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Objective This study analyzed factors affecting feeble-mindedness or insanity following a fo-
rensic evaluation for sex offenders, and to present a scientific basis that can provide practical
assistance on a responsibility evaluation of sex offenders.

Methods This study analyzed retrospectively 180 mental appraisals on sex offenders among
mental appraisals documented by one psychiatrist from June, 2012 to December, 2015 at the

Results Of the 180 mental appraisals, 123 people (68.3%) were found to be feeble-minded or
insane, and 57 people (31.7%) were considered to be sane, i.e., competent to take responsibility.
The two groups were different in IQ, occupational & marital status, victim numbers, psychiatric di-
agnosis, and sex offender characteristics, such as violence and intrusiveness. After evaluating the
influence of variables that showed significant differences between the two groups on a responsi-
bility assessment, sex offenders with fewer invasive sex offenses (OR=1.763, p<0.05), lower 1Q
(OR=1.031, p<0.01), lower numbers of victims (OR=1.349, p<0.05), and higher number of mental
illnesses (OR=0.507, p<0.05) were more likely found to be feeble-minded or insane.

This study indicates that criminal responsibility may be intact in repeat sex offend-
ers who commit invasive sex crimes, such as rape, and is without intellectual disability compared
to other kinds of sex offenders. Subsequent research will be needed to improve the objectivity
and reliability of mental appraisals on sex offenders in the future.
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Table 1. Demographic and clinical characteristics of the sex offender and the victim
Insanity group (n=123) Sanity group (n=57) y?orF p-value
Age (years), M£SD 38.8+13.8 37.2+9.9 8.516 0.376
Years of education, M£SD 9.9+4.2 11.0+£3.2 5.916 0.054
Marital status, n (%) 4.160 0.041
Single & divorced 106 (86.2) 42 (73.7)
Married 17 (13.8) 15 (26.3)
Working status, n (%) 4.255 0.040
None & simple labor 101 (82.1) 39 (68.4)
Technician & student 22 (17.9) 18 (31.6)
IQ, M£SD 79.6+22.7 95.4+13.5 24.587 <0.001
Number of psychiatric disorder, M+SD 2.5+0.5 2.1+0.7 4.685 <0.001
Senftenced to medical treatment 39 (31.7) 1(1.8) 20.218 <0.001
& custody after the trial, n (%)
Number of past sex crimes, M£SD 1.0+1.7 1.0+£1.6 0.069 0.928
M : Mean, SD : Standard deviation, n : Number
Table 2. Characteristics of the sex offence and the victim
Insanity group (n=123) Sanity group (n=57) y?orF p-value
Characteristics of the sex offence
Claim of amnesia for crimes, n (%) 23 (18.7) 12 (21.1) 0.138 0.711
Alcohol or drug use at the time of crimes, n (%) 39 (31.7) 18 (31.6) <0.001 0.986
Victim number, M£SD 1.4£1.2 24+25 36.706 0.007
Intrusiveness of the sexual act, M£SD 3.2+1.1 3.7x0.7 4.500 0.009
Violence of the sexual offence, M£SD 1.6+2.1 2.3%1.9 0.264 0.001
Characteristics of the victim
Age (years), M+SD 243+17.2 20.5+13.1 5.701 0.145
Sex, n (%) 1.664 0.435
Female 111 (93.2) 52 (91.2)
Male 8 (6.8) 5(8.8)
Victim with mental disorder, n (%) 21 (17.1) 2(12.8) 6.430 0.015
Stranger 81 (65.9) 30 (53.6)
Colleague 18 (14.6) 9 (16.1)
Relationship with victim, n (%) 4.238 0.237
Friend 1(8.9) 5(8.9)
Family 3(10.6) 2 (21.4)

M : Mean, SD : Standard deviation, n : Number
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Table 3. Logistic regression analysis on criminal responsibility using the variables that differed significantly between two groups

B S.E. Wald p-value Adjusted OR (95% CI)
Marital status (single & divorced) —-0.923 0.490 3.554 0.059 0.397 (0.15-1.03)
Working status (none & simple labor) —-0.224 0.444 0.256 0.613 0.799 (0.33-1.90)
1Q 0.030 0.011 7.963 0.005 1.031 (1.00—-1.69)
Number of psychiatric disorder —0.679 0.335 4112 0.043 0.507 (0.26—0.97)
Victim number 0.299 0.117 6.486 0.011 1.349 (1.07-1.69)
Intrusiveness of the sexual act 0.567 0.275 4.242 0.039 1.763 (1.02—-3.02)
Violence of the sexual offence 0.041 0.097 0.174 0.676 1.041 (0.86—1.26)

Above table shows the logistic regression coefficient (8, log OR), S.E. (S.E. of B), Wald 32 statistic (which tests the unique contribu-
tion of each predictor in the context of the other predictors), and adjusted OR with 95% CI. OR : Odds ratio, Cl : Confident inter-

val, S.E. : Standard error
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