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ABSTRACT

Although the Sexual Violence Risk-20 (SVR-20) is widely used, its psychometric
properties have only been investigated in a limited number of studies. This study
explored the factor structure of the SVR-20 and examined its psychometric
properties. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to examine the fit of the
original three-domain model of the SVR-20. The CFA showed that the original
structure was not satisfactory. Exploratory principal components analysis (PCA)
was conducted in search of a more optimal factor structure. Psychometric
properties (i.e., internal consistency, predictive value, and convergent validity) of
both the original domains and alternative factors were investigated. The PCA and
subsequent CFAs pointed in the direction of an alternative, more optimal threefactor solution. The three alternative factors were labeled as Antisociality, Sexual
deviance, and Problematic thinking and produced better internal consistency
coefficients than the original domains. However, the validity of the SVR-20
was modest and no evidence was found indicating that the alternative factors
were better in this regard as compared to the original domains. Despite the
overall superiority of actuarial measures in predicting recidivism, the structured
professional judgment of the SVR-20 proved to be more predictive of sexual,
violent, and general recidivism than its actuarial scoring method.
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Introduction
Risk assessment is paramount in forensic psychiatry. One of its primary goals
is to predict the likelihood of recommitting new offenses after discharge. In
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addition, risk assessment also provides a guideline for the intensity of treatment
services since offenders with a high risk of recidivism should receive more intensive treatment than offenders with a low risk of recidivism (Bonta & Andrews,
2007). There are three major approaches in performing risk assessment: unstructured clinical judgment (UCJ), actuarial risk assessment instruments (ARAI), and
structured professional judgment (SPJ) (e.g. Boer & Hart, 2009; Craig, Browne, &
Beech, 2008; Hanson, 2009; Hart & Boer, 2009). UCJ-based decisions are solely
guided by the knowledge and experience of the evaluator, whereas ARAIs are
highly standardized checklists using only empirically based risk factors. With the
SPJ-approach, empirically tested risk factors are combined with case-specific
risk factors, circumstances, and clinical observations and integrated into risk
levels using the knowledge and experience of the evaluator. The value of UCJ
is seriously questioned, but there is sufficient evidence that ARAIs and SPJ can
meaningfully estimate risk of sexual recidivism (Hanson & Morton-Bourgon,
2009; Hanson & Thornton, 2000).
The Sexual Violence Risk-20 (SVR-20; Boer, Hart, Kropp, & Webster, 1997) is a
widely used checklist for assessing the risk of sexual recidivism (Rettenberger,
Boer, & Eher, 2011). The SVR-20 is based on the literature surrounding the characteristics of sexual offenders who recommitted a sexual crime after being previously convicted, although some empirically supported risk factors for sexual
recidivism, such as social isolation and lack of social and emotional support,
are not included (De Vogel, De Ruiter, Van Beek, & Mead, 2004; Mann, Hanson,
& Thornton, 2010). Most SVR-20 items mainly measure static/stable risk factors
(e.g. victim of child abuse) with only four items relating to potentially dynamic
risk factors (e.g. attitudes that support offenses). According to the developers of
the SVR-20, its items can be grouped into three domains: Psychosocial adjustment, Sexual offending, and Future plans (see Appendix 1). Although no explicit
procedure is provided for determining the risk level of individuals on the basis
of their SVR-20 scores, the authors instruct evaluators to use their professional
judgment to assigning offenders to the categories of low, moderate, or high
risk, which also corresponds to the required level of treatment intensity for that
individual. Its SPJ scoring method allows consideration of rare but potentially
relevant case-specific risk factors. For research purposes, scores on all 20 items
can also be summed to yield a total score that reflects the mechanical scoring
approach (Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2009).
Although the SVR-20 is widely used in countries all over the world, its validity has only been investigated in a limited number of studies (De Vogel et al.,
2004). Meta-analytic research has indicated that the SPJ scoring method of the
SVR-20 was more accurate at predicting sexual recidivism (average d = 1.11,
k = 3) than the mechanical scoring approach (average d = .68, k = 10; Hanson &
Morton-Bourgon, 2009). Furthermore, tentative evidence suggests that the three
domains of this instrument have differential predictive power for future sexual
and non-sexual violence (Rettenberger et al., 2011). More precisely, general
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criminal/violent recidivism would be best predicted by the domain Psychosocial
adjustment, whereas the domains Sexual offending and Future plans would
mainly predict sexual recidivism. According to Sjöstedt and Långström (2002),
the variation found in the predictive accuracy of the SVR-20 is mainly caused
by the inclusion of risk items related to various types of recidivism (i.e. sexual,
violent, and general recidivism). These authors even stated that the current SVR20 is too heterogeneous to be used routinely in the risk assessment of sexual
offenders. Modification of the SVR-20 domains into more homogeneous factors,
however, may lead to a better clinical use of this instrument and could facilitate
future tests of its construct validity.
Although the SVR-20 was never intended to measure three homogeneous
domains in a traditional measurement sense, there is some evidence to suggest
that the proposed three-domain structure of the SVR-20 may indeed not be
optimal. The internal consistency (Cronbach’s α) of the SVR-20 total score seems
to be acceptable, but there are indications that the domains Psychosocial adjustment and Sexual offending demonstrate poor internal consistency (e.g. Koster,
Van Lankveld, & Spreen, 2006). In what seems to be the only published study
on the factor structure of the SVR-20, Hornsveld, Kanters, Zwets, Kraaimaat, and
van Veen (2014) found by means of an exploratory factor analysis that the items
of the SVR-20 can be grouped into five new factors: Non-sexual history, Limited
compliance, Sexual offenses, Use of violence, and Psychopathology. Although
this new factor structure was derived from the data of only 100 forensic psychiatric sexual offenders, which is the bare minimum for this type of analysis (e.g.
Gorsuch, 1983, see also statistical analyses), it provided a much clearer overview
of sexual offenders’ risk factors than the original SVR-20 domains. The internal
consistency coefficients of these new factors were slightly better than those of
the original three domains.
The current study explored an optimal factor structure for the SVR-20 in
a sample of 639 sexual offenders detained by hospital order. In addition, we
explored the internal consistency of the total scale as well as its domains and the
accuracy of both the SPJ and mechanical scoring method in predicting sexual,
violent, and general recidivism. Finally, SVR-20 domains were validated by computing correlations with the Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 1991,
2003) and various questionnaires measuring relevant factors related to sexual
offending such as aggression, anger, and hostility (Hanson & Morton-Bourgon,
2004, 2009; Ward, Hudson, & Marshall, 1996), as well as interpersonal anxiety and
social skills deficits (Hoyer, Kunst, & Schmidt, 2001; Segal & Marshall, 1985). It was
hypothesized that the alternative factors would be more homogeneous than
the original SVR-20 domains, resulting in improved psychometric properties (i.e.
internal consistency, predictive validity, and convergent validity).
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Method
Participants
The study was conducted on 639 male sexual offenders detained under hospital
order at various forensic psychiatric centers in the Netherlands. These offenders
committed sexual offenses for which a maximum imprisonment of four or more
years applies, but at the same time they cannot be considered fully responsible for their actions. According to the Dutch Entrustment Act, this diminished
accountability is defined as a causal relation between a diagnosis of mental
illness and/or personality disorder and the offense committed (e.g. van Marle,
2000, 2002). To determine such a relationship, suspects are extensively examined in a specialized assessment center of the Dutch Ministry of Security and
Justice. Forensic psychiatric inpatients are considered to present such high risk
that without treatment recidivism is deemed very likely. The mean age of the
sexual offenders in this study was 48.84 years (SD = 10.69, range = 26–88 years).

Measures
As noted in the introduction, the SVR-20 (Boer et al., 1997; Dutch version:
Hildebrand, De Ruiter, & Van Beek, 2001) assesses the risk of recommitting sexual
violence in sexual offenders. The scale comprises 20 items that have to be rated
by certified examiners on a three-point scale (0 = does not apply, 1 = probably or
partially applies, and 2 = applies). The offenders’ risk of recidivism is determined
by SPJ.
The Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 1991, 2003; Dutch version:
Vertommen, Verheul, De Ruiter, & Hildebrand, 2002) is a checklist consisting of
20 items, which are scored by certified examiners on a three-point scale (0 = does
not apply, 1 = applies to some extent, and 2 = applies). Previous research has
consistently demonstrated that the combination of psychopathy and sexual
deviance results in substantially higher risk of recommitting sexual offenses than
either one alone (e.g. Hildebrand, De Ruiter, & De Vogel, 2004; Olver & Wong,
2006; Serin, Mailloux, & Malcolm, 2001). In the present study, we used the fourfacet structure as proposed by Hare (2003), which was recently validated for
Dutch offenders by Zwets, Hornsveld, Neumann, Muris, and van Marle (2015).
The four-facet model incorporates the following dimensions: Interpersonal (e.g.
grandiose self-worth), Affective (e.g. callous and lack of empathy), Lifestyle (e.g.
impulsivity), and Antisocial (e.g. juvenile delinquency). The psychometric qualities of the Dutch version of the PCL-R are comparable to those of its original
English counterpart (Hildebrand, De Ruiter, De Vogel, & Van der Wolf, 2002). That
is, the internal consistency is found to be high and the inter-rater reliability of
individual items and the total score vary from good to excellent.
In addition to the SVR-20 and the PCL-R, participants completed a standard set of psychometrically sound questionnaires for measuring trait anger
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(State–Trait Anger Scale [STAS]; Spielberger, 1980; Dutch version: Van der
Ploeg, Defares, & Spielberger, 1982), aggression (Aggression Questionnaire–
Short Form [AQ-SF]; Bryant & Smith, 2001; Dutch version: Hornsveld, Muris,
Kraaimaat, & Meesters, 2009), hostility (Picture-Frustration Study [PFS];
Rosenzweig, 1978; Dutch version: PFS-AV; Hornsveld, Nijman, Hollin, &
Kraaimaat, 2007), personality traits (NEO Five-Factor Inventory [NEO-FFI];
Costa & McCrae, 1992; Dutch version: Hoekstra, Ormel, & De Fruyt, 1996), and
interpersonal anxiety/social skills (Inventory of Interpersonal Situations [IIS];
Van Dam-Baggen & Kraaimaat, 2000).

Procedure
SVR-20 data from 639 sexual offenders were retrieved from the LDR-tbs
(Landelijke Databank Risicotaxatie tbs [National Database Risk Assessment]; Van
Binsbergen, De Spa, Verwaaijen, Embley, & Van Rooy, 2012) of the EFP (Expertise
center Forensic Psychiatry). The SVR-20 was administered as part of the standard risk assessment protocol of the forensic institutions. SPJ risk categories of
the SVR-20 were rated on a five-point scale (1 = low risk, 2 = between low and
medium risk, 3 = medium risk, 4 = between medium and high risk, and 5 = high
risk). To investigate the factor structure of this instrument, the first administration of SVR-20 after admission was used. Recidivism data were retrieved from
the WODC (Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek- en Documentatiecentrum [Scientific
Research and Documentation Center], 22 December 2015), and were available
for 70 former forensic psychiatric inpatients who had been discharged for at
least two years. Recidivism was defined as conviction(s) for sexual, violent, and
any re-offense, with 0 = absent and 1 = present.
For the correlations between the SVR-20, PCL-R, and self-report measures, a
subsample of sexual offenders who resided in FPC (Forensic Psychiatric Center)
De Kijvelanden at the time of this study were approached to participate. All
potential participants received an information letter describing the study. This
letter clearly stated that participation was on a voluntary basis, that data would
be processed anonymously, refusal to participate would not influence the participant’s treatment in any way, and that participation would be rewarded with
a monetary compensation of 10 Euros. Patients had approximately one week to
consider participation, after which they signed an informed consent form. Sixtytwo sexual offenders completed the package of self-reports: 27 were child sexual
abusers and 35 were rapists. All questionnaires were completed individually in a
separate testing room. As several inpatients failed to complete all questionnaires
according to the instructions, the number of participants involved in the data
analyses varied per questionnaire.
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Statistical analyses
The fit of the original three-domain model of the SVR-20 was examined by
means of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using the Mplus software, version
6 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2010) on the SVR-20 consensus data obtained at
admission. Rough guidelines for estimating an adequate sample size for factor
analysis are based on the number of variables included in the analysis. Proposed
ratios range from five participants per variable with a minimal sample size of
100 (e.g. Gorsuch, 1983) to ratios of 10:1 (e.g. Everitt, 1975; Nunnally, 1978).
Given the ordinal data of the SVR-20 items, the robust weighted least-squares
estimation procedure was applied (Brown, 2006). As recommended by Hu
and Bentler (1999), a relative index and an absolute index were used to test
model adequacy. The χ2 goodness-of-fit index and the root-mean-square error
of approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993) were used as an absolute
index. Significant χ2 values indicate there is a statistically meaningful difference
between the hypothesized model and the structure of the sample data, but it
should be noted that the χ2 index is relatively sensitive to model misspecification
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Kline, 2011; Sun, 2005), certainly when the sample size
is quite large. According to Hoyle (1995), RMSEA values equal to or less than .08
can be considered to represent a reasonable model fit. As a relative index, we
used the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990) and the Tucker–Lewis index
(TLI; Tucker & Lewis, 1973). For the CFI and TLI fit indices, cut-off values equal
to or greater than .90 indicate reasonable fit (Bentler, 1990; Hu & Bentler, 1999)
but values above .95 are recommended for good model fit (Jackson, Gillaspy, &
Purc-Stephenson, 2009). Exploratory principal components analysis (PCA) with
varimax rotation was conducted on the same data to explore the optimal factor
structure of the SVR-20. The fit of the alternative SVR-20 structure was then
tested by conducting a second CFA for this solution.
The internal consistency of the SVR-20 was examined by calculating
Cronbach’s α for both the original domains and the alternative factors found
in this study. The predictive accuracy of the SVR-20 was examined through
point-biserial correlations and Areas Under the Curve (AUC) in Receiver
Operating Characteristic (ROC) analyses (e.g. Rice & Harris, 1995). AUC values
quantify the ability of a risk assessment instrument to discriminate between
recidivists and non-recidivists, with values of .50 representing a chance level of
predictive accuracy. AUC values of .56 are considered small, .64 medium, and
.71 large effect sizes (Rice & Harris, 2005). Finally, Pearson correlations were
computed to examine the extent to which the SVR-20 was associated with the
PCL-R and various self-report measures in the child abuser and rapist samples
separately. Item 3 of the SVR-20 (Psychopathy) was removed from its domain
when calculating correlations with the PCL-R facets.
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Table 1. SVR-20 exploratory principal components analysis (PCA) results (N = 639).
Component
Factor
Antisociality

Sexual deviance

Problematic thinking

15
14
9
3
10
5
8
2
11
6
12
16
1
13
4
17
20
19
18
7

Item
Uses weapons or threats of death
Physical harm to victim(s)
Past nonsexual violent offenses
Psychopathy
Past nonviolent offenses
Substance use problems
Employment problems
Victim of child abuse
Past supervision failure
Suicidal/homicidal ideation
High density sex offenses
Escalation in frequency/severity
Sexual deviance
Multiple sex offense types
Major mental illness
Extreme minimization/denial
Neg. attitude toward intervention
Lacks realistic plans
Attitudes that support offenses
Relationship problems

1
.65
.58
.56
.55
.52
.51
.50
.43
.34
.29
−.13
.17
−.17
−.02
−.05
−.06
.19
.15
−.15
.26

2
.08
.23
−.37
−.20
−.38
−.37
−.22
.20
−.17
.04
.72
.70
.70
.66
−.31
.03
.07
−.08
.18
−.02

3
−.08
−.14
.16
.33
.22
.01
.27
−.09
.23
.05
.13
−.01
.09
.15
.10
.71
.70
.66
.64
.30

Notes: SVR-20 = Sexual Violence Risk-20. Items with factor loadings in bold are included in the alternative
factor structure.

Results
Factor analyses
The fit of the original three-domain model of the SVR-20 was tested using the
data of 639 sexual offenders by means of a CFA. Results indicated that the model
fit was poor, with CFI = .61, TLI = .56, and RMSEA = .11 [90% CI = .10, .12]. The
scree test (Cattell, 1978) of the PCA pointed in the direction of a two-, three-,
or four-factor solution (i.e. eigenvalues for the first nine factors were 3.59, 2.48,
1.72, 1.28, 1.17, 1.06, .93, .83, and .80). CFA of these solutions indicated that
the three-factor solution, CFI = .79, TLI = .77, RMSEA = .08 [90% CI = .08, .09],
χ2 = 569.34, χ2 difference = 294.28, had a better fit than both the two-factor
solution, CFI = .71, TLI = .66, RMSEA = .12 [90% CI = .11, .12], χ2 = 863.62, χ2 difference = 940.92, and the four-factor solution, CFI = .81, TLI = .78, RMSEA = .08
[90% CI = .08, .09], χ2 = 733.29, χ2 difference = −163.94. As can be seen in Table 1,
we named the three alternative factors Antisociality, Sexual deviance, and
Problematic thinking, and most item loadings were substantial. Item 4 (Major
mental illness), item 6 (Suicidal/homicidal ideation), and item 7 (Relationship
problems) did not load on any factor and were eventually removed (see
Appendix 1).
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Internal consistency
The internal consistency of the SVR-20 was also examined in the total sample of
639 inpatients. The Cronbach’s α coefficient of the SVR-20 total score was modest
(α = .62). For the original domains, internal consistency coefficients ranged from
insufficient to modest (.57, .51, and .64). For reasons of comparison, we also
calculated the internal consistency coefficients of the alternative factors. These
Cronbach’s alphas were better than those obtained for the original domains and
were all in the modest to moderate range (.71, .73, and .67).

Predictive accuracy
The predictive accuracy of the SVR-20 was examined by calculating point-biserial
correlations between the SVR-20 domains and sexual, violent, and general recidivism and conducting ROC curve analyses using the data of 70 inpatients (mean
age = 48.24 years, SD = 10.90, range = 26–79 years). The average time between
discharge and follow-up was 70.26 months (SD = 55.42, range = 26–242 months).
Recidivism rates after this period were 5.7% for sexual recidivism, 7.1% for violent recidivism, and 22.9% for general recidivism. As can be seen in Table 2,
the original domain Psychosocial adjustment predicted sexual recidivism for
both the pretreatment measurement, AUC = .69, 95% CI = [.52, .85], and the
posttreatment measurement, AUC = .71, 95% CI = [.56, .86]. Violent recidivism
was significantly predicted by the alternative factor Antisociality (pretreatment),
AUC = .70, 95% CI = [.50, .90], and various posttreatment measurements, including the original domains Psychosocial adjustment, AUC = .74, 95% CI = [.60,
.89], and Future plans, AUC = .73, 95% CI = [.52, .94], and the alternative factor
Antisociality, AUC = .76, 95% CI = [.62, .90].
The structured professional judgment (SPJ) scoring method of the SVR-20
generally outperformed the mechanical scoring method in predicting sexual,
violent, and general recidivism. The pretreatment SPJ score significantly predicted general recidivism, AUC = .71, 95% CI = [.53, .88], whereas the posttreatment SPJ score significantly predicted sexual recidivism, AUC = .76, 95% CI = [.56,
.96], violent recidivism, AUC = .75, 95% CI = [.54, .96], and general recidivism,
AUC = .70, 95% CI = [.52, .89]. The posttreatment mechanical scoring method
attained only statistical significance for the prediction of violent recidivism,
AUC = .74, 95% CI = [.60, .88].

Relations to other constructs
The validity of the SVR-20 was further examined in a subsample of 27 child
sexual abusers (mean age = 45.48 years, SD = 10.37, range = 26–64 years) and
35 rapists (mean age = 39.43 years, SD = 9.42, range = 22–59 years) by relating the original SVR-20 domains to the four facets of the PCL-R and various

Measure
Original domains
Psychosocial
adjustment
 Sexual offending
 Future plans
Alternative factors
 Antisociality
 Sexual deviance
Problematic
thinking
Final scoring
method
Mechanical
 SPJ
Original domains
Psychosocial
adjustment
 Sexual offending
 Future plans
Alternative factors
 Antisociality
 Sexual deviance
Problematic
thinking
Final scoring
method
Mechanical
 SPJ
.12
−.02
.07
.04
.13
.04

.09
.09
.16
−.14
.09
.05
.09
−.09

.08
.23

70
70

70
70
70

70
47

40

40
40

40
40
40

40
35

r

70

n

.60
.76*

.55
.60
.45

[.38, .81]
[.56, .96]

[.29, .82]
[.30, .89]
[.25, .65]

[.08, .61]
[.43, .85]

[.56, .86]

.71*
.34
.64

[.36, .88]
[.21, .95]

[.33, .80]
[.44, .85]
[.29, .84]

[.25, .70]
[.33, .88]

[.52, .85]

95% CI

.62
.58

.56
.65
.56

.47
.60

.69*

AUC

Note: SVR-20 = Sexual Violence Risk-20; AUC = Area Under the Curve; CI = Confidence Interval.
*p < .05.

Posttreatment

Pretreatment

Sexual recidivism

Table 2. Predictive accuracy of the pretreatment and posttreatment SVR-20.

.13
.13

.16
−.03
−.02

.05
.10

.11

.18
.18

.19
.04
.07

.07
.13

.17

r

[.40, .73]
[.52, .94]
[.62, .90]
[.25, .59]
[.35, .73]

[.60, .88]
[.54, .96]

.76*
.42
.54

.74*
.75*

[.60, .89]

.56
.73*

.74*

[.33, .95]
[.30, 1.00]

[.50, .90]
[.31, .81]
[.21, .88]

.70*
.56
.55

.64
.67

[.32, .90]
[.28, .94]

[.42, .88]

95% CI

.61
.61

.65

AUC

Violent recidivism

.14
.25

.16
.14
−.03

−.02
.09

.17

.19
.33*

.20
.11
.11

.09
.15

.17

r

.60
.70*

.61
.60
.49

.48
.59

.66

.61
.71*

.64
.57
.57

.56
.59

.61

AUC

[.37, .83]
[.52, .89]

[.38, .84]
[.39, .81]
[.27, .70]

[.28, .68]
[.36, .81]

[.45, .87]

[.44, .78]
[.53, .88]

[.49, .79]
[.41, .72]
[.41, .74]

[.41, .71]
[.42, .76]

[.46, .77]

95% CI

General recidivism
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questionnaires. As can be seen in Table 3, the PCL-R facets correlated significantly with the domains of the SVR-20. For the child sexual abusers, the SVR-20
domain Psychological adjustment was significantly correlated with PCL-R facets
Interpersonal (r = .58), and Lifestyle (r = .65), while the Future plans domain had
a significant correlation with Lifestyle (r = .49). For the rapists, we found significant correlations between the Psychological adjustment domain and PCL-R
components of Lifestyle (r = .46) and Antisocial (r = .53), and again between
the Future plans domain and Lifestyle facet (r = .58). As to the relation between
the SVR-20 domains and the self-reports, only three noteworthy results were
found, all within the child abuser sample: the SVR-20 domain Psychological
adjustment was negatively correlated with agreeableness as measured by the
NEO-FFI (r = −.44) and correlated significantly with trait anger as measured by
the STAS (r = .40), whereas the Sexual offending domain also had a significant
correlation with trait anger (r = −.50). Due to the exploratory nature of these
analyses, no corrections were made for the number of calculated correlations,
but it should be noted that if such corrections were made, none of the correlations would have reached statistical significance.
We also conducted correlations between the alternative SVR-20 factors,
the PCL-R, and the questionnaires and found highly similar correlation patterns between the SVR-20 and the PCL-R (see Table 4). Especially, the factor
Antisociality was strongly correlated with the facets of the PCL-R for both the
child sexual abusers and the rapists. Correlations between the SVR-20 and
self-reports only yielded three significant results. For the child sexual abusers,
the factor Antisociality was negatively correlated with agreeableness as measured by the NEO-FFI (r = −.49), whereas Sexual deviance correlated positively
with openness as measured by the NEO-FFI (r = .44) and negatively with social
anxiety as measured by the IIS (r = −.42).

Discussion
The current study examined the factor structure and psychometric properties of
the SVR-20. Results indicated that the model fit of the original SVR-20 domains
was poor. An exploratory PCA and subsequent CFA suggested three alternative
factors, which we labeled Antisociality, Sexual deviance, and Problematic thinking. The alternative factor structure generally corresponded with that obtained
by Hornsveld et al. (2014) who found a highly similar factor solution and suggested that SVR-20 items cluster in a somewhat different way than hypothesized by its developers. Because deviant sexual preferences and antisocial
orientation are regarded as the major predictors of sexual recidivism (Hanson
& Morton-Bourgon, 2005), the alternative factor structure initially appeared
promising. However, closer examination of the factor structure revealed some
potential inconsistencies within the Antisociality factor. That is, uses weapons
or threats of death (item 15) and Physical harm to victim(s) (item 14) both refer

Total
Interpersonal
Affective
Lifestyle
Antisocial
Trait anger
Aggression
Hostile thoughts
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Social anxiety
Social skills

Scales

n
24
24
24
24
24
26
26
23
26
26
26
26
26
27
27

Total
.61**
.52**
.25
.58**
.28
.07
−.04
−.03
.07
−.02
.14
−.26
−.17
−.27
−.06

Psychosocial
adjustment
.62**
.58**
.04
.65**
.35
.40*
.23
.19
.36
−.10
−.03
−.44*
−.13
−.15
−.25

Sexual
offending
−.11
−.11
.18
−.20
−.13
−.50**
−.28
−.28
−.35
.11
.30
.17
−.11
−.37
.28
Future plans
.42*
.36
.23
.49*
.18
.00
−.26
−.00
−.21
−.01
.09
.02
−.03
.09
.00
n
32
32
32
32
32
31
32
27
30
30
30
30
30
33
33

SVR-20 domains
Total
.60**
.33
.35*
.49**
.40*
−.21
.07
−.17
.02
.08
.15
.01
−.05
−.14
.23

Psychosocial
adjustment
.52**
.17
.19
.46*
.53**
−.18
.07
−.15
−.07
.12
.19
.09
−.03
−.21
.22

Rapists
Sexual
offending
.07
.15
.12
−.10
−.04
−.24
−.06
−.19
.03
.11
−.01
−.09
.07
−.04
.18

Future
plans
.41*
.10
.05
.58**
.30
.21
.23
.04
.31
−.27
.09
−.13
−.30
.24
−.13

Notes: PCL-R = Psychopathy Checklist-Revised; STAS = Spielberger Trait Anger Scale; AQ-SF = Aggression Questionnaire – Short Form; PFS-AV = Picture-Frustration Study – Adapted
Version; NEO-FFI = NEO Five Factor Inventory; IIS = Inventory of Interpersonal Situations.
*p < .05; **p < .01.

IIS

STAS
AQ-SF
PFS-AV
NEO-FFI

PCL-R

Measure

Child sexual abusers

Table 3. Pearson correlations between the original SVR-20 domains, PCL-R facets, and self-report measures for child sexual abusers and rapists.
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Total
Interpersonal
Affective
Lifestyle
Antisocial
Trait anger
Aggression
Hostile thoughts
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Social anxiety
Social skills

Scales

n
24
24
24
24
24
26
26
23
26
26
26
26
26
27
27

Antisociality
.71**
.52**
.14
.67**
.55**
.31
.12
.11
.32
−.18
−.19
−.49*
−.15
−.14
−.26

Sexual
deviance
−.35
−.05
−.11
−.42*
−.41*
−.32
−.07
−.10
−.35
−.02
.44*
.25
−.27
−.42*
.27

Problematic
thinking
.08
−.08
.33
.13
.03
−.28
−.31
−.16
−.35
.22
.16
.20
.19
−.03
.28
n
32
32
32
32
32
31
32
27
30
30
30
30
30
33
33

SVR-20 factors
Antisociality
.58**
.41*
.22
.43*
.51**
−.26
−.03
−.18
−.25
.18
.08
.20
.01
−.22
.16

Sexual
deviance
−.15
−.20
−.02
−.26
−.01
−.17
−.01
−.17
.09
.11
.07
.08
−.07
−.17
.17

Rapists
Problematic
thinking
.42*
.21
.19
.44*
.22
−.01
.17
−.02
.15
−.11
.13
−.22
−.12
.03
−.00

Notes: PCL-R = Psychopathy Checklist-Revised; STAS = Spielberger Trait Anger Scale; AQ-SF = Aggression Questionnaire – Short Form; PFS-AV = Picture-Frustration Study – Adapted
Version; NEO-FFI = NEO Five Factor Inventory; IIS = Inventory of Interpersonal Situations.
*p < .05; **p < .01.

IIS

STAS
AQ-SF
PFS-AV
NEO-FFI

PCL-R

Measure

Child sexual abusers

Table 4. Pearson correlations between the alternative SVR-20 factors, PCL-R facets, and self-report measures for child sexual abusers and rapists.
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to aggressive behaviors displayed during sexual offenses, and Victim of child
abuse (item 2) refers to the offender’s victimization rather than perpetration of
antisocial behavior. However, the violent behaviors in Items 14 and 15 could
be manifestations of general antisociality in the context of the sexual offense,
and there is evidence showing that childhood victimization is correlated with
future antisocial behavior (e.g. Widom, Schuck, & White, 2006). Thus, these items
may be appropriately included in this factor, and all the items in this factor
may in fact reflect antisociality. Future research should attempt to replicate our
findings and explore this issue further. The items Major mental illness (item 4),
Suicidal/homicidal ideation (item 6), and Relationship problems (item 7) were
considered rest items because they did not show adequate factor loadings.
In particular, the removal of relationship problems seemed unfortunate since
meta-analytic research has demonstrated relatively large effects for conflicts in
intimate relationships and sexual recidivism (Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2005);
however, closer examination of our data revealed that this item individually was
not predictive of sexual, violent, or general recidivism.
Inspection of the psychometric properties indicated that the alternative factors did not offer much of a practical advantage. More precisely, although the
internal consistency coefficients of the alternative SVR-20 factors were somewhat better than those documented for the original domains, the predictive
accuracy of both the original domains and the alternative factors was similar.
The observed AUC values were comparable to those of other studies regarding
the predictive accuracy of various risk assessment instruments (e.g. Hanson &
Morton-Bourgon, 2009). The original domain Psychosocial adjustment (posttreatment) proved to be a good predictor of both sexual and violent recidivism,
whereas posttreatment measurements of the original domain Future plans and
the alternative factor Antisociality were predictive for violent recidivism. The
significant association between the domain Psychosocial adjustment and violent recidivism is in line with previous research and was to be expected since
this domain includes several well-known risk factors associated with violent
recidivism (e.g. Sjöstedt & Långström, 2002). Noteworthy is the low predictive
accuracy of the original domain Sexual offending in predicting sexual recidivism.
With AUC values of .47 (pretreatment) and .34 (posttreatment), this domain
even performed below chance level. A heretical interpretation of this result
would be that scoring high in this domain is actually an indicator of lower risk
for sexual recidivism, but this claim would contradict the available literature
regarding risk factors for sexual recidivism. The current study again confirmed
that the SPJ scoring method of the SVR-20 outperforms its mechanical scoring
method in the prediction of sexual, violent, and general recidivism. However,
one could argue the tentativeness of these results. That is, none of these differences are statistically significant, and the small sample size and low recidivism
base rates (especially for sexual recidivism) limit the confidence we can have
in how well these results reflect the true relative performance of its approach.
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In addition, meta-analytic studies have generally demonstrated that actuarial
and mechanical approaches to risk assessment are the most accurate for the
prediction of sexual (and violent) recidivism (e.g. Hanson & Morton-Bourgon,
2009). The SVR-20, however, appears to be an exception to this, as it shows the
largest average association of all risk assessment instruments between its SPJ
and sexual recidivism, although this finding was based on only three studies.
The relation between the SVR-20 and external correlates did not yield particularly impressive results. The clear correlation pattern between the SVR-20
and PCL-R was to be expected since the PCL-R has various items that closely
resemble those of the SVR-20 (e.g. lack of realistic long-term goals, revocation
of conditional release, and criminal versatility). We mainly found significant
associations between the PCL-R facets and SVR-20 domains/factors containing
items that reflect an antisocial/impulsive lifestyle (i.e. Psychosocial adjustment
and Antisociality). Barbaree, Seto, Langton, and Peacock (2001) correlated six
other risk assessment instruments for adult sexual offenders (i.e. VRAG, SORAG,
RRASOR, Static-99, MnSOST-R, and MASORR) with the PCL-R and found that
all risk assessment instruments, with the exception of the RRASOR, strongly
correlated with the PCL-R.
Regarding the correlations between the SVR-20 and the self-report measures,
only two correlations seem worth mentioning. For the child sexual abusers,
agreeableness was negatively correlated with both Psychosocial adjustment and
Antisociality, roughly indicating that an antisocial/impulsive lifestyle is associated with reduced compliance, straightforwardness, and tender-mindedness.
The standard set of questionnaires used to examine the validity of the factor
structure of the SVR-20 was not ideal. In retrospect, only significant correlations
between questionnaires measuring aggression and general violence and the
domain Sexual offending (containing several aggression related items) were
to be expected. Measurements of, for instance, sexual interest, cognitive distortions or treatment engagement could have provided more evidence for the
convergent validity of the factor structure.
Our study should be interpreted with respect to several limitations. First, it
should be noted that the psychometric properties of the SVR-20 were tested
within an offender sample detained under hospital order, which was already
characterized as high-risk. As a result, our findings might be attenuated by
the restriction of range problem, and may not necessarily generalize to lower
risk populations. Second, correlations with external correlates may have been
affected by socially desirable response tendencies (Gannon, Ward, & Collie, 2007;
but also, see Kroner, Mills, & Morgan, 2007; Mathie & Wakeling, 2011; Mills &
Kroner, 2005). Detention under hospital order is evaluated by the court and
without treatment progress this sentence can be renewed for an unlimited number of times. Although all patients were informed that data would be processed
anonymously, the inpatients may nevertheless have been under the assumption
that their responses on the self-reports could have legal implications. Finally,
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the small sample sizes limited the statistical power of the analyses, such that
even medium correlations and AUC values did not reach statistical significance.
These medium effect sizes would have reached statistical significance with a
larger sample.
This study explored the factor structure of the SVR-20 and its psychometric
properties. Given that the SVR-20 was never intended to measure three
homogeneous constructs, the observed improved internal consistency for the
alternative factors was to be expected. The predictive validity of the SVR-20,
however, was generally modest and no evidence was found indicating that the
alternative factors were better than the original domains at predicting recidivism.
This suggests that the modest predictive accuracy of the original domains may
not be attributable to its heterogeneous nature. Perhaps differences in the
predictive value of the three SVR-20 domains are attributable to variations in
their inter-rater reliability (Hildebrand et al., 2004; Sjöstedt & Långström, 2002),
although the inter-rater reliability of the SVR-20 has been demonstrated to be
moderate to good (e.g. Hart & Boer, 2009), with only two studies reporting poor
to fair inter-rater reliability (Hildebrand et al., 2004; Sjöstedt & Långström, 2002).
In addition, there are some indications that the predictive value of the SVR-20
could be further improved when scores are corrected for age (Barbaree, Langton,
Blanchard, & Boer, 2008). It remains unclear why the SPJ scoring method of the
SVR-20 outperforms its actuarial scoring method in predicting sexual, violent,
and general recidivism.
This study was an attempt to further investigate the factor structure of the
SVR-20. Results indicated that the psychometric properties of the original SVR-20
domains were insufficient to modest. The factors obtained in the present study
yielded factors that were more reliable, but no evidence was found indicating
that this new structure improved the validity of the scale. Future research should
compare the validity of the SVR-20 with that of alternative instruments, most
preferably the STABLE-2007 (Fernandez, Harris, Hanson, & Sparks, 2012; Dutch
version: Van den Berg, Smid, & Koch, 2014), which also contains factors of antisociality and sexual deviance. Such analysis could establish which instrument
can best be used for the risk assessment of sexual offenders. Meanwhile, the
administration of the current SVR-20 is still required for the leave applications
of all sexual offenders detained by hospital order in the Netherlands. Given its
psychometric properties and rather static nature, the SVR-20 seems insufficient
as the sole basis for such important decisions. The SVR-20 is currently under
revision (Boer, 2011), but its expected completion date is unclear. There are
also clear indications that a combination of actuarial static and dynamic risk
assessment instruments results in an improved prediction of sexual re-offenses
(e.g. Eher, Matthes, Schilling, Haubner-MacLean, & Rettenberger, 2012; Hanson,
Harris, Scott, & Helmus, 2007). More research into the factor structure of the SVR20 is required before any alternative factors should be used in the treatment,
risk assessment, and supervision of sexual offenders.
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Appendix 1. Original three domains and alternative three-factor
solution of the SVR-20
Original domains
Psychosocial adjustment
Item 1
Sexual deviance
Item 2
Victim of child abuse
Item 3
Psychopathy
Item 4
Major mental illness
Item 5
Substance use problems
Item 6
Suicidal/homicidal ideation
Item 7
Relationship problems
Item 8
Employment problems
Item 9
Past nonsexual violent offenses
Item 10
Past nonviolent offenses
Item 11
Past supervision failure
Sexual offending
Item 12
High density sex offenses
Item 13
Multiple sex offense types
Item 14
Physical harm to victim(s)
Item 15
Uses weapons or threats of death
Item 16
Escalation in frequency/severity
Item 17
Extreme minimization/denial
Item 18
Attitudes that support offenses
Future plans
Item 19
Lacks realistic plans
Item 20
Neg. attitude toward intervention

Alternative factors
Antisociality
Item 15
Uses weapons or threats of death
Item 14
Physical harm to victim(s)
Item 9
Past nonsexual violent offenses
Item 3
Psychopathy
Item 10
Past nonviolent offenses
Item 5
Substance use problems
Item 8
Employment problems
Item 2
Victim of child abuse
Item 11
Past supervision failure
Sexual deviance
Item 12
High density sex offenses
Item 16
Escalation in frequency/severity
Item 1
Sexual deviance
Item 13
Multiple sex offense types
Problematic thinking
Item 17
Extreme minimization/denial
Item 20
Neg. attitude toward intervention
Item 19
Lacks realistic plans
Item 18
Attitudes that support offenses
Rest items
Item 4
Major mental illness
Item 6
Suicidal/homicidal ideation
Item 7
Relationship problems

