
Universidade do Minho
Instituto de Educação e Psicologia

M
in

ho
  
20

09
U

Abril de 2009

Maria Francisca Farinhas de Rebocho Lopes

The Hunter and the Hunted: A Comparative 
Study of the Hunting Behavior of Rapists and 
Child Molesters

M
ar

ia
 F

ra
nc

is
ca

 F
ar

in
ha

s 
de

 R
eb

oc
ho

 L
op

es
T

h
e

 H
u

n
te

r 
a

n
d

 t
h

e
 H

u
n

te
d

: 
A

 C
o

m
p

a
ra

ti
ve

 S
tu

d
y 

o
f 

th
e

 H
u

n
ti

n
g

 B
e

h
a

vi
o

r 
o

f 
R

a
p

is
ts

 a
n

d
 C

h
il

d
 M

o
le

st
e

rs



Tese de Doutoramento em Psicologia
Área de Conhecimento em Psicologia da Justiça

Trabalho realizado sob a orientação do

Professor Doutor Rui Abrunhosa Gonçalves

Universidade do Minho
Instituto de Educação e Psicologia

Abril de 2009

Maria Francisca Farinhas de Rebocho Lopes

The Hunter and the Hunted: A Comparative 
Study of the Hunting Behavior of Rapists and 
Child Molesters



 
 

DECLARAÇÃO 

 

 

Nome: Maria Francisca Farinhas de Rebocho Lopes  

 

Endereço electrónico: Francisca_rebocho@yahoo.co.uk                             Telefone: 916229600 

 

Número do Bilhete de Identidade: 11737140   

 

Título da dissertação: The hunter and the hunted: A comparative study of the hunting 

behavior of rapists and child molesters 

 

Orientador: Professor Doutor Rui Abrunhosa Gonçalves  

 

Ano de conclusão: 2009 

 

Ramo de Conhecimento do Doutoramento: Psicologia da Justiça  

 

 

 

 

DE ACORDO COM A LEGISLAÇÃO EM VIGOR, NÃO É PERMITIDA A REPRODUÇÃO DE 

QUALQUER PARTE DESTA TESE/TRABALHO 

 

 

 

 

Universidade do Minho,  ___/___/______ 

 

 

Assinatura: ________________________________________________ 

 



 iii 

Acknowledgements 

 

First and foremost, I would like to thank Rui Abrunhosa Gonçalves, more than a 

mentor, a friend, for believing in this project, for always being there for me, for putting up 

with my rants and my ramblings… for all your support and your decisive contribution in 

bringing my dream to life. 

To the Direcção-Geral dos Serviços Prisionais, thank you for making this project 

possible. 

To everyone in the correctional institutions where I collected my data, thank you so 

much for making me feel so welcome, and for being so helpful with my work. A very special 

thanks to Dr. Hernâni Vieira, for always being so kind and supportive of all my work. 

To my esteemed colleague Eric Beauregard, whose brilliant work has been so 

inspiring and influential on my own, thank you for broadening my horizons, for believing in 

me, for always being there to help and support me… thank you. 

To Professor Fernando Almeida, a significant reference in my life, who for almost ten 

years has taught me, supported me, offered me countless opportunities… who has tolerated 

my inexperience and my mistakes and so greatly contributed to shape the person and the 

professional that I am today and that I will be in the future… thank you for everything. 

To my dear aunt Maria da Luz and my uncle Joaquim Ruela, thank you for being so 

hospitable and caring during my stay in Lisbon, for truly making me feel at home… and for 

putting up with my morning rants and tantrums! 

To my nearest and dearest friends (you know who you are!!) for standing by me and 

supporting me throughout this process… truly, “I get by with a little help from my friends”. 

To my “aunt” Manuela Oliveira, a special thank you for all that you’ve done for me 

over the years and during this particular, decisive time in my life… thank you for always 

taking me as I am and for teaching me to do the same… for making me realize that 

“different” does not mean “defective”, that I am special in my own quirky way, and that 

there is nothing wrong in being the black baby chicken!! Thank you for always believing in 

me and for standing by me every step of the way. 

To my big brother Pedro Sarmento, for being there from day one, never doubting and 

never failing to believe in me and in my projects… for all the wise advice, all the loving 

support… for making me feel like there is nothing I can’t do!! 



 iv

To my sister Paula Sarmento, for all the love and support, for always knowing how to 

bring me back up when I’m down… and for believing in me. Thanks sis!! 

To my Mom, Maria Manuela Rebocho, a living lesson in Humanity… the most 

generous, loving, unselfish, giving, forgiving, supportive and caring person that ever lived. 

The most beautiful human being to have ever walked this Earth, and that I have the privilege 

to call Mom. Thank you for everything, no words can express all that you have done for me, 

all that I owe to you… thank you for taking me as I am, for loving me unconditionally, for 

forgiving my mistakes and supporting my successes… for teaching me to be myself, perfectly 

flawed, and to stand proud, on my own two feet, come rain or shine… or thunder.  

 

In loving memory of José Aníbal Ramalho Rebocho Ferreira Lopes (11-02-1929 – 6-12-

2004)… my hero, my idol, my role model, my rock… my beloved father. All I am I owe to you. 

Miss you with every breath… 

 

This study was supported by a grant from the Foundation for Science and Technology 

[Fundação para a Ciência e Tecnologia] (FCT), reference SFRH / BD / 30487 / 2006. 



 v 

The Hunter and the Hunted: A Comparative Study of the Hunting Behavior of 

Rapists and Child Molesters 

 

Abstract 

 

Research on sex offenders’ modus operandi, geographic decision-making and hunting 

behavior has increased over the past few years. However, much of this work presents 

limitations of two general types, one concerned with the dimensions and variables studied, 

and the other with the type of offender in question. Most of the studies still tend to overlook 

the geographic dimension of the offending process, thus impairing our understanding of the 

criminal event as a whole. Criminal motivation and its internal causes are still emphasized 

and sought out, whereas the role of situational and environmental factors is often neglected. 

Furthermore, the majority of these studies have been conducted using samples comprised 

either of rapists or child molesters alone, and those studies resorting to mixed samples have 

neglected to conduct comparative analysis between both types of offenders. Because the 

focus of the studies on rapists has proven consistently diverse from that of those on child 

molesters, the real depth of the distinction between rapists and child molesters is not clear 

to us, even more so as we come across versatile sex offenders, crossover or polymorphous, 

who target victims from various age groups. Hence, it is necessary at this point to study both 

types of offenders with resort to the same variables and the same theoretical constructs, so 

that accurate comparisons can be made and the similarities and differences between these 

two types can be explored. 

Thus, and in order to better understand the nature and the dynamic of the offending 

process of sexual aggression, this study explores the question from a different theoretical 

perspective and also from different analytical frameworks, using a sample of 216 

incarcerated offenders convicted for sexual offenses involving direct physical contact with 

their victims. First, hunting behavior and modus operandi characteristics that constitute 

accurate predictors of the type of offender (rapists versus child molesters) were identified. 

Second, hunting behavior patterns were identified in this mixed sample of rapists and child 

molesters, and tested to establish which hunting behavior patterns were associated with 

each type of offender. Finally, the relationships between modus operandi characteristics and 



 vi

geographic decision making process and the emerging hunting behavior patterns were 

examined. 

Results demonstrate that there are clear differences between rapists and child 

molesters, as to their hunting behavior, their modus operandi characteristics and their 

geographic decision-making. Three predictive models were developed, and three types of 

offender were identified: (1) manipulative, (2) opportunist, and (3) coercive. The 

manipulative offender is typically a child molester, and the coercive is typically a rapist, 

whereas the opportunist type is comprised of both rapists and child molesters. This finding 

emphasizes the relevance of the polymorphous, crossover or versatile sex offenders and 

their role in bringing about new ways of conceptualizing sex offenders, in blurring 

prototypical lines and shifting research focuses. 
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O Caçador e a Caça: Um Estudo Comparativo do Comportamento Predatório 

de Violadores e Abusadores Sexuais de Menores 

 

Resumo 

 

A investigação acerca do modus operandi, da tomada de decisão geográfica e do 

comportamento predatório dos ofensores sexuais tem vindo a aumentar ao longo dos 

últimos anos. Contudo, muito deste trabalho apresenta limitações de dois tipos gerais, um 

dos quais diz respeito às dimensões e variáveis estudadas, e o outro ao tipo de ofensor em 

questão. A maioria dos estudos ainda tende a ignorar a dimensão geográfica do processo 

criminal, limitando assim a nossa compreensão do evento criminal como um todo. A 

motivação criminal e as suas causas internas ainda são enfatizadas e procuradas, enquanto o 

papel dos factores situacionais e ambientais é frequentemente negligenciado. Para além 

disso, a maioria destes estudos foram realizados utilizado amostras compostas 

exclusivamente de violadores ou abusadores de menores, e aqueles estudos que recorreram 

a amostras mistas negligenciaram a realização de análises comparativas entre os dois tipos 

de ofensores.  

Dado que o enfoque dos estudos acerca dos violadores tem sido consistentemente 

diverso daquele dos estudos sobre abusadores de menores, a real profundidade da distinção 

entre violadores e abusadores de menores não é clara para nós, tanto mais quando nos 

deparamos com ofensores sexuais versáteis, crossover ou polimorfos, que procuram vítimas 

de diversos grupos etários. Assim, é necessário estudar ambos os tipos de ofensores com 

recurso às mesmas variáveis e aos mesmos constructos teóricos, para que comparações 

precisas possam ser feitas e as semelhanças e diferenças entre estes dois tipos possam ser 

exploradas. 

Por conseguinte, e com vista a uma melhor compreensão da natureza e da dinâmica 

do processo criminal da agressão sexual, este estudo explora a questão partindo de uma 

perspectiva teórica diferente e recorrendo a modelos analíticos também diferentes, 

utilizando uma amostra de 216 reclusos condenados por crimes sexuais envolvendo 

contacto físico directo com as vítimas. Em primeiro lugar, foram identificadas as 

características de comportamento predatório e de modus operandi que constituem 

preditores precisos do tipo de ofensor (violadores versus abusadores de menores). Em 
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segundo lugar, foram identificados padrões de comportamento predatório nesta amostra 

mista de violadores e abusadores de menores, e estes foram testados com vista a 

determinar quais os padrões associados a cada tipo de ofensor. Finalmente, foram 

examinadas as relações entre as características do modus operandi e o processo de tomada 

de decisão geográfica e os padrões de comportamento predatório emergentes.   

Os resultados demonstram a existência de diferenças claras entre violadores e 

abusadores de menores, no que concerne ao seu comportamento predatório, às suas 

características de modus operandi e à sua tomada de decisão geográfica. Foram 

desenvolvidos três modelos preditivos, e foram identificados três tipos de ofensor: (1) 

manipulador, (2) oportunista, e (3) coercivo. O ofensor manipulador é tipicamente um 

abusador de menores, e o coercivo é tipicamente um violador, enquanto o oportunista é 

composto tanto por violadores como por abusadores de menores. Este dado enfatiza a 

relevância dos ofensores sexuais polimorfos, crossover ou versáteis e o seu contributo para o 

surgimento de novas formas de conceptualizar os ofensores sexuais, para o esbater das 

linhas prototípicas, e para a mudança de enfoque da investigação.   

 



 ix 

Contents 

 

1. Introduction............................................................................................................................ 1 

2. Environmental criminology .................................................................................................... 5 

2.1. Routine Activity Theory ................................................................................................................ 7 

2.2. Rational Choice Theory............................................................................................................... 10 

2.3. Crime Pattern Theory ................................................................................................................. 12 

3. Offense Process.................................................................................................................... 21 

3.1. Rapists typologies....................................................................................................................... 22 

3.1.1. Groth .................................................................................................................................................. 22 

3.1.2. The Massachusetts Treatment Centre classification system for rapists (MTC:R3) ............................ 25 

3.1.3. Hazelwood.......................................................................................................................................... 27 

3.1.4. Proulx, St-Yves, Guay and Ouimet...................................................................................................... 32 

3.2. Child molesters typologies ......................................................................................................... 32 

3.2.1. Groth .................................................................................................................................................. 32 

3.2.2. The Massachusetts Treatment Centre classification system for child molesters (MTC:CM3) ........... 34 

3.2.3. Proulx, Perreault, Ouimet and Guay .................................................................................................. 37 

3.2.4. Wortley and Smallbone...................................................................................................................... 37 

3.3. Rapists’ offense pathways.......................................................................................................... 41 

3.4. Child molesters’ offense pathways ............................................................................................ 44 

3.5. Offending process and rational choice....................................................................................... 47 

4. Hunting process.................................................................................................................... 51 

4.1. Spatial typologies ....................................................................................................................... 51 

4.1.1. Holmes and De Burger........................................................................................................................ 51 

4.1.2. Hickey ................................................................................................................................................. 52 

4.1.3. Newton............................................................................................................................................... 52 

4.1.4. Ressler, Burgess and Douglas ............................................................................................................. 52 

4.1.5. Canter and Larkin ............................................................................................................................... 53 

4.1.6. Hazelwood and Warren...................................................................................................................... 54 

4.2. Hunting process.......................................................................................................................... 56 

5. Aim of the study ................................................................................................................... 67 

6. Method................................................................................................................................. 69 

6.1. Participants................................................................................................................................. 69 

6.1.1. Socio-demographic variables ............................................................................................................. 69 

6.1.2. Mental health variables...................................................................................................................... 72 



 x 

6.1.3. Substance abuse variables ................................................................................................................. 72 

6.1.4. Crime-related variables ...................................................................................................................... 73 

6.2. Procedure ................................................................................................................................... 75 

6.3. Measures .................................................................................................................................... 75 

6.4. Statistical Analyses ..................................................................................................................... 82 

6.4.1. Chi Square Automatic Interaction Detector (CHAID) analysis ............................................................ 83 

6.4.2. TwoStep Cluster Analysis ................................................................................................................... 84 

7. Results .................................................................................................................................. 87 

8. Discussion............................................................................................................................. 99 

8.1. Hunting behavior and modus operandi predictors of offender type ......................................... 99 

8.1.1. Modus operandi predictors of offender type..................................................................................... 99 

8.1.2. Hunting behavior predictors of offender type ................................................................................. 100 

8.1.3. Hunting behaviour and modus operandi predictors of offender type ............................................. 100 

8.2. Types of sexual offenders......................................................................................................... 101 

8.2.1. Manipulative sex offenders.............................................................................................................. 101 

8.2.2. Opportunist sex offenders................................................................................................................ 105 

8.2.3. Coercive sex offenders...................................................................................................................... 109 

9. Conclusion .......................................................................................................................... 113 

References.............................................................................................................................. 117 

Appendix................................................................................................................................. 123 

 



 xi 

Table Index 

 

Table 1: Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their average age at the time 

of the crime ................................................................................................................ 69 

Table 2: Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their marital status ............. 70 

Table 3: Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their academic degree ........ 70 

Table 4: Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their profession................... 71 

Table 5: Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their occupation at the time 

of the crime ................................................................................................................ 71 

Table 6: Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their psychiatric diagnosis .. 72 

Table 7: Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to the type of offenses 

committed .................................................................................................................. 73 

Table 8: Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their prior convictions......... 74 

Table 9: Frequencies of the variables included in the study..................................................... 78 

Table 10: Three clusters of hunting behavior ........................................................................... 95 

Table 11: Relationships between three clusters of hunting behavior and type of offender .... 96 

Table 12: Relationships between three clusters of hunting behavior and modus operandi 

characteristics in sexual offenses............................................................................... 97 

Table 13: Relationships between three clusters of hunting behavior and geographic decision-

making related to the sexual offense......................................................................... 98 

 

 



 xii 

Figure Index 

 

Figure 1: CHAID model for modus operandi characteristics and type of offender ................. 88 

Figure 2: ROC analysis .............................................................................................................. 89 

Figure 3: CHAID model for hunting process characteristics and type of offender .................. 90 

Figure 4: ROC analysis .............................................................................................................. 91 

Figure 5: CHAID model for hunting process, modus operandi, and type of offender............. 92 

Figure 6: ROC analysis .............................................................................................................. 93 

 



 1 

1. Introduction 

 

Brantingham and Brantingham (1984, p. 10) consider that “as the empirical science of 

crime, criminology has concentrated on criminogenic issues, that is, those things thought to 

cause crime by definition, by situation or by compulsion”. Throughout the years, the 

mainstream of research on crime has focused on criminal motivation, the desire or 

compulsion to commit crime. Two perspectives emerged: while some researchers view 

criminal motivation as something inherent in criminals, the product of some internal cause, 

others see it as the product of forces external to the individual, the pressures of the social 

and economical environment shaping criminal behavior in some individuals and law-abiding 

behavior in others (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1984). 

Thus, research on sex offenders has consistently emphasized the role of personal 

factors, such as the offender’s personality or implicit theories, on the offending process, 

while neglecting to consider the role of situational factors (Beauregard & Leclerc, 2007;  

Polaschek, Hudson, Ward & Siegert, 2001; Ward, Louden, Hudson & Marshall, 1995). Over 

the last few decades, several typologies and classification models of sex offenders have been 

developed (see section 3 for a review); however, although resorting to diverse taxometric 

approaches, such as the theoretical, clinical, multivariate, and the qualitative, to identify 

types of sex offenders (Beauregard, Proulx & St-Yves, 2007 cit. in Beauregard & Proulx, 

2008), the actual number of types found is small,  and relatively consistently observed in all 

typologies: sadistic, angry, opportunistic and compensatory (Beauregard & Proulx, 2008).  

Furthermore, these classification models present a number of limitations. First, they 

fail to take into account the whole of the criminal event, meaning the offender, the victim, 

and the context, in dynamic interaction. By assuming that the offending process is stable and 

will not fluctuate, they neglect to consider the influence of situational and environmental 

factors, as well as that of the victim’s behavior on the shaping of the crime. Another 

assumption made by these models is that the offenders’ personal characteristics, such as 

personality, cognition and sexual preferences are the main factors influencing the offending 

process, further neglecting to consider the role of situational/environmental factors. These 

models also assume the specialization of sex offenders, thus not taking into account results 

from criminological studies demonstrating that offenders’ criminal careers are 
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polymorphous. Also, these models lack detail, in that they fail to portray the complexity of 

each phase of the offending process. Finally, the authors of these models have neglected to 

include geographic factors (Beauregard, 2005). 

As pointed out by Beauregard, Proulx, Rossmo, Leclerc, & Allaire (2007), a number of 

typologies of sex offenders include geographic behaviors in their descriptions (see section 4 

for a review). These typologies are not, however, without limitations: (1) most of them have 

not been developed on the basis of multivariate statistical analysis; (2) very few of them take 

into consideration the relationships between sex offenders’ criminal and geographic 

behavior; and (3) most of them assume that the individual offender’s offending process is 

stable, thus clearly disregarding situational influences on criminal behavior (Beauregard, 

Lussier & Proulx, 2005).  

Beauregard and Leclerc (2007, p. 128), referring to Cornish’s (1993) work, state that 

“in this light, it is important to study situational variables and their choice-structuring 

properties, in order to stress the distinctive nature of different person–situation criminal 

interactions”. They further stress that “the rational choice approach demonstrates that 

offenders act differently, depending on situational cues associated with the crime” 

(Beauregard & Leclerc, 2007, p. 128). 

This study proposes to examine a sample of 216 Portuguese incarcerated sex 

offenders, convicted for sexual offenses involving direct physical contact with their victims, 

as to their geographic and criminal behaviour. Thus, having divided the sample into rapists 

(victims aged 14 or over) and child molesters (victims under 14 years of age), the offenders’ 

hunting process, modus operandi and geographic decision-making are studied and compared 

according to offender type. The results are analyzed from an environmental perspective, 

resorting to rational choice and routine activity approaches. Hence, section 2 explores the 

theoretical background for this study, while section 3 reviews some of the most relevant 

offense process models and section 4 elaborates on the spatial and geographical aspects of 

crime, as well as describing Rossmo’s hunting typology and the hunting process, on which 

this study is based.  

 Studies of this type, focusing on the interaction between the behavioral and 

geographic aspects of crimes perpetrated by sex offenders, are particularly relevant for both 

theoretical and practical work: in fact, while allowing for the development of more 
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comprehensive models of offending process, they also contribute to the advancement of 

criminal investigation, particularly in relation with psychological and geographic profiling.  
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2. Environmental criminology 

 

Brantingham and Brantingham (1991) consider crime to be a complex event, which 

occurs when four things concur: a law, an offender, a target and a place. The authors go on 

to explain that “without a law there is no crime. Without an offender, someone who breaks 

the law, there is no crime. Without some object, target, or victim, there is no crime. Without 

a place in time and space where the other three come together, there is no crime” 

(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1991, p. 7). These four elements (law, offender, target and 

place) constitute the four dimensions of crime, and must be understood and interpreted 

against a complex historical and situational backcloth of social, economic, political, biological 

and physical characteristics that sets the context in which all dimensions of crime are 

contained. Environmental criminology could be defined as the study of the fourth dimension 

of crime (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1991). It may also be described as “the study of 

crime, criminality, and victimization as they relate, first, to particular places, and, secondly, 

to the way that individuals and organizations shape their activities spatially, and in doing so 

are in turn influenced by place-based or spatial factors” (Bottoms & Wiles, 2002, p. 620 cit. 

in Bottoms, 2007, p. 529). 

Traditional criminological theories are concerned with criminality, and their main 

interest is the offender, his background, criminal career and the effects of deterrence 

(Rossmo, 2000). These approaches seek to explain how the offender is shaped by biological 

factors, developmental experiences and social forces, and they do so from a historical 

perspective, focusing on the distal causes of crime. (Wortley & Mazerolle, 2008). Jeffery 

(1971, 1977 cit. in Brantingham & Brantingham, 1991) points out that this traditional 

criminological approach ignores three of the four dimensions of the criminal event. 

Brantingham and Brantingham (1993, p. 260) consider that “the primary weakness in most 

criminological theory is a tendency to equate criminality with crime when criminality is but 

one of the elements contributing to a criminal event”. 

The environmental perspective, by contrast, is primarily interested in crime; the 

offender is only one element of a criminal event, and there is little immediate relevance to 

how he came to be the way he is. The focus is on the current dynamics of crime (Wortley & 

Mazerolle, 2008). It is assumed that some people are criminally motivated, and the analysis 
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begins with the location of the crimes, aiming at sorting out patterns in where, when and 

how crimes occur (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1991). 

According to Wortley and Mazerolle (2008), the environmental perspective is based 

on three premises. First, criminal behavior is influenced to a significant extent by the nature 

of the immediate environment in which it occurs. Rather than being just a passive backdrop 

for criminal behavior, the environment plays a fundamental role in initiating the crime and 

shaping its course. Therefore, crime events are the result not only of criminogenic 

individuals but also of criminogenic elements of the crime scene. Environmental criminology 

explains how the immediate environment affects behavior, and why some environments are 

criminogenic. The second premise states that the distribution of crime through time and 

space is non-random, but patterned according to the location of criminogenic environments. 

Thus, crime will be concentrated around areas that present crime opportunities and other 

environmental features that facilitate criminal activity. Finally, the third premise points out 

that understanding the role of criminogenic environments and being aware of the crime 

patterns constitute powerful tools in the investigation, control and prevention of crime. 

In conclusion, and resorting to Brantingham and Brantingham’s (1991, p. 2) words, 

“environmental criminology argues that criminal events must be understood as confluences 

of offenders, victims or criminal targets, and laws in specific settings at particular times and 

places”. Such an approach implies that crime analysis is comprised of four dimensions: (1) a 

legal dimension, (2) an offender dimension, (3) a victim or target dimension, and (4) a spatio-

temporal or locational dimension. These dimensions, in turn, must be understood and 

interpreted in context, against a complex historical and situational blackcloth. The primary 

emphasis is placed on the temporal and spatial dimensions of crime, whereas the technical 

characteristics of criminal events and the characteristics of known offenders, known victims 

and known targets are secondarily emphasized (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1984).  This 

concentration on the locational dimension of crime “is likely to be both extremely fruitful 

and necessary to the construction of any multidimensional synthesis for understanding 

crime” (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1991, p. 2). 

A number of theoretical approaches have been identified within the environmental 

criminology field, namely the routine activity theory, the rational choice theory and the 

pattern theory, among others. All of these approaches share a common concern for context: 

Felson and Clarke (1998 cit. in Rossmo, 2000) state that individual behavior is a product of a 
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person’s interaction with their physical setting, and the setting provides varying levels of 

opportunity for crime. As Rossmo (2000, p. 112) explains, “Routine activity, rational choice, 

and pattern theories have different emphases – society, local area, and the individual, 

respectively. But all three perspectives converge on the nexus of setting and opportunity. 

Crime opportunities depend on everyday movements and activities. Society and locality can 

change and structure crime opportunity, but it is the individual who chooses to offend”. 

 

 

2.1. Routine Activity Theory 

 

At the core of the routine activity theory is the hypothesis that the probability of a 

violation, namely direct-contact predatory crime, occurring at any specific time and place 

might be taken as a function of the convergence of three minimal elements: (1) a likely 

offender, (2) a suitable target, and (3) the absence of a capable guardian against crime 

(Clarke & Felson, 1993). All of these three “almost-always elements” (Felson, 2002, p. 21) are 

necessary for the crime to occur.  

Felson (2002) uses the word violation rather than the word crime: he considers the 

word crime to be ambiguous about whether it refers to any single event or a general 

category, whereas the word violation refers directly to an event. Following the same line of 

thought, the words incident and event are also preferred over the word crime, and the 

modifier direct-contact is used to emphasize the concern for direct physical contact between 

the offender and the target. The word victim is replaced with target, to avoid the moral 

implications of the word victim, and to deal with persons and property in the same way: as 

objects with a position in space and time. Furthermore, the word motivation is replaced with 

inclination; hence, from the onset, this approach draws a clear distinction between criminal 

inclinations and criminal events. Criminal events are central to the routine activities 

approach; while it does not deny the existence of criminal inclinations, these are taken as 

given (Clarke & Felson, 1993). 

According to Felson (2002), each crime type has its own, particular, chemistry, and all 

crimes also have a common chemistry. It is, thus, necessary to “for each setting, consider its 

presences and absences, its entries and exits, and how these make a particular crime likely 
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to occur” (Felson, 2002, p. 33). Rossmo (2000, p. 112) states that “for a direct-contact 

predatory crime to occur, the paths of the offender and victim must intersect in time and 

space, within an environment appropriate for criminal activity”. The routine activity 

approach emphasizes the importance of the daily activities of offenders and targets: 

“everyday life tempts and impairs potential offenders, influencing their decisions about 

crime” (Felson, 2002, p. 35). 

A likely offender is anyone who, for some reason, might commit a crime. A suitable 

target is any person or object likely to be taken or attacked by the offender. As Burke (2005) 

points out, target suitability is characterized by four attributes (VIVA): (1) the value or 

desirability of the target, calculated from the subjective rational perspective of the offender; 

(2) the inertia of the target, which includes all the physical aspects that can facilitate or 

inhibit the transportation of the target, such as weight, mobility, resistance, and locks, (3) 

the visibility of the target, which identifies the person or property for attack, and (4) the 

accessibility of the target (and the escape from it), which increases the risk of attack. The 

acronym VIVA describes the salient risk factors associated with crime (Rossmo, 2000). 

The capable guardian differs from the offender and the target in that it is the absence 

of a guardian what counts. As noted by Clarke and Felson (1993), such emphasis on the 

absence constitutes another reminder that the movement of physical entities in space and 

time is central to this approach. Guardians are not to be mistaken with police officers or 

security guards; in fact, these “formal” guardians are unlikely to be on the spot when a crime 

occurs, for most cases. Felson (2002, p. 21) states that “the most significant guardians in 

society are ordinary citizens going about their daily routines. (…) a guardian is not usually 

someone who brandishes a gun or threatens an offender with quick punishment, but rather 

someone whose mere presence serves as a gentle reminder that someone is looking. With a 

guardian present, the offender avoids attempting to carry out an offense in the first place”. 

Recently, the concept of handler was added as a fourth element in routine activity 

theory and, therefore, four minimal elements must be considered: (1) a handled offender, 

defined as an individual susceptible to informal social due to his/her bonds to society; (2) an 

intimate handler, a person or persons who is close enough and has sufficient knowledge of 

the potential offender to supervise him/her, thus grasping the handle and exerting control; 

(3) a suitable target of crime, and (4) a capable guardian (Felson, 1986). The offender has, 
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hence, to first escape the handler, to then find a suitable target with an absent guardian 

(Felson, 2008).  

The three almost-always elements of a crime (a likely offender, a suitable target and 

the absence of a capable guardian) are supplemented by three often-important elements: (1) 

any props that help produce or prevent a crime, such as weapons or tools; (2) any 

camouflage that helps the offender avoid unwanted notice; (3) any audience the offender 

wants either to impress or to intimidate (Felson, 2002, p. 22). In most of the settings, for 

most of the time, crime does not occur. Settings are not fixed in time, but rather dynamic, in 

constant transformation, altering criminal opportunities and outcomes, as the almost-

always and often-important elements are either present or absent at any given point in time 

and space. 

Felson (2002) adapted Clarke’s (1999 cit. in Felson, 2002) CRAVED model 

(Concealable, Removable, Available, Valuable, Enjoyable, Disposable) for hot products, and 

applied it to violent offenders: “a violent offender generally needs to conceal the violent act, 

as well as the steps before and after it. He must remove himself safely from the scene; avail 

himself of a convenient human target for violent attack; find a target of value in his own 

mind; enjoy the criminal act, or at least avoid pain to himself, and dispose of incriminating 

evidence, even the victim (Felson, 2002, p. 32). 

Ouimet and Proulx (1994, cit. in Beauregard, Proulx & Rossmo, 2005), in their study 

of the spatial and temporal behavior of child molesters, found that the risk of recidivism was 

higher for when the offenders’ routine activities put them in contact with places frequented 

by children, such as playgrounds, schools, and parks. 

In short, three principles underlie Felson’s theory of crime: (1) the offender seeks to 

gain quick pleasure and avoid imminent pain; (2) the routine activities of everyday life set 

the stage for these illegal choices; and (3) inventions, by altering daily routines, force crime 

to change. Felson’s statement that “crime is a tangible activity depending on other activities 

in everyday life” (Felson, 2002, p. 165) is a perfect way of summing up the routine activities 

theory’s approach to crime. 
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2.2. Rational Choice Theory 

 

Rational choice theory views crime and criminal behavior as the outcome of choices, 

which are, in turn, influenced by a rational assessment of the efforts, rewards and costs 

involved in alternative courses of action (Cornish, 1993). It assumes that crime is purposive 

and deliberate behavior, intent on benefiting the offender by meeting his needs for sexual 

gratification, excitement, autonomy, admiration, revenge, control, reduction of tension, 

material goods, among others (Clarke & Felson, 1993; Cornish & Clarke, 2008). 

Furthermore, it is assumed that meeting the offender’s needs involves the making of 

decisions and choices, however rudimentary these processes might be, and that these 

processes exhibit a measure of rationality, albeit constrained by limits of time and ability and 

the availability of relevant information (Clarke & Felson, 1993; Cornish & Clarke, 1986). In 

fact, as Rossmo (2000, p. 115) states, “rational does not equal intelligent or sophisticated”. 

The rational choice perspective offers a view of bounded rationality, acknowledging that in 

reality, action often needs to be taken under less than perfect circumstances, all the more so 

in the context of offending/criminal behavior. This is inherently a risky activity, offering a 

series of uncertainties, time pressures and differences in the individual offender’s skill and 

experience in interpreting whatever information is available. Moreover, offenders often 

make mistakes by acting rashly, failing to consider all sides of a problem, ignoring or 

downplaying risks, or by acting under the influence of alcohol or drugs (Cornish & Clarke, 

2008). As experience changes the subject’s information processing, so may a criminal 

improve on his/her decision making over time (Rossmo, 2000). The learning process is an 

integral part of rational choice theory, in that this approach emphasizes the interactional, 

transactional and adaptive nature of human behavior (Cornish, 1993). 

A second important premise of the rational choice theory is that any attempt to 

explain criminal choices requires a crime-specific focus, not only because different crimes 

may serve different purposes and meet different needs, but also because the situational 

context of decision making and the information being handled will vary greatly among 

offenses (Clarke & Felson, 1993; Cornish & Clarke, 1986). Cornish & Clarke (1986, p. 2) point 

out that “the corollary of this requirement is that the explanatory focus of the theory is on 

crime, rather than on offenders”. 
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A third premise states that a decision-making approach to crime requires that a 

fundamental distinction be made between criminal involvement, or criminality, and criminal 

events, or crime (Clarke & Felson, 1993; Cornish & Clarke, 1986). Criminal involvement 

concerns those processes through which individuals choose to become initially involved in 

particular forms of crime (initiation), to continue (habituation), and to desist (desistance). 

The decision processes at these three stages of involvement are influenced in each case by a 

different set of factors and need to be modeled separately. These decisions are typically 

multistage and extend over substantial periods of time: they incorporate decisions about, as 

well as reactions to, offending, and are concerned with a wide range of variables. Event 

decisions, on the other hand, are crime-centered and focused on crime commission: they 

concern choices made when preparing for, carrying out and concluding the commission of a 

particular type of crime. While the timescale of these decisions may vary according to the 

type of crime, they take only as long as is necessary to complete these activities. The 

information utilized by the offender is characteristically more circumscribed, mostly related 

to immediate circumstances and situations, and the factors considered are also limited, 

primarily concerned with the immediate tasks at hand, such as selecting a target or a crime 

site location. Both involvement decisions and event decisions are crime-specific, and require 

a separate, specific study for different crimes (Clarke & Felson, 1993; Cornish & Clarke, 1986; 

Cornish & Clarke, 2008). 

Cornish and Clarke (1986) recognize that the rational choice theory’s conception of 

crime seemed to fit some forms of offending better that others; however, they consider 

that, even in those offenses that appear to be pathologically motivated or impulsively 

executed, rational components can be identified. Clarke (1987 cit. in Burke, 2005) states 

that, even though the motivation behind some expressive crimes may be pathological, their 

planning and execution may, nonetheless, be highly rational. Thus, pathological crimes 

involve non-pathological behavior (Rossmo, 2000); even those committed by psychotic 

individuals with unfathomable motives still exhibit some elements of rationality (Homant, 

1999, cit. in Rossmo, 2000). Violent criminals, namely sexual offenders, display a substantial 

degree of rationality in the commission of their crimes (Miethe & McCorkle, 1998 cit. in 

Rossmo, 2000). 

In their study of the rational choices of pedophiles, Proulx, Ouimet, and Lachaîne 

(1995 cit. in Beauregard et al., 2005) examined the decision processes underlying sexual 
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offenses and identified a five choice-model. First, a pedophile must choose his hunting 

ground, defined as the places where he is most likely to encounter potential targets. Such 

hunting grounds may be domestic, occupational, or public. Second, having chosen the 

hunting ground, the pedophile has to choose the time when he will risk an offense: children 

will be present in parks or on the street only for certain periods in the day, and are typically 

at home during the evening. Third, if the pedophile finds himself in a place and at a time 

where children are present, he must select his target, according to its erotic value, 

vulnerability and familiarity. Fourth, having selected the victim, the offender has to decide 

on a strategy to make initial contact and then to have sexual contact with the victim. 

Frequently used strategies for pedophiles are manipulation, threats, coercive actions, 

seduction, and money. For every step of the decisional process, an assessment of the risk of 

negative consequences is made: what is the probability of someone interfering, of being 

caught, of being denunciated by the victim, of being accused, of being convicted, and of 

being incarcerated? Proulx et al. (1995 cit. in Beauregard et al., 2005) conclude by stating 

that this decision process is related to stable personal characteristics of the offender, such as  

personality disorders and/or deviant sexual preferences, and to his internal scenario, 

including emotional states, deviant sexual fantasies, and cognitive distortions. 

The rational choice perspective does not make restrictive pronouncements regarding 

the nature of criminal motivation; instead, it offers a heuristic device for structuring 

criminological debate, a way of exploring the antecedents of criminal involvement and 

criminal events in terms of decision-making processes (Cornish, 1993). As Burke (2005, p. 44) 

emphasizes, “it is an approach that avoids the inherent tendency within the predestined 

actor model to treat criminals as a category of humanity apart from law-abiding citizens”. 

 

 

2.3. Crime Pattern Theory 

 

Environmental criminology approaches crime as a complex phenomenon, and finds 

discernible patterns for crimes as well as criminals, at both detailed and general levels of 

analysis. A pattern can be defined as a recognizable interconnectiveness (physical or 

conceptual) of objects, processes and ideas. In Brantingham and Brantingham’s (2008, p. 79) 
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words, “crimes are patterned; decisions to commit crimes are patterned; and the process of 

committing a crime is patterned”. 

As Brantingham and Brantingham (1984, p. 344) state, “criminals do not move 

randomly through space. Clear patterning does exist. The microanalysis of this patterning 

can be understood through an information-processing model of crime site selection”. They 

further add that “the patterns in crime are potentially explicable when the decision process 

that is crucial to its commission is viewed in conjunction with the actual activity backcloth of 

offenders and victims, together with general variations in criminal motivation that are 

themselves not independent of the opportunity backcloth” (Brantingham & Brantingham, 

1993, p. 284). 

Resorting to the concepts of opportunity and motivation, tied together with concepts 

of mobility and perception, Brantingham and Brantingham (1991) propose a model of crime 

site selection, based upon the following propositions: 

(1) Individuals exist who are motivated to commit specific offenses. 

(a) The sources of motivation are diverse. Different etiological models or theories 

may appropriately be invoked to explain the motivation of different 

individuals or groups. 

(b) The strength of such motivation varies. 

(c) The character of such motivation varies from affective to instrumental. 

(2) Given the motivation of an individual to commit an offense, the actual 

commission of an offense is the end result of a multistage decision process which 

seeks out and identifies, within the general environment, a target or victim 

positioned in time and space. 

(a) In the case of high affect motivation, the decision process will probably 

involve a minimal number of stages. 

(b) In the case of high instrumental motivation, the decision process locating a 

target or victim may include many stages and much careful searching. 

(3) The environment emits many signals, or cues, about its physical, spatial, cultural, 

legal, and psychological characteristics. 

(a) These cues can vary from generalized to detailed. 
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(4) An individual who is motivated to commit a crime uses cues (either learned 

through experience or learned through social transmission) from the 

environment to locate and identify targets or victims. 

(5) As experiential knowledge grows, an individual who is motivated to commit a 

crime learns which individual cues, clusters of cues, and sequences of cues are 

associated with “good” victims of targets. These cues, cue clusters, and cue 

sequences can be considered a template which is used in victim or target 

selection. Potential victims or targets are compared to the template and either 

rejected or accepted depending on the congruence. 

(a) The process of template construction and the search process may be 

consciously conducted, or these processes may occur in an unconscious, 

cybernetic fashion so that the individual cannot articulate how they are done. 

(6) Once the template is established, it becomes relatively fixed and influences future 

search behavior, thereby becoming self-reinforcing. 

(7) Because of the multiplicity of targets and victims, many potential crime selection 

templates could be constructed. But because the spatial and temporal 

distribution of offenders, targets, and victims is not regular, but clustered or 

patterned, and because human environmental perception has some universal 

properties, individual templates have similarities which can be identified. (1991, 

pp. 28-29). 

These propositions are not spatially specific, they do not describe the spatial 

characteristics of the search or the selection patterns (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1991). 

In fact, the model is operationally aspatial, as it makes no attempt to place spatial 

constraints on the process of target selection (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1984). 

Criminal events are envisioned as the finishing points in a decision process or 

sequence of decision steps, which, although not necessarily conscious and explicit, typically 

result in rationally predictable actions. The offender’s decisions as to a particular criminal 

event may be of a conscious, subconscious or mixed nature, but they are neither random nor 

unpredictable and they are reconstructible (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993).  

This decision process begins with an individual in a state of readiness for crime, who 

possesses enough motivation and knowledge to perceive and to act upon an available 

criminal opportunity when it presents itself within known activity areas and related 
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awareness spaces, in the course of ordinary noncriminal activities or through a specific 

search for criminal targets. The individual’s criminal motivation levels or states of readiness 

to commit crime come from diverse sources, and may be seen as tied to goals, such as a 

desire for action or a search for thrills, a wish to acquire some object or make a profit, an 

inclination toward aggression or highly emotional behavior in defense or vengeance, or a 

wish to dominate. Criminal readiness levels are not constant in any individual; rather, they 

vary over place and time, given the individual’s background behavior and site-specific 

situations. Whether or not this state of readiness results in criminal behavior depends partly 

on the individual’s psychological, social and cultural background, the economic environment, 

a history of past activities and, to a large extent, the opportunities available (Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1991, 1993). 

As Brantingham and Brantingham (1993) note, neither motivated offenders nor 

opportunities for crime are uniformly distributed in space and time. Certain types of crime 

tend to be strongly associated with the locations of targets and with the regular travel 

patterns of offenders. The locations of targets and offenders typically vary according to the 

time of the day, the characteristics of specific targets, and the site and situation surrounding 

the targets. Thus, routine activities build up the framework of opportunities for crime to 

occur. 

Target suitability is dependent on both the target’s intrinsic characteristics and the 

characteristics of its surroundings. The identification of a suitable target constitutes a 

multistage decision process contained within a general environment, and involves several 

levels related to perception and learning about the surrounding environment. Individuals 

create images of their surroundings, depending on the underlying characteristics of what 

surrounds them and on what the person is doing. Such images represent a process-based 

perception of objects within a complex environment and are often called templates 

(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1984, 1993). A template, as defined by Brantingham and 

Brantingham (1993, p. 263), “is an aggregate, holistic image that is not always easily 

analyzed or understood by fragmenting it into discrete parts”. Typically it is formed through 

the development of an array of cues, cue sequences and cue clusters that identify what is to 

be considered a suitable target in specific sites and situations. Templates vary by specific 

crimes, offenders and context for the crime; however, the way in which individuals engage in 

crime, perceive or develop a cognitive image of an environment present enough similarities 
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to allow the construction of general templates to assist in explaining specific crime patterns 

(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993). 

Research (Amir, 1971 cit. in Brantingham & Brantingham, 1991; Baldwin & Bottoms, 

1976 cit. in Brantingham & Brantingham, 1991; Bullock, 1955 cit. in Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1991; Canter & Larkin, 1993 cit. in Beauregard, 2005; Capone & Nichols, 1976 

cit. in Brantingham & Brantingham, 1991; Pokorny, 1965 cit. in Brantingham & Brantingham, 

1991; Rossmo, 2000) has consistently shown that crimes usually occur only a short distance 

from the offender’s home, so the crime trip is short. There are variations in this pattern, 

related to the type of offense: typically, crimes against the person occur closer to the 

offender’s home, with fewer long journeys to a crime site, whereas property crimes occur 

further from offenders’ homes with more long crime trips. Generally, however, there is a 

decrease in crime as the distance from home increases, a phenomenon generically referred 

to as distance decay. Such a phenomenon can be easily explained. First, it takes time, money 

and effort to overcome distance; therefore, if any of these factors is constrained, then close 

locations are inherently advantageous when compared with distant locations. Moreover, 

locations closer to home are seen more frequently; hence, more information is available 

about locations closer to home than about distant locations. In their search for targets, 

offenders are likely to find an area which emits cues associated with a “good” target when 

the “good” crime area is close to home. Thereby, information flows influence and bias 

search behavior toward familiar or previously known areas (Brantingham & Brantingham, 

1991). 

Offenders’ search behavior is aimed at finding “good” victims or targets while 

avoiding “bad” ones. This distinction is made based on the victim or target’s availability, 

potential payoff, and risk of apprehension or confrontation associated with it. As 

Brantingham and Brantingham (1991, p. 32) note, “while criminals know more of the area 

close to home and are more likely to locate a target easily, they are also more likely to be 

known and increase their risks close to home. One would expect that there would be an area 

right around the home base where offenses would become less likely”. This zone of 

decreased criminal activity is generally known as buffer zone. 

Offenders, like other individuals, have a range of routine daily activities, occurring in 

different nodes of activity such as home, work, shopping or entertainment sites, and along 

the normal pathways between these nodes (Brantingham & Brantingham, 2008). Such 
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routine activities shape an activity space, both in time and physical space, and from that 

activity space the offender develops an awareness space, limited in time and space 

(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1984). Beauregard et al. (2005) refer to Clark’s (1990, pp. 24-

25) definition of awareness space: “all the locations about which a person has knowledge 

above a minimum level even without visiting some of them… Awareness space includes 

activity space (the area within which most of a person’s activities are carried out, within 

which the individual comes more frequently into contact with others and with the features 

of the environment), and its area enlarges as new locations are discovered and/or new 

information is gathered”. 

Brantingham and Brantingham (1991, p. 35) postulate that “given a uniform 

distribution of targets, and a nonuniform information base, criminals will probably commit 

most of their offenses close to home, work, shopping, their usual entertainment areas, or 

along paths between home, shopping, work, and entertainment areas: in general, offenses 

should occur within the criminal’s awareness space. It seems unlikely that they will stray into 

unknown areas of a city”. As offenders are often actively engaged in a target search process, 

it can be expected that their awareness space will expand to include at least the fringes of 

residential and commercial areas close to the offenders’ activity nodes as well as those 

located along the paths between nodes.  

Although it may be implicitly assumed that the offender’s awareness space is fixed 

over time, it is in fact dynamic and can change over time. A first-time offender starts off with 

an awareness space developed through noncriminal activities. As he starts his search for 

victims or targets, he is likely to use cues learned from friends who may have committed 

crimes, cues learned from the media, as well as generalizations from previously learned 

feelings of security. The first-time offender searches for targets within his awareness space 

and may also search fringe areas; he is unlikely to enter totally foreign areas where he will 

feel uncomfortable or stand out as different or not belonging. As time progresses, and as the 

offender continues to commit crimes, his awareness space will accumulate increasingly 

detailed information about the areas where he has searched and found “good” targets, and 

will eventually expand to include areas that were adjacent to his pre-criminal awareness 

space (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1991). 

Victims and targets’ spatio-temporal movement is similar to that of offenders: they 

are mobile, but are frequently victimized at or near one of their own activity nodes. In fact, 
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crimes often occur at nodes where the victim’s activity space intersects the offender’s 

activity space: “potential targets and victims have passive or active locations or activity 

spaces that intersect the activity spaces of potential offenders. The potential targets and 

victims become actual targets or victims when the potential offender’s willingness to commit 

a crime has been triggered and when the potential target or victim fits the offender’s crime 

template” (Brantingham & Brantingham, 2008, p. 87). 

According to Beauregard et al. (2005), the first application of Brantingham and 

Brantingham’s model to serial rapists was made by Alston (1994). He focused on the 

influence of cognitive elements related to crime pattern theory, such as routine pathways, 

primary activity nodes other than the residence of the offender, and probable travel routes, 

on the target selection process of serial rapists. For this purpose, data on activity nodes and 

routine pathways was compared with data on the initial contact locations of the offenses. 

His findings indicated that searching patterns were not normally distributed and were non-

uniform, which possibly made them predictable. The initial contact scenes were consistently 

clustered around the offenders’ activity nodes and routine pathways. Furthermore, tests 

confirmed the possibility of the existence of a buffer zone near activity nodes, as suggested 

by Brantingham and Brantingham (1984, 1991). 

Mowbray (2002, cit. in Beauregard et al., 2005) obtained similar results: (1) there was 

a spatial cluster of offenses surrounding the offender’s residence, and (2) a buffer zone 

surrounded that same residence. Although Mowbray (2002, cit. in Beauregard et al., 2005) 

was unable to include other primary activity nodes in his study as Alston (1994, cit. in 

Beauregard et al., 2005) had, these two studies demonstrated the importance of the serial 

rapists’ awareness space in shaping target selection patterns. 

Crime patterns exist and are formed by the rich complexities of criminal events, 

formed, in turn, by law, offender motivation and target characteristics, arrayed on an 

environmental backcloth. Each of the elements involved in the criminal event possesses a 

historical trajectory of its own, molded by both past experience and future intention, by the 

routine activities and rhythms of life, as well as by environmental constraints. The analysis of 

the patterns that are formed within these complexities, over a number of criminal events, 

contributes largely to the understanding of crime as a whole (Brantingham & Brantingham, 

2008).  
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Having said this, and having explored the theoretical background for our study, the 

next section will proceed with a more specific focus on the offending process, seeking to 

comprehend these rich complexities of criminal events. 
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3. Offense Process 

  

Traditionally, science has proceeded by simplifying complex and diverse domains of 

knowledge. The achievement of this simplification involves a methodical process of assigning 

members of large heterogeneous groups to subgroups that possess common characteristics, 

thus introducing some order to diversity. Taxonomy, or the science of classification, is 

therefore fundamental to all science. Its task is to uncover the laws and principles underlying 

the optimal differentiation of a domain into subgroups that share theoretically important 

similarities. This task is all the more critical the more heterogeneous the area of inquiry. In 

criminology applications, taxonomy must be approached with caution, as “when applied 

properly, it can help to reveal profound insights into intractable problems. When applied 

improperly or misused, it can wreck havoc” (Prentky & Burgess, 2000, p. 26). 

Knight, Rosenberg and Schneider (1985) consider that one of the few undisputable 

conclusions about sex offenders is that they are indeed a markedly heterogeneous group, 

whose childhood and developmental histories, adult competencies and criminal histories 

differ considerably. Moreover, the motives and patterns that characterize their offenses 

differ considerably.  

Within the past 20 years, some progress has been made on the development of 

empirically validated systems for the classification of sex offenders, a selection of which is 

presented in this section. This selection was made based on the validity and applicability of 

each model, but first and foremost, on their relevance for the purposes of this study. 

Therefore, models that offer a greater contribution for the understanding of the offense 

process, the hunting process and the offenders’ modus operandi were preferred over those 

that focused exclusively on individual internal psychological processes. The section begins by 

analyzing rapist typologies, presented in chronological order, then child molester typologies, 

also in chronological order, followed by rapists’ offense pathways, child molesters’ offense 

pathways, and finally Beauregard and Leclerc’s work on the offending process and rational 

choice. 
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3.1. Rapists typologies 

 

3.1.1. Groth 

 

To Groth (1979), “rape is always and foremost an aggressive act” (p. 12). This view 

contradicts a number of popular notions and stereotypes sharing what the author considers 

to be a common misconception: that the offender’s behavior is primarily motivated by 

sexual desire and that rape is directed toward gratifying only this sexual need. Contrary to 

these perspectives, Groth states that rape is in fact serving primarily nonsexual needs, acting 

as the sexual expression of power and anger and being motivated by retaliatory and 

compensatory motives rather than sexual ones. Rape is thus “a pseudosexual act, complex 

and multidetermined, but addressing issues of hostility (anger) and control (power) more 

than passion (sexuality)” (Groth, 1979, p. 2). 

In every rape, the three components of anger, power and sexuality are present, 

varying from one offender to another as to their hierarchy, their interrelationships, the 

relative intensity with which each is experienced and the variety of ways in which each is 

expressed. Sexuality becomes the means of expressing the aggressive needs and feeling 

operating in the offender and underlying his assault. In this regard, three basic patterns of 

rape can be distinguished: the Anger rape, in which sexuality becomes a hostile act; the 

Power rape, in which sexuality becomes an expression of conquest; and the Sadistic rape, in 

which anger and power become eroticized (Groth, 1979). 

In sexual assaults perpetrated by Anger rapists it is very apparent that sexuality acts 

as a means of expression and discharge for feelings of pent-up anger and rage: they are 

characterized by physical brutality, far more force is used in the commission of the offense 

than would be necessary to overpower the victim and achieve sexual penetration. This type 

of offender may use a blitz style of attack, a violent surprise offensive, in which the victim is 

caught completely off-guard, or a confidence-style approach to gain access to the victim and 

then launch a sudden and overpowering attack. The offender is conscious of his anger and 

rage, expressing his fury both physically and verbally, and aiming at hurting and debasing his 

victim: “sex becomes his weapon, and rape constitutes the ultimate expression of his anger” 

(Groth, 1979, p. 14).  
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According to Groth (1979), it is frequent for this type of offender to force the victim 

to submit to or to commit additional sexual acts that he regards as particularly degrading, 

such as fellatio or sodomy, and his contempt for the victim may be expressed by urinating or 

by masturbating and ejaculating onto her. These assaults tend to be of short duration (the 

offender strikes, assaults and flees), and appear to be impulsive rather than premeditated. 

Rape comes as a response to some identifiable precipitating stress, and serves to discharge 

the anger, resentment and frustration derived from what the offender perceives to be 

wrongs done him by others, namely those closer to him. These feelings are often displaced 

onto other individuals, so the victim may be the actual person toward whom the offender 

harbors such anger, or a stranger acting as a substitute person, a symbolic and available 

“object” against whom the offender discharges his rage, or even someone who has no actual 

or symbolic significance to the offender but is targeted due to her relationship to the 

individual the offender resents. This type of offender strikes sporadically and infrequently, 

which is explained by the duration of time necessary for his anger, frustrations and 

aggravations to pent up and reach a volatile point again. 

For the Power rapist, sexuality becomes a means of compensation for underlying 

feelings of inadequacy and serves as an expression of issues related to mastery, strength, 

control, authority, identity and capability. The offender’s goal is sexual conquest, to capture 

and control his victim, so he uses only the necessary amount of force to overpower and 

subdue his victim. To achieve sexual submission he may resort to verbal threats, intimidation 

with a weapon and/or physical force. It is frequent for this type of offender to kidnap his 

victim or hold her captive in some manner, subjecting her to repeated assaults over an 

extended period of time (Groth, 1979).  

The assault is preceded by obsessive thoughts and masturbatory fantasies where the 

initially resistant victim is overpowered and, impressed by her assailant’s sexual prowess, 

becomes sexually aroused and receptive. In reality, the offender finds himself disappointed 

as the rape never lives up to his fantasy, he feels he hasn’t found what he was looking for 

and therefore he must go out and find another victim, the “right one”. Thus, his offenses 

become repetitive and compulsive, and he may commit a series of rapes over a short period 

of time. The offenses can either be premeditated (the offender goes out in search of a 

suitable victim with the clear intent of sexual assault) or opportunistic (the offender 

unexpectedly finds himself in a situation where he has access to a suitable victim and this 
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access activates his propensity for sexual assault). Victim selection is determined by 

availability, accessibility and vulnerability. The offender’s power issues and reassurance 

needs are expressed by his engaging in conversation of a sexual nature with the victim, being 

both assertive and inquisitive (Groth, 1979). 

In a third type of rapist both sexuality and aggression become fused into one single 

psychological experience called sadism: “there is a sexual transformation of anger and 

power so that aggression itself becomes eroticized” (Groth, 1979, p. 44). The Sadistic 

offender finds intense gratification in the intentional maltreatment of his victim and takes 

pleasure in her torment, distress, helplessness and suffering. He incorporates elements of 

bondage and torture into his offenses, as well as ritualistic or bizarre aspects accompanied 

by explicitly abusive acts (with special focus on the sexual areas of the victim’s body). For 

some of these offenders, the infliction of pain itself is a source of gratification, while for 

others it constitutes a necessary preliminary to other forms of sexual activity: “their arousal 

is a function of aggression. The more aggressive they are, the more powerful they feel; and, 

in turn, the more powerful they feel, the more excited they become” (p. 46). The rape may 

not involve the offender’s sexual organs, but some type of instrument or foreign object such 

as a stick or a bottle used to penetrate his victim sexually.  

The assault is fully premeditated, and the offender takes precautions against 

discovery, such as wearing a disguise or blindfolding the victim. Usually his victims are 

strangers who share some common characteristic, like age, appearance or occupation, and 

who typically act as symbols of something he wants to punish or destroy (prostitutes or 

women whom the offender regards as promiscuous may be particular targets). The victim is 

stalked, abducted, abused and sometimes murdered (Groth, 1979).  

Groth’s typology presents several strong points, such as the comprehensive and 

operational description of each type, incorporating not only motivational and individual 

functioning aspects but also issues related to the offender’s modus operandi and hunting 

process. However, it fails to take into account the Opportunistic offenders, who do not fit 

into any of the types described by the author and who are, in our experience (Rebocho, 

2007), sufficiently abundant to justify a revision of the typology so as to incorporate them in 

a new type. 
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3.1.2. The Massachusetts Treatment Centre classification system for rapists (MTC:R3)  

  

Unlike the previous versions of the Massachusetts Treatment Centre classification 

system for rapists, the MTC:R3 (Knight & Prentky, 1990) is prototypical rather than 

hierarchical, so rather than a series of hierarchical decisions leading to a classification, each 

subtype has its own independent set of criteria for assigning cases and its own unique profile 

of features and characteristics. These criteria reflect the operationalization of seven major 

dimensions identified as important for discriminating among rapists: (1) expressive 

aggression, (2) juvenile and adult antisocial behavior, (3) social competence, (4) global or 

pervasive anger, (5) sadism, (6) sexualization, and (7) offense planning. Each subtype may be 

viewed as a prototype or model against which each new case can be judged or assessed 

(Prentky & Burgess, 2000). 

 According to Prentky and Burgess (2000), the nine subtypes ((1) Opportunistic/High 

Social Competence, (2) Opportunistic/Low Social Competence, (3) Pervasively Angry, (4) 

Sexual/Overt Sadist, (5) Sexual/Muted Sadist, (6) Non-Sadistic/High Social Competence, (7) 

Non-Sadistic/High Social Competence, (8) Vindictive/Low Social Competence, (9) 

Vindictive/Moderate Social Competence) of the MTC:R3 are arranged so that each type is 

adjacent to the types that are most similar to it in cluster analytic profiles on critical 

variables: (1) antisocial behavior, (2) sexualized aggression, (3) offense impulsivity, and (4) 

substance abuse. The nine types “wrap around”, so that Type 9 is more similar to Types 8 

and 1.  

 The MTC:R3 is a “motivation-driven” system, presuming four primary motivating 

factors: (1) opportunity, (2) pervasive anger, (3) sexual gratification, (4) vindictiveness. These 

four factors are assumed to be related to enduring behavioral patterns that distinguish 

different groups of offenders. The individual subtypes are defined, in part, by the 

hypothesized differential importance of these dimensions for each type: for a given subtype, 

some dimensions are hypothesized to be critically important (a core characteristic of that 

type), whereas others are hypothesized to be of lesser importance (Prentky & Burgess, 

2000). 

 Opportunistic types (Type 1 and Type 2) are primarily motivated by impulsive 

exploitation; thus, their offenses are unplanned, predatory acts, driven by situational and 

antecedent factors rather than elaborate sexual fantasy. The sexual assault appears as one 
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more instance of a generally antisocial lifestyle. These offenders seek immediate sexual 

gratification and have little or no empathy for their victims, so they are likely to demonstrate 

a callous indifference. If the victim resists and fights back, these offenders may become 

angry and use greater physical force, slapping, punching or physically restraining the victim. 

There is, however, no evidence of gratuitous or sexualized violence (Knight & Prentky, 1990; 

Prentky & Burgess, 2000). 

 The Pervasively Angry (Type 3) offender’s primary motive is undifferentiated anger, 

directed at the world in general, men and women alike. His aggression is gratuitous and he 

may inflict very serious physical injury on his victims, even death, often in the absence of any 

actual resistance. Although he may sexually assault his female victims, his rage is not 

sexualized and there is no evidence that his offenses are motivated by rape fantasies, 

premeditated or well-planned (Knight & Prentky, 1990; Prentky & Burgess, 2000). 

Four of MTC:R3’s types are primarily preoccupied with gratifying their sexual needs, 

and have rape fantasies that motivate their offenses and influence the way in which these 

occur. These four types are differentiated by the content of their fantasies and the way in 

which these are expressed through behavior. The Overt Sadistic offender’s aggression is 

manifested directly in physically injurious behavior, reflecting his intention to inflict fear or 

pain on the victim. His offenses are premeditated and there is evidence that the high level of 

aggression either contributed to his sexual arousal, or at least did not inhibit such arousal. As 

to the Muted Sadistic type, the aggression is expressed symbolically or through covert 

fantasy that is not acted out behaviorally. These offenders may employ several forms of 

bondage or restraints, noninjurious insertion of foreign objects and other sexual “aids”, in 

the absence of a high level of expressive aggression. Their offences are evidently planned 

and premeditated. The two Sexual Non-Sadistic types’ thoughts and fantasies associated 

with sexual assault are devoid of the synergic relation of sex and aggression that 

characterizes sadism. In fact, these two types manifest less aggression than any of other 

types, and if confronted with victim resistance are more likely to flee than to force the victim 

to comply. The offenses are evidently planned and premeditated (Knight & Prentky, 1990; 

Prentky & Burgess, 2000). 

The Vindictive types are primarily driven by anger at women. Their offenses 

incorporate behaviors that are physically injurious and apparently intended to degrade, 

demean and humiliate their victims, ranging from verbal abuse to brutal murder. The 
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aggression is not eroticized and there is no evidence of sadistic fantasies at play; instead, the 

aggression is instrumental in achieving the primary aim of humiliating and demeaning the 

victims. The offenses are not premeditated or planned (Knight & Prentky, 1990; Prentky & 

Burgess, 2000). 

Although it is undoubtedly a robust and comprehensive typology, the MTC:R3 is not 

without its limits, especially as far the crime event itself is concerned. In fact, little more than 

the degree of premeditation and the level of physical force/injury are used when describing 

the offense, thus offering little contribution to the study of the offenders’ hunting process 

and modus operandi.  

 

3.1.3. Hazelwood 

 

 Hazelwood (2001) states that “while it is impossible to categorize human behavior 

into specific classes that are applicable to all rape situations, it is possible to identify and 

analyze an offender’s behavior during the attack and, in most cases, to describe the type of 

person who committed the crime” (p. 134). The first objective is to determine whether the 

offender intended the attack to be selfish or unselfish in nature by analyzing his verbal, 

sexual and physical (injurious force) behaviors.  

Pseudo-unselfish behavior “indicates a belief on the part of the rapist that his concern 

for the victim’s comfort and welfare will win her over and a hope that she will come to 

believe that he is not really a bad person” (Hazelwood, 2001, p. 136). The pseudo-unselfish 

rapist’s verbal behavior towards the victim is typically reassuring, complimentary, self-

demeaning and apologetic. Often he expresses concern over her welfare and comfort and 

may engage in some disclosing personal conversation, as well as inquiring about the victim’s 

life. He does not use profanity.  

The sexual aspect of the crime is particularly revealing of his attempts to involve the 

victim in bringing his fantasy to life. In fact, he doesn’t force sexual acts when the victim 

verbally or physically resists him. Faced with resistance, he may cease the demand, attempt 

to negotiate or compromise, verbally threaten the victim or leave, very rarely resorting to 

the use of physical force (the use of force would corrupt his fantasy). He frequently engages 

in criminal foreplay, demanding that the victim kiss him, fondling parts of her body and/or 

inserting his fingers into her vagina. He may perform cunnilingus before penetrating her 
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vagina, and during the rape he may demand that she put her arms around him or stroke him. 

If the victim is intimidated and passive he may act out all of his sexual fantasies, including 

fellatio, anal sex and the insertion of foreign objects as well as vaginal rape. The amount of 

physical violence used is typically minimum, force being used to intimidate rather than to 

punish the victim. The offender has no intention of hurting the victim, so he more frequently 

relies on threats, the presence or threat of a weapon, or the fear and passivity of his victim 

(Hazelwood, 1995, 2001). 

The selfish rapist, on the other hand, uses the victim in the same way as a prop: he is 

verbally and sexually selfish and physically abusive, showing no concern for the victim’s 

comfort, welfare or feelings. Hazelwood (1995, 2001) describes his verbal behavior is 

offensive, abusive, demeaning and threatening. He is extremely profane during the attack 

and may call the victim derogatory terms. His communications are invariably threatening 

and demanding, and his wording is typically nonpersonal and sexual in orientation. 

Sexually, “this type of rapist will do whatever he wants to do” (Hazelwood, 2001, p. 

139). Physical, verbal or passive resistance is useless, and will be ignored. His purpose is to 

dominate, punish and use his victim; this offender does not fondle his victim, and will only 

kiss her if he feels it will further humiliate her. He is far more likely to pull, pinch, twist or 

bite the sexual areas of her body, and may force her to perform analingus, fellatio or self-

masturbation. In the event that anal rape and fellatio are forced on the victim, the sequence 

will most probably be anal assault followed by fellatio. The selfish rapist may use moderate, 

excessive or brutal amounts of physical force, depending on the motivation for the attack 

and not on the amount of resistance offered by the victim. 

 Having broadly categorized the rapist as selfish or pseudo-unselfish, the rape may be 

further analyzed in an attempt to understand the motivation for the assault. For this 

purpose, Hazelwood (1995, 2001) chose to use the rapist typologies developed by Groth, 

Burgess and Holmstrom (1977 cit. in Hazelwood, 2001), introducing some modifications to 

the style of attack in each classification and adding brief descriptions of the opportunistic 

rapist and the gang rape. 

 The first type described by Hazelwood (1995, 2001) is the Power Reassurance Rapist. 

This is a highly ritualistic offender, driven by the relational component of his complex 

fantasy, and the least physically violent of all types in this classification system. He commits 

assaults to reassure himself of his masculinity by exercising his power over women. His 
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verbal and sexual behavior is pseudo-unselfish, and he uses minimal to moderate levels of 

force.  

This type of offender must be geographically comfortable in the attack environment 

and, therefore, he most frequently assaults his victims in their residences, selecting them in 

advance through surveillance or window peeping. These methods allow him to gather 

intelligence on the victims, namely their daily routines, and also on the environment 

(proximity of neighbors, lighting, cameras, security guards, etc.). The offender is likely to 

target multiple victims in advance, which is why, after an unsuccessful attempted rape, a 

second attack usually occurs on the same evening in the same general locale (Hazelwood, 

1995, 2001). 

The Power Reassurance Rapist attacks only when he knows his victim is alone or in 

the company of small children, and typically does not force entry, entering through an 

unlocked door or window. He may set up the residence for later entry while the victim is 

away, but prefers not to force entry if the victim is home, as this would precipitate a 

confrontation and physical violence, which in turn would corrupt his fantasy of a consenting 

relationship. He typically attacks during the late evening or early morning hours, using a 

surprise approach and exhibiting or claiming to possess a weapon. The victim is forced to 

remove her clothes, thus fueling the offender’s fantasy of the victim’s willing participation. 

Faced with a passive victim, the offender will spend a considerable amount of time with her, 

acting out all of his sexual fantasies; if the victim resists, he is likely to compromise or 

negotiate with her (Hazelwood, 1995, 2001). 

According to Hazelwood (1995, 2001), after the rape, and in conformity with pseudo-

unselfish behavior, this offender may apologize and ask for the victim’s forgiveness. If he is 

unsuccessful in a rape attempt, it is very likely that he will strike again soon, probably that 

same evening. Successful attacks are reassuring, but this feeling quickly fades and he needs 

to attack again for reinforcement; thus, his pattern of attacks will be quite consistent and 

will take place in the same general vicinity or in a similar socioeconomic neighborhood. 

Hazelwood (1995, 2001) describes the Power Assertive Rapist as an offender who 

displays low to moderate impulsivity, and whose fantasy plays but a minor role in his crimes. 

Although his victims are predominantly strangers, he also perpetrates date, spousal and 

acquaintance rape. Contrarily to the Power Reassurance Rapist, this offender has no doubts 

about his own masculinity, quite the opposite: in his mind, he is simply exercising his 
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prerogative as a male to commit rape. This sense of entitlement leads him to use rape as a 

way of expressing his virility and dominance over women, viewed as mere objects to be used 

for his gratification. During his attacks, he is sexually and verbally selfish, he shows 

absolutely no empathy toward his victims and no concern for their physical or emotional 

welfare. He most often assaults victims of opportunity, using the con approach, and 

changing demeanor only when the victim is relaxed and at ease. She is then subdued and 

controlled by use of moderate to excessive amounts of force. This offender typically does 

not use weapons. 

These attacks are likely to occur at any location the offender finds convenient and 

safe. The victim’s clothes are ripped or torn and tossed aside, and, after the assault, the 

victim is left only partially clothed or totally nude. The victim may be subjected to repeated 

sexual assaults. The Power Assertive Rapist does not rape as consistently as the Power 

Reassurance Rapist, but he assaults when he feels he needs a woman (Hazelwood, 1995, 

2001). 

The Anger Retaliatory Rapist is a highly impulsive, extremely violent offender, who 

openly hates women and wants to punish and degrade them. Fantasy plays less of a role 

with this type of offender than with any of the other types in this classification system. He 

strongly identifies with anger and retaliation; he is getting even with women for real or 

imaginary wrongs. In his attacks, he is sexually and verbally selfish and uses excessive 

amounts of force. The crime is not premeditated, there is no planning or victim selection 

involved; it is rather an emotional outburst, an impulsive act. This offender uses the blitz 

approach, subduing the victim with the immediate and injurious application of physical 

force, rendering the victim helpless and unable to resist or fight back. The rape is relatively 

brief in duration, and the offender spends little time with the victim: the pent-up anger is 

vented against the victim, physically and sexually, and the offender leaves after that 

explosive release. He is likely to rip the victim’s clothes off, and typically does not use 

weapons. There are no geographic or time patterns to his attacks; as they are anger 

motivated, they are likely to occur at any time or at any location (Hazelwood, 1995, 2001). 

Hazelwood’s (1995, 2001) Anger Excitation Rapist corresponds to what’s commonly 

known as a sexual sadist: an offender who is excited by the suffering of his victims. To this 

highly ritualistic rapist, the paraphilic component of his rich and complex fantasies is of the 

upmost importance and plays a major role in his crimes. He is sexually stimulated by the 
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victim’s response to the infliction of physical and emotional pain, especially fear and 

submission. Each offense is premeditated, carefully planned and rehearsed, and the victim is 

a total stranger. The offender is sexually and verbally selfish and uses a brutal amount of 

force that often results in the victim’s death. He uses the con approach to gain access to the 

victim, who is then quickly immobilized with bindings and taken to a location previously 

selected by the offender to provide the necessary privacy. 

The offender keeps his victim for long periods of time and tortures her physically and 

psychologically. He cuts off her clothes and engages in sexual bondage, as well as other 

experimental sexual acts, such as the painful insertion of foreign objects into the anus and 

vagina, all intent on creating suffering, humiliation and degradation for the victim. There is 

no apparent time or geographical pattern to the offenses (Hazelwood, 1995, 2001). 

The Opportunistic Rapist is “the only type of rapist whose primary motivation in 

assaulting a woman is actually sexual” (Hazelwood, 2001, p. 147). The assault comes as an 

afterthought during the commission of another crime, and is therefore fundamentally an 

impulsive act. Most rapes occur while the offender is there to commit a robbery or a 

burglary, and while he may be a proficient robber or burglar, as a rapist he has given no prior 

thought to the crime. During the attack, he is sexually and verbally selfish, uses a limited 

amount of force, spends little time with the victim and leaves her bound when he departs. 

He has frequently been drinking or using drugs before committing the crime. 

Finally, Hazelwood (1995, 2001) describes the dynamics of the Gang Rape. In this 

situation, a group of three or more offenders operate with a pack mentality, each offender 

trying to prove something to his peers. In every gang rape, one offender emerges as the 

leader, and there is one offender who is reluctant and apologetic towards the victim. The 

attack is totally selfish, and the amount of force varies from minimal to brutal. 

Hazelwood’s work presents a valuable addition to the existing typology, 

incorporating many relevant practical aspects pertaining to the offender’s modus operandi, 

hunting process and target selection strategies. Of particular operational importance is the 

inclusion of the Opportunistic type, previously overlooked but largely represented in several 

study samples, namely our own (Rebocho, 2007). His typology is very clear and operational, 

and allows for the classification of a large spectrum of offenders; however, some more work 

needs to be done on the Opportunistic and Gang Rape types, whose characteristics are not 

analyzed to the same depth as those of the remaining types. 
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3.1.4. Proulx, St-Yves, Guay and Ouimet 

  

From a sample of 78 extrafamilial rapists, Proulx, St-Yves, Guay and Ouimet (1999 cit. 

in Beauregard, 2005) established three types based on elements from the crime scenario or 

modus operandi: Sadistic, Angry and Opportunistic. The Sadistic offenders’ crimes are 

premeditated, the victim is a stranger and the level of physical and verbal violence is high. In 

addition to this, the offender uses a weapon and kidnaps the victim. In 92% of the cases the 

assault involved vaginal intercourse, and in 67% of the cases the victim was forced to 

commit sexual acts on the offender. 

 Angry offenders do not premeditate the crime, and may assault strangers as well as 

acquaintances or known individuals. These offenders typically use expressive violence, but 

their crimes incorporate less sexual elements than those committed by Sadistic offenders. 

The Opportunistic type is similar to the Angry type as far as the non-premeditation and the 

offender/victim relationship are concerned; however, the small amount of expressive 

violence used and the absence of victim humiliation differentiate this type from the Angry 

and the Sadistic types (Proulx et al., 1999 cit. in Beauregard, 2005). 

 

 

3.2. Child molesters typologies 

 

3.2.1. Groth 

 

According to Groth (1978, p. 11), “child sexual assault is equivalent to a symptom, 

and like the dynamics of any symptom, it serves to gratify a wish, to defend against anxiety, 

and to express an unresolved conflict. The nature of the interaction between the offender 

and his victim reveals his motivational intent and the determinants prompting his selection 

of a child for sexual contact”. These offenses are classified into two basic categories: (1) 

pressured sex contacts and (2) forced sex contacts. The latter category may be subdivided 

into two groups: (1) the exploitative assault, and (2) the sadistic assault. 

Sex-pressure offenses are characterized by a relative lack of physical force in the 

commission of the offense. Typically, this offender’s modus operandi involves either 

enticement, where, resorting to persuasion or cajolement, he tries to indoctrinate the child 
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into sexuality, or entrapment, where he takes advantage of having placed the child in a 

situation where he/she feels indebted or obligated. The offender makes considerable efforts 

to persuade his victim to collaborate and consent to the sexual contacts, by bribing or 

rewarding the child with attention, affection, money, gifts or treats, but may be dissuaded if 

the child actively refuses or resists. He does not resort to physical violence because his aim is 

to develop a willing or consenting sexual relationship with the child, thereby gaining sexual 

control over him/her. Sexuality appears to be in service of needs for physical contact and 

affection. Very frequently the offender knows his victim prior to their sexual involvement, 

and sometimes they are related; this involvement may be continuing and consistent over 

time (Groth, 1978). 

Sex-force offenses’ defining characteristic is the threat of harm and/or the use of 

physical force in the commission of the offense. The offender’s typical modus operandi 

resorts to either intimidation, where he exploits the child’s relative helplessness, or physical 

aggression, where he attacks and physically overpowers his victim. This category of offenses, 

as described by Groth (1978), includes two groups: the exploitative assault, where threat or 

force is used to overcome the victim’s resistance, and the sadistic assault, where force 

becomes eroticized.  

The exploitative offender forces himself upon the victim, typically resorting to verbal 

threats, restraint, manipulation, intimidation and physical strength to overcome the victim’s 

resistance. He will use only the amount of strength necessary to overpower the victim and 

accomplish the sexual act. There is no intent to hurt the victim, and the physical risk to the 

victim is inadvertent rather than deliberate injury. The victim is viewed as an outlet for self-

gratification, a disposable object to be used and then discarded. The relationship between 

the offender and the victim is as long as the sex act, thus a temporary and unstable 

involvement. The offender relates to the victim in an opportunistic, manipulative and 

exploitative way, motivated by a sense of entitlement and a need for power. He displays a 

lack of concern for the consequences of his sexual activities: he experiences his motivation 

to be strong sexual needs that he feels unable to delay or redirect. Children thus become 

objects of prey, stalked and hunted. Faced with victim’s resistance, the offender unleashes 

his anger and hostility, and enforces his sexual demands by means of coercion, employing 

physical force, the use of a weapon or threatening that the victim will be harmed if he/she 

does not collaborate (Groth, 1978). 
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For the sadistic offender, sexuality and aggression become fused in a single 

psychological experience – sadism. This type of offender derives pleasure in actually hurting 

the child, and therefore inflicts sexual abuse on the victim, who becomes a target for rage 

and cruelty. Because physical aggression is eroticized, the physical and psychological 

degradation of the victim are necessary for the offender to experience sexual excitement 

and gratification. The victim is attacked or assaulted, generally beaten, choked, tortured and 

sexually abused. The amount of force used in the assault is greater than that necessary to 

overpower the victim: there is intent to hurt or punish the victim. The offense is 

premeditated, carefully planned and fantasized for some time prior to its commission. As 

Groth (1978, p. 15) describes, “the victim’s fear, torment, distress, and suffering are 

important and exciting to the sadistic pedophile, since only in this context is sexual 

gratification experienced. The complete domination, subjugation, and humiliation of the 

victim is desired, and typically, a weapon, such as a gun, knife, rope, chain, pipe, or belt is 

used for this purpose in the commission of the offense”. The offender relates to the victim in 

a brutal, violent way, with the purpose of hurting, degrading, defiling or destroying the child. 

In extreme cases, this results in the “lust murder” of the victim. 

Although centered on motivational and psychodynamic issues, Groth’s typology is 

clear and concise, and allows for the classification of a wide range of offenders. It 

incorporates relevant information on each type’s modus operandi, victim selection, 

strategies used to approach the victim and to commit the crime. However, these aspects 

should be further explored, and each type’s behavioral features should be described in more 

detail, with more depth. 

 

3.2.2. The Massachusetts Treatment Centre classification system for child molesters 

(MTC:CM3)  

  

The MTC:CM3 (Knight & Prentky, 1990) is a multidimensional classification system for 

child molesters, comprised of two independent axes. On Axis I, the fixation/regression 

distinction is partitioned into two dichotomous decisions: degree of sexual preoccupation 

with children (high versus low) and social competence (high versus low). When crossed, 

these two decisions yield four possible subtypes: type 0 (high sexual preoccupation with 

children/low social competence), type 1 (high sexual preoccupation with children/high social 
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competence), type 2 (low sexual preoccupation with children/low social competence), type 

3 (low sexual preoccupation with children/high social competence) (Prentky & Burgess, 

2000). 

 Prentky and Burgess (2000) describe the degree of sexual preoccupation decision as 

referring to the strength of the offender’s pedophiliac interest, the extent to which children 

dominate the offender’s thoughts and fantasies. The social competence decision reflects the 

offender’s ability to maintain two or more of the following: a job or a career; a sexual 

relationship (cohabitation or marriage); a friendship with an adult, involving active contact 

and shared activities; being an active member in an adult-oriented organization; significant 

responsibility in parenting a child.  

 Axis II consists of several hierarchical decisions. The first decision, pertaining to the 

amount of contact with children (high versus low), is a behavioral measure of the time the 

offender spends with or around children in both sexual and nonsexual situations. High-

contact offenders are further classified as Interpersonal (type 1) or Narcissistic (type 2) based 

on the inferred meaning of the contact: whereas the Interpersonal type is interested in 

children as social as well as sexual companions, the Narcissistic type is exclusively interested 

in gratifying his own sexual needs (Prentky & Burgess, 2000).  

Offenders who are classified as low on contact, whose only designed or premeditated 

contact with children is in the context of a sexual assault, are further classified according to 

the amount of physical injury sustained by the victim (high versus low) and according to the 

presence or absence of sadism. The low physical injury offenders are classified as 

Exploitative (type 3) if the meaning of the aggression is instrumental (only that necessary to 

gain victim compliance) or as Muted Sadistic (type 4) if the aggression has sadistic 

components or features (eroticized aggression). If the offender has been determined as a 

high injury type, further discrimination is made between the Aggressive (type 5), the default 

category where there is no clear evidence of sadism, and the Sadistic (type 6), where the 

offender becomes sexually aroused by placing his victim in pain or in fear (Knight, Carter & 

Prentky, 1989; Prentky & Burgess, 2000). 

 Thus, according to Knight and Prentky (1990), the Interpersonal type is characterized 

by high contact with children. He knew the victim before the sexual assault and often has a 

long-term relationship or multiple contacts with the same victim. His offenses reflect a high 

degree of planning and consist of nongenital, nonorgasmic sexual acts, such as fondling, 
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caressing and frottage. The Narcissistic offender also has high contact with children, but his 

victims are usually strangers with whom he has one single encounter (the offense). He tends 

to be promiscuous and has many victims. His interests are self-centered and his primary 

motive is sexual gratification. The offenses appear spontaneous, with little planning, and 

involve mostly phallic sexual acts, aiming at achieving orgasm and using the victim as a 

masturbatory object. 

 Exploitative type offenders have low contact with children and inflict relatively little 

physical injury to their victims, using no more aggression or force than necessary to gain 

victim compliance. There is no evidence that the aggression in the offense was eroticized or 

sexualized. Their victims are strangers, and the offenses present very little evidence of 

planning, consisting of phallic sexual acts, with sexual gratification as primary aim. Muted 

Sadistic offenders also have low contact with children, and inflict relatively little serious 

physical injury to their victims. However, there is evidence that the aggression was 

eroticized, with sexual acts including bondage, spanking, urination, use of feces, bizarre, 

peculiar or ritualized acts, insertion of nondamaging foreign objects or use of props that 

suggest sadistic fantasy. Their victims are strangers and their offenses reflect a moderate 

degree of planning (Knight & Prentky, 1990). 

 The Aggressive type is characterized by low contact with children and a high degree 

of physical injury to the victim, which may be accidental, resulting from the offender’s 

clumsiness or ineptitude, or from aggression rooted in anger at the victim, in which case the 

amount of force clearly exceeded that necessary to gain compliance. The victims are 

strangers and there is very little evidence of offense planning. The offenses involve phallic 

sexual acts and there is no evidence of sadism, or of the aggression being sexualized. The 

Overt Sadistic type offender has low contact with children and inflicts a high degree of 

physical injury to the victim. The offender is highly aroused or derives pleasure from putting 

the victim in fear or subjecting the victim to pain, so the presence of force, violence or 

threats of violence is evident. The victims are strangers, and the offenses reflect a high 

degree of planning, incorporating bizarre, peculiar or ritualized sexual acts, insertion of 

foreign objects, or use of bondage or other forms of restraint (Knight & Prentky, 1990). 

 Prentky and Burgess (2000) consider that the MTC:CM3 requires a revision in which 

the two primary axis are collapsed; in fact, the crossing of Axis I and Axis II yields 24 possible 

types, which is far more than those that realistically exist. Furthermore, four other aspects 
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need further empirical examination: (1) the relation between sexual preference and the 

various subtypes, (2) the relation between fixation and social competence, (3) the relation 

between fixation and the low contact subtypes (Axis II, Types 3-6), and (4) the relation 

between social competence and the high contact subtypes (Axis II, Types 1 and 2). Although 

the subtypes do not allow for optimal differentiation, the constructs that provide the 

framework for this typology (especially fixation and amount of contact) appear to be reliable 

and valid: fixation has been found to be a significant risk factor for sexual recidivism, and 

amount of contact for nonsexual recidivism (Prentky, Knight & Lee, 1997 cit. in Prentky & 

Burgess, 2000).  

 

3.2.3. Proulx, Perreault, Ouimet and Guay 

  

Based on a sample of 51 child molesters, Proulx, Perreault, Ouimet and Guay (1999 

cit. in Beauregard, 2005) describe three types of crime scenarios: the homosexual non 

familial, the heterosexual non familial and the heterosexual familial. The homosexual non 

familial offender’s crime is premeditated and the victim is male, comes from a dysfunctional 

environment or background and is not a member of the offender’s family. The offender’s 

approach is non coercive, resorting to games or seduction, and the crime incorporates both 

coital and non coital sexual acts, typically lasting over 15 minutes.  

 Half of the heterosexual non familial offenders premeditate the crime; the victim, 

female and non familial, does not come from a dysfunctional background or environment. 

Coercive strategies, such as threats and physical force are employed by the offender in the 

commission of the crime, over 15 minutes in duration, and in half the cases the victim is 

forced to commit sexual acts on the offender. Heterosexual familial offenders do not 

premeditate the crime: the victim is approached in a coercive fashion and forced to commit 

sexual acts on the offender as well as coital intercourse. The assault usually lasts less than 15 

minutes (Proulx et al., 1999 cit. in Beauregard, 2005). 

 

3.2.4. Wortley and Smallbone 

  

Seeking to clarify the various ways in which offenders respond to situations, Cornish 

and Clarke (2003) proposed a typological model based on the strength of the offender’s 
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criminal dispositions and the role that situational factors play in his offending. Wortley and 

Smallbone (2006) adapted this model to explain offender-situation interactions in child 

sexual abuse. 

 The first type described by Cornish and Clarke (2003), which they argue to be the 

“default” offender category, is the antisocial predator. This type of offender possesses 

strong, ingrained criminal dispositions, and their motivation for offending derives from the 

intrinsically rewarding nature of the crimes they commit. They are highly invested in criminal 

behavior, and resort to situational data to make rational choices pertaining to the relative 

costs and benefits of criminal involvement. Not only do these offenders actively search the 

environment for criminal opportunities, but they operate on and manipulate the 

environment to create or increase suitable criminal opportunities. They also succumb easily 

to temptations or provocations, and exploit opportunities as they fortuitously present 

themselves. Predators may specialize in a particular type of crime or may be criminally 

versatile, but they are successful in committing the predatory crimes in question and possess 

“knowledge, skills and experience enough to minimize risk and effort, and maximize payoffs” 

(p. 57). 

 In their adaptation of this type to sexual offending against children, Wortley and 

Smallbone (2006) designated it as the committed offender (Smallbone, Marshall & Wortley, 

2008). According to the authors (2006), this type equates to the stereotypical predatory 

child molester. These are high-frequency, persistent, chronic offenders, who may have 

begun offending in their adolescence or early adulthood and are now highly disposed to 

engage in sexual acts with children (specialist persistent offenders). They may also be 

versatile persistent offenders, who include child sexual abuse as part of a broader, more 

general criminal orientation. Their offending, both sexual and non-sexual, is likely to persist 

even if from time to time they are sanctioned or arrested. 

These offenders will create opportunities to engage sexually with children, and may 

succumb easily to temptations and exploit opportunities as they arise, but their experience 

will teach them to minimize the risk of detection and therefore they will overlook 

opportunities that present too great a risk. They will take calculated steps in order to obtain 

suitable victims, making use of their repertoire of skills and techniques, and are likely to be 

adept at identifying vulnerable children, who will present the fewest risks of apprehension. 

When compared to non-persistent offenders, persistent offenders are more likely to have 
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been sexually abused as children, to have had their first sexual contact with children at an 

earlier age, to abuse male victims and to abuse extrafamilial victims. The specialist persistent 

offenders have more frequent and prolonged sexual contact with their victims than the 

versatile persistent offenders, which may indicate an interest in establishing an emotional 

relationship with the child. The versatile persistent offenders have an earlier contact with 

the criminal justice system, which reflects their more general criminality (Wortley & 

Smallbone, 2006; Smallbone, Marshall & Wortley, 2008). 

Cornish and Clarke’s (2003) second type is the mundane offender, characterized by 

their ambiguous criminal commitment and their opportunistic offending, typically engaging 

in occasional, low-level criminality. Their motivation for offending is the same as the 

antisocial predator, but they have a greater stake in conformity; thus, they are subject to 

stronger personal and social constraints on their behavior. However, these constraints 

weaken from time to time; in fact, permissibility and excusability cues signal in their own 

ways the absence of a moral structure in certain settings, thereby contributing to obscure 

the offender’s personal responsibility. The mundane offender’s relationship to the situation 

is less straightforwardly instrumental or proactive than the antisocial predator’s: the 

offender finds criminogenic situations rather than creates them, or deliberately seeks them 

out, but he may also select situations for their enabling role. These offenders vary in terms 

of their vulnerability to temptation, and therefore of the extent of their criminal 

involvement, but, in general, the seriousness and the frequency of their offending are lower 

that the antisocial predator’s. 

In adapting Cornish and Clarke’s (2003) model, Wortley and Smallbone (2006) called 

the second type the opportunistic offender. These offenders are typically criminally versatile, 

but relatively infrequent in their sexual offending. While their versatility suggests a 

generalized failure in inhibiting self-gratifying urges, their lack of persistence in sexual 

offending is more suggestive of sexual ambivalence than of ingrained sexual deviance. They 

are likely to have a criminal record, with occasional, low-level offenses, before committing 

their first sexual offense. In most other aspects of their lives, they tend to adhere to social 

norms, such as marriage and gainful employment. Compared to the committed offenders, 

opportunistic offenders are less likely to have been abused as a child and more likely to have 

had their first sexual contact with a child at a later age, to abuse female victims and to abuse 
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intrafamilial victims. They tend not to maintain prolonged relationships with their victims, 

underscoring the opportunistic nature of their offending (Wortley & Smallbone, 2006). 

The opportunistic offenders typically do not actively create opportunities to abuse 

children, especially if doing so would require sustained effort; instead, they are quick to 

recognize the opportunities as they fortuitously present themselves. Given their limited 

capacity for self-restraint and their frail stake in conformity, they easily succumb to 

temptations and perceived provocations (Smallbone, Marshall & Wortley, 2008).  

The third type in Cornish and Clarke’s (2003) model is the provoked offender, who 

reacts to a particular set of environmental circumstances, such as situational frustrations, 

irritations and social pressures, among others, that lead him to commit crimes he would not 

have otherwise committed. These are violent crimes that occur in the heat of the moment, 

or impulsive ones where the offender is overcome by temptation or a temporary lapse of 

self-control. The motivation for offending comes from the situation, and the offence may 

represent an aberration in the life of a generally law-abiding citizen.  

For their adaptation of Cornish and Clarke’s (2003) classification, Wortley and 

Smallbone (2006) chose to refer to this type as the situational offender. Typically, these 

offenders have no other criminal involvement and their sexual offending is an isolated event. 

They are relatively old, usually middle-aged or older, at the time of their first sexual contact 

with a child, they tend to select female victims and usually offend within the family. 

Although in most cases they only have one victim, they tend to abuse that victim over a 

prolonged period of time: they are mostly caregivers or other authority figures, who abuse a 

situation of trust, and who have ongoing access to the victim. The offending behavior is 

unlikely to persist after detection (even informal detection), and may cease spontaneously, 

in face of victim resistance or due to a strong guilt reaction. 

It’s unlikely for these offenders to create opportunities to sexually abuse children, 

and may even in general not recognize the opportunities that arise; their offending behavior 

results directly from behavioral cues and environmental stressors. Although they are usually 

capable of self-restraint, any momentary failure or lapse may trigger an offense. Despite 

having a strong stake in conformity, these offenders may be able to rationalize their 

offending behavior (as long as it remains undetected): unable to confess to the offense for 

fear of the consequences, over time they increasingly justify it to themselves (Smallbone, 

Marshall & Wortley, 2008). 
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In the context of sexual offending literature in general, and of sexual offender 

classification models in particular, Wortley and Smalbone’s (2006) typology presents an 

innovative approach and a very important shift in focus. Whereas other classification 

systems focus (almost) exclusively on the offender, this typology deals with the interaction 

between the offender and the situation, allowing for a better understanding of all the 

different factors that influence the criminal event and of the way in which they articulate. 

However, even if it does largely contribute to the comprehension of the criminal event as a 

whole, this classification model is not without limits. In fact, as Smallbone, Marshall and 

Wortley (2008) point out, although this typology may help understand patterns of child 

sexual abuse, it does not explain how these patterns first emerge, or how offenders come to 

commit their first offense. 

 

 

3.3. Rapists’ offense pathways 

  

Based on a sample of 24 rapists, and resorting to a qualitative approach (grounded 

theory), Polaschek et al. (2001) developed a descriptive model of rape, based the 

interactions of cognitive, behavioral, affective and volitional components. This model is 

divided into six phases, each containing three to five main categories: (1) background, (2) 

goal formation, (3) approach, (4) preparation, (5) offense, and (6) postoffense. Two distinct 

pathways are described, one associated with the left-hand side of the model, and the other 

with the right-hand side. 

The first major category of the background phase is background factors, and refers to 

the offender’s lifestyle and circumstances on the days, weeks or months before the offense. 

The two subcategories reflect the general affective influence of such background on the 

offender: generally positive, on the left-hand side of the model, and generally negative, on 

the right-hand side. The following category, management (coping style) has two 

subcategories. On the left-hand side of the model is problem-based, meaning that the 

offender addressed arising problems in an effective way; on the right-hand side is emotion-

based management, indicating that the focus of the offender was on ameliorating the 

resulting negative affect rather than directly solving the problem. The last major category of 
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this phase is proximal mood, pertaining to the events of the few hours leading up to the 

offense; the three subcategories are positive, depressed and angry (Polaschek et al., 2001). 

Phase II, goal formation, starts with the process of establishment of dominant goals; 

according to Polaschek et al. (2001), these will direct the subsequent behavior and 

ultimately guide the commission of the offense. Two dominant goals emerge from the 

offender’s proximal mood: seeking sexual gratification (left-hand side of the model), either 

to enhance a positive mood or to escape a negative mood, and redressing harm to self (right-

hand side). This second dominant goal is set by offenders who perceive themselves as having 

been harmed by a particular woman’s behavior and who seek some form to redress that 

harm. Some of these offenders choose victim harm, while others prefer interpersonal 

problem solving. Having established their goals, offenders start planning, focusing on one of 

three aspects: planning sexual access (left-hand side), without planning to use force or to 

proceed without consent, sexual assault planning, or planning to redress harm (right-hand 

side), without including sexual components. Some offenders apparently did no planning at 

all, moving straight from establishing their goal to enacting it. 

The approach phase, as described by Polaschek et al. (2001) begins with the 

encounter with the victim, an initial approach behavior that leads to the communication of 

intent. This communication may be indirect (left-hand side), in which case the offender 

grooms the victim to gain consent for sex without engendering resistance, generally avoiding 

any verbal communication with the victim that involves the topic of consent. The offender 

may opt for direct communication (right-hand side), informing the victim directly of his goal, 

either verbally or by use of physical force, abducting the victim or threatening her with 

violence. The victim’s response to the offender’s communication of intent may be either 

compliant or resistant. Based on this response, the offender makes an evaluation of progress 

toward goal, which may be positive (he perceives the victim as consenting or under his 

control) or negative (the victim is perceived as thwarting the offender or disrupting his goal 

achievement). Following this evaluation, some offenders go through the establishment of a 

secondary goal, most frequently if the evaluation was negative (right-hand side). These 

secondary goals reflect a change of direction in the offending process either by adding an 

extra goal to the original one or by changing the original goal for a new one. 

The first step in the preparation phase is the decision to commence sexual activity; 

once this decision is made, a few offenders proceed immediately to their sexual assault. 
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Most offenders, however, first make an appraisal of the expressive potential of the situation; 

this appraisal refers to whether they feel they can express themselves unconstrained by 

environmental or practical factors (left-hand side) or whether they find their behavior to be 

constrained by instrumental considerations (right-hand side). Constraints, as defined by 

Polaschek et al. (2001), derive from concern about victim control and risk of detection. 

Offenders concerned about constraints tend to commit their rapes very quickly or interrupt 

their sexual activity periodically to reassess constraints or to exert more control over the 

victim, by means of renewed violence or threats. Following this appraisal, most offenders 

engage in sexual preparation, through behaviors intended to enhance their own level of 

arousal (arousing self, right-hand side of the model), or through behaviors associated with 

conventional foreplay (circumventing victim resistance, left-hand side). This second form of 

preparatory behavior aims at maintaining the illusion of a consenting victim, or at sexually 

arousing the victim and thus undermine her resistance. 

During the offense phase, the most common behavior is conventional penile-vaginal 

intercourse, or non-gratuitously degrading sexual behavior (left-hand side of the model); 

gratuitously degrading sexual behavior (right-hand side) includes anal intercourse, 

penetration of the victim’s vagina with foreign objects and forcing the victim to perform 

fellatio. Gratuitously physical violence is rare and occurs only in conjunction with gratuitously 

degrading sexual behavior (right-hand side). The victim’s response during the assault is 

perceived by the offender as either compliant or resistant. Finally, an offender evaluation is 

conducted, which may be either positive (left-hand side of the model) or negative (right-

hand side) (Polaschek et al., 2001). 

Having completed the sexual assault, offenders immediately begin to take stock of 

the consequences, during what Polaschek et al. (2001) describe as the immediate (postrape) 

situation management phase. At this point, offenders become concerned with victim and 

environment management. Some offenders respond with normalizing behavior (left-hand 

side of the model), so as to maintain the victim’s and/or their own perception that the 

sexual acts had been consensual, while others use overt control strategies (right-hand side) 

to control the immediate risk of apprehension, and others do a mixture of both types of 

behavior. Next, the offenders conduct an evaluation of the situation, involving a review of 

the past and consideration of future issues. The evaluation of external factors (right-hand 

side) refers to victim effect and ongoing risk of detection; self-evaluation (left-hand side) 
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pertains to whether dominant goals were achieved and to the implications of the 

interaction. This evaluation causes an affective response, ranging from positive/neutral (left-

hand side), to angry, to other negative, such as fear, shock or guilt (right-hand side). In 

response to the evaluation and to the affective response, some offenders select and 

implement a purposive behavioral response, such as attempting to conceal the crime or 

going into hiding. Long-term postoffense responses include the offender’s decision to seek 

help, having recognized that he had a problem, to continue an existing criminal lifestyle, or 

to develop strategies to prevent future apprehension. 

This model emphasizes the dynamic character of the offending process, incorporating 

cognitive, behavioral, affective and volitional elements in continuous interaction, making it 

extremely comprehensive and allowing for its application to a wide range of offenses as well 

as the classification of a wide range of offenders. The most innovative feature of this model 

is perhaps the focus on the volitional aspects, so often overlooked in previous models 

(Polaschek et al., 2001). Another strength of this model is the important role attributed to 

the interactions between the offender and the victim, as well as the social and 

environmental context in which the offense is committed, dimensions frequently ignored in 

other models and in research in general.  

 

 

3.4. Child molesters’ offense pathways 

  

Applying a qualitative approach (grounded theory) to a sample of 26 child molesters, 

Ward et al. (1995) constructed a model describing the sequence of events, both cognitive 

and behavioral, that lead an offender through the offense process. This model is comprised 

of nine stages, six of which are divided into subcategories; three other categories represent 

factors that contribute to the offense process but do not constitute stages (sexual arousal, 

cognitive distortions, and particular circumstances). Offenders primarily follow one path 

through the model, either a left-hand path or a right-hand path, although the model allows 

for shifts across the paths. 

The first stage of this model pertains to the offender’s background factors, defined as 

the offender’s perception of his lifestyle and circumstances. The two subcategories reflect 
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the affect the offender may have concerning these features: negative or positive (Ward et 

al., 1995; Hudson, Ward & McCormack, 1999). 

 The distal planning stage of the seduction process involves planning contact with the 

potential victim, which may be done in three different ways. Covert or implicit planning 

occurs when the offender does not acknowledge any planning but manipulates 

circumstances so as to increase the likelihood of contact with a potential victim; this type of 

planning is typical of the left-hand path. Those offenders who undertake explicit or conscious 

planning deliberately initiate contact with the potential victim, and primarily follow the 

right-hand path. Offenders following either path may unintentionally come into contact with 

the potential victim by chance. In this stage the influence of contributing factors become 

evident. Particular circumstances such as offender-victim relationship, alcohol intoxication 

and victim vulnerability increase the likelihood that the offender will initiate sexual contact 

with the victim, especially for offenders following the left-hand path. The offender’s 

cognitive distortions are also particularly influential at this stage. As to sexual arousal, it 

begins at this stage and thus influences the offender’s distal planning (Ward et al., 1995; 

Hudson et al., 1999). 

 Stage 3, contact with the victim, commences when nonsexual contact with the victim, 

for the purpose of offending, is established through one of the planning types described in 

the previous stage. Having had contact with the potential victim, offenders typically make a 

conscious or unconscious cognitive restructuring (Stage 4), evaluating what occurred as well 

as their present situation. This stage is significantly mediated by the offenders’ degree of 

sexual arousal and by their cognitive distortions. The cognitive restructuring results in two 

major outcome states: negative affect (left-hand path), where the offender views himself as 

having little control over the situation and his behavior, and as not being responsible, or 

positive affect (right-hand path), where the victim is perceived as being the initiator or at 

least as a willing partner (Ward et al., 1995; Hudson et al., 1999). 

Proximal planning of the seduction process, the next stage, concerns the immediate 

precursors to the sexual offense and is, again, influenced by sexual arousal and cognitive 

distortions. At this point, there are three foci of the seduction process, which affect the 

manner in which the offense is committed. Self-focus (left-hand path), characterized by 

egocentric planning and the paramount role of the offender’s own needs, is associated with 

a high level of sexual arousal and cognitive distortions, such as the perception of the victim 
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as an object to be used for the offender’s satisfaction. This focus is also associated with a 

short duration offense, of high intrusiveness. Victim focus, meaning the victim’s needs are 

paramount, is typical of cases where the offenders views themselves as teaching the victim 

or as engaging in a caring relationship with the victim (cognitive distortions), thus 

emphasizing the victim’s role as initiator, as a willing partner and/or as enjoying the sexual 

acts committed. This type of focus is also associated with low levels of sexual arousal and 

typically less intrusive offenses. Mutuality focus (right-hand path) emphasizes the mutual 

satisfaction of needs; the offenders view their relationship as a caring friendship, and the 

victim as a willing and enjoying lover (cognitive distortions). These offenders experience a 

high level of sexual arousal and perceive a similar level of sexual excitement in the victim 

(cognitive distortions); their offenses are typically less intrusive but of longer duration (Ward 

et al., 1995; Hudson et al., 1999). 

Stage 6 consists of the sexual offense. After the offense, there is a further cognitive 

restructuring (stage 7), strongly influenced by the offenders’ cognitive distortions. A negative 

evaluation (left-hand path) results in feelings of guilt and disgust, as well as self-blaming, 

accompanied by a change in perception of the relationship and of the victim. When the 

offenders succeeded in restructuring the situation so as to minimize their actions, or in 

reframing the situation as education or placing the blame on the victim, a positive evaluation 

ensued (right-hand path) (Ward et al., 1995; Hudson et al., 1999). 

According to Ward et al. (1995), future resolutions (stage 8) are largely determined by 

the offenders’ positive or negative conclusion after the offense: while negative evaluations 

lead to future expectations of not reoffending (avoidance, left-hand path), positive 

evaluations lead to an expectancy of persistence (right-hand path). They are also significantly 

affected by the offenders’ cognitive distortions. These resolutions, and the associated 

distortions (or their absence) have an influencing role in the ongoing background factors 

(stage 9) and offenders’ lifestyle, in a manner that tends to prolong offending behavior 

regardless of the offenders’ postoffense resolutions. 

This model has a number of strengths: it offers a clear and comprehensive 

description of the offending process, incorporating affective, environmental, cognitive and 

behavioral factors, while emphasizing the dynamic aspects of sexual offending. Also, the 

existence of separate processes or paths, and the permission of crossovers between them, 

allow for this model to accommodate a wide spectrum of offender and offense types. Thus, 
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the authors describe a left-hand path, characterized by primarily negative affect, implicit 

planning, self-focus, and a resolution to avoid offending in the future; a right-hand path, 

with primarily positive affect, explicit planning, mutual or victim focus, and the intention of 

continued offending; and leave open the possibility for a mixed path, defined by a pattern of 

shifting between the other two paths (Ward et al., 1995; Hudson et al., 1999). However, this 

model offers little contribution to the understanding of these offenders’ modus operandi as 

far as the commission of the offense itself is concerned, describing the sexual offense phase 

far too briefly. 

 

 

3.5. Offending process and rational choice 

 

Although sex offenders were traditionally described as irrational individuals, with low 

self-control, who committed impulsive crimes (Simon & Zgoba, 2006 cit. in Beauregard & 

Leclerc, 2007) in most cases due to some “pathology”, recent studies have demonstrated 

that they are, in fact, decision makers and act in a rational, though sometimes bounded, 

manner during the commission of their crimes (Beauregard & Leclerc, 2007). More and 

more, crime is viewed as a dynamic process, influenced not only by the offenders’ personal 

factors but also by the external environment.  

Situational factors affect the offenders’ decision-making process during the 

commission of the crime, influencing the nature and sequence of their actions, and thereby 

defining the manner in which the sexual assault unfolds. Seeking to explore the decision-

making of sex offenders, throughout different stages of the offending process, and in 

relation to various situational variables, Beauregard and Leclerc (2007) studied 69 serial sex 

offenders from a rational choice perspective. Thus, the offense process was divided into a 

series of sequential events allowing for the detailed examination of the different aspects of 

the offenders’ decision-making: (1) pre-crime phase: offense planning; (2) criminal event 

phase: offense strategies; and (3) post-offense phase: aftermath. The pre-crime phase 

includes three categories: (1) premeditation of the crime, (2) estimation of risk of 

apprehension by offender, and (3) forensic awareness of the offender. As to the criminal 

event phase, four categories were defined: (1) use of a weapon, (2) use of restraints, (3) use 
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of a vehicle, and (4) level of force used. Finally, the post-offense phase has two categories: (1) 

event leading to the end of crime, and (2) victim release location choice. 

During the pre-crime phase, 35% of the offenders exhibited no signs of 

premeditation; 51% displayed a “premeditated opportunism”, i. e., the exploitation of 

criminal opportunities after an initial degree of planning and fantasizing (Rossmo, 2000); and 

35% demonstrated a structured premeditation in their crimes. As to the risk of 

apprehension, 29% of the offenders did not take it into account before committing their 

crimes; among those who did, 41% committed their crimes when they assessed the risk to 

be low, and 39% still committed their crimes even though the risk was high. Crimes 

perceived by the offenders as presenting a low risk of apprehension were those where there 

were: (1) a favorable environment (27%), (2) a cooperative victim (50%), and/or (3) an 

absence of witnesses and of evidence left at the crime scene (43%). In crimes perceived as 

high-risk, there were: (1) a risky environment (45%), (2) a capable guardian (24%), and/or (3) 

information available on the offender (41%). Forensic awareness was evident in 28% of 

offenders: while the majority of the offenders did not think about it or simply did not care, 

those who had had previous contacts with the criminal justice system took precautions so as 

to not leave evidence at the crime scene (58%) or to protect their identity (74%). 

As to the criminal event phase, weapons were used in 39% of the cases; in 85% of 

these cases, they were viewed as effective means of preventing the victim from resisting, 

while in 26% they were considered instrumental. From the 81% of offenders who did not use 

a weapon, 23% had not planned their crime and therefore took no weapon to the scene, 

34% thought it was unnecessary, and in 48% of the cases the use of a weapon was not 

compatible with the offenders’ modus operandi and deviant sexual fantasies. Physical 

restraints were used in 14% of the cases, to prevent victim resistance (30%) and escape 

(40%), as part of the offenders’ fantasies (40%) or to strangle the victim (10%). The offenders 

who did not use restraints thought they were unnecessary (46%), hadn’t thought about it 

(27%) or they were not compatible with their modus operandi (39%). Vehicles were not used 

in 71% of the cases, because the offenders had no driver license or car (57%) or because the 

assaults occurred at an inside location (43%). Those who did use a vehicle (35%) considered 

it a private, isolated location to commit the crime (33), an effective means to prowl for 

victims (50%), and/or a means of travelling (25%). In 46% of the cases, the offenders did not 

use any force, because the victim opposed no resistance (63%), because it was not 
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compatible with their modus operandi (25%) or because they preferred other alternative 

means to achieve their goals (28%). Minimal force was used (21%) when using a higher level 

of force would have been incompatible with the offenders’ modus operandi. Offenders who 

used more force than was necessary (35%) found it necessary because of the victim’s 

resistance (71%), to prevent the victim from escaping (14%), or because it was part of their 

fantasies (29%). 

Finally, in the post-offense phase, the event leading to the end of the crime was, in 

73% of the cases, the successful completion of the sexual assault; in 17% of the cases the 

crime was interrupted by the intervention of a witness or by the victim’s screams for help, in 

6% of the cases the victim was able to escape, and 4% of the offenders did not recall the 

cause for the interruption of their assaults. The crime process ends with the victim release: 

79% of the offenders left their victims at the crime scene after the assault was completed; 

13% took special care to release the victim in a remote area, whereas 9% released their 

victims at busy locations where they were certain to be helped and taken home. 

Beauregard and Leclerc’s (2007) study clearly demonstrates that sex offenders make 

decisions as to the planning of their crime, the different strategies used and some post 

offense behaviors. They are “situationally aware” and capable of, to a certain extent, making 

cost/benefit evaluations prior to committing the crime; moreover, the use of specific 

strategies during the crime is motivated by situational factors. Offenders act differently, 

depending on situational cues associated with the crime, as demonstrated by the rational 

choice approach. This constitutes a particularly relevant approach to the study of sex 

offenders in that it views offending as a fluid, dynamic process, present-oriented and 

situationally influenced (Clarke & Cornish, 2001 cit. in Beauregard & Leclerc, 2007). As the 

authors point out, “this interaction between the behavioral and situational components of 

the crime is an eloquent illustration of the very nature of the rational choice model of crime: 

it emphasizes the interactional, transactional, and adaptative nature of human behavior” 

(Beauregard & Leclerc, 2007, p. 128). 

 

As verified in this section, a number of typological approaches and models have been 

developed in an effort to better understand the complex dynamics of the offending process. 

However, these approaches, in general, present several limitations, as pointed out by 

Beauregard (2005): (1) they neglect to consider the whole of the criminal event, that is 
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analyzing the offender, the victim, and the context; (2) they assume that the offending 

process is stable and that it will not fluctuate; (3) they assume that offenders’ personal 

characteristics, such as personality, cognition or sexual preferences are the main factors 

influencing the offending process; (4) they assume the specialization of sex offenders, 

overlooking results from criminological studies demonstrating that these offenders’ criminal 

careers are polymorphous; (5) they lack detail, as they fail to capture the complexity of each 

phase of the offending process; (6) they have neglected to include geographic factors in their 

models; and (7) they have not explored the decision-making underlying the offending 

process.  

Looking to overcome and compensate for these limitations, aiming at an in-depth 

knowledge and understanding of the criminal event as a whole, in all of its different stages 

and with all of its diverse components, the following section will elaborate further on the 

hunting process, integrating the geographic, spatial and environmental aspects involved in 

the commission of a crime. 
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4. Hunting process 

 

4.1. Spatial typologies 

 

 Over the years, a number of authors have conducted studies leading to the 

identification of typologies of offenders’ geographic behavior. While some of these 

typologies are focused mainly on geographic behavior, others were developed as more 

general offender typologies that incorporate aspects pertaining specifically to each type’s 

geographic/spatial behavior. Although most of these typologies were based on analyses of 

serial murderers, they are still of value for the study of violent offenders in general 

(Beauregard et al., 2005). In this section, they are presented following a chronological order. 

 

4.1.1. Holmes and De Burger 

  

Through the analysis of data pertaining to 110 serial murderers, Holmes and De 

Burger (1985, 1988 cit. in Beauregard et al., 2005) proposed a classification system that 

distinguishes between concentrated and dispersed murders. According to their typology, 

serial murderers can be: (1) geographically stable, (2) geographically transient, or (3) mixed, 

a combination of stable and transient. 

 Geographically stable murderers typically kill within their area of residence, disposing 

of the bodies in the same or nearby areas. Their motivation is very frequently sexual, and 

they may target a selected group of victims, most often strangers or loosely affiliated. The 

killing is carefully planned: these murderers choose the murder method, location and 

dumpsite before abducting their victims (Holmes & De Burger, 1988 cit. in Beauregard et al., 

2005). 

Geographically transient murderers, as described by Holmes and De Burger (1988 cit. 

in Beauregard et al., 2005), travel continually from one area to another throughout their 

criminal career, so as to avoid apprehension rather than to find victims. Their motive for 

killing ranges from the thrill of the kill to the desire to have absolute power over their 

victims. The crimes are usually carefully planned and organized, and the victims are most 

often strangers, although they possess certain specific traits. 
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4.1.2. Hickey 

  

Hickey (1991 cit. in Beauregard et al., 2005) based his typology on a historical review 

of 164 serial murderers, and identified three different types: (1) the travelling or mobile, (2) 

the local, and (3) the place-specific. Travelling or mobile murderers almost exclusively kill at 

random or seek out a specific type of victim while travelling through the United States. Local 

murderers tend to remain within a certain urbanized area, and target a specific type of 

victim, such as prostitutes. Place-specific murderers typically operate in specific places such 

as nursing homes, hospitals or private homes. 

 

4.1.3. Newton 

  

Based on the analysis of 357 serial killers, Newton (1992 cit. in Beauregard et al., 

2005) described three types of killers: (1) territorial, (2) nomadic, and (3) stationary. The first 

type, the territorial killer stakes out a defined area, such as a city or a particular 

neighborhood, and rarely deviates from his selected game preserve. The nomadic killer 

travels extensively in his search for victims, drifting aimlessly from one jurisdiction to 

another. As to the stationary killer, he commits his crimes at home or at his workplace, 

typically a clinic, a hospital or a nursing home; his choice of murder sites is determined by 

both self-protection and victim accessibility. 

 

4.1.4. Ressler, Burgess and Douglas 

 

Through years of experience, and based on information obtained from law 

enforcement about the crimes and the crime scenes, the FBI developed a classification 

system for offenders comprised of two types: organized and disorganized. In their 

description of this typology, Ressler, Burgess and Douglas (1992) briefly discuss each type’s 

spatial behavior. 

An organized offender’s crime scene suggests that some sense of order existed 

before, during and after the offense; such methodical organization suggests a carefully 

planned crime, aimed at avoiding detection. The victim is often a stranger, targeted because 

of her presence in a particular location staked out by the offender, and thus becoming a 
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victim of opportunity. This type of offender often prefers a specific type of victim and may 

spend considerable time searching for the “right” victim. Being socially adept, the organized 

offender opts for a confidence attack, striking up a conversation or a pseudorelationship 

with the victim, using verbal means to capture the victim rather than physical force. This 

offender frequently uses his or the victim’s vehicle in committing the crime. Dominated by 

fantasy and ritual, obsessive, compulsive traits transpire in the offender’s behavior and/or 

crime scene patterns. He frequently brings a weapon with him to the crime scene, and takes 

it with him on departure. Furthermore, he carefully avoids leaving evidence at the scene and 

often moves the body from the death scene (Ressler, Burgess & Douglas, 1992). 

Typically, the disorganized offender lives in close proximity to the crime scene and, 

acting on impulse, usually finds a victim within his own geographical area. The disorganized 

crime scene gives the impression of an unplanned crime, committed suddenly, with no set 

plan of action to avoid detection, leaving behind great disarray. The offender uses a blitz 

style of attack for encountering the victim, who may be known to him. This attack is a violent 

surprise, occurring suddenly in a location where the victim is going about her usual activities; 

the victim is either approached from behind and overpowered, or suddenly killed with a gun. 

Frequently, the death scene and crime scene are the same, the victim being left in the 

position in which she was killed and no attempts being made to conceal the body. The 

murder weapon is usually obtained at the scene, and left there (Ressler, Burgess & Douglas, 

1992). 

 

4.1.5. Canter and Larkin 

 

Canter and Larkin (1993 cit. in Beauregard et al., 2005) studied the spatial activity of 

45 serial sex offenders in an effort to test two hypothetical models concerning the 

geographic mobility of sex offenders: the commuter and the marauder. The underlying 

assumption for this study was that target selection was highly dependent on the physical 

environment. 

Canter (2003) found that “anything between a half and three-quarters of the 

offenders studied did live in an area that could be defined by a circle whose diameter joined 

the two furthest crimes: the circle hypothesis” (p. 181). He further added that he had “never 
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intended to imply that criminals’ places of crime naturally formed a circular shape. A circle is 

just the simplest way to define the area of a set of points” (Canter, 2003, p. 181). 

The marauder model states that, in agreement with the circle hypothesis, the 

offender’s base will be found within the circle. The model further states that the offender 

uses his home as a base from which to commit his crimes. Thus, the offender’s home range 

area largely or totally overlaps his criminal range area; the offender operates from a base 

located within his safe area for criminal activity (Canter & Larkin, 1993 cit. in Beauregard et 

al., 2005). 

In contrast, the commuter model states that the offender seeks out targets away 

from his base, travelling to a different area to commit his offenses. There is little or no 

overlap between the offender’s criminal domain and his home; the offender moves to a 

district outside his home range to offend. The criminal range may be familiar to the 

offender, but it is distant from the area where he usually operates as a non-offender (Canter 

& Larkin, 1993 cit. in Beauregard et al, 2005). 

Canter and Larkin’s (1993 cit. in Beauregard, 2005) study found support for the 

marauder model. Canter (2003) later stated that commuters are “defined more by exclusion 

than inclusion” (p. 181), thus reflecting the difficulties in identifying and classifying this type 

of offenders. 

 

4.1.6. Hazelwood and Warren 

 

Based on criminal investigative analysis experience and research, Hazelwood and 

Warren (2001) postulated a typology aimed at assisting in the identification and organization 

of several parameters of a sex offender’s criminal behavior, including spatial mobility. This 

typology describes two types of sex offenders: the impulsive and the ritualistic. 

The impulsive offender invests little or no time in planning his crimes; he acts 

impulsively, takes little care in protecting his identity and is seemingly oblivious to the risks 

involved in committing a crime. This is a criminally unsophisticated, reactive offender, acting 

on a sense of entitlement and the perception that anything in his environment is there for 

the taking. He is only restrained by environmental circumstances that relate to his own 

safety. This type of offender acts out most frequently against his wife and an occasional 

prostitute, as these women are most easily accessible to him. When he targets stranger 
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victims, they are often encountered in the context of other crimes (such as burglary) or in 

generic environments likely to encompass a number of potential victims, like a university 

campus or a parking lot. There are no indicators of victim selection, and the offender’s 

approach does not involve any attempts at deceptive disguises. Physical cruelty and alcohol 

abuse are often involved in his crimes. His behavior aims at obtaining and controlling a 

victim, often using excessive to brutal levels of physical force. This offender’s arrest history is 

diverse and generally antisocial; sexual assault is one among other crimes. The impulsive 

offender tends to travel shorter distances to offend, and to generally rape over a smaller 

area, reflecting both his less specific victim selection criteria and his less sophisticated 

attempts to ensure that he is not recognized and identified (Hazelwood & Warren, 2001). 

The ritualistic offender invests a great amount of time and effort in the planning and 

rehearsal of his offenses, to which his multidimensional and complex fantasies provide the 

template. This offender tries to recreate a situation from his fantasies, and therefore his 

victim selection is characterized by great demographical specificity. Generally, paraphilic 

behavior is evident in his offenses. Before attacking stranger victims, this offender acts out 

his fantasies with inanimate objects, usually dolls, clothing and pictures, with paid or 

consensual partners, viewed by him as having no risk associated to them, as being 

convenient and accessible. The type and sequence of sexual acts committed, as well as the 

level of injurious force used, depend on the offender’s underlying motivation. This is a 

typically criminally sophisticated offender, whose criminal behavior is highly specific in 

nature, thereby causing him to travel longer distances in search of a suitable victim, and to 

offend over a wider area. He may have no criminal history prior to arrest, but if he does, it 

will be composed of sexual or sexually-related offenses (Hazelwood & Warren, 2001). 

 

In spite of the many differences found among these typologies, two types of 

geographic behavior are common to all of them: the geographically stable and the 

geographically mobile offender. As generally described, the geographically stable offender 

tends to have a criminal career indicating antisocial personality traits. As to his offenses, 

these are spontaneous, unsophisticated and display excessive levels of physical force. His 

victims are usually known, persons he encounters during his routine activities. The crime 

scene is most frequently random, in disarray, with the murder weapon and/or other weapon 

left behind by the offender, and the victim’s body left at the death scene. The geographically 
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stable offender commits his crimes over a smaller area, usually close to where he lives 

and/or works. The geographically mobile offender typically has no criminal career, or has 

one that reflects sexual or sexually-related offenses. His offenses are planned, sophisticated, 

and motivated by complex fantasies that the offender attempts to replicate. The victim is a 

stranger, and the offender goes to considerable lengths to avoid detection. The crime scene 

reflects overall control and organization, with no weapon or evidence found; the victim’s 

body may be transported and hidden. The geographically mobile offender operates outside 

his home range, even outside his home city, and may travel throughout his criminal career 

so as to prevent apprehension (Beauregard et al., 2005). 

 

 

4.2. Hunting process 

 

Most of the literature concerning the geography of crime deals with the concept of 

crime site as a single location. However, there may be various locations connected to a 

single offense, each of which has a different significance for the offender and, therefore, 

distinctive choice properties. As Rossmo (1997) points out, “the specific location set for a 

given crime is a function of victim selection and encounter site characteristics, but it also 

implies something about the offender, how he/she searches for victims, and the associated 

level of organization and mobility” (p. 164). In fact, for most cases, the greater the 

organization and mobility of the offender, the greater the potential complexity, and the 

more separate locations, of the crime location set. The geographic modus operandi of serial 

offenders has proven a high level of consistency, with most offenders repeatedly employing 

the same crime location set (Rossmo, 1997). 

According to Rossmo (2000), hunting for humans largely resembles the search for 

other criminal targets, but the offender is faced with two complicating factors: (1) people 

move about, and (2) they must be controlled. Thus, the offender needs to employ search 

and attack methods that address these issues. The offender’s hunting method affects the 

spatial distribution of the offense sites, and all efforts to predict the offender’s residence 

from crime locations must take this influence into account. Therefore, based on geography 

of crime theory, empirical data and investigative experience, Rossmo developed a hunting 

typology that is relevant to the production of spatial patterns of serial predators. Although 
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crimes like murder or rape may involve various different types of crime locations, in many 

cases not all these locations are known to the police. Victim encounter and body 

dump/victim release site are often known in murder cases and always known in rape cases; 

hence, the hunting typology is concerned specifically with offender behavior related to these 

two crime site locations. 

The hunting process, as described by Rossmo (1997, 2000) involves two components: 

(1) the search for a suitable victim, which influences the selection of victim encounter sites, 

and (2) the method of attack, which determines the body dump or victim release sites. Four 

victim search methods were identified: (1) hunter, (2) poacher, (3) troller, and (4) trapper. 

Hunters specifically set out to search for a victim, basing the search from his home 

base/residence, and searching through the areas in their awareness space that they believe 

contain suitable targets. Their crimes are confined to the offender’s city of residence. 

Poachers, on the other hand, set out specifically to search for victims but commute or travel 

outside of their home city, or base their search for targets on an activity site other than their 

residence. Hunters and poachers are similar, but not identical, to Canter and Larkin’s (1993 

cit. in Rossmo, 1997) marauders and commuters. Trollers are opportunistic offenders who do 

not specifically look for victims, but rather encounter them during the course of their routine 

activities. Their crimes are often spontaneous, but many offenders have fantasized and 

planned their crimes in advance so that they are prepared when an opportunity presents 

itself (premeditated opportunism). Finally, trappers have an occupation or position where 

potential victims come to them, or, by means of subterfuge, entice victims into their home 

or other location they control (Rossmo, 1997, 2000). 

Rossmo (1997, 2000) isolated three victim attack methods: (1) raptor, (2) stalker, and 

(3) ambusher. Raptors attack their victims almost immediately upon encounter, whereas 

stalkers follow and watch their targets, moving into the victim’s activity space, and wait for 

an opportune moment to strike. The attack, offense and body dump/victim release site are 

therefore strongly influenced by the victim’s activity spaces. Ambushers attack victims they 

have brought to some place where the offender has a great deal of control, such as his 

residence or workplace (Rossmo, 1997, 2000). 

Although offenders may employ different hunting methods, there is a tendency for 

them to adopt and stay with one, or at the most two approaches. Also, as search and attack 

methods are correlated, some hunting styles are more common than others: hunter/raptors 
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and trapper/ambushers are more frequent than hunter/ambushers or trapper/raptors, for 

example (Rossmo, 1997, 2000). 

The concept of hunting pattern proposed by Rossmo (1997, 2000) takes into 

consideration the behavioral as well as the geographic component inherent to every crime, 

thereby recognizing the dynamic nature and the adaptability of sexual offending. 

Nevertheless, Rossmo’s hunting patterns failed to include several important parameters 

pertaining to the offender’s decision making, such as the hunting field, victim selection, 

strategies for the contacting of victims and committing the crime, offenders’ travel methods, 

among others. Therefore, seeking to avoid such limitations, while complementing Rossmo’s 

hunting patterns, the concept of hunting process was developed (Beauregard et al., 2007a; 

Beauregard, Rossmo & Proulx, 2007b). The hunting process includes hunting patterns as well 

as cognitive, behavioral, and geographic aspects of sexual aggression. 

Beauregard et al. (2007b) identified a descriptive model specific to the hunting 

process of serial sex offenders, from a rational choice perspective, that allows for a better 

understanding the choices made by offenders during this process. This model is comprised 

of nine phases: (1) routine activities of offenders and victims; (2) choice of hunting field; (3) 

victim selection; (4) method of approach; (5) attack location choice; (6) method to bring 

victims to crime sites; (7) crime location choice; (8) method to commit the crime; and (9) 

victim release location choice. 

Phase 1 of the model is concerned with offenders and victims’ routine activities right 

before the commission of the crime. Routine activities are the activities and behavior 

engaged in by people on a regular basis. Most of the offenders were engaged in non-criminal 

routine activities prior to their crimes. In fact, 25% of the offenders were engaged in an 

occupation where they were likely to come in contact with potential victims. Some offenders 

(20%) were engaged in an indoors recreational activity, whereas 17% were traveling from 

one place to another (commuting). Some others (3%) were engaged in drug-related 

activities, while 6% were unable to recall what they were doing. A significant proportion of 

the offenders (42%) invested most of their time in prowling for victims: while apparently 

engaged in normal activities, these offenders searched for long hours before selecting a 

suitable victim. As to the victims’ activities prior to a crime, 39% were travelling from one 

place to another, 25% were at the offender’s home or workplace, 22% were at home, most 
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often sleeping, 22% were involved in outdoor recreational activities, 20% were involved in 

indoor recreational activities, and 12% were at work (Beauregard et al., 2007b). 

Hunting fields are defined by Beauregard et al. (2007b) as the type of area where 

offenders hunt for victims. More than half of the offenders (57%) hunted in specific places 

for a victim. Hunting fields were most frequently acquired through local visibility (57%), in 

which cases the offender came into contact with the victim in a public place that he often 

frequents. This constitutes an easy way to find attractive targets, to gain access to them, and 

to assess their vulnerability; also, the offender knows beforehand if the place is isolated and 

how attractive it is to potential victims. Other offenders (19%) searched for victims through 

their own occupation, a type of work, volunteering or leisure activity that brings potential 

victims to them. The offender’s occupation provides an effortless hunting field, as the 

victims come to them on their own, by their own volition. Furthermore, the offender’s 

position endows him with power, making the victims more vulnerable, more easily 

manipulated, and less likely to report the assault. Some offenders (16%) hunted for victims 

through families: the offender becomes acquainted with a family, and then offers his 

services, namely babysitting, so as to gain access to the victims. Others still (13%) hunted in 

private or semi-private places, most often the victims’ home (private), elevators or laundry 

facilities (semi-private). These places were viewed by the offenders as highly arousing, 

thrilling and exciting. A few offenders hunted for victims through prostitution areas (3%), a 

choice influenced by the selection of a specific victim type, and newspaper advertisements 

(3%), because the offenders did not find any potential victims in their own neighborhood. 

Most of the offenders (74%) targeted a specific victim. The most important factor 

related to victim selection was the location and availability of the victims (45%), followed by 

their general physical appearance (38%, although only 7% of the offenders mentioned the 

victims’ sexual appearance as influencing factor), the victims’ vulnerability (30%), age (22%), 

personality (22%) and, finally, the victims’ behavior (10%). Some of the offenders (28%) had 

targeted another specific victim but were unable to assault him or her, for a number of 

diverse reasons. Beauregard et al. (2007b) note that “although the part of [their] model 

related to victim search methods is presented in a linear fashion, it should be seen as a 

dynamic process, much like the dynamic model of crime site selection developed by 

Brantingham and Brantingham (1978)” (p. 455). 
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Having targeted a victim, the offender uses different approach methods; the most 

frequently used is the trick/false identity approach (48%), which allows offenders to gain 

access to victims, to gain their trust while avoiding having to physically hurt them, and/or to 

distract them right before the attack. Physical violence is preferred by 25% of the offenders, 

as it helps to surprise the victims and prevent them from resisting or escaping. Some 

offenders (9%) opt for threats, alone or in conjunction with physical violence; threats are 

viewed as a means of scaring the victims, of stopping them from resisting and of ensuring 

submission during the assault. Acting directly on the victim (15%) is a method mostly used to 

take advantage of the surprise effect, frequently because the offender is unable to approach 

the victim in another way. Three methods are preferred by offenders specifically against 

children: seduction/persuasion (13%), money/gifts (16%), and games (9%). These methods 

permit the offenders to slowly establish contact with the victims and gradually assess their 

chance of success in engaging in sexual activities with them. Some offenders believe that by 

resorting to these methods they will be able to get the victims to consent to the sexual 

contacts and to return on a regular basis, alone or with other potential victims. Beauregard 

et al. (2007b) note that “36% of serial sex offenders use more than one method to approach 

their victims” (p. 456). 

Where attack location choice is concerned, for some offenders (23%) the only reason 

for that location was that the victims were there; others (3%) believed they had no choice 

but to attack the victims there and then, as they were going to escape or no longer be 

available. From those offenders who were selective in their choice of attack location, 35% 

specifically chose an isolated area, so as to prevent being seen and to have some time alone 

with the victims. Some others (12%) based their choice on their knowledge of the places 

frequented by specific types of victims; finally, 12% didn’t know or had forgotten the reason 

for their choice (Beauregard et al., 2007b). 

The methods used by offenders to bring the victims to the crime site are slightly 

different from the approach methods, due mainly to the fact that in 41% of the cases the 

victims were not moved. Seduction/persuasion, money/gifts or threats were used by 9% of 

the offenders, 3% used games or acted directly on the victim, and 35% tricked the victims. 

Physical force was preferred in 17% of the cases, while 33% sometimes used more than one 

method (Beauregard et al., 2007b). 
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According to Beauregard et al. (2007b), the rationale underlying crime location 

choice is very similar to that for the attack location choice, as 41% of the offenders did not 

move the victims between the attack and crime locations. Those who did move the victims 

chose the crime location because it was the victim’s residence or an isolated area. 

The methods used to commit the crime are more violent than those used to 

approach the victims. In fact, few offenders resorted to seduction/persuasion (1%), 

money/gifts (7%) and games (6%), methods chosen so as not to scare the victims, to avoid 

the use of physical violence and to prevent police reporting. Drugs and/or alcohol were used 

by 3% of the offenders, in order to decrease the victims’ inhibitions and prevent resistance. 

Tricking or using a false identity was preferred by 15% of the offenders, as it allowed them to 

impress the victims, to convince them not to resist and to consent to the sexual contacts, 

and to prevent them from reporting the assault. Some offenders (25%) opted for using 

threats, as a way to prevent victims from resisting and escaping, to scare and intimidate 

them, to humiliate and control them. Physical violence was used by 52% of the offenders, 

with the purpose of surprising the victims, preventing them from resisting and controlling 

them during the assault. In 42% of the cases, there was a change in crime commission 

methods from one victim to the next (Beauregard et al., 2007b). 

The crime process ends with the victim release. Most offenders (79%), having 

completed the assault, left their victims at the crime scene. Other offenders were not given 

a choice as to the victim release location, because the victims were successful in escaping or 

offered too much resistance (9%), or because witnesses or bystanders interrupted or 

surprised the offenders (7%). Few offenders (4%) took precautions in releasing the victim far 

from the offender’s residence, so as to not be associated with the victim or so the victim 

would not recognize the offender’s residence or neighborhood, whereas a few others (9%) 

released their victims at busy locations where they were likely to be helped and taken home 

(Beauregard et al., 2007b). 

The hunting process model emphasizes the notion of geography of crime (spatial 

mobility, choice of crime locations, hunting fields), a dimension so often overlooked in the 

study of sex offenders. Furthermore, it provides a comprehensive approach to the 

relationship between the geographic and the behavioral components of the sexual assault. 

While demonstrating that not all sex offenders hunt for victims in the same manner, the 

model shows that the decision making surrounding the hunting process varies according to 
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the offender’s strategy, the type of victim and their reaction, the situational context of the 

crime, and the environment, which is in direct accordance with Rossmo’s hunting pattern 

typology and the dynamic target site selection model of Brantingham and Brantingham 

(1978; 1993 cit. in Beauregard, Rebocho & Rossmo, 2009). 

In a subsequent study, Beauregard et al. (2007a) applied a script approach in the 

analysis of the hunting process of serial sex offenders. In the context of rational choice 

theory, crime scripts represent the complete sequence of instrumental decisions and actions 

made prior to, during, and following the criminal act (Cornish & Clarke, 2002 cit. in 

Beauregard et al., 2009), and are, thus, somewhat similar to the templates described by 

Brantingham and Brantingham (1978 cit. in Beauregard et al., 2009). Tracks constitute 

variants of a more generic script and allow for the individual to deal with differences in 

procedures under specific circumstances (Cornish, 1994 cit. in Beauregard et al., 2009). 

This study allowed Beauregard et al. (2007a) to identify three different scripts, two of 

them presenting more than one track: the coercive script includes (1) the home-intrusion 

rape track and (2) the outdoor rape track; the manipulative script includes (1) the 

sophisticated rape track and (2) the family infiltrator rape track; and the nonpersuasive script 

includes the direct action rape track. Two different tracks constitute the coercive script: (1) 

the home-intrusion rape track, and (2) the outdoor rape track. Both of these tracks present 

the same victim-search and attack methods (hunter/raptor), but they clearly differ in terms 

of hunting fields and crime locations. In fact, the home-intrusion rape track is typical of 

offenders who break into the victim’s residence and commit the rape while she is alone. 

They hunt through local visibility, most frequently the victim’s residence, and hence 

encounter, attack, offend and release the victim in the same location, familiar only to the 

victim. During the approach and the commission of the crime, the offenders use physical 

violence, while threats may be used in moving the victim to the crime site. This track, 

although involving some risks, provides the offenders with high benefits: it allows for the 

minimization of the risks of apprehension, and for the maximization of their gains, such as a 

higher rape-completion ratio and repeated completions (Beauregard et al., 2007a). 

Conversely, the outdoor rape track involves greater risk and fewer benefits. 

Offenders hunt for a victim who is alone, and rely on an ambush or a direct attack. 

Encounter and attack occur at the same location, familiar to both offender and victim; 

offenders resort to threats and/or physical force to approach the victim, to abduct her and 
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bring her to the crime site, and to commit the crime. The crime is committed in a location 

that is unfamiliar to the offender or the victim (Beauregard et al., 2007a). 

The choice of one track over another may be conditioned by opportunity, offender 

motivation, and the presence or absence of a capable guardian (Felson, 1998 cit. in 

Beauregard et al., 2007a). Nevertheless, it appears as though the option for the home-

intrusion rape track is more dependent on aspects such as victim selection, offense planning, 

readiness to use a weapon and a greater amount of force (Amir, 1971; Rossmo, 2000 cit. in 

Beauregard et al., 2007a), as well as the offenders’ experience in nonsexual crime (Warren, 

Reboussin, Hazelwood, Cummings, Gibbs & Trumbetta, 1998 cit. in Beauregard et al., 

2007a). 

The manipulative script, as described by Beauregard et al. (2007a) is also comprised 

of two different tracks: (1) the sophisticated rape track, and (2) the family-infiltrator rape 

track. The sophisticated rape track is characterized by a great amount of time invested by 

the offenders in the preparation of their crimes and the selection of their targets. Through 

their occupation, they await or create opportunities, or go to locations where they know 

opportunities already exist to set up their ambush. These offenders display a troller victim-

search method and an ambusher attack method; premeditated opportunism is also a 

common feature in these offenders. Given their position and status, they benefit from a 

context that allows for them to be in the presence of potential victims and to establish 

relationships with them with resort to manipulative strategies, such as seduction, tricks or 

games. Furthermore, they are easily able to create situations in which they can be alone 

with potential victims, so as to gain their trust or to provide a more favorable context for the 

commission of the crime. They typically encounter their victims in a public location, attack 

and commit the sexual assault in an indoor private location familiar only to them, and 

release the victims in an outdoor public location, frequently where the encounter took 

place. 

Offenders using the family-infiltrator rape track use their occupation as a means of 

gaining access to a victim, most likely by infiltrating a family, with whom they become 

acquainted and to whom they offer several types of service, namely babysitting. Women 

living alone with children, vulnerable victims, with alcohol or drug problems, and victims 

living not too far from the offenders’ residence constitute preferential targets. These 

trapper/ambushers lure potential victims to locations familiar only to them, such as their 
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residence or workplace, hence placing the victim in more vulnerable situations, and employ 

not only money and gifts, but also alcohol and drugs to reduce the victim’s resistance or 

inhibitions (Beauregard et al., 2007a). 

Direct action rape, the only track of the nonpersuasive script, only requires an 

opportunity. This type of crime is most frequently spontaneous, and not associated with any 

crime strategies (Leclerc, Carpentier & Proulx, 2006 cit. in Beauregard et al., 2007a). The 

hunting process reflects little or no investment by the offender, no sophistication, and 

presents low risk, due mainly to the indoor public locations associated with the crime. In 

fact, the offender hunts through local visibility, most frequently on the street, and the 

encounter, attack, offense and victim release all happen at the same location, typically an 

indoor public place (Beauregard et al., 2007a). 

These scripts demonstrate the association between the behavioral and geographic 

aspects of criminal behavior: the location types are related to the strategies employed by 

the offender during the hunting process; conversely, some strategies may be triggered by 

the types of location where the offender and victim meet. Such results are congruent with 

the environmental criminology perspective, which states that the spatial and temporal 

distribution of offenders and victims are patterned (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993) and 

that target selection is highly dependent on the physical environment (Canter & Larkin, 1993 

cit. in Beauregard et al., 2007a). Beauregard et al. (2007a, p. 1082) conclude that “the 

rational choice approach has demonstrated that offenders’ behaviors are dependent on 

environmental cues associated with the criminal event”. 

Beauregard et al. (2009) conducted the first study to explore the geographic decision 

making related to target selection in sex offenders, using a mixed sample of Canadian and 

Portuguese rapists. The authors tested rapists’ target selection patterns in two 

environments, confirming the importance of context in the strategies used by sex offenders 

to select their victims. Results indicate that decision making in target selection is related to 

environmental factors, as postulated by the dynamic target selection model of Brantingham 

and Brantingham (1978; 1993 cit. in Beauregard et al., 2009). Three target selection patterns 

were identified in this mixed sample: (1) home intruder, (2) tracker, and (3) lurker.  

The home intruder pattern, as described by Beauregard et al. (2009), is characterized 

by a lack of concern for victim selection, although some of these offenders may exhibit a 

structured premeditation. The most frequent victim search method is the hunter, and the 
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preferred attack method is the raptor. This means that the offender sets out to commit his 

crimes from his home base, searching for a suitable victim within his awareness space, and 

attacking her upon encounter. The victim is most likely at home at the time of the attack. 

Home intruder rapists almost always break into the victim’s home and rarely use a vehicle. 

 Tracker rapists carefully premeditate their crimes and search in specific places for 

victims, exhibiting a patterned target selection process. Most often the victim is out on the 

street. The offenders use either a hunter or a poacher search method, targeting victims 

either from or outside his local area, and are more likely to use a vehicle. As to the attack 

method, results show that they can resort almost equally to the three methods: stalker is 

the most likely method, but they can also resort to the raptor or the ambusher. These rapists 

never break into the victim’s residence to attack her (Beauregard et al., 2009).  

Finally, lurker rapists are more opportunistic, preying on victims at social events. They 

resort to either a troller or a trapper victim search method, and most frequently attack 

through means of an ambush. Thus, through their routine activities and/or occupation, these 

rapists encounter suitable victims and set up an ambush at a location where they have a 

great deal of control; however, they rarely use a vehicle or break into the victim’s home 

(Beauregard et al., 2009).  

Beauregard et al. (2009) also found that rapists who choose a residential area to 

encounter, attack, commit the crime, and release the victim, are more likely to present a 

home intruder target selection pattern than tracker or lurker patterns. The decision to 

encounter, attack, commit the crime, and release the victim in an inside location is again 

more likely to be made by home intruder rapists as compared to trackers. The same holds 

true for lurkers in comparison to trackers.  

As expected, home intruder rapists will more likely choose the victim’s residence as 

the encounter, attack, crime, and victim release location, in comparison to those using a 

tracker and lurker target selection pattern. Rapists using a lurker target selection pattern are 

more likely to release the victim in the victim’s residence as opposed to trackers. Rapists 

using the home intruder target selection pattern are more likely to walk during the attack 

than trackers; furthermore, home intruders are more likely to walk during the commission of 

the crime than trackers. Lurkers are also more likely than trackers to walk during the 

commission of the crime. Geographic decision making is consistent across encounter, attack, 

crime, and victim release locations, and significantly differs between target selection 
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patterns as expected, given that home intruders will typically have one crime scene location, 

whereas the other two patterns tend to have several (Beauregard et al., 2009).  

Canadian rapists are more likely to use a home intruder or lurker target selection 

pattern than Portuguese rapists. Portuguese rapists are almost twice as likely as Canadian 

rapists to be trackers, but Canadian rapists are more than twice as likely to be lurkers. This 

once again illustrates how dependant target selection is on the physical environment (Canter 

& Larkin, 1993 cit. in Beauregard et al., 2009). According to the crime site selection model 

(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1978 cit. in Beauregard et al., 2009), offenders use a 

multistage decision process which will lead to the identification of a potential target, 

positioned in time and space. This multistage decision making process is evidenced by the 

fact that rapists in this study who hunt for a mobile target need to reassess or evaluate their 

choices at the various locations involved in the crime (i.e., encounter, attack, crime, and 

victim release sites). But, in accordance with the crime site selection model, our results 

demonstrate the decision making process to be consistent across locations but also coherent 

to the type of locations (Beauregard et al., 2007a). 

 As portrayed in this section, “violent criminals are predators – they search for human 

victims in manners similar to carnivores hunting for animal prey. And like wildlife, they 

employ various hunting styles in their efforts to seek out and attack victims” (Rossmo, 2000, 

p. 135). Underlying the human offender’s hunting process is a complex decision-making 

process, comprised of various stages, each of which demanding a number of assessments 

and choices. The whole of this process is influenced at every step not only by the offender’s 

individual characteristics and activities, but also by the victim’s characteristics and activities, 

by the environment and by situational cues. The analysis of the criminal hunt must, 

therefore, consider all these factors, as well as their interactions.  
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5. Aim of the study 

 

As demonstrated in previous sections, research on sex offenders’ modus operandi, 

geographic decision-making and hunting behavior has increased over the past few years. 

However, much of this work presents limitations of two general types, one concerned with 

the dimensions and variables studied, and the other with the type of offender in question. In 

fact, most of the studies still tend to overlook the geographic dimension of the offending 

process, thus ignoring one of the four dimensions of crime and compromising our 

understanding of the criminal event as a whole. The focus of most research on sex offenders 

and their offending behavior is still the offender’s motivation, the “why”, rather than the 

“how”, the “when” or the “where”. Criminal motivation and its internal causes are still 

emphasized and sought out, by examining personal factors such as personality or implicit 

theories, whereas the role of situational and environmental are often neglected. There 

persists, hence, the need for studies on offenders’ modus operandi to integrate its 

relationships to the geography and to the environment. 

On the other hand, the majority of these studies have been conducted using samples 

comprised either of rapists or child molesters alone, and those studies resorting to mixed 

samples have neglected to conduct comparative analysis between both types of offenders. It 

is also noteworthy that, while rapists’ modus operandi, geographic decision-making and 

hunting behavior have been documented, the same is not true for child molesters, 

inconspicuously absent from this type of studies. The focus of the studies on rapists has 

proven consistently diverse from that of those on child molesters. It is necessary at this point 

to study both types of offenders using the same variables, the same theoretical constructs, 

namely when it comes to hunting behavior, so that accurate comparisons can be made and 

the similarities and differences between these two types can be explored. 

The real depth of the distinction between rapists and child molesters is, therefore, 

not clear to us. To what extent are these general types mutually exclusive? More and more 

we come across versatile sex offenders, crossover or polymorphous, who target victims from 

various age groups. Is victim age such a defining feature that it should be used to 

differentiate types of sex offenders? And these sex offenders’ offending process, is it 

different according to the victim’s age? Is that true of their hunting behavior? These 
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potential behavioral differences need to be examined in detail, and in relation with 

geographic/environmental aspects. 

The aim of the present study is, first and foremost, to examine and compare the 

hunting behavior and modus operandi characteristics of rapists and child molesters, looking 

at their similarities and differences. For this purpose, the data will be examined from two 

different perspectives: first, we will try and identify hunting process and modus operandi 

characteristics that can accurately predict the type of offender (rapists versus child 

molesters); second, we will attempt to identify hunting behavior patterns in this mixed 

sample of rapists and child molesters, and then test which hunting behavior patterns are 

associated with each type of offender. Finally, we will examine the relationships between 

the modus operandi characteristics and geographic decision making process and the 

emerging hunting behavior patterns. 
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6. Method 

 

6.1. Participants 

 

The sample for this study included 216 incarcerated offenders, convicted for sexual 

offenses involving direct physical contact with their victims. For the purposes of this study, 

the rapist group included all offenders whose victims were 14 years old or older, and the 

child molester group was comprised of those offenders whose victims were 13 years old or 

younger. All offenders in this sample are male Portuguese nationals. 

 

6.1.1. Socio-demographic variables 

 

As shown in table 1, significant differences were found between the two groups of 

offenders with regard to age, rapists being significantly younger than child molesters (t = -

4.943, p < .001) at the time of the crime. 

 

Table 1  
Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their average age at the time of the 

crime 

Age Mean S.D. Min. Max. t df Sig. 

Rapists 30.85 11.170 17 65 

Child Molesters 39.72 13.998 13 78 
-4.943 214 .000 

 

Only 37.9% of the rapists and 49.6% of the child molesters were married or in a 

couple at the time of the crime (see table 2). The remaining subjects were not involved in 

significant, stable relationships at the time they committed their crimes. No significant 

differences were found between the two groups (Χ2 = 4.027, p = .259). 
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Table 2 

Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their marital status 

Rapists Child Molesters 
Marital Status 

N % N % 
Χ2 Sig. 

Single 42 48.3 46 35.7 

Married/In couple 33 37.9 64 49.6 

Divorced/Separated 10 11.5 14 10.9 

Widdower 2 2.3 5 3.9 

Total 87 100.0 129 100.0 

4.027 .259 

 

The vast majority of the rapists (83.9%) and of the child molesters (79.1%) only 

completed elementary school (4 years education), as shown by table 3. No significant 

differences were found between the two types of offenders (Χ2 = 3.881, p = .275). 

 

Table 3 

Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their academic degree 

Rapists Child Molesters 
Academic Degree 

N % N % 
Χ2 Sig. 

None 10 11.5 25 19.4 

Elementary school 73 83.9 102 79.1 

High school 2 2.3 1 .8 

University 2 2.3 1 .8 

Total 87 100.0 129 100.0 

3.881 .275 

 

As it can be seen on table 4, over half of the rapists (60.9%) and of the child 

molesters (55.8%) had primary sector professions (construction, agriculture, among others). 

More than a quarter of the rapists (25.3%) and of the child molesters (28.7%) had no known 

profession, meaning that they either never worked and made a living out of illegal/criminal 

activities, or that they worked in an inconsistent and sporadic manner, in many different 

activities, while spending other periods of time unemployed or engaged in illegal/criminal 
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activities. Child molesters are more likely than rapists to have a secondary sector profession 

(Χ2 = 9.421, p = .051). 

 

Table 4 

Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their profession 

Rapists Child Molesters 
Profession 

N % N % 
Χ2 Sig. 

No known profession 22 25.3 37 28.7 

Primary sector 53 60.9 72 55.8 

Secondary sector 1 1.1 12 9.3 

Tertiary sector 10 11.5 8 6.2 

Retired 1 1.1 0 .0 

Total 87 100.0 129 100.0 

9.421 .051 

 

More than half of the rapists (65.5%) and of the child molesters (62.0%) were 

employed at the time of the crime (see table 5). There were no significant differences found 

between the two groups (Χ2 = 3.225, p = .358). 

 

Table 5 
Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their occupation at the time of the 

crime 

Rapists Child Molesters 
Occupation 

N % N % 
Χ2 Sig. 

Employed 57 65.5 80 62.0 

Unemployed 8 9.2 10 7.8 

Social welfare 17 19.5 22 17.1 

Retired 5 5.7 17 13.2 

Total 87 100.0 129 100.0 

3.225 .358 
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6.1.2. Mental health variables 

 

The majority of the rapists (82.8%, n = 72) and of the child molesters (89.9%, n = 116) 

did not have any psychological or psychiatric diagnoses referenced in their institutional 

records. No significant differences were found between the two types of offenders (Χ2 = 

2.363, p = .124). 

 

Table 6 
Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their psychiatric diagnosis 

Rapists Child Molesters 
Psychiatric Diagnosis 

N % N % 
Χ2 Sig. 

None 72 82.8 116 89.9 

Mental deficiency 3 3.4 6 4.7 

Personality disorder 10 11.5 3 2.3 

Psychosis 2 2.3 4 3.1 

Total 87 100.0 129 100.0 

7.864 .049 

 

The grand majority of the rapists (82.8%) and of the child molesters (89.9%) did not 

present any psychopathology (see table 6). However, rapists are more likely than child 

molesters to suffer from personality disorders (Χ2 = 7.864, p = .049). 

 

6.1.3. Substance abuse variables 

 

Over half of the rapists (56.3%, n = 49), and 34.1% (n = 44) of the child molesters had 

problems related to substance abuse (alcohol, pot / hash / marijuana, cocaine / 

amphetamine / ecstasy / crack, heroin / mescalin and solvent). Furthermore, rapists are 

more likely to abuse substances than child molesters (Χ2 = 10.457, p < .001). 

Alcohol abuse was an issue for 48.3% (n = 42) of the rapists and for 33.3% (n = 43) of 

the child molesters. As with substance abuse in general, rapists are more likely to abuse 

alcohol than child molesters (Χ2 = 4.861, p < .027). The remaining substances were largely 

underrepresented in this sample, and will therefore not be discussed. 
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6.1.4. Crime-related variables 

 

As shown in table 7, rapists are more likely than child molesters to commit one-off or 

serial offenses, whereas child molesters are more likely than rapists to commit continued 

offenses (Χ2 = 82.239, p < .001). 

 

Table 7  

Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to the type of offenses committed 

Rapists Child Molesters 
Type of Offense 

N % N % 
Χ2 Sig. 

One-off 63 72.4 29 22.5 

Continued 11 12.6 97 75.2 

Serial 13 14.9 3 2.3 

Total 87 100.0 129 100.0 

82.239 .000 

 

The average number of victims per offender was 1.51 (S.D. = 1.634), ranging from 1 

to 11 for the rapists, and 1.71 (S.D. = 2.782), ranging from 1 to 30, for the child molesters. 

There were no significant differences found between the two types of offenders (t = -.603, df 

= 214, p = -.200). The total number of victims was 131 for rapists and 220 for child molesters. 

The majority of the rapists’ victims were female (94.3%, n = 82), as were most the 

child molesters’ (74.4%, n = 96). However, child molesters are more likely to sexually assault 

male victims than rapists (Χ2 = 14.099, p < .001). 

The average age of the rapists’ victims was 33.90 years (S.D. = 18.952), and ranged 

from 14 to 86 years, while the child molesters’ victims’ average age was 8.95 (S.D. = 3.049), 

ranging from 1 to 13 years.  

More than half of the rapists (66.7%, n = 58) did not have a criminal record, neither 

did over three quarters of the child molesters (77.5%, n = 100). No significant differences 

were found between the two groups (Χ2 = 3.116, p = .078). 
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Table 8 
Comparison between rapists and child molesters as to their prior convictions 

Rapists (n = 87) Child Molesters (n = 129) 
Prior Convictions 

Mean SD Mean SD 
t df Sig. 

Non-violent crime 

convictions 
.85 2.687 .49 1.678 1.219 214 .224 

Violent crime 

convictions 
.66 1,354 .17 .601 3.579 214 .000 

Non-violent sexual 

crime convictions 
.01 .107 .06 .370 -1.239 214 .217 

Violent sexual 

crime convictions 
.23 .623 .09 .318 2.102 213 .037 

 

As shown in table 8, rapists have significantly more violent crime convictions (t = 

3.579, p < .001) than child molesters, as well as more violent sexual crime convictions (t = 

2.102, p = .037). 

 

In brief, the rapists’ average age at the time of the crime was 30.85 years old, 

significantly younger than the child molesters’, and they were not involved in committed 

relationships. They had completed only elementary school (4 years education) and were 

employed in primary sector professions. The majority of the rapists did not have any 

psychological or psychiatric diagnoses referenced in their institutional records, although they 

are more likely than child molesters to suffer from personality disorders. Over half of the 

rapists suffered from substance abuse, and almost half abused alcohol (they are more likely 

than child molesters to have substance as well as alcohol abuse problems). As to their 

crimes, rapists are more likely than child molesters to commit one-off or serial offenses; 

their average number of victims is 1.51, ranging from 1 to 11. Most of their victims were 

female, in average 33.90 years old, ranging from 14 to 86 years of age. Most of the rapists 

did not have a previous criminal record, but they are more likely than child molesters to 

have prior violent crime as well as violent sexual crime convictions. 

As to the child molesters, their average age at the time of the crime was 39.72 years 

old, significantly older than the rapists’, and they were not involved in committed 
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relationships. They had graduated only from elementary school (4 years education) and 

were employed in primary sector professions, although they are more likely to have 

secondary sector professions than the rapists. The vast majority of the child molesters did 

not have any psychological or psychiatric diagnoses referenced in their institutional records. 

More than half of the child molesters did not suffer from alcohol or substance abuse. When 

it comes to their crimes, child molesters are more likely than rapists to commit continued 

offenses; their average number of victims is 1.71, ranging from 1 to 30. Most of their victims 

were female (although child molesters are more likely to sexually assault male victims than 

rapists) in average 8.35 years old, ranging from 1 to 13 years of age. Over three quarters of 

the child molesters did not have a previous criminal record. 

 

 

6.2. Procedure 

 

Data for this study was gathered with resort to an instrument (see appendix) built 

especially to collect information from the participants’ institutional records. Such records 

typically include detailed information on the participants’ socio-demographic background, 

criminal record and prison behavior, as well as all the proceedings included in the sentencing 

(proven facts, police reports, victim, offender, witnesses and family members’ depositions, 

offender’s medical/psychiatric condition reports, among other relevant elements). The 

instrument built for this study was based on the Violent Crime Apprehension Program 

(VICAP) Crime Analysis Report (Ressler, Burgess & Douglas, 1992), on Rossmo’s (2000) Data 

Coding Forms, and on Rebocho’s (2007) questionnaire, and permits the collection of 

information on pre-crime factors, hunting process, modus operandi, post-crime factors and 

geographic behavior. None of the subjects whose institutional records were analyzed were 

interviewed for this study. 

 

  

6.3. Measures 

 

In our first analysis, for the purpose of identifying the best modus operandi 

characteristics that predict the type of offenders (child molesters versus rapists), we 
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included the following nine variables: (1) crime premeditation (0 = no, 1 = non-structured 

premeditation, 2= structured premeditation), (2) weapon use during the crime (0 = no, 1 = 

yes), (3) level of physical force used by the offender to commit the crime (0 = no force, 1 = 

minimum force, 2 = more than necessary), (4) level of clothing of the victim (0 = 

undisturbed/pushed up or pulled down, 1 = partial or complete removal), (5) type of sexual 

act committed to the victim (0 = sexual contacts, 1 = penetration, 2 = penetration and sexual 

contacts), (6) relation to victim (0 = non hostile, 1 = hostile), (7) offender forced the victim to 

commit sexual acts (0 = no, 1 = yes), (8) level of risk (0 = low, 1 = high), and (9) physical harm 

done to the victim (0 = no harm, 1 = physical harm, 2 = death). 

The analysis of the relationship between hunting process-related factors and type of 

offenders included a total of 30 variables:  (1) type of victim selection (0 = non-

random/patterned, 1 = random/nonpatterned), (2) strategies used by the offender to first 

approach the victim (0 = manipulative, 1 = coercive, 2 = non-persuasive), (3) strategies used 

by the offender to bring the victim to the crime site (0 = manipulative, 1 = coercive, 2 = non-

persuasive), (4) kidnap style attack (0 = no, 1 = yes), (5) offender hunting style (0 = hunter, 1 

= poacher, 2 = troller, 3 = trapper), (6) offender attack methods (0 = raptor, 1 = stalker, 2 = 

ambusher), (7) vehicle used for committing the crime (0 = no, 1 = yes), (8) encounter area 

land use (0 = residential, 1 = commercial/institutional/industrial, 2 = park/rural/wilderness), 

(9) type of location where the encounter took place (0 = inside, 1 = outside, 2 = in a vehicle), 

(10) encounter location familiarity (0 = no, 1 = familiar to the offender, 2 = familiar to the 

victim, 3 = familiar to both of them), (11) offender or victim residence (0 = offender or victim 

residence, 1 = both residence, 2 = neither residence), (12) encounter site classification (0 = 

inside, 1 = outside), (13) attack area land use (0 = residential, 1 = 

commercial/institutional/industrial, 2 = park/rural/wilderness), (14) attack location type (0 = 

encounter site, 1 = attack site), (15) type of location where the attack took place (0 = inside, 

1 = outside, 2 = in a vehicle), (16) attack location familiarity (0 = no, 1 = familiar to the 

offender, 2 = familiar to the victim, 3 = familiar to both of them), (17) offender or victim 

residence (0 = offender or victim residence, 1 = both residence, 2 = neither residence), (18) 

attack site classification (0 = inside, 1 = outside), (19) crime area land use (0 = residential, 1 = 

commercial/institutional/industrial, 2 = park/rural/wilderness), (20) crime location type (0 = 

encounter site, 1 = attack site, 2 = offense scene), (21) type of location where the crime took 

place (0 = inside, 1 = outside, 2 = in a vehicle), (22) crime location familiarity (0 = no, 1 = 
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familiar to the offender, 2 = familiar to the victim, 3 = familiar to both of them), (23) offender 

or victim residence (0 = offender or victim residence, 1 = both residence, 2 = neither 

residence), (24) crime site classification (0 = inside, 1 = outside), (25) victim release area land 

use (0 = residential, 1 = commercial/institutional/industrial, 2 = park/rural/wilderness), (26) 

type of location where the victim release took place (0 = inside, 1 = outside, 2 = in a vehicle), 

(27) victim release location familiarity (0 = no, 1 = familiar to the offender, 2 = familiar to the 

victim, 3 = familiar to both of them), (28) offender or victim residence (0 = offender or victim 

residence, 1 = both residence, 2 = neither residence), (29) victim release site classification (0 = 

inside, 1 = outside), and (30) crime location set (encounter – attack – crime – victim release) 

(0 = one location, 1 = multiple locations). 

For the final model, only the significant characteristics for both the modus operandi 

and the hunting process were included: (1) weapon use during the crime (0 = no, 1 = yes), (2) 

level of physical force used by the offender to commit the crime (0 = no force, 1 = minimum 

force, 2 = more than necessary), (3) type of sexual act committed to the victim (0 = sexual 

contacts, 1 = penetration, 2 = penetration and sexual contacts), (4) offender attack methods 

(0 = raptor, 1 = stalker, 2 = ambusher), (5) kidnap style attack (0 = no, 1 = yes), (6) strategies 

used by the offender to first approach the victim (0 = manipulative, 1 = coercive, 2 = non-

persuasive), (7) offender hunting style (0 = hunter, 1 = poacher, 2 = troller, 3 = trapper), (8) 

vehicle used for committing the crime (0 = no, 1 = yes), and (9) type of victim selection (0 = 

non-random/patterned, 1 = random/nonpatterned). 

Among the eight variables used to identify hunting behaviour patterns, five were 

dichotomous (0 = no, 1 = yes): (1) structured premeditation; (2) stranger victim; (3) 

nonrandom/patterned victim selection; (4) kidnap style attack; and (5) vehicle used. 

Strategies used by the offender to first approach the victim (0 = manipulative, 1 = coercive, 2 

= non-persuasive) was also added to describe the rapists’ hunting behavior patterns. Finally, 

Rossmo’s hunting pattern typology, which includes the victim search methods (0 = hunter, 1 

= poacher, 2 = troller, 3 = trapper) and the attack methods (0 = raptor, 1 = stalker, 2 = 

ambusher), was included. 

Modus operandi characteristics were examined through 7 variables: (1) weapon use 

during the crime (0 = no, 1 = yes), (2) level of physical force used by the offender to commit 

the crime (0 = no force, 1 = minimum force, 2 = more than necessary), (3) relation to victim (0 

= non hostile, 1 = hostile), (4) type of sexual act committed to the victim (0 = sexual contacts, 
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1 = penetration, 2 = penetration and sexual contacts), (5) offender forced the victim to 

commit sexual acts (0 = no, 1 = yes), (6) level of risk (0 = low, 1 = high), and (7) physical harm 

done to the victim (0 = no harm, 1 = physical harm, 2 = death). 

Geographic decision making was assessed through 13 variables. The choice of a 

residential area (0 = no, 1 = yes), the choice of type of place (0 = inside, 1 = outside, 2 = in a 

vehicle), and the choice of the victim or offender residence as a location (0 = no, 1 = yes), 

were investigated for encounter, attack, crime, and victim release site locations. Finally, a 

variable measured if offenders chose to commit their crime at multiple locations (0 = no, 1 = 

yes). 

The variables included in this study were selected based on their theoretical 

relevance to the study of the hunting behavior of sex offenders. In no case did the 

percentage of a dichotomous variable in a single category exceed 80% (see table 9). 

 

Table 9 

Frequencies of the variables included in the study 

Variables Rapists Child Molesters 

 n % n % 

Crime premeditation      

 No 18 20.7 11 8.5 

 Non-structured premeditation 19 21.8 26 20.2 

 Structured premeditation 50 57.5 92 71.3 

Weapon use       

 No 45 51.7 121 93.8 

 Yes 42 48.3 8 6.2 

Level of physical force      

 No force 18 20.7 90 69.8 

 Minimal force 34 39.1 28 21.7 

 More than necessary 35 40.2 11 8.5 

Level of clothing on victim      

 Undisturbed/pushed up or pulled 

down 

29 33.3 36 27.9 

 Partial or complete removal 58 66.7 93 72.1 

Type of sexual act      

 Sexual contacts 11 12.6 45 34.9 

 Penetration 52 59.8 34 26.4 
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Variables Rapists Child Molesters 

 n % n % 

Type of sexual act      

 Penetration and sexual contacts 24 27.6 50 38.8 

Relation to victim      

 Non hostile 20 23.0 82 63.6 

 Hostile 67 77.0 47 36.4 

Offender forced the victim to commit sexual acts 

 No 68 78.2 83 64.3 

 Yes 19 21.8 46 35.7 

Level of risk      

 Low 46 52.9 35 27.1 

 High 41 47.1 94 72.9 

Physical harm      

 No harm 43 49.4 110 85.3 

 Physical harm 38 43.7 17 13.2 

 Death 6 6.9 2 1.6 

Type of victim selection      

 Nonrandom/patterned 40 46.0 39 30.2 

 Random/nonpatterned 47 54.0 90 69.8 

Strategies used to approach the victim 

 Manipulative 31 35.6 72 55.8 

 Coercive 51 58.6 12 9.3 

 Non-persuasive 5 5.7 45 34.9 

Strategies used to bring the victim to the crime site 

 Manipulative 21 24.1 45 34.9 

 Coercive 29 33.3 5 3.9 

 Non-persuasive 37 42.5 78 60.5 

Kidnap style attack      

 No 53 60.9 113 87.6 

 Yes 34 39.1 16 12.4 

Offender hunting style      

 Hunter 24 27.6 3 2.3 

 Poacher 20 23.0 4 3.1 

 Troller 40 46.0 116 89.9 

 Trapper 3 3.4 6 4.7 

Offender attack methods      

 Raptor 40 46.0 4 3.1 
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Variables Rapists Child Molesters 

 n % n % 

 Stalker 15 17.2 3 2.3 

 Ambusher 32 36.8 122 94.6 

Vehicle used for the crime      

 No 56 64.4 115 89.1 

 Yes 31 35.6 14 10.9 

Encounter area land use      

 Residential 60 69.0 120 93.0 

 Commercial/institutional/industrial 14 16.1 6 4.7 

 Park/rural/wilderness 13 14.9 3 2.3 

Type of location where the encounter took place 

 Inside 40 46.0 97 75.2 

 Outside 38 43.7 32 24.8 

 In a vehicle 9 10.3 0 0.0 

Encounter location familiarity 

 No  4 4.6 1 0.8 

 Familiar to the offender 7 8.0 8 6.2 

 Familiar to the victim 36 41.4 15 11.6 

 Familiar to both of them 40 46.0 105 81.4 

Offender or victim residence      

 Offender or victim residence 17 19.5 36 27.9 

 Both residence 7 8.0 54 41.9 

 Neither residence 63 72.4 39 30.2 

Encounter site classification      

 Inside 49 56.3 99 76.7 

 Outside 38 43.7 30 23.3 

Attack area land use      

 Residential 55 63.2 110 85.3 

 Commercial/institutional/industrial 10 11.5 3 2.3 

 Park/rural/wilderness 22 25.3 16 12.4 

Attack location type      

 Encounter site 49 56.3 86 66.7 

 Attack site 38 43.7 43 33.3 

Type of location where the attack took place 

 Inside 36 41.4 105 81.4 

 Outside 32 36.8 18 14.0 

 In a vehicle 19 21.8 6 4.7 
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Variables Rapists Child Molesters 

 n % n % 

Attack location familiarity      

 No  4 4.6 1 0.8 

 Familiar to the offender 25 28.7 43 33.3 

 Familiar to the victim 35 40.2 6 4.7 

 Familiar to both of them 23 26.4 79 61.2 

Offender or victim residence      

 Offender or victim residence 22 25.3 45 34.9 

 Both residence 6 6.9 53 41.1 

 Neither residence 59 67.8 31 24.0 

Attack site classification      

 Inside 56 64.4 112 86.8 

 Outside 31 35.6 17 13.2 

Crime area land use      

 Residential 50 57.5 109 84.5 

 Commercial/institutional/industrial 5 5.7 3 2.3 

 Park/rural/wilderness 32 36.8 17 13.2 

Crime location type      

 Encounter site 34 39.1 82 63.6 

 Attack site 17 19.5 36 27.9 

 Offense scene 36 41.4 11 8.5 

Type of location where the attack took place 

 Inside 44 50.6 109 84.5 

 Outside 30 34.5 15 11.6 

 In a vehicle 13 14.9 5 3.9 

Crime location familiarity      

 No  7 8.0 4 3.1 

 Familiar to the offender 39 44.8 47 36.4 

 Familiar to the victim 27 31.0 3 2.3 

 Familiar to both of them 14 16.1 75 58.1 

Offender or victim residence      

 Offender or victim residence 28 32.2 45 34.9 

 Both residence 6 6.9 54 41.9 

 Neither residence 53 60.9 30 23.3 

Crime site classification      

 Inside 57 65.5 114 88.4 

 Outside 30 34.5 15 11.6 
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Variables Rapists Child Molesters 

 n % n % 

Victim release area land use      

 Residential 58 66.7 118 91.5 

 Commercial/institutional/industrial 7 8.0 1 0.8 

 Park/rural/wilderness 22 25.3 10 7.8 

Type of location where the victim release took place 

 Inside 40 46.0 106 82.2 

 Outside 42 48.3 21 16.3 

 In a vehicle 5 5.7 2 1.6 

Victim release location familiarity 

 No  14 16.1 2 1.6 

 Familiar to the offender 23 26.4 34 26.4 

 Familiar to the victim 31 35.6 10 7.8 

 Familiar to both of them 19 21.8 83 64.3 

Offender or victim residence      

 Offender or victim residence 26 29.9 44 34.1 

 Both residence 6 6.9 56 43.4 

 Neither residence 55 63.2 29 22.5 

Victim release site classification 

 Inside 45 51.7 109 84.5 

 Outside 42 48.3 20 15.5 

Crime location set      

 One location 33 37.9 82 63.6 

 Multiple locations 54 62.1 47 36.4 

 

 

6.4. Statistical Analyses 

 

Given the large number of variables in study, it was necessary for us to identify the 

best variables, in this case, the ones that best predict the type of offenders. There was also 

an interest on our part in looking at the interactions between our modus operandi and 

hunting process variables. Hence, we opted for conducting a Chi Square Automatic 

Interaction Detector (CHAID) analysis. The predictive power of the models generated by this 

procedure was estimated with resort to Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) analysis to 
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calculate the Area Under the Curve (AUC). The AUC coefficient varies from 0.5 (chance 

discrimination accuracy) to 1.0 (perfect discrimination accuracy). 

The variables identified through CHAID analysis as being the best predictors of the 

type of offender were selected and used in a TwoStep cluster analysis, aimed at producing a 

typology of offenders’ hunting behavior. Chi-square analyses were performed between the 

clusters of hunting behavior and the type of offender, allowing to identify which cluster was 

most significantly associated with each type of offender. Similar analysis were carried out 

between the clusters of hunting behavior and the geographic decision making variables, and 

between the clusters of hunting behavior and the modus operandi to determine which of 

these were associated with each of the clusters. 

 

6.4.1. Chi Square Automatic Interaction Detector (CHAID) analysis 

 

For the purpose of identifying the best variables, as well as the interactions between 

our predictors (Breiman, Friedman, Olshen & Stone, 1984), recursive partitioning modelling, 

also known as classification and regression tree (CART) analysis was performed. The decision 

to use CART instead of other traditional statistical methods analysis was made based on this 

analysis’ numerous advantages: (1) it is a non-parametric procedure; (2) it provides a simple 

graphical decision-tree representation of relations; (3) it examines the hierarchical structure 

of the prediction; and (4) it permits the simultaneous analysis of a large number of 

categorical and continuous predictors, for which “splitting” variables are identified through 

an exhaustive exploration of all possibilities.  

CART analysis is capable of uncovering complex interactions between predictors that 

are difficult or impossible to uncover with traditional multivariate procedures. This analysis 

is also ideal for identifying, among a large number of variables, the best factors to predict 

the desired outcome. For the purposes of this study, CART analyses were performed 

according to the following criteria: (1) automatic detection of maximum tree depth; (2) 

minimum number of 20 cases for parent nodes and 10 for child nodes; (3) use of Exhaustive 

CHAID algorithm. 

CHAID (Chi Square Automatic Interaction Detector) designates a type of specification 

analysis (Kass, 1980); it is an iterative procedure for the exploratory analysis of k-way 

partitions of multivariate data sets, used for generating classifications. This procedure 
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requires the identification of an outcome state and the purpose of systematically examining 

a large number of potential predictor variables associated with the outcome state. It may be 

used to assess categorical predictor variables, as well as the strength and significance of 

their association with an outcome state relying alternately (for categorical variables) on 

Pearson association or Likelihood ratio measures. Usually, it is applied in analyzing an 

empirical set of relationships which are, on some level, self-evident, or a set of predictors 

theoretically argued to be associated with an empirically measurable outcome, as is the case 

in this study. 

CHAID resorts to an iterative cycle of Chi Square calculations to generate a 

relationship tree. This process starts with a parent “node” of the distribution of cases into 

the respective categories of the outcome, in this case a binary, categorical outcome of 

“rapist” or “child molester”. Then, all predictor variables identified by the researcher are 

considered, and a Chi square value is computed for each predictor variable/outcome 

variable combination. If all variables are binary, this generates a series of 2X2 tables. The 

tabular combinations that do not meet a pre-specified level of significance (a p value labeled 

άmergre) are merged, and the process repeated. When significantly different combinations 

emerge (i.e., when the p value equals άsplit ) a “node” is generated in the form of a branch; 

for binary and categorical variables, this creates a bifurcation. The process is repeated for 

each bifurcation with the remaining predictors until all significant predictors have been 

identified (Hill & Hill, 2005). Bonferonni corrections are applied to the ά values so as to 

control the iterative comparison.  

For the purposes of this study, a variation of the CHAID procedure known as 

exhaustive CHAID (Biggs, de Ville & Suen, 1991) was used. Its algorithm differs slightly, but 

allows for the optimization of the appropriate variable splitting selection by means of a more 

thorough generation of predictor-to-outcome comparisons. 

 

6.4.2. TwoStep Cluster Analysis 

 

The SPSS TwoStep Cluster Analysis procedure is a scalable cluster analysis algorithm 

designed to handle large data sets. This procedure requires only one pass of data, and it can 

produce solutions based on mixtures of categorical and continuous variables, and for a 

variable number of clusters. The first step of this two-step procedure consists of the 
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formation of preclusters, in order to reduce the size of the matrix that contains distances 

between all possible pairs of cases. Preclusters are clusters of the original cases, used 

instead of the raw data in the hierarchical clustering. The precluster step uses a sequential 

clustering approach: having read a case, the algorithm decides (based on a distance 

measure) whether this case should be merged with a previously formed precluster or start a 

new precluster. Once preclustering is complete, all cases in the same precluster are treated 

as a single entity; the size of the distance matrix is, thus, no longer dependent on the 

number of cases but on the number of preclusters. In the second step, since the number of 

preclusters is much smaller than the number of original cases and therefore the traditional 

clustering methods can be used effectively, SPSS uses the standard hierarchical clustering 

algorithm (Norusis, 2006). 
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7. Results 

 

We started by identifying the modus operandi characteristics that best predict the 

type of offenders (child molesters versus rapists). Figure 1 presents the CHAID analysis of the 

relationships between modus operandi characteristics and the type of offenders. As can be 

seen in figure 1, the use of a weapon during the crime is the most important predictor 

associated to the type of offender. When looking at modus operandi characteristics, only the 

use of a weapon is necessary to predict the type of offender being a rapist. However, 

offenders using no weapon and no force during the crime are more likely to be child 

molesters. In those cases where minimal force is used during the offense, offenders both 

penetrating and committing sexual contacts on the victim are more likely to be child 

molesters. The overall classification is 84.7%.  
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Node 0

Category % n

40.3 87rapist
59.7 129child molester

Total 100 .0 216

Weapon use during the crime
Adj. P-value=0.000, Chi-square=51.703, 

df=1

Type of offender

Node 1

Category % n

84.0 42rapist
16.0 8child molester

Total 23.1 50

weapon

Node 2

Category % n

27.1 45rapist
72.9 121child molester

Total 76.9 166

Level of physical force used by the offender 
to commit the crime

Adj. P-value=0.000, Chi-square=52.802, 
df=2

no weapon

Node 3

Category % n

6.5 6rapist
93.5 87child molester

Total 43.1 93

no force

Node 4

Category % n

44.0 22rapist
56.0 28child molester

Total 23.1 50

Type of sexual act committed to the victim
Adj. P-value=0.004, Chi-square=10.959, 

df=1

minimum force

Node 5

Category % n

73.9 17rapist
26.1 6child molester

Total 10.6 23

more than necessary

Node 6

Category % n

25.8 8rapist
74.2 23child molester

Total 14.4 31

penetration and sexual contacts; sexual 
contacts

Node 7

Category % n

73.7 14rapist
26.3 5child molester

Total 8.8 19

penetration

rapist
child molester

Figure 1: CHAID model for modus operandi characteristics and type of offender 
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Receiver Operating Characteristics (ROC) analysis revealed that the CHAID model 

moderately predicts the type of offender involved in the crime (AUC = 0.88, p < 0.001) (see 

figure 2). 

 

Figure 2: ROC analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3 presents the CHAID analysis of the relationship between hunting process-

related factors and the type of offenders. Offender’s attack method is the most important 

predictor of the type of offender. As it can be seen in the tree, sex offenders who use an 

ambusher attack method are more likely to be child molesters. However, interactions with 

the other hunting process-related factors were also detected among sex offenders who use 

an ambush attack method. The decision tree shows that sex offenders who use an ambush, 

do not kidnap the victim and present a random/nonpatterned victim selection are more 

likely to be child molesters. On the other end, sex offenders using a raptor/stalker attack 
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Node 0

Category % n

40.3 87rapist
59.7 129child molester

Total 100 .0 216

Offender attack methods
Adj. P-value=0.000, Chi-square=84.798, 

df=1

Type of offender

Node 1

Category % n

88.7 55rapist
11.3 7child molester

Total 28.7 62

Strategies used by the offender to first 
approach the victim

Adj. P-value=0.015, Chi-square=8.394, df=1

raptor; stalker

Node 2

Category % n

20.8 32rapist
79.2 122child molester

Total 71.3 154

Kidnap style attack
Adj. P-value=0.000, Chi-square=22.355, 

df=1

ambusher

Node 3

Category % n

94.1 48rapist
5.9 3child molester

Total 23.6 51

Offender hunting style
Adj. P-value=0.046, Chi-square=6.375, df=1

coercive

Node 4

Category % n

63.6 7rapist
36.4 4child molester

Total 5.1 11

manipulative; non-persuasive

Node 5

Category % n

13.5 17rapist
86.5 109child molester

Total 58.3 126

Type of victim selection
Adj. P-value=0.001, Chi-square=10.410, 

df=1

no

Node 6

Category % n

53.6 15rapist
46.4 13child molester

Total 13.0 28

Vehicle used for commiting the crime
Adj. P-value=0.003, Chi-square=9.073, df=1

yes

Node 7

Category % n

100.0 34rapist
0.0 0child molester

Total 15.7 34

poacher; hunter

Node 8

Category % n

82.4 14rapist
17.6 3child molester

Total 7.9 17

troller

Node 9

Category % n

26.7 12rapist
73.3 33child molester

Total 20.8 45

nonrandom/patterned

Node 10

Category % n

6.2 5rapist
93.8 76child molester

Total 37.5 81

random/nonpatterned

Node 11

Category % n

23.1 3rapist
76.9 10child molester

Total 6.0 13

no vehicle

Node 12

Category % n

80.0 12rapist
20.0 3child molester

Total 6.9 15

vehicle

rapist
child molester

method, approaching the victim coercively, and using a poacher/hunter hunting style are 

more likely to be rapists.  The overall classification is 86.1%.  

 

Figure 3: CHAID model for hunting process characteristics and type of offender 
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Receiver Operating Characteristics (ROC) analysis revealed that the CHAID model 

highly predicts the type of offender involved in the crime (AUC = 0.91, p < 0.001) (see figure 

4). 

 

Figure 4: ROC analysis 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For the final model, we have included only the significant characteristics for both the 

modus operandi and the hunting process. The tree in Figure 5 shows that it is the attack 

method that best distinguishes between child molesters and rapists. Sex offenders using an 

ambusher attack method with no physical force to commit the crime are more likely to be 

child molesters. However, those sex offenders displaying either a raptor or stalker attack 

method, with a coercive method of approaching the victim, and committing both intrusive 

and non-intrusive sexual acts on the victim are more likely to be rapists. The overall 

classification rate is 85.2%.  
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Node 0

Category % n

40.3 87rapist
59.7 129child molester

Total 100 .0 216

Offender attack methods
Adj. P-value=0.000, Chi-square=84.798, 

df=1

Type of offender

Node 1

Category % n

88.7 55rapist
11.3 7child molester

Total 28.7 62

Strategies used by the offender to first 
approach the victim

Adj. P-value=0.015, Chi-square=8.394, df=1

raptor; stalker

Node 2

Category % n

20.8 32rapist
79.2 122child molester

Total 71.3 154

Level of physical force used by the offender 
to commit the crime

Adj. P-value=0.000, Chi-square=37.343, 
df=2

ambusher

Node 3

Category % n

94.1 48rapist
5.9 3child molester

Total 23.6 51

Type of sexual act committed to the victim
Adj. P-value=0.001, Chi-square=13.069, 

df=1

coercive

Node 4

Category % n

63.6 7rapist
36.4 4child molester

Total 5.1 11

manipulative; non-persuasive

Node 5

Category % n

6.4 6rapist
93.6 88child molester

Total 43.5 94

no force

Node 6

Category % n

32.4 12rapist
67.6 25child molester

Total 17.1 37

Type of victim selection
Adj. P-value=0.007, Chi-square=7.298, df=1

minimum force

Node 7

Category % n

60.9 14rapist
39.1 9child molester

Total 10.6 23

more than necessary

Node 8

Category % n

100 .0 41rapist
0.0 0child molester

Total 19.0 41

penetration and sexual contacts; 
penetration

Node 9

Category % n

70.0 7rapist
30.0 3child molester

Total 4.6 10

sexual contacts

Node 10

Category % n

56.2 9rapist
43.8 7child molester

Total 7.4 16

nonrandom/patterned

Node 11

Category % n

14.3 3rapist
85.7 18child molester

Total 9.7 21

random/nonpatterned

rapist
child molester

Figure 5: CHAID model for hunting process, modus operandi, and type of offender 
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Again, the Receiver Operating Characteristics (ROC) analysis revealed that the CHAID 

model highly predicts the type of offender involved in the crime (AUC = 0.91, p < 0.001) (see 

figure 6). 

 

Figure 6: ROC analysis 
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Another one of our objectives for this study was to identify hunting behavior patterns 

in this mixed sample of rapists and child molesters; hence, a TwoStep Cluster analysis was 

performed and a 3 cluster solution emerged: manipulative (n = 112), opportunist (n = 43) 

and coercive (n = 61). All variables in the cluster solution were significant. 

As shown in table 10, manipulative offenders carefully premeditate their crimes and 

exhibit a nonrandom, patterned victim selection process. These offenders never target 

stranger victims. Their preferred hunting styles are the trapper and the troller, never using 

the hunter or the poacher. Their typical attack method is the ambusher, and they never use 

the raptor or the stalker. This means that these offenders encounter suitable victims through 

their routine activities and/or occupation, and set up an ambush at a location where they 

have a great deal of control. Usually they opt for a non-persuasive approach, that is, the 

absence of any particular strategy and acting directly on the victim, but they can also resort 

to a manipulative strategy, bribing or tricking the victim. Manipulative offenders never 

kidnap their victims nor use a vehicle in the commission of the crime. 

Opportunist offenders show little concern for premeditation and victim selection, and 

may target strangers as well as known victims. They mainly use a poacher hunting style, but 

may also resort to hunter or troller styles, meaning that victims can be targeted either from 

or outside the offender’s local area. Preferentially they use the ambusher attack method, 

but may also resort to the raptor, attacking the victim upon encounter; however, they will 

never use the stalker method. Their typical approach is manipulative; although they may 

also opt for a non-persuasive strategy, they will never use a coercive approach. These 

offenders usually kidnap their victims and use a vehicle in the commission of the crime (see 

table 10). 

Finally, coercive offenders do not premeditate their offenses nor select their victims, 

and generally target strangers. Their usual hunting style is the hunter, but they may also use 

the poacher; they will never use the trapper style. As to the attack method, these offenders 

are typically stalkers, following the victim upon encounter and waiting for the right moment 

to attack, although they may also opt for a raptor attack. Their approach is characteristically 

coercive, verbally or physically forcing the victim, and they are likely to kidnap their victims 

and use a vehicle in the commission of the crime (see table 10). 
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Table 10 

Three clusters of hunting behavior 

 Manipulative 

(n = 112) 

Opportunist 

(n = 43) 

Coercive 

(n = 61) 

Structured premeditation 55.6 23.2 21.1 

Nonrandom/patterned victim selection 46.8 26.6 26.6 

Stranger victim 0.0 27.9 72.1 

Offender hunting style    

Hunter 0.0 18.5 81.5 

Poacher 0.0 37.5 62.5 

Troller 66.7 17.9 15.4 

Trapper 88.9 11.1 0.0 

Offender attack method    

Raptor 0.0 4.5 95.5 

Stalker 0.0 0.0 100.0 

Ambusher 72.7 26.6 0.6 

Approach strategy    

Manipulative 53.4 40.8 5.8 

Coercive 17.5 0.0 82.5 

Non-persuasive 92.0 2.0 6.0 

Kidnap style attack 0 60.0 40.0 

Vehicle used 0 60.0 40.0 

 

 

 

With the purpose of examining which hunting behaviour pattern was associated with 

each type of offender (rapists and child molesters), relationships between the hunting 

behavior patterns and the type of offender were tested using simple chi-square statistics. 

Table 11 shows that manipulative offenders are more likely to be child molesters, whereas 

coercive offenders are more likely to be rapists. The opportunist type includes both rapists 

and child molesters, in relatively similar proportions. 
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Table 11 

Relationships between three clusters of hunting behavior and type of offender  

 Manipulative 

(N=112) 

Opportunist 

(N=43) 

Coercive 

(N=61) 

Effect size (Cramer’s 

V) 

Child molesters 86.6 58.1 11.5 

Rapists 13.4 41.9 88.5 

0.655*** 

*** p < .001  

 

 

In order to look at which modus operandi characteristics are related to each hunting 

behaviour pattern, chi-square analyses were performed between the three clusters of 

hunting behavior and the modus operandi variables. As it can be seen in table 12, 

manipulative offenders are most likely to not use physical force in the commission of their 

crime, and to not use a weapon. They are not likely to inflict severe harm to their victims; in 

fact, their relationship to the victims is most often of a non-hostile nature, and they’re not 

likely to force the victim to commit sexual acts. Penetration is not likely to be the only sexual 

act performed on the victim, most often being associated with, or even substituted by, other 

sexual contacts. These offenders are likely to expose themselves to high risks of 

apprehension for the commission of the crime. 

Opportunist offenders are not likely to use a weapon for the commission of the 

offense, relying most frequently on the use of physical force. They are likely to establish a 

hostile relation to the victim, and to inflict severe harm. These offenders are not likely to 

force the victim to commit sexual acts, penetration likely being the only sexual act 

performed on the victim. Although likely to expose themselves to high risks in committing 

the offense, this is the least likely of the three patterns to do so (see table 12). 

Coercive offenders, on the other hand, are most likely to use a weapon in the 

commission of the crime, as well as physical force; they are also most likely to establish a 

hostile relation and to inflict severe harm to the victim. These offenders are least likely to 

force the victim to commit sexual acts, penetration being most likely the only sexual act 

performed on the victim. They are likely to expose themselves to high risks of apprehension, 

more so than the opportunist but not as much as the manipulative types (see table 12). 
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Table 12 

Relationships between three clusters of hunting behavior and modus operandi characteristics 

in sexual offenses 

 Manipulative 

(N=112) 

Opportunist 

(N=43) 

Coercive 

(N=61) 

Effect size  

(Cramer’s V) 

Use of a weapon 2.7 20.9 62.3 .605*** 

No use of physical force 68.8 44.2 19.7 .309*** 

Hostile relation to victim 35.7 48.8 86.9 .440*** 

Penetration was the only 

sexual act on victim 

26.8 51.2 55.7 .205*** 

Offender forced victim to 

commit sexual acts 

38.4 25.6 18.0 .196* 

High risks of apprehension 

during crime 

76.8 46.5 47.5 .306*** 

Severe harm and/or death 

inflicted to victim 

15.2 34.9 50.8 .341*** 

* p < .05  ** p < .01  *** p < .001  

 

 

 

Finally, with the aim of studying how geographic decision making influences 

offenders’ hunting behavior patterns, chi-square analyses were carried out between the 

three clusters of hunting behavior and the geographic decision making variables. As shown 

in table 13, offenders who choose a residential area to encounter, attack, commit the crime 

and release the victim, are more likely to present a manipulative hunting behavior pattern 

than opportunist and coercive patterns. The decision to encounter, attack, commit the crime 

and release the victim in an inside location is again more likely for the manipulative pattern 

than to the opportunist and coercive patterns. Offenders using a manipulative hunting 

behaviour pattern are most likely to opt for encountering, attacking, committing the crime 

and releasing the victim in the victim or the offender’s residence. Opportunist offenders are 

most likely to use multiple crime scene locations in the commission of their crime. 
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Table 13 
Relationships between three clusters of hunting behavior and geographic decision-making 

related to the sexual offense 

* p < .05  ** p < .01  *** p < .001 

 

 

 

 

Manipulative 

(N=112) 

Opportunist 

(N=43) 

Coercive 

(N=61) 

Effect size  

(Cramer’s V) 

Encounter location is a residential area  97.3 74.4 63.9 .295*** 

Attack location is a residential area 95.5 46.5 62.3 .378*** 

Crime location is a residential area 95.5 37.2 59.0 .389*** 

Victim release location is a residential area 96.4 72.1 60.7 .293*** 

Encounter took place inside 88.4 34.9 37.7 .409*** 

Attack took place inside 93.8 37.2 32.8 .489*** 

Crime took place inside 95.5 34.9 50.8 .420*** 

Victim release took place inside 95.5 30.2 42.6 .448*** 

Encounter location is offender or victim 

residence 

83.9 16.3 21.3 .648*** 

Attack location is offender or victim 

residence 

88.4 27.9 24.6 .633*** 

Crime location is offender or victim 

residence 

89.3 25.6 36.1 .596*** 

Victim release location is offender or victim 

residence 

90.2 27.9 31.1 .619*** 

Offender used multiple crime scene 

locations 

20.5 97.7 59.0 .606*** 
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8. Discussion 

 

Having presented the results in the previous section, the following discussion aims at 

further exploring them, presenting some interpretative hypotheses, as well as debating 

them with relation to the theoretical framework (see section 2) and to the existing models 

(see sections 3 and 4). 

 

 

8.1. Hunting behavior and modus operandi predictors of offender type 

 

8.1.1. Modus operandi predictors of offender type 

 

Some modus operandi characteristics may help us to identify a specific type of sex offender. 

For instance, when it comes to rapists, the use of weapon is very important, which is congruent with 

the need to intimidate an adult victim so as to limit his/her resistance as well as make him/her more 

compliant with the offender’s demands. The use of a weapon is a feature consistently found in 

several offender types described in section 3, such as Groth’s (1979) power rapist, 

Hazelwood’s (2001) power reassurance rapist, and Proulx et al.’s (1999) sadistic rapist.  

For child molesters, overcoming the victim’s resistance and ensuring his/her compliance may 

be achieved by other means, such as manipulation, tricking, offering gifts, or threatening with the 

use of physical force or other negative consequences to the victim’s non compliance, or by acting 

directly on the victim, as the difference in stature, physical build and force is enough in most cases to 

assure the offender’s control over the victim. In fact, our results show that offenders using no 

weapon and no force during the crime are more likely to be child molesters. These 

predictors are featured in Groth’s (1978) sex-pressure type and Proulx et al.’s (1999) 

homosexual non familial type, and are congruent with the right-hand path described by 

Ward et al. (1995), particularly as to the low degree of coercion involved in the commission 

of the offense. 
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8.1.2. Hunting behavior predictors of offender type 

 

The hunting behavior model demonstrates that sex offenders who use an ambush 

attack method, who do not kidnap the victim and present a random/nonpatterned victim 

selection are more likely to be child molesters. Research has shown that most child 

molesters offend close to their residence (Beauregard et al. 2005), and mostly in private 

places, such as the offender or victim’s residence (Elliott, Browne, & Kilcoyne, 1995 cit. in 

Leclerc et al., 2008; Lang & Frenzel, 1988 cit. in Leclerc et al., 2008; Wortley & Smallbone, 

2006), or  a friend or relative’s home (Wortley & Smallbone, 2006). These crime site 

locations are consistent with an ambusher attack method, through which the offender 

entices the victim to a place where he has a great deal of control, most frequently his home 

or workplace. As child molesters offend close to home, the victims are most likely to be 

children from the neighborhood, that the offender finds in the course of his routine 

activities, at a time and place where a capable guardian is absent.  

On the other end, sex offenders resorting to a raptor or a stalker attack method, 

approaching the victim coercively, and using a poacher or a hunter hunting style are more 

likely to be rapists. These findings are congruent with Rossmo’s (2000), as these are the most 

frequently observed hunting patterns and attack methods for criminal predators. Also, these 

are the most common attack methods to be associated with these hunting patterns. The 

hunter/raptor combination in rapists’ hunting behaviour, as well as the coercive approach, 

have also been observed by Beauregard et al. (2007a) in their coercive script. 

 

8.1.3. Hunting behaviour and modus operandi predictors of offender type 

 

The final model, combining modus operandi and hunting behaviour characteristics 

shows that it is the attack method that best distinguishes between child molesters and 

rapists: offenders choosing an ambusher attack method and using no physical force to 

commit the crime are more likely to be child molesters, whereas offenders displaying either 

a raptor or stalker attack method, using a coercive approach, and committing both intrusive 

and non-intrusive sexual acts on the victim are more likely to be rapists. As previously stated, 

the ambusher attack method is consistent with both the child molesters’ geographical 

patterns and victim characteristics. It is also congruent with the use of a manipulative rather 
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than a coercive approach, resorting to tricks, games or gifts instead of using physical force to 

commit the crime.  

Rapists, on the other hand, choose a raptor or stalker attack method. Generally, 

adults are much harder to manipulate into going someplace with the offender than children, 

which constitutes a limitation to the efficiency of the ambusher method. Furthermore, by 

bringing an adult victim to his home or workplace, or another location from his activity 

space, the offender would expose himself to increased risks of apprehension (unless he 

resorted to blindfolding, for example, but this requires skills that most of the offenders in 

our sample do not appear to possess, as far as the planning and the execution of the crime 

are concerned). The coercive approach is in accordance with both the victim characteristics 

and the attack method. 

 

 As we were able to observe, rapists and child molesters present very different modus 

operandi and hunting behavior characteristics, which allow us to distinguish them. Hence, it 

is important to further explore these characteristics, as well as other associated factors, by 

means of examining in detail the modus operandi, hunting behavior and geographic 

decision-making of rapists and child molesters, separately.  

 

 

8.2. Types of sexual offenders 

 

This study allowed for the distinction of three types of sexual offenders: (1) 

manipulative, (2) opportunist, and (3) coercive. These types, namely the manipulative and 

the coercive, are in direct accordance with the predictive models we just described. 

 

8.2.1. Manipulative sex offenders 

 

Manipulative offenders are more likely to be child molesters. Their hunting behavior 

is characterized by the careful premeditation of the crime and a nonrandom, patterned 

victim selection process. These offenders never target stranger victims; instead, they select 

known targets, with which they have established some previous relationship, ranging from 

casual neighborly acquaintances to close relatives. Accordingly, their preferred hunting 
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styles are the trapper and the troller, and their typical attack method is the ambusher. 

Having encountered their victims in the course of their routine activities, in their home, their 

neighborhood or their workplace, or travelling in between, the manipulative offender 

proceeds to lure the victim to a location where he has a great deal of control.  

As Leclerc, Beauregard and Proulx (2008) point out, no studies have clearly 

established the nature of the links between the child molesters’ modus operandi and the 

location of the crime, although it has been clearly established that most child molesters 

offend close to their residence (Beauregard et al. 2005). Nevertheless, Wortley and 

Smallbone (2006) underline the importance of this situational factor, and consider that it 

must be taken into account.  

Research has demonstrated that sexual offenses against children may occur in both 

private and public locations, but mostly in private places such as the offender’s residence 

(Elliott, Browne, & Kilcoyne, 1995 cit. in Leclerc et al., 2008; Lang & Frenzel, 1988 cit. in 

Leclerc et al., 2008; Wortley & Smallbone, 2006), the victim’s residence (Elliott, Browne, & 

Kilcoyne, 1995 cit. in Leclerc et al., 2008; Lang & Frenzel, 1988 cit. in Leclerc et al., 2008), an 

isolated place in the victim’s residence, such as the basement, and at a friend or relative’s 

home (Wortley & Smallbone, 2006). 

Beauregard et al. (2007) found that the location of the crime is relevant in 

understanding the strategies adopted by sexual offenders; in fact, offenders who adopt 

manipulative strategies are more likely to commit their crimes in indoor locations familiar to 

them, such as their homes or workplaces, than those offenders resorting to coercive or 

nonpersuasive strategies. Our results are congruent with these findings, as manipulative 

offenders are most likely to encounter, attack, commit the crime and release the victim in a 

residential area, at an indoors location, most often the offender or the victim’s residence. 

Examining the crime reports in detail, one can clearly observe these offenders luring the 

victims to their residence or, if victim and offender share the residence, to one particular 

room in the house where he feels safer, more in control, where the risk is lower. This 

assessment of risk is usually associated with factors such as the distance from other people, 

namely relatives, that may be in the house at that time, the likelihood of being seen or 

heard, the likelihood of an easy escape or, if necessary, of presenting a reasonable excuse 

for being in that room with that person at that time, and the possibility of quickly and 

effectively eliminating any trace evidence. For all these reasons, it is not surprising that 
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many of the offenses that took place in both the victim and the offender’s residence 

(whether they were relatives or not) occurred in the bathroom, a room that is typically 

located down a hallway, with little or no windows, that can be easily cleaned up, where 

running water or flushing can help muffle any sound, and where one can easily justify his 

presence, as a “helping hand” to someone who felt sick, for instance, particularly if the 

victim is a child.  

In the intrafamilial context, one particularly interesting aspect to consider is the role 

of the non-offending relatives, especially the non-offending parent, from a routine activity 

approach. The role played by this person (or persons) is of vital importance in the shaping of 

the criminal event, given that they accumulate the role of the guardian, as well as that of the 

handler, with serious implications in terms of prevention and deterrence. 

Typically, manipulative offenders opt for a non-persuasive approach, that is, the 

absence of any particular strategy and acting directly on the victim, but they can also resort 

to a manipulative strategy, bribing or tricking the victim. Again, this is consistent with their 

choice of known victims, their victim search and attack methods. Leclerc, Carpentier and 

Proulx (2006), in their study on strategies adopted by sex offenders to involve children in 

sexual activity, found that offenders who sexually abuse older victims are more likely to use 

a manipulative rather than a non-persuasive strategy. According to the authors (Leclerc et 

al., 2006), it may not be necessary for offenders to resort to a manipulative strategy with 

younger victims, as they find that the younger the victim, the more successful non-

persuasive strategies are likely to be. Manipulative offenders never kidnap their victims nor 

use a vehicle in the commission of the crime, as there is no need for them to do so. Their 

victims are close to them, relational and spatially, facilitating the success of more subtle, 

manipulative strategies to both approach and bring the victim to the crime site. 

Manipulative strategies are an indicator of a more sophisticated modus operandi (Kaufman, 

Orts, Holmberg, McCrady, Daleiden & Hilliker, 1996 cit. in Leclerc et al., 2006) that provides 

benefits for the offender. This is in accordance with the rational choice theory’s statement 

that crimes are committed with the intention of benefiting the offender (Clarke & Cornish, 

2001 cit. in Leclerc et al., 2006). 

 As to their modus operandi, manipulative offenders are most likely to not use 

physical force in the commission of their crime, and to not use a weapon; accordingly, they 

are not likely to inflict severe harm to their victims. Their relationship to the victims is most 
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often of a non-hostile nature. All of this is consistent with their hunting behavior: the 

offender’s prior relationship with the victim makes it easier for the victim to trust him and 

obey him, even more so if the offender is in a position of authority due to family ties 

(Kaufman, Holmberg, Orts, McCrady, Rotzien & Daleiden, 1998 cit. in Leclerc et al., 2008) or 

for professional reasons. Furthermore, finding him/herself in a location controlled by the 

offender contributes to the victim’s sense of helplessness; this sense of dependence may 

make him/her submissive, more compliant with the offender’s requests and/or demands. 

Leclerc et al. (2008) have a different perspective on this topic: they consider the offender’s 

residence to be the best possible location at which to commit an offence, based on the 

several advantages it offers over competing locations, such as the fact that children might 

feel more secure, or more willing to participate in sexual contact. 

Manipulative offenders are not likely to force the victim to commit sexual acts, and 

penetration is not likely to be the only sexual act performed on the victim, most often being 

associated with, or even substituted by, other sexual contacts. In all probability, this is 

related to the victim’s age, physical and sexual development, as well as the offender’s own 

desire or need. From the crime reports, we could examine that offenders targeting younger 

victims typically did not perform penetration: either they did not attempt it or, having 

attempted it, they were not successful due to the victims’ complaints, resistance or 

anatomical characteristics. With older or more compliant victims, the offenders were able to 

perform penetration but still sought other types of sexual contacts, such as rubbing their 

penis against the child’s buttocks or genitals, caressing and/or kissing the child’s body, 

performing cunnilingus or fellatio on the child. In a similar fashion, the fact that the offender 

is not likely to force the victim to commit sexual acts may be explained by the child’s sexual 

inexperience and lack of aptitude to perform them in a way that would be satisfactory to the 

offender – again, in accordance with the rational choice theory, that states that crimes are 

deliberately committed, intent on benefiting the offender by meeting his needs for sexual 

gratification, excitement, reduction of tension, among others (Clarke & Felson, 1993; Cornish 

& Clarke, 2008).  

These offenders are likely to expose themselves to high risks of apprehension for the 

commission of the crime. Beauregard and Leclerc (2007) consider that the estimation of the 

risks of apprehension is an important step related to the planning of the crime. Their study 

shows that, in accordance with the routine activity theory’s statement that “the probability 
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that a violation will occur at any specific time and place might be taken as a function of the 

convergence of likely offenders and suitable targets in the absence of capable guardians” 

(Cohen & Felson, 1979, p. 590 cit. in Beauregard & Leclerc, 2007, p. 127), many sex offenders 

commit their crimes when the risks are estimated to be low.  

The reason why some offenders, like the manipulative offenders in our sample, will 

commit their crimes even though the risks are high may be related to a lack of self-control in 

certain situations, due to the offenders’ personality or the severity of their sexual deviance, 

that leads them to make “erroneous” decisions, or decisions based on partial information 

(Cornish & Clarke, 1986; Simon and Zgoba, 2006 cit. in Beauregard & Leclerc, 2007). There is 

also the possibility that what appeared to be a low risk opportunity structure when first 

evaluated, suddenly changes due to unexpected events, such as a witness/bystander 

interfering with the crime or some behavior from the victim (Beauregard & Leclerc, 2007). 

One must also take into account that, according to the crime reports, many of these offenses 

took place in both the victim and the offender’s residence, while other people, namely 

relatives of one of them or both, were in the house, typically sleeping or engaged in 

housekeeping chores. The mere presence of these people drastically increases the risks of 

apprehension. In absolute terms, the mere existence of a prior offender-victim acquaintance 

constitutes an added risk, as it is much simpler task for the victim to identify the offender; to 

counter this liability, the offender must use an effective strategy to prevent the victim from 

denouncing him. Known victims, in general, are easier to access, but unless the offender has 

means of keeping the victim from denouncing him, they present a higher risk.  

This type is similar to Groth’s (1978) sex-pressure type and, in most aspects, to Knight 

& Prentky’s (1990) Interpersonal type. It also resembles Proulx et al.’s (1999) homosexual 

non familial type, in that they both involve the use of non coercive strategies and the 

commission of penetration as well as other sexual contacts. The manipulative type is also in 

general accordance with the right-hand path described by Ward et al. (1995), particularly as 

to the low degree of coercion involved in the commission of the offense. 

 

8.2.2. Opportunist sex offenders 

 

The opportunist type includes both rapists and child molesters, in relatively similar 

proportions. We hypothesize that this type of offenders are mostly polymorphous or 
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crossover offenders, meaning that their offending behaviour is not limited to one specific 

type of victim, rather targeting victims of different age groups or gender, among other 

characteristics. As Lussier, Leclerc, Healey and Proulx (2008, p. 98) describe, “sexual 

polymorphism refers to crime-switching patterns along several dimensions such as victim’s 

age, gender, relationship to the offender, and nature of acts committed by the offender”. 

The level of sexual polymorphism and the crime-switching patterns in sex offenders 

has been scarcely studied. Soothill, Francis, Sanderson and Ackerley (2000 cit. in Lussier et 

al., 2008) concluded that, although sex offenders are generalists in their criminal offending, 

they tend to specialize in their sexual offending, thus restricting themselves to one victim 

type. However, crime-switching patterns may vary according to the dimension of the sexual 

polymorphism considered: Guay, Proulx, Cusson and Ouimet (2001 cit. in Lussier et al., 2008) 

found much stability as to the victim’s gender, but considerable versatility as to the victim’s 

age, especially for those targeting adolescents. In fact, while offenders targeting children or 

adults remained in that same category, those targeting adolescents were likely to switch 

either to adults or to children. The authors (Guay et al., 2001 cit. in Lussier et al., 2008) 

hypothesized that adolescent victims may be a sex surrogate choice when the preferred 

partner type was not available.  

In order to better understand the dynamics behind sexual polymorphism, we drew 

some concepts from the rational choice approach. These theorists developed different 

offending models, each of them involving a different decision process influenced by a 

different set of factors. The continuing involvement model refers to the continuation stage of 

the offender’s criminal career: according to Clarke and Cornish (1985 cit. in Lussier et al., 

2008), a generally positive reinforcement (money, dominance, sexual gratification, among 

others) causes the frequency of offending to increase until an optimum level is reached. 

Three categories of variables (apart from situational variables such as opportunities, and 

inducements that trigger the decision to commit a crime) are important at this stage of the 

criminal career: (1) increase in professionalism or offending experience; (2) changes in 

lifestyles and values, such as the enjoyment of the “delinquent” life or the development of 

justifications for the criminal behaviour, and (3) changes in the peer group (Lussier et al., 

2008). 

Lussier et al. (2008) found that the tendency to offend against more than one age 

category constitutes a general deviance type of continuation, driven mostly by factors such 



 107 

as a low self control and the tendency to be versatile across offenses as to the level of force 

used to commit the crime. It is hypothesized that offenders who target victims regardless of 

their age may be overall versatile offenders who, having a low self control, are unable to 

resist crime opportunities as they present themselves. Thus, in order to satisfy their 

immediate, various needs, such as money, sexual gratification, or dominance, they exploit 

every available target or victim, regardless of their characteristics. Hence, the decision to 

offend against a victim regardless of his/her age may be simply a spontaneous one, a 

consequence of the criminal opportunities the offender encounters. However, this 

phenomenon of crime-switching regarding the age does not appear to be totally random; 

rather, it seems that offenders decide to look first at whether they can satisfy their needs 

with a victim that most closely resembles their initial victims, in terms of physical attributes. 

Accordingly, offenders who targeted adults or children exhibit enough versatility to switch to 

adolescents as sexual surrogates, but not total versatility, as they still follow a certain path of 

stability. 

Opportunist offenders exhibit little concern for crime premeditation and victim 

selection, and may target strangers as well as known victims. They exhibit, thus, a measure 

of versatility, and it appears that opportunity, rather than victim characteristics, plays the 

decisive role in their target selection. These offenders use a poacher hunting style, but may 

also resort to hunter or troller styles, all of these consistent with the seizing of crime 

opportunities. In fact, the offender may purposely go out searching for victims, from or 

outside his local area, or may find them by chance, during the course of his routine activities.  

Preferentially these offenders use the ambusher attack method, but may also resort 

to the raptor, attacking the victim upon encounter. The choice of attack method is likely to 

be associated with the characteristics of the encounter location, and the risks of 

apprehension it offers, as well as the victim’s own characteristic, namely age and physical 

constitution. Their typical approach is manipulative, although they may also opt for a non-

persuasive strategy. Again, it is our belief that the characteristics of the location where the 

encounter takes place, as well as the victim’s characteristics, influence the decision for one 

of these two types of approach. As with the choice of attack method, the offender must 

decide on his approach based on the presence of potential witnesses, the likelihood of being 

interrupted or caught in the act, the calculated distance from that location to the next 
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residence or road, should the victim resist or manage to escape, among other environmental 

and situational factors. 

 These offenders usually kidnap their victims and use a vehicle in the commission of 

the crime, which is consistent with their victim search and attack methods, as well as their 

approach. Typically, the poacher travels longer distances to search for a victim, often 

travelling to other cities – for this, a vehicle is convenient, if not necessary. Similarly, the 

ambusher is more successful if he has a vehicle in which to transport the victim to his 

location of choice. It is reasonable to assume that, in order to lure the victim into the vehicle 

the offender should resort to a manipulative approach, such as offering the victim a ride, or 

asking for the victim’s help or for directions, or to a non-persuasive approach, simply pulling 

her into the vehicle. It is more likely, however, for the non-persuasive approach to be used 

when the offender uses a raptor attack method, attacking the victim upon encounter rather 

than driving her to another attack location. Accordingly, the Opportunist offenders are most 

likely to use multiple crime scene locations in the commission of their crime. 

Opportunist offenders are not likely to use a weapon for the commission of the 

offense, relying most frequently on the use of physical force. This could be due to the lack of 

crime premeditation: not having thought out the crime, the offender fails to consider the 

use of a gun, and therefore does not carry one with him. The use of a gun would also be 

somewhat inconsistent with their hunting behaviour and non-coercive approach.  

During the commission of the crime, they are likely to establish a hostile relation to 

the victim, and to inflict severe harm. Referring to child molesters, Ouimet and Proulx (1994 

cit. in Beauregard & Leclerc, 2007) consider that the level of violence used in the commission 

of the crime may be positively associated with the distance traveled by the offender from his 

home to the target: if the offender fails to find a suitable victim near his home, he may have 

to go further;  the further he travels, the harder it becomes to convince a child to return to 

his residence, as few are willing to take a car trip with a stranger. The offender has, thus, to 

adapt his hunting strategy and use a more direct approach method, which, in turn, 

frequently leads to an increase in the level of violence used during the crime.  

These offenders are not likely to force the victim to commit sexual acts, penetration 

likely being the only sexual act performed on the victim, which is congruent with the 

immediate satisfaction of the offender’s needs, with resort to a sex surrogate rather than an 

ideal victim, in the context of a crime of opportunity. This is the least likely of the three 
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patterns to expose themselves to high risks in committing the offense, which may be the 

result of a successful risk evaluation when considering the different locations used to 

commit the crime. By selecting low-risk locations to encounter, attack, commit the crime 

and release the victim, such as deserted streets, abandoned industrial facilities or isolated, 

remote outdoors locations (examples taken from actual crime reports), all of these easily 

accessible to the offender by using a vehicle, he is able to minimize the risks of 

apprehension.  

There is no correspondence between this type and any of the types found in the 

classification models described in section 3. 

 

8.2.3. Coercive sex offenders 

 

Coercive offenders are more likely to be rapists. These offenders do not premeditate 

their offenses nor select their victims, and generally target strangers. Their usual hunting 

style is the hunter, but they may also use the poacher; they purposefully go out in search for 

victims, in their local area, nearby cities or in specific locations, such as known prostitution 

areas. As to the attack method, these offenders are typically stalkers, following the victim 

upon encounter and waiting for the right moment to attack, a time and place where the risks 

will be lower and any guardian will be absent, although they may also opt for a raptor attack, 

and attack the victim immediately upon encounter. Opportunity and encounter location 

characteristics will likely play an important role in the offender’s decision for one of these 

two attack methods. Their approach is characteristically coercive, verbally or physically 

forcing the victim, which is congruent with the victim’s age group: unless the victim is a 

senior citizen, has some mental disability or deficiency, or is in an intoxicated state, it is 

more complicated and less efficient for the offender to resort to a manipulative approach 

than it is to adopt a coercive one. The fact that these offenders are likely to kidnap their 

victims and use a vehicle in the commission of the crime makes the option for coercive 

approach even clearer, from a cost/efficiency point of view. Again, unless the victim has 

some added vulnerability, associated with old age, deficiency or intoxication, sophistication 

and skill would be necessary to lure him/her to the vehicle by means of manipulation. 

Coercive offenders are most likely to use a weapon in the commission of the crime, as 

well as physical force, adding to the efficiency of their coercive approach. Hence, the victim 
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is subdued by means of intimidation (verbal, physical, and by means of a weapon) as well as 

physical force, and more easily and quickly kidnapped. The offenders’ relation to the victim 

is likely to be hostile, in accordance with their physically and verbally coercive approach and 

crime commission strategies, and they are likely to inflict severe harm to the victim. Such 

injury may be inflicted in response to the victim’s resistance, although the use of a weapon is 

usually intimidating enough to ensure the victim’s submission. This is the most violent of the 

three types.  

These offenders are least likely to force the victim to commit sexual acts, penetration 

being most likely the only sexual act performed on the victim. Their victim search and attack 

method, as well as their use of only one location to commit the crime, suggest that these 

offenses are relatively short in duration. This time factor, associated with the resistance 

potentially offered by an adult victim, makes it reasonable to assume that there would not 

be much opportunity to perform other sexual acts, at least not without increasing the risks 

of apprehension. Furthermore, and in keeping with the rational choice approach, the 

offender’s immediate need for sexual gratification and/or dominance may be satisfied by the 

penetration alone. 

 This type is akin to several types described in section 3, such as Groth’s (1979) angry 

type; however, contrarily to angry offenders, coercive offenders do not force the victims to 

commit additional sexual acts. There are also similarities with Hazelwood’s (2001) anger 

retaliation type, except for the use of a weapon, present in the coercive type and absent in 

the anger retaliation type. Coercive offenders are also comparable, in most aspects, to 

Knight and Prentky’s (1990) pervasively angry offenders and Proulx et al.’s (1999) angry 

type, as well as Beauregard et al.’s (2007a) coercive script, outdoor rape track.  

 

Results show that geographic decision making is consistent across encounter, attack, 

crime, and victim release locations, coherent with the type of locations, and significantly 

different between types, as the opportunist will typically have several crime scene locations, 

whereas the other two types tend to have only one. Moreover, our results are in direct 

accordance with Rossmo’s hunting typology (Rossmo, 1997, 2000) and with the dynamic 

target site selection model developed by Brantingham and Brantingham (1984, 1993). The 

most likely combinations of victim search strategies and attack methods suggested by 

Rossmo’s (1997, 2000) hunting typology are observed in the hunting behavior of all of our 
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three types (manipulative, opportunist, and coercive), hence providing further validation to 

his model.  
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9. Conclusion 

 

Polaschek et al. (2001, p. 537) emphasize that “descriptive models represent the 

most fundamental level of theory building; they are judged successful to the extent that they 

capture the essential elements of how offenders go about committing their criminal acts”. 

As demonstrated in sections 3 and 4, and as pointed out by Beauregard and Leclerc (2007, p. 

129), “although the work on offense process and implicit theories has provided an in-depth 

understanding of the decision-making of sex offenders, it has focused mainly on the personal 

factors (e.g., implicit theories) leading to the commission of a sexual assault. This body of 

work has neglected to look at the decision-making of offender while committing the crime in 

relation to the immediate situational and contextual settings”. It is, thus, of importance to 

conduct further studies on situational factors, so as to emphasize the distinctive nature of 

different person–situation criminal interactions (Cornish, 1993). The rational choice 

approach has consistently shown that offenders behave in different ways, in response to 

situational cues related with the crime (Beauregard et al. 2007b; Leclerc, Proulx & 

Beauregard, 2007 cit. in Beauregard & Leclerc, 2007).  

Hence, studies examining the relationship between the behavioral and geographic 

aspects of crimes committed by sex offenders are of undisputed theoretical and practical 

value, as they contribute both for the development of more comprehensive models of 

offending process and for the advancement of criminal investigation, in relation with 

psychological and geographic profiling (Beauregard et al., 2007a). 

This study has proven useful and innovative for at least three reasons: (1) it 

emphasizes the geographic aspects of crime, a dimension often neglected in the study of sex 

offenders and their offenses; (2) it allows for a better understanding of the relationships 

between the geographic and the behavioral components of the sexual assault; and (3) it 

permits the examination of relevant components of the offending process of sex offenders, 

by looking at the hunting behavior in detail, as a specific process of the offending process, 

and exploring some dimensions overlooked by other researchers in the field of the offending 

process of sex offenders (Beauregard et al, 2007b; Polaschek et al. 2001; Ward et al. 1995). 

The greatest contribution and the most important innovation made by this study resides in 

the inclusion, as well as the comparison, of both rapists and child molesters. Although the 

hunting behavior of rapists has been previously documented (see section 4 for a revision), 
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the same is not true of child molesters. To our knowledge, this was the first study to adapt 

Rossmo’s (1997, 2000) hunting typology to child molesters, and it was the first study to 

perform a comparison between rapists and child molesters as far as their hunting behavior, 

their modus operandi and their geographic decision-making are concerned. Our results are 

consistent with Rossmo’s hunting typology (Rossmo, 1997, 2000), as well as the dynamic 

target site selection model of Brantingham and Brantingham (1984, 1993). The most likely 

combinations of victim search strategies and attack methods suggested by Rossmo’s (1997, 

2000) hunting typology are observed in the hunting behavior of all of our three types 

(manipulative, opportunist, and coercive), hence providing further validation to his model.  

This study also permitted the identification of a “third type” or a “mixed type” of sex 

offenders, polymorphous, crossover or versatile, who do not limit their offending behavior to 

one specific type of victim, targeting victims of all ages, hence contributing to the sexual 

offender “specialization” debate. As stated by Lussier et al. (2008, p. 99), “the overlapping 

nature of different forms of sexually deviant acts found in the clinical studies is 

counterintuitive to current typological models of sex offenders based on the characteristics 

of the offense”. In fact, the victim’s gender, the victim’s age, the offender-victim 

relationship, the level of sexual intrusiveness, and the level of force used during the 

commission of the crime are some of the criteria that have been consistently used over the 

years in sex offender classification models (Groth, 1979; Knight & Prentky, 1990). However, 

the limited evidence is not sufficient to allow for firm conclusions as to whether or not such 

results invalidate the existing typological models (Lussier et al., 2008). 

Finally, we were able to identify reliable hunting behavior and modus operandi 

predictors of the type of offender (rapists vs. child molesters), such as the use of a weapon, 

the attack method, the type of approach, the use of physical force, among others. These 

models of the hunting behavior and modus operandi highly predict the type of offender 

involved in the crime and are, thus, of value for criminal investigation, in association with 

offender profiling.  

The results of this study may have several implications for clinical intervention with 

sex offenders, as well as for the elaboration of crime prevention strategies, and for offender 

profiling, both geographic and psychological. As stated by Beauregard et al. (2007a, p. 461),  

“criminal investigators must understand the rationale of this “seemingly irrational” behavior 

in order to better infer the type of criminal, and to establish proactive strategies that might 
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prevent another sexual assault”. Our results further stress the need to include situational 

factors in offender profiling models, so as to assure the reliability of the inferred offender 

characteristics. 

This study is not without limitations. In fact, not much is known about the external 

validity of our results, as the hunting behavior, modus operandi and geographic decision-

making of incarcerated sex offenders may differ from those of perpetrators who have not 

been apprehended (Petrosino and Brensilber, 2003 cit. in Beauregard & Leclerc, 2007). 

Another limitation derives from our chosen approach: this study has looked specifically at 

the sex offenders’ offending process with regards to situational factors. In the future, an 

attempt should be made to incorporate both personal and situational factors, so as to obtain 

a more detailed description of the offending process. Furthermore, in order to fully 

understand the offender’s offending behavior, the victim’s behavior must also be examined. 

According to recent findings, the offenders’ modus operandi, sexual behavior, and victim 

participation during the sexual assault may be best viewed as interdependent events in the 

offense (Leclerc & Tremblay, 2007). As Beauregard & Leclerc (2007, p. 131) state, referring 

to Mischel’s (1999) work, “person–situation interaction is crucial for the understanding of 

the decision-making of sex offenders while committing their crime and challenges the view 

of personality as consistent across different situations”. 

As a final note, we would like to emphasize our belief that the rational choice theory 

is particularly relevant to the study of sex offenders as it “offers just such a fluid, dynamic 

picture—one that views offending as more present-oriented and situationally influenced” 

than other sex offending theories (Clarke & Cornish, 2001, p. 32 cit. in Beauregard & Leclerc, 

2007, p. 131). 
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File Data 

(Adapted from VICAP-Crime Analysis Report (FBI, 1986), Rossmo (2000) and Rebocho (2007)) 

 

Offender 

ID: ___ Inmate nr.: ___ Prison:________________________________ Date: __/__/__  

Name: ____________________________________________ Date of Birth: __/__/__  

Age at the moment of the crime: ___ Marital status: ________________________________  

Effective accademic degree: __________ Years of schooling: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12    

Occupation at the moment of the crime: _________________________________________  

Criminal record:______________________________________________________________  

Previous psychiatric/psychological problems: ______________________________________  

Substance abuse:_____________________________________________________________  

Medical history:______________________________________________________________  

Attitude towards the crime: ____________________________________________________  

 

Proven facts 

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  
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___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________   

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  
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___________________________________________________________________________  

Arrest 

Reason justifying the subject’s arrest: ____________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

 

Modus Operandi 

Type of Crime: _______________________________________________________________  

Victim’s gender: ______________ Victim’s age: _______ Total nr. of victims: _____________  

Total nr. of locations: _____ Date of the crime: __/__/__-__/__/__ Time:__:__-__:__ ______  

Offense timing: _______________________ Season: ________________________________  

Time of the crime: ___________________________________________________________  

Alcohol use in hours before committing the crime: __________________________________    

Where did the offender consume alcohol: _________________________________________  

Drug use in hours before committing the crime: ____________________________________  

Where did the offender consume drugs: __________________________________________  

Type of drugs used: ___________________________________________________________  

Predominant affect before the crime: ____________________________________________  

Premeditation: ______________________________________________________________  

Victim/offender relationship: ___________________________________________________  

Victim/offender relationship in detail: ____________________________________________  

Victim selection: _____________________________________________________________  

Type of victim selection: _______________________________________________________  

Victim presented characteristics searched by the offender: ___________________________  

Type of characteristics searched by the offender: ___________________________________  

Reasons for victim selection: ___________________________________________________  

 - Availability:________________________________________________________________  

 - Gender:___________________________________________________________________  

 - Age: _____________________________________________________________________  

 - Location:__________________________________________________________________  

- Physical characteristics: ______________________________________________________  

 - Clothing: __________________________________________________________________  

 - Vulnerability: ______________________________________________________________  
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 - No specific reasons: _________________________________________________________  

 - Other specific reasons: _______________________________________________________  

Did the offender select another victim before choosing the present victim: ____________  

In general, did the offender look in specific places to find a suitable victim: ____________  

Was the victim under the influence of drugs and/or alcohol during the crime: __________  

Was the victim dressed in a provoking fashion according to the offender: _____________  

Offender activity: ____________________________________________________________  

Victim activity:_______________________________________________________________  

Victim travel method: _________________________________________________________  

Was the victim from a dysfunctional/poor environment: _____________________________   

Was the victim physically/mentally ill: ____________________________________________  

Was the victim alone when the offender first approached her: ________________________  

Offender’s hunting grounds:____________________________________________________  

Method used by the offender to approach the victim: _______________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

Strategy used by the offender to approach the victim: _______________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

Use of Pornography to entice the victim: __________________________________________  

Method used by the offender to bring the victim to the crime site: _____________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

Strategy used by the offender to bring the victim to the crime site: _____________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

Method used by the offender to commit the crime: _________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

Strategy used by the offender to commit the crime: _________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

Use of Pornography during the crime: ____________________________________________  

Kidnap style attack: ___________________________________________________________  

Offender hunting style: ________________________________________________________  

Offender attack methods:______________________________________________________  

Offender approach:___________________________________________________________  
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Use of weapons during the crime: _______________________________________________  

Use of alcohol or drugs as facilitators: ____________________________________________  

Use of a vehicle in committing the crime: _________________________________________  

Type of vehicle used in committing the crime:______________________________________  

Use of a disguise when committing the crime:______________________________________  

Use of physical restrains during the crime: ___________________________________  

Bindings obtained: ___________________________________________________  

Type of materials used to bind the victim: _________________________________________  

Body parts bound:____________________________________________________________  

Victim bound to an object: _____________________________________________________  

Victim gagged:_______________________________________________________________  

Victim blindfolded: ___________________________________________________________  

Victim’s face covered: _________________________________________________________  

Offender brought a rape-kit with him to the scene:__________________________________  

Offender broke into the victim’s home: _____________________________________  

Offender committed burglary prior or after sexual assault:________________________  

Level of physical force used by the offender to commit the crime:___________________   

Type of victim resistance:_______________________________________________  

Offender’s response to the victim’s resistance:________________________________  

Level of victim’s clothing:_______________________________________________  

Type of sexual act committed to the victim: __________________________________  

 - Vaginal penetration (with fingers): _____________________________________________  

- Anal penetration (with fingers): ________________________________________________  

- Vaginal penetration (with penis): _______________________________________________  

- Anal penetration (with penis): _________________________________________________  

- Vaginal penetration (with objects): _____________________________________________  

- Anal penetration (with objects): ________________________________________________  

 - Other: ____________________________________________________________________  

 - Sexual contacts (breasts, genitals): _____________________________________________  

 - Caress/rubbing: ____________________________________________________________  

 - Cunnilingus: _______________________________________________________________  



 130

 - Fellatio:___________________________________________________________________  

 - Masturbation: _____________________________________________________________  

 - Exhibitionism: ______________________________________________________________  

 - Other: ____________________________________________________________________  

Offender ejaculated at the scene:________________________________________________  

Relation to victim: ____________________________________________________________  

Verbal scale of interaction between offender and victim: _____________________________  

Sexual dysfunction during sexual assault:__________________________________________  

Victim mutilation: ____________________________________________________________  

The offender forced the victim to commit sexual acts: _______________________________  

 - Fellatio:___________________________________________________________________  

 - Masturbation: _____________________________________________________________  

 - Anal penetration: ___________________________________________________________  

 - Self-touching: ______________________________________________________________  

 - Sexual acts between victims: __________________________________________________  

 - Other: ____________________________________________________________________  

Victim humiliation: ___________________________________________________________  

Level of risk during the crime:___________________________________________________  

Indicator of level of risk during sexual assault:______________________________________  

Predominant affect during the crime: ____________________________________________  

Physical harm done to the victim during the crime:__________________________________  

Injured bodyparts:____________________________________________________________  

Severity of harm inflicted to the victim: ___________________________________________  

Forensic awareness: __________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

Predominant affect after the crime: ______________________________________________  

Cognitive distortions associated with the crime: ____________________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

 

Spatial analysis 

Offender residence city: _______________________________________________________  

The offender was living alone or with other people at the time of the aggression: _________  
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___________________________________________________________________________  

Encounter location city: _______________________________________________________  

Area land use: _______________________________________________________________  

Type of location where the encounter took place:___________________________________  

Was the location of the encounter between the offender and the victim familiar: _________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

Offender or Victim residence:___________________________________________________  

Encounter site description: _____________________________________________________  

Encounter site classification:____________________________________________________  

Offender travel method during encounter with the victim:____________________________  

Pottential witnesses:__________________________________________________________  

 

Attack location city: __________________________________________________________  

Area land use: _______________________________________________________________  

Type of location where the attack took place: ______________________________________  

Was the location of the attack familiar to the offender and/or the victim:________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

Offender or Victim residence:___________________________________________________  

Attack site description: ________________________________________________________  

Attack site classification:_______________________________________________________  

Offender travel method during attack of the victim: _________________________________  

Pottential witnesses:__________________________________________________________  

 

Crime location city:___________________________________________________________  

Area land use: _______________________________________________________________  

Type of location where the crime took place: ______________________________________  

Was the location of the crime familiar to the offender and/or the victim: ________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

Offender or Victim residence:___________________________________________________  

Crime site description: ________________________________________________________  

Crime site classification: _______________________________________________________  

Offender travel method when committing the crime: ________________________________  
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Pottential witnesses:__________________________________________________________  

Victim release location city: ____________________________________________________  

Area land use: _______________________________________________________________  

Type of location where the victim release took place:________________________________  

Was the location of the victim release familiar to the offender and/or the victim: _________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

Offender or Victim residence:___________________________________________________  

Victim release site description:__________________________________________________  

Victim release site classification: ________________________________________________  

Offender travel method during victim release: _____________________________________  

Pottential witnesses:__________________________________________________________  

Crime location set: ___________________________________________________________  
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