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Abst ract

This review provides a quantitative sunmary of recidivismrisk factors
for sexual offenders. Based on 61 different data sets, approxi mately
one third of the 165 predictor variables were significantly related to
recidivism(p < .05) with correlations of .10 or greater. Sexual offense
reci divismwas best predicted by neasures of sexual deviance (e.qg.

devi ant sexual preferences, prior sexual offenses), and, to a | esser
extent, general crimnological factors (e.g., age, total prior offenses).
The predictors of nonsexual violent recidivismand general recidivism
were simlar to those recidivismpredictors found anbng nonsexua
crimnals. No single factor was sufficiently related to recidivism
however, to justify its use in isolation. There remains a need for
research to identify changeable, dynamc risk factors



Executive Summary

Sexual victimzation is a serious social problem Gven the high
rates of sexual victimzation anong wonen and children (Johnson & Sacco
1995; Peters et al., 1986), there nust also be a significant nunber of
sexual offenders. A large nunber of sexual offenders raises inportant
public policy questions concerning how such of fenders shoul d be managed by
the mental health and crimnal justice systens. Decisions concerning the
managenent of individual offenders are often based on based on assessnents
of danger ousness.

It is difficult to estimate the overall recidivismrates of sexua
of fenders since many of fenses remai n undetected. Conparisons of the
recidivismrates of different types of offenders, however, can yield
important information about relative recidivismrisk (Furby, Winrott &
Bl ackshaw, 1989). The nmi n question addressed in the present report was
the following: conpared to other sexual offenders, what factors increase
or decrease their risk for recidivisn? The question was addressed through
a quantitative summary of a large nunber of follow up studies.

To be included in the review, the study had to a) identify a group
of sexual offenders, b) include a followup period, c) conmpute the
rel ati onship between some initial characteristic and subsequent
recidivism d) record sexual, nonsexual violent, or any recidivism and e)
report sufficient statistical information. Studies were identified
t hrough searchi ng conputeri sed data bases, examning the reference lists
of available articles, and by contacting established researchers in the
field.

As of our deadline of Decenber 31, 1995, our search yiel ded 87
usabl e docunents (published articles, government reports, unpublished
program eval uati ons, raw data sets, etc.). These 87 articles reported on
61 different data sets fromsix different countries. Half of the studies
were produced after 1989. The nedi an sanple size was 198 (nean of 475,
range of 12 to 4,428), and the nedian followup period was four years. In
total, the report exam ned 28,972 sexual offenders.

Two raters coded each study using a standard set of categories and
coding rules. W exam ned all predictor variables except treatnent
outconme. Treatment outcone with sexual offenders was considered a
sufficiently inportant topic to justify separate reviews (see Hall, 1995).
A further restriction was that each predictor variable had to be exam ned
in at |east three independent studies. Overall, the review exam ned 69
potential predictors of sexual recidivism 38 predictors of nonsexua
violent recidivism and 58 predictors of general (any) recidivism

The findings of each study were transformed into a comon i ndex of
predictive accuracy: r. This measure can range between -1 and +1. Wen r
equal s zero, there is no relationship between the variables. Wenr is -1
or +1, there is perfect prediction. A positive value of r indicate that
offenders with the characteristic are nore likely to recidivate, whereas
negative values indicate that recidivismis less likely. |In general, the
value of r can be interpreted as the percentage difference in recidivism
rates between those of fenders who have a particul ar characteristic and
those of fenders who do not (Farrington & Loeber, 1989). The values of r
were adjusted for differences in recidivismbaserates and then averaged
across studies.

G ven the average 4-5 year follow up period, the overall recidivism
rate was 13.4%for sexual offenses (n = 23,393), 12.2%for nonsexua
violent offenses (n = 7,155) and 36.3%for any recidivism(n = 19, 374).
Rapi sts were much nore likely to recidivate with a nonsexual viol ent



of fense (22.1% than were child nolesters (9.9%. These averages shoul d
be consi dered cautiously, however, since they were based on diverse
studi es and nmany sexual offenses renmai n undetect ed.

The strongest predictors of sexual recidivismwere characteristics
rel ated to sexual deviance, and, to a |l esser extent, genera
crimnol ogi cal variables. These predictors included phallonetric
assessnents of sexual preferences for children (r = .32), prior sexua
of fenses (.19), age (-.13), early onset of sexual offending (.12), any
prior offenses (.13), and never being married (.11). The risk of
recidivismwas | ower for those offenders who were related to, or who knew,
their victins (famly nenbers < acquai ntances < strangers). Those
of fenders who failed to attend or who dropped out of treatmnment were higher
ri sk than those who successfully conpleted treatnment. Al though based on a
limted nunber of studies, other interesting predictors included a
negative relationship with their nother, personality disorders, and the
MWl Masculinity-femninity scale.

Anong sexual of fenders, nonsexual recidivismwas predicted by the
sane variables that predict recidivismanong nonsexual crimnals (Andrews
& Bonta, 1994; Chanpion, 1994). Both nonsexual violent recidivists and
general recidivists tended to be young, single, have
anti soci al / psychopat hi c personality disorders, be of a minority race and
have a history of prior violent and nonviol ent of fenses. Rapists
reci di vated nonsexual |y nore often than did child nolesters. Incest
of fenders were lower risk than other sexual offenders for nonsexua
recidivism

The high statistical power generated by the neta-anal ysis al so
allowed for the identification of factors that were not related to
recidivism Sexual offense recidivismwas unrelated to having a history
of sexual abuse as a child, substance abuse, and general psychol ogi ca
probl ens (anxiety, depression, |ow self-esteem etc.). GCenera
psychol ogi cal problens were al so unrelated to nonsexual recidivism Wen
conparing the findings of the neta-analysis to other research (MKibben
Proul x & Lusignan, 1994), it appears that extent to which sexual offenders
are distress does not predict recidivism but sexual offenders appear to
react deviantly when distress.

Al t hough many individual factors were related to recidivism the
rel ati onships tended to be nmodest (.10 to .20 range). Even the strongest
predictors, such as deviant sexual preferences or prior sexual offenses,
were not sufficiently reliable to justify their use in isolation. The
next |ogical question was how well recidivismcould be predicted by
conbi nations of risk factors. 1In general, clinical assessments performed
poorly (.06 to .14) in conparison to statistical risk procedures (.42 to
.46). The statistical risk procedures, however, should be considered to
overestimate predictive accuracy since they have yet to be replicated on
ot her sanpl es.

The report concludes w th suggestions on how to inprove risk
assessments of sexual offenders. Alnost all the risk factors were
historical (e.g., prior offenses) or extrenely stable (e.g., personality
di sorders); consequently, there remains a need to identify changeabl e,
dynamc risk factors. These factors could be used to assess changes due
to treatnment and to predi ct when offenders nay recidivated. Research to
identify dynamc risk factors may require inproved assessnent procedures
and different designs than those reviewed in the current report.



Predi ction of sexual offender recidivism
A net a- anal ysi s

Sexual victimzation is a common event (Johnson & Sacco, 1995; Koss,
1993; Peters, Watt, & Finkelhor, 1986). Based on victimzation surveys,
approximately one in ten nales and one in five fermal es report being
sexual |y assaulted as children (Peters et al., 1986). Bet ween 10% and
20% of wonen report being the victimof sexual assault as adults (using
crimnal code definitions)(Johnson & Vacco, 1995; Koss, 1993). Such
surveys suggest that in addition to the | arge nunber of victinms, there
nmust al so be a significant nunber of sexual offenders. Carefully designed
epi dem ol ogi cal studies are unavail abl e, but studi es using conveni ence
sanples (e.g., university students, hospital staff) typically find that
10%to 25% of nmen adnmit to sexually assaulting women or children (Hanson &
Scott, 1995; Lisak & Roth, 1988; Tenpleman & Stinnett, 1991).

The | arge nunber of sexual offenders raises inportant public policy
qguestions concerni ng how such of fenders shoul d be nmanaged by the mnental
health and crinminal justice systens. Sone jurisdictions have opted for
indefinite, preventative detention of their nost dangerous sexua
of fenders (Anderson & Masters, 1992). Most sexual offenders, however, are
managed wi th sone conbinati on of incarceration, community supervision, and
speci al i zed treatnent (Knopp, Freeman-Longo & Stevenson, 1992; The
Managenent, 1990). The public policy/legal decisions concerning the
nmanagenent of individual offenders are often guided by the expert
testinony of mental health professionals. An inportant aspect of such
expert testinmony are clinical assessments of dangerousness.

The assessnent of dangerousness of sexual offenders requires
i nfornmati on concerning the overall recidivismrate of sexual offenders and
informati on about those factors that increase or decrease a particul ar
sexual offender's recidivismrisk. It is difficult to specify a single
recidivismrate for sexual offenders since such rates vary with the
different definitions of recidivism Recidivismrates will be |ower for
narrow definitions (e.g., repeat the sane offense) than for broad
definitions (e.g., any reoffense). Recidivismrates will also increase
with the length of the followup period. GConsequently, statenments about
recidivismrates have little meani ng wi thout specifying the definition and
foll ow up period.

The npst serious problemw th estimating overall recidivismrates,
however, is that a substantial proportion of sexual offenses renain
undet ected. Conpari sons between police statistics and victimzation
surveys indicate that nost sexual offenses, particularly offenses agai nst
children, never cone to official attention (Bonta & Hanson, 1994). It is
al so inplausible to expect that the offenders thenselves will provide
t horough accounts of their undetected sexual crines. Consequently, any
enpirical estimates of sexual offenders' recidivismrates should be
consi dered under esti mat es.

I nformati on concerni ng sexual offenders' relative risk (as opposed
to their absolute risk) is nore tractible to enpirical investigation. By
assessi ng sexual offenders on some characteristics and then recording
their subsequent recidivism it is possible to identify factors that
differentiate the recidivists fromthe nonrecidivists. ddinicians
interested in enpirically-based risk assessnent can then use these
identified factors to estinmate the relative recidivismrisk of simlar
of f enders.

Crimnol ogi cal researchers have nade an inportant distinction
between static and dynamc risk factors (Andrews & Bonta, 1994; Bonta,
1996; Jones, 1996). Static factors, such as age and offense history,



predict recidivism but are imutible to outside influences. In contrast,
dynam c risk factors (or “crimnogenic needs”), such as crimnal attitudes
and crimnal associates, are potentially changeable. An inportant
characteristic of dynamc risk factors is that reductions in such factors
are associated with reduced recidivism (Bonta, 1996). Static factors are
useful for making assessnments of an offender’s overall risk |evel.

Know edge of dynamic factors, however, is required to identify targets for
intervention, assess changes in risk (e.g., benefit fromtreatnent), and
predict the tining of reoffenses.

Previ ous revi ews of sexual offender recidivismhave been |limted to
a narrow range of predominantly static risk factors (Furby, Winrott &
Bl ackshaw, 1989; Hall, 1990; Quinsey, Lalum ére, Rice & Harris, 1995).
Hall’'s (1990) review was primarily concerned with the identification of
sexual offenders, but he did review a small nunber of recidivismstudies.
He concluded that there were “relatively snall” differences in recidivism
rates between the various of fender types. Furby et al. (1989) simlarly
devoted a snall portion of their reviewto recidivismrisk predictors.
They stated that "by far the best sources of data for conparing different
of fender types are individual studies whose sanples include nore than one
type and whose results are presented separately for each type" (p. 26).
Unfortunately, they were only able to locate five such studies, from which
they tentatively concluded that child nolesters had | ower recidivismrates
than did rapists or exhibitionists and that nmen who nol est boys may be
hi gher risk than those who nolest girls.

Qui nsey, Lalum ére et al. (1995) were able to locate additiona
studi es that conpared the recidivismrates of different types of sexua
of fenders (see al so Quinsey, 1984, 1986). |In contrast to Furby et al.
(1989), Quinsey, Lalum ere et al. (1995) concluded that the sexual offense
recidivismrates were simlar for rapists and child nolesters. Qinsey,
Lalum ére et al. (1995) did report, however, that a nunber of
characteristics were associated with recidivismrisk. Boy-victimchild
nol esters were found to be higher risk than men who nolested extrafamlia
girls, who, in turn, were higher risk than incest offenders. For both
rapists and child nolesters, those with prior sexual or nonsexual offenses
reci divated nore frequently than those w thout prior offenses. They also
concluded that |aboratory assessed deviant sexual interests was related to
recidivism This latter finding is inportant since it was the only
identified risk factor that is potentially changeabl e (dynam c)

Qui nsey, Lalunmiére et al. (1995) have provided the nost thorough

recent review, but they still only focussed on a |inmited nunber of
vari abl es and a nodest nunber of studies (10 to 15 different data sets).
As well, little informati on was provi ded concerning the relative

i nportance of the various risk factors. Such linmtations are to be
expected in any purely narrative review It is difficult to summarize the
magni tude of findings across a | arge nunber of studies w thout resorting
to nunbers.

Quantitative summari es have becone a standard feature of research
reviews (Rosenthal, 1995). Such quantitative reviews are often called
"met a- anal yses" since they statistically analyze the statistics reported
by other researchers (e.g., Hedges & A kin, 1985; Hunter & Schm dt, 1990
Rosenthal, 1991). There are several reasons why neta-anal ytic techni ques
are useful in the review of sexual offender recidivismstudies. As
previ ously suggested, mneta-anal yses nakes it easy to conbi ne and organi ze
the results of many studies. In this study we identified over 1,200
findings relating various characteristics of sexual offenders to
recidivism the sheer volune of such information woul d overwhel m any
attenpt at narrative review



Anot her inportant feature of meta-analyses is that they can provide
sufficient statistical power to detect nediumsized and small effects. By
pooling the results of different studies, it is possible to obtain sanple
sizes (and the correspondi ng statistical power) that are much | arger than
could be found in any individual study. Meta-analytic techniques also
provide nuneric estinmates of effects, which facilitates conparisons of the
relative inportances of various risk indicators. As well, by calculating
the variance in the findings across studies, it is possible to exam ne the
extent to which risk factors generalize across settings and sanpl es.

One common concern with neta-analyses is whether it is appropriate
to conbine studies with different characteristics. Is it reasonable, for
i nstance, to conbine the findings of a European study fromthe 1940s with
a recent study from California? Sexual offender recidivismstudies vary
considerably on their definitions of recidivism their follow up periods,
their subject populations, and the juridictions in which they are
conducted. Al though such factors are potential threats to
generalizability, one advantage of a quantitive reviewis that it is
possi ble to test the significance of such differences. It is also
possi bl e to sel ect studies and neta-anal ytic nmethods that naxinmze the
conparibility of the research findings.

To facilitate conparibility, all the studies included in our neta-
anal ysi s enpl oyed the sanme research design. A group of sexual offenders
were assessed on sone characteristic(s) prior to having an opportunity to
reoffend. These initial characteristics were then correlated with
subsequent recidivismas recorded during a foll ow up period.

Retrospective studi es that exam ned the of fense histories at only one
point in time were not included. Consequently, we restricted ourselves to
those studies that Furby et al. (1989) consider to provide “by far the
best sources of data” (p. 27).

In order to control for the diverse influences of settings and
sanpl es, the basic units of analysis were the correlations found within
each study. The follow up periods, definitions of recidivism and
crimnal justice systens varied across studies, but such factors were the
sane for all the offenders within each study. Consequently, these
study/setting factors should have limted direct inpact on the
correlations within studies (except through their influence on the
reci di vism baserate - see discussion below). Rather than being vul nerabl e
to the obvious main effects of factors such as followup tine, the wthin-
study correl ati ons were nonet hel ess susceptible to noderator effects
(interactions between the predictor variable, recidivismand sone other
variable). Determning the inportance of these noderator effects was one
of the enpirical question addressed by our neta-analysis.

Qur review attenpted to include all reported predictor factors, wth
the exception of treatnent effects. The effectiveness of treatnent for
sexual offenders is a sufficiently inportant question to justify separate
reviews. There have been several recent narrative reviews (Marshall
Jones, Ward, Johnston & Barbaree, 1991; Marshall & Pithers, 1994; Quinsey,
Harris, R ce & LaLum ére, 1993) and at |east two neta-anal yses on the
topic (Al exander, 1995; Hall, 1995a). Rather than contributing to the
debat e concerning treatnent effectiveness, the present study focussed on

ri sk assessnent. Included in our study, however, were a nunber of
treatnent related variables, such as notivation to attend treatnent and
previous treatnent failure. Sone reviewers (e.g., Hall, 1995a) have

i ncl uded conpari sons between treatnment drop-outs and conpleters as
evi dence of treatnment effectiveness, but we coded such conparisons under
the category of “notivation for treatnment”.



Just as there were diverse predictor variables, the research
literature contained diverse definitions of recidivism(e.g., same
of fense, any violent offense). As well, diverse neasures have been used
to assess reoffending, including self-reports, police charges,
reconvi ctions, parole violations, and treatnment programrecords. To
sinplify the analysis, these various indices of recidivismwere coll apsed
into three categories: sexual recidivism nonsexual violent recidivism
and any (general) recidivism These three categories were those nost
frequently examined in the research literature and were considered to be
the nost informative.

In summary, our review asked the follow ng question: conpared to
ot her sexual offenders, what are the characteristics that increase or
decrease the recidivismrisk of a particular offender? To answer this
guestion, the results of many foll owup studies were aggregated and
anal yzed using quantitative techniques. The use of nmeta-anal ytic
techniques allowed for the integration of a much | arger nunber of studies
and predictor variables than have been addressed in previous reviews. The
anal yses were intended to provide information concerning the relative
i nportance of various risk factors, and the extent to which the sane risk
factors generalize to different sanples and settings.

Met hod
Sanpl e

Conput er searches of both PsycLI T and the National Crinina
Justice Reference System (NCIRS) were conducted using the foll ow ng key
terns: sex(ual) offender, rape, rapist, child nolester, pedophile,
pedophi lia, exhibitionist, exhibitionism sexual assault, incest,
voyeur, frotteur, indecent exposure, sexual deviant, paraphilia(c),
predict, recidivism recidivist, recidivate, reoffend, reoffense,
rel apse, and failure. Additional articles were sought through the
exam nation of the reference lists of the collected articles and those
of reviewarticles inthis area. Finally, letters were sent to 32
establ i shed researchers in the field of sexual offender recidivism
requesting overl ooked or as-yet unpublished articles or data.

To be included in the present analysis, a study had to neet the
following criteria:

a) Include an identifiable sample of sex offenders. Studies of
subj ect s whose i ndex of fenses were not sexual were excluded, even if
sone nenbers of the group had offended sexually in the past.

b) Include a followup period. The recidivismhad to occur after
some specified point intime (e.g., release fromprison, conpleted
treatnent). Retrospective studies that only exam ned the offenders
crimnal history prior to the index offense were excl uded.

c) Report on the relationship between an offender characteristic
and recidivismduring the followup period. The characteristic had to

be i ndependent of recidivismstatus; for exanple, “level of comunity
adj ustrrent” woul d not be included as a predictor variable if reoffending
was considered a criteria for “poor community adjustrment”. As well,

factors with only linted local interest (e.g., conparisons between
specific hospitals, birthplace) were not coded.

d) Report recidivisminformation for sexual offenses, nonsexua
violent offenses, or any reoffenses. Studies were excluded if they
conbi ned sexual and nonsexual violent recidivismor if they only reported
on a specific type of sexual reoffenses (e.g., rapists who recidivate with



rape). The decision to exclude findings that only exam ned one type of
sexual offense was based on the assunption that there could be different
predictors for different sexual offenses. Conbining all sexual offenses
results in a loss of information, but using a standard definition
facilitates conparisons across studies.

e) Include sufficient statistical information. Studies needed to
report their sanple size, the rate of recidivism as well as sufficient
information to estimate r or phi (9. A sinple statenent that a
vari abl e “predicted” or “did not predict” recidivismwas considered
accept abl e provided that there was evidence that the rel evant
statistical tests had been conducted, even if not fully reported.

As of our deadline of December 31, 1995, our search yielded 87
usuabl e docunents (published articles, books, governnent reports,
unpubl i shed program eval uati ons, conference presentations, etc.). Wen
the sane data set was reported in several different articles, all the
results fromthe sane data set were considered to cone fromthe sane
study. Consequently, the 87 docunments were found to represent 61
different studies fromsix different countries (30 USA; 16 Canada; 10
United Kingdom 2 Australia; 2 Dennmark; 1 Norway). Slightly |ess than
one half of the studies (43% were unpublished (e.g., conference
presentations, internal agency reports). One half of the studies were
produced after 1989 (range from 1943 to 1995). The nedi an sanple size
was 198 (nean of 475, range of 12 to 4, 428).

Most of the studies exam ned ni xed groups of sexual offenders
(909, although six studies focussed exclusively on child nolesters. O
the 61 studies, 52 foll owed sanples of adults, six followed adol escents
and three exani ned both adol escents and adults. The of fenders came from
either institutions (48%, the comunity (25% or fromboth (27%.

Ni net een studies focussed exclusively on correctional samples, 11

exam ned sanpl es fromsecure nental health facilities, and the remai nder
were froma variety of other sources (private clinics, courts, mxture
of sources). Approximately one half of the sanples (48% were from
sexual offender treatment prograns. When denographic information was
presented, the offenders were reported to be predoninantly Caucasi an (27
of 28 studies) and of |ower socioeconom c status (27 of 29 studies).

The nobst comon neasures of recidivismwere reconviction (84%
followed by arrests (54%, self reports (25% and parole violations
(1699 . Forty-four percent of the studies (27 of 61) used nultiple
i ndi ces of recidivism The nbst common sources of recidivism
i nformati on were national crinminal justice records (41%, state or
provincial records (41%, records fromtreatnent prograns (29%, and
self reports (25%. Oher sources (e.g., child protection records) were
used in 25% of the studies. 1In 43% of the studies, nultiple sources
were used. In 15 studies, the source of the recidivisminformation was
not reported. The reported follow up periods ranged fromsix nmonths to
23 years (nedi an of 48 nonths; nean of 66 nonths).

Codi ng Procedure

Each docunment was coded separately by two raters (the two authors)
using a standard list of categories and coding rules.' The categories
for predictor variables were designed to be consistent with combpn usage
in the research literature and to limt the repetition of information
fromthe same study. |In general, these factors could be grouped into
the follow ng general areas: a) devel opnental history (e.g., famly
probl ems, juvenile delinquency); b) denographic factors (e.g., age,

"The coding manual is avail able upon request.



marital status); c) nonsexual crimnal history (e.g., total adnissions
to corrections); d) sexual crimnal history (prior sexual offenses, age
and sex of victins); and e) clinical assessnent variables. The clinica
assessnent variables were further subdivided into those specifically
related to sexual offending (e.g., phallonetric assessnents) and genera
psychol ogi cal factors (e.g., 1Q personality disorders). Considering
that the MWI is frequently used in forensic assessnents (Lees-Hal ey,
1992), the findings of the individual MWI scales were reported
separately.

Only one finding of a predictor variable was coded from any one
study (data set). Wien nmultiple findings of the sane variable were

reported, we used the finding based on the |largest sanple size. |If the
sanmpl e sizes were identical, the finding with the nost conplete
informati on was selected. |If the descriptive detail was al so

equi val ent, we sel ected the nedian value (or randonly sel ected one val ue
if there were only two val ues).

VWen both pretreatnment and posttreatnment measures were reported,
we used the posttreatnent neasures, except when the posttreatnent
findings were based on an insufficient nunber of cases. [Insufficient
nunbers were defined as | ess than 30 cases or if 50% of the cases were
| ost when noving fromthe pretreatnment to posttreatnment data

I ndex of predictive accuracy

The statistic used to index predictive accuracy was r. Since the
recidivismoutconme criteria was dichonmotous, r translated into point-
bi serial correlation coefficients for linear predictors (e.g., age) and
the phi coefficient for dichotonous predictors (e.g., married or not).
The advantages of using r are that it is readily understood, it
facilitates conparisons of the magnitude of the rel ationships, and the
statistical procedures for aggragating rs are well docunented (Hedges &
A kin, 1985; Rosenthal, 1991). The magnitude of a correlation can be
interpreted as an approxi mation of the percentage difference in
recidivismrates between those of fenders who do or do not have a
particul ar characteristic (Farrington & Loeber, 1989). For example, if
the overall recidivismrate was 25% and “bl ue eyes” correlated .20 with
recidivism the recidivismrate for the blue eyed offenders would be 35%
conpared to 15%for the other offenders (.35 - .15 = .20).

Formul ae for converting study statistics (F, t, significance
levels) intor were drawn from Rosenthal (1991). The rs were cal cul ated
fromthe nost direct data available. |If a study reported both the raw
frequencies and a chi-square, for exanple, the correl ation was
cal cul ated fromthe provided frequencies. Studies that reported no
significant rel ationship between the predictor and recidivismwere
assigned a r value of zero; however, if a study reported a nonsigificant
rel ati onship, but specified the direction of the relationship, then a
value of r was sel ected randomy from between zero and the mini mum
possi bl e value required for statistical significance. For five studies
(Bonta & Hanson, 1995a; Hanson, Steffy & Gauthier, 1993b; Proul X,

Pell erin, MKibben, Aubut & Quinet, 1995; Reddon, Studer & Estrada,

1995; Thornton, 1995), the correlations were calculated directly from
the original raw data sets using SPSS for Wndows (NorusSis, 1993). Sone
of the information fromthese unpublished data sets has been reported
previously (Bonta & Hanson, 1995b; Hanson, Scott & Steffy, 1995; Hanson
Steffy & Gauthier, 1992, 1993a; Pellerin, Proulx, Quinet, Paradis,

McKi bben & Aubut, 1996; Proul x, Pellerin, MKibben, Aubut & Quinet, in
press; Studer, Reddon, Roper & Estrada, in press).

Aggr agati on of findings




Two net hods were used to aggregate the study findings. The first
met hod was sinply the cal cul ati on of the nedian r val ue across studi es.
Medi an val ues have the advantage of being easy to cal cul ate and
interpret: half the studies reported higher values and the other half
reported | ower values. On the other hand, nedi an values have certain
di sadvant ages as neasures of central tendency. Firstly, statistics for
estimating the variability of nedian values are not readily avail abl e.
Such variability estinmates are inportant for assessing the
generalizability of research results across studies. As well, nedian
val ues do not take into account factors that may influence the results,
such as recidivismbaserates and sanpl e size. Consequently, a second
met hod of aggragating the results (the weighted averaged r) was used as
it promised to provide nore accurate estimates than the nedian val ues.

The first step in computing the averaged correl ations for each
vari abl e i nvol ved adjusting each correlation for differences in the
reci di vi sm baserates. Correlations decrease predictably with reductions
in variance (Ley, 1972). Wth dichotonous variables, such as
recidivism the variance is greatest when the proportion is .50, and

decreases as the proportions approach 0 or 1 (specifically, o® = p(1-p);
Hays, 1981). Consequently, the observed correl ations woul d be expected
to decrease as the recidivismrates decrease. To correct for the
expected restrictions in the nmagnitude of correlations, each of the
observed correl ations were adjusted using fornmula 12:8 from Ley (1972):

My = [Fxy (01001111 - 1y® + ry®(o 102

where r,, is the observed correlation given the observed standard

devi ation of the base rate (ox) and r’',, is the adjusted correlation
assum ng a common standard devi ation across the studies, which, in this
case, was the average standard devi ation across the studies used in that

analysis (o,). W had initially planned to apply a simlar adjustnent
for the difference in variability of the predictors, but there was

i nsufficient information concerning the variance in the predictor

vari abl es to make such an adjustnent worthwhil e.

The resulting values of r’,, were aggragated using the procedures
recommended by Hedges and A kin (1985). Each adjusted correlation was
transformed into a Zr , where Zr = 1/2log[(1 +r)/(1 - r)]. A weighted
average of the Zr values was then cal cul ated, with weights equal to the
inverse of their variances (n - 3). The resulting average, Z. , was
then transformed back into an averaged, adjusted correlation - r..

Generalizability of findings

Hedges and O kin's (1985) procedures were used to assess the
statistical significance of r, as well as variability across studies.
Specifically, the significant test was based on a standard nor nal
variate using the following formula: W= Z(N - 3k)Y? , where Wis the
val ue of the standard normal variate, Nis the total sanple size and k
is the nunmber of studies.

Variability across studies was i ndexed by Hedges and A kin's
(1985) Qstatistic: Q=X (n - 3)(Z - Z)? where n; is the number of
subjects in each study, Z is the transformed correlation for each
study, and Z. is the weighted, averaged Z. The Q statistic is
distributed as a x> with k-1 degrees of freedom (k is the number of
studies). An individual finding was considered to be an outlier if a)
it was an extrene value (highest or lowest), b) the Qstatistic was
significant, and c) the single finding accounted for nore than 50% of
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the value of the Q statistic. Wen an outlier was detected, the results
were reported with and without the exceptional case.

Results

The 61 studies provided information on a total of 28,972 sexua
of fenders, although sanple sizes were smaller for any particul ar
anal ysis. On average, the sex offense recidivismrate was |low. G ven
the average 4-5 year follow up period, 13.4% of the sexual offenders
recidivated with a sexual offense (n = 23,393; 18.9%for 1,839 rapists
and 12. 7% for 9,603 child molesters). The recidivismrates for
nonsexual violence was 12.2% (n = 7,155), but there was a strong
difference in the nonsexual violent recidivismrates for the child
mol esters (9.9% n = 1,774) and the rapists (22.1% n = 782). Wen
reci divismwas defined as any reoffense, the rates were predictably
hi gher: 36.3% overall (n = 19,374), 36.9% for the child nolesters (n =
3,363) and 46.2% for rapists (n = 4,017). These averages should be
consi dered cautiously, since they are based on diverse nethods and
foll owup periods, and, as previously nentioned, many sexual offenses
remai n undetected. These gl obal figures, neverthel ess, provide the
general context within which to interpret the effects of the various
predi ctor vari abl es.

In total, our review identified 1,235 correl ati ons between vari ous
characteristics and recidivism To be included in the neta-analysis,
however, any particular variable had to examined in at |east three
i ndependent studies. Consequently, the nmeta-analysis included a tota
of 970 usable correlations. Mst of the correlations concerned sexua
recidivism (472), followed by those predicting general recidivism(329),
and nonsexual violent recidivism(169).

The recidivismpredictors are presented separately for sexua
recidivism (Table 1), nonsexual violent recidivism(Table 2), and
general (any) recidivism(Table 3). (The tables are at the end of the
report.) For the purpose of presentation, the predictors were grouped
into the categories of devel opmental history, denographic factors,
crimnal history, and clinical assessnent variables. Wthin each
category, the variables were ordered fromthe strongest to the weakest
predictors, based on the averaged, adjusted correlation (r,). The nost
reliable findings were those for which the mean and nedi an val ues were
simlar, the W(the test of the null hypothesis) was |arge, and the Q
(the nmeasure of variability) was small. It is inportant to renenber,
however, that both Wand Q increase with sanple size. Wth large
sampl es sizes, small effects can achieve high | evels of statistical
signficance. In general, variables with correlations Iess than .10
woul d have limted practical utility in npst settings.

Predi ctors of sexual offense recidivism

Three of the devel opmental history variables significantly
predi cted sexual offense recidivism negative relationship with nother
(r+ = .16), juvenile delinquency (r, = .07), and an aggragate neasure of
general problens in the family of origin (nonsexual abuse, famly
di sruptions)(r. = .08). Although statistically significant, the effects
for general fam |y problens and juvenile deliquency were so small as to

have little practical significance. It was interesting to note that
sexual recidivismwas unrelated to reports of sexual abuse as a child
(r+=-.01), or to a negative relationship with father (r, = .02).

When consi dering denographic information, the younger sexua
of fenders were nore likely to recidivate than were the ol der sexua
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of fenders. As well, unnarried sexual offenders were at higher risk than
ot her offenders. None of the other denographic factors were
significantly related to sexual offense recidivism Only Ml etzky
(1993) found that | ow enploynent stability and | ow social class were
risk factors. Hi s definition of recidivism however, was unusually
broad: “treatnent failure”. This definition included attrition and

i nsufficient therapeutic change in addition to the conm ssion of a new
sexual of fense

The number of prior offenses (r. = .13) and admissions to
corrections (r, = .09) were also related to sexual offense recidivism
Hi stories of prior nonsexual violent offenses and nonviol ent of fense
were not significant risk factors for sexual reoffending.

Many of the factors concerning sexual criminal history were
rel ated to sexual offense reicidivism Not surprisingly, a history of
prior sex offenses increased the risk of continued sexual offending (r.
= .19). The relationship between the victimand the of fender was al so
an inportant risk predictor. Those who selected related child victins
(incest offenders) were at |ower risk than were other sexual offenders.
Simlarly, those who selected any stranger victinms were at higher risk
than those who victim zed acquai ntances (incest offenders were excl uded
fromthe stranger/acquai ntance conparison). O fenders against fenale
children were, on average, less likely to recidivate than were the other
of fenders (e.g., rapists, offenders agai nst boys, exhibitionists against
adult women). Conversely, offenders against boys were at slightly

hi gher risk than other sexual offenders (r., = .11). Exhibitionists and
rapi sts were al so higher risk than average, although the effects were
negligible (less than .10). In general, those who had committed a

variety of different sexual crinmes tended to be nore likely to reoffend

than those who restricted thenselves to one specific type of sexua

of fense. The renmining sexual crinme history variables (sexua

i ntrusiveness, injury to victim any child victins, etc.) showed little

relationship with recidivism even though the |arge sanples sizes (up to
13,683) rendered some tiny effects statistically significant.

The | argest single predictor of sexual offense recidivismwas a
sexual preference for children as neasured by phal l onetric net hods.
The effect was not consistent across the studies, suggesting that some
assessment procedures were better than others, but the overall effect
was substantial (r. of .32). Qur general category “devi ant sexua
preference” also predicted recidivism The studies in this category
used mi xed definitions of deviance (rape/child nolesting) or mxed
nmet hods of assessnent (phallonetric, self-report, unknown). Sexua
preference for boys, as nmeasured by phallonetric tests, was also a
significant risk predictor (.14), but was less discrimnanting than the
broad definition of any sexual preference for children (.32). In
contrast, a sexual preference for rape was not signficantly related to
sexual offense recidivism(.05).

Sexual offenders legally classified as “mentally disordered sexua
of fender” under various sexual psychopath |aws were only slightly nore
likely to reoffend than other sexual offender groups (.07). Contrary to
what is comonly assuned, those sexual offenders who denied their
of fenses were no higher risk than other offenders (average r of .02
with no significant variability). Denial was related to treatnent
failure in Maletzky's (1993) study, but it was inpossible to tel
whet her denial was related only to attrition/noncooperation with
treatnent or to reoffending per se.

Few of the general psychol ogi cal variabl es showed significant
relationships with recidivism A history of psychosis was a significant
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risk factor (r. = 25, “severely disordered”); there was, however,

consi derable variability among these findings, with alnost all of this
effect being attributible to a single study of 37 exhibitionists
(Hackett, 1971). The nobst consistent psychological risk factor was a
di agnosi s of personality disorder, typically antisocial personality

di sorder or psychopathy. Low intelligence was al so associated with
recidivism but the effect was small (r, of .09). None of the genera
neasures of distress or psychol ogi cal dysfunction were related to sexua
of fense recidivism (e.g., depression, anxiety, social skills).

Four studies correlated individual MVPI scales with sexual offense
recidivism (Davis, Hoffman & Stacken, 1991; Hall, 1988; Hanson et al
1992, 1993b; Reddon et al., 1995). The scale nost closely related to
devi ant sexual orientations, namely the Masculinity-Fenminity scal e,
consistently predicted sexual recidivism(r,. of .27). Recidivismwas
al so predicted by the Paranoia scale (r. = .16), although there was
significant variability across studies. None of the other scales
correlated with recidivism |In general, the MWI findings were
consistent with the other studies that found no relationship between
general psychol ogi cal dysfunction and sexual offense recidivism

Predi ctors of nonsexual violence recidivism

As shown in Table 2, nonsexual violent recidivismwas predicted by
the famliar crimnological variables of prior juvenile delinquency, age
(young), mnority race and marital status (unmarried). As well, those
with previous offenses, particularly previous violent offenses, were at
greater risk for nonsexual violent recidivism

Rapi sts were higher risk for nonsexual violence than were the
ot her sexual offenders (.23), particularly the child nolesters (-.16).
Those who selected male victins, related victins, or young victins were
at relatively lower risk for nonsexual violent reoffending. Prior
sexual offenses did not predict nonsexual violent recidivism(r, = .02).

The only clinical assessnent variable that was significantly
rel ated to nonsexual violent recidivismwas a diagnosis of antisocia
personal ity di sorder/psychopathy (r. = .19). Phallonetric assessment of
rape preferences showed strong variability across studies (range of -.28
to .22), but was, on average, unrelated to recidivism Caution is
required in interpreting the results of the clinical assessnent
predi ctors since such factors were examined in a m nimal nunmber of
studies (three or four).

Three studi es exani ned the relationship of individual MWI scal es
to nonsexual violent recidivism(Hall, 1988; Hanson et al., 1992, 1993b
Reddon et al., 1995). As would be predicted, an elevation on the Pd
(psychopat hic deviant) scale was a significant risk factor. Al so
associ ated wi th nonsexual violent recidivismwere a high K scale (subtle
def ensi veness) and a | ow Social Introversion scale score. Gven the
significant variability in the latter two findings and the nodest sanple
size, it is unclear whether these effect would replicate in other
sanpl es.

Predictors of general recidivism

O the devel opnental factors, the strongest predictor of genera
recidivismwas, not surprisingly, a history of juvenile delinquency (r.
= .28). Ceneral recidivismwas al so predicted by a negative
relationship with nother (.14) and by sexual abuse as a child (.10).

The sane denographic factors that predicted nonsexual violent
reci divismal so predicted general recidivism Sexual offenders were at
hi gher risk for any recidivismif they were young, unmarried, and of a
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mnority race. General recidivismwas also predicted by the number of
prior offenses (.23), prior violent offenses (.20), and prior adm ssions
to corrections (.25).

The of fenders’ sexual crimnal history was also related to genera
recidivism although the effects tended to be nodest with considerable
variability. Those offenders who used force were nore likely to
reof fend than ot her sexual offenders, as were those with prior sexua
of fenses. Child nolesters, particularly incest offenders, were
recidivists less frequently than were the other sexual offenders.

Rapi sts and exhibitionists were at greater risk statistically, although
the effects were of little or no practical significance (average rs of
.05 and .04, respectively).

Those offenders who were unnotivated to attend treatnment, or who
failed to conplete treatnent, were at greater risk for genera
recidivismthan those who conpleted treatnent (r, = .14). It was
interesting to note that having received treatnment prior to the current
of fense was associated with reduced general recidivism(-.07, p < .01).
Al t hough there was significant variability, classification as a
“mental ly di sordered sexual offender” was al so associated with reduced
general recidivism(-.10). Al cohol use during the offense was, on
average, related to general recidivism but the effect was based on a
single, large study (Mtiuk & Brown, 1993). Those offenders who denied
conmitting a sexual offense were at greater risk for recidivating with a
nonsexual crime (.12), although, again, there was significant
variability in the findings.

The general psychol ogical variables tended to be unrelated to
recidivism with the exception of personality disorders (specifically
antisocial personality disorder/psychopathy) and al cohol abuse. None of
the MWI subscales were significantly associated with genera
recidivism

Conbi ned ri sk scal es

The anal yses to this point have exam ned the predictive power of
i ndi vidual risk factors. The next question is how well can recidivism
be predicted using conbinations of variables. Risk scales for sexua
of fenders have not received extensive exam nation, but the avail able
results can, neverthel ess, provide sone guidance.

There are several methods of combining variables. One nmethod is
to use clinical judgnment, in which expert opinion is used to weigh a
variety of information gained through interviews, formal testing, and
of fense history. A second nethod of risk prediction is boldly
statistical. Wth the statistical nethod, an algorithmis used to
sel ect optinmal weights that nodel the known recidivismresults (e.qg.
mul tiple regression). A third nethod of conbining variables is enploy
obj ective risk scales. Wth these scales, weights are assigned to
vari abl es based on either theory or previous statistical analyses. The
di fference between objective risk scales and statistical nmethods is that
the weights for the objective risk scales are not devel oped on the sane
sanmple used to “test” the accuracy of the results. Statistical nethods
will always provide the |argest correlations since they are designed to
sel ect optinmal weights for that sanple. The objective risk scales,
however, provide an estimate of how well statistically devel oped scal es
could predict in other sanples.

As can be seen in Table 4, the predictive accuracy of clinica
ri sk assessnments was uni npressive for sexual (.10, p < .001), nonsexua
violent (.06, ns), and general recidivism(.14, p < .001). |In contrast,
the statistical risk prediction scales (e.g., stepw se regression)
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typically produced correlations substantially larger than those found
for any single variable (.46 for sexual recidivism.42 for nonsexua
violent recidivismand .46 for general recidivisn.

The items included in the sexual recidivismstatistical risk
scal es varied considerably across studies. The scales included between
three and nine itenms, with no single itembeing conmon to all six
studies (Abel, Mttel man, Becker, Rathner & Roul eau, 1988; Barbaree &
Marshal |, 1988; Hanson et al., 1993b; Quinsey, Rice & Harris, 1995;
Prentky, Knight & Lee, 1995; Smith & Monastersky, 1986). The nost
common itens were prior sexual offenses (used in four studies), deviant
sexual preferences (3 studies), marital status (3 studies), diverse
sexual crines and nmale child victim (both used in tw studies). The
di fferences between the studies can be attributed to the variations in
samples, to the different variabl es exam ned, and to the random
fluctuations to which “step-w se” nethods as particularly vul nerabl e
(Pedhazur, 1982). Many of the unique predictors identified through
statistical nmeans woul d not be expected to replicated in other sanples
(e.g., nunber of siblings, adult communi cation not included as a
treatnment goal).

W were only able to | ocate one study (Epperson, Kaul & Huot,
1995) in which a risk instrument was specifically designed for sexua
of fense recidivismand then cross-validated on a entirely new sanpl e.
The 21 itens in the scale covered sexual and nonsexual crimnal history,
subst ance abuse, and enploynent. It yielded a correlation of .27 with
sexual offense recidivism Sone of the itenms on Epperson et al.’'s
(1995) scale were found to be sexual offense recidivismpredictors in
this neta-analysis (e.g., prior sexual offense conviction, age, nultiple
paraphilias). The present neta-analysis, however, found that many of
Epperson et al.’s itens were nore closely related to general recidivism
than to sexual offense recidivism(e.g., substance abuse, injury to
victinms).

oj ective risk scal es designed for general recidivismshowed
reasonabl e accuracy in predicting nonsexual recidivismanong sexua
of fenders; such scal es, however, showed weak rel ati onships with sexua
recidivism Bonta and Hanson (1995a, 1995b) found that the SIR scale
correlated .41 with general recidivism .34 with nonsexual violent
recidivism but only .09 with sexual recidivism The SIR scal e was
devel oped on Canadi an federal offenders and included itens related to
age, marital status, and 11 itens related to crimnal history (e.qg.
hi story of assault, break & enter, prior inprisonnment)(Bonta, Harnman,
Hann & Cormer, 1996). Sinmilarly, the Community Ri sk/Need scal e used by
the Correctional Service of Canada (CSC) predicted general parole
failure ampbng sexual offenders (.23, n = 809) only slightly |less well
than it predicted parole failure amobng nonsexual criminals (.33, n =
253; Motiuk & Brown, 1993; Mbdtiuk & Porporino, 1989). Sexual offense
reci divismwas not specifically examned in the CSC Ri sk/ Need st udi es.

Anot her objective risk scale that has been applied to sexua
of fenders is the Ri sk Appraisal Guide (RAG Wbster, Harris, Rice,
Cormer & Quinsey, 1994). The RAG was devel oped to predict sexual or
nonsexual violent recidivismanong patients at a maxi num security
psychiatric hospital. The 12 items of the RAG addressed personality
di sorders, early school mal adjustnent, age, marital status, crimna
hi story, schizophrenia and victiminjury (the last two itens were
negatively wei ghted, neaning the presence of these factors reduced risk
scores). In an application of the RAGto a replication sanple of 159
sexual offenders, Rice and Harris (1995) found that it correlated .47
with violent recidivism (sexual and nonsexual violence), but only .20
with sexual offense recidivism
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Di scussi on

The goal of the present neta-analysis was to identify recidivism
risk factors for sexual offenders. Using 61 different data sets, the
revi ew exam ned 69 potential predictors of sexual recidivism 38 potentia
predi ctors of nonsexual violent recidivism and 58 potential predictors of
general (any) recidivism Approxinmately one third of the variables were
significantly related to recidivism(p < .05) with correlations of .10 or
greater. No single factor, however, was sufficiently correlated with
recidivismto justify its use in isolation.

The | arge nunber of predictor variables examned in our reviewdid
not allow for a detailed analysis of any individual risk predictor. In
particul ar, the neta-anal ysis was unable to address the inportant
practical question of how best to operationalize the various constructs.
What the review was able to do, however, was to distinguish between those
constructs that consistently predicted recidivism those that consistently
did not predict, and those for which further research/anal ysis was
justified.

The results of this review suggested that sex offense recidivismwas
closely related to sexual deviance. The strongest predictors were
phal | ometric assessnments of sexual preferences for children, genera
devi ant sexual preferences, a history of prior sex offenses, and, to a
| esser extent, a history of diverse sexual crines. Sexual recidivismwas
al so associated with indices of general crimnality, such as prior
nonsexual offenses and antisocial personality disorder, but these
correl ations were weaker than the correlations with the nmeasures of sexua
devi ance.

The age and sex of victins were also related to sexual offense
recidivism Consistent with Quinsey, Lalumere et al.'s (1995)
concl usi ons, sexual offenders were nore likely to reoffend sexually if
they selected nale victins, and less likely if they of fended agai nst
related children (incest offenders). Qur review found that rapists were
only at slightly higher risk for sexual offense recidivismthan were child
nol esters, a finding that falls between the conflicting conclusions of
Furby et al., (1989) and Quinsey, Lalum ére et al. (1995).

A |l arge nunber of studies found that sexual offense recidivismwas
related to marital status (single), age (young), and | ack of notivation
for treatment. There was considerable variability in the age findings,
suggesting that the rel ati onshi p between age and recidivismnay not be
conpletely linear. Further research is justified to identify whether
recidivismrisk peaks at different age periods for different offenders
(e.g., rapists in their 20s and child nolesters in their 30s and 50s).

Al though notivation for treatnment was a reliable risk factor, further
research could determ ne whether there is a difference between those who
drop-out of treatment and those who do not begin treatnment at all

This nmeta-analysis also identified a nunber of prom sing neasures
not covered in previous reviews. Al though these variables correlated with
reci divism they should be considered cautiously since they were based on
a mni mrum nunber of studies. The nost interesting of these correl ates was
a negative relationship with nother. Both Freudian and social |earning
theorists should be pleased with such a findings since a boy's
relationship with his mother is often considered the prototype for the
man' s subsequent heterosexual relationships. A negative relationship with
not her coul d al so be considered equi val ent to having no parental support,
since fathers are often uninvolved with childrearing. Evidence in favour
of this latter interpretation were the findings that a negative
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relationship with nother correlated with both sexual and genera
recidivism

Q her promsing predictors of sexual recidivismincluded early onset
of sexual offending, selecting strangers as victins, and the MVP
Masculinity-Fenininity M scale. These findings support the other results
associ ati ng sexual offense recidivismw th indices of sexual deviance.

Al though the MWI M scale was originally designed to assess
honosexual ity, high M scores anong nen with | ow educati on have been
associ ated with general sexual concerns and problens (J. R Gaham 1990).
The MWl Pa (Paranoia) scale was also related to recidivism but the high
variability in the findings suggests that it may have limted
generalizability.

The high statistical power generated by the neta-analysis al so
allows for the identification of factors that are unrelated to recidivism
If the factor's average correlation is close to zero, and there is no
significant variability across a sufficient nunmber of studies (e.g.
five), then it is reasonable to conclude that factor is not a risk
predictor. Even though sexual offenders may be sonmewhat nore likely to
have been sexual |y abuse than nonof fenders (Hanson & Slater, 1988), a
history of sexual abuse was not a risk factor for sexual recidivism(r, =
-.01). Also unrelated to sexual offense recidivismwere substance abuse
probl ens and general psychol ogi cal problens (anxiety, depression, |ow
self-esteem etc.). Furthernore, general psychol ogi cal problenms were
unrel ated to any form of recidivism(sexual, nonsexual violent, or
general). The inplication for treatment providers is that increasing the
subj ective well-being of sexual offenders is unlikely to reduce their
recidivismrate (Hanson et al., 1993a).

Anong sexual of fenders, nonsexual violent recidivismwas predicted
by many of the same variables that predict recidivismanong nonsexua
of fenders (Andrews & Bonta, 1994; Chanpion, 1994; CGottfredson & Tonry,
1987). The nonsexual violent recidivists tended to be young, single, have
anti soci al / psychopat hi c personality disorders, be of a minority race, and
have a history of juvenile delinquency and prior violent offenses. There
were, as well, strong differences in nonsexual violent recidivismrates
based on sexual offense histories. The recidivismrates were
significantly higher for rapists than for child nolesters and incest
of fenders. Such differences are not surprising since rapists tend to
share nore characteristics with the general crimnal popul ations than do
child nol esters (Baxter, Marshall, Barbaree, Davidson & Mal col m 1984,
West, 1983). Interestingly, nonsexual violent recidivismwas unrelated to
the nunber of prior sexual offenses.

Al t hough based on a m ni nrum nunber of studies, nonsexual violent
reci di vismwas associated with an elevation on the MWI Pd (Psychopat hic
deviant) scale, and a |l ow MWI Social Introversion scale. These findings
are consistent with previous research that have identified violent
of fenders as inpul sive, extroverted individuals who | ack strong bonds to
soci al convention (Bl ackburn, 1989; J. R Gaham 1990; Hare, Forth &
Strachan, 1992).

The predictors of general recidivismwere sinlar to the predictors
of nonsexual violent recidivism General recidivismwas associated with a
hi story of juvenile deliquency, prior offenses of any type, antisocia
personal ity disorder, marital status (single), youthful ness, and race.
The only sexual offense history variable, however, that was reliably
associated with general recidivismwas that incest offenders were | ower
risk.
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This neta-analysis found that general recidivismwas associated with
a nunber of dynamc risk factors or crinminogenic needs (e.g., Bonta,
1996). O fenders were at higher risk for general recidivismif they had a
current al cohol abuse problemor if they were intoxicated at the time of
the offense. As well, those who denied their offenses and/or were
unnotivated for treatnment were at higher risk for general recidivismthan
wer e ot her of f enders.

This review found that there were different predictors for different
types of recidivism In general, sexual recidivismwas associated with
sexual deviance, and, to a | esser extent, general crimnological factors
(age, nmarital status, total prior offenses). The predictors of genera
and nonsexual violent recidivism in contrast, were sinmlar to the
predi ctors of general recidivismanong nonsexual crinmnals (e.g., age,
marital status, juvenile deliquency, antisocial personality
di sorder) (Chanpi on, 1994; Gottfredson & Tonry, 1987).

As with previous reviews (Furby et al., 1989; Hall, 1990; Quinsey,
Lalumere et al., 1995), alnost all the predictors of sexual offense
recidivismwere historical or extrenely stable variables. Historica
factors cannot inprove, and it is difficult to change devi ant sexua
preferences (R ce, Quinsey & Harris, 1991) or antisocial/psychopathic
personal ity disorder (Hare et al., 1992). The nost changeabl e (dynanic)
risk factor was notivation for treatment. O fenders who rejected
treatnent were at higher risk, but it is possible that such of fenders
m ght be able to reduce their level of risk by renewing their cooperation
with a treatment program

The difficulty in identifying changeable risk factors may be rel ated
to the designs of the recidivismstudies. Since the sexual offenses
recidivismrate is low (13% over 4-5 years), recidivismstudies require
long foll owup periods. Consequently, in followup research, only those
factors that renmmin stable over a nunber of years have the potential of
predi cting sexual offense recidivism Dynamc predictors of genera
recidivismare nuch easier to identify since there is a relatively short
period of time (often nonths) between the assessnent period and the
detection of a new of f ense.

Changeabl e risk factors need to be assessed close to the recidivism
event. Rel apse prevention clinicians, for exanple, recomrend review ng
the clinical records of offenders to identify the factors that inmediately
precede the reoffense (Pithers, Beal, Arnstrong & Petty, 1989). It is
interesting to note that Pithers, Kashinma, Cumming, Beal and Buell’'s
(1988) review of clinical records identified risk factors that were
substantially different than those identified in our nmeta-analytic review
Based on coding clinical records, Pithers et al. (1988) identified anger
| ow sel f-esteem and | ow victimenpathy as comon precursors to
reci di vism whereas none of these factors were significantly related to
recidivismin our neta-analysis. The conflicting nature of these results
nmay be partly attributible to the contrast between the short tine franes
in Pithers et al. (1988) study (days, weeks) and the long tinme frames of
the studies included in this neta-analysis (years). Pithers et al.’s
(1988) results, however, are difficult to interpret without a contro
group of nonrecidivists. Al sex offenders may have tines when they |ack
sel f-esteem (as do nost other people), but |ack of self esteem need not be
related to recidivism

The identification of dynamc risk factors requires evidence that
changes in certain characteristics are associated with changes in
recidivismrisk. MKibben, Proulx and Lusignan (1994), for exanple,
conduct ed repeated assessnent of conflicts, negative nood, and devi ant
sexual fantasies anong inpatient sexual offenders. They found that when
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the sexual offenders were upset, they were nore likely to report deviant
sexual fantasies. These significant w thin-subject correlations contrast
wi th the nonsignificant between-subject correl ations between nood and
recidivismfor the sane subject population (Proulx et al., 1995). The
extent to which sexual offenders are distressed does not predict
recidivism but sexual offenders appear to react deviantly when

di stressed.

Al though the | ack of repeated assessnments nmay have nmade it difficult
to identify dynamic risk factors, part of the difficulty could have been
related to i nadequate measures. |In nmany studies, the nethods for
assessing the risk factors were not even described. |Inproving the
assessment of dynamic risk factors involves two main approaches. The
first approach is to develop better neasures of constructs that already
have theoretical support, if not enpirical support. Included in this
approach woul d be inproved neasures of victimenpathy (Hanson & Scott,
1995; Mal anuth & Brown, 1994) and devi ant sexual attitudes (Bunby, 1996;
Hanson, G zzarelli, & Scott, 1994). Another approach to identifying
dynam c risk factors would be to exam ne proni sing constructs that have
yet to be used in followup studies. A list of potential dynamc risk
i ndi cators could include the use of sex as a copi ng nechanism (Cortoni &
Marshal |, 1995), associations with other sexual offenders (Hanson & Scott,
in press), access to potential victinms, and unfulfilled intinmcy needs
(Frisbie, 1969; Seidnan, Marshall, Hudson & Robertson, 1994).

Just as there are prom sing dynamic risk factors that have yet to be
examned in foll owup studies, there are also a nunber of potentially
inmportant static risk factors that have received little research
attention. Few studies exam ned devel opnental history factors, for
exanpl e, although there is evidence that such factors may be inportant
predi ctors of sexual offending. Many sexual offenders report the
devel opnent of deviant sexual interest at an early age (Abel, Mttel man &
Becker, 1985). There are well docunented |inks between various chil dhood
vari ables (e.g., parental discipline, disobedience) and the devel opnent of
juvenil e delinquency and adult crimnality (Andrews & Bonta, 1994; Loeber
& Di shion, 1983; Loeber & Stouthaner-Loeber, 1987). |In general, those
involved in persistent adult crimnality typically have an escul ating
progressi on fromm nor di sobedi ence, conduct disorder, and juvenile
del i quency (Loeber & Stoutharer-Loeber, 1987). Sinmilarly, there should be
predi ctabl e devel opnental precursors to habitual sexual offending. Asking
children about their deviant sexual fantasies does raise sone ethica
issues, but it is likely that such research could be conducted in the
context of treatment for high-risk samples (e.g., child sexual abuse
victins, adol escent of fenders).

The present review focussed on identifying factors that predicted
reci di vi sm anong sexual offenders. Although a [ arge nunber of individua
risk factors were identified, the predictive accuracy of nost the
variables was not large (.10 to .20 range). The next |ogical question
addr esses how wel | recidivismcan be predicted using conbinations of
factors. Qur review was unable to answer this question directly since the
intercorrel ations between the predictors variables could not be determ ned
(the variables were neasured in different sanples). However, given that
the magni tude of the correlations for the best individual predictors were
inthe .20-.30 range, it is likely that conbi nations of the variables
identified in our neta-analysis could predict sexual recidivismwth
correlations inthe .30 to .40 range. Correlations in this range are
sonetines consi dered mnor since they “only account for” 10-15% of the
variance; however, predictor scales that are correlated with recidivismin
the .35 range are able to identify high-risk groups with greater than 80%
chance for recidivismfromlowrisk groups whose recidivismrisk is |ess
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than 20% (Hanson et al., 1992; Quinsey, Rice et al., 1995). Such risk
prediction scal es woul d have considerable utility in applied settings, and
are an obvi ous inprovenent over the typical nethods of clinical risk
assessnment. It is likely that predictive accuracy could be increased even
further given better understanding and better measures of the static and
dynam c risk factors for sexual offenders.
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Table 5

Key to Studies Used in Mta-anal ysis

Nunmber St udy

in tables

1.1 CGore (1988)

1.2 Abel, Mttel man, Becker, Rathner, & Roul eau
(1988)

2 CGordon & Bergin (1990)

3 Graham (1991)

4 Frisbie (1969)

5 Smith & Monastersky (1986)

6.1 Schram Moy, & Rowe (1991)

6.2 Kahn & Chanbers (1991)

7 CGordon & Porporino (1990)

8 Tracy, Donnelly, Mrgenbesser, & MacDonald

(1985)

9.1 Mal et zky (1993)
9.2 Mal et zky (1980)
9.3 Mal et zky (1991)

10 Hackett (1971)

11.1 Br oadhurst & Maller (1992)

11.2 Broadhurst & Maller (1991)

12.1 Prentky, Knight, & Lee (1994)

12.2 Prentky, Knight, & Lee (1995)

12.3 Prentky, Knight, Lee, & Cerce (1995)

13 Wrmth & Ruhl (1987)

14 Nut brown & Stasiak (1987)

15 Pacht & Roberts (1968)

16 Moti uk & Brown (1993)

17 G infeld & Norei k (1986)

18 Fitch (1962)

19 Frisbie & Dondis (1965)

20 Hanson, Steffy, & Gauthier (1993b)

21 Fl ori da Departnment of Health and
Rehabilitative Services (1984)

22 Beck & Shipley (1989)

23.1 Mair & WIlson (1995)

23.2 Mair & Stevens (1994)

24. 1 Hal | (1988)

24.2 Hal | & Proctor (1987)

25 Sturgeon & Tayl or (1980)

26.1 Mar ques, Day, Nelson, & West (1993)

26.2 Mar ques, Nel son, West, & Day (1994)

27 D x (1976)

(tabl e continues)
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Table 5 conti nued

Nunber St udy

in tables

28 Mar shal | (1994)

29.1 Mar shal | & Barbaree (1988)

29.2 Bar baree & Marshal | (1988)

30.1 Meyers & Romero (1980)

30.2 Ronero & WIllians (1983)

31.1 Stdrup (1961)

31.2 St irup (1960)

31.3 Christiansen, Elers-Nielson, Le Maire, & Stirup (1965)

32 St drup (1953)

33 Bl ugl ass (1980)

34 Rooth & Marks (1974)

35 Weaver & Fox (1984)

36.1 Mal col m Andrews, & Quinsey (1993)

36.2 Khanna, Brown, Malcolm & WIllianms (1989)

37 Doshey (1943)

38 Proul x, Pellerin, MKibben, Aubut, & Quinet
(1995)

39 Reddon, Studer, & Estrada (1995)

40 Meyer, Cole, & Enory (1992)

41 Mohr, Turner, & Jerry (1964)

42 Vernont Treatnent Centre for Prevention and
Treat ment of Sexual Abuse (1991)

43. 1 Qui nsey, Rice, & Harris (1995)

43. 2 Qui nsey, Lalum ére, Rice, & Harris (1995)

43. 3 Qui nsey, Rice, & Harris (1990)

43. 4 Rice, Harris, & Quinsey (1990)

43.5 Ri ce, Quinsey, & Harris (1989)

43. 6 Ri ce, Quinsey, & Harris (1991)

43.7 Rice & Harris (1995)

44. 1 G bbens, Soothill, & Way (1978)

44, 2 Soothill, Jack, & G bbens (1976)

44. 3 G bbens, Soothill, & Way (1980)

44. 4 G bbens, Way, & Soothill (1977)

45 Per ki ns (1987)

46 Bonta & Hanson (1995)

47 Federoff, Wsner-Carlson, & Berlin (1992)

48 Radzi nowi cz (1957)

49 Thornt on (1995)

50 Hal | (1995b)

51 Epperson, Kaul, & Hout (1995)

52 Wng (circa 1984)

(tabl e continues)
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Table 5 conti nued

Nunber St udy

in tables

53 Song & Lieb (1995)

54 Ryan & M yoshi (1990)

55.1 Gretton, MBride, & Hare (1995)

55.2 McBride, Gretton, & Hare (1995)

56 Lab, Shields, & Schondel (1993)

57 Money & Bennett (1981)

58 Pi erson (1989)

59 Davi s, Hoffrman, & Stacken (1991)

60 Smiley & Mulloy (1995)

61 McConaghy, Bl aszczynski, Arnmstrong, & Kidson
(1989)

Note. Studies sharing the sane integer were based on a common data set.
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