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Child maltreatment victimization by type in
relation to criminal recidivism in juvenile
offenders
Claudia E. van der Put1* and Corine de Ruiter2

Abstract

Background: This study aimed to examine the relation between different types of child abuse victimization and
criminal recidivism among juvenile offenders.

Method: Secondary analyses were conducted on data collected with the Washington State Juvenile Court
Assessment and general recidivism. The sample consisted of female (n = 3502) and male (n = 10,111) juvenile
offenders.

Results: For male juvenile offenders, neglect and physical abuse victimization were significantly but rather weakly
associated with both general and violent recidivism. For female juvenile offenders, neglect and physical abuse were
weakly associated with general recidivism, but not with violent recidivism. Sexual abuse was not related to either
general or violent recidivism in both male and female juvenile offenders. Most associations between dynamic
(treatable) risk domains and recidivism were stronger in male juvenile offenders than in female juvenile offenders.
In addition, most risk domains were more strongly related to general recidivism than to violent felony recidivism.
For male juvenile offenders, neglect victimization was uniquely related to general recidivism whereas physical abuse
victimization was uniquely related to violent recidivism, over and above dynamic risk factors for recidivism. For
female juvenile offenders none of the maltreatment variables were uniquely related to general or violent felony
recidivism.

Conclusions: Childhood experiences of neglect and physical abuse predict reoffending in male juvenile offenders,
pointing at a possible need to address these in risk management interventions.

Keywords: Types of child maltreatment, Criminal recidivism, Juvenile offenders, Gender differences, Risk factors

Background
Although many studies have focused on the association
between child maltreatment and later delinquent behavior
(e.g., [1–6]), only few studies have examined the relation
between child maltreatment and criminal recidivism
among delinquent populations. To be able to effectively
treat offenders with a history of child maltreatment, more
knowledge is needed on the relation between child mal-
treatment and criminal recidivism. Because many of the
problems youth face as a consequence of child maltreat-
ment put them at increased risk of becoming delinquent,

it is assumed that the relation between child maltreatment
victimization and criminal behavior is mediated through
several “dynamic” risk factors [7]. Dynamic risk factors for
recidivism are social and individual characteristics that in-
crease the likelihood of recidivism and can potentially be
changed. Therefore, these risk factors are often the focus
of treatment for juvenile offenders [8]. Examples are poor
school performance, mental health problems, truancy,
antisocial peers and conflicts in the family. The aim of this
study was to examine: (1) the relation between specific
victimization types and recidivism and (2) the unique con-
tribution of specific victimization types to the prediction
of recidivism over and above dynamic risk factors for re-
cidivism. If there is a unique contribution of child mal-
treatment to recidivism, treatment should probably not
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only focus on these dynamic risk factors for recidivism
but also on the problems associated with trauma experi-
enced as a child.
Child maltreatment involves a wide range of harmful

behaviors directed towards children (i.e., physical abuse,
sexual abuse and neglect), which may have different ef-
fects on criminal recidivism. Only a few studies exam-
ined the association between specific types of child
maltreatment victimization and recidivism, because in a
substantial proportion of cases, various types of mal-
treatment co-occur [9, 10], which makes it difficult to
isolate the effects of specific types of abuse. In addition,
due to small sample sizes, the different types of child
maltreatment are often combined in analyses. Dembo
and colleagues [11] examined the relation between spe-
cific types of child maltreatment victimization and recid-
ivism and found that recidivism was more strongly
predicted by neglect than by both physical and sexual
abuse. Kingree, Phan, and Thompson [12] examined the
effects of physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional abuse,
physical neglect and emotional neglect on recidivism,
and found only the last two maltreatment types to be
significantly associated with recidivism. Ryan, Williams
and Courtney [13] examined the relation between neg-
lect and recidivism and made a distinction between ado-
lescent offenders with a history of child neglect and
adolescent offenders with an ongoing case of neglect.
The study showed that only ongoing neglect during ado-
lescent was significantly related to recidivism after con-
trolling for a wide range of family, peer, academic,
mental health, and substance abuse covariates [13].
The relation between specific types of maltreatment and

delinquency has been studied more extensively. Some stud-
ies provided evidence that specific victimization types pre-
dict a specific type of offending behavior (e.g., [9, 14–18].
For example, victims of physical abuse more often show
violent offending behavior [15] and victims of sexual abuse
more often commit sexual offenses [14]. Other studies sug-
gest that the propensity towards crime in general depends
on the type of abuse experienced [19, 20]. There are indica-
tions that victims of neglect and physical abuse are at great-
est risk of delinquency, whereas sexual abuse victims are no
more at risk of offending than juveniles who were not a vic-
tim of maltreatment [19, 20]. Trickett and McBride-Chang
[21] reviewed the literature on the impact of different types
of child maltreatment (physical abuse, sexual abuse and
neglect) and found that physically abused juveniles showed
more externalizing problems, compared to sexually abused
juveniles who showed more internalizing problems. How-
ever, they suggested that these differences may in fact be
gender-differences because females predominate in the
samples of sexual abuse victimization studies and they have
a stronger tendency to develop internalizing problems [22]
relative to men.

Other researchers also suggested gender differences in
the relation between child maltreatment and delinquent
behavior: females are considered more likely to internalize
their reactions whereas males are more likely to
externalize their reactions to child maltreatment [23–25].
These differences in reactions may be one of the explana-
tions for the finding of Topitzes and colleagues [26] that
child maltreatment predicted juvenile delinquency in
males, but not in females. However, Topitzes and col-
leagues [26] found that child maltreatment predict adult
crime for both genders, which suggests that the effects of
child maltreatment on delinquent behavior may be de-
layed in girls. In a review of findings from the child wel-
fare and juvenile delinquency literature, Bender [7]
proposed a direct effect of child maltreatment on delin-
quency in boys but not in girls. In an earlier study, we
found stronger associations between child maltreatment
victimization and offending behavior in male compared to
female juvenile offenders [27]. Compared to female juven-
ile offenders, sexual abuse victimization was more strongly
related to sexual offending, and neglect was more strongly
related to violent offending, in male juvenile offenders
[27]. Other researchers, however, have suggested that the
consequences of child maltreatment play a greater role in
the development of delinquent behavior in females than in
males [28–30]. Because of the mixed findings regarding
gender differences in the relation between maltreatment
and delinquent behavior, the second aim of the present
study was to examine gender differences in the relation
between specific victimization types and recidivism and in
the unique contribution of specific victimization types to
the prediction of recidivism.

Method
Sample
For this study, secondary data from the Washington
State Juvenile Court Assessment (WSJCA) validation
study were used [31]. This dataset consists of 13,613
American juvenile offenders (3502 girls and 10,111
boys), aged 12 to 18, who were convicted by a juvenile
court and for whom the WSJCA was completed. The
WSJCA is a screening and risk assessment instrument,
which comprises two parts: pre-screen and full assess-
ment (see Instrument section). The pre-screen is admin-
istered to all youth on probation with the aim to
indicate whether a youth is at low, moderate or high risk
for reoffending. The full assessment is required for youth
who are assessed as moderate or high risk on the pre-
screen with the aim to identify a youth’s risk and pro-
tective factor profile to guide intervention targeting de-
sistance from crime and rehabilitation. The current
sample only included those offenders for whom the full
assessment was performed, which indicates that the
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participants had a medium to high recidivism risk on
the pre-screen.

Instruments and procedure
Washington State Juvenile Court Assessment (WSJCA)
The WSJCA is a screening and risk assessment instru-
ment, developed in Washington State [31, 32]. The
WSJCA maps out the most important risk and protect-
ive factors for criminal recidivism on a large number of
domains. The development of the instrument was based
on a review of the following types of research: recidivism
prediction literature and validity studies of risk assess-
ment instruments, for example: the Wisconsin Risk
Scale [33] and the Youth Level of Service Case Manage-
ment Inventory [34], risk and protective factor research,
resiliency research and research on effective juvenile de-
linquency treatment programs (see [31]). The selection
of domains and items took place on the basis of this re-
view and was subsequently modified, based on feedback
from an international panel of experts (see [31]).
Probation officers complete the WSJCA during the in-

take, on the basis of information from a structured motiv-
ational interview with the youth and his/her family.
Probation officers are trained in conducting the assess-
ment by certified trainers. This training includes reviewing
video-taped interviews and the resulting assessment to en-
sure the probation officer has mastered the assessment
skills. There is a manual available for the WSJCA and
quality assurance is an important part of the assessment
structure and organization in Washington State [34].
The WSJCA measures both static (historical) and dy-

namic (current) factors. In the present study we only ex-
amined dynamic risk factors because these factors are
used to guide the rehabilitative effort. The dynamic fac-
tors were measured over a period of six months prior to
the assessment, so the dynamic risk factors were present
at the time of the assessment or shortly before (max-
imum six months). All questions were asked to both the
youth and the parents. The items concerning schools
were checked with the schools the juveniles were attend-
ing. If conflicting answers were given by the youth and
his parents, the probation officer made an estimation of
the accuracy of the answers and the most appropriate
response, based on his or her clinical experience and
knowledge or by collecting additional information, for
example by consulting school or other professionals who
know the youth.
The dynamic risk factors examined in the present

study were risk factors in the following domains: (a)
School: severe behavior problems, poor academic per-
formance (some Ds and mostly Fs), truancy, poor rela-
tionship with teachers, not interested or involved in
school activities, not likely to graduate, (b) Alcohol/
drugs: alcohol and/or drugs causing family conflict and/

or disrupting education and/or causing health problems
and/or interfering with keeping prosocial friends and/or
drugs contributing to criminal behavior, (c) Relation-
ships: no positive adult non-family relationships, no pro-
social community ties, antisocial friends or gang
membership, romantically involved with an antisocial
person, admires or emulates antisocial peers, rarely re-
sists antisocial peer influence, (d) Family: low family in-
come (annual income under $15,000), poor relationship
with parents, serious conflicts in the family, inadequate
parental supervision, youth consistently disobeys family,
no family support network, poor parental punishment
and parental reward (inconsistently or consistently insuf-
ficient), (e) Aggression: low frustration tolerance, believes
verbal aggression is often appropriate to solve a conflict,
believes physical aggression is sometimes or often appro-
priate to solve a conflict, hostile interpretation of other’s
behavior/intentions, (f ) Attitude: low aspirations, impul-
siveness, no control over anti-social behavior, no em-
pathy, no respect for others’ property, no respect for
authority figures, no respect for rules/social conventions,
does not accept responsibility for behavior, does not
think he or she can comply with measures, (g) Skills:
poor consequential thinking, poor goal setting, poor
problem-solving behavior, poor situational perception,
problems in dealing with others, lacks skills in dealing
with difficult situations, lack of skills in dealing with
feelings/emotions, problems in controlling internal and
or external triggers, lacks techniques to control impul-
sive behavior, lacks alternatives to aggression, (h) Mental
health problems: psychotic, mood, anxiety, personality
and adjustment disorders. For each domain, a total risk
score was calculated by adding the scores of the individ-
ual risk factors within that domain.
Physical abuse, sexual abuse and neglect were opera-

tionalized following Child Protective Services (CPS) defi-
nitions in the US [32]. Physical abuse included any non-
accidental physical injury, such as bruises, burns, frac-
tures, bites, or internal injuries. Sexual abuse included
acts such as indecent liberties, communication with a
minor for immoral purposes, sexual exploitation of a
child, child molestation, sexual misconduct with a minor,
rape of a child, and rape. Neglect included negligence or
maltreatment (dangerous act) or omission that consti-
tutes a clear and present danger to the child’s health,
welfare, and safety, such as: a) failure to provide ad-
equate food, clothing, shelter, emotional nurturing, or
health care, b) failure to provide adequate supervision
given the child’s level of development, c) an act of aban-
donment with the intent to forego parental responsibil-
ities despite an ability to do so, d) an act of exploitation,
such as requiring the child to be involved in criminal ac-
tivity, imposing unreasonable work standards, etc., e) an
act of reckless endangerment, such as a parent driving
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under the influence of alcohol or drugs with children
present and, f ) other dangerous acts. The self-reported
information was checked with child protective services,
community mental health organizations, and other
sources of information. Any history of being a victim of
neglect, physical or sexual abuse by a family member
that was suspected was included. False reports of abuse
or neglect were excluded [32].
The predictive validity of the WSJCA pre-screen has

been tested in three studies [31, 35, 36]. In the first
study [31], the Area Under the receiver-operating-
characteristics Curve (AUC) was .64 and in the subsequent
studies the AUC was .63. In a meta-analysis of the
predictive validity of risk assessment instruments for
juveniles, it was shown that the AUCs varied from
.53–.78, with an average AUC of .64 [37]. The AUC found
for the WSJCA pre-screen is therefore comparable to the
average AUC of juvenile justice risk assessment instru-
ments. The validity of full assessment was examined in a
study of Barnoski [31] in which both the domain score
structure as well as the predictive validity of the domain
scores was examined. The factor analysis of the 29 domain
scores confirmed the relative independence of the assess-
ment domains. Few domain scores loaded on more than
one factors. The factor analyses of the items within each
domain illustrated that most domains were multifaceted,
measuring more than a single concept. Two domains, free
time and alcohol/drug use, were one-dimensional. The
risk and protective domain scores were significantly
associated with felony recidivism (convictions). The
risk domain scores were more closely associated with
recidivism than the protective domain scores.

Outcome measure
General recidivism was defined as the occurrence of one
or multiple new convictions for any kind of offense
within 18 months after completing the WSJCA. Violent
felony recidivism was defined as the occurrence of one
or multiple new convictions for a violent felony offense
within 18 months after completing the WSJCA. To ad-
equately measure 18-months recidivism, a period of
30 months was needed for gathering the information: a
18-months re-offending follow-up period and another
12-months period to allow for any re-offenses to be ad-
judicated [38]. Recidivism was treated as a dichotomous
variable (yes or no conviction for a new offense during
follow-up).

Analyses
First, we examined differences in the prevalence of child
maltreatment and criminal recidivism between male and
female juvenile offenders by using chi-square analysis.
Second, we examined bivariate associations between dif-
ferent types of child maltreatment and recidivism and

between dynamic risk factors in different domains and
recidivism by using Pearson correlation coefficients, sep-
arately for general and violent felony recidivism and for
male and female juvenile offenders. Fisher’s z tests were
used to examine whether the correlations differed sig-
nificantly between male and female juvenile offenders.
Second, we performed multivariate logistic regression
analyses to examine the unique contribution of child
maltreatment to the prediction of criminal recidivism,
over and above dynamic risk factors for recidivism, sep-
arately for male and female juvenile offenders and separ-
ately for general and violent felony recidivism.

Ethical approval
Formal Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval to
conduct this study was not required, as this study in-
volved secondary data analysis on de-identified data,
which does not pose harm to the subjects and therefore
does not necessitate IRB regulation. Accordingly, this
study was ethically conducted based on the rules main-
tained by the Faculty Ethics Review Board (FMG-UvA)
of the University of Amsterdam, The Netherlands. The
Washington State Institute for Public Policy has given
permission to use the data for this study.

Results
Table 1 presents the percentages of sexual abuse, phys-
ical abuse and neglect and recidivism rates, for male and
female juvenile offenders separately. All forms of abuse
(sexual, physical abuse, and neglect) were more often
present in female than in male juvenile offenders. Gen-
eral recidivism and violent felony recidivism were both
higher in male juvenile offenders than in female juvenile
offenders.
Table 2 shows the correlation coefficients between the

different child maltreatment victimization types and re-
cidivism and between the dynamic risk factors and re-
cidivism, separately for male and female juvenile
offenders and for general and violent felony recidivism.
For male juvenile offenders, neglect and physical abuse
victimization were significantly but rather weakly associ-
ated with both general and violent recidivism. For female
juvenile offenders, neglect and physical abuse were
weakly associated with general recidivism, but not with
violent recidivism. Sexual abuse was not related to either
general or violent recidivism in both male and female ju-
venile offenders.
In both male and female juvenile offenders, risk factors

in the domains of school, relationships, family, alcohol/
drugs abuse, skills, attitude, aggression and mental
health problems were all related to both general and vio-
lent felony recidivism, with the exception of alcohol/
drugs abuse, which was not related to violent felony re-
cidivism in female juvenile offenders. Most associations
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between the risk domains and recidivism were stronger
in male juvenile offenders than in female juvenile of-
fenders. In addition, most risk domains were more
strongly related to general recidivism than to violent fel-
ony recidivism, the difference being significant in the do-
mains of school (z = 5.73; p < .001), relationship (z = 5.84;
p < .001), family (z = 5.05; p < .001), alcohol/drugs abuse
(z = 5.01; p < .001), skills (z = 5.05; p < .001), attitude (z =
6.56; p < .001), aggression (z = 5.79; p < .001) in male ju-
venile offenders and the differences being significant in
the domains of relationship (z = 4.22, p < .001), skills (z =
2.96; p < .01), attitude (z = 3.39; p < .001), aggression (z =
2.98; p < .001) in female juvenile offenders.
The unique contribution of childhood victimization to

recidivism was examined by performing a hierarchical
logistic regression analysis, separately for male and fe-
male juvenile offenders and for general and violent fel-
ony recidivism. The regression coefficients representing
the associations between the dynamic risk factors and

general recidivism are shown in Table 3. Dynamic risk
factors in the domains of school, relationships, family,
alcohol/drugs abuse, skills, attitude, aggression and men-
tal health problems were entered at Step 1 and the mal-
treatment victimization types were entered at Step 2.
Only for male offenders, the victimization variables re-
sulted in a significant improvement of the prediction of
general recidivism (χ2(3) = 12.95, p < .01). In male juven-
ile offenders, risk factors in the school, relationships,
family, alcohol/drugs abuse, attitude and aggression do-
mains were uniquely related to general recidivism as well
as neglect victimization. For female juvenile offenders,
risk factors in the relationships, skills and aggression do-
mains were uniquely related to general recidivism, but
the victimization variables did not add significantly to
the prediction model.
The regression coefficients representing the associa-

tions between the dynamic risk factors and violent felony
recidivism are shown in Table 4. Again, only for male

Table 1 Prevalence of child maltreatment and criminal recidivism rates separately for male and female juvenile offenders

Male juvenile offenders Female juvenile offenders χ2(1)

(n = 10,111) (n = 3502)

Victim of sexual abuse 8.0 % 33.2 % 1336.78*

Victim of physical abuse 23.6 % 36.0 % 203.16*

Victim of neglect 20.8 % 29.4 % 108.77*

General criminal recidivism 46.6 % 34.0 % 167.97*

Violent felony recidivism 8.5 % 3.2 % 110.57*

Note: * p < .001

Table 2 Correlations between different forms of child maltreatment and recidivism and between dynamic risk factors and recidivism
separately for male and female juvenile offenders

General Criminal Recidivism Violent Felony Recidivism

Male juvenile
offenders

Female juvenile
offenders

Z Male juvenile
offenders

Female juvenile
offenders

Z

(n = 10,111) (n = 3502) (n = 10,111) (n = 3502)

Victim of:

Sexual abuse −.00 .01 .71 −.01 −.00 .20

Physical abuse .05*** .04* .46 .04** .00 1.84

Neglect .07*** .04* 1.53 .03* .02 .41

Dynamic risk factors in the
domains:

School .12*** .08*** 2.06* .04*** .04* .00

Relationship .20*** .14*** 3.15** .12*** .04* 4.11***

Family .15*** .07*** 4.03*** .08*** .04* 2.05*

Alcohol/drugs abuse .12*** .04* 4.11*** .05*** .01 2.04*

Skills .15*** .14*** .52 .08*** .07*** .51

Attitude .20*** .15*** 2.63** .11*** .07*** 2.06*

Aggression .17*** .16*** .52 .09*** .09*** .00

MH problems .04*** .06** −1.02 .02* .04* −1.02

Note: *p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; MH =Mental Health
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Table 3 Logistic regression coefficients predicting general recidivism from dynamic risk factors and different types of child abuse
victimization separately for male and female juvenile offenders

Male Juvenile Offenders Female Juvenile Offenders

(n = 10,111) (n = 3502)

Gender B S.E. Wald Exp(B) B S.E. Wald Exp(B)

Step 1

School .03 .01 9.02** 1.03 .01 .02 .6 1,01

Relationship .12 .02 53.98*** 1.12 .09 .03 12.24*** 1,10

Family .02 .01 8.79** 1.02 −.00 .01 .09 1,00

Alcohol/drugs abuse .07 .02 16.26*** 1.07 −.03 .03 1.16 ,97

Skills .01 .01 2.45 1.01 .04 .02 6.33* 1,04

Attitude .04 .01 10.88** 1.04 .02 .02 .61 1.02

Aggression .06 .02 14.20*** 1.06 .12 .03 18.33*** 1.13

MH problems .06 .05 1.45 1.06 .08 .08 1.04 1.09

Δχ2(df) 590.10 (8)*** 132.07 (8)***

Step 2

Physical abuse .06 .06 1.01 1.06 .05 .08 .34 1.05

Sexual abuse −.17 .11 2.33 .84 −.02 .11 .03 .98

Neglect .16 .05 8.75** 1.17 .07 .08 .62 1.07

Constant −1.22 .06 466.50*** .29 −1.63 .11 209.98*** .20

Δχ2(df) 12.95 (3)** 1.19 (3)

Total χ2(df) 604.05 (11)*** 133.26 (11)***

Note: *p < .05, **p < .01, *** p < .001

Table 4 Logistic regression coefficients predicting violent felony recidivism from dynamic risk factors and different types of child
abuse victimization separately for male and female juvenile offenders

Male Juvenile Offenders Female Juvenile Offenders

(n = 10,111) (n = 3502)

Gender B S.E. Wald Exp(B) B S.E. Wald Exp(B)

Step 1

School −.01 .01 .73 .99 .01 .04 .05 1.01

Relationship .17 .03 39.13*** 1.19 −.02 .07 .04 .99

Family .01 .01 .87 1.01 −.02 .03 .27 1.02

Alcohol/drugs abuse .01 .03 .08 1.01 −.03 .08 .15 .97

Skills .03 .02 3.42 1.03 .08 .05 2.73 1.08

Attitude .03 .02 2.28 1.03 .03 .06 .23 1.03

Aggression .05 .03 2.40 1.05 .22 .08 7.45** 1.25

MH problems .08 .09 .87 1.08 .19 .21 .77 1.21

Δχ2(df) 173.06 (8)*** 33.08 (8)***

Step 2

Physical abuse .21 .09 5.29* 1.23 −.21 .22 .85 .81

Sexual abuse −.29 .21 1.98 .75 −.13 .30 .20 .88

Neglect .02 .09 .06 1.02 .14 .22 .43 1.15

Constant −3.47 .11 938.74*** .03 −4.77 .35 186.86*** .01

Δχ2(df) 9.05 (3)* 1.40 (3)

Total χ2(df) 182.10 (11)*** 34.48 (11)***

Note: *p < .05, **p < .01, *** p < .001
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offenders, the victimization variables resulted in a sig-
nificant improvement of the prediction of general recid-
ivism (χ2(3) = 9.05, p < .05). In male juvenile offenders,
only the relationship domain was uniquely related to
violent felony recidivism as well as victimization of phys-
ical abuse. In female juvenile offenders, only the aggres-
sion domain was uniquely related to violent felony
recidivism; the victimization variables did not add sig-
nificantly to the prediction model.

Discussion
The aim of the present study was to examine gender dif-
ferences in the relation between specific child maltreat-
ment victimization types and criminal recidivism and to
examine the unique contribution of specific
victimization types to the prediction of criminal recidiv-
ism, over and above dynamic risk factors for recidivism.
For both male and female juvenile offenders,
victimization of physical abuse and neglect were signifi-
cantly related to general recidivism, however, the associ-
ations were rather weak. The meta-analysis of Cottle
and colleagues [39] also showed that child maltreatment
had a weak association with recidivism. The weighted
mean effect size (r = .11 p < .001) found in the meta-
analysis was higher than the associations we found in
the present study, which may possibly be explained by
differences in sample composition. Most of the samples
included in the meta-analysis consisted of male juveniles
from correctional facilities whereas our sample consisted
of both male and female juvenile offenders on probation.
For male juvenile offenders, being a victim of neglect

contributed to general criminal recidivism, over and
above other dynamic (treatable) risk factors for recidiv-
ism, whereas for female juvenile offenders none of the
maltreatment victimization variables were uniquely re-
lated to general recidivism. Kingree and colleagues [12]
also found victimization of neglect to be the only mal-
treatment type that was uniquely related to recidivism
after controlling for demographic (gender, age and ethni-
city) and behavioral variables (prior detention, substance
use problems, lack of self-restraint and emotional dis-
tress). The results of our study contribute to the litera-
ture by showing that in male juvenile offenders,
victimization of neglect is uniquely related to recidivism
after controlling for dynamic (treatable) risk factors
in multiple domains (school, family, relationships,
alcohol/drugs, attitude, aggression, skills and mental
health problems), whereas victimization of neglect is
not uniquely related to recidivism in female juvenile
offenders.
In addition, only for male offenders, the victimization

variables resulted in a significant improvement of the
prediction of violent felony recidivism. In male juvenile
offenders, being a victim of physical abuse contributed

to violent felony criminal recidivism, over and above
other dynamic (treatable) risk factors for recidivism,
whereas in female juvenile offenders none of the mal-
treatment victimization variables were uniquely related
to violent felony recidivism. A possible explanation for
this finding might be that girls are more likely to develop
internalizing symptoms as a way of coping whereas
males are more likely to develop externalizing problems
in response to childhood maltreatment [23–26]. In
addition, this finding corresponds to the model proposed
by Bender [7] in which there is a direct effect of child-
hood maltreatment on delinquency in boys but not in
girls. To summarize, all types of child maltreatment
(sexual abuse, physical abuse and neglect) were more
common in female juvenile offenders than in male ju-
venile offenders, but childhood maltreatment showed a
unique association with criminal recidivism in boys, but
not in girls.
There are several limitations worth mentioning. First,

it is important to realize that the information on mal-
treatment used in the present study is retrospective in
nature, i.e., when juveniles were accused of delinquent
behavior, their maltreatment history was identified. This
may have affected the results, because their recent just-
ice contact may have affected their perception and inter-
pretation of their childhood experiences. Second, the
WSJCA only measured whether juvenile offenders were
neglected, sexually abused and/or physically abused by a
family member and not the duration or severity of the
abuse. We therefore could not take these factors into ac-
count, while earlier studies showed that more extensive
maltreatment was related to higher rates of delinquent
behavior (e.g., [4]). Third, the WSCJA was not designed
to provide an in-depth examination of risk factors. It is a
risk assessment tool that is meant to be used by juvenile
justice professionals and clinicians to summarize juve-
niles’ risks and needs, to classify their overall risk level,
and plan treatment and supervision strategies. Fourth,
there is no information available regarding the interrater
reliability of the WSJCA. However, quality assurance is
an important part of the assessment structure and
organization in Washington State and probation officers
received intensive training to adequately administer and
score the WSJCA [31, 32]. Finally, the sample predomin-
antly consisted of moderate- and high-risk youth. There-
fore, the results cannot be generalized to juvenile
delinquents with low recidivism risk.

Conclusions
The present study provides relevant information for
clinical practice on the relation between specific
child maltreatment victimization and recidivism in
juvenile offenders. For male juvenile offenders, neglect
victimization was uniquely related to general recidivism
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whereas physical abuse victimization was uniquely related
to violent recidivism, over and above dynamic (treatable)
risk factors for recidivism. For female juvenile offenders
none of the maltreatment variables were uniquely related
to general or violent felony recidivism. These results indi-
cate that the treatment of male juvenile offenders should
also focus on the direct consequences of physical abuse
and neglect. We recommend other treatment modalities
addressing the needs of victimized male adolescent
offenders in addition to risk-focused treatment (e.g.,
trauma-focused cognitive behavioral therapy; [40]).
For instance, results from two case studies suggest
that Prolonged Exposure, a trauma-focused treatment
is feasible for treating PTSD in juvenile sex offenders
[41]. As the criminal justice system is inherently focused
on the offending behavior, underlying mechanisms related
to a history of victimization, may well be overlooked.
More research is needed to examine the relevance of
childhood victimization in the assessment and treatment
of juvenile offenders.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions
CvdP managed the literature searches and summaries of previous related
work, performed the statistical analysis, and wrote the first draft of the
manuscript. CR participated in the design of the study, commented and
improved this first draft, and contributed to and approved the final
manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgements
The research was financially supported by The Netherlands organization for
health research and development (ZonMw).

Author details
1Forensic Child and Youth Care Sciences, University of Amsterdam, P.O. Box
942081090GE, Amsterdam, The Netherlands. 2Faculty of Psychology and
Neuroscience, Section Forensic Psychology, Maastricht University, P.O. Box
6166200MD, Maastricht, The Netherlands.

Received: 26 November 2014 Accepted: 1 February 2016

References
1. Lansford JE, Miller-Johnson S, Berlin LJ, Dodge KA, Bates JE, Pettit GS. Early

physical abuse and later violent delinquency: a prospective longitudinal
study. Child Maltreat. 2007;12:233–45.

2. Mersky JP, Reynolds AJ. Child maltreatment and violent delinquency:
disentangling main effects and subgroup effects. Child Maltreat.
2007;12:246–58.

3. Salzinger S, Rosario M, Feldman RS. Physical child abuse and adolescent
violent delinquency: the mediating and moderating roles of personal
relationships. Child Maltreat. 2007;12:208–19.

4. Smith C, Thornberry TP. The relationship between childhood maltreatment
and adolescent involvement in delinquency. Criminology. 1995;33:451–81.

5. Widom CS. The cycle of violence. Science. 1989;244:160–6.
6. Widom CS, Maxfield MG. An update on the “cycle of violence”. Washington,

DC: US Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs 2001, National
Institute of Justice.

7. Bender K. Why do some maltreated youth become juvenile offenders? A
call for further investigation and adaption of youth services. Child Youth
Serv Rev. 2010;32:466–73.

8. Andrews DA, Bonta J. The psychology of criminal conduct. 5th ed. New
Providence, NJ: LexisNexis; 2010.

9. Hamilton CE, Falshaw L, Browne KD. The link between recurrent
maltreatment and offending behavior. Int J Offender Ther Comp Criminol.
2002;46:75–94.

10. Ney PG, Fung T, Wickett AR. The worst combinations of child abuse and
neglect. Child Abuse Negl. 1994;1994(18):705–14.

11. Dembo R, Schmeidler J, Nini-Gough B, Sue C, Borden P, Manning D.
Predictors of recidivism to a juvenile assessment center: a three year study.
J Child and Adolesc Subst Abuse. 1998;7:57–77.

12. Kingree JB, Phan D, Thompson M. Child maltreatment and recidivism
among adolescent detainees. Crim Just Behav. 2003;30:623–43.

13. Ryan JP, Williams AB, Courtney ME. Adolescent neglect, juvenile
delinquency and the risk of recidivism. J Youth Adolesc. 2013;42:454–65.

14. Bagley C, Wood M, Young L. Victim to abuser: mental health and
behavioural sequels of child sexual abuse in a community survey of young
adult males. Child Abuse Negl. 1994;18:683–97.

15. Briere J, Runtz M. Differential adult symptomatology associated with three
types of child abuse histories. Child Abuse Negl. 1990;14:357–64.

16. Dutton DG, Hart SD. Evidence for long term, specific effects of childhood
abuse and neglect on criminal behavior in men. Int J Offender Ther Comp
Criminol. 1992;1992(36):129–37.

17. Ford ME, Linney JA. Comparative analysis of juvenile sexual offenders,
violent nonsexual offenders, and status offender. J Interpers Violence. 1995;
10:56–70.

18. Jespersen AF, Lalumière ML, Seto MC. Sexual abuse history among adult sex
offenders and non-sex offenders: a meta-analysis. Child Abuse Negl. 2009;
2009(33):179–92.

19. Steward A, Dennison S, Waterson E. Pathways from Child Maltreatment to
Juvenile Offending. Australian Institute of Criminology 2002. Retrieved on
June, 6th from http://aic.gov.au/media_library/publications/tandi_pdf/
tandi241.pdf.

20. Zingraff MT, Leiter J, Johnsen MC, Myers KA. The mediating effect of good
school performance on the maltreatment-delinquency relationship. J Res
Crime Delinq. 1994;31:62–91.

21. Trickett PK, McBride-Chang C. The developmental impact of different forms
of child abuse and neglect. Dev Rev. 1995;15:311–37.

22. Zahn-Waxler C. Warriors and worriers: gender and psychopathology. Dev
Psychopathol. 1993;5:79–90.

23. Dembo R, Williams L, Wothke W, Schneider J, Brown CH. The role of family
factors, physical abuse and sexual victimization experiences in high-risk
youths’ alcohol and other drug use and delinquency: a longitudinal model.
Violence Vict. 1992;7:245–66.

24. Friedrich WN. Behaviour problems in sexually abused children: an
adaptational perspective. In: Wyatt GE, Powell EJ, editors. Lasting effects of
child sexual abuse. Newbury Park: Sage; 1988.

25. Summit R. The child sexual abuse accommodation syndrome. Child Abuse
Negl. 1983;7:177–93.

26. Topitzes J, Mersky JP, Reynolds AJ. Child maltreatment and offending
behavior: gender-specific effects and pathways. Crim Just Behav. 2011;38:
492–510.

27. Asscher JJ, Van der Put CE, Stams GJJM (2013). Gender differences in the
association between child maltreatment and adolescent offending. Journal
of Family Violence, in press.

28. Foy DW, Ritchie IK, Conway AH. Trauma exposure, posttraumatic stress, and
comorbidities in female adolescent offenders: findings and implications
from recent studies. Eur J Psychotraumatol. 2012;3:17247.

29. McCabe KM, Lansing AE, Garland A, Hough R. Gender differences in
psychopathology, functional impairment, and familial risk factors among
adjudicated delinquents. J Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry.
2002;41:860–7.

30. Wood J, Foy DW, Layne C, Pynoos R, James CB. An examination of the
relationships between violence exposure, posttraumatic stress
symptomatology, and delinquent activity: an “ecopathological” model of
delinquent behavior among incarcerated adolescents. J Aggress Maltreat
Trauma. 2002;6:127–47.

31. Barnoski R. Assessing risk for re-offense: validating the Washington state
juvenile court assessment. Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public
Policy; 2004.

32. Barnoski R. Washington State Juvenile Court Assessment Manual, Version 2.
1. Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy; 2004.

33. Baird SC, Storrs GM, Connelly H. Classification of Juveniles in Corrections: A
Model Systems Approach. Washington DC: Arthur D Little, Inc.; 1984.

van der Put and de Ruiter BMC Psychiatry  (2016) 16:24 Page 8 of 9

http://aic.gov.au/media_library/publications/tandi_pdf/tandi241.pdf
http://aic.gov.au/media_library/publications/tandi_pdf/tandi241.pdf


34. Hoge RD, Andrews DA. The Youth Level of Service/Case Management,
Inventory and ManualOntario. Ottawa: Department of Psychology, Carleton
University; 1994.

35. Van der Put CE, Stams GJJM, Deković M, Van der Laan PH. Predictive validity
of the Washington State Juvenile Court Pre-Screen Assessment in the
Netherlands: the development of a new scoring system. Assessment.
2014;21:92–107.

36. Orbis partners Inc. Long-term validation of the Youth Assessment and
Screening Instrument (YASI) in New York State juvenile probation. Ottawa:
Orbis Partners Inc; 2007. Retrieved on June, 6th from http://dpca.state.ny.us/
pdfs/nyltyasifullreport20feb08.pdf.

37. Schwalbe CS. Risk assessment for juvenile justice: A meta-analysis. Law Hum
Behav. 2007;31:449–62.

38. Barnoski R. Standards for improving research effectiveness in adult and
juvenile justice. Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy; 1997.

39. Cottle CC, Lee RJ, Heilbrun K. The prediction of criminal recidivism in
juveniles a meta-analysis. Crim Just Behav. 2001;28:367–94.

40. Cohen JA, Mannarino AP, Zhitova AC, Capone ME. Treating child abuse-
related posttraumatic stress and comorbid substance abuse in adolescents.
Child Abuse Negl. 2003;27:1345–65.

41. Hunter JA. Prolonged Exposure Treatment of Chronic PTSD in Juvenile Sex
Offenders: Promising Results from Two Case Studies. Child Youth Care
Forum. 2010;39:367–84.

•  We accept pre-submission inquiries 

•  Our selector tool helps you to find the most relevant journal

•  We provide round the clock customer support 

•  Convenient online submission

•  Thorough peer review

•  Inclusion in PubMed and all major indexing services 

•  Maximum visibility for your research

Submit your manuscript at
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central 
and we will help you at every step:

van der Put and de Ruiter BMC Psychiatry  (2016) 16:24 Page 9 of 9


	Abstract
	Background
	Method
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Method
	Sample
	Instruments and procedure
	Washington State Juvenile Court Assessment (WSJCA)
	Outcome measure

	Analyses
	Ethical approval

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	References



