance.  

For individual primary studies to be included together in order to obtain a 

weighted mean effect size, it was initially decided to only include those studies that 

had operationalised and measured the same variable. That is, the predictor variables 

had to meet two criteria: (a) inclusion in at least three independent studies; and (b) 

similar operationalisation and measurement across those studies. For some variables 

(e.g., offender age), this was relatively straightforward. For most of the predictor 

variables, however, using this strict criterion would have significantly limited the 

variable pool. One of the main impediments in previous meta-analyses has been the 

inconsistency in both the operationalisation and measurement of predictor variables 

across primary studies. Consistent with recent meta-analytic reviews (e.g., Hanson & 

Morton-Bourgon, 2004; Robbins et al., 2004) conceptual construct categories were 

created for the purposes of the current study in order to include predictor variables 

that may have been defined and/or measured differently across studies. Table 4.1 

provides a description of the predictor constructs used in the current study.  
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Table 4.1 

Predictor Constructs and Operationalisations across Studies Included in the Meta-

analysis 

 
Predictor Construct Operationalisations 

Offender age Age; age at first sexual offence 
 

History of sexual abuse History of sexual abuse; sexual abuse 
(active, passive, or both) 
 

History of physical abuse History of physical abuse 
 

History of non-sexual offending Criminal history; prior non-sexual 
offences; any violent conviction; prior 
non-sexual convictions; Static-99 (prior 
non-sexual violence) 
 

History of sexual offending First documented sexual offence; prior 
sex offence conviction; any previous sex 
offending behaviour; Static-99 (prior sex 
offences) 
 

Non-contact index sexual offence Hands-off offence; non-contact offence; 
exposure offence 
 

Rape Rape 
 

Multiple offences in index sexual offence Offended on 2+ occasions; number of 
index sexual offences; number of sex 
offence charges; 2+ times 
 

Use of force in index offence Threat-use of force; verbal force; 
Aggressiveness score on Seriousness of 
Sex Offender Behaviour Scale (SOB); 
threat/force/weapon; Static-99 (index 
non-sexual violence) 
 

Number of victims SOB (number of victims in relation to 
access); total number of victims; 2+ 
victims; number of past victims 
 

Child victim Younger (> 4 years); child molestation 
index offence; any victim younger than 
12; ever offended against a child victim 
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Table 4.1 (cont.) 
 
Male victim Male victim; number of male victims; 

Static-99 (any male victims) 
 

Relative victim Relative; family; incest offence; ever an 
intrafamilial victim 
 

Acquaintance victim Acquaintance; acquaintance/friend; 
Static-99 (any unrelated victims) 
 

Stranger victim Stranger; any stranger victim; Static-99 
(any stranger victims) 
 

Antisocial orientation Any behavioural problems; PCL:YV; 
Impulsive/antisocial behaviour; signs of 
Conduct Disorder prior to age 15; 
Antisocial scale of ERASOR 
 

Sexual deviance Unhealthy sexual attitudes; deviant 
arousal; sexual drive/preoccupation scale 
of J-SOAP; sexual maladjustment; 
obsession/sex (ERASOR) 
 

Negative family factors Family legal problems; intrafamily 
violence; broken home; parental rejection 
 

Lack of peer relationships Loner; any friends; lack of peers 
 

Substance abuse Any substance abuse; diagnosis of 
alcohol or drug abuse; substance abuse; 
substance abuse score on LSI/CMI 

 

The creation of predictor constructs allowed for an examination of a much 

broader range of variables than would have otherwise been possible. While efforts 

were made to keep the constructs homogeneous, this was not always the case. This 

ranged from relatively minor differences in operationalisations across studies (e.g., 

age and age at first sexual offence were considered to be tapping into the same 

construct of chronological development) to some considerable discrepancies in how 

constructs were operationalised. For instance, the construct of “sexual deviance” 

included conceptually similar predictor variables such as deviant arousal patterns 

 83



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

(Schram et al., 1991), sexual drive/preoccupation (Prentky et al., 2000), unhealthy 

sexual attitudes (Smith & Monastersky, 1986), and deviant sexual interests (Morton, 

2003). All of these variables appeared to represent the expression of the extent and 

nature of the juvenile’s sexually deviant urges. Another construct, “antisocial 

orientation”, encompassed variables such as scores on the Psychopathy Checklist: 

Youth Version (PCL:YV; Gretton et al., 2001), signs of Conduct Disorder prior to age 

15 (Langstrom, 2002), and a history of behavioural problems (Boyd, 1994; Smith & 

Monastersky). In the case of the construct, “lack of peer relationships”, the effect size 

for one study’s findings had to be calculated based on a reverse coding of the 

operationalisation (“any friends”, Boyd, 1994) in order to maintain the consistency of 

the construct (i.e., all operationalisations therefore assessed a lack of peer 

relationships). Although it is recognised that the variable “age” was measured by most 

studies at some point after the sexual offence occurred, it was included with the 

variable “age at first sexual offence” to increase the number of findings to be 

analysed. 

If a study reported two separate findings concerning the same construct, then 

individual effect sizes and variances were calculated from both findings, and the 

median effect size and median variance were utilised in further analysis as per Hanson 

& Morton-Bourgon (2004). Due to the paucity of primary research studies in this area, 

one study contributed multiple findings on different constructs using the same sample 

to the overall meta-analysis. For example, Auslander (1998) included three measures 

of substance abuse in her study. Meta-analytic authors typically recommend using 

only one effect size per study to avoid violating the statistical assumption of 

independence (Fernandez & Boyle, 1996; Rosenthal, 1991). In line with previous 

meta-analyses (e.g., Wilson et al., 2001), the present study included one effect size per 
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study for each predictor construct and each construct was analysed separately. In the 

present context, the result of the meta-analytic technique may be that if a JSO is high 

on construct X, then there is a reasonable probability of sexual re-offending. 

However, if a JSO is high on construct Y then s/he might be less likely to reoffend 

(thus represented by a negative effect size). For ease of interpretability, the predictor 

constructs were organised into five major domains: demographic/background 

variables, criminal history variables, offence characteristics, victim characteristics, 

and dynamic/clinical variables (Bonta et al., 1998; Lee et al., 2003).  

 

4.4 Meta-Analytic Statistical Procedures 

 Essentially, the meta-analysis involves extracting statistics from primary 

studies, transferring them to a common basis (effect size) and combining these to find 

reliable, unbiased assessments of the potential importance of a given variable (Lau, 

Ioannidis, & Schmid, 1997). Conceptually, the statistical process through which a 

meta-analysis is conducted possesses many similarities to the methodology used in 

primary studies. The same statistical rules apply, yet the meta-analysis places more 

emphasis on satisfying the assumption of independence of observations.  

From a statistical point of view, the meta-analytic process occurred in the 

following steps: (1) calculation of individual effect sizes and corresponding variances 

for each predictor variable from each study; (2) calculation of weighted mean effect 

sizes for each predictor variable; (3) calculation of 95% confidence intervals (CIs) 

surrounding those effect sizes; (4) calculation of median effect sizes; (5) calculation 

of the Q statistic to assess the heterogeneity of the effect sizes for each predictor 

category; and (6) re-calculation of weighted mean effect sizes and 95% CIs based 

upon the extent of heterogeneity in the effect size distributions. Calculation of two 
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measures of central tendency (weighted mean and median) allow for an examination 

of the robustness of a given effect so that the further apart they are from one another, 

the less confidence one would have in that effect. Ninety-five percent CIs and the Q-

statistic both act as variability estimates, with the latter providing an assessment of the 

extent to which the effect size distributions significantly exceed normality. All 

statistics were calculated by hand. 

  

4.4.1. Calculation of Individual Effect Sizes and Variances 

As a first step to combining studies in a meta-analysis, individual effect sizes 

and their corresponding variances must be calculated for each finding of interest from 

each study. Previous JSO meta-analyses have utilised the correlation coefficient (r) as 

an estimation of effect size. However, Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2004) argued 

that the correlation coefficient may be distorted by low recidivism base rates as “when 

there is only one recidivist in a sample of 400, the variability of the correlation is 

considered the same as when 200 recidivists are compared with 200 non-recidivists” 

(p. 7). They utilised the standardised mean difference (d) effect size because “it is less 

influenced by recidivism base rates. . . [as] the variability of d increases as the 

proportion of recidivists decreases, providing a more realistic estimate of the 

reliability of the relationship” (pp. 6-7). 

Sensitivity to the low sexual recidivism base rates required the use of the 

standardised mean difference effect size (d). According to Hanson and Morton-

Bourgon (2004), d assesses the extent to which recidivists differ from other sex 

offenders in standard deviation units. As Fernandez and Boyle (1996) state, “the 

numerical value of d represents the number of standard deviation units separating one 

group from another” (p. 115). In the context of the current investigation, the 
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standardised mean difference effect size for each predictor construct represented the 

strength (size) and direction (positive or negative) of the difference between 

recidivists (sexual or non-sexual) and the remainder of the sample.  

 Once the number of constructs had been decided upon, it was necessary to 

extract individual effect sizes and associated variances for each construct from each 

study. Since different studies utilised different statistical methods, a range of formulae 

were used for these calculations (adapted from Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2004). 

Effect sizes were calculated from 2 x 2 frequency tables, means/standard deviations, 

and correlation coefficients (either r or phi depending on the nature of the data). This 

process allowed for the calculation of d, a statistic that is not overly influenced by the 

low sexual recidivism base rate. 

The formula for calculating effect sizes from 2 x 2 tables was drawn from 

Hasselblad and Hedges (1995). The main issue that arose concerning these 

calculations was in regard to whether to calculate effect sizes based on a comparison 

of recidivists (either sexual or non-sexual) versus non-recidivists or recidivists versus 

the rest of the sample, since the samples often contained sexual recidivists, non-sexual 

recidivists, and non-recidivists. To facilitate the inclusion of these effect sizes with 

effect sizes based on correlation coefficients (which inherently contrast recidivists 

with the rest of the sample), it was decided to calculate effect sizes based upon 

recidivists versus the rest of the sample using the following formula: 
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where a is the number of recidivists possessing a particular characteristic, b is the 

number of recidivists not possessing a characteristic, c is the number of the remaining 
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sample possessing a particular characteristic, and d is the number of the remaining 

sample not possessing a characteristic. A value of .5 was added to each cell in order to 

compensate for any empty cells as per Hasselblad & Hedges (1995). The variance of d 

in this case was therefore calculated by: 
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Effect sizes calculated from means and standard deviations involved first calculating 

the pooled within standard deviation (Sw) using the following formula: 
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where N1 is the number of sexual recidivists and N2 is the remainder of the sample. 

SD1 is the standard deviation of the sexual recidivists score on a risk factor and SD2 is 

the standard deviation of the remainder of the samples’ score on a risk factor. The 

obtained pooled standard deviation was then used to compute the standardised mean 

difference effect size based on the following formula: 

 

( )
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where d is the standardised mean difference effect size, M1 is the mean score of sexual 

recidivists on a variable, M2 is the mean score of the rest of the sample on a variable, 

and Sw is the pooled standard deviation of both groups. The variance of d was then 

calculated using the following formula: 
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To calculate the individual effect size from correlation coefficients, it was first 

necessary to obtain p (the proportion of sexual or non-sexual recidivists out of the 

entire sample) and q (1 – p), followed by pq. The resultant value was utilised along 

with the correlation coefficient, r, in the following formula: 

( )21 rpq
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−
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The variance of d was then calculated using the same formula for calculating the 

variance of d based on means and standard deviations. Difficulties arose when studies 

reported missing data but did not specify whether the missing data came from the 

recidivists or non-recidivists. In this case, the variance of the individual effect size 

could not be calculated. 

4.4.2. Calculation of the Weighted Mean Effect Size (d.) 

Once individual effect sizes and variances were extracted from the primary 

studies, the weighted mean effect size (d.) was calculated using Hedges and Olkin’s 

(1985) formula. This involved weighting each individual effect size by the inverse of 

its variance: 
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where d. is the weighted mean effect size, k is the number of findings, wi = 1/vi, and vi 

is the variance of the individual effect size. Following this, the variance of the 

weighted mean effect size was calculated using the following formula: 

⎟
⎠

⎞
⎜
⎝

⎛
=

∑
=

k

i
iw

dVar

1

1.)(  

 All effect sizes were interpreted as the standardised mean difference between 

those who reoffended (sexually or non-sexually depending on the meta-analysis) and 

the remainder of the sample on particular constructs. Calculation of effect sizes was 

performed so that the direction of the outcome favoured recidivists. Therefore, a 

positive effect size indicated a deviation between recidivists and non-recidivists in 

favour of the recidivists. A negative effect size, on the other hand, indicated a lower 

standardised mean in favour of the recidivists. 

4.4.3. Calculation of 95% Confidence Intervals 

Ninety-five percent confidence intervals were computed as an aid to 

interpreting the effect sizes. A wider confidence interval was suggestive of a less 

reliable effect while if the confidence interval did not contain zero this was equivalent 

to a significant effect at the 0.05 level (Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2004). The 

variance of the weighted mean effect size was then used to calculate 95% confidence 

intervals using the following formula: 

    .)(96.1...%95 dVardIC ±=  

 

4.4.4 Calculation of the Median Effect Size 

Another method used to examine the reliability of d. was to calculate a median 

effect size. The general rule of thumb was that the closer the weighted d. and the 

median d. were to each other, the more reliable the effect size estimate. The current 
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study adopted the approach taken by Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2004) by rank-

ordering the individual effect sizes and selecting the middle value (R.K. Hanson, 

personal communication, May 21, 2004).  

4.4.5. Assessing Heterogeneity of Effect Sizes using the Q-Statistic 

In order to evaluate the heterogeneity of individual effect sizes contributing to 

the weighted d., the Q statistic was utilised. The Q-statistic allows for a statistical 

evaluation of the variation in the distribution of effect sizes for a given predictor 

construct and aids in the identification of individual effect sizes that may be 

considered outliers. In line with Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2004), “[A]n 

individual finding. . . was considered to be an outlier if a) it was an extreme value 

(highest or lowest), b) the Q statistic was significant, and c) the single finding 

accounted for more than 50% of the value of the Q statistic” (p. 7). The following 

formula was used to calculate Q-statistics for each predictor construct: 
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where k is the number of findings, wi is the inverse variance weight of the individual 

effect size for each finding, d is the individual effect size, and d. is the weighted mean 

effect size. The formula calculates the sum of the squared deviations from d., with 

each finding weighted by its inverse variance, and assesses significance of the final Q 

value using the chi-square distribution with k-1 degrees of freedom. 

If the Q-statistic was significant for a particular construct, the finding 

contributing the largest amount of variance to the overall Q-statistic was removed, the 

weighted mean effect size was recalculated, and the Q-statistic recalculated based on 

the new d.. This process continued until the Q-statistic was no longer significant or 

the variable possessed less than two findings, in which case it was removed from the 
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meta-analysis. This occurred in the case of two constructs; penetration in the index 

sexual offence and offending against a female victim. When a construct possessed 

significant heterogeneity among effect sizes, the weighted d. was calculated with and 

without the outlier and the final interpretation was based on d. without the outlier. 

 

4.5 Interpretation of Meta-Analytic Results 

Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2004) expounded guidelines on how to interpret 

the results of the meta analysis: (1) effect sizes may be interpreted according to 

Cohen’s (1992) general rules of .20 = small, .50 = medium, and .80+ = large; (2) if 

the confidence interval around d. does not contain zero, this is equivalent to the effect 

size being significant at p = 0.05; (3) if the confidence intervals for two effect sizes do 

not overlap this suggests that they are statistically different from each other; (4) 

reliability of the effect size is determined by the correspondence between the 

weighted d. and median d.; and (5) reliability of the effect size is also determined on 

the basis of a non-significant Q statistic.  

Based upon these general guidelines, a rank-ordered set of predictor constructs 

were produced for both sexual and non-sexual recidivism. This followed a process of 

elimination whereby if the CI of an effect size d. for a particular construct contained 

zero, it was eliminated from the list and that particular construct was not considered to 

reliably differentiate between recidivists and non-recidivists. The remaining 

constructs were hierarchically ordered in terms of size of d., closeness of d. to the 

median d. and the width of the confidence interval. The following chapter presents the 

results of the two meta-analyses. 
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Chapter 5 

Risk Factors for Sexual and Non-sexual Recidivism among JSOs: Meta-Analytic 

Results 

 

Study One: Meta-Analysis of Risk Factors for Sexual Recidivism 

 
5.1 Sample Characteristics 

 A total of 37 studies were found that examined sexual recidivism as an 

outcome while a total of 17 independent investigations were eligible for inclusion in 

the sexual recidivism meta-analysis (refer to Table C1 for a list of the studies 

reviewed). This represented a substantial improvement over past JSO meta-analyses 

where the most studies obtained was 13 (Redlak, 2003). The sample of studies 

included 10 published journal articles, four unpublished dissertations, two 

unpublished reports, and one book. Twenty two usable predictor variables were 

extracted from these studies. Table 5.1 outlines the codes assigned to those studies 

included in the meta-analysis. Due to the fact that the non-sexual recidivism meta-

analysis was based on a sub-sample of studies included in the sexual recidivism meta-

analysis, these codes were used for presenting the results of both meta-analyses. 

 

5.2 Descriptive Statistics 

 The sexual recidivism meta-analysis was based on a sample of 17 primary 

studies. Table D1 (refer to Appendix D) provides a description of the methodological 

characteristics of these studies. The total sample size of JSOs across studies ranged 

from 49 to 326 (M = 154.65, SD = 79.67). Overall, the sexual recidivism meta-

analysis involved a total of 2629 JSOs. The sample size of sexual recidivists across 

studies ranged from three to 35 (M = 14.35, SD = 10.61) while the meta-analysis 
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included a total of 244 sexual recidivists. Overall, these studies contributed a total of 

99 individual findings with the number of findings contributed per study ranging from 

one to 13 (M = 5.82, SD = 3.71). 

 

Table 5.1 

Codes for Individual (Primary) Studies Included in the Meta-analyses. 

Study Code Study 
1 Smith & Monastersky (1986) 
3 Schram et al. (1991) 
4 Boyd (1994) 
5 Auslander (1998) 
6 Santman (1998) 
7 Rasmussen (1999) 
8 Prentky et al. (2000) 
10 Langstrom (2002) 
11 Worling & Curwen (2000) 
12 Gretton et al. (2001) 
14 Allan et al. (2003) 
15 Nisbet et al. (2004) 
16 Lab et al. (1993) 
17 Doshay (1943) 
18 Hunter & Figueredo (1999) 
21 Poole et al. (2000) 
22 Morton (2003) 

 

 

5.3 Meta-Analytic Results of Risk Factors for Sexual Recidivism 

The results of the meta-analysis of sexual recidivism risk factors are presented 

in Table 5.2. Of the 22 variables included in this analysis, a total of seven risk factors 

emerged as reliable in differentiating sexual recidivists from those who did not 

reoffend sexually. When assessing variables in terms of the interpretive rules put 

forward by Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2004), it was found that the importance of 

some variables in relation to each other was somewhat interchangeable. Specifically, 

some variables may possess higher weighted mean effect sizes yet also wider 
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confidence intervals, while other variables may have obtained a slightly lower 

weighted mean effect sizes yet have greater correspondence between d. and the 

median d. and narrower confidence intervals. Therefore, the predictors were grouped 

into sets whereby predictors within each set could be considered relatively 

interchangeable in terms of importance. All predictor variables possessed positive 

effect sizes, indicating that sexual recidivists obtained higher scores on the constructs.  

As can be noted from Table 5.2, the strongest risk factor for sexual 

reoffending was the presence of a stranger victim in the index offence (d. = .64; 95% 

CI: .35 to .93). This variable stood apart from the others in terms of importance. One 

variable appeared to constitute a second ranked group of important risk factors: a 

history of physical abuse in the offender’s background (d. = .57; 95% CI: .15 to .99). 

Two variables constituted a third group of risk factors: the presence of sexual 

deviance (d. = .49; 95% CI: .09 to .88) and a non-contact (hands-off) index sexual 

offence (d. = .46; 95% CI: .13 to .79). The final group of risk factors appeared to be 

conceptually related as well as falling into a statistical grouping. Offenders with a 

greater number of victims had an increased likelihood of sexual reoffending (d. = .34; 

95% CI: .08 to .60), as were offenders with a history of sexual offending behaviour (d. 

= .30; 95% CI: .07 to .54) and non-sexual offending (d. = .29; 95% CI: .08 to .51). 

A total of five variables possessed significant heterogeneity in their effect size 

distributions. The d. for a history of sexual abuse was inflated through an extremely 

high effect size from one study (i.e., Rasmussen, 1999; Q = 586.44, p < .01) and after 

removal of this study, this variable possessed a negligible effect size. This study also 

had a similar impact upon the distribution of effect sizes for male victim (Q = 12.94, p 

< .05). 
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Table 5.2  

Meta-analytic Predictors of Sexual Recidivism among Juvenile Sex Offenders (N=17 studies, 22 predictors) 

Variable Median Mean 95% C.I. Q k Total (N) Studies 

Demographic/Background 
        

Offender Age -.03 .01 -.20 .22 10.51 6 1,161 1, 6, 7, 11, 14, 15 
Sexual Abuse History .00 .18 -.12 .48 7.78 5 697 3, 4, 5, 11, 16 
  With Outlier .35 1.88 1.61 2.15 586.44** 6 867 3, 4, 5, 7, 11, 16 
Physical Abuse History .41 .57 .15 .99 2.25 3 367 4, 5, 7 
Criminal History         
Hx of Non-sexual Offences .47 .29 .08 .51 9.73 7 1,234 6, 10, 14, 15, 17, 21, 

22 
  With Outlier .45 .20 .00 .40 15.87* 8 1,404 6, 7, 10, 14, 15, 17, 

21, 22 
Hx of Sexual Offending .03 .30 .07 .54 8.77 7 996 1, 3, 6, 10, 14, 21, 22 

Sexual Offence 
Characteristics 

        

Non-contact (hands-off) .42 .46 .13 .79 1.00 3 434 1, 10, 18 
Rape -.37 -.03 -.35 .29 4.00 3 512 1, 4, 14 
Multiple Offences/Charges .27 .22 .00 .45 6.06 4 813 10, 14, 15, 22 
Use of Threats/Force in 
Index Offence 

.15 .03 -.22 .27 9.72 6 638 3, 4, 5, 10, 21, 22 
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Variable Median Mean 95% C.I. Q k Total (N) Studies 

Victimology                   
        

No. of Victims .18 .34 .08 .60 3.58 4 681 5, 10, 11, 15 
  With Outlier .27 .59 .36 .82 24.67* 5 851 5, 7, 10, 11, 15 
Child victim -.03 -.07 -.31 .17 9.40 5 605 1, 4, 10, 11, 15 
Male victim .32 .24 -.01 .49 3.60 6 597 1, 4, 10, 15, 21, 22 
  With Outlier .46 .39 .16 .62 12.94* 7 767 1, 4, 7, 10, 15, 21, 22 
Related Victim -.06 -.03 -.34 .29 5.23 5 660 1, 4, 6, 11, 14 
Acquaintance Victim .45 .18 -.22 .58 5.94 4 315 1, 4, 21, 22 
Stranger Victim .52 .64 .35 .93 5.54 5 432 1, 4, 10, 21, 22 
         
Antisocial 
Orientation 

.19 .20 -.01 .41 2.81 7 796 1, 4, 5, 8, 10, 12, 22  

Sexual Deviance .58 .51 .11 .91 3.16 4 550 3, 8, 18, 22 
  With Outlier .48 -.15 -.45 .15 28.06* 5 663 1, 3, 8, 18, 22 

Deviant Lifestyle 
Variables 

        

Substance Abuse .00 -.11 -.46 .25 4.59 5 449 4, 5, 16, 19, 22 
Negative Family 
Factors 

.58 .36 -.09 .81 .90 3 407 4, 17, 22 

Lack of Peers -.13 -.20 -.54 .14 .35 3 348 3, 4, 22 
         
         
NOTE: * p < .05; ** p < .01 

Table 5.2 (cont.) 
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Two variables became significant with the removal of studies contributing to 

heterogeneity. A history of non-sexual offending possessed significant heterogeneity 

(Q = 15.87, p < .05) and the effect size for this variable became significant with the 

removal of the outlying study. Similarly, the effect size distribution for sexual 

deviance was significantly heterogeneous (Q = 28.06, p < .05) yet d. attained 

significance once Smith and Monastersky (1986) was removed.  Interestingly, this 

was the only study that possessed an attitudinal conceptualisation of sexual deviance. 

The final interpretation of effect sizes for variables with significant heterogeneity was 

based on the effect sizes with the studies contributing to heterogeneity removed. 

Appendix E contains the individual effect sizes and variances for each predictor 

variable from each study. 

 

Study Two: Meta-Analysis of Risk Factors for Non-Sexual Recidivism 

 

5.4 Sample Characteristics 

A total of 25 studies were found that examined non-sexual recidivism as an 

outcome. Of these, 14 primary studies were eligible for the non-sexual recidivism 

meta-analysis. These studies consisted of a subset of those in the sexual recidivism 

meta-analysis apart from three studies that either did not examine non-sexual 

recidivism or examined general (total) recidivism incorporating both sexual and non-

sexual reoffending. Thus, these studies retained the codes that they were assigned for 

the sexual recidivism meta-analysis. Eighteen usable predictor variables were 

extracted from these studies.  

Different studies examined different forms of non-sexual recidivism (e.g., 

violent non-sexual, non-violent non-sexual) while some studies simply examined the 
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outcome of non-sexual recidivism. Studies could not be utilised if they combined 

sexual and non-sexual recidivism into a total or general recidivism outcome as this did 

not allow specificity in terms of linking a variable to a non-sexual reoffending 

outcome. For example, two studies were located that did not distinguish sexual 

recidivism. Clyburn (2003) examined general recidivism (including both sexual and 

non-sexual and therefore not meeting criteria) while Miner (2002) examined violent 

or property reoffending but not sexual reoffending yet only reported hazard ratios, 

which could not themselves be reliably transformed into standardised mean difference 

effect sizes (Lipsey & Wilson, 2000). 

For the purposes of the current investigation, the non-sexual recidivism meta-

analysis consisted of studies either using the general term “non-sexual” or “violent 

non-sexual” recidivism. When a study reported findings for both violent non-sexual 

and non-violent non-sexual recidivism, the finding for the violent non-sexual outcome 

was utilised. This was due to the more common occurrence of the violent non-sexual 

recidivism outcome across studies as well as the greater potential seriousness of this 

outcome. 

 

5.5 Descriptive Statistics 

 The non-sexual recidivism meta-analysis was based on a sample of 14 primary 

studies. The total sample size of JSOs across studies ranged from 73 to 292 (M = 

149.93, SD = 68.34). The meta-analysis was based on a total sample of 2099 JSOs. 

The sample size of non-sexual recidivists across studies ranged from five to 179 (M = 

48.36, SD = 47.56) while 677 non-sexual recidivists were included in the meta-

analysis. The number of predictor variables contributed per study ranged from one to 

11 (M = 5.43, SD = 3.34) and the total number of independent findings contributed to 
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the meta-analysis was 76. Refer to Table D1 for a description of the methodological 

characteristics of the studies included in the non-sexual recidivism meta-analysis. 

 

5.6 Meta-Analytic Results of Risk Factors for Non-Sexual Recidivism 

Of the 18 predictor variables eligible for inclusion in the non-sexual 

recidivism meta-analysis, a total of seven variables emerged as reliable in 

differentiating non-sexual recidivists from those who did not reoffend non-sexually. 

These variables were grouped into four sets depending upon the size of their effects, 

proximity of weighted mean to median effect sizes, and width of confidence intervals. 

The results of the non-sexual recidivism meta-analysis are presented in Table 5.3. 

 The strongest risk factor for non-sexual reoffending was a history of non-

sexual offending prior to the index sexual offence (d. = .71; 95% CI: .54 to .88). This 

variable appeared to stand alone in terms of the size of the effect. Two variables 

appeared to constitute a second group of rank-ordered predictors: a history of sexual 

abuse (d. = -.52; 95% CI: -.76 to -.28) and an antisocial orientation (d. = .46; 95% CI: 

.29 to .63). Three predictor variables constituted a third set of predictors: the presence 

of a child victim in the index sexual offence or offender’s sexual offending history (d. 

= -.35; 95% CI: -.53 to -.17); a history of physical abuse (d. = .32; 95% CI: .08 to 

.56); and the use of threats/force/weapon in the index sexual offence (d. = .30; 95% 

CI: .09 to .51).  

Only two variables possessed significantly heterogeneous effect size 

distributions. A history of sexual abuse originally possessed a non-significant mean 

effect size and a heterogeneous effect size distribution (Q = 28.9, p < .05), however, 

once Worling & Curwen (2000) was removed this variable became significant in a 

negative direction and possessed a homogeneous effect size distribution. A history of 
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non-sexual offending was initially significantly heterogeneous (Q = 15.44, p < .05) 

yet once Rasmussen (1999) was removed the mean effect size increased substantially 

and became a more robust finding (i.e., closer to median d.). Appendix F contains the 

individual effect sizes and variances for each predictor variable from each study. 
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Table 5.3 

Meta-analytic Predictors of Non-sexual Recidivism Among Juvenile Sex Offenders (N=14 studies, 18 predictors) 

Variable Median Mean 95% C.I. Q k Total (N) Studies 

Demographics/Background 
        

Offender Age -.03 -.00 -.15 .15 3.76 5 819 1, 6, 7, 11, 15 
Sexual Abuse History -.50 -.52 -.76 -.28 .93 3 367 4, 5, 7 
  With Outliers -.31 -.09 -.26 .09 28.90* 5 712 3, 4, 5, 7, 11 
Physical Abuse History .28 .32 .08 .56 .43 3 367 4, 5, 7 
Criminal History         
Hx of Non-sexual Offences .83 .71 .54 .88 5.24 5 523 6, 10, 15, 17, 22 
  With Outlier .72 .57 .42 .72 15.44* 6 693 6, 7, 10, 15, 17, 22 
Hx of Sexual Offending .06 .12 -.12 .35 4.29 4 513 1, 3, 10, 22 

Sexual Offence 
Characteristics 

        

Non-contact (hands-off) .00 -.03 -.31 .24 1.64 3 434 1, 10, 18 
Multiple Offences/Charges -.26 -.12 -.29 .08 2.10 3 487 10, 15, 22 
Use of Threats/Force in 
Index Offence 

.12 .30 .09 .51 6.94 5 591 3, 4, 5, 10, 22 

Victimology 
        

No. of Victims -.23 -.15 -.30 .00 1.93 5 851 5, 7, 10, 11, 15 
Child victim -.41 -.35 -.53 -.17 2.19 5 605 1, 4, 10, 11, 15 
Male victim .03 .00 -.16 .16 3.64 6 718 1, 4, 7, 10, 15, 22 
Related Victim -.05 -.06 -.30 .19 .53 4 435 1, 4, 6, 11,  
Acquaintance Victim .12 .11 -.19 .41 1.31 3 266 1, 4, 22 
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Variable Median Mean 95% C.I. Q k Total (N) Studies 
Stranger Victim -.14 -.04 -.30 .23 1.92 4 383 1, 4, 10, 22 

Dynamic Factors 
        

Antisocial Orientation .43 .46 .29 .63 2.89 7 819 1, 4, 5, 8, 10, 12, 22 
Substance Abuse .20 .16 -.15 .47 4.57 4 313 4, 5, 6, 22 
Sexual Deviance .16 .08 -.14 .29 2.11 5 684 1, 3, 8, 18, 22 
Lack of Peer Relationships .12 .13 -.11 .37 .01 3 348 3, 4, 22 
NOTE: * p < .05; ** p < .01 

Table 5.3 (cont.) 



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

5.7 Discussion 

 The first two studies aimed to quantitatively synthesise the literature regarding 

predictors of sexual and non-sexual recidivism in juvenile sexual offenders. Two separate 

meta-analyses were conducted to assess which variables emerged across studies to 

predict sexual and non-sexual recidivism, respectively. These meta-analyses were able to 

identify constructs that differentiated recidivists (either sexual or non-sexual) from non-

recidivists consistently across independent studies. Further, predictors common to both 

types of reoffending were identified, as were predictors specific to both types of 

reoffending. 

 

5.7.1 Risk Factors for Sexual Recidivism 

In the sexual recidivism meta-analysis, the strongest differentiator between sexual 

recidivists and all other JSOs (non-sexual recidivists and/or non-recidivists) was the 

presence of a stranger victim in the index offence. This finding adds further credence to 

Worling and Langstrom’s (2003) classification of this variable as a supported risk factor. 

This finding is also consistent with the meta-analysis conducted by Hanson and Bussière 

(1998) on adult sex offenders but conflicts with Lee et al.’s (2003) meta-analytic finding 

that selection of acquaintance victims increased the risk of sexual recidivism more than 

either relatives or strangers. This discrepancy may be due to the way in which the 

offender-victim relationship variable was operationalised in both studies. Lee et al. used a 

continuum-based conceptualisation to produce a correlation coefficient effect size 

whereas the current study divided the offender-victim relationship into three separate 

 104



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

variables (e.g., relative, acquaintance, and stranger) in order to more clearly understand 

their impact on recidivism. 

It appears that a comprehensive theoretical explanation as to why a stranger 

victim should be linked to sexual recidivism has not previously been provided. Some 

researchers have argued that this variable falls under the broader conceptual umbrella of 

sexual deviance (e.g., Langstrom, 2002). Yet it is also possible that those juveniles who 

selected strangers did so in the hope that the victim would be unable to identify them. 

Their method of victim selection would therefore indicate a more organised type of 

offender. The selection of a stranger victim may serve as a precautionary act to avoid 

detection in terms of their broader modus operandi. An alternative account could be that 

juveniles select stranger victims randomly as the opportunity to sexually offend presented 

itself, in which case the recidivistic act occurs due to an opportunity-seeking proclivity. 

Clearly, more research is needed to discover why stranger victims were initially selected 

and the subsequent link between this victim selection strategy and recidivism. It would 

also be informative to examine whether stranger victims were also targeted in the 

sexually recidivist offence. 

A history of physical abuse in the offender’s background has not arisen as a 

potential predictor of sexual recidivism previously in any narrative or meta-analytic 

reviews, nor has it emerged as statistically significant in previous JSO studies. However, 

the present study found all three contributing individual effect sizes were in a positive 

direction, ranging from .09 to .84, and the proximity of mean to median effect sizes in the 

absence of significant heterogeneity indicates that this was a robust finding. This result 
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highlights the advantage of utilising a meta-analytic approach, demonstrating that even 

non-significant individual findings can serve to generate new knowledge.  

Being physically abused in childhood may instil certain personality characteristics 

or attitudes supportive of interpersonal aggression, which then contribute to repeat 

offending. However, the fact that antisocial orientation did not emerge as a significant 

predictor of sexual recidivism tends to negate this view. Rather, the dynamics of 

physically abusive acts in childhood, namely the sudden transgression of personal 

boundaries, may teach the child that the rights of others can be disregarded and that such 

transgressions are relatively normal and even appropriate ways of expressing negative 

affect (Kobayashi et al., 1995). In the context of adolescent development, physical abuse 

may interact with other variables (e.g., separation from biological parents due to child 

protection notifications) to produce a repetitive pattern of sexual offending behaviour. 

Fergusson and Lynskey (1997) found that children who experienced physical abuse also 

came from more socially disadvantaged environments with higher rates of other 

childhood/family problems and sexual abuse. Clearer elucidation of the mechanisms 

through which physical abuse in childhood exerts its effect on recidivist sexual offenders 

is needed. 

Perhaps not surprisingly, sexual deviance emerged as a variable specific to an 

increased likelihood of sexual recidivism. This is consistent with Worling and 

Langstrom’s (2003) supported risk factor classification as well as with the two meta-

analyses conducted by Hanson and colleagues and Redlak’s (2003) meta-analysis of JSO 

research. The only inconsistency with prior research is the fact that this variable did not 

emerge as the strongest predictor of sexual recidivism. There is some debate as to 
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whether sexual deviance can be reliably measured in adolescence with phallometry being 

deemed as unethical for use in this population. Seto and Lalumiere (2001) note that 

phallometric testing may have some utility when applied to older adolescents, though 

they found that sexual deviance can be validly measured in adult sex offenders through 

use of a clinician-rated screening measure. Despite the controversy surrounding 

phallometric testing of adolescents, the current results suggest that there is, at the very 

least, a subset of JSOs who could be characterised as high in sexual deviance and who are 

at greater risk of sexually reoffending.  

Researchers typically place variables such as having more than one victim, having 

a male victim, and having multiple offences/charges in the index offence under the 

heading of sexual deviance (Langstrom, 2002; Nisbet et al., 2004). In its most direct 

form, sexual deviance is represented by physiological (deviant) sexual arousal to 

children, however, it may also manifest in the form of sexual fantasies regarding children 

or a specific child immediately prior to offending. Moreover, cognitive distortions in 

terms of viewing children in a sexual manner undoubtedly also make up a component of 

sexual deviance that separates a particular young person from “normal” adolescents. 

Victim selection in terms of quantity and type does not, in and of itself, constitute sexual 

deviance, yet in the presence of sexual fantasies and/or arousal may be indicative of 

sexual deviance. More research is needed in this respect, as well as exploring the 

potential role of the presence of rape fantasies and other paraphilic tendencies among 

JSOs in terms of sexual recidivism. 

The presence of a non-contact offence possessed an effect size comparable to that 

of sexual deviance. This variable did not fall into any risk classification put forward by 
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Worling and Langstrom (2003), while the authors of the J-SOAP-II do not recommend 

utilising their tool with JSOs who have a non-contact offence. On the other hand, this 

finding is consistent with the meta-analyses conducted by Hanson and Morton-Bourgon 

(2004) and Lee et al. (2003). This illustrates the way that meta-analyses can highlight 

variables overlooked in a narrative review.  

It may be that a non-contact offence, such as exhibitionism, represents a 

progression indicative of escalation into a sexual offending career. It could be a 

“gateway” offence akin to the literature on sexual sadism highlighting behavioural try-

outs of sadistic tendencies prior to victim contact (Arrigo & Purcell, 2001). In this sense, 

a non-contact offence may in fact represent underlying paraphilic tendencies or 

compulsivity seen to be characteristic of exhibitionists. It would be interesting to assess 

whether the recidivist offences of these individuals also involved non-contact offences or 

whether some JSOs escalated to contact offences.  

Sexual recidivists tended to offend against a greater number of victims in their 

index and past sexual offences, which is consistent with Redlak’s (2003) meta-analysis 

and Worling and Langstrom’s (2003) classification of number of victims into the 

“supported” risk factor category. Taken alone, this variable appears to offer little in the 

way of explanatory power. However, a greater number of victims would correlate highly 

with a history of sexual offending behaviour, which emerged with a comparable ES. 

None of the previous meta-analyses on JSO research found a history of sexual offences to 

be predictive of sexual recidivism.  

Existing psychological theories, such as the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB; 

Azjen, 1991) highlight the importance of past behaviour in the prediction of future 
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behaviour. It is now well established that a history of sexual offending in both adults and 

juveniles is related to an increased likelihood of further offences yet few explanations 

have been offered as to why this is the case. It may be useful for researchers in the JSO 

field to draw upon existing models such as the TPB in order to identify the potential 

mechanisms (e.g., behavioural intentions, perceived norms) through which past 

behaviour impacts upon future offending.  

A history of non-sexual offending possessed the lowest significant effect size in 

terms of its relationship to sexual recidivism. Worling and Langstrom (2003) classified 

this variable as “unlikely” to be related to sexual recidivism while previous JSO meta-

analyses did not identify this variable as potentially important. Hanson and Bussière’s 

(1998) meta-analysis identified a history of prior offences as a predictor of sexual 

recidivism in adults. It may be important to examine the commonalities between sexual 

and non-sexual offences in terms of definitional components. Both types of offences are 

viewed by society as violating the rights of others and often involve the transgression of 

personal, psychological, or physical boundaries. Moreover, the dynamics of a sexually-

based offence may in fact contain elements of non-sexual offending. For example, some 

JSOs commit sexual offences in the context of breaking into the victim’s house. Future 

research needs to more carefully examine the actual behaviours involved in juvenile 

sexual offences and the extent to which these behaviours are manifested in sexual and/or 

non-sexual recidivism.  
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5.7.2 Risk Factors for Non-sexual Recidivism 

 While playing some role in sexual recidivism, a history of non-sexual offending 

was the variable that most strongly delineated non-sexual recidivists from other JSOs. 

This finding is consistent with Worling and Langstrom’s (2003) narrative review as well 

as the meta-analyses conducted by Hanson and colleagues (Hanson & Bussière, 1998; 

Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2004).  

A history of non-sexual offending may be a behavioural expression of an 

underlying antisocial orientation, which did not emerge in the sexual recidivism meta-

analysis. It is interesting to note that the weighted mean effect sizes for these two 

variables appeared to have relatively non-overlapping confidence intervals. Thus, it may 

be that an antisocial orientation has a direct effect upon non-sexual recidivism as well as 

an indirect effect through past non-sexual offending behaviour. One theoretical 

explanation for this lies in the notion of behavioural repetition, whereby non-sexual 

offending is assimilated into juveniles’ behavioural repertoire through classic learning 

principles of positive reinforcement. An alternative explanation is that some juveniles 

may in fact adopt a “criminal identity”, involving a self-concept that relies upon the 

continued performance of offending behaviour.  

An interesting finding concerned the negative effect size associated with a history 

of sexual abuse. Essentially, this suggests that when non-sexual recidivists and other 

JSOs are compared on this variable, fewer non-sexual recidivists possess a history of 

sexual abuse. No previous reviews or individual JSO studies have identified this variable 

as important for understanding the phenomenon of non-sexual recidivism. This result 

may be related to a general antisocial orientation also found among non-sexual 
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recidivists. There may be a subgroup of JSOs who initially engage in sexual offending 

due to their antisocial orientation and who do not possess a history of being sexually 

abused. Consequently, the index sexual offence may have been representative of a 

willingness to transgress social norms rather than fitting into an abused-to-abuser cycle. 

Those who are non-sexual recidivists may have a broader repertoire of antisocial 

behaviour, which may be due to the presence of other variables with positive effect sizes 

rather than the presence of sexual abuse.  

Two other significant findings provide further support for this notion. While 

physical abuse played a more prominent role in sexual recidivism, it also helped to 

differentiate non-sexual recidivists from other JSOs. Consistent with previous narrative 

and meta-analytic reviews, the use of threats or force in the index offence contributed 

specifically to non-sexual recidivism. While this variable could be a manifestation of an 

underlying antisocial orientation, it may also represent a tendency towards the use of 

interpersonal aggression in pursuing one’s goals. 

Having a child victim in the index offence was also negatively associated with 

non-sexual recidivism. This is consistent with Hanson and Bussière’s (1998) finding that 

rapists were more likely to reoffend non-sexually but is inconsistent with research 

suggesting that many adult child-sex offenders are generalists in their offending careers 

(e.g., Smallbone & Wortley, 2004). This finding does highlight a potential difference 

between juvenile and adult sex offenders and further supports the need to develop a risk 

assessment measure that is not influenced by research on adults. This result also seems to 

underscore the independent contributions made by sexual deviance and antisociality in 

terms of recidivism. For instance, it may be that those juveniles who have a sexual 
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attraction towards children may be specialists in their offending while juveniles with a 

more indiscriminate victim selection strategy may be the generalists. 

 

5.7.3 Limitations 

 Perhaps the biggest limitation of any meta-analysis is that it can only produce 

results based on the studies that it draws from. In the present study, the variable pool was 

constrained. Despite the creation of broader construct categories, there may still be 

important variables that remain unevaluated. Some variables could not be included in the 

current meta-analyses as mean effect sizes could only be generated for less than three 

studies. For instance, the presence of denial, though receiving mixed to no support from 

previous research, may logically relate to the likelihood of further offending. Also, 

Langstrom (2002) found that an index offence committed in a public area possessed the 

strongest relationship to sexual recidivism and was specific to this outcome but could not 

be included in the present study.  

 Any explanatory account of a phenomenon needs to consider factors that are 

proximal to its occurrence. In terms of JSO recidivism, no studies have examined the 

potential detrimental or protective impact that experiences of the criminal justice system 

may play in recidivism. Rather, the focus on identifying variables predictive of 

recidivism has tended to be driven by the assumption that factors relevant to the initiation 

of sexual offending in juveniles will also be the same factors that maintain sex offending 

behaviour. While in some instances (e.g., with regards to sexual deviance) this does seem 

to be the case, it will not necessarily ring true for all sexual or non-sexual JSO recidivists.  
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 On a related point, a more comprehensive meta-analysis would have been 

possible if researchers had followed a stricter protocol when reporting statistics. For 

future meta-analyses (in any field), specification of which group data were missing from 

is needed (i.e., sexual recidivists, non-recidivists, non-sexual recidivists). While construct 

categories essentially made the application of meta-analytic techniques possible, in some 

cases there was a great deal of variation within the construct category. For example, in 

terms of the construct of antisocial orientation, it is unclear whether the presence of 

antisocial personality characteristics or antisocial behaviour contributed to an increased 

likelihood of non-sexual recidivism among JSOs.  

It is improbable that one variable on its own accounts for recidivism as behaviour 

is typically considered to be multiply determined. It is therefore highly likely that the 

variables that emerged in the current study interact with each other, as well as with other 

unmeasured/extraneous variables to culminate in a recidivist act. Due to the small 

number of studies, the current meta-analyses were not able to examine the likely 

interactions among predictor constructs in terms of producing a recidivist outcome. 

Ideally, characteristics of individual studies, such as follow-up length and whether JSOs 

received treatment in the follow-up period, would be examined through weighted 

regression procedures to assess their impact on the effect size distributions. However, too 

few primary studies precluded the analysis of moderator variables.  

 While substantially improving upon previous individual studies as well as 

previous JSO meta-analyses, the sample sizes of recidivists (especially sexual recidivists) 

were still low, especially when compared to meta-analyses of adult sex offenders. As 

with risk assessment scale development, the meta-analytic process in this field is ongoing 
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and can only be enhanced with the emergence of further research. Nevertheless, the 

present study goes some way to establishing a solid methodological foundation on which 

to base further primary studies, meta-analyses, and estimates of risk with this population. 

The meta-analytic procedure has allowed for the identification of conceptual 

and/or methodological inconsistencies across primary studies. In order to develop a more 

coherent approach to understanding the mechanisms involved in recidivist offences future 

studies will need to be designed with the following considerations in mind. First, where 

possible the study should be prospective in its design as it is considered to be a more 

powerful design. Second, the study needs to carefully examine past empirical research to 

ensure that the conceptualisation of predictor variables remains consistent, to adopt 

predictor variables that may not have been often studied, yet show a promising 

relationship to recidivism (e.g., offence in a public area), and to introduce new predictor 

variables that have not yet been examined (e.g., the offender’s experience of the criminal 

justice system process). Additionally, researchers need to clearly articulate the theoretical 

reasons as to why a particular predictor variable should relate to recidivism. Third, all 

major characteristics (e.g., ethnicity) of the sample need to be reported along with 

sufficient statistical information for the study to undergo meta-analytic scrutiny. This 

ongoing process will enable the further development of a dynamic, evidence-based risk 

assessment tool.  

 

5.7.4 Non-Significant Variables 

 It is important to recognise variables that did not emerge as relevant in the meta-

analyses. In terms of sexual recidivism, Worling and Langstrom (2003) placed a “lack of 
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peer relationships” into their supported risk factor classification. This variable possessed 

a non-significant effect size in the current study. It may be that this variable exerts its 

impact indirectly through other variables (e.g., selection of a child victim). Previous 

meta-analyses of adults and juveniles have found a younger offender age to relate to 

sexual recidivism. However, despite the fact that the effect size for this variable was 

based on a relatively large total sample size and number of primary studies, it did not 

emerge as relevant to sexual recidivism. This could be due to the comparatively narrow 

age range that is taken into account (i.e., 13-20 years) so the effect may become more 

pronounced with adult samples. Problematic family relationships have also been 

highlighted by both narrative and meta-analytic JSO reviews as playing a role in sexual 

recidivism, however, the current study found the construct of “negative family factors” to 

be unrelated to sexual recidivism. This is probably due to the broad conceptualisation of 

this construct in previous studies.  

 

5.7.5 Conclusion 

 Two meta-analyses were conducted based upon both published and unpublished 

international studies in order to identify variables that could reliably differentiate (sexual 

and non-sexual) recidivists from non-recidivists. The number of studies located (17 for 

the sexual recidivism meta-analysis and 14 for the non-sexual recidivism meta-analysis) 

represented a significant improvement over past JSO meta-analyses. Further, no previous 

meta-analysis has examined variables relevant to both sexual and non-sexual recidivism 

among JSOs.  
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Both sexual deviance and antisocial orientation were found to independently 

contribute to an increased likelihood of sexual and non-sexual recidivism, respectively. 

Based upon the variables that emerged, a profile of JSO sexual recidivists and non-sexual 

recidivists can be constructed. Juvenile sexual recidivists will be more likely to have 

selected stranger victims in their index offence, will possess a history of physical abuse, 

will display signs of sexual deviance, will have a non-contact index offence, will have 

had a greater number of victims, and will have a history of both prior sexual and non-

sexual offending behaviour.  

Juvenile non-sexual recidivists will be likely to have a history of previous non-

sexual offending, and will be less likely than other JSOs to have a history of sexual 

abuse. They will possess an antisocial orientation in the form of either antisocial 

personality characteristics or a history of behavioural problems. Non-sexual recidivists 

will be less likely to have offended against a child in their index sexual offence but will 

be more likely to have used threats or force in their offence. Finally, they will be more 

likely to have a history of physical abuse. 

Considered together, variables common to both sexual and nonsexual recidivists 

include a history of non-sexual offending and a history of physical abuse. Different 

offence-related characteristics were linked to sexual recidivism (stranger victim, non-

contact sexual offending) and non-sexual recidivism (use of threats or force), 

respectively. Importantly, it seems as though the presence of sexual deviance perpetuates 

sexual recidivism in juveniles while possessing an antisocial orientation increases the 

likelihood of further non-sexual offending. It appears that the meta-analyses were 

successful in quantitatively synthesising a body of relatively disparate research in order to 
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derive a hierarchically ordered set of variables specific to sexual and non-sexual 

recidivism among JSOs. The next chapter discusses how these variables were transferred 

into the context of a risk assessment scale and applied to a new sample of JSOs. 
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Chapter 6 

Development and Validation of a Risk Assessment Instrument for Juvenile Sex Offenders 

(Study 3) 

 

6.1 Rationale 

 Meta-analysis has been advocated as the starting point for the identification of 

robust risk factors and subsequent risk assessment tool development (Hanson, 2005). The 

results of the two meta-analyses conducted in the previous study allowed for the 

identification of a relatively small number of factors that may be used to estimate the risk 

of sexual and non-sexual recidivism, respectively, among JSOs. The main aims of the 

third study were (a) to develop a brief risk assessment checklist that adequately captured 

those constructs derived through the meta-analysis and (b) to assess its psychometric 

properties. 

It is important for any assessment of risk to be easily scored from readily 

available information, possess adequate reliability, and converge somewhat with existing 

instruments designed to accomplish the same task (Bonta, 2002; Craig et. al., 2003). It is 

particularly important for risk assessment tools to possess high inter-rater reliability so 

that two independent assessors may arrive at the same determination of risk. The 

reliability and validity of risk assessment tools for sex offenders have been established in 

a number of ways. In establishing the inter-rater reliability of the ERASOR, Worling 

(2004) examined the intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) of paired clinician ratings 

of each of the ERASOR items. Of the 25 items on the scale, the authors noted that four 

items possessed reliabilities below 0.60. These were “diverse sexual assault behaviours”, 
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“recent escalation in anger or negative affect”, and “parent(s) not supporting treatment”. 

Righthand, Prentky, Knight, Carpenter, Hecker, and Nangle (2005) recently investigated 

the inter-rater reliability of the J-SOAP and found all scales to possess good to excellent 

reliabilities (above 0.80). The authors established the convergent validity of the J-SOAP 

through significant correlations between the J-SOAP and the Youth Level of Service 

Inventory (LSI/CMI).  

The ability of a risk assessment tool to discriminate between groups of offenders 

is also of importance. In terms of the JSO literature, it has now become common practice 

to establish the discriminant validity of risk assessment tools by comparing the risk 

scores of JSOs in detention/custody with those in the community. The rationale is that 

JSOs in detention should theoretically be at higher risk of reoffending and therefore 

receive higher risk ratings on a given measure, since this is normally part of the 

sentencing process. Worling (2004) found that JSOs in a residential treatment facility 

possessed significantly higher total scores on the ERASOR when compared to JSOs 

assessed in the community. Righthand et al. (2005) found that JSOs in the community 

scored significantly lower than JSOs in residential care on the Sexual 

Drive/Preoccupation, Antisocial/Impulsive, and Intervention scales of the J-SOAP (Scale 

IV of the J-SOAP cannot be administered to JSOs in detention).  

Overall, the J-SOAP-II and ERASOR both possess strengths and weaknesses. 

Both instruments appear to possess good reliability and validity, except they are yet to 

demonstrate their predictive validity. Both measures are also consistent with prevailing 

sex offender recidivism theory (e.g., Doren, 2004) in that they assess the two key 

domains of sexual deviance and antisocial orientation. However, it appears that both 
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instruments require some level of clinical judgment and lack the identification of risk 

factors specific to sexual and non-sexual recidivism. Additionally, the J-SOAP-II and 

ERASOR do not contain all of the constructs that emerged in the meta-analyses 

conducted as part of the current thesis. For example, the J-SOAP-II is not meant to be 

administered to non-contact sexual offenders while neither instrument specifically 

assesses the offender’s history of physical abuse. 

The third study represented the first step in terms of constructing and validating a 

new risk assessment tool for JSOs, the Juvenile Risk Assessment Checklist (J-RAC). This 

study had four specific aims. First, the development of a risk assessment tool that would 

be brief and relatively easy to score. Second, an assessment of the reliability of the tool in 

terms of both internal consistency and inter-rater reliability of the scales. Third, 

establishment of the tool’s convergent validity through an examination of correlations 

between the Juvenile Risk Assessment Checklist (J-RAC) and the J-SOAP-II. Finally, 

examination of the discriminant validity of the measure by comparing JSOs in the 

community with those in detention in terms of the two scales. In keeping with previous 

research, it was predicted that JSOs who were in custody for their index sexual offences 

would obtain higher scores on the two scales of the J-RAC than JSOs assessed in the 

community. It is important to recognise that no attempt was made at this stage to classify 

individuals into low, medium, or high risk categories as cut-off scores will need to be 

determined using knowledge of recidivism outcomes. Further, a factor analysis of the J-

RAC was not possible due to the low sample size (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2001). 
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6.2 Method 

6.2.1 Participants 

 A total of 82 participants were included in the study. Inter-rater reliability was 

conducted on a sub-sample of 35 of these participants. All of the participants were clients 

referred to the Griffith Adolescent Forensic Assessment and Treatment Centre 

(GAFATC) located in Queensland, Australia. GAFATC provides pre-sentence reports 

and treatment services to all youth in Queensland found guilty of sexual offences. The 

clients were referred to the service between February 2000 and August 2004. Under 

Queensland law a “juvenile” is aged between 10 and 17 years. The participants’ ages at 

the time of their offences ranged from 11 years to 17 years (M = 14.68 years; SD = 1.33 

years). All of the offenders in the sample were male. Most of the participants were 

Anglo-Australian (60.5%; n = 49), followed by those with an Aboriginal heritage (27.2%; 

n = 22). The remaining participants were from other ethnic backgrounds (12.1%; n = 10) 

while one participant was missing information regarding ethnic status. 

It is worth noting that in Queensland a category of offences exists relating to 

“unlawful carnal knowledge”. A person may be charged with this offence after engaging 

in ‘consensual’ sexual activity with an individual who is under the age of 16 years or 

through a plea bargaining process (i.e., initial charges of rape reduced to unlawful carnal 

knowledge).  This offence was originally created to protect children from being sexually 

coerced, often by a significantly older person. Unlawful carnal knowledge seems to 

coincide more with the category of rape offences with the assumption being that the 

victim was unable to give consent due to their age. These juveniles could be viewed as 
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qualitatively different from the rapist or child sex offender yet are still legally classified 

as JSOs and are often referred for risk assessments and subsequent treatment services. 

However, international research on JSOs rarely reports the inclusion of these offenders as 

the focus is upon exhibitionists, rapists, and/or child sex offenders. Since this offence 

does fit with the definition of sexual offending (i.e., involving a lack of consent or 

inability to give consent) these offenders were included in the present study. However, 

the J-RAC item “history of sex offending behaviour” was not scored if an offender 

admitting to engaging in sexual activity with peer-age individuals in the past if there was 

no formal legal outcome.  

Of the sample of 82 JSOs that were randomly selected from the GAFATC 

clientele, 19 had been convicted of rape, eight convicted of sexual assault, three 

convicted of sexual assault with circumstances of aggravation, and one offender 

convicted of attempted rape. A total of 10 JSOs had been convicted of indecent treatment 

of a child under the age of 12, five had been convicted of indecent dealing of a child 

under 12, and three convicted of unlawful carnal knowledge of a child under 12. Three 

offenders had been convicted of incest. Nine offenders had been convicted of indecent 

treatment of a child under the age of 16, one offender had been convicted of indecent 

treatment of a child under 16 with circumstances of aggravation, while two had been 

convicted of indecent dealings with a child under 16. Three offenders had been convicted 

of unlawful carnal knowledge of a girl under 16, two had been convicted of carnal 

knowledge of a child under 16, and one offender had been convicted of unlawful carnal 

knowledge of an intellectually impaired person. Seven JSOs had been convicted of 

indecent assault, one had been convicted of an aggravated act of indecency, and two had 
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been convicted of sodomy. One JSO had been convicted of assault (with the offence 

being sexual in nature) and one had been convicted of stealing underwear. 

 

6.2.2 Measures 

 Two main measures were utilised in this study. The J-RAC was constructed from 

the two meta-analyses and constituted the primary focus of the study. The GAFATC 

clients all had J-SOAP-II’s routinely administered to them at the time of their referral and 

these scores were obtained for validation purposes. The next section documents the 

construction of the J-RAC. 

6.2.2.1 The Juvenile Risk Assessment Checklist (J-RAC) 

Scale Construction 

A number of considerations were taken into account during the scale development 

process. The first aim was to develop a measure that could be easily scored from readily 

available, relatively objective, information. The reasons for this strategy included (a) the 

relative success of previous instruments in the adult sex offender field (e.g., the Static-

99); (b) to enhance the scale’s ability to assess those offenders who deny committing 

their offence(s) and/or for which limited information was available; and (c) to increase 

the amount of inter-rater agreement when deciding upon a given individual’s level of 

risk. The second aim was to include a small number of items that had been examined in 

JSO studies and had been found to be empirically related to either sexual or non-sexual 

recidivism. This was accomplished by using the results of the previous meta-analytic 

studies. 
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   Sexual and Non-Sexual Scales 

No risk assessment tool for JSOs currently exists that has the explicit aim of 

providing separate risk estimates of sexual and non-sexual recidivism. Considering the 

relatively higher rates of non-sexual, compared to sexual, recidivism among JSOs, this 

was a primary consideration of the current thesis. The results of the two meta-analyses 

were relied upon to guide this process. The previous study demonstrated that different 

factors needed to be taken into account when estimating a juvenile’s risk of engaging in 

future sexual or non-sexual offending. Therefore, rather than structuring the measure 

around content domains such as sexual deviance, the tool instead consisted of two scales 

containing different constructs assessing the risk of sexual and non-sexual recidivism 

(with two constructs relating to both types of recidivism). The scoring criteria were 

developed based on the conceptualisations of the variables put forward by the studies 

included in the meta-analysis. An attempt was made to make the scoring instructions as 

easily understandable as possible in order to minimize subjectivity and increase inter-

rater reliability. In order to aid the scoring process, the variables were ordered in terms of 

(a) developmental background factors; (b) criminal history; (c) offence-related variables; 

and (d) clinical variables (e.g., sexual deviance, antisocial orientation). The J-RAC items, 

item descriptions, and response categories are presented in Table 6.1 below. 

  J-RAC Items 

The J-RAC contained 12 items corresponding to the 11 factors derived from the 

meta-analyses (antisocial orientation was scored using two items corresponding to 

behaviour and personality, respectively). Table 6.0 provides a description of the J-RAC 

items. As this study essentially concerned itself with the initial operationalisation of risk 
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factors in the context of an assessment instrument, a decision was made not to weight the 

scoring of the items on the basis of the results of the meta-analysis. It is hoped that future 

applications of the scale to samples with recidivism data will help in deciding which 

scoring methods will be most effective in predicting reoffending. 

Developmental History 

A history of sexual abuse was rated on a three-point scale (0 = none, 1 = 

suspected [unsubstantiated CPS notifications and/or parent report] and 2 = definitely 

present). If there was a substantiated notification of sexual abuse reported by a child 

protection agency, yet the individual denied any sexual abuse, they were still rated a two. 

A history of physical abuse was rated on a three-point scale (0 = none, 1 = 

infrequent/episodic, 2 = frequent/severe). If the individual had a substantiated child 

protection notice relating to physical abuse, they were automatically rated a two. The 

response categories for the physical abuse item differed from the sexual abuse item due to 

the conceptualisations used in past studies.  

 Criminal History 

Previous non-sexual and sexual offending were both rated on a three-point scale 

(0 = None, 1 = self-reported [or parent-reported], and 2 = official records). Official 

records included police cautions, arrests, or convictions. This item format was used to 

capture both undetected and officially detected offending behaviour. 

 Offence-related 

 Offence-related variables derived from the meta-analysis included the nature of 

the index sexual offence, victim selection factors, and the extent of force or violence in 

the offence. Individuals received ratings for whether the index offence included non-
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contact sexual offending (0 = no, 1 = yes). The number of victims was dichotomised so 

that 0 = one victim and 1 = two or more victims. Victim age was coded as 0 = child 

victim (under the age of 12), 1 = peer victim (approximately the same age as the 

offender) and 2 = adult victim (over the age of 18 and older than the offender). The 

presence of a stranger victim was scored dichotomously (0 = no, 1 = yes). The item “use 

of threats or force in the index offence” was coded 0 = no, 1 = verbal threats/intimidation, 

2 = minimum physical restraint used (i.e., instrumental to the commission of the 

offence(s)), and 3 = overt physical force (i.e., aggression beyond that necessary to the 

completion of the sexual offence(s)).  

  Sexual Deviance 

Sexual deviance was assessed using one item (0 = not present/unknown, 1 = 

unhealthy sexual attitudes, 2 = suspected deviant interests; 3 = self-reported deviant 

interests). An effort was made to conceptualise this variable broadly so that if the 

offender either admitted to sexually fantasising about the victim at any point prior to the 

offence they were rated a “3”. An attempt was made to capture both the content (i.e., 

sexual fantasies regarding rape and/or children) and form (attitudes, interests, and 

fantasies) of sexual deviance. The sexual attitudes domain was assessed in the current 

study using individual’s scores on measures routinely administered by GAFATC in the 

assessment process - the Adolescent Cognitions Scale (ACS; Hunter, Becker, Kaplan, & 

Goodwin, 1991) or the PHASE sexual attitudes questionnaire (Gray & Wallace, 1992). If 

the individual endorsed items on these measures relating to cognitive distortions 

regarding the sexualisation of children (e.g., children being able to consent to sexual 
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activity, children not telling anyone about meaning they enjoy it) or rape (e.g., most girls 

want to get raped) they were scored a “1”. 

Table 6.1 

Items on the Juvenile Risk Assessment Checklist (J-RAC) 

Item Codes Score 
1. History of Sexual Abuse  No 

Suspected 
Yes 

0 
1 
2 

2. History of Physical  Abuse No 
Infrequent/episodic 
Frequent/severe 

0 
1 
2 

3. History of Non-Sexual 
Offending 

Any prior non-sexual offences: 
No 
Self-reported  
Official records 

 
0 
1 
2 

4. History of Sexual Offending 
Behaviour 

Any prior offences or 
behaviour: 
No 
Self-reported 
Official records 

 
 

0 
1 
2 

5. Non-contact Index Sexual 
Offence(s) 

No 
Yes 

0 
1 

6. Use of Threats/Force in Index 
Offence 

No 
Verbal threats/intimidation 
Minimum physical restraint 
Overt physical force 

0 
1 
2 
 

3 
7. Number of Victims: One victim 

2+ victims 
0 
1 

8. Victim Age (index offence) Child victim (<12) 
Peer victim 
Adult victim 

0 
1 
2 

9. Stranger Victims (index) No 
Yes 

0 
1 

10. Sexual Deviance Not present 
Unhealthy attitudes 
Suspected interests 
Self-reported interests 

0 
1 
2 
3 

11. Antisocial Behaviour No 
Some evidence 
Pattern 

0 
1 
2 

12. Antisocial Personality No 
1 Characteristic 
2+ Characteristics 

0 
1 
2 
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Antisocial Orientation 

An antisocial orientation was assessed using two items: the presence of antisocial 

behaviour (0 = no, 1 = some evidence, 2 = pattern) and the presence of antisocial 

personality traits (0 = none, 1 = one characteristic, 2 = two or more characteristics). 

Antisocial orientation was then obtained by summing these two items. The antisocial 

behaviour item was rated based on parent or school reports (e.g., suspensions for 

fighting) as well as scores that fell in the clinical range on the Child Behaviour Checklist 

(CBCL; Achenbach, 1991). The antisocial personality item was rated primarily based on 

therapist reports. The following characteristics were included: impulsivity, narcissim or 

callous-unemotional traits (measured by the Antisocial Process Screening Device, Frick 

& Hare, 2001), a lack of remorse or guilt regarding their offence(s), a lack of victim 

empathy and a reported lack of consequential thinking. A copy of the J-RAC scoring 

manual can be found in Appendix G. 

6.2.2.2 The Juvenile Sex Offender Assessment Protocol: Version 2 (J-SOAP-II; 

Prentky & Righthand, 2003) 

The J-SOAP-II was designed to assess the risk of a JSO committing further sexual 

offences. It consists of four subscales; two assessing static domains and two assessing 

dynamic factors. The two static subscales include the Sexual Drive/Preoccupation scale 

(using eight items to assess deviant sexuality) and the Antisocial/Impulsive scale 

(containing eight items). The two dynamic subscales include the Intervention subscale, 

assessing seven motivational and treatment-related factors and the Community Stability 

subscale, which assesses the juvenile’s support systems in the community using five 

items.  
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Prentky and Righthand (2003) reported that the internal consistency of the J-

SOAP-II’s four subscales ranged from .68 to .73, with the Intervention subscale 

demonstrating a high level of internal reliability (α = .85). In the current study, Scale I 

(Sexual Drive/Preoccupation) possessed a good level of internal consistency (α = .67; N 

= 76). Scale II (Impulsive, Antisocial Behaviour) demonstrated a high level of internal 

consistency (α = .81; N = 77), Scale III (Intervention) also possessed a high degree of 

internal consistency (α = .82; N = 73), while Scale IV (Community Stability/Adjustment) 

also demonstrated an acceptable level of internal consistency (α = .73; N = 61). The 

relatively low reliability of the Sexual Drive/Preoccupation scale, compared to the 

remainder of the subscales, is possibly a reflection of (a) a degree of subjectivity on the 

part of raters in terms of assessing sexual deviance, (b) the difficulty in assessing the 

construct of sexual deviance in this population, and/or (c) the diversity of items on the 

scale (e.g., history of sexual offending, victim characteristics, and sexualised aggression). 

 

6.2.3 Procedure 

 Once the J-RAC had been developed, the author scored the instrument from the 

files of 82 GAFATC JSO clients who had consented to research participation. It took 

approximately 30 minutes per participant to score the measure. The majority of these 

clients (N = 80) had J-SOAP-II ratings in their files from the clinicians who had assessed 

and/or treated them. Two clients did not have J-SOAP-II ratings because they were 

considered to be non-contact offenders and the J-SOAP-II is not supposed to be applied 

to those individuals (Prentky & Righthand, 2003). Sample sizes varied for the various J-

SOAP-II scales as some JSOs had not received ratings for Scale III and/or Scale IV. 
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Whether the juvenile had been placed in detention or in the community after his index 

sexual offence was also coded. Another assessor (a postgraduate forensic psychology 

student trained by the author) scored the J-RAC on a sub-sample of 35 of these files for 

the purposes of inter-rater reliability. After the files were scored, the two independent 

assessors met to discuss discrepancies and potential problems in the scoring of the J-

RAC. This was done to refine the items for future use and no changes to the data were 

made as a result of these discussions. 

 

6.3 Results 

 All statistics were obtained using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) version 12.0 based on the first raters’ scores on 82 GAFATC clients. Descriptive 

statistics were obtained for responses to the J-RAC items. The internal consistency of the 

two components of the J-RAC – the sexual and non-sexual recidivism scales – was then 

examined using Cronbach’s alpha. The inter-rater reliability of the items and scale scores 

of the J-RAC was assessed by obtaining Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICCs). The 

convergent validity of the J-RAC was then examined by correlating scores on the two 

scales with scores on the J-SOAP-II scales. A statistical comparison of the scores of JSOs 

in detention with those in the community on the two scales was performed to establish 

the discriminant validity of the J-RAC. 

 

6.3.1 Descriptive Statistics 
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 Descriptive statistics for the J-SOAP-II and the J-RAC were obtained to (a) assess 

the distribution of participants’ scores and (b) to provide detailed statistical information 

for future meta-analysts. 

Table 6.2 

Descriptive Statistics for Scales of the J-SOAP-II and the J-RAC 

Instrument/Scale N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 

J-SOAP-II      
  Scale I 80 0 10 2.73 2.48 
  Scale II 80 0 14 6.40 4.08 
  Scale III 79 0 14 7.29 3.46 
  Scale IV 65 0 10 2.72 2.39 
  Static Score 80 1 25 9.23 5.30 
  Dynamic Score 67 0 42 10.69 6.07 
  Total Score 65 2 36 18.8 8.61 
J-RAC      
  SR Score 82 0 11 3.71 2.14 
  NSR Score 82 1 14 6.90 2.65 
NOTE: NSR = Non-sexual Recidivism; SR = Sexual Recidivism 

 

6.3.2 Internal Consistency of the J-RAC 

Considering that the items on each scale do not tap into the same content domain 

but instead consist of items assessing different constructs one would not expect a high 

level of internal consistency. All items had to be recoded into a present/absent format to 

obtain Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimates (refer to Table 6.3).  

As Table 6.3 shows, the sexual recidivism subscale possessed a Cronbach’s alpha 

of .32 (N = 82), well below the acceptable level of .70. Similarly, the non-sexual 

recidivism subscale possessed a low degree of internal consistency (α = .38; N = 82). 

This finding is not surprising as some items (e.g., a stranger victim) would not be 

expected to necessarily correlate with other items (e.g., a history of physical abuse). In 
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fact, the negative item-total correlation corresponding to sexual deviance is indicative of 

the multi-dimensional nature of the reasons for continued offending. 

Table 6.3 

Item-Total Correlations, Alpha if Item Deleted, and Alpha Coefficients for the J-RAC. 

 
Item Item-Total R Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Alpha 

Sexual Recidivism Scale    
  Stranger victim .15 .28  
  Physical abuse history .22 .23  
  Sexual deviance -.06 .41  
  Non-contact offending .20 .26  
  Number of victims .13 .29  
  Past sex offending .32 .35  
  Past non-sex offending .05 .35  
  Total Score   .32 
Non-Sexual Recidivism 
Scale 

   

  Past non-sex offending .30 .21  
  Sexual abuse history .07 .37  
  Antisocial behaviour .44 .20  
  Antisocial personality .01 .42  
  Child victim .09 .37  
  Physical abuse history .21 .27  
  Use of threats/force .08 .37  
  Total Score   .38 
 

 

6.3.3 Inter-rater Reliability of the J-RAC 

 In the context of risk assessment, and particularly considering the nature of the J-

RAC in terms of the two scales, it is perhaps more important to consider the extent to 

which the scores of two independent assessors correspond rather than the internal 

reliability of various scales. ICCs were obtained with a one-way random effects model 

specification in line with Worling (2004).  
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As can be noted from Table 6.4, the majority of the items on the J-RAC possessed 

high inter-rater reliability coefficients. Three items possessed ICCs below 0.60. 

Antisocial personality obtained a relatively low ICC with the first rater assigning fewer 

antisocial personality traits than the second rater. Discussions between the two raters 

revealed that this was possibly due to (a) difficulties in assessing the degree to which 

certain personality characteristics (e.g., poor perspective taking) could be classified as 

being exclusively antisocial or (b) inconsistencies between scores on self-report measures 

and therapist perceptions. Both raters examined psychometric test results of participants 

yet it appeared that the first rater placed greater weight on therapist reports. While non-

contact sex offending received a moderately low ICC this value was based on a relatively 

small discrepancy of four offenders. Sexual deviance received the lowest ICC and 

discussions between the raters suggested that rater 1 focused primarily on evidence of 

internal/intra-psychic factors while rater 2 concentrated on self-reports of sexual 

behaviour. Both sexual recidivism and non-sexual recidivism scale scores possessed high 

inter-rater reliability coefficients (above .80). 
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Table 6.4 

Inter-rater Reliability of the J-RAC Items and Scale Scores 

Item Rater 1 Rater 2 ICC 
History of sexual abuse 
     None 
     Suspected 
     Yes 

 
26 
5 
4 

 
29 
3 
3 
 

 
.93 

History of physical abuse 
     None 
     Infrequent/episodic 
     Frequent/severe 

 
17 
6 

12 

 
19 
5 

11 
 

 
.92 

Past non-sexual offending 
     None 
     Self-reported 
     Official 

 
18 
2 

15 

 
19 
1 

15 
 

 
.93 

Past sexual offending 
     None 
     Self-reported 
     Official 

 
27 
4 
4 

 
30 
2 
3 
 

 
.74 

Non-contact index offence 
     No 
     Yes 

 
31 
4 

 
34 
1 
 

 
.54 

Use of threats/force 
     None 
     Verbal 
     Physical restraint 
     Physical violence 

 
18 
8 
7 
2 

 
19 
5 
6 
5 
 

 
 

.80 

Number of victims 
     One 
     Two or more 

 
28 
7 

 
28 
7 
 

 
1.00 

Victim age (index) 
     Child (< 12) 
     Peer 
     Adult 

 
16 
13 
6 

 
18 
12 
5 
 

 
 

.96 

Stranger victim (index) 
     No 
     Yes 

 
30 
5 

 
30 
5 
 

 
1.00 

Sexual deviance 
     None 
     Unhealthy attitudes 
     Suspected interests 
     Self-reported interests 

 
15 
14 
0 
6 

 
16 
16 
2 
1 
 

 
 

.38 
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Table 6.4 (cont.) 

Antisocial behaviour 
     None 
     Some evidence 
     Pattern 

 
8 

11 
16 

 
7 
8 

20 
 

 
 

.89 

Antisocial personality 
     None 
     1 characteristic 
     2+ characteristics 

 
19 
7 
9 

 
4 

17 
14 

 

 
 

.53 

Sexual Recidivism Scale M = 3.71 
SD = 2.65 

M = 2.91 
SD = 2.15 

 

.81 

Non-Sexual Recidivism 
Scale 

M = 6.9 
SD = 2.65 

M = 7.6 
SD = 2.7 

 

.83 

 

6.3.4 Convergent Validity of the J-RAC 

 In order to establish the measure’s convergent validity, correlations were obtained 

between scores on the J-RAC and scores on the J-SOAP-II scales (see Table 6.5). 

Table 6.5  

Correlations between the J-RAC and J-SOAP-II Scales 

 Sexual Recidivism Total 
Score 

Non-sexual Recidivism 
Total Score 

J-SOAP-II Scale I (N= 80)    .349** .014 
J-SOAP-II Scale II (N= 80)    .427**    .537** 
J-SOAP-II Scale III (N= 79) .025  .272* 
J-SOAP-II Scale IV (N= 65)    .425**  .275* 
J-SOAP-II Static Score (N= 
80) 

   .498**   .424** 

J-SOAP-II Dynamic Score 
(N= 67) 

.180  .287* 

J-SOAP-II Total Score (N= 
65) 

   .424**   .451** 

* p < .05 
** p< .01 
 

As can be noted from Table 6.5, the sexual recidivism scale of the J-RAC 

possessed significant positive correlations with all J-SOAP-II scales apart from the 
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Intervention scale and the total Dynamic score (comprised of Scales III and IV). The non-

sexual recidivism scale of the J-RAC possessed significant positive correlations with all 

J-SOAP-II scales except for the Sexual Drive/Preoccupation scale (Scale I). These 

findings provide some support for the convergent validity of the J-RAC in that 

individuals scoring high on the J-SOAP-II tend to also score highly on the J-RAC. 

 

6.3.5 Discriminant Validity of the J-RAC 

 Of the 82 JSOs in the sample, 22 had been placed in detention and 58 were given 

community-based orders (data was missing on the sentencing of two JSOs). Since a 

directional hypothesis was specified, a one-tailed significance level of .10 was adopted 

(Schwartz & Dalgleish, 1982). Those JSOs in detention possessed significantly higher 

mean scores on the sexual recidivism scale (M = 4.4, SD = 2.3) than JSOs in the 

community (M = 3.5, SD = 2.02; t (78) = -1.7, p < .10). However, it should be noted that 

the mean scores did not appear to differ much between the groups and that this 

differences was not significant at the 0.05 level of significance. JSOs in detention 

possessed significantly higher scores on the non-sexual recidivism scale (M = 8.45, SD = 

2.11) than JSOs in the community (M = 6.33, SD = 2.63; t ( 78) = -3.4, p < .01).  

 
 

6.4 Discussion 

The aim of this study was to develop a risk assessment instrument for JSOs and 

assess its psychometric properties. Support was found for the inter-rater reliability and 

convergent validity of the J-RAC while only partial support was found for the 

discriminant validity of the instrument. The two scales possessed low internal 
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consistency, which was expected based upon the multidimensional nature of the sexual 

and non-sexual recidivism scales. Internal consistency refers to the extent to which 

individual items tap into the same construct. In the case of scales containing different 

constructs as the items, such as the J-RAC and other risk assessment tools, the internal 

consistency is rarely reported in the sex offender risk assessment field. For instance, the 

Static-99 contains 10 items, each assessing different constructs, that are added to produce 

a risk score and its internal consistency has not been described. Thornton et al.’s (2003) 

validation study of the Risk Matrix 2000, an adult sex offender risk tool with sexual and 

non-sexual scales, did not make mention of the internal consistency of the scales.  

The existing risk assessment tools for JSOs are structured in terms of content 

domains and do not specifically address the risk of sexual and non-sexual recidivism 

separately. The J-RAC, on the other hand, is organised in terms of two scales that are 

designed to provide separate estimates of the extent to which JSOs are at risk for 

engaging in future sexual and non-sexual offending, respectively. It is for this reason that 

the two scales of the J-RAC possessed poor internal consistency. In contrast to the 

ERASOR and J-SOAP-II scales, the items on each of the J-RAC scales were empirically 

derived from the meta-analyses and each item assesses a somewhat distinct construct 

from the other items on each scale.  

Most of the items on the J-RAC possessed high inter-rater reliability coefficients, 

suggesting that the measure is relatively straightforward to score. The problematic items 

tended to be those that assessed areas typically found to be difficult to assess in this 

population, that is, sexual deviance and antisocial orientation. Regardless of individual 

item inter-rater reliability, both scale scores possessed high inter-rater coefficients. The 
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significant correlations between the scales of the J-RAC and the J-SOAP-II supported the 

convergent validity of the J-RAC. The discriminant validity of the tool was also 

established with JSOs in detention scoring significantly higher on the sexual and non-

sexual recidivism scales than JSOs in the community, thus supporting the hypothesis.  

 The inter-rater reliability of the J-RAC items was examined by comparing paired 

ratings of the files of 35 JSOs. The items with excellent ICCs were static items that are 

typically easy to score from file information. For example, both raters scored the stranger 

victim and number of victims items in exactly the same fashion. Interestingly, the history 

of sexual offending behaviour item possessed a lower ICC than the other static items. 

This could be due to a conceptualisation of this variable that extended beyond simply 

official records and the subsequent difficulty in deciding upon what constitutes a sexual 

offence. The presence of non-contact sex offending behaviour also possessed a relatively 

low ICC. This was mainly due to the first rater coding the item as any non-contact sex 

offending behaviour in the index offence rather than simply looking at the official 

charge(s). This issue may be overcome with future revisions of the coding manual. 

 The sexual deviance item also possessed a relatively low ICC and this could be 

explained by the first rater assigning more sexually deviant interest scores to the JSOs. 

Sexually deviant interests was assessed more broadly than in previous research as the 

presence of sexual fantasies involving the victim prior to the offence was coded as sexual 

deviance. Moreover, the construct of sexual deviance has been recognised as difficult to 

assess in juvenile populations (Nguyen et. al., in press). Antisocial orientation was 

assessed using two items and the assessment of antisocial personality was somewhat 

discrepant between the two raters. This could be due to the difficulty in assessing 
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personality traits from file information and a tendency on the part of the second rater to 

assign more antisocial personality traits. The inclusion of measures such as the PCL:YV 

as a routine component of JSO assessment may aid in the standardised assessment of 

antisocial personality traits amongst juveniles.  

Regardless of findings concerning the individual items, the total sexual and non-

sexual recidivism scales scores obtained high inter-rater reliability coefficients, providing 

support for the notion that two independent assessors using this measure will be likely to 

arrive at the same determination of risk for a given offender. Future research could also 

assess the extent to which more than two raters correspond in terms of their ratings on the 

J-RAC. It is also possible that inter-rater reliability may be enhanced through the use of 

larger sample sizes. 

 The significant correlations between the J-RAC and J-SOAP-II provided support 

for the convergent validity of the J-RAC. The sexual recidivism scale was significantly 

and positively correlated with all scales of the J-SOAP-II except for the Treatment and 

Dynamic scales. This is not surprising considering that the items on the Treatment scale 

assess the juvenile’s attitude to treatment and change as opposed to the rather static items 

contained on the sexual recidivism scale of the J-RAC. The J-RAC was designed to 

assess risk prior to treatment so the added inclusion of the J-SOAP as a treatment-

sensitive measure can help to enhance risk assessment. The non-sexual recidivism scale 

was significantly and positively correlated with nearly all J-SOAP-II scales, possessing 

its strongest relationship to the Antisocial/Impulsive scale. Interestingly, this scale did not 

correlate with the Sexual Drive/Preoccupation scale. This finding is consistent with 

Doren’s (2004) conceptualization of the independent risk factors corresponding to sexual 
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deviance and antisocial orientation and provides further support for the existence of these 

independent constructs in the JSO population. The result also adds further support to the 

meta-analytic findings of the first two studies in that it appears that sexual deviance and 

antisocial orientation are constructs that contribute distinctly to the risk of sexual and 

non-sexual recidivism, respectively.  

Despite the J-RAC and J-SOAP-II being structured differently, with the former 

concerned with the type of recidivism JSOs are likely to engage in and the latter 

organised around content domains, JSOs who score highly on one measure will also tend 

to score higher on the other tool. This suggests that the two measures may compliment 

each other to provide a more detailed and specific risk assessment in clinical practice. 

Future research is needed to examine the extent to which the ERASOR correlates with 

both instruments. This was not done in the current study due to time constraints and 

because the ERASOR is not routinely used as part of the GAFATC assessment protocol. 

 The discriminant validity of the J-RAC was partially established by comparing 

JSOs who received detention orders with those living in the community. JSOs in 

detention scored significantly higher than community-based JSOs on both the sexual and 

non-sexual recidivism scales. However, it should be noted that the sexual recidivism 

scale could not be said to adequately discriminate between the two groups. There are at 

least two possible explanations for this finding. First, the items themselves may possess 

relatively poor discriminative validity due to, for instance, the problem of attempting to 

rate a complex construct such as sexual deviance using a three-point scale. Second, the 

low inter-rater reliability of some items may have limited the extent to which the overall 

scale could statistically discriminate between the two groups. Consistent with research on 
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the ERASOR and J-SOAP-II, JSOs who are rated as higher risk on the non-sexual 

recidivism scale of the J-RAC were more likely to have been placed in detention. 

Considering that the non-sexual scale in particular assesses criminal history variables 

along with an antisocial orientation, this finding suggests that those JSOs who possess a 

more extensive criminal history, and may possess more antisocial personality 

characteristics, are more likely to be placed in detention once convicted for a sexual 

offence.  

 

6.4.1 Conclusion 

This study established the psychometric properties of a new risk assessment tool 

that was empirically derived from the existing international research base on JSOs – the 

J-RAC. While the two J-RAC scales possessed low internal consistency coefficients this 

was expected given that these scales are both multidimensional in nature. The inter-rater 

reliability was high to excellent for most of the J-RAC items and the J-RAC correlated 

significantly with the J-SOAP-II. Moreover, the J-RAC overcomes the limitations of the 

J-SOAP-II with its capacity to be scored on JSOs who commit non-contact offences, 

JSOs who may deny their offences, and JSOs in detention. The J-RAC’s ability to 

discriminate between different offender groups was also established. It should be 

mentioned that at this stage the J-RAC is not intended to determine levels of risk but this 

study represents the initial steps in developing and validating the instrument. The final 

chapter places the findings of this thesis within the broader context of JSO risk 

assessment theory and practice. 
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Chapter Seven 

General Discussion 

 

 The overall aim of this thesis was to develop a risk assessment tool for use with 

JSOs. A thorough statistical analysis of the existing empirical research on predictors of 

JSO recidivism was undertaken in order to advance this purpose. Through accumulation 

of study findings, the meta-analytic approach compensated for the low sexual recidivism 

base rate characteristic of JSOs. The use of meta-analytic procedures provided an 

empirical backdrop to scale development as well as identifying those risk factors that 

relate to sexual and non-sexual recidivism robustly across international studies. The 

results supported Worling and Langstrom’s (2003) contention that risk factors for sexual 

and non-sexual recidivism of JSOs need to be considered separately. The meta-analyses 

were able to identify risk factors that were specific to each type as well as variables that 

were relevant only for sexual or non-sexual recidivism.  

On the basis of the meta-analytic results, a risk assessment checklist for JSOs was 

constructed to provide separate estimates of risk of JSOs engaging in sexual and non-

sexual recidivism. The major strength of the J-RAC is its empirical grounding in the 

application of meta-analytic techniques to research on JSOs. In this way, the instrument 

is not unduly influenced by past research on adult sex offenders or other types of juvenile 

delinquents. This chapter reviews the findings from the three studies making up this 

thesis, discusses the theoretical implications of the meta-analytic results, and the practical 

implications of the development of the J-RAC. Limitations of the thesis are also 
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presented along with recommendations for future research and practice in the JSO risk 

assessment field. 

 

7.1 The Meta-analyses 

A meta-analysis of risk factors for sexual recidivism found seven variables to be 

reliably associated with an increased likelihood of sexual reoffending. These were the 

presence of a stranger victim in the index sexual offence, a history of physical abuse in 

the offender’s background, sexual deviance, a non-contact index sexual offence, a greater 

number of victims, a history of sexual offending, and a history of non-sexual offending. 

These results were somewhat consistent with previous reviews concluding that stranger 

victims were important in predicting risk of sexual recidivism (Hanson & Bussière, 1998; 

Worling & Langstrom, 2003) yet were in conflict with Lee et al.’s (2003) meta-analysis. 

Consistent with previous reviews and theoretical models of risk (e.g., Doren, 2004), 

sexual deviance was found to be a reliable risk factor for sexual reoffending. However, 

no previous study has considered a non-contact offence or a history of physical abuse to 

be important risk factors for sexual recidivism. These results help to shed further light on 

possible reasons for continued sexual offending among JSOs. Support was also found for 

the application of Ward and Beech’s (2004) etiological model of risk to JSOs. For 

example, distal developmental factors (e.g., physical and/or sexual abuse) emerged as 

reliable predictors, as well as static/historical markers of vulnerability (e.g., criminal 

history variables). Further, acute dynamic factors, such as sexually deviant interests, 

emerged as important for understanding sexual recidivism among JSOs. 
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A meta-analysis of risk factors for non-sexual recidivism found six variables to be 

reliably associated with the likelihood of non-sexual reoffending. These included a 

history of non-sexual offending, a history of sexual abuse (negative relationship), the 

presence of an antisocial orientation, a child victim in the index sexual offence, a history 

of physical abuse, and the use of threats or force in the index sexual offence. In line with 

previous meta-analyses of non-sexual recidivism among adult sex offenders and 

criminological theory, a history of non-sexual offending was found to be the strongest 

risk factor for non-sexual recidivism among JSOs. A history of physical abuse was a 

predictor of non-sexual recidivism. Interestingly, no previous research on this population 

has found that abuse in the offender’s background, either sexual or physical, contributes 

to a decreased or increased risk of non-sexual recidivism, respectively. However, 

physical abuse has been identified as a risk factor for offending in the developmental 

literature (e.g., Fergusson & Lynskey, 1997). Sexually offending against a child victim 

was associated with a decreased risk of non-sexual recidivism and is consistent with past 

reviews concluding that rapists are more likely to engage in further non-sexual offending 

(Hanson & Bussière, 1998).  

The first two studies improved upon previous JSO recidivism reviews through the 

adoption of a systematic and transparent meta-analytic process. The meta-analyses 

included a greater number of studies (that could be either published or unpublished), used 

an effect size (d) that is not unduly influenced by the low sexual recidivism base rate and 

took into account the risk of both sexual and non-sexual recidivism. This allows one to 

place greater confidence in the findings and consequently in the practice of conducting 

risk assessments with this population when using an instrument based on these results. 
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The meta-analyses served four primary goals. First, they helped to make sense of 

the JSO recidivism literature with regard to identifying those risk factors that consistently 

relate to recidivism across the existing international studies. Second, they were able to 

identify risk factors that were common and unique to sexual and non-sexual recidivism 

among JSOs. No previous individual study or narrative review has been able to 

adequately accomplish this goal. Third, the meta-analyses went some way towards 

advancing a theoretical model of JSO recidivism risk. Finally, the meta-analyses 

contributed to the advancement of JSO risk assessment practice through the creation of a 

risk assessment tool, the J-RAC, which is designed to provide separate estimates of risk 

of JSOs engaging in sexual and non-sexual recidivism.  

 

7.2 Theoretical Implications of the Meta-analyses: Illuminating Explanatory Constructs 

 The meta-analyses and the subsequent development of the J-RAC have important 

implications in terms of existing theories as well as bringing to light other constructs that 

may not be adequately captured in current sex offender recidivism risk models. In 

keeping with current debate in the sex offender literature (e.g., Smallbone & Wortley, 

2004), the extent to which juveniles are sex offender specialists or generalists has been a 

major theme of the current research. The results suggest that sex offender specialists may 

possess characteristics that emerged under meta-analytic conditions to be uniquely related 

to sexual recidivism. These include having offended against a stranger victim, the 

presence of sexual deviance, a non-contact sexual offence, a history of sexual offending, 

and sexually offending against a greater number of victims. On the other hand, variables 

that may point to a juvenile generalist offender are those that emerged as unique risk 
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factors for non-sexual recidivism as well as variables that were relevant to both sexual 

and non-sexual recidivism. In particular, a history of non-sexual offending, a history of 

physical abuse in the offender’s background, the presence of an antisocial orientation, not 

having a history of sexual abuse and not committing a sexual offence against a child, and 

the use of threats or force in the index sexual offence.  

The current study provided partial support for Doren’s (2004) three-factor model 

of sexual recidivism, which includes sexual deviance, antisocial orientation, and 

detachment. The presence of a stranger victim in the index sexual offence (a proposed 

sign of detachment) was the strongest predictor of sexual recidivism while sexual 

deviance was uniquely related to sexual reoffending. While Doren places strong emphasis 

upon sexual deviance and antisociality, it appears as though, when applying this model to 

youth, the role of detachment assumes a more prominent position. This notion is further 

supported by the fact that an antisocial orientation did not emerge as an important risk 

factor for sexual recidivism among JSOs. Rather, this variable was a strong predictor of 

non-sexual recidivism and may exert its influence (on sexual and non-sexual recidivism) 

through a developing history of non-sexual offences.  

According to social learning theory, a history of being sexually abused is thought 

to be a risk factor for later sexual offending (Kobayashi et al., 1995). The current thesis 

did not support this notion. In fact, a history of sexual abuse was found to be negatively 

related to non-sexual recidivism, suggesting that juveniles who have experienced sexual 

abuse may be less likely to engage in other (non-sexual) types of offending. This finding 

needs to be considered in terms of the variables that emerged as significant in the meta-

analyses. Sexual deviance was related to sexual recidivism and it may be that for some 
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juveniles this proclivity emerges as a result of being sexually abused. Therefore, sexually 

abusive experiences earlier in life may lead to sexual deviance and associated cognitive 

distortions, which may then increase the chances of repeated sexual offending. Being 

physically abused was a risk factor for both sexual and non-sexual recidivism and this 

result, in part, may be explained through a social learning process (e.g., Kobayashi et al., 

1995). It is possible that offenders who have experienced physical abuse may have learnt 

to use physical means in order to achieve their goals, be it sexual or otherwise. 

All of the components of Ward and Beech’s (2004) model were present to one 

degree or another in the meta-analyses. There was evidence of distal developmental 

factors (physical and sexual abuse), static/historical markers (criminal history), and 

psychological dispositions (sexual deviance and antisocial orientation). There appears to 

be some justification for the extension of this model to juveniles and to the explanation of 

non-sexual recidivism among sexual offenders. 

To date, a theoretical account of JSO recidivism does not exist. Instead, pieces of 

the puzzle are put together using the rationale of existing general psychological theories 

(e.g., social learning theory) and/or models based upon the adult sex offender literature. 

The following section outlines a theoretical model of JSO recidivism based upon the 

current findings. 

 

7.2.1 Toward a Theoretical Model of Juvenile Sex Offender Recidivism 

While some variables that emerged through the meta-analyses already hold a 

place in current theory, it is necessary to further develop and integrative theoretical model 

that includes variables not discussed in existing theory. It is proposed that distal 
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background abusive experiences may lead to the development of an offence history, the 

index sexual offence, and future offending. Being physically abused in childhood may 

contribute to the development of an antisocial orientation, resulting in the behavioural 

outcome of a history of non-sexual and/or sexual offending prior to the index sexual 

offence. Being sexually abused in childhood may be a sufficient, but not necessary, 

condition for the development of sexual deviance in adolescence, though it is possible 

that physical abuse may also play a role here. In its mildest form, sexual deviance may 

manifest in the form of cognitive distortions that normalise sexual contact with children 

and/or coercion to achieve sexual goals. When combined with antisocial characteristics 

such as callousness, a lack of remorse, and a lack of victim-specific empathy, along with 

situational variables not assessed in the current study, repetitive sexual offending may 

result.  

Characteristics of the index sexual offence, which are more proximal to 

recidivism and are likely to be influenced by the above factors, may account for variance 

in future offending. It is likely that juvenile non-contact sexual offenders, such as 

exhibitionists, are influenced more by sexual deviance factors than antisocial traits. 

Offending against a stranger, however, could be the result of impulsivity, opportunism, or 

criminal sophistication (possibly related to an antisocial orientation) and the extent to 

which strangers are selected on the basis of sexual fantasy remains unexplored but is a 

possibility. The presence of a stranger victim has been alluded to by Doren (2004) and 

Lalumiere and Quinsey (1996) as representative of detachment, however a more thorough 

exploration of the motives for offending against strangers is needed. The use of threats or 
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force in the index sexual offence is believed to reflect a proclivity toward violence to 

achieve one’s goals and is most likely tied to an antisocial orientation.  

Youth who sexually offend against children will not be at increased risk of 

sexually or non-sexually reoffending relative to other types of JSOs. This may be due to 

the consequences of initial offending in terms of the effects on the juvenile’s family 

(especially if the victim was intra-familial), the negative connotations of being labelled a 

sex offender, the deterrent effect of the criminal justice system, and/or receiving 

treatment in the follow-up period.  

There appear to be theoretical gaps in our understanding of the offence pathways 

of juvenile recidivists. Explanatory mechanisms are needed to account for the links 

between abusive experiences, sexual deviance, antisocial orientation, initial offending 

and reoffending. These explanatory mechanisms need to be articulated in the risk 

assessment process (Kroner, 2005). More attention needs to be directed towards 

understanding the events that occur between the index sexual offence and the reoffence. 

Immediate post-offence experiences are more proximal to reoffending and may include 

the offender’s attitude toward the offence, experiences of being arrested and interviewed 

by police, understanding of the criminal justice process, whether the case was diverted to 

restorative justice conferencing, the offender’s perception that s/he was treated fairly by 

the criminal justice system, the effects of any incarceration (e.g., exposure to deviant 

peers, abuse from other inmates, a perception that detention is better than the outside 

world), and experiences in the community such as access to victims and external support 

systems. A more comprehensive theoretical account of JSO recidivism can be developed 

with further empirical examination. A solid theoretical framework, including proposed 
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explanatory mechanisms, will allow for a more informed, grounded approach to risk 

assessment with JSOs. 

 

7.3 The Juvenile Risk Assessment Checklist (J-RAC) 

Based upon the meta-analytic results, the final study involved the construction of 

a risk assessment instrument for use with JSOs, the J-RAC, and cross-validated this 

instrument with a “new”, independent sample of JSOs. The J-RAC was designed to be a 

brief checklist of risk factors for JSO sexual and non-sexual recidivism. It contained 12 

items assessing 11 risk factors that emerged from the two meta-analyses. These items 

correspond to background abusive experiences (sexual abuse, physical abuse), criminal 

history (non-sexual and sexual offending), index sexual offence characteristics (stranger 

victim, number of victims, a child victim, non-contact sexual offending, and the use of 

threats or force) sexual deviance, and antisocial orientation (behaviour and personality). 

Overall, the inter-rater reliability of the items and scale scores was established so that 

public confidence in its application may be justified. Previous research has also found the 

J-SOAP-II and ERASOR to have good inter-rater reliability. The convergent validity of 

the J-RAC was established through significant correlations with an existing JSO risk 

assessment measure, the J-SOAP-II. No previous study has correlated scores among two 

or more JSO risk assessment tools, though the J-SOAP-II has been found to correlate 

with the general juvenile offender risk tool, the YLS/CMI. Consequently, individuals’ 

risk levels determined by the J-RAC should also be consistent with their scores on the J-

SOAP-II. 
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The third study found further support for the independent contributions of sexual 

deviance to sexual recidivism and antisocial orientation to non-sexual recidivism, as the 

non-sexual scale of the J-RAC did not significantly correlate with the Sexual 

Drive/Preoccupation scale of the J-SOAP-II. The sexual and non-sexual scales of the J-

RAC were also found to possess discriminant validity in terms of differentiating JSOs 

placed in detention (high risk) from those in the community (low to medium risk). This is 

also consistent with research on the J-SOAP-II and ERASOR. The J-RAC may possess 

some advantages over the existing measures, in the form of being briefer and relatively 

straightforward to score as well as being able to assess a wider range of JSOs (e.g., non-

contact offenders). 

 

7.4 Practical Implications 

The thesis has made a significant contribution towards locating risk factors for 

recidivism, as well as aiding in clinical and legal decision-making regarding this 

population. The first aim of this research was to make sense of the diversity of findings in 

JSO studies to identify those variables that have a reliable, empirical link to recidivism. If 

an assessor decides upon using clinical judgment to make an estimate of risk, then at the 

very least this research has provided a set of empirical risk factors which may be 

incorporated in decision-making. In the context of risk assessment, it is important for 

assessors to outline the explanatory mechanisms through which these variables exert their 

influence. If a juvenile has offended against a stranger victim, the reasons for this need to 

be explored and may themselves become treatment targets. For instance, if a juvenile 

selected a stranger victim on the basis of impulsivity then a goal of treatment would be to 
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reduce impulsivity. How did that offender come into contact with that particular victim at 

that point in time? The answer to this question may then help to prevent future sexual 

offences. Sexual deviance needs to be carefully assessed, including aspects such as 

cognitive distortions regarding child sexuality and rape, sexual fantasies involving 

coercion and/or children, and the presence of diagnosable paraphilias.  

The following principles appear to guide best practice in the area of JSO risk 

assessment: (1) the adoption of empirically supported risk factors; (2) a measure that is 

brief and easy to score from available information; (3) two assessors should arrive at the 

same determination regarding a given individual’s risk of reoffending; (4) the measure is 

cross-validated on a sample that was not used in its inception; (5) it includes separate 

estimates of the likelihood of further sexual and non-sexual offending, respectively; (6) it 

strives to attain an accurate prediction of future offending behaviour; and (7) any risk 

assessment needs to be part of a broader assessment that takes into account 

developmental issues, uses psychometric measures where possible, and provides a 

balanced estimate of risk based on correspondence among a number of risk assessment 

scales. The current thesis attempted to follow these standards by empirically extracting 

risk factors from the existing JSO research base and developing a risk assessment 

checklist that was cross-validated on an independent sample and possessed good inter-

rater reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity.  

The issue of how to weight various items when scoring the J-RAC is also of 

importance. Should this be done solely on the basis of the meta-analyses? The first two 

studies can certainly provide a good starting point. Following this line of thought, an 

assessor estimating risk of sexual recidivism would place the most weight upon a stranger 
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victim, followed by a history of physical abuse. One would then consider the presence of 

sexual deviance and/or a non-contact sexual offence, followed by a greater number of 

victims, previous sexual offending and/or previous non-sexual offending. With regard to 

non-sexual recidivism, the most weight would be given to an offender’s history of 

previous non-sexual offending, followed by the presence of an antisocial orientation and 

a history of being sexually abused. Future research using samples of recidivists can begin 

to test out different weighting methods to see which approach attains the highest 

predictive accuracy. It should also be noted that in its current form, juveniles may obtain 

higher scores on the J-RAC due to the different response formats of items. For instance, 

sexual deviance is rated on a four-point scale while a stranger victim is rated on a two-

point scale. Future research is therefore needed to examine the most appropriate ways to 

code various items. The current version of the J-RAC represents the first phase of scale 

development and future revisions are expected. 

Very few risk assessment tools designed for use with JSOs currently exist in the 

literature and in this regard, the addition of a new empirically-grounded risk assessment 

tool is a significant contribution. With the aim of cross-validation, this thesis applied the 

J-RAC to an independent sample of JSOs. While some psychometric properties of the J-

RAC were established, the real test of a risk assessment tool is its ability to accurately 

predict recidivism. The next step, therefore, will be to obtain reoffending data on the 

GAFATC clients to assess the J-RAC’s predictive validity. Additionally, it is important 

for clinicians and researchers to contribute toward the development of a normative 

database of risk scores on the J-RAC, J-SOAP-II and ERASOR and to match these scores 

with actual numbers of recidivists in each risk category. In this way, the instrument 
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becomes more actuarially-focused and generates scores reflecting an individual’s level of 

risk relative to peers (Thornton et al., 2003). Assessors can then provide a relative risk 

estimate that informs others of the percentage of offenders in a given risk category that 

are likely to reoffend. 

 

7.5 Limitations 

 As mentioned previously, the meta-analysis can only be as good as the studies 

that go into it. Some variables not examined in the current meta-analyses may still make 

important contributions to our understanding of why juveniles reoffend. The studies 

subjected to meta-analytic investigation varied in terms of the length of follow-up and the 

extent to which juveniles received treatment during the follow-up period. It is also 

possible that some important variables were overlooked as they simply had not been 

included in enough primary studies. As the number of primary studies in this field 

increase, future meta-analyses may be able to take into account these factors. The 

addition of more studies will also allow for a systematic moderator analysis of 

methodological factors that may influence the results. 

The design of the J-RAC was heavily influenced by the development of the 

Static-99, which was based upon a meta-analysis of adult sex offender recidivism risk 

factors and has become one of the most widely used risk assessment tools in the adult 

field. Similar to the Static-99, the J-RAC is put forward as a brief, actuarial risk 

assessment tool rather than a comprehensive assessment battery. At this stage in its 

development, the J-RAC does not currently have the capability to assign JSOs to low, 

medium, and high risk categories. At the very least, it provides a list of empirical risk 
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factors for consideration in the context of a broader risk assessment strategy. The J-RAC 

needs to be tested on other samples for which recidivism data is available to identify 

appropriate cut-off scores for corresponding risk ratings. 

 

7.6 Implications for Future Research 

As mentioned in Chapter three, the meta-analytic method allows for a closer 

examination of the quality of various studies and can highlight methodological flaws 

and/or inconsistencies so that interpretation of effect sizes can be further enhanced. The 

majority of predictor variables used in the meta-analyses were coded from file 

information and very few studies had utilised psychometric measures to assess various 

constructs. Some variables may be relatively straightforward to code but other, more 

complex, psychological constructs (e.g., sexual deviance, antisocial orientation) may 

require psychometrically sound assessment instruments so that confidence in the 

reliability and validity of the construct itself can be enhanced. However, a balance must 

be made between an instrument that is brief and straightforward to score as opposed to 

one that draws upon a number of other psychometric measures. Future studies also need 

to assess what the developmentally appropriate sexual and antisocial benchmarks may be 

for a ‘typical’ juvenile to aid in our understanding of constructs such as sexual deviance 

and antisocial orientation. Survey-based research extending beyond clinical populations 

is needed to establish developmental norms with respect to sexuality and antisociality. 

Risk factors that did not emerge in the meta-analyses should not be completely 

discounted. Those variables that were not able to be included in the meta-analyses, such 

as SES, ethnicity, and sexual offending in a public area, also need to be included in future 
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primary studies. Particularly in the Australian context, it is important to examine the role 

that indigenous status may play in further sexual and non-sexual offending. A clearer 

understanding of how risk factors interact with each other to indirectly or directly 

influence a recidivist outcome is needed. The inclusion of post-offence variables is also 

needed to compensate for the current theoretical gaps mentioned previously. Future 

researchers must be aware that their research may be subjected to meta-analytic scrutiny 

and should therefore attempt to provide clear operationalisations of their variables, 

specify which groups of offenders were missing data at follow-up, and report sufficient 

statistical information to enable effect size computations. The meta-analysis can then be 

an ongoing process that is responsive to new research and feeds back into recidivism 

theory and risk assessment practice. 

There are still many questions to be answered with regard to sexual recidivists. 

For instance, a stranger victim was the strongest predictor of sexual recidivism yet the 

stability of such a victim selection strategy across index and recidivist offences remains 

unknown. The extent to which other aspects of sexual offending modus operandi remain 

stable across offences is also worthy of further investigation. There has not been a 

thorough examination of situational variables that may influence sexual and/or non-

sexual recidivism. A greater understanding of factors contributing to recidivism may be 

accomplished through in-depth interview-based qualitative follow-up studies of JSO 

recidivists. This approach could also be used to assess the extent to which non-contact 

sexual offences committed by juveniles can be explained by sexual compulsivity, as 

proposed by Johnson and Knight (2000), or whether they are a stepping stone to “hands-

on” sexual offending.  
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Future research must attempt to use broader definitions of recidivism including 

self-reports, breaches of probation orders, arrests/charges not proceeded with, and official 

convictions. Particularly given the low sexual recidivism base rate, researchers must try 

to seek out more than simply legal information regarding whether and when an individual 

sexually or non-sexually reoffended. One component of risk assessment for JSOs that has 

received relatively little attention is that of protective factors. Future research needs to 

look more closely at the “desisters”, that is, JSOs who commit a sexual offence yet do not 

engage in any known reoffending. Understanding this group of JSOs may help to identify 

factors that may be targeted in order to prevent recidivism from occurring.  

 

7.7 Conclusion 

The aim of this thesis was to create a risk assessment instrument for JSOs based 

upon a meta-analysis of past research. Four interrelated themes have permeated this 

thesis. First, the issue of whether JSOs are sexually deviant or antisocial. From this 

standpoint, it seems that JSOs high in sexual deviance are more likely to sexually 

reoffend while those high in antisocial traits are more likely to non-sexually reoffend. 

Individuals scoring high on both constructs would be at higher risk of any type of 

recidivism. The sexual deviance/antisocial orientation issue has been a major thread 

linking the three studies together with the non-significant correlation between scores on 

the non-sexual recidivism scale of the J-RAC and the Sexual Drive/Preoccupation scale 

of the J-SOAP-II providing further evidence for the consideration of the specific roles 

that these constructs play in terms of sexual and non-sexual recidivism, respectively.  
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Second, the issue of whether JSOs are specialists or generalists in their offending 

careers was further expounded by the present study. While the extent to which juveniles 

are specialists or generalists requires further empirical work, the present research has 

illuminated those variables that may serve to differentiate the specialists from the 

generalists. The low sexual recidivism base rates suggest that very few juveniles may in 

fact only commit sexual offences yet these offenders will be likely to have offended 

against strangers, committed non-contact offences, be characterised by sexual deviance, 

and have offended against more victims. JSO generalists, on the other hand, appear to be 

influenced more by their antisocial orientation, which is expressed in the form of 

previous non-sexual offending and the use of threats/force in the index sexual offence. 

Third, the translation of empirical findings into risk assessment practice was a 

major focus of the research. Meta-analysis is becoming an increasingly popular statistical 

tool to quantitatively synthesise a disparate body of studies in order to generate new 

energy into research, practice, and theorising about phenomena. The current study 

provided a solid empirical grounding for the development of a risk assessment instrument 

that was based solely upon JSO research. Finally, it is essential that research is guided by 

theory. Sex offender recidivism theory is still in its infancy, particularly when applied to 

the juvenile population. The current thesis has gone some way towards contributing to a 

theoretical model which can be used to guide further empirical research and risk 

assessment practice.  

Based upon meta-analyses of international studies, a risk assessment instrument 

was constructed to account for sexual and non-sexual recidivism among JSOs. The 

measure was demonstrated to have high inter-rater reliability, possess convergent validity 
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(in terms of correlations with the J-SOAP-II) and an ability to discriminate between JSOs 

in detention and in the community. As more research is conducted into this important 

area, future meta-analyses can help to shed light on other important predictors and the 

risk assessment process may be further refined. In this way, it is hoped that empirical 

research may play a role in the prevention of sexual offending. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 159



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

 References 

* denotes those studies included in the meta-analyses 

Abouesh, A., & Clayton, A. (1999). Compulsive voyeurism and exhibitionism: A clinical 

response to paroxetine. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 28, 23-30. 

Achenbach, T.M. (1991). Manual for the Child Behavior Checklist/4-18 and 1991 

Profile. Burlington, VT: University of Vermont, Department of Psychiatry. 

Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitudes and predicting human 

behaviour. Prentice Hall: New Jersey. 

Akers, R.L. (1994). Criminological theories: Introduction and evaluation. Roxbury 

Publishing Company: Los Angeles. 

*Allan, A., Allan, M.M., Marshall, P., & Kraszlan, K. (2003). Recidivism among male 

juvenile sexual offenders in Western Australia. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 

10, 359-378. 

Arrigo, B.A., & Purcell, C.E. (2001). Explaining paraphilias and lust murder: Toward an 

integrated model. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 

Criminology, 45, 6-31. 

Atcheson, J.D., & Williams, D.C. (1954). A study of juvenile sex offenders. American 

Journal of Psychiatry, 111, 366-370. 

*Auslander, B.A. (1998). An exploratory study investigating variables in relation to 

juvenile sexual reoffending. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, The Florida State 

University, Florida. 

Azjen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 50, 179-211. 

 160



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Bagley, C., & Pritchard, C. (2000). Criminality and violence in intra- and extra-familial 

child sex abusers in a 2-year cohort of convicted perpetrators. Child Abuse 

Review, 9, 264-274. 

Becker, J.V. (1990). Treating adolescent sexual offenders. Professional Psychology: 

Research and Practice, 21, 362-365. 

Becker, J.V. (1998). What we know about the characteristics and treatment of adolescents 

who have committed sexual offences. Child Maltreatment, 3, 317-329. 

Beech, A.R., Fisher, D.D., & Thornton, D. (2003). Risk assessment of sex offenders. 

Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 34, 339-352. 

Bonta, J. (2002). Offender risk assessment: Guidelines for selection and use. Criminal 

Justice and Behavior, 29, 355-379. 

Bonta, J., Harman, W.G., Hann, R.G., & Cormier, R.B. (1996). The prediction of 

recidivism among federally sentenced offenders: A re-validation of the SIR scale. 

Canadian Journal of Criminology, 38, 61-79. 

Bonta, J., Law, M., & Hanson, K. (1998). The prediction of criminal and violent 

recidivism among mentally disordered offenders: A meta-analysis. Psychological 

Bulletin, 123, 123-142. 

Bourke, M.L., & Donohue, B. (1996). Assessment and treatment of juvenile sex 

offenders: An empirical review. Journal of Child Sexual Abuse, 5, 47-70. 

*Boyd, N.J. (1994). Predictors of recidivism in an adolescent sexual offenders’ 

population. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Wisconsin, Madison. 

Boyd, N.J., Hagan, M., & Cho, M.E. (2000). Characteristics of adolescent sex offenders: 

A review of the research. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 5, 137-146. 

 161



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Brannon, J.M., & Troyer, R. (1991). Peer group counselling: A normalised residential 

alternative to the specialised treatment of adolescent sex offenders. International 

Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 35, 225-234. 

Brannon, J.M., & Troyer, R. (1995). Adolescent sex offenders: Investigating 

commitment-rates four years later. International Journal of Offender Therapy and 

Comparative Criminology, 39, 317-326. 

Bremer, J.F. (1992). Serious juvenile sex offenders: Treatment and long-term follow-up. 

Psychiatric Annals, 22, 326-332. 

Butler, S.M., & Seto, M.C. (2002). Distinguishing two types of adolescent sex offenders. 

Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 41, 83-90. 

Caldwell, M.F. (2002). What we do not know about juvenile sexual reoffense risk. Child 

Maltreatment, 7, 291-302. 

Cancino, J.M. (2005). The utility of social capital and collective efficacy: Social control 

policy in nonmetropolitan settings. Criminal Justice Policy Review, 16, 287-318. 

Clyburn, T.W. (2003). A three-year study of multivariate predictors and outcome 

measures for adolescent sex offenders. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Capella 

University, Minneapolis. 

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112, 155-159. 

Cook, B., David, F., & Grant, A. (2001). Sexual violence in Australia. Australian Institute 

of Criminology Research and Public Policy Series No. 36.  

Counsell, C. (1997). Formulating questions and locating primary studies for inclusion in 

systematic reviews. Annals of Internal Medicine, 127, 380-387. 

 162



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Craig, L.A., Browne, K.D., & Stringer, I. (2003). Risk scales and factors predictive of 

sexual offence recidivism. Trauma, Violence, and Abuse, 4, 45-69. 

Dempster, R.J., & Hart, S.D. (2002). The relative utility of fixed and variable risk factors 

in discriminating sexual recidivists and nonrecidivists. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of 

Research and Treatment, 14, 121-138. 

Dolan, M., Holloway, J., Bailey, S., & Kroll, L. (1996). The psychosocial characteristics 

of juvenile sexual offenders referred to an adolescent forensic service in the UK. 

Medicine, Science, and the Law, 36, 343-352. 

Doren, D.M. (2004). Toward a multidimensional model for sexual recidivism risk. 

Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 19, 835-856. 

*Doshay, L.J. (1943). The boy sex offender and his later career. New Jersey: Patterson 

Smith. 

Fergusson, D.M., & Lynskey, M.T. (1997). Physical punishment/maltreatment during 

childhood and adjustment in young adulthood. Child Abuse and Neglect, 21, 617-

630. 

Fernandez, E., & Boyle, G.J. (1996). Meta-analytic procedure and interpretation of 

treatment outcome and test validity for the practitioner psychologist. International 

Review of Professional Issues in Selection and Assessment, 2, 109-125. 

Frick, P.J., & Hare, R.D. (2001). The antisocial process screening device. Toronto: 

Multi-Health Systems. 

Gottfredson, M., & Hirschi, T. (1990). A general theory of crime. Stanford University 

Press: Palo Alto, CA. 

 163



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Gray, A.S., & Wallace, R. (1992). Adolescent sex offender assessment packet. Brandon, 

VT: The Safer Society Press. 

*Gretton, H.M., McBride, M., Hare, R.D., O’Shaughnessy, R., & Kumka, G. (2001). 

Psychopathy and recidivism in adolescent sex offenders. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 28, 427-449. 

Grove, W.M., Zald, D.H., Lebow, B.S., Snitz, B.E., & Nelson, C. (2000). Clinical versus 

mechanical prediction: A meta-analysis. Psychological Assessment, 12, 19-30. 

Grubin, D. (1999). Actuarial and clinical assessment of risk in sex offenders. Journal of 

Interpersonal Violence, 14, 331-343. 

Guerette, R.T., Stenius, V.M.K., & McGloin, J.M. (2005). Understanding offense 

specialization and versatility: A reapplication of the rational choice perspective. 

Journal of Criminal Justice, 33, 77-87. 

Hagan, M.P., & Cho, M.E. (1996). A comparison of treatment outcomes between 

adolescent rapists and child sexual offenders. International Journal of Offender 

Therapy and Comparative Criminology,40, 113-122. 

Hagan, M.P., & Gust-Brey, K.L. (1999). A ten-year longitudinal study of adolescent 

rapists upon return to the community. International Journal of Offender Therapy 

and Comparative Criminology, 43, 448-458. 

Hagan, M.P., Gust-Brey, K.L., Cho, M.E., & Dow, E. (2001). Eight-year comparative 

analyses of adolescent rapists, adolescent child molesters, other adolescent 

delinquents, and the general population. International Journal of Offender 

Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 45, 314-324. 

 164



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Hagan, M.P., King, R.P., & Patros, R.L. (1994a). The efficacy of a serious sex offenders 

treatment program for adolescent rapists. International Journal of Offender 

Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 38, 141-150. 

Hagan, M.P., King, R.P., & Patros, R.L. (1994b). Recidivism among adolescent 

perpetrators of sexual assault against children. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 

21, 127-137. 

Hall, G.C.N., & Proctor, W.C. (1987). Criminological predictors of recidivism in a sexual 

offender population. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 55, 111-112. 

Hanson, R.K. (1997). The development of a brief actuarial risk scale for sexual offence 

recidivism. User report 97-04, Ottawa, Department of the Solicitor General 

Canada. 

Hanson, R.K. (2001). Age and sexual recidivism: A comparison of rapists and child 

molesters. User report 01-01, Ottawa, Department of the Solicitor General 

Canada. 

Hanson, R.K. (2005). Twenty years of progress in violence risk assessment. Journal of 

Interpersonal Violence, 20, 212-217. 

Hanson, R.K., & Bussière, M.T. (1998). Predicting relapse: A meta-analysis of sexual 

offender recidivism studies. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 66, 

348-362. 

Hanson, R.K., Morton, K.E., & Harris, A.J.R. (2003). Sexual offender recidivism risk: 

What we know and what we need to know. In R.A. Prentky, E.S. Janus, and M.C. 

Seto (Eds.), Sexually coercive behaviour: Understanding and management (pp. 

154-166). New York: New York Academy of Sciences. 

 165



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Hanson, R.K., & Morton-Bourgon, K. (2004). Predictors of sexual recidivism: An 

updated meta-analysis. User report 04-02. Ottawa, Department of the Solicitor 

General, Canada. 

Hanson, R.K., & Thornton, D. (1999). Static-99: Improving actuarial risk assessments 

for sex offenders. User report 99-02, Ottawa, Department of the Solicitor General 

Canada. 

Hanson, R.K., & Thornton, D. (2003). Notes on the development of Static-2002. User 

report 03-01, Ottawa, Department of the Solicitor General Canada. 

Hare, R.D. (1991). The hare psychopathy checklist – revised. Toronto: Multi-Health 

Systems. 

Harris, A.J.R., & Hanson, R.K. (2004). Sex offender recidivism: A simple question. User 

report 04-03, Ottawa, Department of the Solicitor General, Canada. 

Harris, G.T., Rice, M.E., Quinsey, V.L., Lalumiere, M.L., Boer, D., & Lang, C. (2003). A 

multisite comparison of actuarial risk instruments for sex offenders. 

Psychological Assessment, 15, 413-425.  

Hasselblad, V., & Hedges, L.V. (1995). Meta-analysis of screening and diagnostic tests. 

Psychological Bulletin, 117, 167-178. 

Hawkins, J.D., Herrenkohl, T., Farrington, D.P., Brewer, D., Catalano, R.F., & Harachi, 

T.W. (1999). A review of predictors of youth violence. In R. Loeber & D.P. 

Farrington (Eds.). Serious and violent juvenile offenders. (pp. 106-146). 

California: SAGE.  

Hecker, J., Scoular, J., Righthand, S., & Nangle, D. (2002, October). Predictive validity 

of the J-SOAP over 10-plus years: Implications for risk assessment. Paper 

 166



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

presented at the Annual Meeting for the Association for the Treatment of Sexual 

Abusers, Montreal, Quebec, Canada. 

Hedges, L.V., & Olkin, I. (1985). Statistical methods for meta-analysis. New York: 

Academic Press. 

Hirschi, T. (1969). Causes of delinquency. University of California Press: Berkeley, CA. 

Hoge, R.D., & Andrews, D.A. (1996). The Youth Level of Service/Case Management 

Inventory and Manual. Ottawa, Canada: Carleton University, Department of 

Psychology. 

Hunter, J.A., Becker, J.V., Kaplan, M., & Goodwin, D.W. (1991). Reliability and 

discriminative utility of the Adolescent Cognitions Scale for juvenile sex 

offenders. Annals of Sex Research, 4, 281-286. 

*Hunter, J.A., & Figueredo, A.J. (1999). Factors associated with treatment compliance in 

a population of juvenile sexual offenders. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research 

and Treatment, 11, 49-67. 

Hunter, J.A., Figueredo, A.J., Malamuth, N.M., & Becker, J.V. (2004). Developmental 

pathways in youth sexual aggression and delinquency: Risk factors and mediators. 

Journal of Family Violence, 19, 233-242.  

Johnson, G.M., & Knight, R.A. (2000). Developmental antecedents of sexual coercion in 

juvenile sexual offenders. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 

12, 165-178. 

Kahn, T.J., & Chambers, H.J. (1991). Assessing reoffense risk with juvenile sexual 

offenders. Child Welfare, 70, 333-345. 

 167



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Kenny, D.T., Keogh, T., & Seidler, K. (2001). Predictors of recidivism in Australian 

juvenile sex offenders: Implications for treatment. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of 

Research and Treatment, 13, 131-148. 

Kobayashi, J., Sales, B.D., Becker, J.V., Figueredo, A.J., & Kaplan, M.S. (1995). 

Perceived parental deviance, parent-child bonding, child abuse, and child sexual 

aggression. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 7, 25-44. 

Kroner, D.G. (2005). Issues in violence risk assessment: Lessons learned and future 

directions. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 20, 231-235. 

*Lab, S.P., Shields, G., & Schondel, C. (1993). Research note: An evaluation of juvenile 

sexual offender treatment. Crime & Delinquency, 39, 543-553. 

Lalumiere, M.L., & Quinsey, V.L. (1996). Sexual deviance, antisociality, mating effort, 

and the use of sexually coercive behaviours. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 21, 33-48. 

*Langstrom, N. (2002). Long-term follow-up of criminal recidivism in young sex 

offenders: Temporal patterns and risk factors. Psychology, Crime & Law, 8, 41-

58. 

Langstrom, N., & Grann, M. (2000). Risk for criminal recidivism among young sex 

offenders. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 15, 855-871. 

Lau, J., Ioannidis, J.P.A., & Schmid, C.H. (1997). Quantitative synthesis in systematic 

reviews. Annals of Internal Medicine, 127, 820-826. 

Lee, R.J., Cottle, C.C., & Heilbrun, K. (2003). The prediction of recidivism in juvenile 

sexual offenders: A meta-analysis. Manuscript submitted for publication. 

Lipsey, M.W., & Wilson, D.B. (2000). Practical meta-analysis. London: Sage. 

 168



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Lussier, P., LeBlanc, M., & Proulx, J. (2005). The generality of criminal behaviour: A 

confirmatory factor analysis of the criminal activity of sex offenders in adulthood. 

Journal of Criminal Justice, 33, 177-189. 

McGraw, K.O., & Wong, S.P. (1996). Forming inferences about some intraclass 

correlation coefficients. Psychological Methods, 1, 30-46. 

Marshall, W.L. (1993). The role of attachments, intimacy, and loneliness in the etiology 

and maintenance of sexual offending. Sexual and Marital Therapy, 8, 109-121. 

Mazur, T., & Michael, P.M. (1992). Outpatient treatment for adolescent with sexually 

inappropriate behaviour: Program description and six-month follow-up. Journal 

of Offender Rehabilitation, 18, 191-203. 

Milloy, C.D. (1994). A comparative study of juvenile sex offenders and non-sex 

offenders. Washington: Washington Institute for Public Policy. Unpublished 

Manuscript. 

Mills, J.F. (2005). Advances in the assessment and prediction of interpersonal violence. 

Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 20, 236-241. 

Miner, M.H. (2002). Factors associated with recidivism in juveniles: An analysis of 

serious juvenile sex offenders. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 

39, 421-436. 

Miner, M.H., Siekert, G.P., & Ackland, M.A. (1997). Evaluation: Juvenile sex offender 

treatment program, Minnesota correctional facility – Sauk Centre. Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota. Unpublished Manuscript. 

Moffitt, T.E. (1993). Adolescence-limited and life-course-persistent antisocial behaviour: 

A developmental taxonomy. Psychological Review, 100, 674-701. 

 169



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Money, J., & Bennett, R.G. (1981). Postadolescent paraphilic sex offenders: 

Antiandrogenic and counselling therapy follow-up. International Journal of 

Mental Health, 10, 122-133. 

*Morton, K.E. (2003). Psychometric properties of four risk assessment measures with 

male adolescent sex offenders. Unpublished masters thesis, Carlton University, 

Ottawa, Canada. 

Murphy, K.R., & Davidshofer, C.O. (1994). Psychological testing: Principles and 

applications (3rd Ed.). Prentice Hall: NJ. 

Ngyuen, L., Hall, G.C.N., Teten, A.L., & Hunter, J.A. (2004). Adolescent sexual 

aggression: Theory, risk assessment, treatment, and prevention. Unpublished 

Manuscript. 

*Nisbet, I.A., Wilson, P.H., & Smallbone, S.W. (2004). A prospective longitudinal study 

of sexual recidivism among adolescent sex offenders. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of 

Research and Treatment, 16, 223-234. 

O’Meade, M., & Richardson, W.S. (1997). Selecting and appraising studies for a 

systematic review. Annals of Internal Medicine, 127, 531-537. 

Phares, E.J., & Trull, T.J. (1997). Clinical psychology (5th Ed.). Pacific Grove, CA: 

Brooks/Cole. 

*Poole, D., Liedecke, D., & Marbibi, M. (2000). Risk assessment and recidivism in 

juvenile sexual offenders: A validation study of the Static-99. Austin: University 

of Texas, School of Social Work. 

 170



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

*Prentky, R., Harris, B., Frizzell, K., & Righthand, S. (2000). An actuarial procedure for 

assessing risk with juvenile sex offenders. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research 

and Treatment, 12, 71-93. 

Prenty, R.A., & Righthand, S. (2003). Juvenile Sex Offender Assessment Protocol: 

Manual. Bridgewater, MA: Justice Resource Institute. 

Pritchard, D.A. (1979). Stable predictors of recidivism: A summary. Criminology, 17, 15-

21. 

Queensland Criminal Code, Act 37 (1995). 

Queensland Police Service (2004). Annual statistical review 2003/2004. Retrieved 

December 21, 2004, from http: 

www.police.qld.gov.au/pr/services/statsnet/0304/03_04.shtml. 

*Rasmussen, L.A. (1999). Factors related to recidivism among juvenile sexual offenders. 

Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 11, 69-85. 

Redlak, A. (2003). An exploratory meta-analysis of the predictor variables of juvenile sex 

offenders who sexually recidivate. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, California 

School of Professional Psychology, Fresno. 

Rice, M.E., & Harris, G.T. (1997). Cross-validation and extension of the Violence Risk 

Appraisal Guide for child molesters and rapists. Law and Human Behavior, 21, 

Rich, P. (2003). Understanding, assessing, and rehabilitating juvenile sexual offenders. 

New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons. 

Righthand, S., Carpenter, E.M., & Prentky, R.A. (2001, November). Risk assessment with 

juveniles who sexually offended: A comparative analysis of community and 

 171

http://www.police.qld.gov.au/pr/services/statsnet/0304/03_04.shtml


                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

residential youths. Paper presented at the Association for the Treatment of Sexual 

Abusers’ 20th annual research and treatment conference, San Antonio, Texas. 

Righthand, S., Knight, R., & Prentky, R. (2002, October). A path analytic investigation of 

proximal antecedents of J-SOAP risk domains. Paper presented at the meeting of 

the Association for the Treatment of Sexual Abusers, Montreal, Canada. 

Righthand, S., Prentky, R.A., Hecker, J.E., Carpenter, E.M., & Nangle, D. (2000, 

November). JJPI-Maine juvenile sex offender risk assessment schedule (J-SOAP). 

Papter presented at the annual Association for the Treatment of Sexual Abusers 

conference, San Diego, CA. 

Righthand, S., Prentky, R., Knight, R., Carpenter, E., Hecker, J.E., & Nangle, D. (2005). 

Factor structure and validation of the juvenile sex offender assessment protocol 

(J-SOAP). Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 17, 13-30. 

Robbins, S.B., Lauver, K., Le, H., Davis, D., Langley, R., & Carlstrom, A. (2004). Do 

psychosocial and study skill factors predict college outcomes? A meta-analysis. 

Psychological Bulletin, 130, 261-288. 

Roberts, C.F., Doren, D.M., & Thornton, D. (2002). Dimensions associated with 

assessments of sex offender recidivism risk. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 29, 

569-589. 

Rosenfeld, B. (2004). Violence risk factors in stalking and obsessional harassment: A 

review and preliminary meta-analysis. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 31, 9-36. 

Rosenthal, R. (1991). Meta-analytic procedures for social research. California: SAGE. 

 172



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Rosenthal, R., & DiMatteo, M.R. (2001). Meta-analysis: Recent developments in 

quantitative methods for literature reviews. Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 59-

82. 

Rubinstein, M., Yeager, C.A., Goodstein, C., & Lewis, D.O. (1993). Sexually assaultive 

male juveniles: A follow-up. American Journal of Psychiatry, 150, 262-265. 

Ryan, G. (1997). Sexually abusive youth: Defining the population. In G. Ryan, & S. Lane 

(Eds.), Juvenile sexual offending: Causes, consequences, and correction (pp. 3-9). 

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Ryan, G., Lane, S., Davis, J., & Isaac, C. (1987). Juvenile sex offenders: Development 

and correction. Child Abuse and Neglect, 11, 385-395. 

*Santman, J. (1998). A taxonomic model of juvenile sexual offender recidivism. 

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, California School of Professional Psychology, 

California. 

Schmidt, F.L. (1996). Statistical significance testing and cumulative knowledge in 

psychology: Implications for training of researchers. Psychological Methods, 1, 

115-129. 

Schneider, S.L., & Wright, R.C. (2004). Understanding denial in sexual offenders: A 

review of cognitive and motivational processes to avoid responsibility. Trauma, 

Violence, & Abuse, 5, 3-20. 

*Schram, D.D., Milloy, C.D., & Rowe, W.E. (1991). Juvenile sex offenders: A follow-up 

study of reoffense behaviour. Washington: Washington State Institute for Public 

Policy. Unpublished manuscript. 

 173



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Schwartz, S., & Dalgleish, L. (1982). Statistical inference in personality research. Journal 

of Research in Personality, 16, 290-302. 

Seabloom, W., Seabloom, M.E., Seabloom, E., Barron, R., & Hendrickson, S. (2003). A 

14 to 24 year longitudinal study of a comprehensive sexual health model 

treatment program for adolescent sex offenders: Predictors of successful 

completion and subsequent criminal recidivism. International Journal of Offender 

Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 47, 468-481. 

Seto, M.C., & Lalumiere, M.L. (2001). A brief screening scale to identify pedophile 

interests among child molesters. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and 

Treatment, 13, 15-25. 

Sharpe, D. (1997). Of apples and oranges, file drawers and garbage: Why validity issues 

in meta-analysis will not go away. Clinical Psychology Review, 17, 881-901. 

Sipe, R., Jensen, E.L., & Everett, R.S. (1998). Adolescent sexual offenders grown up: 

Recidivism in young adulthood. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 25, 109-124. 

Smallbone, S.W., & Wortley, R.K. (2004). Criminal diversity and paraphilic interests 

among adult males convicted of sexual offences against children. International 

Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 48, 175-188.   

Smallbone, S.W., Wortley, R.K., Parkins, D.L., & Martin, S. (2005). Criterion and 

predictive validity of the Static-99 for adult males convicted of sexual offences 

against children. Unpublished manuscript. 

*Smith, W.R., & Monastersky, C. (1986). Assessing juvenile sexual offenders’ risk for 

reoffending. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 13, 115-140. 

 174



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Soothill, K., Francis, B., Sanderson, B., & Ackerley, E. (2000). Sex offenders: specialists, 

generalists or both? British Journal of Criminology, 40, 56-67. 

Thornton, D. (2002). Constructing and testing a framework for dynamic risk assessment. 

Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 14, 139-153. 

Thornton, D., Mann, R., Webster, S., Blud, L., Travers, R., Friendship, C., & Erikson, M. 

(2003). Distinguishing and combining risks for sexual and violent recidivism. In 

R.A. Prentky, E.S. Janus, and M.C. Seto (Eds.), Sexually coercive behaviour: 

Understanding and management (pp. 225-246). New York: New York Academy 

of Sciences. 

Waite, D., Pinkerton, R., Wieckowski, E., McGarvey, E., & Brown, G.L. (2002, 

October). Tracking treatment outcome among juvenile sexual offenders: A nine-

year follow-up study. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the association for 

treatment of sexual abusers, Montreal, Canada. 

Ward, T., & Beech, A.R. (2004). The etiology of risk: A preliminary model. Sexual 

Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 16, 271-284. 

Ward, T., & Eccleston, L. (2000). The assessment of dangerous behaviour: Research and 

clinical issues. Behaviour Change, 17, 53-68. 

Weinrott, M.R. (1996). Sexual aggression: A critical review. Boulder: University of 

Colarado, Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence, Institute for 

Behavioral Sciences. 

Welsh, B.C., & Farrington, D.P. (2003). Effects of closed-circuit television on crime. 

Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 587, 110-135. 

 175



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Wilson, D.B. (2001). Meta-analytic methods for criminology. Annals of the American 

Academy of Political and Social Science, 578, 71-89. 

Wilson, D.B., Gottfredson, D.C., & Najaka, S.S. (2001). School-based prevention of 

problem behaviours: A meta-analysis. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 17, 

247-272. 

Witt, P.H., DelRusso, J., Openheim, J., & Ferguson, G. (1996). Sex offender risk 

assessment and the law. Journal of Psychiatry and Law, 24, 343-377. 

Worling, J.R. (2001). Personality-based typology of adolescent male sexual offenders: 

Difference in recidivism rates, victim-selection characteristics, and personal 

victimisation histories. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 13, 

149-166. 

Worling, J.R. (2004). The Estimate of Risk of Adolescent Sexual Offense Recidivism 

(ERASOR): Preliminary psychometric data. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research 

and Treatment, 16, 235-254. 

*Worling, J.R., & Curwen, T. (2000). Adolescent sexual offender recidivism: Success of 

specialised treatment and implications for risk prediction. Child Abuse and 

Neglect, 24, 965-982. 

Worling, J.R., & Curwen, T. (2001). Estimate of Risk of Adolescent Sexual Offence 

Recidivism (ERASOR Version 2.0). In M.C. Calder (Ed.). Juveniles and children 

who sexually abuse: Frameworks for assessment (pp. 372-397). Russell House 

Publishing: Lyme Regis, UK. 

 176



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Worling, J.R., & Langstrom, N. (2003). Assessment of criminal recidivism risk with 

adolescents who have offended sexually. Trauma, Violence, and Abuse, 4, 341-

362. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 177



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendixes 

 178



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

 179

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A 

Table A1 Recidivism Rates among Juvenile Sex Offenders 
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Table A1  

Recidivism Rates of Juvenile Sex Offenders Reported in Previous Studies 

Study Follow Up Period Sexual Recidivism Rate (%) Non-sexual Recidivism Rate 
(%) 

Doshay, ’43 (n=108) 6 yrs; adult incarcerations 7% 40% 
 

Smith & Monastersky, ’86 
(n=112) 

M=28m; charged offences 14% 35% 
 
 

Becker, ’90 (n=52) 1 yr; referrals/self-report 10% Not reported 
 

Kahn & Chambers, ’91 (n=221) M=20m; convictions 7.5% 45% 
 

Schram et al., ’91 (n=197) 2-7 yrs; arrests 12% 51% 
 

Bremer, ’92 (n=193 treated)  6% (official) 
11% (self-report) 

 
 
 

Lab et al., ’93 (n=155) 1-3 yrs 2% treated 
4% comparison 

22% treated 
13% comparison 
 

Milloy, ’94 (n=59) 3 yrs; reconvictions 0% 19% violent 
37% non-violent 
 

Hagan & Cho, ’96 (n=50) 2-5 yrs; convictions 9% 46% 
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Table A1 (cont.) 
 
Miner et al., ’97 (n=96) M=19m; arrests 8% 38% 

 
Sipe et al., ’98  1-14 yrs 9.7% (JSO; n=124) 

3% (JO; n=132) 
5.6% (violent) 
31.4% (other) 
 

Rasmussen, ’99 (n=170) M=5 yrs 14% 54% 
 

Rubinstein et al., ’99 (“very 
assaultive sample) 

M=8yrs 37% (JSO; n=19) 
10% (JO; n=58) 

 
 
 

Worling & Curwen, ’00 
(n=148) 

M=6 yrs 5% treated 
18% control 

 
 
 

Langstrom & Grann, ’00 
(n=46) 

M=22 (any) > 
44 m. (s.o.); reconviction 

20% 65% 
 
 

Hagan & Gust-Brey, ’99 
(n=50) 

10 yrs; convictions 16% 68% 
 

Prentky et al., ’00 (n=75) 1 yr; court records. Parent/s-
report 

4% 11% 
 

Hagan et al., ’01 (n=100) 8 yrs; convictions Child-sex offenders: 20% 
Rapists: 16% 
Non-sex: 10% 

 
66% 
 
 

Waite et al., ’02 (n=253) 9 yrs; arrests 4% 60% 
 

Nisbet et al., ’04 (n=292) M=7 yrs; adult conviction 5% 61% 
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Appendix B 
 

Table B1 Risk Factors for Juvenile Sex Offender Recidivism 
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Table B1 
 
Risk Factors for Juvenile Sex Offender Recidivism Examined in Previous Research 
 

Risk Factor Domain Variables Studies Findings 
Demographic Factors Offender age Smith & Monastersky (1986); Kahn 

& Chambers (1991); Boyd (1994); 
Santman (1998); Rasmussen (1999); 
Worling & Curwen (2000); 
Langstrom (2002); Miner (2002); 
Allan et al. (2003); Nisbet et al. 
(2004); Poole et al. (2000) 

Inconsistent findings 

 Socioeconomic status (SES) Boyd (1994); Worling & Curwen 
(2000); Clyburn (2003) 

Inconsistent findings 

 Race/ethnicity Kahn & Chambers (1991); Santman 
(1998); Hunter & Figueredo (1999); 
Allan et al. (2003) 

Partial support for NSR 

Developmental History History of abuse Smith & Monastersky (1986); 
Santman (1998) 

No significant relationship 

 History of sexual abuse Kahn & Chambers (1991); Schram et 
al. (1991); Lab et al. (1993); Boyd 
(1994); Auslander (1998); Rasmussen 
(1999); Worling & Curwen (2000) 

Partial support for SR & TR 

 History of physical abuse Kahn & Chambers (1991); Boyd 
(1994); Auslander (1998); Rasmussen 
(1999); Worling & Curwen (2000) 

Partial support for negative 
relationship to NSR 

 Offender’s siblings have sexual 
abuse history 

Kahn & Chambers (1991) Significantly related to TR 

Deviant Lifestyle – Family Family constellation Boyd (1994); Clyburn (2003) No significant relationship 
 Family size Clyburn (2003) No significant relationship 
 First born child Santman (1998) No significant relationship 
 Number of siblings Smith & Monastersky (1986); Boyd 

(1994); Santman (1998) 
No significant relationship 
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Table B1 (cont.) 
 

Risk Factor Domain Variables Studies Findings 
 Family legal and/or 

psychological background 
Boyd (1994); Santman (1998); 
Clyburn (2003) 

Partial support for SR 

 Presence of a sexual offender in 
the extended family 

Smith & Monastersky (1986) No significant relationship 

 Parental substance abuse Santman (1998) No significant relationship 
 Negative family atmosphere Langstrom & Grann (2000); Worling 

& Curwen (2000) 
Partial support for NSR 

 Perceived parental rejection Worling & Curwen (2000) Significantly related to NSR 
 Loss of parent Rasmussen (1999) No significant relationship 
 Parental divorce Rasmussen (1999) Significantly related to NSR 
 Separation from parents Doshay (1943); Boyd (1994); 

Santman (1998) 
No significant relationship 

 Social service contacts Clyburn (2003) No significant relationship 
Deviant Lifestyle – Peers Number of friends Schram et al. (1991); Boyd (1994) No significant relationship 
 Gang affiliation Santman (1998) Significantly related to NSR & 

TR 
Deviant Lifestyle – School Not working or studying Langstrom & Grann (2000) No significant relationship 
 School behaviour problems Kahn & Chambers (1991) Significantly related to TR 
 School truancy Kahn & Chambers (1991); Schram et 

al. (1991) 
Significantly related to SR & 

TR 
 Expelled from school Santman (1998) No significant relationship 
 Number of school suspensions Santman (1998) Significantly related to NSR & 

TR 
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Table B1 (cont.) 
 

Risk Factor Domain Variables Studies Findings 
 Low school performance and/or 

adjustment 
Langstrom & Grann (2000) No significant relationship 

 Education level Boyd (1994); Santman (1998); 
Clyburn (2003) 

Partial support for NSR 

Deviant Lifestyle – Substance 
abuse 

Substance abuse Kahn & Chambers (1991); Lab et al. 
(1993); Boyd (1994); Auslander 
(1998); Santman (1998); Langstrom 
& Grann (2000); Miner (2002) 

Inconsistent findings 

Sexual Deviance Factors Deficits in sexual knowledge Kahn & Chambers (1991); Schram et 
al. (1991) 

Negative relationship to TR 

 Sexual interest/arousal to 
children 

Kahn & Chambers (1991); Schram et 
al. (1991); Worling & Curwen (2000); 
Gretton et al. (2001); Miner (2002) 

Supported relationship with SR 
& NSR 

 Rape sexual interests Worling & Curwen (2000) No significant relationship 
 Use of pornography Lab et al. (1993) No significant relationship 
 Unhealthy sexual attitudes Smith & Monastersky (1986) Significant negative 

relationship to SR 
 Presence of paraphilias Miner (2002) Significant negative 

relationship to NSR & TR 
 Sexual maladjustment Hunter & Figueredo (1999) No significant relationship 
Antisocial Orientation Antisocial personality Auslander (1998); Langstrom & 

Grann (2000); Worling & Curwen 
(2000); Gretton et al. (2001) 

 

 Antisocial behaviour Smith & Monastersky (1986); Boyd 
(1994); Langstrom & Grann (2000); 
Worling & Curwen (2000); Miner 
(2002) 
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Table B1 (cont.) 
 

Risk Factor Domain Variables Studies Findings 
Criminal History History of prior offences and/or 

convictions 
Doshay (1943); Smith & Monastersky 
(1986); Kahn & Chambers (1991); 
Schram et al. (1991); Lab et al. 
(1993); Boyd (1994); Santman 
(1998); Sipe et al. (1998); Langstrom 
& Grann (2000); Worling & Curwen 
(2000); Miner (2002) 

Significantly related to NSR & 
TR 

 Any prior violent conviction Langstrom & Grann (2000) Significantly related to NSR 
 Prior non-sexual offences Rasmussen (1999); Miner (2002); 

Allan et al. (2003); Clyburn (2003); 
Nisbet et al. (2004); Poole et al. 
(2000) 

Significantly related to NSR; 
mixed support for SR 

 Prior sexual offences Kahn & Chambers (1991); Schram et 
al. (1991); Boyd (1994); Santman 
(1998); Langstrom & Grann (2000); 
Miner (2002); Allan et al. (2003); 
Clyburn (2003); Poole et al. (2000) 

Significantly related to SR 

Index Sexual Offence 
Characteristics 

Number of charges Langstrom & Grann (2000); Allan et 
al. (2003); Nisbet et al. (2004) 

Significantly related to SR & 
NSR 

 Supervision at time of offence Hagan & Gust-Brey (1999)  
 Type of sexual offence Smith & Monastersky (1986); Boyd 

(1994); Dolan et al. (1996); Santman 
(1998); Sipe et al. (1998); Hunter & 
Figueredo (1999); Langstrom & 
Grann (2000); Hagan et al. (2001); 
Allan et al. (2003); Nisbet et al. 
(2004); Poole et al. (2000) 

Inconsistent findings 

 Offence in public area Langstrom (2002) Significantly related to SR only 
 Use of drugs/alcohol during 

index offence 
Auslander (1998); Santman (1998) No significant relationship 
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Table B1 (cont.) 
 

Risk Factor Domain Variables Studies Findings 
 Child victim grooming 

behaviour 
Worling & Curwen (2000) Significantly related to SR 

 Victim age Smith & Monastersky (1986); Boyd 
(1994); Auslander (1998); Santman 
(1998); Rasmussen (1999);  
Langstrom & Grann (2000); Worling 
& Curwen (2000); Nisbet et al. (2004) 

Inconsistent findings 

 Victim gender Smith & Monastersky (1986); Boyd 
(1994); Auslander (1998); Santman 
(1998); Rasmussen (1999);  
Langstrom & Grann (2000); Worling 
& Curwen (2000); Miner (2002); 
Nisbet et al. (2004); Poole et al. 
(2000) 

Inconsistent findings 

 Offender-victim relationship Smith & Monastersky (1986); Boyd 
(1994); Santman (1998); Rasmussen 
(1999); Langstrom & Grann (2000); 
Worling & Curwen (2000); Poole et 
al. (2000) 

Inconsistent findings 

 Number of victims Santman (1998); Rasmussen (1999); 
Langstrom & Grann (2000); Worling 
& Curwen (2000); Nisbet et al. (2004) 

Inconsistent findings 

 Use of threats/force Kahn & Chambers (1991); Schram et 
al. (1991); Boyd (1994); Auslander 
(1998); Santman (1998); Langstrom 
& Grann (2000); Langstrom (2002); 
Poole et al. (2000) 

Inconsistent findings 

 Victim penetration Schram et al. (1991); Langstrom & 
Grann (2000) 

Partial support for NSR 

 Victim injury Langstrom (2002) Partial support for NSR 
 Intrusive sex assault with 

children 
Worling & Curwen (2000) Significantly related to SR 
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Table B1 (cont.) 
 

Risk Factor Domain Variables Studies Findings 
Offence-related Psychological 
Factors 

Cognitive distortions Schram et al. (1991) Significantly related to SR 

 Victim blame Kahn & Chambers (1991); Schram et 
al. (1991); Santman (1998) 

Inconsistent findings 

 Denial Kahn & Chambers (1991); Auslander 
(1998); Santman (1998); Langstrom 
& Grann (2000) 

Inconsistent findings 

 Lack of accountability Hunter & Figueredo (1999) Significantly related to NSR 
 Willing to explore offence non-

defensively 
Smith & Monastersky (1986) No significant relationship 

 Victim empathy Kahn & Chambers (1991); Schram et 
al. (1991); Langstrom & Grann 
(2000) 

No significant relationship 

 Expressed remorse Schram et al. (1991); Santman (1998) No significant relationship 
 Understands exploitativeness of 

offence 
Smith & Monastersky (1986) Negative relationship to NSR 

Index Sexual Offence Outcome Offence diverted Kahn & Chambers (1991) Significantly related to TR 
 Incarceration Santman (1998) Significantly related to NSR 
 Group placement Santman (1998) Significantly related to SR 
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Table B1 (cont.) 
 

Risk Factor Domain Variables Studies Findings 
Clinical Variables Social skills deficits Kahn & Chambers (1991); Schram et 

al. (1991); Langstrom & Grann 
(2000); Worling & Curwen (2000); 
Kenny et al. (2001); Miner (2002) 

Inconsistent findings 

 Low self-esteem Worling & Curwen (2000) Significantly related to NSR 
 Unable to identify personal 

strengths 
Smith & Monastersky (1986) Significantly related to NSR 

 Millon Adolescent Personality 
Scales 

Santman (1998) Significantly related to NSR 

NOTE: NSR = Non-sexual Recidivism; SR = Sexual Recidivism; TR = Total Recidivism. 
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Table C1 Studies Reviewed for the Meta-Analyses 
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Table C1 
 
Studies Reviewed for Inclusion/Exclusion in the Meta-Analyses 
 

Study Collected Determination Regarding Inclusion or 
Exclusion 

Doshay (1943) Included in the sexual recidivism meta-
analysis. 

Atcheson & Williams (1954) Excluded as did not examine predictors of 
recidivism. 

Smith & Monastersky (1986) Included in the sexual and non-sexual 
recidivism meta-analyses. 

McConaughy et al. (1989) Excluded as intervention study. 
Becker (1990) Excluded as intervention study. 
Brannon & Troyer (1991; 1995) Excluded as did not examine predictors of 

recidivism. 
Kahn & Chambers (1991) Excluded due to possible sample overlap 

with Schram et al. (1991). 
Schram et al. (1991) Included in the sexual and non-sexual 

recidivism meta-analyses. 
Bremer (1992) Excluded as intervention study; measured 

risk factors but did not provide enough 
statistical information to calculate effect 
sizes. 

Mazur & Michael (1992) Excluded as intervention study. 
Lab et al. (1993) Included in the sexual recidivism meta-

analysis. 
Rubinstein et al. (1993) Excluded as did not examine predictors of 

recidivism. 
Boyd (1994) Included in the sexual and non-sexual 

meta-analyses. 
Hagan et al. (1994a) Excluded as did not examine predictors of 

recidivism. 
Hagan et al. (1994b) Excluded as did not examine predictors of 

recidivism.   
Dolan et al. (1996) Excluded as classification of recidivists 

differed substantially from other studies; 
classified recidivists as those offenders 
who had a prior history of sexual offending 
upon referral. 

Hagan & Cho (1996) Excluded as study design differed 
significantly from other risk factor studies. 

Auslander (1998) Included in the sexual and non-sexual 
recidivism meta-analyses. 
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Table C1 (cont.) 
 

Study Collected Determination Regarding Inclusion or 
Exclusion 

Kennedy & Hume (1998) Excluded as intervention study. 
Santman (1998) Included in the sexual and non-sexual 

recidivism meta-analyses. 
Sipe et. al. (1998) Excluded as study design differed 

significantly from other risk factor studies. 
Hagan & Gust-Brey (1999) Excluded as did not examine predictors of 

recidivism. 
Hunter & Figueredo (1999) Included in the sexual and non-sexual 

meta-analyses. 
Rasmussen (1999) Included in the sexual and non-sexual 

meta-analyses. 
Langstrom & Grann (2000) Excluded as converting hazard ratios to 

mean difference considered unreliable. 
Worling & Curwen (2000) Included in the sexual and non-sexual 

recidivism meta-analyses. 
Gretton et al. (2001) Included in the sexual and non-sexual 

recidivism meta-analyses. 
Hagan et al. (2001) 
 

Excluded as study design differed 
significantly from other risk factor studies. 

Kenny et al. (2001) Excluded as classification of recidivists 
differed substantially from other studies; 
classified recidivists as those offenders 
who had a prior history of sexual offending 
upon referral. 

Shapiro et al. (2001) Excluded as intervention study. 
Worling (2001) Excluded possible sample overlap with 

Worling & Curwen (2000), which 
contained more detailed data. 

Langstrom (2002) Included in the sexual and non-sexual 
meta-analyses. 

Miner (2002) Excluded as converting hazard ratios to 
mean difference considered unreliable. 

Allan et al. (2003) Included in the non-sexual recidivism 
meta-analysis. 

Seabloom et al. (2003) Excluded as intervention study. 
Nisbet et al. (2004) Included in the sexual and non-sexual 

recidivism meta-analyses. 
Poole et al. (2000) Included in the sexual recidivism meta-

analysis. 
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Table D1  
 
Methodological Characteristics of Studies Included in the Meta-Analyses 
 

Authors (year) Country Sample Size Sample Type Predictors Follow-up Length Design 
Doshay (1943) U.S. N=256 

SR=8; NSR=39 
Treated 
Aged 7-16 yrs 

N=3 
Coded from files 

12 yrs Retrospective; 
Comparative 

Smith & 
Monastersky (1986) 

U.S.  N=112 Community-based 
treatment program 
Aged 10-16 yrs 
M = 14.1 yrs 

N=22 
Clinician-rated 
Coded from files 

17 – 49 mths 
M = 28.9 mths 

Retrospective; 
Comparative 

Schram, Milloy, & 
Rowe (1991) 

U.S.  N=197 
SR=24; NSR=100 

All completed 
treatment program 
Aged 8-18 yrs 
Median = 14.5 yrs 

N=30 
Coded from files 

5 - 9.8 yrs 
Median = 6.8 yrs 

Retrospective; 
Comparative 

Lab, Shields, & 
Schondel (1993) 

U.S. N=155 
SR=5 

Referred to program 
for evaluation 
M = 14.3 yrs 

N=4 
Coded from files 

Not specified Retrospective; 
Correlational 

Boyd (1994) U.S.  N=73 
SR=8; NSR=26 

Released from 
secure facility 
Treated 
Aged 13-18 yrs 
M = 15.6 yrs 

N=21 
Coded from files 

6 – 54 mths  
 

Retrospective; 
Comparative 

Auslander (1998) U.S.  N=124 
SR=10; NSR=51 

Residential facility 
Aged 13-18 yrs 
M = 15 yrs 

N=23 
Coded from files 

6.58 – 69 mths 
M = 34.28 mths 

Retrospective; 
Correlational 

Santman (1998) U.S.  N=114 
SR=9; NSR=16 

Court-ordered psych 
evaluation 
M=14 yrs 

N=34  
Coded from files 

2.45-8.25 yrs 
M=5 yrs 
SD=1.69 yrs 

Retrospective; 
Correlational 

Hunter & Figueredo 
(1999) 

U.S.  N=121 
SR=2; NSR=4 

Community-based 
treatment program 
Aged 5-18 yrs 
M = 14.3 yrs 

N=7 
Coded from files 

12 – 24 mths Retrospective; 
Correlational 

Rasmussen (1999) U.S.  N=170 
SR=13; NSR=92 

Majority in 
community program 

N=15  
Coded from files 

5 yrs Retrospective; 
Correlational 
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Table D1 (cont.) 
 

Authors (year) Country Sample Size Sample Type Predictors Follow-up Length Design 
Poole, Liedecke, & 
Marbibi (2000) 

U.S.  N=49 
SR=4 

Released from 
secure facility 
Aged 18-21 yrs 

Static-99 items (10) 4 yrs Retrospective; 
Correlational 

Prentky, et al. 
(2000) 

U.S. N=75 
SR=3; NSR=5 

Referred for 
evaluation 
Aged 9-20 yrs 
M = 14.2 yrs 

J-SOAP scales (4) 
Coded from files 

1 yr Retrospective; 
Correlational 

Worling & Curwen 
(2000) 

Canada  N=148 Assessed by Sex 
Offender Program 
Aged 12-19 
M = 15.5 SD = 1.5 

N=22  
Coded from files & 
psychometric tests 

2 - 10 yrs 
M = 6.23 SD = 2.02 

Retrospective; 
Correlational 

Gretton et al. (2001) Canada N=220 
 

Community-based 
treatment program 
Aged 12-18 yrs 
M=14.7 yrs 

PCL:YV 
Phallometry 
Coded from files 

7 – 106 mths 
M = 55 mths 
SD = 22.3 mths 

Retrospective; 
Correlational 

Langstrom (2002) Sweden N=117 
SR=35; NSR= 

Court-ordered FPE 
Aged 15-20 yrs 

N=16  
Coded from files 

.03 - 228 mths 
M = 115 mths 
SD = 60 mths 

Retrospective; 
Correlational 

Allan et al. (2003) Australia N=326 
SR=31; NSR=216 
 

Convicted 
Aged 9-17 yrs 
M = 15.1 yrs 

N=7 
Coded from files 

Up to 8.9 yrs 
M = 4.2 yrs 

Retrospective; 
Comparative 

Morton (2003) Canada N=80 
SR=13; NSR=20 

Assessed by 
treatment program 
Aged 12-18 yrs 
M=15.22 yrs 
SD=1.47 yrs 

N=82 items from 
risk assessment 
tools 
Coded from files 

15-111 mths 
M=68.1 mths 
SD=1.47 mths 

Retrospective; 
Comparative 

Nisbet, Wilson, & 
Smallbone (2004) 

Australia  N=292 
SR=25; NSR=179 

Assessed by Sex 
Offender Program; 
Age (M =16, 
SD=1.61) 

N=9  
Coded from files 

4.64 - 12.88 yrs 
M = 7.3 SD = 1.76 

Prospective; 
Correlational 

NOTE: Shaded studies are those that were included in the non-sexual recidivism meta-analysis. 
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Demographic/Background Variables 

Offender Age 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Offender age 

 
-.413882806 

 
.081217139 

 
Santman (1998) 

 
Age 

 
0 

 
.12063492 

 
Rasmussen (1999) 

 
Age (in years) 

 
.238210741 

 
.083304176 

 
Worling & Curwen 
(2000) 

 
Offender age 
 

 
-.059800791 

 
.060384867 

 
Allan et al. (2003) 

 
Age at first sexual 
offence 

 
-.188560084 

 
.035702427 

 
Nisbet et al. (2004) 

 
Age 

 
.707802866 

 
.075090552 

 
Minimum d = -.41 
Maximum d = .71 
 

History of Sexual Abuse 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Schram, Milloy & 
Rowe (1991) 

 
History of sexual abuse 

 
.691462645 

 
.077851206 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Sexual Abuse (passive, 
active, or both) 

 
.769941119 

 
.261833851 

 
Auslander (1998) 

 
Sexual Abuse 

 
-.305649378 

 
.208417877 

 
Rasmussen (1999) 

 
History of sexual abuse 

 
8.127326077 

 
.085712058 

 
Worling & Curwen 
(2000) 

 
History of sexual abuse 

 
-.149659266 

 
.060391961 

 
Lab, Shields & 
Schondel (1993) 

 
Past sexual 
victimisation 

 
0 

 
.206666666 

 
Minimum d = -.31 
Maximum d = 8.13 
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History of Physical Abuse 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Physical abuse (any vs. 
none) 

 
.08723364 

 

 
.189879817 

 
 
Auslander (1998) 

 
Physical Abuse 

 
.407987903 

 
.208429167 

 
Rasmussen (1999) 

 
History of physical 
abuse 

 
.842920647 

 
.083432279 

 
Minimum d = .09 
Maximum d = .84 

Criminal History Variables 
 
History of Non-sexual Offending 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Santman (1998) 

 
Criminal history 

 
0 

 
.12063492 

 
Rasmussen (1999) 

 
Prior nonsexual 
offences 

 
-.471567314 

 
.083337726 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Any violent conviction 

 
-.109334813 

 
.040817635 

 
Allan et al. (2003) 

 
Prior non-sexual 
offences 

 
.432533932 

 
.035934836 

 
Nisbet et al. (2004) 

 
Prior non-sexual 
offences 

 
.470412489 

 
.07540461 

 
Doshay (1943) 

 
Previous non-sexual 
offences 

 
1.419540241 

 
.64873025 

 
Poole et al. (2000) 

 
Static-99 

 
.654091164 

 
.276587887 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Static-99 

 
.853651927 

 
.18815248 

 
Minimum d = -.47 
Maximum d = 1.42 
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History of Sexual Offending 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
1st documented offence, 
no developing pattern 
(reversed) 

 
.034666445 

 
.084313863 

 
Schram et al. (1991) 

 
 

 
.736175115 

 
.116232847 

 
Santman (1998) 

 
Sexual offence in 
criminal history 

 
0 

 
.12063492 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

  
.492538722 

 
.041803278 

 
Allan et al. (2003) 

 
Prior sexual offence 
convictions 

 
-.271994609 

 
.659110299 

 
Poole et al. (2000) 

 
Static-99 

 
1.121297265 

 
.28505189 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Static-99 

 
-.107776874 

 
.091921049 

 
Minimum d = -.27 
Maximum d = 1.12 

Index Sexual Offence Characteristics 
 
Non-Contact (Hands-Off) Index Offence 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Hands-off offence 

 
.418372602 

 
.141842492 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Non-contact index 
offence 

 
.399640496 

 
.041449082 

 
Hunter & Figueredo 
(1999) 

 
Exposure 

 
.941538832 

 
.258660875 

 
Minimum d = .40 
Maximum d = .94 
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Rape 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Rape offence 

 
-.449185384 

 
.104546304 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Rape 

 
-.366583243 

 
.160763721 

 
Allan et al. (2003) 

 
Rape index offence 
conviction 

 
.240350755 

 
.04539294 

 
Minimum d = -.45 
Maximum d = .24 
 
Multiple Offences in Index Offence 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Offended on 2+ 
occasions 

 
.469091949 

 
.041706922 

 
Allan et al. (2003) 

 
Number of index sex 
offences 

 
-.092653734 

 
.035661061 

 
Nisbet et al. (2004) 

 
No. sex offence 
charges 

 
.565865147 

 
.07505035 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
2+ times 

 
.07070707 

 
.09233974 

 
Minimum d = -.09 
Maximum d = .57 
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Use of Threats/Force in Index Offence 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Schram, Milloy & 
Rowe (1991) 

 
Threat – use of force 

 
.389341843 

 
.057337845 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Verbal force (median) 

 
.220066643 

 
.154279011 

 
Auslander 

 
SOB-Aggressiveness 

 
-.666511601 

 
.208471506 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Threat/force/weapon 
(median) 

 
-.287952411 

 
.041198431 

 
Poole et al. (2000) 

 
Static-99 

 
.845735355 

 
.272780956 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Static-99/Threats 

 
.081998705 

 
.150598447 

 
Minimum d = -.67 
Maximum d = .85 

Victimological Characteristics 
 
Number of Victims 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Auslander (1998) 

 
SOB-E – Number of 
victims in relation to 
access 

 
-.101690402 

 
.208404973 

 
Rasmussen (1999) 

 
Total number of 
victims 

 
1.797298569 

 
.083836326 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
2+ victims 

 
.612414392 

 
.042369333 

 
Worling & Curwen 
(2000) 

 
Number of past victims 

 
.270146052 

 
.06041088 

 
 
Nisbet et al. (2004) 

 
Number of victims 

 
.09362963 

 
.075026377 

 
Minimum d = -.10 
Maximum d = 1.80 
 

 201



                                                           Risk Assessment of Juvenile Sexual Offenders 

Child Victim 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Younger (> 4 years) 

 
-.529770261 

 
.09012498 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Child Molester 

 
.366583243 

 
.160763721 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Any victim < 12 

 
.219496357 

 
.040972441 

 
Worling & Curwen 
(2000) 

 
Ever a child victim 

 
-.029895909 

 
.060383853 

 
 
Nisbet et al. (2004) 

 
Child victim 

 
-.777349363 

 
.131943146 

 
Minimum d = -.78 
Maximum d = .37 
 
Male Victim 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Male victim 

 
.498345095 

 
.089605557 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Male victim 

 
.456191058 

 
.205749761 

 
Rasmussen (1999) 

 
Number of male 
victims 

 
1.169391951 

 

 
.083550197 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Male victim 

 
.175278686 

 
.040897843 

 
Nisbet et al. (2004) 

 
Male victim 

 
-.279848845 

 
.131380335 

 
Poole et al. (2000) 

 
Static-99 

 
.800051912 

 

 
.278753681 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Static-99 

 
.185291706 

 
.111714601 

 
Minimum d = -.28 
Maximum d = 1.17 
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Relative Victim 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Relative 

 
-.269546515 

 
.094438432 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Family 

 
-.325326047 

 
.266839469 

 
Santman (1998) 

 
Incest 

 
1.016959972 

 
.256315776 

 
Worling & Curwen 
(2000) 

 
Ever an intrafamilial 
victim 

 
-.059800791 

 
.060384867 

 
Allan et al. (2003) 

 
Incest 

 
.015838216 

 
.236228504 

 
Minimum d = -.33 
Maximum d = 1.02 
 
Acquaintance Victim 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Acquaintance 

 
-.264403026 

 
.088257693 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Acquaintance/friend 

 
.736026138 

 
.261973332 

 
Poole et al. (2000) 

 
Static-99 

 
1.024890322 

 
.282940591 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Static-99 

 
.168752827 

 
.173438161 

 
Minimum d = -.26 
Maximum d = 1.02 
 
Stranger Victim 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Stranger 

 
.960271673 

 
.12563749 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Stranger 

 
-.704246711 

 
.675777469 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Any stranger victim 

 
.789586047 

 
.043430849 

 
Poole et al. (2000) 

 
Static-99 

 
.518587692 

 
.274966438 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Static-99 

 
.215573903 

 
.12388271 

 
Minimum d = -.70 
Maximum d = .96 
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Antisocial Orientation 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
History of aggressive 
or destructive 
behaviour 

 
.193231717 

 
.08432254 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Any behavioural 
problems 

 
-.245168633 

 
.288929914 

 
Auslander (1998) 

 
PCL 

 
.050837572 

 
.208403764 

 
Prentky et al. (2000) 

 
Impulsive/Antisocial 
Behaviour 

 
.674054902 

 
.351504063 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Signs of Conduct 
Disorder < 15 

 
.065815675 

 
.040785061 

 
 
Gretton et al. (2001) 

 
PCL:YV 

 
.253077463 

 
.035651279 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Antisocial (ERASOR) 

 
.479678125 

 
.093782634 

 
Minimum d = -.24 
Maximum d = .68 
 
Sexual Deviance 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Unhealthy sexual 
attitudes 

 
-1.029640112 

 
.054415243 

 
Schram et al. (1991) 

 
Deviant arousal 

 
.892254026 

 
.142701568 

 
Prentky et al. (2000) 

 
Sexual 
drive/preoccupation  
(J-SOAP) 

 
.671660551 

 
.351481048 

 
Hunter & Figueredo 
(1999) 

 
Sexual maladjustment 
(MSI) 

 
-.218301937 

 
.258553293 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Obsession/sex 
(ERASOR) 

 
.481186293 

 
.093791924 

 
Minimum d = -1.03 
Maximum d = .89 
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Deviant Lifestyle Variables 
 
Negative Family Factors 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Family legal problems 
+ intrafamily violence 
(median) 

 
.692287659 

 
.430935457 

 
Doshay (1954) 

 
Broken home 

 
.579983563 

 
.173264133 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Parental rejection 

 
.177498889 

 
.092509652 

 
Minimum d = .18 
Maximum d = .69 
 
Lack of Peer Relationships 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Schram et al. (1991) 

 
Loner 

 
-.133731507 

 
.055731804 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Any friends 

 
-.125744695 

 
.189340226 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Lack of peers 

 
-.351141041 

 
.093098076 

 
Minimum d = -.35 
Maximum d = -.13 
 
Substance Abuse 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Any substance abuse 

 
-.312812399 

 
.165769339 

 
Auslander (1998) 

 
Frequency of alcohol 
abuse (median) 

 
.407988015 

 
.208519892 

 
Lab et al. (1993) 

 
Any alcohol and/or 
drug use 

 
0 

 
.206666666 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Substance Abuse Total 
Score (YLS/CMI) 

 
-.488487708 

 
.094097558 

 
Minimum d = -.49 
Maximum d = .51 
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Demographic/Background Variables 

Offender Age 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Offender age 

 
-.282553243 

 
.043293931 

 
Santman (1998) 

 
Age 

 
0 

 
.072704081 

 
Rasmussen (1999) 

 
Age (in years) 

 
-.106266922 

 
.023614847 

 
Worling & Curwen 
(2000) 

 
Age 

 
-.025533702 

 
.044049821 

 
Nisbet et al. (2004) 

 
Age 

 
.144126441 

 
.014582362 

 
Minimum d = -.28 
Maximum d = .14 
 

History of Sexual Abuse 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Schram, Milloy & 
Rowe (1991) 

 
History of sexual abuse 

 
.232523572 

 
.024940421 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Sexual abuse (passive, 
active, or both) 

 
-.30627804 

 
.072375678 

 
Auslander (1998) 

 
Sexual abuse  

 
-.495246482 

 
.086921073 

 
Rasmussen (1999) 

 
History of sexual abuse 

 
-.604432758 

 
.02465616 

 
Worling & Curwen 
(2000) 

 
History of sexual abuse 

 
.631227166 

 
.045393726 

 
Minimum d = -.60 
Maximum d = .63 
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History of Physical Abuse 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Physical abuse 
 

 
.276765203 

 
.08973534 

 
Auslander (1998) 

 
Physical abuse 

 
.1634188 

 
.086039769 

 
Rasmussen (1999) 

 
History of physical 
abuse 

 
.374807525 

 
.023994812 

 
Minimum d = .16 
Maximum d = .37 

Criminal History Variables 
 
History of Non-sexual Offending 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Santman (1998) 

 
Criminal history 

 
.618364982 

 
.074381166 

 
Rasmussen (1999) 

 
Prior nonsexual 
offences 

 
.142517162 

 
.023641372 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Any violent conviction 

 
.349663508 

 
.035636543 

 
Nisbet et al. (2004) 

 
Prior non-sexual 
offences 

 
.843461614 

 
.015654346 

 
Doshay (1943) 

 
Previous non-sexual 
offences 

 
.838206588 

 
.061441745 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Static-99 

 
.8268511 

 
.178123896 

 
Minimum d = .14 
Maximum d = .84 
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History of Sexual Offending 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
1st documented offence, 
no developing pattern 
(reversed) 

 
.467840386 

 
.048617152 

 
Schram et al. (1991) 

 
Prior sex offence 
conviction 

 
.066974675 

 
.093876304 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Any previous sex 
offending behaviour 

 
.060834527 

 
.03512986 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Static-99 

 
-.215005007 

 
.066955586 

 
Minimum d = -.22 
Maximum d = .75 
 

Index Sexual Offence Characteristics 
 
Non-Contact (Hands-Off) Index Offence 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Hands-off 

 
.307356173 

 
.100880894 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Non-contact 

 
-.162673781 

 
.035227133 

 
Hunter & Figueredo 
(1999) 

 
Exposure 

 
0 

 
.082158679 

 
Minimum d = -.16 
Maximum d = .31 
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Multiple Offences in Index Offence 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Offended on 2+ 
occasions 

 
-.286589154 

 
.035465042 

 
Nisbet et al. (2004) 

 
No. sex offence 
charges 

 
.002053134172 

 
.014436156 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
2+ times 

 
-.264566814 

 
.067690068 

 
Minimum d = -.29 
Maximum d = 0 
 
Use of Force in Index Offence 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Schram, Milloy & 
Rowe (1991) 

 
Threat – use of force 

 
.051725094 

 
.033512756 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Verbal force (median) 

 
-.003496819334 

 
.096362048 

 
Auslander 

 
SOB-Aggressiveness 

 
.701134903 

 
.087914303 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Threat/force/weapon 
(median) 

 
.574787248 

 
.036668307 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Static-99/Threats 

 
.116743772 

 
.133024523 

 
Minimum d = 0 
Maximum d = .70 
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Victimological Characteristics 
 
Number of Victims 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Auslander (1998) 

 
SOB-E – Number of 
victims in relation to 
access 

 
-.22906208 

 
.086143656 

 
Rasmussen (1999) 

 
Total number of 
victims 

 
-.274855404 

 
.023803826 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
2+ victims 

 
-.265752813 

 
.035415859 

 
Worling & Curwen 
(2000) 

 
Number of past victims 

 
-.076631769 

 
.044067458 

 
Nisbet et al. (2004) 

 
Number of victims 

 
-.041070877 

 
.014439037 

 
Minimum d = -.27 
Maximum d = -.04 
 
Child Victim 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Younger (> 4 years) 

 
-.180843156 

 
.057187508 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Index offence = child 
molestation 

 
-.4058187 

 
.074804107 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Any victim < 12 

 
-.435357901 

 
.03592403 

 
Worling & Curwen 
(2000) 

 
Ever a child victim 

 
-.153471051 

 
.044127191 

 
Nisbet et al. (2004) 

 
Child victim 

  
-.474113606 .026862516 

 
Minimum d = -.47 
Maximum d = -.15 
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Male Victim 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Male victim 

 
-.030455022 

 
.059664715 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Male victim 

 
.270475004 

 
.123506793 

 
Rasmussen (1999) 

 
Number of male 
victims 

 
-.064103812 

 
.02359372 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Male victim 

 
-.244998973 

 
.035370559 

 
Nisbet et al. (2004) 

 
Male victim 

 
.162389265 

 
.024891939 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Static-99 

 
.092343527 

 
.085966896 

 
Minimum d = -.24 
Maximum d = .16 
 
Relative Victim 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Relative 

 
-.017017709 

 
.047999711 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Family 

 
-.234334659 

 
.100742374 

 
Santman (1998) 

 
Incest 

 
.064180519 

 
.085716902 

 
Worling & Curwen 
(2000) 

 
Ever an intrafamilial 
victim 

 
-.076631769 

 
.044067458 

 
Minimum d = -.23 
Maximum d = .06 
 
Acquaintance Victim 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Acquaintance 

 
.115973958 

 
.046736778 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Acquaintance/friend 

 
.313493278 

 
.077808371 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Static-99 

 
-.17628403 

 
.105473671 

 
Minimum d = -.18 
Maximum d = .31 
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Stranger Victim 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Stranger 

 
-.228135363 

 
.13182713 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Stranger 

 
-.202891063 

 
.14325422 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Any stranger victim 

 
-.081141133 

 
.035142181 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Static-99 

 
.318402446 

 
.090555003 

 
Minimum d = -.23 
Maximum d = .32 
 
Antisocial Orientation 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
History of aggressive 
or destructive 
behaviour 

 
.211331207 

 
.047405414 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Any behavioural 
problems 

 
.236240017 

 
.188102694 

 
Auslander (1998) 

 
PCL 

 
.563125855 

 
.08710757 

 
Prentky et al. (2000) 

 
Impulsive/Antisocial 
Behaviour 

 
.280785029 

 
.265480585 

 
Langstrom (2002) 

 
Signs of Conduct 
Disorder < 15 

 
.637432093 

 
.036850453 

 
Gretton et al. (2001) 

 
PCL:YV 

 
.422306692 

 
.022050345 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Antisocial (ERASOR) 

 
.579615575 

 
.052503562 

 
Minimum d = .21 
Maximum d = .64 
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Sexual Deviance 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Smith & Monastersky 
(1986) 

 
Unhealthy sexual 
attitudes 

 
-.202332298 

 
.055254465 

 
Schram et al. (1991) 

 
Deviant arousal 

 
.176245494 

 
.027984212 

 
Prentky et al. (2000) 

 
Sexual 
drive/preoccupation  
(J-SOAP) 

 
.160007695 

 
.265105672 

 
Hunter & Figueredo 
(1999) 

 
Sexual maladjustment 
(MSI) 

 
.229621147 

 
.082287909 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Obsession/sex 
(ERASOR) 

 
.024810074 

 
.067245325 

 
Minimum d = -.20 
Maximum d = .23 
 
Deviant Lifestyle Variables 
 
Lack of Peer Relationships 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Schram et al. (1991) 

 
Loner 

 
.12027361 

 
.0255999 

 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Any friends 

 
.124869467 

 
.079411572 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Lack of peers 

 
.148990746 

 
.067383675 

 
Minimum d = .12 
Maximum d = .15 
 
Substance Abuse 
 

Study Operationalisation Individual d Variance of d 
 
Boyd (1994) 

 
Any substance abuse 

 
-.146708628 

 
.085080518 

 
Auslander 

 
Diagnosis of alcohol or 
drug abuse 

 
.065298829 

 
.085949278 

 
Santman (1998) 

 
Substance abuse 

 
1.577473762 

 
.691324491 

 
Morton (2003) 

 
Substance Abuse Total 
Score (YLS/CMI) 

 
.335889381 

 
.068276467 

 
Minimum d = -.15 
Maximum d = 1.6 
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Appendix G 
 

Juvenile Risk Assessment Checklist (J-RAC) Scoring Manual 
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Juvenile Sex Offender Risk Assessment Checklist (J-RAC) 
 

Sacha Rombouts (2005) 
 

Developed as a partial requirement for the Doctor of Philosophy in Forensic 
Psychology 

 
Scoring Instructions 

 
When scoring the J-RAC from retrospective file information, use the information 
gained from the offender before he/she engaged in treatment except in situations in 
which historical variables were disclosed during the treatment process.  

 
 

Developmental History Items 

 

Item 1: History of Sexual Abuse 

Score this item if the individual has a history of being sexually abused either in self-
report or official records. The abuse can be of any severity (i.e., active, passive, or 
both). This item is scored as follows: 
 
 0  No history/no evidence of abuse 

1  Sexual abuse was suspected by therapist, caseworker etc. (e.g., 
unsubstantiated child protection reports) 

 2  Sexual abuse is present 
 
 

 

Item 2: History of Physical Abuse 

Score this item if the individual has a history of being physically abused either in self-
report or official records. The item is automatically scored a 2 if a substantiated child 
protection notification is present. This item is scored as follows: 
 

0 No history/no evidence 
1 Infrequent or episodic abuse 
2 Frequent or severe physical abuse (e.g., requiring child protection) 
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Criminal History Items 

 

Item 3: History of Non-Sexual Offending 

Score this item if the individual has a history (either self-report or documented) of 
engaging in non-sexual criminal behaviour. 
 

0 No history of non-sexual offending (i.e., the sexual offence is the 
individual’s only offence) 

1 History of self-report engagement in non-sexual criminal behaviour yet 
the individual has not been caught or sanctioned for offence(s).  

2 History of engaging in non-sexual criminal behaviour documented in 
official records (e.g., court appearances, police cautions etc.) 

 

 

Item 4: History of Sexual Offending 

Do not count the index sexual offence(s) when scoring this item. 
 
Score this item if the individual has a history of sexual offending behaviour. This item 
may include either self-report of engaging in sex offending behaviour that the 
individual has not been caught or sanctioned for or a documented history of sexual 
offences. The sex offending behaviour may be of any sort, ranging from having sexual 
interactions with animals to stalking a victim with intent to commit a sexual offence. 
 

0 No history (the sexual offence is the individual’s first sexual offence) 
1 Self-report history of engaging in sex offending behaviour 
2 Official records of previous sex offending (e.g., substantiated child 

protection, court appearances, arrests, charges, convictions, etc.) 
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Index Sexual Offence Characteristics 

 

Item 5: Non-Contact (“Hands-Off”) Index Sexual Offending Behaviour 

Score this item if the individual’s index sexual offence was a non-contact offence. 
Non-contact offences may include exhibitionism (including masturbation in front of a 
victim), voyeurism, possessing obscene material, obscene telephone calls, stealing 
underwear and illicit sexual use of the Internet. Situations in which the offender 
intended to make contact with the victims but did not succeed would be considered 
attempted contact offence(s) and not coded as non-contact offence(s). 
 
Score for the index sexual offence: 

0 Index offence involved contact with a victim 
1 Index offence was a non-contact sexual offence 

 

Item 7: Use of Threats/Force/Weapon in the Index Sexual Offence 

Score this item if the individual’s index sexual offence involved either verbal threats 
or verbal intimidation towards the victim, the use of force in order to commit the 
sexual offence (e.g., holding the victim down, physically forcing the victim to engage 
in sexual acts), or if the offender used a weapon in the commission of the sexual 
offence. 
 

0 No evidence of threats or force 
1 Use of verbal threats or intimidation 

a. Clear evidence that individual threatened to harm the victim if the 
victim reported the incident(s) 

b. Clear evidence that individual threatened to harm the victim if the 
victim did not cooperate/comply 

2 Minimum degree of physical restraint used (e.g. holding onto legs etc.) 
but offender stops if physical resistance 

3 Evidence of overt physical force (e.g., persistent attempts to restrain or 
brutality regardless of victim resistance; holding victim’s head during 
oral sexual contact) 
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Item 8: Number of Victims 

This item refers to the total number of victims the individual has committed sexual 
offences either in the past or present index sexual offence(s). 
 

0 One victim 
1 Two or more victims  

 

Item 9: Victim Age 

This item refers to the age of the victim in relation to the individual being assessed. 
Score this item first for the index sexual offence and also for past sexual offending. 
An individual can receive multiple scores on this item if he/she has offended against 
victims of varying ages. 
 

For the index sexual offence: 

0 Child victim (younger than 12 years old) 
1 Peer victim (older than 12 years old but same age range as offender) 
2 Older/Adult victim (older than 18 years old; significantly older than 

offender, e.g., offender is 14 and offended against 16/17 year old) 
 

Item 10: Stranger Victim 

This item refers to the relationship between the individual and the victim. Score this 
item for the index sexual offence: 
 

0 No 
1 Yes 
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Item 11: Sexual Deviance 

This item refers to the presence of factors related to deviant sexual interests. This 
includes the presence of unhealthy sexual attitudes (e.g., attitudes or cognitions 
supportive of rape or child molestation), therapist perceptions/ratings of deviant 
sexual arousal (i.e., the individual reported on the presence of sexual fantasies relating 
to child molestation or rape), as well as obsessive sexual interests or preoccupation 
with sexual thoughts, behaviours, or gestures including unusually frequent 
masturbation and/or use of pornography. If the offender admitted sexually fantasising 
about a child victim or about rape prior to the offence then this item is coded as 2. 
 

0 No sexual deviance present 
1 Individual has unhealthy sexual attitudes but no evidence of deviant 

sexual interests or fantasies, for example, he has endorsed cognitive 
distortions regarding sexual behaviour with children or rape 

2 Evidence of deviant sexual interests/fantasies reported or suspected by 
therapist yet never confirmed by young person 

3 Evidence of deviant sexual interests/fantasies self-reported by young 
person 

 

Item 12: Antisocial Orientation 

Item 12a: Antisocial Behaviour 

This item encapsulates both behavioural and personality characteristics indicative of 
an antisocial orientation. It may include a history of behavioural problems (either at 
home or at school), a history of aggressive or destructive behaviour (e.g., scores in the 
clinical range on the CBCL), and a history of impulsive behaviour.  
 

0 No evidence of antisocial behaviour 
1 Some evidence of antisocial behaviour 
2 Evidence of pattern of antisocial behaviour (e.g., diverse settings, two 

or more different types of non-sexual offences) 
 

Item 12b Antisocial Personality 

Personality characteristics may include no evidence of remorse regarding the present 
or past sexual offences, evidence of callousness, and a demonstrated lack of empathy 
for victim(s). 
 

0 No evidence of antisocial personality characteristics 
1 Presence of one characteristic (e.g.,callousness) 
2 Presence of two or more of the above (e.g., callousness and an apparent 

lack of remorse).  
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Obtaining Scale Scores 

The Sexual Recidivism Scale consists of the following items: 
 
2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, and 11 
 
Add these items to obtain the total score for this scale. 
 
The Non-sexual Recidivism Scale consists of the following items: 
 
1 (R), 2, 3, 7, 9, 12a, and 12b 
 
To obtain the total score, first reverse score item 1 and then add the items together. 
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