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Abstract
Recidivism risk assessment is crucial for effective case management of men convicted of
sex offending. The use of empirical actuarial risk tools has become routine in the field.
However, the development of actuarial risk scales for assessing general, violent and/or
sexual recidivism in these men is ongoing: The Static-99 led to the Static-99R and the
Static-2002R, and the BARR-2002R emerged to assess violent recidivism risk. A study
was undertaken to evaluate and compare the inter-rater and predictive validity of the
Static-99R, the Static-2002R, and the BARR-2002R in a sample of 328 men convicted of
sex offending released from prison in French Belgium. When the instruments were
considered integrally, the two versions of the Static—the Static-99R and the Static-
2002R—proved better at predicting sexual recidivism and the BARR-2002R was better
at predicting violent recidivism. And, the predictive and incremental predictive validity
of the factor structure identified by Brouillette-Alarie et al. (2016) was examined.
Results proved consistent in that the Youthful stranger aggression and General criminality
factors were better at predicting general recidivism and violent non-sexual recidivism
while the Persistence/paraphilia factor was better at predicting sexual recidivism.
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Introduction

The development of actuarial instruments has made it possible to objectify how re-
cidivism risk is predicted. Their performance in this field has compared favorably
against non-structured professional judgment (Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2009;
Harris et al., 2015). Over the years, a number of such instruments have been proposed
for specific types of re-offending and target populations. Where men who offend
sexually are concerned, the Static-99 and the Static-2002 (and their revised versions)
were developed to predict risk of sexual re-offending (Hanson & Thornton, 2000;
Harris et al., 2003; Helmus et al., 2012) and the BARR-2002 (and its revised version)
was developed to predict risk of violent re-offending (Babchishin et al., 2013). Pre-
dictive validity refers to how well an instrument distinguishes recidivists from non-
recidivists. One way of measuring this property is with the area under the curve (AUC;
Mossman, 2013; Mossman & Somoza, 1991). To assess sexual recidivism risk in men
who have offended sexually, the tools that are recommended are those that include
items that deal specifically with sex offending, such as the Static-99R and the Static-
2002R. Tools that do not examine sex offending are not recommended to assess re-
cidivism risk (Brouillette-Alarie et al., 2016; Brouillette-Alarie & Lussier, 2018; Parent
et al., 2011).

As part of the ongoing development of actuarial instruments, practitioners have been
quick to want to determine which ones are better at predicting recidivism than others.
This is understandable in that the assessment of recidivism risk is an issue of direct
concern to decision-makers in the field of criminal justice and, because of this, of
indirect concern to some health professionals.

It seemed worthwhile, then, to develop the predictive validity of the scores on the
instruments mentioned above, discuss the divergent results regarding the usefulness of
the age item in the instruments, and examine the predictive validity of the factors of
these instruments, particularly the factor structure identified by Brouillette-Alarie et al.
(2016).

Predictive Validity of Risk Instrument Total Scores

Regarding predictive validity, numerous studies have been undertaken to determine
which risk assessment tool is best suited to a given purpose but results to date have been
mixed and, therefore, no consensus has emerged in this regard (Reeves et al., 2018).
According to some authors, though the difference is statistically modest, the Static-
2002 is superior to the Static-99 in predicting sexual recidivism risk (Stalans et al.,
2010). Other authors have found the Static-99/99R and the Static-2002/2002R to be
comparable in this regard (Babchishin et al., 2012; Bengtson, 2008; Helmus &Hanson,
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2007; Langton, Barbaree, Hansen, et al., 2007; Langton Barbaree, Seto, et al., 2007;
Looman & Abracen, 2010). This said, it need be underscored that the convergent
validity of these two instruments has been found to be very good (Kendall’s Tau = .69;
Jung et al., 2015). However, it is a fact that men who offend sexually also re-offend non-
sexually (Ducro et al., 2020; Hanson & Bussiere, 1998; Menghini et al., 2005; Prentky
et al., 1997). Consequently, this recidivism risk needs to be assessed as well. Violent
recidivism risk is normally assessed using instruments such as the Static-99R or the
Static-2002R, not to mention the SORAG (Sex Offenders Risk Appraisal Guide;
Quinsey et al., 1995) and the VRAG-R (Violence Risk Appraisal Guide Revised; Rice
et al., 2013). Babchishin et al. (2012) validated the predictive properties of certain items
of the Static-2002R regarding violent recidivism and, particularly, those related to age
and general criminality. It is on the basis of these findings and following a study of
predictive validity and convergent validity with other tools measuring violent re-
offending or antisocial behavior that these authors developed and validated the BARR-
2002R. This instrument has received special attention because, as it is an integral part of
the Static-2002R, the different types of recidivism can be evaluated by way of a single
tool (Babchishin et al., 2012). A review of the literature to date supports the good
predictive validity of the Static-99R, the Static-2002R and the BARR-2002R. Unlike
the Static-99R, however, the Static-2002R and particularly the BARR-2002R have not
been investigated as much in terms of predictive validity internationally.

Predictive Validity of Factors Identified in the Static-99R and Static-2002R

Practitioners who use risk assessment tools are more inclined to focus institutional or
clinical case management on criminogenic needs, which are front and center when it
comes to risk assessment. In other words, they place a greater emphasis on the main
criminogenic factors. Risk assessment tools can also be useful in determining prison
terms, whether to grant parole, or whether to impose certain types of supervision and
other judicial measures. While static instruments predict recidivism, it is not clear
whether evaluators can use static factors as treatment targets or change criteria
(Brouillette-Alarie et al., 2016). Still, as these static factors constitute measures of
observed behavior associated with recidivism, it should be possible to extract from
them the latent psychological constructs responsible for the risk (Brouillette-Alarie
et al., 2014). Factor analyses previously conducted on the Static-99 and the Static-99R
have yielded various two- and three-factor structures (Brouillette-Alarie & Proulx,
2013). Based on these structures, underlying psychological mechanisms have been
proposed to explain the factors. These mechanisms can then be targeted in the course of
case management. One factor identified concerns sexual deviance probably measured
by persistence of sexual offending, a second factor regards general criminality, which is
interpreted more in terms of antisocial behavior with the notion of disregard for other
people’s rights and the notion of illegal impulses, and the third in the three-factor
solution pertains to young age of person assessed (Brouillette-Alarie et al., 2014, 2016).
Interpreting this last factor as a psychological phenomenon is not immediately obvious
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but one way of doing so is to consider that younger sex offenders have not explored
stable amorous relationships, are less likely to have children, and are more likely to
victimize strangers perhaps with greater coercion. The aim of the researchers who
carried out these factor analyses was to explore more in depth the constructs underlying
the two versions of the Static, that is, the Static-99R and the Static-2002R. These two
tools are widely used, easy and fast to use given that they require rating risk based on an
examination of a person’s criminal record, and used in numerous countries around the
world. Analyzing latent structure affords a fresh look on the static assessment of
recidivism risk. For the purposes of case management planning, dynamic recidivism
risk assessment tools such as the Stable-2007 (Hanson et al., 2007) are used in a limited
and complementary manner on account of institutional constraints. More specifically,
these tools take a relatively long time to administer and must be re-administered
periodically over time. However, they have demonstrated good convergent validity
with the Static-99R and the Static-2002R. According to Brouillette-Alarie et al. (2014),
“actuarial tools composed of static risk factors could inform practitioners, albeit im-
perfectly, regarding the treatment needs of people who offend sexually” [free
translation].

Regarding the predictive validity of the factor structure put forth by Brouillette-
Alarie (2016), the three factors identified are significantly and positively associated
with sexual recidivism. General recidivism and non-sexual violent recidivism are more
significantly and positively associated with the Youthful stranger aggression and
General criminality factors. Validating this factor structure allows understanding why
some tools are more predictive of certain types of recidivism. It also helps under-
standing the contradictory results between tools.

Study Objectives

Against this background, we conducted a study to evaluate the predictive validity of the
Static-99R, the Static-2002R and the BARR-2002R among men convicted of sex
offending and later released from prison in French Belgium, over two follow-up
periods, namely, five years, which was similar to periods used in the international
literature, and nearly ten years.

Finally, further to the work of Brouillette-Alarie (Brouillette-Alarie et al., 2016)
aimed at identifying the underlying factors that explain the psychological processes at
play, we evaluated the predictive and incremental predictive validity of these factors.

Method

Study Group

Our study examined 328 adult men convicted of sex offending in French Belgium and
who received treatment or guidance from a Specialized Health Team (SHT) in
2001 and/or 2002 or treatment from 2009 to 2015. This study population was composed
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of the populations of two earlier studies (not published). The two cohorts did not differ
significantly on the variables measured, i.e., in terms of level of risk assessed with the
different instruments used in our study. Of the men in the study population, 23.46% had
offended exclusively against victims 14 or over, 60.80% against victims under 14, and
15.74% against both victims 14 or over and victims under 14. It should be noted that the
age criterion is widely used in the international literature and mentioned in the official
criminal records of sex offenders in Belgium.

Mean age of study group was 43.21 years, SD = 11.68. Age at release ranged from
18.27 to 79.22 years.

Post-release period (i.e., period from release to recidivism or, in the case of non-
recidivists, to research end date) ranged from 0 to 22.49 years, with a mean duration of
9.51 years, SD = 5.61.

Instruments

Static-99R. The Static-99R (Hanson & Thornton, 2000; Helmus et al., 2012) is a static,
actuarial instrument for assessing sexual recidivism risk in adult men who offended
sexually. It comprises 10 items regarding the characteristics of past and present sex and
non-sex offenses committed and the specificity of the victims of sex offenses. Items
regarding age of offender and whether offender ever lived with an intimate partner are
also taken into account. In its revised version, the Static-99R allows determining risk
level based on a total score with a possible range of �3 to 12, which breaks down into
five risk categories. It should be noted that the main difference between the Static-99
and its revised version regards how the age item is scored and the scoring criteria used
(Reeves et al., 2018).

The instrument has demonstrated high inter-rater reliability, with intraclass corre-
lation coefficients (ICCs) ranging from .84 to .95 across 11 studies reviewed by
Phoenix et al., in 2016. The predictive validity reported in the international literature as
measured by the AUC has been moderate to high. AUC values have averaged .72 for
general recidivism, .68 for sexual recidivism, .69 for violent sexual recidivism, and
.70 for violent non-sexual recidivism (Babchishin et al., 2012, 2016).

Static-2002R. The Static-2002R (Helmus et al., 2012) was developed to assess sexual
recidivism risk in adult men convicted of sex offending. This is a revised version of the
Static-2002 (Phenix et al., 2008). It is composed of 14 items covering five factors: One
item regards age at time of offense, three items regard persistence of sex offending,
three items regard deviant sexual interests, two items regard relationship to victims, and
five items regard general criminality. Items are scored based on information gleaned
from the offender’s criminal record. These scores yield a total score with a possible
range of 0 to 14, which breaks down into five sexual recidivism categories. In terms of
psychometric properties, the Static-2002 has demonstrated very good inter-rater
agreement, obtaining an ICC of .98, and high predictive validity, with AUC values
of .76 for general recidivism, .70 for violent recidivism, and .76 for sexual recidivism

Ducro and Pham 5



(Helmus & Hanson, 2007). The creators of the original Static-2002 made one key
change to the instrument when they revised it: They assigned a different weight to the
age item for young men. The Static-2002R total score has a possible range of�2 to 13.
This revised version obtained higher AUC values: .76 for general recidivism, .69 for
violent recidivism (including violent sexual recidivism), .74 for violent non-sexual
recidivism, and .77 for non-violent non-sexual recidivism.

Brief Assessment of recidivism risk (BARR-2002R; Babchishin et al., 2013). Based on ex-
isting recidivism risk assessment tools and particularly on the Static-2002R, the
creators of the Static-2002 removed the sexual items from the instrument and sought to
validate whether the remaining items were predictive of non-sexual recidivism risk.
This exercise led to the development of the BARR-2002R, an instrument for assessing
violent recidivism risk in men who offended sexually. In other words, this instrument
focuses on notions of general criminality. It has demonstrated high predictive validity,
obtaining AUC values of .77 for general recidivism, .72 for violent recidivism, and
.74 for violent non-sexual recidivism (Babchishin et al., 2016). Jung et al. (2015)
reported rather similar values: .72 for general recidivism, .74 for violent recidivism, and
.66 for sexual recidivism.

Procedure

We examined the criminal records of the men in the study group to glean date of release,
date of recidivism (if any), type of recidivism (if any), and information to assess
recidivism risk level using the Static-99R, the Static-2002R and the BARR-2002R.
Records were consulted by two evaluators at the Ministry of Justice in order to be able
to access all the documents required to complete the risk assessment tools and to
determine, in double blind, presence of recidivism and type. The documents examined
included statements of the facts (offenders and victims), criminal records, prison
admission records, psychiatric and psychological evaluations, and psychosocial
evaluation reports drafted by correctional services.

Four types of recidivism were defined based on criminal convictions by final
judgment: general recidivism corresponded to any new conviction regardless of of-
fense; sexual recidivism corresponded to any new conviction for a sex offense; violent
non-sexual recidivism corresponded to any new conviction for a violent non-sexual
offense, such as non-sexual physical assault; and non-violent non-sexual recidivism
corresponded to any new conviction for a non-violent non-sexual offense, such as theft.

Two raters examined the records of the same 75 men selected at random for the
purpose of determining inter-rater agreement on the instruments. Agreement was very
good as evidenced by the ICCs obtained: .97 for the Static-99R total score, .91 for the
BARR-2002R total score, and .93 for the Static-2002R total score. Inter-rater
agreement coefficients obtained for the four Static-2002R factors were .87 for Per-
sistence, .95 for Deviance, .91 for Relationship with victims, and .88 for General
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criminality. Once inter-rater agreement had been measured, the two raters split the
remaining records at random.

Completing the different instruments allowed us first to obtain scores for each of
these and for the factors of the Static-2002R. Second, in order to run analyses and fulfill
our study’s objectives, we also calculated the score for each factor of the structure
proposed by Brouillette-Alarie and colleagues (2016). This structure is based on the
factor analysis of the combined Static-99R and Static-2002R. Three factors were
identified. Persistence/paraphilia is the sum, from 0 to 7, of prior sentencing occasions
for sexual offenses (Static-2002R), rate of sexual offending (Static-2002R), any
sentencing occasion for non-contact sex offenses (Static-2002R), any male victim
(Static-2002R), young, and unrelated victims (Static-2002R). Youthful stranger ag-
gression is the sum, from �2 to 7, of ever lived with lover (Static-99R), age at release
(Static-2002R), any unrelated victim (Static-2002R), any stranger victim (Static-
2002R), index non-sexual violence (Static-99R), any juvenile arrest for a sexual of-
fense, and convicted as an adult for a separate sexual offence (Static-2002R). General
criminality is the sum, from 0 to 6, of any prior involvement with the criminal justice
system (Static-2002R), prior sentencing occasions for anything (Static-2002R), any
prior non-sexual violence sentencing occasion (Static-2002R), any community su-
pervision violation (Static-2002R), and years free prior to index sex offense (Static-
2002R).

Data Analyses

Convergent validity was determined by calculating r between the Static-99R, the Static-
2002R and the BARR-2002R. Convergent validity will be discussed according to
Cohen’s criteria: .10 is small convergent validity, .30 is medium convergent validity
and. 50 is large convergent validity. The predictive validity of the instruments was
evaluated using ROC analysis and rated according to the following guidelines proposed
by Cohen (Cohen, 1992; Rice & Harris, 2005): AUC values above .714 correspond to a
large effect size, values from .639 to .714 correspond to a moderate effect size, and
values below .639 correspond to a small effect size. The ROC area (AUC) represents
the probability that a randomly selected recidivist will obtain a higher risk score than
will a randomly selected non-recidivist (Rice & Harris, 2005).

Predictive validity was calculated first for the instrument total scores, second for the
factor structure identified from the Static-99R and Static-2002R. Validity was cal-
culated for three follow-up periods: 0–5 years, fixed 5 or more years, and a longer
period with a mean of 9.57 years.

Cox regressions were run for the factor structure identified for the Static-99R and
Static-2002R. These are similar to logistic regressions in that both methods predict
outcomes on the basis of a set of variables, in our case, the three factors identified.
However, Cox regressions also take account of the time elapsed before the outcome.
The relevant coefficients in these regressions are the Wald statistical significance value
and the hazard ratio. TheWald value indicates whether an independent variable actually
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predicts the outcome. The hazard ratio gauges the strength of the association between
each independent variable and the outcome (the dependent variable). A hazard ratio
greater than 1 means that an increase in the independent variable increases the risk of
the event (dependent variable) occurring, whereas a hazard ratio less than 1 indicates
that an increase in the independent variable reduces that risk.

Results

Convergent Validity

Convergent validity (Table 1) proved high between the Static-99R and the Static-
2002R total scores, between the Static-99R and the BARR-2002R total scores, and
between the Static-2002R and the BARR-2002R total scores.

Regarding the instrument total scores, with or without the age item, that is, re-
gardless of the calculation method used, the instrument factors generally presented
large convergent validity, except for the Sexual Deviance factor, which presented a
medium convergent validity. As for the factor structure identified by Brouillette-Alarie
et al. (2016), generally speaking, predictive validity was good for the instrument total
scores, with some nuances for the Static-99R and the BARR-2002R. However, what
was interesting was that the convergent validity between the factors was not as strong.
Indeed, according to Cohen’s criteria, it was medium to small at best when it managed
to be statistically significant.

Predictive Validity

Before presenting the results regarding instrument predictive validity, it seems im-
portant to reiterate the study population’s recidivism rates. Over the fixed 5-year follow-
up period (N = 229), the most common type of recidivism was sexual recidivism
(8.7%), followed by non-violent non-sexual recidivism (2.2%); general recidivism
totaled 10.5%. Lastly, when recidivism rates were calculated for the entire study
population over a mean period of 9.22 years (N = 334), sexual recidivism was the most
common type of recidivism, reaching 12.9%, followed by non-violent non-sexual
recidivism (11.1%) and violent non-sexual recidivism (4.8%); general recidivism
was 25.1%.

Generally speaking, the three instruments predicted the types of recidivism con-
sidered with a moderate to large effect size (Tables 2 and 3).

General recidivism was predicted primarily by all the instrument total scores with a
moderate effect size, but also by the General criminality factor of the Static-2002R and
the Youthful stranger aggression and General criminality factors of the structure
identified by Brouillette-Alarie (2016). When the predictive validity of these instru-
ments for general recidivism was considered over a longer follow-up period, effect
sizes diminished slightly but remained statistically significant. Still, when a fixed
follow-up period of five years was considered, only the Static-99R and the
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Static-2002R and, more specifically, their Deviant sexual offending and Youthful
stranger aggression factors, proved significant predictors of general recidivism.

Sexual recidivism over a long follow-up period of five years was predicted with a
small effect size by the Static-99R, the Static-2002R, and the Persistence factor of the
structure identified by Brouillette-Alarie et al. (2016). It was predicted with a more
moderate effect size by the Static-2002R Sexual deviance factor, the BARR-2002R
total score, and the Youthful stranger aggression factor of the structure identified by
Brouillette-Alarie and colleagues (2016). However, only the Youthful stranger

Table 2. Predictive Validity of the Static-99R, the Static-2002R, and the BARR-2002R (Follow-
up: M = 9.57 years).

AUC (95% CI)

General
recidivism

Sexual
recidivism

Violent non-sexual
recidivism

Non-violent non-
sexual recidivism

Follow-up: 0–22 years, M = 9.57, SD = 5.61

Static-99R: Total
score

.70** (.64–.77) .68** (.60–.77) .74** (.63–.86) .69** (.57–.84)

Static-2002R:
Total score

.69** (.62–.75) .68** (.59–.77) .68* (.57–.80)) .67** (.58–.76)

Factor:
Persistence
of sexual
offending

.56 (.48–.64) .58 (.48–.69) .45 (.31–.60) .57 (.46–.67)

Factor: Deviant
sexual
offending

.56 (.48–.63) .67** (.58–.76) .53 (.38–.68) .47 (.37–.58)

Factor:
Relationship
to victims

.58* (.51–.66) .62* (.53–.72) .59 (.44–.74) .52 (.42–.63)

Factor: General
criminality

.62** (.55–.70) .53 (.43–.64) .65 (.52–.78) .70** (.62–.79)

BARR-2002R:
Total score

.70** (.64–.77) .60 (.51–.69) .74** (.63–.86) .75** (.67–.84)

Brouillette-Alarie et al. structure
Persistence:

paraphilia
.58* (.50–.65) .68** (.59–.77) .48 (.329–.623) .53 (.428–.641)

Youthful
stranger
aggression

.61** (.60–.74) .65** (.56–.73) .73** (.62–.85) .63*(.53–.72)

General
criminality

.62** (.54–.69) .52 (.41–.63) .65 (.51–.78) .70** (.61–.79)

**p < .001; *p < .05. Bold:significative results.
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aggression factor proved a predictor over the follow-up period fixed at 5 years. Tables 3
and 4.

For the violent or non-violent non-sexual recidivism, the AUC values varied very
little when a longer follow-up period was considered. Still, over a fixed period of
5 years, no instrument predicted violent non-sexual recidivism, although the Static-99R
and the Static-2002R were predictive of non-violent non-sexual recidivism. However,
these results must be contextualized, given that the recidivism rates were relatively low
(respectively, 0.4% and 2.2%).

Table 3. Predictive Validity of the Static-99R, the Static-2002R, and the BARR-2002R (Follow-
up Fixed at 5 years).

AUC (95% CI)

General
recidivism

Sexual
recidivism

Violent non-
sexual

recidivism
Non-violent non-
sexual recidivism

Static-99R: Total
score

.68** (.47–.73) .64 (.51–.77) .59 (.49–.69) .90** (.80–1.00)

Static-2002R:
Total score

.67* (.55–.79) .63 (.50–.76) .70 (.60–.79) .89** (.81–.97)

Factor:
Persistence
of sexual
offending

.49 (.35–.62) .47 (.33–.61) .41 (.00–.88) .68 (.37–.99)

Factor: Deviant
sexual
offending

.64* (.51–.77) .62(.49–.76) .88 (.80–.97) .74 (.47–1.00)

Factor:
Relationship
to victims

.62 (.49–.75) .62(.48–.76) .68 (.46–.89) .64 (.37–.90)

Factor: General
criminality

.47 (.32–.62) .46 (.29–.62) .23 (.00–.50) .62 (.37–.87)

BARR-2002R:
Total score)

.60 (.47–.73) .57 (.43–.72) .38 (.26–.49) .76 (.57–.95)

Brouillette-Alarie et al. structure
Persistence:
paraphilia

.60 (.48–.73) .59 (.46–.71) .78 (.68–.89) .76 (.45–1.00)

Youthful
stranger
aggression

.69** (.57–.80) .66* (.54–.79) .64 (.52–.77) .79 (.57–1.00)

General
criminality

.46 (.31–.61) .45 (.28–.61) .22 (.00–.48) .60 (.33–.86)

**p < .001; *p < .05. Bold:significative results.
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Incremental Predictive Validity

The predictive validity of each factor (Persistence, Youthful stranger aggression and
General criminality) was assessed by way of Cox regression analysis with recidivism
(general, sexual, violent non-sexual, and non-violent non-sexual recidivism) as the
outcome. One model was tested per type of recidivism (Table 4). General recidivism
was significantly predicted by the Youthful stranger aggression and General crimi-
nality factors, which also predicted violent non-sexual recidivism and non-violent non-
sexual recidivism. Sexual recidivism, however, was predicted by the Persistence and
Youthful stranger aggression factors. In other words, the Youthful stranger aggression
factor predicted all four types of recidivism in conjunction with either the Persistence
factor for sexual recidivism or the General criminality factor for general recidivism,
violent non-sexual recidivism, and non-violent non-sexual recidivism.

Discussion

Static variables and historical criminal factors are predictors of recidivism in that they
reveal risk propensity related to antisocial orientation and sexual interests (Mann et al.,
2010). Identifying the constructs responsible for recidivism is essential in order to help
the health and criminal justice systems make decisions regarding institutional and
therapeutic management paths. The Static-99 was originally developed to predict
sexual and violent recidivism (Harris et al., 2003). However, research on this in-
strument and its revised version and on the Static-2002 and its revised version has
suggested that general and violent recidivism might be better predicted by only a
portion of the Static-2002R. These findings led to the creation of the BARR-2002R,
which is composed of the Static-2002R’s age at release item and its items associated
with the General criminality factor (Babchishin et al., 2013).

Convergent Validity of Instruments

Our analysis of the convergent validity of the instruments revealed a very high
convergence between the instruments, which is in line with past research on the design
and validation of these three instruments (Babchishin et al., 2016; Helmus et al., 2012).
It should be noted that the three have a number of items in common and that their
development was geared to improving their predictive validity. Babchishin et al.
(2012), for instance, pointed out that both versions of the Static should be used in
order to estimate the recidivism risk posed by an offender. However, our analysis of the
convergent validity of the factor structure of the instruments shows this validity to be
from moderate to weak at best when it managed to reach statistical significance. This
might be explained by the fact that the factors identified evaluate different concepts, as
the work by Brouillette-Alarie and colleagues (2016) has tended to demonstrate. This
said, the different factors identified present good convergent validity with the total
scores on the different instruments considered in this study.
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Given the evolution of recidivism risk assessment instruments and the growing
interest in risk assessment among practitioners (Singh et al., 2016), it seems necessary
to evaluate the predictive properties of the Static-99R, the Static-2002R and the BARR-
2002R internationally as well. We examined the predictive validity of the instruments
not only integrally but also with the age item omitted in light of the controversy in the
international literature in this regard. Moreover, we examined the predictive validity of
the factor structure identified by Brouillette-Alarie and colleagues in 2016.

Predictive Validity

It is clearly established in the international literature that use of the Static-99R or the
Static-2002R is appropriate for assessing sexual recidivism and that use of the BARR-
2002R is appropriate for assessing non-sexual recidivism. The primary aim of our study
was to evaluate the predictive validity of these instruments in a French-speaking
Belgian population. Our analyses of predictive validity show that, by and large, the
tools predict the different types of recidivism with a significant effect size. It should be
noted that the magnitude of this validity tended to diminish somewhat for very long
follow-up periods, and that it tended not to be statistically significant for fixed follow-
up periods of 5 years or more.

In sum, the three instruments predict general recidivism similarly, which is to say
moderately well. However, given the results for the other types of recidivism, we would
recommend using either version of the Static to predict sexual recidivism and the
BARR-2002R to predict violent non-sexual recidivism and non-violent non-sexual
recidivism, which is in keeping with the genesis of the BARR-2002R. This interesting
finding nonetheless needs to be replicated in other scientific studies.

If we wish to gain a better understanding of the usefulness of certain items or
combinations thereof, subjecting the instruments to factor analyses and then evaluating
the predictive validity of the structures to emerge might afford a fresh perspective on
risk assessment. The Static-99R has already been subjected to such analyses in the aim
of identifying the psychological processes underlying its factors. It would be interesting
to carry out this sort of study in conjunction with an investigation of the predictive
validity of the factors with the other static instruments for assessing recidivism risk.
This sort of research needs to be pushed further and, at the very least, repeated on a
larger scale. This would contribute to advance knowledge that could help practitioners
interpret their risk assessment results. In French Europe, in the course of training on the
use of risk assessment instruments, we are often faced with the following questions:
What type of instrument should be used? Which items are most predictive? If you do not
wish to express recidivism risk in terms of a score, category or likelihood, how can you
organize your assessment report by focusing on the items predictive of risk? These
questions might seem odd to the eyes of practitioners in the habit of reporting numbers
as recommended by the creators of the various tools. In practice, however, it turns out
that the decision-makers for whom these reports are prepared, who may not be used to
such rating systems, prefer to understand why men who have offended sexually pose a
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recidivism risk, instead of merely being fed a score. The analyses that we carried out for
the purposes of our study and efforts such as by Brouillette-Alarie et al. (2016) to
structure risk by factors could help practitioners draft their reports more clearly and
effectively. In this regard, we could highlight the factors of instruments with significant
predictive properties and the likelihood of re-offending associated with these factors, as
is presently proposed for the instrument total scores. The results of our study show, in
accordance with what was reported by Brouillette-Alarie et al. (2016), that the Youthful
stranger aggression and General criminality factors are more predictive of general
recidivism and violent non-sexual recidivism and that the factor more specific to
persistence of sexual offending or paraphilia is predictive of sexual recidivism. This
underscores the importance of being mindful of the heterogeneousness of sex offenders
in terms not only of their potential recidivism risk but also of how they are managed,
whether clinically or institutionally.

In closing, though the matter warrants more in-depth research, our study allows us to
recommend that practitioners use the BARR-2002R rather than the Static-99R or the
Static-2002R total score to predict general recidivism and violent recidivism in men
who have offended sexually. The BARR-2002R can be used more specifically to
evaluate antisocial propensities. Men who have offended sexually and who score high
on the BARR-2002R may have special management needs in connection with these
dimensions, in addition to those in connection with sex-related issues. In this light,
choosing to use one instrument or another depending on the purpose being pursued,
analyzing the predictive factors of these instruments and giving some thought to their
underlying psychological processes would allow evaluators to give a stronger clinical
meaning to their evaluations and to the implications that these have.

Limitations and Outlook

Our study is not without limitations. For one, population size and recidivism rates might
seem smaller compared with other studies. However, our study focused exclusively on
a Belgian population of French-speaking inmates. It did not include French- or Dutch-
speaking Belgian forensic psychiatric inpatients or Dutch-speaking inmates. Conse-
quently, our sample was not representative of the Belgian population of persons who
have offended sexually. Though the size of the sample is small by international
standards, it is nevertheless encouraging. Future studies should seek to develop this line
of research further and to carry out comparative analyses of predictive validity by sex
offender type and, similarly, exploratory or confirmatory factor analyses with a suf-
ficiently large sample.
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