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IHTHOBUOTIOm

la this chapter we will: (1) set forth a general statement of the 
problem with which we will deal in this study, (2) present the historical 
information which is significant for this study, and (3) indicate the 
significance of a study of this type,

The section which deals with the statement of the general problem 
will indicate the need for an extension of psychological research into 
the problem of the sexual offender. W# expect this study to help fill 
this need.

This historical section will present an analysis of selected 
literature in this field. We will organise this material under seven 
major categories: (1) sex offense, (2) the classification of sex offense, 
(3) the problem of sex behavior In prison, (&) the statistics of sex 
offenders- in prison, (5) the question of heterogeneity among sexual 
offenders, (d) the sociological factor® in csxual of ferns®, (?) the 
problem® of care, repression, and recidivism in sexual offense. We have 
chosen to organise this section in this manner because we believe through 
such organisation a representative coverage of this vast area, can he made, 
further, we believe that these seven categories, and the research and 
study that have been done in each of them, spell-out the extent and level 
of the work that has been done in the study of sexual offenders.

In the section which deals with the significance of a study such as 
this we will review the historical data and emphasise the major contri­
butions of these studies. We will attempt to indicate how we will 
utilise these contributions in our research; and to what extent our
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research wil" assist in answering some of the questions these other 
studies have raised* We will conclude this discussion in this section 
with an over-all declaration of our intentions in conducting a study 
such as this.

m m i A i  SRjumaBR of phobic

Social theory and sociological technique have historically been 
the principle ones used in criminology* However, psychological 
research and ©syehological methodology have contributed to the scientific 
advance in this area* A problem that has been of inter-disciplinary 
concern, but which, by virtue of its dependency on motivation and 
personality study, is peculiarly appropriate to the technique of psycho­
logical analysis, is that of the sexual offender.

fhe sexual offender presents a serious problem to society, to 
the orison administrator, and to the scientist concerned with 
personality study* Society,adamantly morel and vitriolic in its 
estimate of this type of crime, demands the ritual of punitive incapaci­
tation* She prison administrator, sometimes In submission to the 
weight of social and political pressure, sometimes in response to the 
same moral and psychological factors which motivate society, deals 
harshly with these deviants and offers them the ^corrective custody8 of 
segregation, meditation, psychic (and physical) castigation, ‘ihe 
scientist has assumed a two-sided roles on© side offers the nosological 
and taxonomical approaches; the other presents the psychodynamic and 
psychopath©logical concepts.

It is for purposes of a definitional clarification of sexual 
offenders that experimental psychological research, in this area of 
personality study, needs to be extended*
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Our thesis is that there is heterogeneity among sexual offenders 
and that there is no such psychological entity as ”the sexual offender®. 
We recognize that there is a legal entity "sex offender®. Our position 
casts doubt on the validity of this ®sexual offender® classification as 
a psychological entity. We commence our exploration with the hypothesis 
that the commission of a sexual offense should not, a priori, lead to 
the diagnosis of "sexual offender® or "sexual psychopath®. Slather, we 
believe that the commission of acts which are both sexual and criminal 
in character result from various psychological causes and, as such, are 
symptoms of various psychological conditions. We find no agreement 
with those who presume to attach a label such as "sex psychopath® to 
these offenders without valid and reliable experimental evidence for 
such labeling. We frown on their attempt to orient the legal, penal, 
and therapeutic offices on the basis of an entity, the existence of 
which primary hypothesis Questions.

To test and explore our assumption of heterogeneity we have 
developed two psychological tests, an interview, and have used a 
standardised projective test of psycho sexual deviation.

The two psychological tests were designed to secure data allowing 
for interpretation in terms of perceptual and conceptual factors. In 
the ‘Bruner and Postman thesis it is hypothesized that- this perceptual 
sensitization "creates within the individual a framework of meaning 
which serves to focus the perceptual mechanisms more sharply on stimuli 
stimulus material® (9»u. 69)* Thus s. perception involves an awareness 
of object® and events that are present in the immediate environment.
A conceptualization, however, implies the formation of social idea or
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not;ion about a perception. We expect to determine whether or not these 
sexual offender* significantly differ from our controls la this factor 
of *pereeptual sensitization0.

fh© interview will allow an evaluation of a number of psycho analytic, 
psychological» and sociological hypotheses hearing on the theory and 
development of seroal ilsvlatioa. Our purpose is to examine these 
theories objectively. W* have attempted to define these hypotheses 
operationally (see Appendix 3); but we deny any responsibility for their 
internal validity or reliability^

The projective test of psycho sexual deviation shoxild indicate, for 
those psychological dimensions it measures*, whether these sexual offender® 
significantly differ from these non~sexually-deviant controls on these 
dimensions, This will allow for a definitional* diagnostic, and class!-. 
factory .analysis of the concept of sexual offender.

finally, from the interview, we follow the taxonomic approach to 
determine to what extent the sexual behavior patterns of our sexual 
offender gr^up differ from those of our institutional control group.
¥© seek to loom to what extent is there a blographical difference. We 
Intend to determine the extent to which consistency of behavior prevails 
among sub-groups within either group*

8x s f o & s e i &

Sex Offense
Sexual offense®, and the offenders who commit them, are considered

I-----------------
Hypotheses such as these are from the literature In the various

discipline* concerned with this study* They reflect the interest® of the 
discipline. We have stated them a® they appeared In the literature. We do 
not assume any responsibility for their consistency or accuracy. We also 
disclaim any responsibility for support of all these theoretical labels.
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by society to be the roost flagrant abusers of moral codes. It is
probable that sexual offenses are more liable to roisju&gment,
prejudice, emotional wrath, and ignorance, than are most other forms
of criminal behavior. However, many of those people who are so concerned
about sex offenders have, at one time or another, engaged in poerversew
behavior, .Alfred 0. Kinsey extrapolates from his data to report:

In spite of the many centuries during which our culture has attempted 
to suppress all but one type of sexual activity, a not inconsiderable 
portion of all the sexual acts in which the human animal engages still 
fall into the category which the culture rates as •perverse*, fh© 
©pacific data show that two-thirds to three-cmarters of the males in 
our American culture, and some lesser number of females, engage in at 
least some •perverse* sexual behavior at some time between adolescence 
and old age. One—half to two—thirds of the males engage in such 
behavior with appreciable frequency during some period of their lives 
and a fair number engage in such behavior throughout their lives
<25,P. 2P).
The Judge who is considering the case of a male who has been arrested 
for homosexual activity, should keep in mi fid that nearly forty percent 
of all other males in the town could be arrested at some tiro© in their 
lives for similar activity and that twenty percent to thirty percent 
of the unmarried males in that town could have been arrested for homo­
sexual activity thet .had taken place within that same year (25,p, 664).
The evidence that we now have on the incidence and frequency of 
homosexual activity indicates that at least & third of the male popu­
lation would have to be isolated from the rest of the community, if 
all those with any homosexual capacities were to be so treated. It 
means th t at least thirteen percent of the male population would 
have to be Institutionalised and isolated, if all persons who were 
predominantly homosexual were to be handled in that way. Since 
about thirty-four percent of the total population of the United States 
are adult males, this means that there are about six and one—third 
million males in the country who would need such isolation (f5*P* 665). 
And: At least eighty-five percent of the younger sale population 
could be convicted as sex offenders if law enforcement officials 
were as efficient as most people expected them to be (f'5»P* 224).
The Kinsey report lias been subjected, to much valid criticism because

of the questionable validity of the statistical techniques and sampling
theory it utilised. We, nevertheless, are in agreement with this report
as regards the findings which indicate that a large proportion of th©
male population, at one tiro© or another, has engaged in sexual activity
which could be considered as an offense against statutes relating to
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sexual delinquency. It would seen, therefore v that one of the tank© 
of a research. Into sexn&l offense Is to -attempt to determine to what 
extent is this behavior, a# exemplified in ©ter sex offender sample 
different* In this respect, from that of a normative control sample, 
massif lection .&£..$.*& Offeast.

In ©rtmtmologieai theory and in a anal practice, standard olflsti*
fixation utilised the legal categorise of sexual offense, HJfelle these
legal ©laselflections have priority over the medical ones* through the
years the two have become somewhat combined. It is oormon practice
mow to refer to these sex offender classifications as *SM»&ieo*legal*
elassl f tomtit ©us* Sow accurate these classifications are in dealing
with psycho logical phenomena is a difficult question to answer. She
literature reveals varying differences of opinion.

«?ereray B*mthsm, In She theory of legislation, classified certain
offenses as *Imaginary offenses* and defined these as:

acts which produce no real evil, hut which prejudice, mistake, or 
the ascetic principle have caused to he regarded me offenses. They 
vary with time and ml ace. They originate and end, they rise and 
they decay with the false opinion* which serve as their foundation 
(4,p. 1??).
Commenttmg on this, ¥. Bbrwood Bast, writing in Mental Aim©reality

and Crime, says that Benthsm:
considered, m  far m  the public is concerned, that sexual offenses 
in which there in neither violence, fraud, or interference with 
the right* of others, could he arranged under the head of imaginary 
offense* (13. p . l ? ? ) .

In a paper, delivered in 1^*6 before the HeuropsyeM&tri© Section
©f the Baltimore Medical and Chirurgieal faculty Symposium on Sex
Belinpuency, y.&.l. Gushing said:

The psychiatric, the crininological and legal literature offers 
little pertinent information about the psychopathology of the 
sexual offender. There have been reams written on the subject of 
the offender but it ha® been more the eeelologie-biologio-gt&tistlcal
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viewpoint that has Veen presented, fher© have been efforts to 
classify the sexual offender by the particular perversion* 
practiced, and there have been efforts to classify the offenses 
of b sexual nature in a broad general pattern* However, the 
authors of such systems attempt to break up a broad Impulse Into 
the detailed mechanism by which the end result is achieved* Some­
thing of this sort would result if we were to follow that technic 
of classifying the processes of digestion by whether it is a ham 
sandwich or a turkey which is being digested* She end results 
are the same although the original proteins vary in their structure 
(12,p. 1*9).
B, M* Lindner, In his book Stonewalls and Men* discusses the

classifleatery confusions in the area of sexual offense. Be writes:
Like the confusion of alcoholism and crime, there is a similar 
confusion of homosexuality and crime. Homosexuality is not crime 
and has nothing whatsoever to do with it. lust m  some alcoholics 
msy be criainotice, so some homosexuals may be criminoties. Homo­
sexual behavior has, however, been raised to the legal status of 
a statutory criminal act, in the same way as drunkenness has 
achieved such a distinction. But homosexuals in arisen are not 
necessarily criminals, fhey are far ©ore likely to be law-breakers 
(27,p. -57).
Bpfelberg, Sugar and Pfeffer made a study of two hundred and fifty 

sex offenders in 19^. 3*hey preferred to classify sex offenders in six 
ways: (1) incest, {2} sexual relations with force, (j) statutory rape,
(h) homo sexuality, (5) pedophilia, (6) indecent exposure or exhibitionism. 
Sfcey found that these breakdown, into two essential groupings: (1) homosexual* 
and pedonhiliac*, in which the obiect and the goal desired is abnormal, and 
(2) rape and deduction, in which the physiological urge is normal but is 
enacted under anti-social conditions ( ̂-fP. 7^3).

Obviously, then, from these selected opinions, it may be concluded 
that there Is a range of opinion concerning the specifications of 
classification in sex offenses; and, further, that there is a scatter of 
varying opinions with this range, fhis present study, should, therefore, 
make an attempt to specify the class if icatory scheme it utilise*. If 
this research is not to fall pray to an unending debate over the 
classification 51 sexual offender'®, it mist specify and define this
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classification for its purposes.
Sex Behavior in Prison.

If we are to examine the ^perceptual sensitization® of our subjects,
it is important for us to investigate the literature on sex behavior in
prison. Perceptual sensitization is actually a problem of psychological
frame of reference. Oae*s frame of reference, or one* s mental set,
makes one more or less sensitive to the various environmental factors.
If one has a high value orientation (set) for a factor, on© may be
expected to be perceptually sensitized to this factor. Conversely, less
value orientation should make for less perceptual sensitivity, la view
of this, the environment looms important in any study of perceptual
sensitization. Consequently we must investigate the literature to determine
how crucial a factor is sex in prison. Because we intend to compare a
group of sexual offenders with a group of non-sexually-aberrant controls,
we must learn whether we are justified in concluding that we have, with
two such samples, actual (and behavioral) differences in each group; or
whether they are merely labeled differently by society and the law.
Finally, we should have some orior idea of the impress of this prison
community upon each of these groups s© that our conclusions may mirror
the extdnt of this impress as well as the differences we may reveal,

Havelock Hits, in his Studies in the Psychology of Sex, discussed
sexual inversion lh prison wrrtv*

Homosexual practice® everywhere flourish and abound in prison, 
fhere is abundant evidence on this no^nt....Prison life develops 
and fosters the homosexual tendency of criminals (15,p. 165).
Tictor Belson, in Prison Bays and Nights. observes:
To the man. dying of hunger and thirst it makes little difference 
that the only available food and water are tainted. Likewise 
it makes little or no difference to the average prisoner that 
the only available means of sexual satisfaction are abnormal. It 
is merely a matter of satisfying as best h© can the hunger that 
besets him (28,p. 1^3).
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Haveloc& Bills, when discussing how many prisoners are homosexual 
Is reported to have said that probably eighty percent of the prisoners 
were said to he homosexual and a large number of the rest probably 
homosexual* Joseph Fishman In his Sex in Prison, disagrees with this 
and wrote:

.... this seems to be a decidedly exaggerated estimate, There is 
undoubtedly a very considerable number of prieoaers who, although 
they remain in confinement for many yearsf n&ver practice homo­
sexuality. If (Sllis) had said that from eighty to one hundred 
percent of the men in penal institution* obtained sexual 
satisfaction in seme form, he would, we believe, have been more 
nearly correct (17,p. 79).
Most recently this viewpoint has been expressed by Bobert Lindner.

He says that homoeroticis® is the problem and not homosexuality; and
■chat sex is practiced in prison among the great majority, but that this
factor of behavior does not a priori lead to a diagnosis of homosexuality
or perversion. ^Tru© homosexuality is more obvious but less widespread
in prisons than we have been led to believe* (£?,p. ^58).

Barnes and Teeters in their text on criminology write:
Sexual perversions are prevalent in the (Hew) Prison. Masturbation 
is as rife in the progressive prison as in the old traditional regime. 
Sodomy is practiced as well. These manifestations of perversions 
are the direct result of the denial of normal contacts with the 
opposite sex which are a part of the society outside. Sublimation 
Is much easier attained outside the prison than within. So we 
see that the (Hew) Prison cannot cope with the problem of sex any 
better than the older type (3,p. &71).
Donald 01 earner discussed the levels of sex adjustment in the insti­

tution and set up three specific levels: the abnormal, in which he included 
tea percent of the prison population; the quasi-normal, thirty percent of 
the population, and the normal, sixty percent, This breakdown is purely 
informative and based on no statistical data; it merely reflects the 
author*s opinion and those of his advisors. Be found:

The inmate who is making a ^normal" adjustment la relation to the 
sex drive is the individual aha has experienced an orderly
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development of bis love life from the self-love stage of infancy, 
through the autoerotic stage of "boyhood* to the level of mature* 
adult love for one woman* Sven though his love development may 
have been essentially orderly, his sex adjustment in prison hinges 
on two factors: first, a reasonably short sentence, and second, 
the existence of cne or more love objects in the free community*
He may....engage in abnormal sex activities, but only in the .active, 
masculine role* He may*.. .masturbate occasionally and explain his 
behavior exi m strictly biological basis, ^h© ma&tubatory act is 
accompanied by heterosexual ideations**.*and accept the act as a 
means of relieving tension (11 ,p. ?57).
In the thirty percent which comprise the quasi-abnormal category 
are those men who either have developed normally, and regressed 
during imprisonment, or who have become fixated at one of the 
earlier stages of development and have never progressed further*
(Here) are to be found the older men end, as well, the very youngest 
men. Inmates in this group are more likely to be recidivists.
They are mors likely to be •prison wise1 than first offenders, and 
less likely to have positive relationships In the free community* 
Lacking such ties, their interests, such as they are, life largely in 
the orison community. Most of them are unable- to occupy themselves 
with def? nit a interests of & wholesome nature. Contrary to their 
insistent denials, these men have a keen sens© of failure, and 
while they not always admit it even to themselves, this feeling 
of failure prompts a variety of conduct which, they would not 
countenance outside tho prison. She occasional sodomist who plays 
the masculine role is placed in this category only if his abnormal 
behavior is accompanied by ideations of sex contact with a femslf, 
and no love reactions exist between M m  and the person who plays 
the oassive role. These men would be behaving in a quasi-normal 
manner rather than in a frankly abnormal way until sodomy becomes 
an end in itself and is no longer looked, upoa as a substitute type of 
activity* Among these are those who occasionally submit themselves 
to fellatio, but these should only be included when the act is 
allowed as a substitute and accompanied by heterosexual ideations 
(11,p. 26p). In the definitely abnormal level, we include the inverts 
and those other inmates who are habituated to homosexual practice 
as an end in itself (11,p. 263).
To conclude this section we must consider two oppowing viewpoints.

Kinsey and his associates discuss the problem of those individuals of
proved sexual ability who are suddenly compelled to enter a situation of
relative sexual inactivity and deprivation for outlet.

In the orison there may be opportunity for sueh outlets as masturbation, 
nocturnal emission, the homosexual, or a strcy experience of some other 
sort; but the sum total of sexual activity is very much below that 
found in similar groups outside of as institution. In a short-time 
prison, the majority of the men do not accept homosexual contacts, and 
there are a great many who, coming from a social level in which 
masturbation is taboo and from a social level where nocturnal ©missions
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are at a m?.niEro®, nay go for long periods of months, or. for a 
year or more, without a.lacml&tion, A few of the^e men are 
nervously disturbed as a result of their lack of outlet; hut most 
of them lire comfortable enough, apparently because there is 
little erotic arousal which needs to be relieved by orgasm, She 
men in such institutions regularly insist that there is very little 
if any arousal from conversation, printed pictures, descriptions 
in literature, or anything short of actual contact with a sexual 
partner, For the poorly educated portion of the population there 
Is a mi mimosa of erotic fantasy, and ninety-one and five-tenths 
percent of all those committed to penal institutions never go 
beyond high school in their education. In consequence these orison 
males do not illustrate sublimation, for they have little or no 
aroused sexual energy which needs dissipation 210),
On the problem of nocturnal emissions the Kinsey feport states:
While it ie commonly believed that males in prison find an abundant 
rdlease through the homosexual, and while it is la actuality, a 
fact that a high percentage of them, do become involved in such 
activity after thay have been in a penal Institution for some 
length of time, neither the homosexual nor masturbation ever provides 
any frequent outlet for more than a small pro-portion of a prison 
population. Many males do not begin their homosexual activity for 
some years after entering an institution* Perhaps half of the men 
in a short time institution never do arrive at such activity during 
the period of their stay. Consequently for a fair number of the 
inmates either nocturnal emissions provide the total outlet, or 
these men have none at all. Considering that most prison inmates 
come fremssoclal levels where the frequencies of marital intercourse 
often average six or seven times a week, nocturnal emissions at the 
rate of three to six per year do not provide much compensation.
Among such men (inmate) there is a slightly higher frequency of 
nocturnal emissions (than non-inmates), but the increases are not 
great (?5,p. 529).
In opposition to this, Hobert lindner stresses the sexually arousing

aspects of Incarceration, He says that the sex problem in prison is
probably the most Important one of all for inmates and officials alike.

Prisons provide the germinal soil in which heretofore unrecognised 
sexual propensities achieve full-flowering, Ehey are not only 
places where the normal expressions of sexuality are beyond hope 
of realisation., but they encompass eirouestsneos and effects which 
act to draw upon unconscious proclivities. She main thing to be 
recognised is that places of detention and segregation are 
prohibitive chiefly in the sexual sphere. In the modern prison 
almost everything except free sexual expression and movement outside 
circumscribed limits Is provided. Tnc essential wants and needs, 
even the basic r5.gh.ts -are satisfied. Food, clothing, shelter,books, 
mo vies, theater, reer eatl on, employment -the list :ts never-ending 
and. always on the Increase- are obtainable. Only sex is not —that is,
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opportunity for heterosexuality. And at the same time, that which 
is not provided achieves a value which is wholly dispropertionate 
to it© real one. Philip Wylie In his exoneration ®t finer# .and 
Cther pieces* has expertly pointed out how sexuality has come to 
invade every orovinde of Western civilisation. «:ith an ironic finger 
fee traces the outline of our prim denial of sex juxtaposed against 
its veritable flood in press, radio, and entertainment• ffeeee 
things —even were it possible or correct to do so- cannot he kept 
from imprisoned nan or women, Almost every ativerti&aaer**, every 
story, every play, ©very song, is pointed toward the boudoir, the 
bedroom and its drama are almost ever ^resent, thrusting t-heasalve* 
on our consciousness continuously. *lhe culture, therefor®, is a. 
titillating one, made even more so as it strikes against prison 
walls# In the free world the urge for sox and sex experience is 
expressed through channels respectfully regarded# One can, if he 
so desires, engage in overt heterosexual activity, usually without 
conflict or even anxiety. Or, if the opportunity is by some chance 
or circumstance lacking, there i» the resort to daydreaming and 
the minor aberrations, such m  masturbation in its myriad forms.
Under conditions of confinement, however, the outlet of greatest 
satisfaction is denied, ffee prisoner can only daydream, perform 
aberrabively la a e t m i e  and intense fashion, or indulge in 
perversity and homoeroticism. f© repair* an Imprisoned mar or 
woman to forego all *»mal expression, leaving M m  meanwhile la 
a rintide of sexuality, is sheer madness. 3*o insist that he deny 
the agonising call of his biology to the extent of nwalshlng him 
for indulgence la the chronic aberrations of the drive if to impose 
a torture unwarranted by any thing he may have done# And yet, so 
tight—corseted are we despite our who!ess!* flaunting of sexuality 
in every medium of interchange and communication, that this denial 
seems to be vhat we demand from the inmate <2?,d . ^56).
Kinsey tells us that sex in 'orison is mot an arousing factor.

Lindner, who lived and worked in the prison community for a number of 
years, claims that it is. 3*his disagreement is of no significance to 
this study, insofar a® both our groups are in the seme situation, there­
fore, any differences obtained between the two group# cannot be 
attributed to sexual occunation* but rather to sensitisation,
^tptlsties on Sex Offenders in Prison,

We are aware that sexuality in orisons is conducted among those 
who are not committed for sexual offers© a© well as among those who are 
legal sex offenders. However, we believe that. » tho.sugh examination 
of the extent of sexuality in orisons is more under#tand&ble if we have
some information on the statistics of sox offenders in orison, 'fhts
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leads us to survey the literature in the area which deals with the
distributions of tyoes of commitments for the various sexual offenses.

Donald Clemmer reports fro® his data that:
....about six percent ©f the (prison) "population have been 
sentenced for sex crimes....ll*p. 257). Of this group, 
sixty-two percent were committed for rape or assault to rape,
seventeen percent for indecent liberties, eleven percent for
Incest, and. ten percent for crime versus children or nature.
While fifteen oereent of the total prison population are mentally 
defective, twenty-nine percent of the sex offenders are In that 
intellectual category, and another twenty-two percent are of 
borderline intellectual capacity: also, sex offenders have had 
somewhat less schooling than have other offenders (ll,p. 253)*
J. Prosh and W. Bromberg, in a psychiatric study, fhe Sex Offender.

found that there was a high rate of whites; that there was a low rate
of recidivism; that a large number of men over forty were pedophiliacs;
that there was a high rate of strong religious affiliation; that alcohol
constituted a minor factor; that there were more American bora than
foreign Bora; that mental deficiency was a minor factor; that there was
a maladjusted sex life in more cases of pedophilia and homosexuality
than in other groups; and that among the pedophiliacs and homosexuals,
there were osychopaths and neurotics (21,p. ?65).

In a study don© by A. Iber on Incest. in Germany (1937), of one
hundred cases examined the results reported showed that the majority of
those committing this crime were between forty and fifty years of age;
were often domestic tyrants; usually of a lower socio-economic group;
and that four cement were divorced, twenty percent were widowed, seventy-
six percent were married, and thirty-one percent were rape cases. Se
concluded that alcohol and poor housing were the most important
precipitating factors (l^,p. 68).

Aofelberg, Sugar and Pfoffer, in a study of two hundred and
fifty sex offenders published statistics which showed that pedophiliacs
and homosexuals were mostf^reouent (two-thirds of total) with statutory
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rape, incest, and semal relation® with fore® equalling a combined 
one-third of the total |pf©uo. Sixty-two or fifteen and seven-tenths 
percent of the two hundred and fifty studied went as fax as $>he eighth 
grad® In school, with fifteen high school graduates among them and nine 
college students. Sixty-four (twenty-six and four-tenths percent) were 
married at the time and one hundred and nine (forty-five percent) were 
single, with the remainder either divorced, widowed, or separated.
Finally, seventy-seven (thiriy-twe percent) had previous sex offense 
records and eighty—seven (thirty-feight percent) had previous non-sex— 
offense records, with the remainder having had no record of any type of 
a previous offense (2,p. ?69).

This evidence provides ms with information relative to the usual 
distribution among the sexual offenders in the various institutions. From 
these studies we note that the statistics on sex offender commitments vary. 
1% is not our task, in this research, to determine whether or not these 
data are representative of sexual offender commitments. We only note that 
different investigator® report varying statistics. We axe therefore led 
to wonder whether these varying reports are not in some way, due to the 
fact that this area of sexual, offense has ®*t men 'universally defined. A 
study such as this one, which attempts to define and describe the sexual 
offender on psychological vectors, might assist in the establishment of a 
universal definition of the sexual offender.
Heterogeneity Among Sexual Offenders.

Our thesis i© that sex offenders are a heterogeneous group. Obviously, 
from the statistical data concerning the sexual offenders reported in the 
preceding section of this historical outline, we may note that since these 
people vary in so many factors (i.e., race, religion, marital status,intelli­
gence, education, residence, alcohol consumption), an indication of hetero­

geneity rather than homogeneity is mad®.
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Philip Boehe, writing in Federal Pro “bat ion, reports that:
All sexual behavior is hut a variable manifestation of the same 
basic instinctual forces shaped by the vicissitudes of childhood.
>ni. t h e  various nerversions are not separate entities, not 
disorders in themselves, but symptomatic variables of psychosexual 
development (31,p. 10).
dudge dacob Braude of th© Municipal Oourt of Ghieago refers to the

work of the Psychiatric Institute of the Municipal Court and writes that:
Of all the sex offenders referred to th© Psychiatric Institute a 
total of eighty-two percent represented psychiatric problems of 
one typ# or another. ihe remaining eighteen percent were classified 
as nonpsychiatric* Of th© eighty-two percent, twenty—seven percent 
were found to be borderline case* or were complicated by low normal 
intelligence or were possessed of physical handicaps....(8,p. 19).
0eorg© Sarjan reporting to th® California Subcommittee on Sex Crimes

said:
If one were to examine a large number of sexual offenders, it is 
likely that he would find that the underlying psychiatric cause 
of a considerable number is quit© well-defined mental abnormality, 
euch as a psychosis, an organic brain deterioration, or mental 
deficiency (l6,p. 165).
Henry and Cross studied, in 19^1, one hundred white and on© hundred

negro homosexual delinquents at Riker*s Island Prison. *They found that!
Homosexuality among delinquents would appear to be a symptom of 
personality maladjustment that is manifest in other department a of 
life than th© sexual. In all of them we have seen the inability 
of th© individual to adapt to his environment....attempt* to ©scape 
from a world that had become too complicated....successive defeats 
and th© inability to profit from them (23,p. b4l).
Mraing, studying the problem of indecent exposure as differing from

other sexual offenses noted that of the sixty cases of indecent exposure
(exhibitionism) studied out of a total of one hundred sixty-five sexual
offenders, the indecent exposure cases:

....appeared to come from rigid and puritanical homes, tended to be 
shy and timid —showing very little evidence of aggressiveness, had a 
strong super-ego development with the indecent exposure episodes > 
assuming the aspect* of compulsive behavior, and that these people 
rarely ever have a record of any other sexual offenses (2h,p. 11^).
Frond (19,p. 575), while not specifying the sexual offender, discussed
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the perversion® or sexual aberrations* The pervert, in Freudian theory, 
is a ohallic character* That is, he either fixates at the phallic level 
of psycho sexual development or he regresses to that stage in his psycho- 
sexual behavior.

David Abrahamsen, in his research into the problem of sexual offenders
in Mem York State, reported:

Of the one hundred and two mem studied, every one suffered from 
some type of mental or emotional disorder, though not usually 
so pronounced as to meet the legal definition of mental illness.
These varied in type and intensity, from usychosis to neurosis 
(l,p. 13),
These studies, as different from the others, apoear to indicate that

the sex offender is a homogeneous grouping.
On. the other hand, Wile studied sexual offenders for purposes of

classification and treatment. He wrote:
If on® were to assemble the so-called sex offenders as a group, 
they might differ essentially from th® nor® of a control group 
that had sot knows arrest. Is both one would find variations of 
th© sex \irge from the extreme masculinity to extreme femininity, 
with all types of M-sexusl distribution® of the urge.., .one would 
find individual® with seeming tendency to commit acts that would 
be considered criminal... .both would include individuals, who by 
reason of disease, accident or psychological experience, #o<fld fail 
to develop to a sexual maturity or would regress from maturity to 
some lower level of activity that society would regard as deviate 
behavior. There can be no cl as s i f i cat i - n medically as the offense 
in itself is regarded as only a symptom of general reaction. Society 
has too generally stressed the syum tome at® though it wore an entity 
in Itself rather than a phase of dyfcaalc activity of an individual 
(3?*p. 12).
Abrehamsen reported•
In many ease® the behavior patterns (of our sexusl offenders) could 
not be fitted into any clear-cut psychiatric classifications. The 
disturbances and symptom® were often of a mired nature. It should be 
noted that, wh le sex crime often io a manifestation of a mental or 
emotional disorder, there is mo known mental disorder that presupposes 
the commission of sex crimes. There is no distinct dividing line 
between sex offenders and other law violators. Sex offenders have 
been found to suffer from no single category of mental pathology; 
the same varying symptom® of basic difficulties are also found in 
thieve®, murderers, burglars and extortionists. Moreover, as police 
and probation records disclose, men who are primarily sex offenders
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often commit o t h e r  tyoes of crimes, and vice versa. Sex offenders 
are In a separate classification only because of society1 a cone?rn 
about their particular tyoe of acts, not "because they differ widely 
from other criminals in the "basic cause of their anti-social "behavior. 
Sex offenders are also widely recognised to "be problems of mental 
abnormality (l,o. 20).
The lew Jersey Commissian on Sex Offenses published a report that

had been compiled by Paul Tappan* In this was examined a number of
propositions concerning the sex offender and ocinted-ur were the existing
fallacies among these. Germane to our problem is the fallacy that *eex
psychopathy or sex deviation is a clinical entity”. He says:

Two-thirds of the psychiatric authorities consulted by the writer 
pointed to the wide disagreement among psychiatrists as to the 
meaning of the term sex psychopath. More than half of them 
maintain-d that this condition is not a sufficiently clear 
diagnostic entity to justify legislation concerning the tyne.
Hospital authorities handling the cases of *sex psychopaths** 
committed by the courts find, in fact, a wide variety of 
psychological types; neurotics, osychoties, schizoids, feeble­
minded, epileptics, constitutional homosexuals, alcoholics, 
and many who are normal. In di*fcrept states the authorities look for 
different qualities as evidence of dangerous sexual psychopathy; 
the Cases they ad .‘indicate as such display varied forms of sex 
deviation and assorted types -f p eraon si ity organization (35*p. 15)*
Thus we see that the literature presents tve opposing theoretical

positions. One implies a type of homogeneity among sex offenders for
certain developmental end behavioral aspects. The other is in favor of the
proposition of heterogeneity among sexual offenders. In this regard,
therefore, this present research must determine, for its camples, this
answer. Once this question is decided, the next procedure will be to
examine the character of the homogeneity or heterogeneity.
Sociological factors in Sexual Offense.

This being, primarily, a. psychological study into sexually-deviated
offenders, obviously the nucleus of interest is of a psychological
orientation rather than one of any other discipline. However, in the
ramification of sexual offender research -and due to the fact that
psychological, here, is impinging on the prior rights of sociological-
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criminology- the social e-ons tracts are of prim & r y  importance. Mth 
this in mind we decided to study sociological literature s© 'that we night 
a-oprcj>ri atoly raund-otit cur historical perspective. add, however, that 
hecause our concern is chiefly psychologlonl, we do not imply a thorou^i 
analysis o" the literature in sociology* »fc will attempt only to point 
a searchlight in that cl recti on and ©o hope to bring into focus some of 
the mere relevant (from our point of view) sociological factors in this 
area of study,

IT. ?4, Bowman, speaking before the California Subcommittee on Sex 
Crimes, said*

There ara side differences of ooinicu ryarding the cause or causes 
of unasaal and timeonvemii omal types of sex behavior. Such variations 
in opinion arc probably an indication of our lack of ;oia fledge. There 
is no adequate nr ©of that ho "© sexual tty, for example, arises on a 
constitutional basis, It appears that special conditioning experiences, 
f a m i l y  attitudes, and cultural factors are much more important causes, 
and It 3.a likely that homosexual!ty has a multiple causation (6,p. 17?)*
dosoph Wort is in Sex Taboos. &eac Offenders and the haw wrote:
Ahmigh there is unfcr+a-mjvtely no agreement among reputable authorities 
©s the nature,, cause or reeeptiMlity to cure- of most of the sex 
offenders listed in our penal code, sexual behavior is to a considerable 
degree, influenced by smart reiu&emtal influences or accidents ef training 
....no aex perversion is incurably congenital, nor incapable of 
guidance or control* Pervert ions are bred by social isolation, by 
falee training, by silence and by Ignorance (39,p. 562),
i*e return to the Abrehansen renort on sex offenders, he found that:
j&mos t all of these one hundred and two men had histories of unusually 
unfavorable childhoods with severe emotional deprivation. Psychiatric 
end psychological studies disclosed that basically thoy all felt they 
brd suffered from neglect or rejection (l.p. 15). As a result ©f 
early home conditions, tbs on® hundred and two offenders frequently 
have been confused about their sexual role tad have not developed a 
normal sexual concept. * % s y  are not ovcn-sexed, as some might thln&, 
Instead, they ar® immature and uader-developel esotionally ami. 
sexually (l,p. 15) • ah ere is an overwhelming amount of hostility 
in all of these sexual offenders, whioh often expresses itself in 
extreme brutality in the acts they eoj»~lt». 'Phis hostility appears 
t© be directly related t© the hostility or neglect to vMoh they were 
subjected as children (l,p. 18). Most of these offenders display, 
to a potentially or actually dangerous degree, a hatred and resentment
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against authority and versons representing authority, fhis 
could well he explained as & carry-over from earlier unexpressed 
resentment and hostility against parental authority or whoever 
represented that authority (l,p. 19)*
(These selected references, all of which have©in common the fact 

that they deal with social factors, give ample verification of the 
importance of social development and aeelllsation processes in the 
development of sexual offenders. It is one aspect ©f this entire 
research, therefore, to examine the biographical and social factors in 
the sex sample we will he studying* We will attempt an appraisal of the 
social factors and their relative importance la the etiology of these 
sexual deviates.
fhe Problems of &are* Seuresslon and Recidivism in Sexual Offense.

One of the more controversial aspects of the problem of sexual
offense is dealt with under this heading of care, repression and
recidivism. Obviously, the various professional and custodial disciplines
that deal with the problem each have their own techniques. Sash, one ®»
righteously as the other, believes that M s  techniques are most suitable.
In the care and repression of sex ©rim®, Frederick Werthan expressed this
conflict in terms of the broad dichotomy involved. He wrote:

On the one hand, it is stated that this 1© a purely legal and 
criminological problem* She advocates of this point of view 
say: Sound up all the major and minor offenders, keep them under 
permanent police supervision, give the convicted delinquents the 
sternest punishment and the imagest jail terms possible, introduce 
new laws making their punishment ever severer and prolonging their 
years in jail, tighten th® parole laws, exclude the so-called 
mollycoddling attempts at 111111,1111 understanding -punish, restrict, 
deterj To this category belong the diehard opponent® of the parole 
system, who raise a hue and cry after every startling crime and want 
to make us believe that if evrry criminal would serve every day of his 
full sentence all would be well.
The opposing school claims that most, if not all, of these delinquents 
belong to the province of psychiatry, The whole question of sex crimes, 
■according to the very recent statement of a distinguished member of the 
; bar, Is one which should be laid squarely at the f£et of th® medical 
profession. It is the psychiatrists, he soys, udm should examine every
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thap m m  the mm® nho ahould note* th« final denialon nbsmt what- should
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th# relatively few ofpartnaitiaa ne h®w* to deel with th# prehlan e m  ha 
na-da nnnlnallar tiaafal* It is part ®.f th# tails: of a reâ arali pragraffls anah
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as this present one to assist in this general *sharpening* by exploring
the previne® of sexual offense and utilising the procedures of experimental 
psychology in this exploration. We expect., as a result of this research, 
to obtain data which will satisfy, to some extent, the problems and 
questions which are, to this writing,unexplained and unsatisfied about 
the status of sexual offenders: whether they are heterogeneous or homo­
geneous, and the extent and importance of ^psychological sensitization,*

s im x fW A s m  o? a s z v m  m m  as this

In the historical introduction to this research we have analyzed 
the literature bearing on the following major factors: (1) s®x offense,
(2) the classification of sex offense, (3) the problem of sex behavior in 
prison* {&) the statistics on sexual offenders in orison, (5) the question 
of heterogeneity among sexual offenders, (6) th© sociological factors in 
sexual offense, (?) the problems of care, repression, and recidivism in 
sexual offense.

In the literature on sex offense we have discovered that the 
concept of * sexual offense* is ambiguously defined. If it was carried 
to its strictest limits it could possibly encompass nearly one-third 
of the male population of this nation. It is obvious, then, that this 
concept would, if carried to its full extent, confine m m y  more people 
than society would find it desirable to incarcerate. Also, even when it 
is not maximally extended, it involves no corrective measures to assist 
in th» frafbylsetie and the meliorative problems inherent in this problem* 
It would seem, therefore, that it is necessary to r©-define the concept 
of %exs©ff©as©**. Ihis present research may throw some light ca this 
aspect by offering an operational definition of sexual offender. 33y means 
of the psychological techniques utilised in this study* a procedure for



establishing a definitional basis for labeling one Ha sexual offender” may 
also arise.

Hie classification of sex offense is, similarly, in some doubt at this 
time, there is an overt conflict between the legal and th® psychiatric- 
psychological viewpoints. If we are able, in this research, to obtain 
significant data to substantiate the validity of the central hypothesis 
of heterogeafeity among sexual offenders, we sight he able to lend some 
weight to a more significant classificatory scheme. If sexual offenders 
represent heterogeneous rather than homogeneous categories, then th® 
question of whether to classify a sexual offender in accordance with one 
or another of the existing diagnostic types, is somewhat subordinate to 
the question of the degree and direction of the heterogeneity.

Shat sex in prison is an active and provocative subject has been 
amply shown in th® historical introduction to this research, fhis has 
a dlreet bearing on the "perceptual sensitisation” of the inmate. Thin 

perceptual sensitisation is, in effect, a "psychological sensitisation”, 
in that the psychelogical orientation which' the individual assumes Is 
based on bis perceptions and conceptualisations. It is within the 
province of this study to examine the extent of th® "perceptual sensiti­
sation” of the sexual offender. If we ore able to obtain significant 
data on these perceptual and conceptual factors, we will be able to throw 
some light on the effects of sexual stimulation in prison and the effects 
of imprisonment on sexual behavior and ideation. 3y means of our two 
perceptual tests we will explore this factor. In this our primary task 
will be to ascertain whether or not there is a significantly different 
perceptual sensitization for the sexual offender sample as opposed to the 
institutional.control sample; and whether there is any perceptual 
heterogeneity among the sexually deviant sample.
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fti# literature ea th* »tatiitie*l eonplexions ef th* sexual

offender® in prison present* us 'with. »n ©pperttinity to compare w
samples with these reported sample*. fhis will afford m® a comparative
v&lu# against which to report our result® and a comparison la terms of
which we can draw our conclusion*.

fhat there Is heterogeneity sneag sexual offenders 1® the subject
of a number of the studies reported in the previous section of this
thesis* In dolly work with the sexual offender the prison m d  court
psychiatrist, the psychologist, m d  the social worker constantly refer to
psychiatric, psychologies!, psychoanalytic, m d  seciclegteai hypotheses
sad theories.' fhese are accepted ad hoc, se to say* and are need without
serious question by many students, workers, «fa Inistrators, 1 waiter of
these hypotheses isrply, end depend upon the existence of p̂ure** (i.e.,
consistent) sox behavior types, Ihere is, wo believe, a serious question
shout the Burity ef these sox behavior types. As & eoasepnsace we shall
offer evidence to hoar on this fee tor and indicate the status ef those
hypotheses la light of our data. She problems of heterogeneity and
inconsistency of sub-groups, if successfully proven to exist, would offset
classification sad placement sine* these m w  operate on the hast.® of
ho&egenoity and consistency. As Kinsey says*

fhe homosexual group (sad all other sexually aberrant groups 
ee well) is m proverbial headache to the average prison warden.Be rarely possesses any eelentifis knowledge recording these 
persons. On the other hand, ho generally refloats the attitude 
ef the average individual and tends to ho scornful #nd impatient, 
if act downright brutal in handling- them (26,p. 66h).
It la i at ores ting to point up Unsay1 s reflection® m d  th# fact that 

he, a no vie# in the area of penology, recognised that the prison adminis­
trators (mad custodial officers) "rarely possess any scientific knowledge* 
regarding the sex offender; sad that thsy handle the sexual offenders as
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stM entity* meting out similar treatment to all -as if it constituted 
a homogeneous grout),

Yhai the sociological factors play a determining role in the 
sexually deviant prisoner® is amply revealed in the historical surrey,
0§r problems her© is to examine these subjects whom w© are studying for 
differential biographical and social data from which we can come to 
developmental -and behavioral conclusions. Ihun we will undertake a 
taxonomic approach to determine to what extent the sexual behavior patterns 
of the sexually deviant gfeoup differ from those of our institutional 
control group.

finally, in regard to th© problems inherent in the car# of,
repression of, and recidivism in sexual offense, we will also apply the
taxonomic approach to ferret out whatever iux'onaation relevant to these
issues we can obtain. It is believed that what information we do obtain
should assist in the total ©valuation of the sociological development
of these offenders whom we are studying.

In summarising the significance for this type study, it appears
appropriate to quote from the report of the Hew York .01 ty Mayor**
Committee for th© Study of Sex Offenses of 19^0:

Ox' the problem: as a whole we have no well—integrated picture.
Our knowledge, particularly of causation, is sketchy and 
unanaljsed. Our procedures in dealing with sex offenders, 
notably the abnormal ones, admittedly are Imperfect and in 
need of improvement. In summary, then, sex criminality is 
neither a unified nor a clearly defined problem. Fairly to 
evaluate it, w# must define our term*, explore the whole 
field intensively and thoroughly study the individual 
offender (29,p. 6l).
Our goal, In this restricted research program, is not so broad.

We will attempt to define a sexual offender for our research purposes.
It is anticipated that this definition will be relevant, and that its 
limits will be sufficient. If t' is be the case, It will provide a measure
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of assistance to those workers in the field of criminology and penology 
who* dally* in classification and administration, require such specific 
definition®. %  will then submit our sexual offender group to the 
psychological techniques we hare provided. V/e expect that these will 
help us partially to answer some of the various questions about sexual 
delinquency that we have proposed in this chapter. Especially, however, 
we expect these techniques to provide us with information of the 
relative heterogeneity of the sexual offender sample and the degree of 
Inconsistency within the sub-group* of this sample. This should also 
provide specific data ©a the problem of ^perceptual sensitisation* among 
these sexual offenders as compared to the institutional control group.
Our interview will be explored for the various behavioral and ideational 
factors which should assist us in differentiating the sexual offender 
from the controls. We will also examine specific psychoaexual develop­
mental factor® in sexual deviation.

If these factors, which have appeared through this chapter and have 
been epelled-out in this final section, are revealed as significant in 
omr data, it is obvious that we will have achieved the goal of securing 
information that can be applied to the varied tasks of the psyehodiagnosis, 
the psychotherapy, and the classification of the sexual offender.



m m r m  n

MIS'SCSmOSY

In tMs chapter w© will attempt to specify: (1) th© sampling 
prece&ure we followed in this research* (2) our procedure, and (3) 
th# tests and interview we utilised. She techniquesand procedure de­
vised were designed to study two preblem©: (X) that sexual offenders are 
a heterogeneous group, end (2) that sexual offenders show a sexually- 
oriented •perceptual sensitisation* as opposed to non-sexually-&evisaa t 
offenders who do not show this sensitisation.

A detailed analysis of each of these procedures should satisfy two 
questions* Primarily* it will provide s. description of our preeedure 
#© that its genesis can he studied by others interested in this or ; j . 
similar research problaiss* Semo&dly, for any one interested in eo&tiimlmg 
this type of rase arch, or utilising any of these procedures, w# hop© such 
analysis will give insightful hints, make obvious methodological diffi­
culties, and allow an accurate reeapi tul&ti on of our work.

SjMPLXMr

She first problem that confronted us in satisfying the experimental 
design was the way in which w© should define our sexual offender group.
A review of the literature revealed that many studies in this area were 
based on samples that consisted of subject® who were but borderline or 
doubtful sexual, offenders* Some o f thb&© experiments and studies- dealt 
with samples of legally-classified sex offenders? others with samples of 
p-syehiatrieslly—classified sex offenders. 2e did not want to depend on



any of these predetermined and partially complete systems*
Therefore, we established a definition ef *sexual offender* which

1we adhered to when choosing the sexual offender group. In this study a 
sexual -offender is one who meets all of the following criteria:- (1) con­
victed of a sexual offense and committed for this offense, (2) a 
civilian, history of sexually aberrant behavior, (3) an institutional 
record of sexually aberrant behavior, and, (t) the psychologist or th© 
psychiatrist in each case considered M i  to he sexually aberrant.

This rigid set of criteria was designed to preclude any criticism 
that we had included In our sexual offender group eases who might not 
he valid sexual deviates, who might he hut borderline eases, or who might 
he accidental or merely legal offenders against statutes relating to 
sex delinquency. As a consequence of these criteria, our sexual offender 
group consisted of clear-cut cases of sexual deviation and was as valid 
a group of sexual deviation as it was possible to locate.

It should also he noted at this point that, since our assumption 
is that sexual offenders are a heterogeneous group, it would have been to 
our advantage to make a loose and an all inclusive definition of the 
classification. This latter course would have provided us with a 
eonglomeratiof subjects who, obviously, would have served a# imsttrane© 
for the eventual establishment of the primary hypothesis. The sampling 
limiiatl on placed upon ms by these rigid criteria is obvious* They

I  --- 1--------It is recognised that this group does not Include all sex offender® but 
only a selected sample ef them, as defined by our criteria. However, for 
easy reference, we will use the general term throughout this research. It 
must be understood, however, that "sexual -offender", here,refers only to 
those offenders who meet our four criteria. It does not refer to the broad 
category of sexual offender®, as usually defined by legal, sociological, 
psychiatric, or other classification scheme®.
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pre—determineA the choice of as homogeneous a s » m l  offender group 
as was obtainable, Because we ruled eat accidental mad circumstantial 
case® of sexual offenders, and left for our offender group only
those cases who were op©ratiomally defined as sexually deviant, we 
submitted our hgrpothesis to the crucial testf we tested the hypothesis 
of heterogeneity among sexual offenders in ms homogeneous a group of 
sexual offenders as we could find.

Within the authority of the Maryland State Department of Correction 
are four penal Institutions. Of these four institutions, two were 
available for our study: She Maryland House of Correction at Jessups, 
Maryland (a medium security prison with a mean population of seventeen 
hundred sale inmates who serve various sentences from three months 
through forty years for various offenses from vagrancy through second 
degree murder)* and the Maryland State Beformatoyy for Moles at Breathed*- 
villa, Maryland (a minimum security reformatory with a mean population 
of eight hundred male Inmates who serve various sentences from three 
month* through twenty years for various offense® from unauthorized us© 
of a motor vehicle through second degree murder). fh« population at 
th© Souse of $erreetion, at the time of study, was nineteen hundred and 
eighty-nine male inmates; and at the B ©forma to ry, at that period, it was 
twelve hundred and seventy-five male inmate®, which made a total roster of 
thirty-two hundred and sixty—four male inmates in both institutions.

It might be noted her© that the writer has been employed at the 
Maryland House of Correction, as a Criminal Psychologist, sine© Jun®
19^8. He has held this position on both a full time and part time basis, 
fhis factor was a nr ©disposing one in the availability of these institutions 
for this research* Xt also allowed the writer to develop rapport with both 
inmates and personnel Sjjii O t this research could progress with the accessary
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cooper at i on of both these groups.
An examination of the ©mtire population ®M the Souse of Qorreetloa 

waflr made, by th© writer. to determine the potential number of sexual 
offender subject# available. We located on# hundred and eighty—two male 
subject# all of 'whom set on© or more of the criteria. This was also dose 
at the Reform© to igr with the result that we located eighty-six male subjects, 
all of obcm also met on# or more of the criteria. This total of two 
hundred and sixty-eight male subjects was then reexamined to determine 
exactly how many met all four criteria* In this manner, we located, la 
hath institutions, sixty-seven male subjects, forty—two at the Souse of 
Correction and, twenty-five at th© Reform©tory. These sixty-seven male 
subjects —r on res e n 11 ng a selected population as defined by our definition 
©f semml offender- were identified and recorded separately from th© 
institutional population. They will he referred to, In this report, 
as the ^sexual offender group4*.

Ihte sexual offender group was composed of the following legal classi­
fies, tory type#: Cl) thirty-seven cases of homosexuality, (2) ten eases of 
sodomy, (3) nine cases of rape, (4) eight cases of pedophilia, (5) on© case 
of exhibition!•», C6) one case of carnal knowledge, {'7) ©me case ©f 
eontribmtisig t© th© delinsroeney of minors. Table 1 shows these classlfl- 
catory types and the percentage of each classification in the sexual 
offender groun. Table 2 shews th© statistical complexion of the entire 
sexual offender group on descriptive variable#. The distributions within 
these cl as si.fi cat tons are shown in Appendix 1, fable# I through IX*

f© obtain n matched control group without losing any members of the

I----------- ---- -------Throughout this thesis Arable aum&rals will be used to designate text
tables and Homan numerals to designate appendix table#.



sexual offender group posed a difficult problem, The first step In the 
control selection procedure was to assign serial ambers to the members 
of the sexual offender group. Then, by referring to a table of random 
numbers, these umbers were placed in random order and circularized.. That 
is, these numbers were placed in a circular arrangement so that there would 
be no beginning or ending point in the order of numbers• The control group 
population consisted of the entire inmate rosters of both institutions 
(i.e., three thousand tw© hundred and sixty-four inmates), omitting only 
those cases with sexually aberrant histories. These two thousand nine 
hundred and ninety-six inmates, similarly, were assigned serial numbers, 
placed in random order, and circularised, as in the case of the sexual 
offender group, fti© purpose ©f th® circular-random order was to eliminate 
bias in the choice of either selecting any members of the population for 
control purposes, or in choosing a starting point among the already- 
randomized circle of names in the randomized population, again by choosing 
an accidental starting point on this random list. The population was 
examined, in this manner, until a member was located who matched the sexual 
offender group member. One© this choice was made, the next sexual offender 
subject (in random order) was pulled, and by continuing on the randomised 
population list from where the previously selected control was found, the 
next was examined following the random order until the second control was 
located. This procedure was followed until all sixty-seven members of the 
matched control group had been selected. Table 3 summarizes the statistical 
comp1extion of the entire control group.

Matchings were done on nine variables: (1) age, within plus or minus 
five years} (2) color, either white or negro, (3) intelligence, within plus

^"except in the ease of one control where it was necessary to accept a minus
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fable 3. Summary of ©ontrol Characteristic* of Woa-Sermally
Devi ant Control Oroup**

M S I *, o* Mucati on Sentence
(yrs. \ (ptm A (ym.)

length al.serv* prey.comm* 
immA... (bps.) __(mps*)

3ange 15-62 57-112 3-14 6-2%0 2-48 o-7

X 2k.S 90*2 7*9 45.5 14.1 2.3

* fhe variable* of race, marital statue, and socio-economic level 
of paternal parent, are omitted from this table* These variables 
are precisely matched in both groups* Appendix A, fables 11,17,71, 
for the Searmal Offender Croup and fables XI, XIV, XT', for the Hon- 
Somally Deviant Control Croup, show the distributions of these
variables*



or minus ten noints on the Weehsler—Bellevue Intelligence Test, (H>)
1education, plus or minus four years within grammar school, high school,

©r college, (5) marital status, whether or not ewer married, (6) socio­
economic status of paternal parent, precise matching based on 19^0 census 
categories of stef.ll, fcrad®, business or profession, (?) length of sentence, 
plus or minus six month®, (8) length of present sentence already served, 
plus or minus two months, (9) number of previous commitments, plus or 
minus one commitment. As r consequence of this matching design, a close 
agreement was obtained between the sexual offender group and the controls, 
without any loss in membership in the sexual offender group, The dis­
tributions within these control and sexual offender groups are shown in 
Appendix A, tables X through XT!IX.

On three of the nine variables (i.e., race, marital status, socio­
economic status) there were precise matchings. On the remaining six 
variables matchings were done within these previously specified limits. 
These distributions of the variations in matching, and the standard error 
analyses of these six variables, are shown in Appendix A, fables XtX
t h r o u g h  r o n r .

ph chose these matching variables because the literature and our 
estpertence led us to believe that they were important factors to control, 
The limits we specified, because of the obvious inability to Match 
identically, were arrived at on a similar rationale (i.e., the literature 
and our hunches).

The standard error analyses had the tests of significance (Appendix A) 
revealed statistically significant differences between our two groups on

1 “except in the case of one control where it was necessary to accept a
plus six year difference in education.
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the six variables not perfectly matched. sHiile we would have preferred 
not to have had such differences, we maintain that these differences were 
not of crucial importance for study such m  this, Our specified limits 
in matching conformed to th® recommendstioas In th© literature and to 
the usual methods in this field, ¥© do point out, however, our recom- 
mandat ions to future researchers in this area. ¥© believe an attempt 
©ho ild he made, in th© future, tot (1) eliminate significant differences 
in matchings, (2) check out these data to datermine exactly what error was 
included in our study by virtue of these significant differences in 
matching the controls t© th© sex offenders.

F®.O0S®mi

In this research wo utilised four psychological techniques* Two 
of these were new tests of perception devised to investigate '’perceptual 
sensitisation3. One we named the Serial drawing 2eet and the other we 
named the Incomplete Pictures Test. in interview was constructed to yield 
behavioral and ideational information on these sexual offenders as well 
as to throw some light on various psychoanalytic, psychological, socio­
logical, end psychiatric hypotheses regarding sexual offenders and 
sexual deviation, finally, th© Blaehy Pictures lest was utilised to 
offer information, based on the results of this standardised projective 
test, on thirteen psychosexual dimensions in thase sexual offenders whoa 
we were studying*

fihe procedure which was standardized was arrived at as a rasuit of 
a methodological pilot study. ¥e did not attempt a pilot study to obtain 
statistically manipulative data, for we wore most cautious not to approach 
the sexual offender group for fear of con t ami mating them by pre-testing.
In consequence, then, we chose ten subjects from the two hundred and



sixty-eight legal sex offender ©ample and ten cases from the non- 
sexually—devta&t institutional population and submitted these twenty 
accidentally chosen subjects to the two tests of perception and to the 
Interview. -vfe did not run a pilot study on the Blacky fast since this 
is a standardized test, available for general psychological use through­
out the country, and therefore a allot study of it would have had no 
particular value for our research, As a result of this methodological 
pilot study we were able to standardize our testing and interview 
procedure* and evaluate the best method of presentation in terms of time 
conffianptlon and content analysis. Responses obtained in this pilot study 
were independently scored by the writer and two faculty advisors. From 
this preliminary scoring we were able to develop & reliable scoring system 
for these tests and the interview, This pilot study also permitted an 
evaluation of the reception these procedures sight have by emr subject®. 
Because our subjects were inmates of a prison we had to oriAnt our 
language and activity to conform to uhe usual prison standard*.

The research procedure depended muon the continual assistance of 
three inmate technicians, These men, all regularly employed by the 
Psychology Department at the Settee of Correction, were trained by the 
writer, over a four month period, in the administration of these test*. 
They had been previously trained and practiced is the administration of 
various psychological tests nt the Sous® of Correction, and so were 
acquainted with test administration. In the Serial Drawing Test, the 
Incomplete Pictures Test, and the Blacky Pictures Test they received 
specie! training and supervision, extending over this four month period 
of dally contact with these tests. The writer, we should point out here, 
was the only person to administer the interview, to score the Interview, 
and to score all the tests.



All testing and interviewing was done. In each institution, in the 
same maimer and in similar physical environments. Because we feared the 
possibility of losing members of the sexual offender grout) (i.e., through 
transfer, release by court, termination of sentence), we decided to 
complete these cases first and then to study the controls,

Then the subject arrived at the Psychology Department office he was 
given a previously established cod© number. This obviated the necessity 
of using & man1 s name on any of the testing feme. He was never called 
to a test situation by name, but only by the code number, This technique 
was developed to serve as a means of securing cooperation. W© believe 
this aided M m  In his desire to remain anonymous and also served as a 
subtle rebuttal to stay unverbaliied fears he may have had about revealing 
personal, sexual data.

She Serial Drawing Test, which took approximately one-half hour to 
administer, was the first procedure to which he was subjected. He was 
then given the Incomplete Pictures Test, which consumed another one-half 
hour. Following these tests the Bl&clcy Pictures Test was administered.
This was usually completed in forty-five minutes. After these tests were 
administered by the inmate technicians, the subject was sent in to the 
writer*s office where he was interviewed. The time spent on the interview, 
because of its informal ch racier, varied from fifty minutes to ninety 
minutes. In most cases, the subject was finished with the entire procedure 
in two and one-half to three hours. In this manner all subjects were 
tested and interviewed.

Of all the one hundred and thirty-four inmates studied we had no 
Case in which the man > bsolutely refused to participate in the research. 
There were a few men, among both groups (more so -among th® sexual offender 
group than among the non-sexually-Aelinouent controls), who complained about



being subjected to this study. When a subject indicated any reluctance, 
when he cowplained about being chosen, or when he Initially refused to 
take part in this study, he was, prior to any testing, referred to the 
writer, fhe standard rationale offered t© all who requested information 
or indicated reluctance to participate, was that we were making a study 
of all prisons -throughout the country- with the avowed purpose of 
standardising “new tests’* on prisoners. 1'he man was told that we were 
cognisant of the fact that a number of prisoners resented the fact that 
they were subjected to “psychological tests which were used in hospitals 
and insane asylums1’ and that we agreed that they should "be given tests 
which were based only on prison standardizations. Obviously if this were 
to be done, these tests would h&Ve to be pre-tested on prisoners such as 
they; and this was exactly what we were attempting to do. It should be 
repeated again that, following this explanation, a© subject refuged to 
participate and no subject failed to enter the tedious situation 
(I.e.. two and one-half hours of testing and questioning) with less than 
obvious interest. Parenthetically, it should also be reported that a 
good number of the men at no time questioned their being summoned -even 
though their invitation was obviously not at the -usual institutional 
working hours but often well into the night and on Sunday, fhese latter 
ones were merely summoned and the tests were administered without any 
explanation. In all cases it was the standard procedure not to offer any 
man an explanation unless his behavior required one; and that in the cases 
where an explanation was indicated, it was done by the writer prior to any 
testing, fhus, the rumor was subtly circulated through the prison populatio 
that we were engaged in research to develop new testing techniques which 
would eventually benefit the inmates.
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fusts m b  im r n m i m

¥© used two teste to provide am evaluation of ^perceptual 
sens!tizatiom*.

flie Serial Drawing Test was utilized to offer data on the problem 
of set and frame of reference (l) by comparing the sexual offender group 
with the institutional control group; and (2) by analyzing the results 
of this test among the classificatory types of the sexual offender group, 
This test was to offer information on the psychological hypothesis of 
8pereeptual sensitization* among these sexual offender group members 
ms compared to the matched controls,

The Incomplete Pictures Test was utilized to determine whether there 
was a significant differential distribution between the sexual offender 
group and the controls in terms of the six psychological dimensions of 
scoring* It was to throw some additional light on the hypothesis of 
"perceptual sensitization0 and to determine the effect of set and frame 
of reference among the sexual offender group members and between the sexual 
offender group and the institutional control group.

The Serial Drawing Test consisted of ten anatomical line drawings!
The first card in each drawing was s sketch showing s minimal representa­
tion of the whole drawing. Sach successive card showed more of the final 
drawing, until the subject was presented with the fifth card of the series 
which was the entire anatomical sketch.

The content of each drawing and the standardized order of presentation 
was as follows? Plate 1? ear, Plate 2 ; male genitals, Plate 3: buttocks, 
Plate lips, Plate 5; femalegenitals, Plate 6? male genitals, erected,

1Appendix 3 includes sketches of all of the nlates in the Serial Drawing
Test.



10

Plate 7: eye, Plate 8t female “breast, Plate 9s buttocks In elimination
function, Plate 10: mouth with banana being inserted*

The examiner read, the standard instructions to the subject before
the test was administered* These were as follows;

mTHtrcTioitg wm smxm* mkmm tdst

I am going to show you some drawings of people. These are 
dream so that the whole drawing isn*t complete until you 
see the last card of each series. They arc? all divided into 
fire cards in each series.
I want you to look at each card as I give it to you. Tell 
me what you think the whole drawing {i.e., last drawing) 
will be. T*o t each card I want you to tell me what you think 
It is {i.e., represents).
This is a test of imagination and guessing. Give mo your 
first impression or guess. Boa*t spend too long on any 
drawing. Speak your thoughts aloud as they come to your 
mind* There is no right or wrong answer. Bon11 be afraid 
to tell what*3 on your mind in each case (i.e., what the 
drawing looks like to you.
A verbatim recording of the subject1® responses to each illustration 

was mode to insure an accurate record of the subject*s response, so that 
an accurate scoring would be accomplished in each case. ^

The scoring technique that was developed for this test of perception 
involved four tyoes of scores for each drawing. The responses to each 
card of the drawing were examined and scored on the following dimensions:
(l) th© number of the card at which the subject first identified the 
drawing as a sexual object, (2) the number of the card at which th© 
subject first identified the drawing correctly, (3) the number of the 
card at which the subject changed th© identification from a sexual on© 
to a non-sexual one, (^) the number of th© card at which the subject 
changed the identification from a non-sexual one back again to a sexual
one.

A reliability study was done on the scoring technique. Ten test
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records were selected at random from among the one hundred and thirty-four
records for this purpooo* The por&e&tage of agreement obtained he tween
the writer*® scoring end those of hi® colleague was eighty-nine and five-
tenths percent, i’hese result® were accepted as evidence of sufficient
reliability to minimize scoring M a s  for the purposes of this study.

The Incomplete Pictures Test, based on the original ideas of Street
(Incomplete-#®®tall Teat^(33) sad others, consisted of ten ambiguously

1sketched, brohen— line ( ̂ incomplete11), pictur#®* The&e were specifically 
designed to stimulate sexual responses.

fhe content of' each picture and the standardised order of presenta­
tion was as follows: Plate 1: two figure® playing die®. Plate 2 ; two prone 
figure® with bodies in close cent set, Piste 3 s one figure looking at 
another figure in a window, Plate %  three figures of children in play 
with another figure watching them from behind a tree, Plate 5s two figure®, 
on© lying in front of the other, upright figure has a m  raised, Plate 6; 
two figures, bending, one over the other, with bodies in close contact,
Plate 7: three figures, standing in close proximity, Plate 8? figure of 
cviia in an alleyway with figure of adult straighten.lag child*® clothing, 
Plate 9s two figures, on© lying on back, other bending over first figure, 
bodies in close proximity, Plat© 10: figure of a, person and of a dog in 
petting position.

flies© picture© were Intended to stimulate th® following sexual 
themes: .Plats If sodomy, Plate 2\ rape, Plate 3i voyeurism, Plate 4-: 
pedophilia, Plate 5: flagellation, Plate £t cunilingus-anilingu®, Flat© 7: 
mutual »asttirb-ation, Plate B? pedophilia, Plate 9? cun ill ngna-f e 11 at i o,

I ’ ~Jppendix ® include® sketch©* of all of the plates in the Incomplete 
Picture fast.



12

Plate 10; bestiality!-
Prior to the administration of the test, the examiner read to each 

subject the standard instructions, These were:
rmtsmtcm fcr Pietros tbst

t mm going to show you some pictures. These pictures are 
•purposely drawn incomplete (i,e,, blocked, out} so that you 
will haws to imagine or guess what the whole picture is 
supposed to be,
hook at each picture and tell it what you see there, Ahat 
is thereT What is happening? Who is there? fhat is going 
on in the picture * what do y&u think the picture is sux-uosed 
to be? dmt are the character s in the picture doingf Bow do 
they feel?

There is a© right or wrong answer, This is a test of guessing 
and imagination, #iv« me your first tnprosaion,, Bon1 i spend 
too long em any picture, Speak your thoughts aloud a* they 
coste to your mind,
Just look at each picture and tell im  what you see (i.e., 
what is happening in each picture and how the characters 
jggle.) “ ----------~ ~

111 responses were recorded verbatim, so that, in this test as in 
the previous one, an accurate report of the subject** response was made.

As a result of th© pilot study of the test ^dmialstration. and the 
responses obtained on this test ia this pilot study, the scoring procedure 
was developed, The writer and two members of his thesis committee 
inspected these responses in an attempt to determine the number of 
psyche logical dimensions involved la this test. As a result, we concluded 
that there were six psychological scoring dimensions in this test,

These six scoring dimensions were: (l) sexual content response to 
non-sexual content response, {2) homosexual content tc heterosexual 
content, (.3) aggressive activity tc passive Activity, (b) antisocial

These sexual themes are operationally defined in the Slosesry which 
appears in Appendix B.



activity to social activity, (5) dspre#s#d emotional content t© eunhorie 
•motional, content, {6} authoritarian eontent to democratic content, la 
this sisaner, nil responses for each picture were analysed and the dimension 
received .an intensity rating of either (1) neutral for that dimension 
(i.e., subjectfs response indicated, no recognition of the dimension or 
did not show eagr intensity on that dimension), (?) some Intensity toward 
one end of the dimensionalcontinmjm {i.e., subject1® response favoured, 
to ®, not»t®o-intense degree, one or the other pole ©f the dimensional 
eo&tlmaasi'), (3) eactr̂ ' e-.intensity toward one end of the dimensional 
continuum (i.e., subject*s response indicated extreme intensity and 
definitely favored one or the other pole of the dimensional continue®*).

k secondary scoring teehnicue was also utilised, She main them® of 
the sexual activity described by the subject wag recorded in each picture.

i. reliability study was completed on the scoring technique. f«a 
test records were selected at random and the®# were scored independently, 
fhs percentage of total agreement warn aeventy-nine percent. Shis would 
appear to support the general conclusion that the scoring technique w-bm 
feli&fel© b© the extent that it is capable of being utilised by other people 
than the writer to yield sufficiently similar result®.

1fhe Interview consisted of two hundred and thirty-six questions, fh© 
administrative technique utilised was an Informal one* She examiner told 
the subject that lie would be asked a mmbar of question* pertaining to hie 
personal history and behavior. The subject was reassured that anything he 
•ah' would never b© included in any official (State) record; and that this

^appendix 3 includes the entire Interview questionnaire. fhi® i« presented 
in the order in w ich the questions were asked. She open-ended questions 
for each section are also Included in their proper place®.
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information was to "be used only for this research project. A request was 
made for complete honesty la reply to the questions. Parenthetically, 
it might be noted here, that a lumber of interview questions were repeated, 
la different context, throughout the interview* This wan done to afford 
an indication of the general level of honesty in these responses. Following 
this initial instruction the examiner posed the first open-ended question. 
Th© examiner had in front of him  th© interview question sheet, and he 
fill bcI in the appropriate responses to the qties.tiona while the subject 
discussed th© relevant issues. These responses were always recorded in 
the subject’s language. The examiner would stay with a sequence of 
questions until the subject had answered every required question In that 
sequence. If the subject did not offer an answer to a specific question, 
the examiner would eventually ask M m  this question. After receiving 
answers to all. relevant questions in a sequence, the examiner would ask 
the next open-ended question In the series, and continue the same type 
of informal questioning and discussion until the entire interview ques­
tionnaire was completed.

To construct the Interview cuest1ounsire, th© literature in the dis­
cipline* interested in the problems of sexual offenders was explored and 
fifty-eight hypotheses were noted? These were examined and it was found 
that in ftosie cases they over-lapped; were not -all clear-cut or testable; 
were inconsistent in nsny cases; and were not validated by reliable research 
methods,

These hjrnotheses, however, sugge&tod numerous questions, the answers 
to whî fe -might serve to explain Sexually aberrant behavior; or, at least, 
Bight yield ©am© information on th© sexually aberrant offender which could

I ' ’Appendix B, Sexual Offender Theories. Only those theories significant 
to the development of the technique are listed in this appendix.
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"be examined for descriptive and inferential purposes. To this end two 
hundred and thirty—six question* were compiled which explored these 
hypotheses.

In view of the exploratory level of research, in this area and 
the fact that many of the data for these hypotheses were intuitive and 
conjectural, it was difficult to accept the validity and reliability of 
them. A number of these hypotheses implied and depended upon the 
existence of •pure* (i.e., consistent) sex behavior types. Th® existing 
research tended to question this consistency or *purity* of sub-groups* 
lor example, the homosexual offender may not have necessarily had a 
consistent sex behavior pattern; he probably engaged in various forms 
of sexual activity. Thus, an hypothesis that specified an etiological 
description of the homosexual would defy examination unless it could be 
definitely established that the homosexual was a consistent, or wpur®w, 
tyoe (i.e., was aberrant in a homosexual manner only). Because of this 
Inconsistency among sub-group* it was difficult to be certain, in advance, 
that these hypotheses could be tested in terms of ’’pure* sub-groups 
within the sex offender group.

This interview, therefore, allowed a comparison of the distributions 
of responses to the questions between the sexual offender group and the 
control*. Significant differences between these two groups were examined 
for evidence of differentiating patterns, clusters, or categories. A 
taxonomic approach was utilised to determine to what extent the sexual 
behavior patterns of the sex offender group differed from those of th® 
Institutional control group; to what extent was there a biographical 
difference; and to what extent did consistency or inconsistency prevail 
within either group.

The scoring procedure necessarily varied with the type of question.
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The scoring was dose os as objective “basis with one hundred and four 
questions receiving a nj m n or "mo" score; fifty-one questions a "ye**, 
"sometimes*, or *noH score; twenty—six of the remaining question* were 
scored according to the specific choices implied in the question (I.e.,
*M* for mother, *F* for father, *A* for always, "If* for never); while 
the remaining fifty-five questions were scored in specific conformance 
to the type of response (i.e., number of homosexual experience®, age at 
which First masturbation occurred, part of body most sensitive to sexual 
stimulation, etc,),

A reliability study was conducted by selecting at random five 
Interview records with two hundred and thirty-six scoring categories in 
each record, and subjecting these to independent scoring, The total 
percentage of agreement for these was ninety-one percent. This high 
reliability is partly a function of the objectivity of th® Interview 
scoring categories and of the Interview recording technique; and may 
be accepted as evidence of sufficient reliability to minimize scoring 
bis* for purposes of this study.

The Ble.chy Pictures Test‘d was utilized as a projective technique 
to analyse- these sexual offender® and their matched control® on thirteen 
nsyehosexual dimensions. These dimensions were (l) oral eroticism,
(2) oral sadism, (3) anal expulsiveness, (h) anal retentiveness, (5)
Oedipal intensity, (6) masturbation guilt, (?) castration anxiety,
(8) positive identification, (9) sibling rivalry. {10) guilt feelings,
(11) positive ego ideal, (12) narcissistic love object, (13) macltii© 
love object.

The test was administered in the standardized manner and scored

The Blacby Pictures Test developed and standardized by Dr. 0. S. Blum, 
Copyright, 19^9, The Psychological Corporation.
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according to the author1® instructions (5,p. 27). This scoring technique 
derives a total score for each dimension which is based on four scoring 
factors: (l) snort ©neon® story, (2) iafaliy, (3) preferences, (4) related 
comment®. This total score on each, dimension is converted into a 
’’clinical® score of either nstrong", ’’fairly strong*, or Rweak* for the 
dimension* Bits® maintains that whether the score is strong, fairly strong, 
or weak, it implies pathogenicity.

A reliability study of th® writer1® scoring was done on the spontaneous 
stories in the Blacky Test. Ten record# were selected at random and 
independently scored. The percentage of total agreement was eighty-eight 
percent. This compares favorably with the reliability reported by Blum 
(ninety—two and sir-tenth# percent). This indicates that the scoring was 
done in a reliable manner and obviates any serious criticism of scoring 
bias.
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This chapter presents the results and the discussion of the two 
tests of perception we used in this study, fhe purposes of this pre­
sentation ares (1) to establish whether sexual offender and control groups 
differ on the test variables, (2) to indicate the extent and character of 
the differences between these groups, and (3) to examine the nature or 
characteristics of differences between subgroups of sexual offenders.

Our data offer us some basis for conclusion concerning the two 
major hypotheses: (l) whether the sexual offender group comprises a 
homogeneous population or a heterogeneous population* and (2) whether 
these sexual offenders show characteristic responses to these test items 
from which we could infer that they are perceptually sensitised to sexual 
stimuli.

D Tia-ihh pfFrm iFG is SBfvssu ssxtfj& owmmv ercTTp aid com mi* mrm

Serial Drawing Test.
■On the Serial Drawing Test our results indicate that the sexual 

offender group was consistently more sexually oriented than was the 
uon-eexuaXly-deviant control group, fable 4 presents the distributions 
and significance test values on the "initial sexual identifieatlon1* 
scoring dimension for this test (this test was scored on four dimensions, 
as outlined in Chapter II). The sexual offender group (shown in the table 
as **S0tt} differed significantly from the controls (shown in the table as 
**0**) in the direction of more readily attaching sexual identification to



Table 4. Distributions and Significance Test Values for Scores on
Initial Sexual Identification in Serial Drawing Test*

Plated Plate 2 Plate 3 Plate 4 Plat© .5
Drawings* SO 0 SO 0 So 0 SO 0 so 0

A 2k 15 21 4 31 12 28 8 31 3

B 11 4 9 4 8 0 4 0 14 2
C 10 O 18 7 15 16 3 2 12 23

B 3 3 8 16 1 7 3 1 10 23

1 2 11 17 12 28 0 0 0 12

Mon© IS 43 0 19 0 4 29 56 0 4
fr 19.9 32.8 23.& 20.9 40.2
df 2 2 2 1 2
P .001 .001 .001 .001 .001

Plate 6 OateJZ Plate 8 Plate Plate 10
Drawings SO 0 s o  0 SO 0 so 0 .30 0 .....

A 36 22 34 20 34 18 *•5 15 24 12
— — 1— — ——— — — — —

® 17 13 16 10 5 6 15 7 11 4

C 4 5 9 13 4 3 4 12 9 9

B 9 20 0 1 6 12 2 13 2 3

S 1 4 0 0 H 6  23 1 15 0 0
Hone 0 3 8 23 2 5 0 5 21 39

13.5 11.7 8.1 33.8 10.4
df 2 2 2 2

P .01 .01 .02 .001 .01
•In all the tables of this chapter, with the exception of Table 14, 
the hroken-llnes In the tables refer to the groupings made for the 
chi scuare analyses.



these drawing#. JUL1 values of chi square obtained by comparing 
the two distribution* of score* for each plate have associated 
F-values at a level of .02 or smaller. Six of the ten plates 
revealed differences at a level of significance greater than .001.
Sexual offenders thus showed consistently more sexual response to 
this test.than did the control cases.

These sexual offenders attached sexual significance to these 
drawings at an earlier point in the series than did the controls.
Sexual offenders perceived sexuality in card A (this was the first 
card presented ia each series) sore frequently than did the controls. 
■faM© 4 also reveals that on every plate, the controls responded with 
a number of ®no-sexual—r espouse * score®. Further, the controls were 
always more numerous in their ro-sexaal-r espouse scores than were the 
sexual offenders. Only on Plates 1, h and 10, did the sexual offender® 
respond with a relatively high frequency of no - s exual -respons e scores; 
however, on none of these did their response totals equal or exceed such 
response scores of the control®. Significantly, these three plate®
(i.e., 1, h, 10) dealt with phenomena which were not directly sexual in 
content. Plate 1 was a drawing of an ear; Plate ^ a lip; Plate 10 a 
banana in the process of being inserted into a mouth.

Table 5 presents that distribution® and significance test value® 
for these two group# in the number of correct recognition# of the plates. 
Plate# 1,2,3,5* aad 6, were correctly identified ©ore consistently by 
the sexual offender group than by the control®, at a P-valu© of .05 
or smaller. Plate* ^,7,8,9 and 10, did not reveal significant dif­
ferences between these groups. The very obvious sexual illustration# 
(i.e., penis, erected penis, buttocks, vagina) were among those plates 
which revealed significant differences in correct identification between
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Table 5* Distribution® and Significance Test Taluee for Scores oa
Correct Identification in Serial Drawing Test.

Dr swings
Fist® 1 
S© G

Flat® 2 
SO S

Flat® 3
so a

Flat® 4
.. m  o.-

Flat® 5 
SO G

A 2 1 1 2 13 S 1? 18 9 2

B 16 IXWfcii IHWI W •» 9 * 10 1 3 4 6 0

C i.* 9 11 0 14 15 2 o 9 3
1) 14 16 13 16 4 10 9 16 31 29
1 19 1? 28 24 25 28 28 24 11 28

lone 12 13 5 21 1 5 8 5 1 5

** 4.f 4.4 7.9 1 a «*• *■ ✓ 22.3
d£ 2 1 2 2 2

P ____ »CJ____.... _a3£___ .02 ....*i<L.. .001

Plate 6 Ti5 ;e 7 Plate 8 Flatss 9 Flat® 10
.'Drawings go . 0.. .so 0 ' 00-.c.. . SO 0 SO c

A 16 2 0 2 19 15 9 0 1 0
3 10 5 l 0 3 7 6 7 0 G
C 14 10 0 2 4 3 13 15 1 0
3 22 38 12 17 6 13 11 12 11 9
TpiS* 5 9 50 45 24 24 18 25 51 5S
Bon®. 0 B 4 1 -..M ..-5..- .10.- 8 ...3...0......

18.5 2.5 3.a 3.4 0.9
df 2 1 2 3 1
F ,001 .80 .20 .50 .50
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these group#, Among these five plate# which did not significantly discrim­
inate between the two group#, only one (female ore ait) was an obvious sexual 
illustration —out of direct feminine character; while the remainder consist­
ed of either complex stimuli (mouth and banana, buttocks in elimination pro­
cess) or plates which, were not directly sexual in stimulation (lip#,.eye).

While we did find significant differences in the correct identification 
of each drawing., these differences were not as consistent or at m  high a 
confidence level as were those obtained for the occurrence of sexual identi­
fication#. in inspection of fable 5 indicates that while only Plates 1,2 
3*5* aad 6, yielded significant differences between the two groups, even in 
these five plates the frequencies for each group were not as indicative of 
clear-cut differences between the two group#., as they were in the scoring 
of sexual identification. Plate 1, which concern# Itself with a drawing of 
an ear showed a difference between the two group# at P .05* However, while 
the sexual offender group gave more correct response#, th® frequencies were 
not consistently in favor of the sexual group, and both group# included a 
similar number of individual# who were not able correctly to identify this 
drawing. Plates 2,3,5 and 6, however, Indicated that th# sexual offenders 
correctly recognized the drawing earlier than the controls (i.e., cards k 
and £); and that the controls showed more case# of an inability to identify 
correctly these sexually stimulating drawings than did th® sexual offender#. 
Finally, those plates which did not reveal significant differences were 
those which were not specifically designed to be sexual In character, those 
which were essentially feminine ia character, and those which were less di­
rect and more ©osrol©x and which, dealt with processes of activity rather 
than pure anatomy.

To determine whether there was any consistency in these groups as 
regards their sexual rescons!veness, an analysis was made of: (l) the 

point at which the identification was changed from a sexual one to a
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aoft-sexoaX owb (see fable 6), and (2) th© point at which the identi— 
fixation was- ch&aged back again, from lum-seximl to a sexual on© (a©# 
fable ?)•

As shown, in Table 6, seven plates revealed significant dif'ferene©# 
between these two groups. Of these seven, four were significant with a 
F—value of .001, and one had a P—value of .01. There was also indicated 
&a approach toward significance (P .10} in Plate 9* Plates $ and 6 
were not responded to sufficiently In terns of this scoring dimension 
for the chi square test to he applied.

Table 6 indicates that the sexual offender group was lees stable 
in its sexual response than was the control croup* They altered their 
responses from sexual to non—sexual ones to an extent that was signifi­
cantly different, in some cases, from this tendency in the controls. 
Interestingly, an inspection of fmbl© 7 reveals, that when these changes 
in identification were Mad.©, they were not. readily reversed. That is, 
these two tables indicate that when a subject of either group changed 
his response from a sexual on© to a non-seacual one he evidently did not 
reverse this change back again to as. sexual on© with any significant 
frequency* Instead, once a change was mad© from th© sexual to th© s©m- 
sexual, the latter response was maintained. This would tend to suggest 
the conclusion that 5,value orientedn responses persist in proportion to 
th© ambiguity of th© stimuli. Hhen th© stimuli wore clear-cut, even a 
strong perceptual sensitization to these stimuli does not preclude 
reality recognltion.

The distributions and significance* test values in Table ? cannot 
be sufficiently analyzed. Th© frequency of responses to six of the % m  
plates was less than that which is required in applying the chi square 
tost. Of the remaining four plates, only one showed a statistically
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fable 6. Bistriimti ons and Significanee Test Tallies for Scores on
Identification Changed fro® Sexual to ^on-sexual ia
Serial Drawing Test.

Plat© 1 Plate 2 Plate 3 Plate 4 Plate.5
Brawln^s SO 0 SO 0 SO 0 . SO.GL..... SO ,.c.

A 0 0 0 0 8 O 0 0 0 0
3 12 5 5 1 0 1 4 1 1 0
0 5 2 5 1 7 0 2 0 0 0
B a 5 8 1 3 1 7 0 1 1

1 13 4 0 0 0 0 12 4 1 0

lone .......2f ....51 _ 4-9 64 57 m 42 62 64 66
# 19.1 12.7 5.9 17.5 -
df 1 1 1 1 1
P .001 .001 .02 .001

Flat© 6 Flat© 7 Plate 8 Plate 9 Plate 10
Drawings SO. 0 SO 0 SO' 0 SO 0 SO G

A 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0
B 2 0 1 1 6 6 2 2 2 1
0 1 2 4 4 6 3 6 1 7 2
D 0 0 22 IB 2 0 2 1 9 2

1 00 0 28 19 0 0 0 0 22 19

Fone 64 6§ 12 25 53 58 5? 63 27 43

I? - 6.6 IB. 8 2.9 11.2
df I 2 2 2 2
P - .02 .001 .10 .01
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fable ?. Distributions and Significance feat Tallies for Scores on

Identification Changed Bac?c Again frow Ifon-Sexaal to Sexual 
ia Serial Braving fest.

Plate 1 Plate Z PlatftJl Flat* A Plate. ..5
Drivings .... SO 0 SO C SO 0 SO 0 so e

A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 z 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
B 2 0 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 0

0 0 9 2 7 1 0 0 1 0
Bone 63 6? 53 65 58 65 6? 66 65 6?

X2 - 10.3 2.3 - -
df 1 1 1 1 1
P • 01 .20 «•» «»

Plate 6 Plate ? Plate 8 Plate 9 Plate 10
Drawing*... m * SO C SO 9 SO 0 SO c

A 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
C 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
B 0 2 0 0 3 4 3 o 0 0
3 2 0 0 0 7 5 5 4 0 1

Hone 65 65 6? 66 56 58 58 63 67 66

X2 - - 0*2 0.4 -
a.f 1 1 1 1 1
p - - .70 .90 •



significant difference between the two groups, and the ether three group® 
were net significant, lot enough subjects responded with this typo of 
Identification-inconsistency to prove amenable to such an analysis; hence 
it would appear that this scoring variable was a poor one for an analysis 
such as this. In deriving this scoring variable we had assumed that 
such a variable would assist In the differentiation of these two groups. 
Such an assumption may be rejected on the basis of these data.

It would appear, therefore, that the sexual offender group was 
significantly different from the non—sexually-deviant control group 
on the Serial Drawing Test in the number of sexual responses to the 
test and in the readiness with which they wo aid make sexual identifi­
cations to this test, fhi® suggests m difference In perceptual 
sensitisation to sexual phenomena between these two groups, as stimulated 
by the Serial Drawing Test.
Incomplete Pictures Test.

In this test, as in tho Serial Drawing Test, the stmsl offender 
group was consistently more sexually oriented than was the non- 
scxu&lly-devlaat control group. This test, however, extended th© 
analysis into psychological dimensions other than the sexual. In these 
other dimensions we did not find as clear-cut, or consistent differences 
between these two groups.

Tables 8 and 9 show the data on the sexual scoring dimensions in 
this test. On the dimension which rated responses on a continuum from 
sexual to non-sexnaX (fable 8) we found a consistent difference between 
these two grouos. Wine nlates out of the ten in the test showed differ­
ence® at a confidence level of higher than .001; the tenth one had a P 
value of .05* It may be worth noting here that the plate which revealed 
that the P .05 was on© whose theme was that of voyeurism. Won© of our
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Table S. Distributions and Significance Test Tnlu.es for the Scoring
Dimensions
Test#

, Sexual 1bo Mon-Sexual t on Incomplete Pictures

Hating Plate 1 Plat© 2 Plate._l Plat© 4 Plate .5
Scale SO C so c 30 0 SO 0 SO 0
Yery Sx 18 0 34 4 16 5 7 1 2? 1
Sexual 33 1 25 15 34 23 27 4 29 4
Neutral 3 0 2 1 0 0 4 1 3 2
Non-Sex 10 28 1* 37 8 20 11 16 6 31
Yery *T-S 3 38 2 10 9 19 18 45 2 29

59.1 54.8 9.5 33.3 80.3
df 2 2 3 2 3
P .001 .001 .05 .001 .001

Sating Plate 6 Plate 7 Plate; 8 Plate 9 Plat© 10
Scale at. .. SO 0 SO 0 SO 0 SO C
Very $x ho 2? 25 2 22 2 51 39 10 1
Sexual 24 7 34 16 43 23 13 8 48 17
Neutral 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Son-Sex 1 21 5 23 1 26 3 14 3 12
Very B-S 1 10 3 25 1 16 0 5 6 37

J? 36.8 54.1 59.1 13.9 48.6
m 2 3 2 2 1
F .001 .001 .001 .001 .001



sexual ©ffen&ers indicated histories ©f essentially voyeuristic behavior*
f«bl# 9* ©uffinarislag th# scoring dimension, homosexual to heterosexual* 
reveal© tit# most striking difference between these tv© groups. loro we 
act© that th# eemal offender group ©a all plate© showed a difference 
fro® th# controls at a level of confidence Mgher thim .001,

Jm. Inspection of 4he distributions in fable 8 reveals that there 
were rmrj few subject© who Made neutral response© to these Item#* Umost 
*11 the subject© perceived 1h© item© m  either mexml or non-sexual ones. 
With the exceptto» of Plate© 6 and f , the control© were consistently 
B®»~©#ara©l tn their response© t© the®# test it emu fhe sexual offenders 
were consistently s«nal In their reopenslveaes© to these test item©* 
fable 9 is, to an extent, a function. of th# ©am© attitude© shown la fable 
8 since a toi-ssxml perception precluded a rating on th# horn©sexual or 
heterosexual dimensions, fhus, even though th# levels of confidence are 
very high la fable 9# they should be Interpreted with elation. Ivea with 
this qualification* theoe results clearly point out that th® sexual 
offenders perceived more e#xmaltty in these test. Item© than did th# 
controls; and that they did so at a high level of confidence i© items which 
were clearly ©eaEual ia construction a© well a® to items which were not 
essentially or even partly sexual in construction, la light of this evi­
dence It is difficult to deny that these tw© groups differed in their 
perceptual sensitisation to these stimuli and that the perceptual sensi­
tisation of th# sexual offenders was a sexually oriented on®.

ffce extent of aggression or passivity in the response® to this 
test 1© shown in fable 10. there were difference© between these tw® 
gromoas In eight of the ten plates there were statistically significant 
differences at .OS or higher levels of confidence. Of these eight 
significant differences, four were significant at P .001, three at P .01,
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fable 9- Mstribut ions and Significance feet Values for the Scoring

Bizaensionf Homosexual to Heterosexual, on Incomplete Pictures 
fest.

Bating 
Scale.._ ....

Plate 1 
SO C

Plate 2
so e

Plat# 3 
30 C

Plate 4 
SO 0

fll&e.£SO c
Very Ho 11 0 o o 1 0 1 0 2 1
Homosex 34 0 2 o 20 4 2 0 8 1
Heutral 14 6? 8 43 16 3S 33 63 11 6l
Heteroax 4 0 23 1? 2? 23 26 4 25 3
Very Hts 4 0 34 ? 3 2 5 0 21 1

** 6?*? 43.3 25.1 30.8 75.3
df 1 2 Z 1 2
P .001 .001 .001 .001 .001

Bating Plate 6 Plate 7 Plate 8 Plate 9 Plate 1$
Scale SO 0 SO c SO C 30 0 SO 0
Very Ho 12 2 13 0 2 0 16 3 0 0
Homosex 20 1 33 12 9 2 10 4 57 18
STeutral 3 34 8 49 3 43 3 20 9 49
Heter©ex a io 6 6 50 22 6 17 1 0
Very Hts 24 20 7 0 3 0 32 23 0 0

44.2 52.1 69.2 29.5 46.1
df 2 2 2 2 1
P .001 .001 .001 .001 .001
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Table 10. Distributions sad Significance Test Values for the Scoring
&la*asi.oafl
Test.

Aggressive to Passive, ob Xaeosr'?!ete Pictures

Batl.Bg
i?calc

Plate 1 Plate 2 Plate 3 Plate 4 Plate 5
SO 0 SO 0 SO G SO c SO G

Very M 9 2 34 16 1 0 11 1 30 22
Aggress 44 36 23 40 44 32 25 13 28 37
Neutral 2 3 1 2 3 ? 2 1 3 0
Passive 12 25 % 7 14 24 14 19 5 4
Very Pa 0 3 0 2 5 4 15 33 1 4

X2 ?.? 10.9 5.2 16.2 2*6
df 1 2 1 2 2
P .01 .01 .05 .001 .30

Sating Plate 6 Plat© 7 Plate 0 **̂5 *$* s(SS G a. .JLCft wnS* 3r Plate 3.0
Seale SO 0 so a SO 0 so a SO c
Very Ag 15 4 4 0 21 7 9 0 3 0
Aggress 44 45gssfeai_

NO 
: 

r-iVNfO 37 29 4? 50 53 20
Heutral 2 4 2 6 1 2 2 1 3 1
Passive 6 12 25 33 ? 20 9 12 4 if
Very Ps 0 2 1 12 1 9 0 4 4 27

# 11.4 16.3 20.1 2.6 4o.4
df 2 1 2 2 2
P .01 .001 .001 .30 .001



and; one at P ,$5. .Pistes 5 sad 9 did not differentiate the groups 
at statistically sigalfleant levels of eonfidsnes. Heither of thoso 
two grows* gave neutral response# to this test. She s# mal offender 
gr©up characteristically mad© aggressive responses, the control group 
also responded in the direction of aggression, but with fewer members 
of the group showing strong aggression in their responses. It would 
appear that, since these two group# were composed of criminal offenders, 
a tendency toward aggressive responsiveness was not too surprising. That 
the sexual offender# gave no re consistently .aggressive responses at 
significant confidence level# to eight omt of ten test plates than did the 
control# indicates that the sexual offender# perceived and responded 
with content of a acre aggressive M a d  then did the controls. Further, 
these sexual offender# conceptualised test items on an aggressive oasis 
even when these it on# were not essentially aggreeslve in content or 
construction, #r even when these items were not sexual in orientation.

Th© question whether th© sexual offender® indicated more anti-social 
response# than did th© controls. Is answered by data of fable 11. Seven 
out of ten ulates revealed statistically significant difference# between 
these two group® at levels of confidence higher than ,05. Of these seven, 
five were significant at a P .001, one at the level of P .01, and one at 
P .05. Plates 1 and 5 did not significantly discriminate between the 
group# on th*« dimension, fh© direction of these significant differences 
was toward anti—social concept formation, fhms we note that the sexual 
offender group was significantly more anti-social in response to these 
stimuli than was th© control group.

In the anti—social dimension, the responses were toward anti-sociality 
in both groups, hut it was more significantly directed this way in the 
sexual offender group. The sexual offenders responded on a more anti—
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fable IX. DXstributio?;® and Significance lest V&lues for the Scoring

Dimension, Anti-Social to Social, on Incomplete Picture*
feat.

Bating
Sf»al*....

Plate 1
SO 0

Plat© 2 
30 0

Plat© 3 
SO 0

Plate 4 
SO 0

Plat© 5 
$0 0

Teiy h-S 3 3 23 8 7 1 14 2 11 12
M t  1-Soc 39 30 30 34 39 33 14 7 39 33
Keutral 3 3 0 4 3 2 1 2 3 3
Social 20 26 13 19 14 24 18 15 13 15
Tor^ Soc 2 5 1 2 * 7 20 41 1 4

X? f- • 5 15.3 9*5 17.1 1.2
df 1 2 1 2 2

P .30 .001 .05 .001 .50

Hating
Scale

Plate 6
SO 0

Plat© ? 
SO 0

Plate 8 
30 0

Plate 9 
30 0

Plate 10 
SO 0

Very A-S ? 6 2 0 22 9 6 2 3 0
Jnti-Soc 3* 25 33 11 18 13 45 40 9p 20
Central 3 3 0 4 3 2 1 2 3 3
Social 20 26 13 19 14 24 18 15 13 15
Tory Soc 2 5 1 2 4 ‘7 20 41 1 4

3? 3.0 20.2 10.8 28.5 39.0
df X OCr 2 1 2
r .10 .001 .01 .001 .001



social 'basis than did the controls, The sexual offenders made responses
rated as anti-social to items which were not essentially anti-social in
orientation, m  well as to those items which were sot sexual in character.

fable 12 shows the distributions and significance test raises for 
the scoring dimension of depression to euphoria, The attitudes of the 
sexual offender group ware not differentiated fro® those of the control 
grow> on this scoring dimension. Of the ten plates, five discriminated 
significantly between our two groups, and fire did not. Ibwever, in the 
fire which, did significantly discriminate between the groups, an analysis 
of the distributions showed that the trend was mot consistent, i.e., 
neither geenp was consistently rated as euphoric or depressed. Both group® 
varied in their response® and both groups indicated depression and 
euphoria, as a function of different pictures.

in inspection of fable 12 shows that on this scoring diaemtioa, 
to a much greater extent that on any other scoring dimension, there was 
a gr ter frequency of neutral responses. This was true for both of 
the group® on the significantly discriminating item® as well as on those 
which did not discriminate these two groups at a significant level of 
confidence. Hill® these data did not indicate that in five of the ten plates 
in this test there were significant differences in the depressed-euphoric 
scoring dimension, these differences did not prove to be directionally 
consistent. The sexual offender group responded toward the depressiv© 
end of the continuum on Flat#® 2 and 5 and toward euphoria on Plates 3 
and 10. Flat® 1 showed no consistent direction toward either extreme.
It would appear fro® these data, therefore, that both these groups were 
capable of responding with either a depressive or a euphoric attitude la 
accord,.'.with the stimulating condition. There was asfeapriort reason; for 
one to assume that the group® should have differed in their responses t#
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Table 12. Bistributt ons and Sl|2ptii.f i canc® $$8t Values for the Scoring
Dimension, Depressed to Euphoria, on Incomplete Pictures
Test.

Bating
Scale

Plate 1 
SO c

Plate 2
so c

Plat© 3 
SO c

Plat© b 
SO 0

Plate 5 
SO c

Very Dp 1 0 8 6 8 1 2 0 8 6
Deprssd 19 11 35 29 i4 a 7 3 26 24
leutral 26 42 7 21 21 35 8 16 13 30
Iguohorc 21 13 13 9 22 22 37 34 16 7
Very TSa 0 1 b 2 2 1 13 lb 4 o

X2 7.8 9.1 8.9 0.3 13.3
d£ 2 2 2 2 2
P .05 .02 .02 .90 .01

Bating ScalePl&t© &
Scale SO 0

Plate 7 
SO 0

Plate 8 
SO 0

Plate 9 
SO C

Plate 10 
SO 0

Very Dp 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 3 0
Deprssd 10 5 7 3 9 8 10 1 4 20
leutral 25 33 30 33 36 36 21 28 28 1
Euphorc 2b 27 26 28 20 19 31 35 29 19
Very Ea 6 2 b 2 2 2 3 3 3 27

4.1 0.2 0.5 52.7
df 2 1 2 1 3
P .20 - .80 .80 .001
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thlt test diffusion. This result, therefor#, i® important, w© found no 
consistent difference between the two group® in their responses, scored to 
a test dimension on which there was so reason to expect any differences 
in responses. It would sonear* then, that such result lends weight to 
the validity of the positive differences obtained for other test dimensions.

The final dimension analysed was the authoritarian to democratic one 
(Table 13). The sexual offender group was significantly different from the 
controls on seven out of ten plates (P..05) and the difference approached 
significance en an eighth plate as well (P .10). The differences were in 
the direction, of authoritarianism in the sexual offenders, inasmuch as the 
neutral category was not used very much by either group, ^ conclude that 
both groups were capable cf Making definite responses to these test items.
In addition it should be noted that very little use was made of the extreme 
categories by either group.

Table Id shows an analysis of the frequencies and distributions of 
sexual response* to this test. This differs from the analysis presented 
in Table IB in that, here, only tabulations and measures of central tendency 
were made of the responses indicative of sexual activity. We note that 
of nine hundred six sexual responses made to this test by all subjects, 
six hundred ninety were made by sexual offender® and two hundred sixteen 
were nade by controls (significant at a P .01). The mean number of sex 
responses per subject was 10.2 for the sex offender and 3.2 for the controls.
The^e differences were significant at a confidence level higher than P. .01.

r
The differences, between these groups, in sexual responsiveness to each 
plate, wore all significant at confidence levels higher than .01. Thu® 
the sexual offenders were more sexually responsive to sexually stimulating 
test items than were the controls; and the sexual offenders were mere 
sexually responsive to non-sexually-stimulating and to ambiguously con-



fable 13* distributions and Significance Test Values for the Scoring
Dimension* Authoritarian to Democratic* on Inco^nlete
Pictures Test.

Sating SealePlate 1 Plate 2 Plate 3 Plate 4 Plate 5
Scale SO Q SO 0 SO . 0 SO 0 SO G
Very Au 7 4 37 22 0 0 i4 e 27 19
Author! 39 28 IB 26 31 29 20 7 22 34
Stout ral 4 10 0 7 29 29 3 7 7 7
Deaoert 17 25 12 10 6 9 20 36 11 ?
Very De 0 0 0 2 1 0 10 15 © 0

3? 6.0 6.9 0.4 21.6 4.5
df 1 2 2 2 2

P .02 .05 .90 .001 .20

Sating -Plate 6 Plate 7 Plate 8 Plate 9 PlatelO
Scale SO 0 SO 0 SO C SO s SO 0
Very Au 6 1 3 o 25 8 5 0 7 2
Author! 2? 21 8 32 31 2? 20 54 27
Keutral 2 19 7 8 1 12 6 11 3 S
Deaocrt 29 26 41 43 3 15 28 36 3 27
Very Do 3 0 2 8 1 1 1 0 0 3

# 16,6 2.3 17.3 4.5 34.7
df 2 1 2 1 1
p .001 .10 .001 .05 .001
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fable 1^. Distributions and Confidence Levels for Sexual Responses 

to Incomplete Pictures Test.

Plate Ifresueacy of Sex Hesuonses
«*.»......... ... _..s*x m l  Off.^pr . .HP&t.sil
i •w| w 1 ' 73 • 01
2 85 18 83 .01
3 73 38 110 .01
4 37 5 42 .01
5 8? 7 ?4 .01
6 85 35 120 .01
7 81 19 100 .01
a 70 24 94 .01
9 84 50 134 .01

10 57 19 78 .01

fetal#: 890 218 908

Xsex reps, 
per sufej. 10.2 3.2 13.5
t: 4.1
Fs .01

: frsVtWJbw'iM*!



strueted test items than were the controls.
It would appear that in this test, as in the Serial Drawing Test, the 

sexual offender grouo was significantly different from the non-sexually- 
deviant control group in Perceptual sensitization to amMg&eas stimuli, 
as represented by the Xaceaplete Picturcs Test.
Summary of Over-All Differences.

We have shown in the -preceding sections of this chapter that the 
sexual offenders were more sexually responsive to sexually oriented test 
items than were the controls. This sexual responsiveness was shown by the 
^ *3!*CT*352 ’K4o4*rŵ »̂r» t^e®e group# to Plates 2,8,5f6,8,9, (Table *0 in the 

Serial Drawing Test, and Plates 2,3*6,9, (Tables 8 and 9) in the Incomplete 
Pictures Test, further, the sexual offender was sexually oriented to test 
items '•?hic1h *»*»■**« m i  essentially sexual in character as well as to items 
which were defir*tely r»ot sexual, in character. This sexual responsiveness 
vr-s shorn by the differences between these group# to Plates 1,^,7,10,
(Table h) in the Serial Drawing Test, and Plates 1,4,5,7,8,10, (Tables 8 
and 9) in the Incomplete Pictures Test. These perceptions of sexual 
phenomena were made at significant levels of confidence and Indicate clear- 
cut differences between the sexual offenders and the controls.

The responses to the Incomplete Pictures Test have shown that the 
se mal offender groups, as opposed to the control group, was more apt to 
respond in an aggressive, anti-social, and authoritarian nature, whether 
or not the test items invited such concept formation.

These results irmly a sexually oriented perceptual sensitisation 
for the sexual offender group a® opposed to the control group, lot only 
did these sexual offenders perceive test items as sexual in content and 
structure differently from these controls, but they also conceptualized 
these test items as sexual in a different manner from the controls. That
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is, the s-exaal offenders found in these test illustrations sore sexually 
perverted activities than, did the controls; and they also described these 
perverse activities with more lurid language than did. the control®,

mrnmmms wmmm mbjomawps m  ssxoai amMxxm
In this section we will describe the data relevant to the question of 

whether Or not sub-group# of sexual offenders revealed differences la 
responding to these two tes# of perception.

Ia this study w© used a legal classification scheme to specify our 
sexual offender group (see Table 1, Chapter II). The legal classification® 
were impractical for purposes of the analysis to he reported in this 
section "because of the relatively small numbers of subjects in three of the 
classes. For example, in the case of exhibitionism, there was only one 
subject; and, similarly, there was only one subject in each of the classi­
fication® of carnal knowledge and contributing- to the delinquency of 
minors.

To secure sub-groups of a sis© suitable for further analysist we com­
bined the thirty-seven cases of homosexuality with the ten cases of sodomy 
to constitute a ^homosexual group® of forty-seven case®. The remainder 
of the sexual offender group {nine cases of rape, eight cases of pedophilia, 
one case of exhibitionism, one case of carnal knowledge, on# case of con­
tributing to- the (delinquency of minors) —all of whom were essentially 
heterosexual ia behavior- were combined for this analytic purpose into 
a "heterosexual group** Thus the analysis of sub-group® compared two 
group® of sexual offenders: the homosexual and the heterosexual offender
groups. The problem Vas to determine whether these group® were the same 
or different in their response® to the perceptual tests. This analysis 
should serve to offer more information on the problem of heterogeneity

among sexual offender®.



Therefore» it was felt that the most profitable search for 
indications of whether these sub-groups were extracted from a homogeneous 
©r from a heterogeneous population, was to b# found in am examination 
of test items which discriminated between the sexual offender group and 
the control group. If the sexual offender sub-groups can be demonstrated 
to respond differently on items which discriminated between the total 
sexual offender group and the control group, then we hare reason to bellere 
that there are different kinds of sub-groups, This would be on® definition 
of heterogeneity among sexual offenders. In contrast, if the sexual 
offender sub-group® failed to show statistically significant difference* 
between their response distributions on test items- which discriminated 
between the sexual offender group and the controls, then we must conclude 
that sexual offender sub-grouns comprise a homogeneous population.

If there are differences within the sexual offender- population, 
one would expect to find these differences expressed In the response# of 
the sub-group members to those test items which did not discriminate 
between the total sexual offender group and the controls at too high a 
level of significance* Therefore we chose to examine the responses of 
the members of these sexual offender sub-groups on those test items, la 
each test, where the differences between the sexual offender# and the 
controls were significant at P-walxuis of .01 to .05.
Serial J)rawing Test.

Table 15 shows the chi souare analyse# and the distributions of these 
sub-groups. Of these eleven test dimensions only one showed a statisti­
cally significant difference between the homosexual and the heterosexual 
sub-groups. This would appear to indicate that, except for that one 
scoring dimension, there were no difference® between these two sub-group# 
on these test items. An occasional P-value at an acceptable level of



fable 15• Distributions and Significance fast faints of Scoring
Dimensions for the Homosexual and Heterosexual §mb-§roup« 
on Serial Drawing fast when P *01 to .05 for the Difference 
Between the Sexual Offender and Oontrol Oroap.

Plate
Humber

Seer. 
Dim ..

Sub-
Grout) A B

Drawings 
0 D S Hone £ df P

Homo 1 13 3 9 -— 13 8
1 £ Htro 1 2 1 ^ *.—  6 6 1.* 1 .3©

Soto 0 6 f 22 -—  6 3
2 2 Htro 1 3 2 6 -—  6 2 1.1 1 .50

Homo 0 0 0 1 9 — 37
2 k Htro 0 0 2 2 2 ---1** 0.6 1 .5©

Soto 9 6 8 -- 3 21 ©
3 Z Htro 5 h 6 ---2 2 1 k*0 1 .05

Homo 1 1 g 2 1 ---36
3 3 Htro 0 0 0 I 2 ---17 - 1 -

Homo 2̂ '— H 3 8 1 0
6 1 Htro 13- % 2 1 0 0 1*2 1 .30

Homo 25— - 9 6 0 0 7
7 1 Htr© 9— 3 © D 2 0.^ 1 .7©

Homo 0 1 3 16 -— 18 9
7 3 Htro 0 0 1 6 -—  8 5 0.& 1 .70

Homo 21 -— 5 a 5 13 0
8 1 Htro 13 — *o 1 1 3 2 2.3 1 .20

Homo 17 7— 5 2 0 16
10 X Etro 7 t ̂ 0 0 5 0.2 1 .70

Homo 0 0 5 7 11 -..., -nr~9h
10 3 Htro 0 2 2 2 8 --- 6 2.6 1 .20
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confidence shooId "be viewed with caution since It is apparent that chance
factors will produce items within the *05 level of significance, five
times in one hundred.
Incomplete Pictures Test.

Table 16 shows the distributions and significance test values for 
this test when we analysed it for sub-croup differences. In this 
examination we were able to locate three test dimensions on which the 
homosexual and the heterosexual groups were significantly different at 
a P—value of .05# There were three other dimensions which indicated as 
approach toward significance (P .10). Of the fourteen test dimensions 
examined, eight did not reveal significant differences between the homo­
sexual and the heterosexual groups.

These significant differences on three dimensions, and the three 
dimensions which approached a significant difference, were interpreted 
to indicate that rather than being essentially homogeneous on these test 
items, these sub-groups showed heterogeneity to them. Thus the sexual 
offender group was heterogeneous on these test dimensions. On the eight 
test items, where no significant differences were found, the sub-group# 
of sexual offenders indicated homogeneity. Thus the sexual o ffender group 
was homogeneous on these test items,
Summary of the Differences Between Sub-G-roups.

We have shown in the preceding section# of this portion of the 
chapter that the sexual offender sub-grouus (i.e., homosexual group 
and heterosexual group) were heterogeneous on one test dimension in the 
Serial Drawing Test, and that they were homogeneous on all the other 
dimensions in this test. Their responses to the Incomplete Pictures Test 
were significantly different In three dimensions, in three other dimensions 
they indicated an approach toward a significant difference and in the
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Tafcl®el6. Bistri motions end Significance Test Talues cf Scoring
Bimen*ions for the Homosexual and Heterosexual Subgroup* on
Incom lete Pictures Test when P *01 to *05 Between the Sexual
Offender And the Control Croups.

Plate
lumber

Scor.
Dim,

Sub—
Grp. __.::

..Seale of ..Satinet..
A ..- .... A.... &£ *

Hose ? 2 8 -- - 2 ****JU\J 0
1 A-P Htro 2 16 — 0 2 0 2*8 1 • 1®

Homo 1 1 2 --- 15 1 7 --- 2
1 B—I Htro 0 7 --- 1® 3 -— 0 0.1 1 .80

Homo 5 2k --- 3 14 1
1 A-D Itr© 2 15 — 0 3 0 3*4 1 .10

Homo 2 3 --- 19 1 6 0
2 A-F Htro 14 — 6 0 0 0 2*6 1 .20

Homo e 1 9 --- 6 11 3
2 B-l Htro 2 14 — 0 4 0 4.9 1 .05

Homo 2 2 --- ll I 9 0
2 A4B Htro 13 — 3 0 4 0 1*9 1 .20

Homo 11 -— 2 3 --- 1 5 ,wr~ - 5
3 S-ST Htro 5 — 9 _ 0 3 --- 3 0.1 1 .80

Homo 1 2 9 --- 2 11 4
3 A—P Htro 2 1 3 --- 0 3 2 0.2 1 .70

Homo 4 27 — 2 11 3
3 A-S Htro 4 11 — 0 k 1 0.1 1 .80

Homo 5 9 Ik -—  16 3
3 B-l Htro 3 4 a -—  k 0 1.6 1 .30

Homo 6 19 — a 10 — — 4
5 B-3 Htro 2 8 --- 5 k 1 0.1 1 .80

Homo 13 2 ? -- 2 5 0
6 A-P Htro 2 1 ? -- 0 1 0 4.9 1 .05

Homo 1 8 -- I k -- 2 -—  11 — 2
a A-S Htro 4 --- k --- 1 -—  11 — 0 2.9 1 .10

Homo 4 Ik 3 -- 2k 4
9 A—D Htro 1 11 3 — - 5 0 5.3 1 .05
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remaining eight dimensions, they showed no difference.a
I'rom these facts we may assume that rather than showing heterogeneity 

in their responses to these perceptual and conceptual dimensions, as 
measured by these tests, they tended to show homogeneity,

f© the extent that these tests measure perceptual sensitisation* these 
sexual offender sub-group# showed similar perceptual and conceptual 
responses to test items, They showed significantly different responses to 
a few test items; hut, since these were relatively few in number, they 
cannot he nee opted as conclusive indications ©f heterogeneity among these 
sub-groups.

SPMKASY

To the extent that the Serial Drawing Test and the Incomplete Pictures 
Test were capable of indicating perceptual sensitisation to ambiguous 
stimuli, ws established that the serial offenders and the controls differed 
in their perceptual sensitisation to test variables. The sexual offender 
group showed a sexually oriented perceptual sensitisation to these test 
variables that ws# significantly different from that of the controls. The 
sexual offenders maintained their sexually oriented perceptual sensitiza­
tion in a consistent manner. The Control® did not show any clear-cut 
indications of a sexually oriented perceptual sensitization. We showed that 
these serial offenders, when divided into the homosexual and the heterosexual 
sub-groups did not differ significantly on twenty one of twenty five test 
variables. Therefore these two sub-groups appear to be homogeneous ia 
their responses to these test variables.
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mgcsT picttir^s fisf

This chapter presents in three sections the results and discussion 
of the Blacky Pictures Test a® a test of psycho sexual deviation: (l)
Differences "between the sexual offender group and the control group.
(2) Differences between the sexual offender sub-group®. (3) Summary.

This organisation should serve, to the extent to which we may 
accept this test m  a valid measure of psychosexual deviation: (!)
to establish whether sexual offender and control grump® differ basically 
on test variables, (2) to indicate the extent and character of these 
difference®, (3) to examine the character of the difference® between the 
sub-group# of sexual offender®.

As a consequence of this presentation, we will he able to offer 
some additional data to guide us in making conclusions concerning the 
relative homogeneity or heterogeneity of the sexual offender group.

This recently devised, modified-projective test of psychosexual 
development, was used as an integral part of this research. ¥e are, 
consequently, compelled to discuss its validity so that the results we 
derived from it can he interpreted.

In the monograph in which this test was. originally described, we 
noted the following assumptions relevant to the design of the test and 
to its validity:

fTirst) there is the assumption that the Blacky Test is actually 
measuring the psychoanalytic dimension® which it is intended to 
measure. Jp&rt fro® the fs.ee validity of the test, seconded by 
the few psychoanalysts to who® it has "been shown, the only 
evidence currently available come® from informed clinical support 
of test finding® on a ntsnber of mental hospital patient#. The
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latter source has xiot as yet been systematically explored and 
therefore the validity of the test is still indeterminate (5,p. 23). 
Statistically significant test findings, which are not accounted for 
by chance or artifact, can (then) shed some light of their own.
Are they consistent with psychoanalytic theory? Affirmative answers 
lend auooort to the theory, negative answers cast some doubt on the 
theory. The issue of definitive proof or disproof cannot arise be­
cause of the tentative validity of the (experimental) test. But the 
answers can be strongly su?rgactive in formulating an independent 
evaluation of psychoanalytic theory (5,o. 2k),
It is apparent from these quotations that the validity of the Blacky 

Test as a measure of psychoanalytic dimension® i® not to© well founded. 
However, early in this research it became apparent that an excellent 
validating analysis of the Bl®clqr lest as a measure of sexual deviation 
co’ld be done by comparing our two groups of orison Inmates by their 
responses to this test. This was so because we had two groups who were 
matched closely on nine variables; and all members of each group had as 
their principle difference only the type and extent of the manifestation 
of sexuality.

Reference to fable 17 reveals that these two groups significantly 
differed' on nine out of thirteen psychosem«l test dimensions, tat 

analysis of these differences leads one to conclude that the Blacky Pictures 
fest is a valid indicator of psycho sexual deviation ia a selected popula­
tion. ¥© fo-rfad that it was sufficiently sensitive to discriminate between 
our two grouo*8 the sexual offender group and the non-*rvum lly~devi£At 

control group. Concerning its validity as a measure of psychoanalytic 
hypotheses., our findings may be related to the expectation® derived from 
usycho analytic theory as to how sexual deviates should differ from normals 
on measures of r>syohosextxal deviation. This -problem is discussed later in 
the chapter.

o y£B-.&l D T f Y - m m m  atscual oaa atmr gbotjT j m  cchsrox, gecop

In the Blacky pictures fest we found that the sexual offender group



revealed sign! fleant differences fro® the matched controls On various 
psycho-sexual dimensions. Table 17 present® the data on th© distributions 
and significance test values for scoring the thirteen, psycho sexual 
dimensions in this standardized protective test.

The data revealed that of the thirteen test dimensions, nine
dimension# showed a difference between the semal offender group and the 
control® at a, level of significance greater than .05. fhese significant 
dimensions were; (l) oral eroticism, (2) oral sadism,, (3) Qe&ipal intensity, 
(b*) masturbation guilt, (5) castration anxiety, (6) sibling rivalry,
(?) guilt feelings, {$) narcissistic love object, (9) aaecliti* love 
object.

Of these M s ®  dimension®, five had associated P-vaXues at a 
level of .001 or higher. These were; (1) 0®&ij»®l intensity, (2) mastur­
bation guilt, ’{3) castration anxiety, (4) sibling rivalry, (5) guilt 
feelings.

There were three dimension® which were significant at a P-value
of .01. these were (1) oral eroticism, (2) oral sadism, (3) narcissistic
love object.

One dimension, anaeliite love object, was significant at m P-value 
of .05.

Of the remaining dimensions, anal expulsiveness indicated an 
approach toward significance (? .10); while the other three dimension®
(i.e., final retentive si ess, positive identification, positive ego ideal) 
did not differentiate significantly between th.» two group® of subjects.

Principally, there were tv® logical nosit lea® for us to tab:® In 
our analysis of these data. One, that we had a psychological test, and, 
irrespective of its suuuosition®. 0# found that nine out of thirteen test 
dimensions differentiated between our sexual offender group and our con-



?8
fa b le  17. f t le t r i ta t le i ie  and $ lg u ific a a e 9  fa s t  7&Xme$ fo r  Scoriae the

fh ir te e a  PsjeiiosemnX Olsension© In, the ffla6igr Pieim res fe e t .

Searing*
Psycho aexnel 
Bteeaaiem* &v$a. Strong Palrlystrong Weak as? df f>
Oral SO 10 14 41

0 4 % 59 13.0 2 .01
Oral SO 12 22 33Sadism 0 2 15 5© 11.9 2 .01
-ilWSl m 3 10 54
ftqpl*»iv«*ee* o % 4 61 3.0 1* .10
dual so \h 10 43
Hcteati 8 6 12 49 3.8 2 .20
Oedtmal SO 34 98 5fat#©city c 8 10 4s 61.2 2 .001
liafttw'batioa so ** 13 10@mtlt 0 3 15 49 61.7 2 .001
©aa trail ©a so 58 7 2
Anxiety 0 4 22 4l 90.2 2 .001
Positive m 5 1© 52
I&entl f i cat! on 0 4 12 51 0.1 1* .90
Btmtm so 3# 20 11
tivaliT 0 3 14 5©1 53.9 2 .001
Oml It so *9 17 1Feelings 0 3 24 38 77.7 2 .001
Positive so 8 11 48
*%© Xte-ml 0 3 7 57 3.9 2 .2©
Pare!eelstie 90 15 17 35
S*ir» Object 0 5 9 53 11.1 2 .01
M ac li tie m IS 23 26
levs Object 0 IE 1% 41 6.8 2 .05
♦flwijnA for eht mnxaatm-t 9, PS* tf
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trols. la accordance with this logic we found that this was a valid 
test of psychosexual deviation in that these sexual offenders were 
significantly differentiated from the control® on nine of the psycho - 
sexual dimensions measured by this- test.

The second logical position was that w© had a test with alleged 
validity as a measure of thirteen psychoanalytic dimension®. Assuming 
this, and in accordance with psychoanalytic theory, we posited the 
hypothesis that sexual offenders should differ from non-sexually-dsvlaat 
controls in psyefoosexual dimensions.

¥© found that nine osychosexual dimensions were revealed to he 
significantly different in the sexual offender group as compared to the 
controls; and that of these nine, five were significant at & P-value 
smaller than .001 (Table 18). these subjects, operationally defined as 
sexual offenders, revealed positive differences from the aon-sexu&lly- 
aberraat matched control grout* on these so-called psych© analytic 
"mechanisms* or ''processes", in the psycho sexual sphere, That is, the 
seaaial offender subject® who participated in this study revealed strong 
Oe&ipal intensities and castration anxieties. They suffered fro® specific 
masturbation guilt and general guilt feelings. ‘They also showed sibling 
rivalry and oral tendencies. It appeared, fro® these significant difference® 
on these five psyehosexmal dimension®, that the sexual offender group was 
characterized by pathological indicators involving early developmental 
factors. They were psychologically infantile in their sexuality. Thus, 
our analysis of these five dimension® tends to support the framework of 
the psychoanalytic theory as regards the etiology of sexual perversion*
(l6,pti. 324-337).



Table 18. Signifie&nce Test Talu.es for Psycho sexual Dimensions on
31ae&y Pictures Test Which Tielded a P .001.

Oedipal Masturb&tion Castration Sibling Ouilt
Intensity Ouilt Anxiety ..BiYalry Feelings .......

61.2 61.? 90.2 53.9 77.7
P .001 .001 .001 .001 .001

In view of certain psychoanalytic formulas (l6,p. 335) to the 
effect that anality is of greater dynamic significance ia homosexuality 
(and thirty seven eases out of the total of sixty seven subjects la the 
sexual offender group were clear-cut homosexuals, while tea so&omists 
were essentially homosexual too), the statistical strength of orality, 
here, was puzzling. This led us to hypothesise a possible explanation 
for the fact that anality was not strong in these homosexuals. Wo 
speculated that, since all of these subjects were able to activate their 
uervereions -as the fact of imprisonment for ©vert sexual offense 
testified- and thereby to have gained satisfaction of their tendencies, 
desires, or urges-, they became incorporative and receptive. This may 
be why they revealed, in this study, significant orality and not 
significant anality* We recognise, however, that this hypothesis Is 
offered to "save* a specific psychoanalytic formulation, and that the 
proof of this hypothesis requires further tests.

In studying the Blacky Test the following conclusions were arrived 
at: (l) This was a valid test of osychosexual deviation because the 
sexual offenders were significantly differentiated from the controls on 
nine psycho sexual dimensions. (2) The psychoanalytic interpretation of 
the strength of anality in homosexual subjects was not berme out by these 
data. Our control group subjects, as well as the heterosexual sexual 
offenders did not indicate statistically significant differences ©a this
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dimension from that indicated by the homosexual offender®. (3) fhe 
framework of the psychoanalytic theory, at least m. regards the etiology 
of sexual perversion, is not inconsistent with our data* although not 
entirely supported by them.

m r r m i z i G m  m r m m M  o f  s f x o a z  o m a m m s

la this section of the chapter, following the method outlined ia 
chapter three* our purpose is to report and discus* the data that were 
related to the question of whether there were consistent differences 
between the sub-groups of sejoal offenders on this test of psycho@exual 
deviation.

<Eb aamrer this question of whether the sexual offender is* by and 
large* a member of a hoaoog&eeu* or *■ heterogeneous population* we 
combined the thirty-seven homosexual ease® with the tern ***** of sodomy.
¥© compared this group with the remainder of the sexual offender group, 
all of whom were essentially heterosexual in sexual behavior. She dis­
tributions and significance teat values for the p*ycho*exn*X dimensions 
are shown In fable 19* Shis procedure revealed that differences between 
distribution* were not statistically significant, This indicated that 
there were no apparent difference* between the tv* group® on the test 
dimensions. Therefore, all of these subject®, whether homos ©xnally deviant 
or hetexosexually deviant, contributed to the difference® obtained between 
the total sexual offender group and the controls.

Assuming that this test wa* a valid one, in accordance with peyche- 
analytic theory, different tyoe® of sexual offender® should have 
differed from one another in ®o»e specific vapji on this test, The data 
presented In Table 19 reveal that the difference* among these sub-groups 
were not significant. Indiscriminately, all cases revealed significant



f&bls 19, Bistributioas aaad £i&alfleaae* Test Taluea for Scoring the
Thirteen Psychosexual Dimensions ia the Blacky Pictures Test
far Homosexual and Hetarosexnal Sub—Groups,

Psychos emxal 
Dimension#

.8ul>-
Gras.

Scorinits
fairly 

J t r c m  . strong.. ....... df * .........P............

Oral Homo 5 15 2?
Preiictsm Htro 1 5 14 1.1 1 .50
Oral. Homo if 23 20
Sadism Htro 4 If 12 1.8 1 .20
Anal Homo 1 6 40
®xpul s Irenes # at*© 2 if 14 - 1 -

Ansi Homo 8 7 32
Hetestiveness Htro 5 if 11 1.1 1 .50

Gedipal Homo 23 20 4
Intensity Htro 11 8 1 0.3 1 .70
Kfte turbo, tt on Korn© m 10 3
Ouilt Htro ii 5 5 1.4 1 .30
Castration Ho i&o kz 5 0
Anxiety Htro 16 2 2 - 1 -

Positive Homo 2 9 36
Ideat ifie&tion Htro 2 1 1? - 1 -

Sibling Homo 25 15 7
Hivalry Itr© 10 6 4 0.1 1 .80
duiit Homo 33 14 0
Peelings Htro 15 4 1 0.3 1 .70
Positive Homo 5 7 35
%© Ideal Htro 2 4 14 0.2 1 .7©
Narcissistic Homo 13 10 24
Love Object Htro 3 6 11 0.2 1 .70
Anaclitlc Homo 15 15 17
Love Object Ittro 3 6 11 & • 1 1 .2©

♦Orrmced for chi eau&re:
Dimension* 1,2,3,4,8,12.13* S, PS: ¥
Dimension# 5*6.7,9,10,11 5 8* fS, ¥



pathogenic!ty on these test dimensions* Thus we find a failure ia these 
results to differentiate these sub-groups in specific ways, and on this 
ta«t« the hypothesis is untenable. Whether this finding: is to he inter­
preted as a reflection on the validity ©f tha Blacky feet or on the 
psychoanalytic theory of psycho sexual deflation is 'beyond the scope of this 
study*

smirnt

la this chapter we presented and discussed the data we obtained from 
the Blacky Pictures Test* In the beginning of the chapter we showed 
the data which indicated that this was a mild test of psycho sexual 
deviation for cur selected samples, presenting our results which show 
marked differences between the sexual offender group and the control group. 
That analysis was followed by a discussion of the differences obtained 
between the sexual offender sub-groups.

It was established that the sex&al offender group and the control 
group significantly differed on nine of the psycho sexual dimensions 
measured by this test* The semal offenders revealed more pathogenicity 
on these psychosemal dimensions than did the controls, and therefore 
showed psycho sexual infantilism ia their response® to the test items* This 
level of psyehosexuml infantilism was not shown by the control®.

We showed that these sexual offenders, when divided into homosexual 
and heterosexual groups, indicated no significant differences on any of 
the nsyeb.0sexual dimensions that this test measured.

The sexual offender® differed from the controls on these nine psycho- 
sexual dimensions* The sub-group® of the sexual offender group did not 
differ in their responses to the psycho sexual dimensions in this test. 
Therefore, the sexual offenders comprise a homogeneous group as regards



TDsjfchosexwal 3e«reIoT»ftntt Aertatlon, a&d the ty7>es of object relation- 
shios forced within these 3,7c ho an nly 11 c a 1 ly-hypo t he e 12 ©d stages.
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Chi square teat (i.e., obtained frequencies, independent of each other* 
totaling to the group W}, the frequencies of responses were merely 
tabulated for these fire questions and analyzed as raw scores.

fhe entire interview, in administration order, is given in Appendix 
B. The technique for presenting interview data in this chapter lists the 
questions, at their appropriate confidence levels, under ten major cate­
gorical groupings* An inspection was made of all questions to devise a num­
ber of basic categories about which these questions offered information.
The frame of reference for this analysis was that of the practical clinical 
situation. The writer inspected these questions to find whether they could, 
he grouued into any of the conventional categories that are in general 
clinical use for describing sexual phenomena. In this way he decided 
upon ten major categories into which it was possible to place all these 
questions. These categories, which are among the most widely used clinical 
concepts in this area, are as follows: (!) concepts regarding .anality,
(2} parental family and developmental factors, (3) environmental stimu­
lations (outside parental family), (|) marital history, (5) sublimation 
capacities, (6) sexual experiences, (?) sexual preferences, (8) sexual 
ideations, (9) sexual stimulations, (10) conceptualisations regarding 
subject*® own degree of femininity or masculinity.

It is recognized that a correlational analysis would be desirable 
to determine empirically the dimensionality of these data. However, a 
Correlational analysis of two hundred and thirty one AtSSkS was too 
extensive a task, considering the limitations of resources and time undew 
which this preliminary research was conducted. Bhlle correlational 
analysis might suggest some new groupings, it is logical to expect many 
&f the ten categories, which are based on extensive practical experience, 
to stand up as well. Hence, this technique may be regarded as a partial



analysis of some of the most widely recognized clinical concepts. We 
■believe that an inspections! analysis, consistent with generally accepted 
theory and practice, will serve the purposes of pointing out the most 
fruitful areas for further, more specific,researches. We wish, at the 
same time, to point out our awareness of this limitation sad to Indicate 
the need for more extensive future analyses based on these findings.

For purposes of discussion these questions have 'been sorted out by 
levels of significance. The order of presentation within each significance 
level is arbitrary and follows no pattern. For convenience in reviewing 
our findings we will ISatt these confidence levels as: (l) very significant
(P^ .01), {2) significant (?* .01 to P * .05), (3) approaching signifi­
cance (P * .05 to P * .10), (^) not significant (P>.10).

Jk» indication of the sexual offender group * s response follows each 
interview question. This reference, given in parentheses, shows the 
direction of the difference from the controls. This response-difference 
represents the modal value of the sexual offender group1c responses to the 
question. The tremendous mass of original responses to these questions 
cannot possibly he included in this report, In the text we show the 
direction of response differences and the categories and significance 
levels within these categories. The distributions and significance test 
values for these scores are shown in Appendix 0.
Interview Questionnaires Categories. Significance. Direction of Sexual 
Offender Hesponses.
1. Concents regarding anality: These questions involved factors
relevant to toilet training, interest in clothing, parsimoniousness, 
preoccupation with cleanliness, and concern about bowel movements.

Very si gn i ficant (F ̂  . 01):
Bo you think that you show more interest in your own bowel movement 
than other people generally do? (yes)



Were y m  ewer be&tem ©r slapped or yelled-at for rot being toilet 
trained? (yes)
B© you like to keep things a Ions* time -lose after their usefulness 
has passed? (yes)
Significant (T « .01 to F a  >05):
Whan. you do make friends, are the friendships usually lasting ones? (m#)
Hare you ever keen described by others as obstinate,. r-tubbora,• 
revengeful? (no)
¥©re your parents strict about toilet training? (no)
lot Significant (? > >10):
B© you find it easy to make friends?
When la a group, do you become the center of attraction easily?
Bo people think of you as -llberal-spendthrlf t-clo&e-alserly-ln 
money?
Are you ever very careful about the way you dress?
Are yoxi particular about the way your clothe# and personal effects 
are cleaned, groomed, cared for?
Was there ever any time in your life when you actually got pleasure 
from holding back your bowel movement?
Bo you ever make a practice of noticing dirt or disorder In other 
people houses?
Are yon easily disgusted by dirty stories?
Bid your parents ever try to "toilet train* you?
Here, we learn that the sexual offender significantly differed from 

the controls on six of the fifteen questions, Responses indicated that 
the sexual offenders were more concerned about elimination processes than 
were the controls; and that they, evidently, had had more stringent toilet 
training than had these controls. Ihe sexual offenders implied more 
parsimoniousness than did the controls. The sexual offenders responded, 
with specific concern about clothing and cleanliness, fhe sexual offenders 
also showed that although they found it relatively easy to make friends,
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Was there ever a. tiae when you thought your father w m  gei.ng to hurt 
yon as a © M M ?  (yes)
Have you ever been jealous of your father? (yes)
Bid you ©Tar th5.uk that your father was a wonderful guy* (yes)
Bid yon ever think this way about any of your male teacher®f (yes)
Here you ewer punished* as a child* by your parents or family for 
hewing a sexual experience? (yes)
Which of your parents instrueted you in sex? (neither) 
got Significant (f >.10):
Hare yon ewer felt that your father mistreated you or did not treat 
you a© fairly as he did your brothers and/or sister#?/
Bid you ever think you would make a better husband for your mother 
than. was your father?
Few do you feel when someone calls you a "mother fucker**?
B© you, or did you* ewer daydream or dream about hawing intimate 
relations with your mother?
Hare you ewer thought or dreamed, that you would be a better mate for
your mother than was your father?
Saw# your mother and ydm always bean intimate «&d friendly?
Was there ewer a time when yon didn*t get along well with her?
Bo you compare your sex partners with your mother?
Bid your mother low# you same as she lowed your father?
Bid your Isother love you. same as she loved your brothers?
Bid your mother lowe you same as she lowed your sisters?
«fho do (or did) you prefer: mother or father?
Bid you always?
have you ever had as ©lose a relationship with anyone else as you did 
with your mother?
gave you ever had as close a relationship with anyone else a© you did 
with your father?
What is your family'*® attitude about homosexuality? Bo they approve 
or di sapp rove of it?
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Were you ever punished a® a child by your parents ©r family for 
masturbating?
If neither of your parents instructed you in sex, who didt
It what age did this instruction occurI
What was your feeling shout this at that time?
Sexual offenders were significantly different from controls in their 

relations with, their mothers. Although they regarded their mothers as 
9wonderful* people, they did not think they they resembled their mothers, 
They thought they were ^closer to and resembled more* their fathers, i’h© 
sexual offenders believed that their lovers were not similar to their 
mothers in physical ©r attitndinal factors, Ihe sexual offenders, as 
children, suspected that their fathers were going to *lrart* bh®»* fhare 
were revealed specific castration fears and castration anxieties, they 
admitted they had had homicidal fantasies toward their fathers, Also 
revealed were strong Jealousies of the father and of his role in the family, 

©utr data are not inconsistent with the psycho analytic hypotheses 
which imply: (l) tbe sexual offender nervert has sn Oedipsl conflict 
(l6fp. 3^1); (-) homosexual behavior is a manifestation of deep seated 
anxiety and. fear of castration (l6,p. 33&)i {3) castration complex exists 
in perversions (l£,p. 326); (h) in the homosexual there is a very strong 
fixation to the mother (l6,p. 331)*
3, ffnvirgnmental Stismlatl one (OutAide Parental ffai-d iy ): ‘These cru.ec lions 

included information on neighborhood factors and environmental 
stimuli,
Tory Significant (T ^  ,01):
In your childhood, did you ever hear of, or s-ee men having sexual 
relations with children? (yes)
Be the people In your neighborhood: feel as you do about sex and the
choice of sexual partaerst (no)
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Were you ever told that adult# have better genital# than d© children! 
(yes)
f p p r o a e h . -  M a a i j T i © a m a f l - l g - a » . . . . J I i  f f r a  . . . f  »  a I O  )_«

Xn your childhood, did yarn ever hei*£ ©f, or nan having s e m i
relations with animal#? (ye**)
lot Significant <T > ,10);
In your childhood, did y<yn <rr©r hear of, or see men having semal 
rel&tlene with #ae another?
fro® the data on environmental etianalatio.fi*, we found that the sexual

offender* spent their formative years la somoni tie# where some sexual 
phenomena were seen and heard, ffc© controls- denied such, recollection#, 
fhe sexual offsudors believed their neighbor# held different opinion# 
ahemt sex thaa they did. fhs control* believed that the sex opinion# they
held were shared by most of their neighbors.

fhis is not income!stent with those sociological hypotheses which 
stress the envirosmeutul factors la sexual delinquency. fhese ares 
Cl) the causes of «#.t delinquency are such factors #*... .home situation#, 
neighborhood situations, degree of sex stimulation, influence of gromp 
pattern#.... (IS, p. 2^5); (2) sexue.X deviates are semslly-prone inhabitant# 
of delinquency area# (7,p. 235); {3) there is the effect of differential 
association in the etiology of sexual offender* (?,p. 233); (b) sex is 
defined and controlled by society and Its component groups (18,p. 2hJ);
(5) the individual, does not evolve his sexual standards in a social vacuum; 
they take fora in conjunction with the cultoral impress (7,P# 235). 
h. Marital History8 fixes# question# studied marital history, marital, 

satisfaction, and marital choice* 
bery Significant (? ̂  »H1):
If not married, why notI (no desire)
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Wat Significant (F — .10): 
ire you Harriet now?
Bar© you ewer teen married?
What is- your present marital status?
If married; were you happily married?
Were you satisfied with sex relations with your wife?
Sow often do you hare intercourse with your wife?
We found that the sexual offender group was significantly different 

fro® the controls In the reasons for their not ever haring been married. 
Because of precis# matchings., the two group# could act haw© differed on 
those question* whieh were related to marital status* That such wnot 
significant differences11 were confirmed hy significance tests, lends 
weight to the reliability of the interview scoring system and also 
indicate® some consistency in the response® to these questions* fh.es e 
sexual offenders never married because they lacked the- desire for such 
relationships,
5. Sub!lmation Oapmoiti®s: these questions included such factors as 

cultural activities and interest in sports.
Very Significant (P <• .01):
Bo you sing? (yes)
Bo you like to gamble? (no) 

s »<** to P =
Bo you like to play cards? Cue)
Approach Significance (F g .05 to F s ,101!
Bo you play a musical instrument? (yes)
Bo you like to read dirty stories? (sometime#)
Sot Significant (P S  .10):
Bo you paint?
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Have you ever tried narcotics? Hew often?
Bo you drink mueh liquor?
Bo you drink liquor to excess?
Are you an alcoholic?
Are you an athlete?
yjiat are your favorite sports?
If activities such as sinking and playing a musical instrument, can 

be considered as ^sublimations*, these sexual offenders were capable of 
sublimating, ffeese results are inconsistent with the psychoanalytic 
hypotheses that the sexual deviant is not able to sublimate his Infantile 
strivings or manage reaction formations (20 p. 152),
6* Sexual Bxoerlences? fhese questions offered data on the frequency 

and tyoe of sexual experiences 
Tgry Significant (F ^.01):
How old were you when you had your first sexual exoerien.ee with a 
man or boy? (5-15 years)
How did you feel about this experience then? (good)
How do you feel about this experience now? (good)
As a child did you have any sex relations with men? (yes)
As a child did you h a w  any sex relations with boys? (yes)
Have you ever been forced into any sexual act without your consent? (yes) 
Bo you attend ••tag* parties and watch people give sex exhibitions? (yes) 
Be you like to go to buriespus shows? (no)
‘When being jerk^d-off, what ways were used to do this? (mouth and anus)
How often have you had sexual intercourse with a woman? (on® hundred 
times)
Are you ever tense and worried about having sexual intercourse with 
women? (yes)
Is it easier to get men or women to indulge in sex play with you?
(men)



low often have you had sexual Intercourse with a man? (one hundred 
times )
low often hare you had sexual intercourse with a hoy? (one hundred

Do you ewer take pleasure in the look, feel, shape of your penis?
(yes)
Do you ewer examine your penis closely for blemishes, pimples, scars, 
etc.? (yes)
Do you like to walk around naked when in the company of others? (yes)
Was it a male or female with whom yon had your first sexual experience?
(male)
Haw® you ewer seen animals (dogs, etc*) hawe intercourse? Did you 
watch it or walk away? (watch)
Haw© you ewer Masturbated with cither people? (yes)
Hawe you ewer been Jerked-off by another? (yes)
By whom? man? woman? animal? (man)
Do you prefer to see, touch, ©xereis© your own genitalia rather than
those of others? (no)
Do you masturbate more frequently than other men you know? (yes)
Do you like to walk around naked? (yes)
Bo you ewer hawe a desire for other people to admire your body? (yes)
What do you think has been the effect of masturbating on your body? 
(harmful, tires)
Bid you ewer dream of losing your ®peterw? (yes)
Do you hawe to urinate more often than other people hare to urinate? 
(yes)
Hawe yon ewer urinated in your bed at night? (yes)
Haw® you ewer looked at your body, while naked, in the mirror? (no)
After engaging in sexual relations, do you ever immediately urinate? 
(yes )
After engaging in sexual relations, do you ewer immediately wash your 
genitals? (no)
After engaging in sexual relations, do you aver immediately wash your 
hands? (no)



' How many times have you been H sucked-off* by a men? (more than a 
hundred times)
How many times have youVueked-6ff * a man? (more than a hundred times)
Ikleh sex activity do you prefer most? (sodomy)
Hhich sex activity do you engage in most often? (sodomy)
How ©Id were you when you first started masturbating? (11-12 years old)
How often do you have sexual relations with other parsons? (less than
one# a week)
Bo you like to watch others have intercourse? (yea)
How many times have you * sucked-off* a boy? (one hundred times) 
Significant (J> - .pi to F s .05);

&  you find that sexual activity (») relaxes you? (b) makes you tired? 
(c) nuts a spring tm your step? (c)
ire you ever tense and worried about having sexual relations with 
beys? (yes)
Mew old were you the first time you had any semal sm^eMences with 
another person? '(5-1® years)
Bo you ever have a whard-onw in the morning when you wake up? (no)
Bid you ever dream about being beaten by your partner? (yes)
Approach Significance T s .05 to F s .10);
Are you ever tense and worried about having sexual relations with 
men? (yes)

If you ever have a hard-on in the morning when you wake up, how 
often does this happen? (3 time® per week)
If you have ever seen animal® (dogs, etc-.) have intercourse, how did 
you frel about this? (disgust, curious)
How do you think ymi*d feel about being beaten or beating your sexual 
partner? (g96&)
Hot Significant (H ^ .10):
As a child did you have any sex relations with animals?
As a child did you have any sex relations with girls?
Mhea did you begin to prefer animals instead of humans?
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Hare you ever compared the sis..# of your penis with that of your 
father*s?
Have you ever compared the size of your penis with that of your 
brothers?
Have you ever compared the siz# of your penis with that of & friendI
How old were you when you had your first sexual experience with ©a 
animal?
Wo you find that you get sexually excited by a thunder storm?
Wo you find that you get sexually excited by taking a test!
Bo you find that you get sexually excited by sitting next to a 
pretty girl?
Bo you find that you get sexually excited by riding in an airplane? 
Have you ever urinated in your pants during the day?
Have you ever admired your body?
Bo you ever feel or touch your naked "body?
Sow often have you had semal Intercourse with a girl?
Sow many times a night can you "cop#"?
What was the moat you ever *ea&#* in on# night?
Sow often have you had sexual experience with animals?
How often do you masturbate now?
How old were you when you first noticed the difference between hoys 
and girls?
How old were you when you had your first orgasm? 
when you get a hard-on, does it last long?
•Have you ever seen animals (dogs, etc.) have intercourse?
What did you think of while watching animals have intercourse? 
lav© you ever been beaten or whipped by your sexual partner?
Have you ever beaten or whipped your sexual oartner?
How many time® have you been sucked-off by a woman?
How many times have you been, sucked-© iY by an animal?
How- many times have you sudkcd-off a woman?
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Bo you have quids: orgasm; or, can you hold it back long? 
flie sexual offenders significantly differed fro© the controls in the 

following troys; (1) sexual offenders had engaged in more ho©0sexual and 
perverse activities than hstd the controls, They started their sexual- 
behavior careers much earlier in life than did the controls, Those early 
sexual activities were chiefly homosexual in the sex offenders. (2) The 
sexual offenders were much more concerned with their bodies and with their 
genitals than were the controls. The sexual offender# indicated castration 
anxieties, claimed excessive urination needs, indicated a concern over 
veheresl disease, and feared damage to their genital organs, (3) The 
sexual offenders exhibited their nakedness when in special company, The 
controls did not Indicate any interest in nakedness or its display.

These data threw light on various psychoanalytic and psychological 
hypotheses with which these significant results were not inconsistent.
(1) O&stratlon eo®ole<& exists in perversions (l6,p. 326).
(2) Sexual criminality is an expression of psycho sexual infantilism 
(10,p. 19'2). (3) Perverts and children have identical sexual alms
(l6,p. 324). (4) inhibition!®® is a compulsive urge in an inadequate
personality.... it is a denial of castration anxieties (l6,p. 345).
7. Sexual Prefersnces?. ■ These questions referred to experiential and 

activity preferences in the sexual sphere.
Terr Significant (P ^ .01):
What is your favorite form of sexual activity and gives you the 
biggest thrill? (re©tally)
Was there ever a time when you preferred to have a man instead of
9. woman as your sex partner? (yes)

Have yon ©hanged your preferences regarding the sex of your sex 
partner? (yes)
When did you begin to prefer men instead of women? (7-15 years)
When did you begin to prefer boys or girls instead of men or women? 
(10-15 years)



Bo you feel that you can satisfy a woman? (no)
Bo yon feel that you can satisfy m man? (yes)
Boes a woman satisfy you? (no)
Boes a man satisfy you? (yes)
Bo some women .hist don*t know how to do it? (yes)
Which best describes your feeling regarding sexual intercourse with 
women? (a) relaxed as a baby (b) like standing on the edge of a cliff
(c) like a kid with a good friend (4) like drinking good w-̂ ra milk
(e) like being in heaven, (c)
Which best describes your feeling regarding sexual intercourse with 
men? (a) relaxed as a baby (b) like standing on the edge of a 
cliff (c) like a kid with a good friend (d) like drinking good warm 
milk (e) like being in heaven. (©)
Which has the most interesting body: man or woman? (man)
Bo you believe that by letting your partner take the active lead and 
make the spuroach.es, that you arc- actually saucing this uereon do as 
you want him to do? (sometimes)
Bo you like to look at other men1® penis1? (yes)
Bo you like to look at other men*s testicles? (yes)
Bo you like to look at other men*© bodies? (yes)
Bo you like to look at other men*© buttocks? (yes)
Sow does this make you feel? (desire, good feeling)
Bo you like to look at women* s nrivates? (no)
Bo you like to look at women * s buttocks? (no)
Bo you like to look at women1© breasts? (no)
Bow does looking at women*s naked bodies make you feel? (excited,nice)
Bo yon like to look at nude art? (yes)
Bo you carefully choose your sexual partner? (no)
Have you ever been chosen by someone else for sexual purposes? (yes)
Signifleant(F s *§>% to ? 8 »Q5)»

Which is the stronger: man or woman? (woman.)
Following sexual release, do you like to remain with your partner; or do
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you prefer to leave your partner after finishing with the sexual 
act? (leave)
1© you enjoy the warmth ©f bodily contact with your ©ex partner? (yes)
Do you like to walk around naked when alone? (yes)
How often do you desire sexual pleasure? (once a week)
So you like to play with your sex partner he fore actually having 
Intercourse; or do you like to get right to it? (right away)
jpproach Significance. (P r .05 to P s .10);
In your sexual relationships, do you take the active lead and make 
the approaches? (no)
Sot Significant (P 5:.Ip);
Does It matter to you that your sexual partner gets as much satis­
faction from sex as you do?
Do you prefer to have on© or many sexual ties?
Do you usually accept the most easily obtainable sex partner?
W© were able to determine that these two groups significantly differed 

on the following factors; (1) The sexual offender group showed a definite 
preference for male sex partners• They preferred sodomy (rectal inter­
course) to all other sexual activities. They believed they could not 
sexually satisfy women and that women could not sexually satisfy them.
(2) These sexual offenders enjoyed seeing the body and sexual area contours 
of naked men. They were not interested in women*s bodies or genital 
areas. (3) They implied a lack of careful choice in sexual matings. They 
would often take anyone who was available in sexual partnership. They 
preferred to have immediate Intercourse, to experience some body warmth 
through petting, and then leave their partners soon after the sexual 
activity was concluded. (4) In response to two multiple choice items, 
the sexual offenders described sexual experience with a male partner as 
*like being in heaven*; while sexual experience with a female partner was 
described as Rfeeling like a kid with a good friend*.
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fliesm responses were not inconsistent with these psy eho an&lytie 

hypotheses: (1) Perverts and children have identical sex aims (16, p. 324).
(2) fhe sexual deviant i® phallic (pre-genital) (l6,p. 495), (3) Per­
vert# have m  Oadlpal conflict (l6,p. 3^1). (4) In the homosexual there 
is a very strong fixation to the mother.... and an identification with 
the mother at the end of the Oedipus period (l6,p. 33?)* (.5) Perversions
are disturbance# in the development of the sexual instinct (l6,p. 3^5)•
(6) Sex delinquencies are committed by persons who suffer from an 
Inability to form meaningful personal relations... .such subjects sometimes 
enter sexual relationships not because they enjoy the gratification of 
their instincts but because they do not find other ways of contact with 
people (20, p. 155)*
8# Sexual Ideation#t These questions yielded data on sexual concepts, 

sexual beliefs, and sexual concerns.
Tery Significant (P ^ .01):
Are you curious about the physical differences between boys and 
girl#? (yes)
What was'your earliest Htheory8 about where babies case from?
(n» idea, women1® stomach, etc.)
Ihem you first noticed the difference between boys and girls, did 
this puszle you? (yes)
Bo you regard yourself as more concerned about your genitals than 
other ^dOple are about theirs? (yes)
Have you ever imagined or dreamed what it would be like not to have 
a penis? (yes)
Whet dp you think been the effect of masturbating on your mind? 
(harmful, weakens)
Bo you ever daydream about having sexual relations with other men?
(yes)
Is it easy for you to get a “hard-on51 f (no)
Are you satisfied with your penis? (no)
Is it strong? (no)
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Is it- the right sis# for you? (mo)
Srer Areas* about getting laid! (no)
What do you usually think of while m m tnrbating? man? woman?
animal? (man)
Are you ever tens# and worried about haring s e m i  intercourse
’A'itk girls? (yes)
Bo you think it Is possible to lov one person throughout an
entire life? (no)
lot Sijgnlfleant. (1*g.JU>h
Have you ever dreamed or daydreamed that you eenldaa*t Rpull out8
■of a girl?
Have you ever heard of this happening?
Is it oossiblef
Bid you ever dream about beating your partner?
If you dreamt of getting: laid, was this with a man? woman? animal?
Bo you get a hard-on from such thoughts?
These sexual offenders were revealed as different fro* these con­

trols ins (1) their level of sexual sophistication, (i.e., sexual offenders 
were, In their youth, more naive)j and (2) their satisfaction with their 
genital organs {i.e., sexual offenders were less satisfied with their 
penes, believed their penes were too small for them, that they were not 
sufficiently strong, that It was not easy for thee to hare an erection),
{3) The sexual ideations in the sexual offender group concerned male sex 
partners and not female partners. Theyindicated a teas# and an appre­
hensive attitude about sexual experience# with females. They implied their 
belief that there was no ”tru® love” sad that it was impossible to love 
Cue person for a whole lifetime.

These hypotheses were not Inconsistent with these findings: (l) Cas­
tration complex exists in perversions (l6,p. 3^6). (2) Sexual crimi­
nality is an expression of osychosexual infantilism (10, p. 192).
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9* Sexual StiMulati oust 'These question# included such factor® m  make 

for a stiimlation of sexual appetite.
Yery Significant (F ^ . 01);
What area of your body do you consider to he the most sens!tire to 
sexual stimulation ?(rectum)
B© you find, that you get sexually excited by a thunder storm? (yea)
Do you find that you get sexually excited by sitting next to. a
handsome man? (yes)
Do you find that you get sexually excited by seeing an accident? (yes)
Do you find that you get sexu&lly excited by taking a hot bath? (yes)
Do you get most satisfaction out of sex relations with boys I girls? 
animals? men? women? (boys* men)
Where do you get most satisfaction from stimulation; penis? scrotum? 
month? lips? tongue? anus? (anus)
We found that the sexual offenders, as significantly different from 

the controls, were; (l) sexually excited by thunderstorms, accidents, hot 
bath®, and by sitting next to handsome man; (2) received more sexual 
satisfaction from anal sexual relations with male® then from any other 
types of sexual play.

The hypotheses these data were not inconsistent with are: (1) fhe 
homosexual is an anal character (l6,p. 3^1)* (2) Perversion is a re­
gression to earlier, outmoded, but previously satisfying sex (behavior) 
patterns (l6,p. j°5). (3) Perversions are disturbances in the development
of the sexual instinct (l6,p. 32?) • (^) Sexual criminality is an expression
of psyehossxoal infantilism (ID,p. 192).
10* Concent of Yeaininity or Masculinity; These questions included a® 

examination of the subjects reactions to being labeled a homosexual 
and to "being considered feminine. They also examined the extent of 
his feminine proclivities.
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■S*rr S t e a l f . -
E&va you ever thought that you ware * queer*, cr homosexual? (yes)
Have psople over exiled you, si *queer0, a *h&im*9 or a •fag'*? (yw)
.How did you. fool about this? (Indifferent)
Have you aver dressed or acted like a woman?' (yes)
Bo you like to do this in special company only or anyplace with 
anyone? (special)
Have you ever wished to he a girl? (yes)
Bo you think any part of your body or personality is more female than 
wale? (yes)
How? brassis-; hips-; legs-; arms-; profile-; voice-; hands-f (all)
what is your favorite nickname among all those you may have been called? 
(feminine names)
got Sign.ifie®nt — »10)s
Would you consider yourself a lealous person?
Me were able to show that the sexual offenders: (l) frankly admitted 

their homosexuality and were indifferent to society’s reaction to it as 
well as to any moral codes suc& behavior may have violated; (2) sincerely- 
wished that they had been horn females rather than males and believed that 
many of their secondary sexual characteristics were feminine ones; (3) pre­
ferred feminine nicknames to masculine ones.

The psycho analytic , psycho logical* and sociological hypotheses with 
which these responses were not inconsistent are: (l) The occurrence of & 
perversion is one way in which a. sexual disturbance may manifest itself 
(16,p. 3?5)• (2) lfc<*eniLi*l (true) homosexuality is of two kinds:
(a) physiological (in which the biology of the individual is involved) end
(b) psychological (in which the strivings and attitudes and habits are like 
those of the opposite sex and where M s  preferences, tastes, imcliaittions, 
and wishes are opposed to his visible biology) <2?#p. h$6)m (3) The homo­
sexual is one who conceives of himself and is generally considered by others



fable 20. Distributions of Interview Questions, by Sign!ft.cane® feat 
f&luos* for &&&h Oli&ieal Oategorsr in Interview Scoring 
Analysis.

©liaieal Tery Approaefe. lot
m m  Slmlftsant Significant , MEniftmmm.31mif

Anally 3 3 0 9 15
Steal ly § a 0 21 37
iSnviroBBieiit 3 0 1 0 4
Marital
Status 1 0 0 6 7
Sublimation 2 1 2 7 12
Sexual 
lacoeri eness 42 5 4 30 81
Sexual 
Preferoneos 2? 6 I 3 37
Sexual
Ideations 15 0 0 $ 20
Sexual.
Stlsmlation 7 0 0 0 7
Femininity-
Msseulimity 9 0 0 1 1©

totals: 117 23 8 m  231
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m  hemosexual (7, p. 233)♦
fable 20 show© the distribution of interview questions, by significance 

test values, for each clinical category.
f'he five questions which were not analyzed by cfel square because there 

were- multiple answers given to them and therefore their response frequencies 
were not independent, are as follows:

How was your most recent lover like your mother? personality? likes
end dislikes? habits?' character? (fable 21),
That part of the body ©£ your female sax partner interest* you the 
most? breast? genitals? buttocks? legs? arms? hands? mouth? hair? 
eyes? etc.? (fable 22)
’tfhat part of the body of your male sex partner interests you the 
most? hresfet? genitals? buttocks? legs? arms? hands? mouth? hair? 
eyes? etc.? (fable 23)
How do you feel about homosexuals: -disgust? tolerance? fear? hatred? 
intsre.it? like? (fable 24)
:<;hen you had your first orgasm, how- did you feel about this at that 
time? Were you excited? worried? satisfied? relieved? angry? fright­
ened? secretive? feel strong? feel manly? (fable 25)
In examination of fable 21 discloses that both these groups of offenders 

foupd little in their recent lovers which was common to their mothers. 1© 
MB's speculate that this belief, in the sexual offender group, was because 
their lovers were, primarily, males aad not females. Since fifty-three of 
these sixty-seven sexual offender* denied any eamreasslty between, their 
sexual partners and their mothers, ©me should be wary about constructing say 
theoretical assumptions around this type of ideation or orefcr«n®e.

fable 22 strongly suggests that which had previously been suggested by 
other questions in the interview. The sexual offenders, a© significantly 
different than the controls, showed more interest in, cud excitement from, 
sexual activities with females which Involved the sight and manipulation of 
the woman*s genital and anal (rectal) areas. Table 23, which deals with the 
same concept with the male sex partners, offers similar indication. The



Table 21. IV-equenoy of Responses to Interview Question 29.
10?

frslt* of Season!

Personality £ 17 23

Physique 2 1 3

Li tee a and 
Dislikes 2 2 %
Habits % 6 16
Character 10 if 29
Speech 1 © 1
m
Similarity 53 **? 166

fetal#? ?S 92 170



Sabi® 22. JVerusncy of Seapoases to Iirtsrview Qaeetlcn 58.
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An atom! ©ml
... ... .... ...-

&exxiaX
0*f5»nder a©*t*©x ....f©|*X^r-.

Bsr*a*t a *6 5*
ftnttftl* m 5? xox
Buttock# w X 2§
Legs © 1 X

0 1 1
Hoath 2 I 3
%e« 1 t X

2 2 fy

Slets I © X
Stomach * X X
Batlre M V f X a
B© Bortioa At All X© X XX

Total*: 9& 1X2 206
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fsiblo 23. Preqmoiicgr of Bespottsos to Imtorviow <feft»siloa 59*

Anatomical
Portion

Seaoaal
Offender ..r total..

Breaot 6
.. ________ ,

0 6
dealtal* 3? 0 37
Biit to oka 22 0 22
KoutB 3 t 3
H*Ar 1 © 1
i%*es 2 © 2

Jteo* 3 © 3
Skim 1 # 1
$ W & 1 © 1
1mtire lodjr 5 © 5
Bo Portion At All 1* 67 81

total ax 95
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Tolerance

liice

7
kf

3

5
23

t
11
#

3
M
23
17
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tahle 25. FreqmeacF of Hespouses to Interview Creation IBB,

Reeling 
in regard to 
first ©t mm&m

Sexual
Control w

Incited 42 35 77
Morri ed 29' 22 51
Satisfied 2k 19 43
loll©rod IS 10 20
Anxious 1 0 1
Frightened 32 25 57
Secretive 34 3? ?1
Strong S 3 11
Marly 25 38 63

totals: 223 219 k02
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Chief difference between these two tables appear® to have been in the 
control grouu. The controls indicated different anatomical interests 
in female© ( specif ieaj!Xy the genitals and breast) and none at all with 
male partners -activities with yhot>. they denied.

Table Z-r reveals that the eejBal offenders were tolerant and 
interested tn homeeexnal persons, and that they also Hiss some such 
people. The controls however, were primarily disgusted by such people 
and claimed they hated them, although they were also tolerant of some 
lieatft sexual s.

Table 25 shows the distributionsof feeling about the first sensation 
of orgasm these subjects could remember. There appeared to be a 
rather close agreement between the two groups in these feelings mbout 
this remembered, phenomenon. Usseatially both gxoxxps ejBpbusised recol- 
lootions of foaling excited, worried, frightened, secretive, and mealy.
Thsy also recalled feelings of satisfaction and relief. There appears 
to have been no essential difference© between these two groups of subjects 
In their reactions to these phenomena. 
foaaaary of the Over-111 £ifferenceai i

In this portion of the chapter we examined the data to determine 
whether the sexual offenders differed from the controls in any of the 
tea clinically-derived categories which described, sexual phenomena. We 
found that there were significant differences in each category* Thus we 
sn&st cohclude that thexsfarce! offender*, significantly differed from the 
controls in their response© to specific interview suestione.

In reexamining the ten categories in which significant differences 
between the two groups were found, we noted that data from one category, 
for example, were similar to data derived from another category. Because 
these categories did not appear t© be independent of each other, we decided
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Id r©define then into fire, nor* specific, categorise. vfe realise 
that such categorizing reouire* sore statistical work. It would he 
Interesting to determine statistically, by iatereorrelating the score®
021 the significant items for the sexual offender and control group® 
separately, what are the relations between these five categories. Because 
of the preliminary character of this research project we did not engage 
In such manipulations. W@ suggest this statistical project as a possibly 
fruitful one for future researchers.

f'he fir© basic clinical areas in which these two groups differed, 
are: (1) concepts of the mother, (2) concepts of the father, (3) concepts 
of genital inadequacy, (^) choice of sexual object, {5} concepts of 
developmental environment, family history, and marital status. To derive 
the first two of these five clinical areas, we grouped responses to questions 
which had originally been analysed in the following of the original ton. 
categories: 2 (parental family), ^ (marital), $ (seat preferences),
8 (sex ideation*), 1ft (femininity). The third of the five clinical areas 
was composed of questions which had related to categories: 1 (aa&iity),
6 (sex experiences), P (sex preference*), 8 (sax ideations), 9 (sex 
stimulations), 10 (femininity). The fourth clinical area included question® 
from categories: 6 (sex experiences), ? (sex preferences), 8 (sex ideations),
9 (sex stimulations). The fifth clinical area included questions from 
categories: 2 (parental family), 3 (environment), 4- (marital), 6 (sex 
experiences), ? (sex preferences), 8 (sex ideations), 9 (sex stimulations),
10 (femininity).

These analyses of the five areas will be summarized her©. In order 
that we will not have to specify repeatedly that we are referring to the 
sexual offender group in this summary, we specify this procedure now. Thus, 
in these five analyses, we refer only to the sexual offender group.
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(1) A primary -orahlen of concern resolved: s?hout the "maternal image8. 

fh.e«e subjects found much difficulty in defining their own roles in 
society without referring to the feninine roles they ssswei, We found 
a close identification with the mother to he a primary pathogenic sign 
in these subjects. Interestingly, they did not hell eve that their sexual 
partners resembled the mother image. We already referred to this and 
pointed out that sine© the partner was usually male and not female, this 
was understandable. It would have been interesting had we included, in 
our interview, questions designed to study the *partnar-father8 relation­
ship. fkese might have allowed a more specific interpretation of this 
•ohencaencn. Interpretations can. be made, however, to explain this phenomenon. 
Primarily, if, the subject was identifying with the mother, then one might 
expect other attributes in the partner than those associated with the mother* 
By identifying' with the mother, the subject assumed her attribute®, Thu® 
the partner had to be different from the mother*

In response to question seventy—two (i.e., "Which best describes your 
feeling regarding sexual intercourse with, womeif?1) these subjects most 
frequently responded to the multiple-choice response "like a kid with a 
good friend8* In response t© question seventy—three which surveyed the 
same material with regard to males, they replied most frequently "like 
being in h e a v e n 9 h n s  we found that for these subjects sexual experi­
ences with males were synonymous with "being in heaven8* and "like a kid 
with a, good friend" was the chief description of their sexual experiences 
with women. We believe the r©spouse "like a kid with a good friend11 is 
an infantile and dependent concept, "bike a kid with a good friend" can 
be Interpreted as a regressive concept, or as an infantile concept im­
plying dependency, or as a concept of projection which implies that 
females are maternal and protecting. Thus these heterosexual relation-
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ship* were not as a mature {adult) psychological level, hut on a level 
of infsail11#» which sight have been anal.xpu, to the psycho logical 
level on which a mother ©ad child meet* May we not assume them, that 
for these semal offenders, heterosexual relationship# were psychologically 
synonymous with infantile material contacts?

{2) The ^paternal imagew presented another area of concern to these 
sexual offenders, V# found in these data reflpftnse# consistent with the 
concepts of fear, hostility, and Jealousy, toward the father, These 
subjects believed that, when they were children, their fathers had 
threatened (and in some cases attempted) Hb©dily injury1*, and that the 
fathers had actually made castration threats. Toward the father image 
they felt Jealousy for his role in the family constellation. Some sub­
jects actually had envisioned pa&fi&i&e. Some of these subjects also 
believed their fathers to he “wonderful men8, Thns here we found the 
interesting psychological concepts of hate, fear, and Jealousy, coupled 
with the opposing concepts of love, respect, and prestige -all projected 
on the father image* These confusion# cad poorly-defined concepts, ia 
these semal offender#, would seem to imply a psychological and a psycho- 
sexual infantilism,

(3) Bespouses to certain questions revealed strong feelings of 
genital Inadequacy and genital insecurity among the sexual offenders, 
ffisy showed actual castration fears. They indicated a belief that their 
penes were nnot big enough8, and that their penea wore "not strong 
enough8. They believed that they urinated more often than did other 
people. They admitted they often studied their genitals for evidence# 
of venereal disease and other organic debilities. It would seem that 
these pan*# worried, pant© fear#, and pent# inadequacies, indicated that 
these offender# were insecure people who projected their feeling® of
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aberrant preferences, and confusions in recognising their own roles 
in society.

A number of psychoanalytic, psychological, and sociological hypo-* 
theses which teal with the problems of sexual offense and sexual 
derial ion were examined in light of these data. We found that these data 
were not inconsistent with many of these hypotheses and were inconsistent 
♦ith others. A study such as this can act ho extended to a crucial test 
of each of these various hypotheses. The testing of each such hypothesis 
is a study in itself. Our purpose was to submit some of these hypotheses 
to the spotlight of our data end to see whether or mot these data were 
consistent with these hypotheses.

To the extent that this interview questionnaire measured the variables 
included in it, these sexual offenders showed significant differences from 
these controls on the following clinically-derived variables: (1) concepts 
regarding anality, (2) parental family and developmental factors,, (3) en­
vironmental stimulations {outside parental family), (A) marital history*
(5) sublimation capacities, (6) sexual experiences, (7) sexual preferences, 
(8) sexual ideations, (9) sexual stimulations, {10} conceptualisations 
regarding subject*® awn degree of femininity or masculinity.

m m m % C B S  sm w rns  o f  s s h ja i* oTPEimms

In this section we will describe the data relevant to the question 
of whether or not sub-groups of sexual offenders revealed consistently 
iignifieaat differences in this interview questionnaire.

In Chapter III we outlined our rationale for separating our sexual 
offender group into two oarts -the homosexual and the heterosexual sub­
groups . In that chapter we also explained in detail why we chose to 
examine some responses for heterogeneity on those tests of perception and
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why we decided not to examine the other responses for heterogeneity.
Seeentially, the same procedure and rationale will he used- in this Chapter 
as was used In Chapter III* Bare, we will examine for sub-group differ­
ences those questions which revealed differences between the sexual offender 
and control groups at F-walue® of .05 and .02.
Interview Questionnaire; Categorise. Direction of Sexual Offender Sub- 
Brmiob gesusas— .
1. Oonceuts regarding analtty:

Wham you do make friend®, are the friendship# usually lasting ones! 
ion©-: yes 
He to: some t i me®

Have you ever been described by others as obstinate, .stubborn.. 
revengeful I

Homo: yes 
Met©: yes

Were your parents strict about toilet training!
Some: ye® 
let©: yes

2. Concents regarding narental family:
Bid you ever think, without sufficient reason, that your father 
was going to or might hurt your mother?

Homo: no 
Heto: n©

If you ever thought your mother was a wonderful woman, did you ever 
think this way about any of your lady teachers?

Homo: sometime®
Met©: no

Was there ever a time when you thought your father was going to 
hurt you as a child?

Bom©: no 
Hetot no

Have you ever been Jealous of your father?
Homo: s©metime®
Heto: ye®

Bid you ever think that your father was a wonderful gay?
Mono: yes
He to: somet imes

If you thought Jrkat your father was a wonderful guy, did you ever 
think this way about any of your male teachers?

Homo: sometime®
Heto: no



W©re you ever punished as a child by your parents ©r family for 
having a sexual experience?

Hon©: no 
Heto: no

Which of your parents instructed you In sex?
Homo: mother and father 
He to: neither

BBoyou find that sexual activity relaxes you? makes you tired? puts 
a spring in your step? Specify type of activity*

Homo: puts a ap&inc in your step 
He to: makes you tired

Are you ever tense and worried about having sexual relation* with

Bow old were you the first time you had any sexual experiences with 
another ‘person?

Homo: 5-13 years old 
He tot 13-15 years old

Bo you ever have a J,h&rd onri in the morning whoa you wake up?
Homo: yes 
Hot©: yes

Bid you ever dree® about being beaten by your sexual partner?
Home: no 
Het©: no

Concepts re*r«r&.lnc sexual ©reference*:
Which 1® the stronger: men or woman?

Horn: woman 
He to: man

Boes it matter to you that your sexual partner gets as much satisfaction 
from sex as you do?

Homo: yes 
Heto: sometime*

Bo you prefer to have one or many sexual ties?
Boa©: one 
He to: on©

“following sexual release, do you like t© remain with your sox partner; 
or do you prefer to leave your partner after finishing with the sexual 
act?

Bo you like t© play cards? 
Homo: ye*
Eeto: yes

hoys?
H o m o : no 
Heto: no

Homo: stay 
Sato: go
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Bo 7011 enjoy the warmth of "bodily contact with your partner?

Ho bio : yes 
Heto s no

Bo yon like to walk around naked when, alone?
Hoffio : no 
H e to: no

How often do yon &es5 re sexual plessure?
Hobo: 2-7 times per week 
Met©: once per week

B© you like to play with your eex partner "before actually having
intercourse, or do you like to get right to it?

Horn©: play
Set©: get right to it

Ike distributions and significance test values of ilies* twenty-five 
questions are simwa. in Jpr>©n&ix 0.

Of these twenty-five questions which we examined for sub-group dif­
ferences, five questions were revealed as significantly different between 
the two sub-groups:

(1) If you ever thought your mother was a wonderful woman, did you 
ever think this way about any of your lady teachers?

(2) Bo you find that sexual activity relaxes you? makes you tired? 
puts a spring in your step? Specify type of activity,

(3) Does it matter to you that your sex partner gets as much satis­
faction from sex as you do?

(h) Bo you enjoy the warmth of bodily contact with your sex partner?
(5) 2k> you Ilk© to play with your sex partner before actually having 

intercourse, or do you like to get right to it?
Shat five questions showed significant differences between the 

ho&esexnal and heterosexual sub-groups might _ lead one to conclude these 
sub-groups were composed of subjects who comprise different populations* 
These differences would seem to support the thesis that the sexual offender 
group comprise heterogeneous population rather than & homogeneous one. W* 

recognised, however, that so few significant differences might have been 
due to the operation of chance factors. Therefore, we were compelled to 
conclude that those differences between the two sub-groups were not
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sufficient to indie at# h#t exogeneity among these sub-groups«
Summary of Sub-OroxK) Differences.

The sexctsl offender suWtroup# showed signlflearnt differences in 
response to only five of the twenty-five interview questions we analyzed, 
fo the extent that these interview 1 tests measured sexual phenomena, these 
sexual offender sub-groups responded similarly to most items.

Since we were not able to show sufficient heterogeneity in these 
sexual offender sub-groups, we found that they comprise a homogeneous 
group in term© of this questionnaire analysis of psychological variables 
in psychos©xaal phenomena.

SUMMARY

In this chapter we presented and discussed the results of our inter­
view procedure, fa the beginning of the chapter we analysed the results 
pertinent to the problem of determining whebher the sexual offender group 
differed from the non-sexually-deviant controls on the interview variables.
In the second oertioa of the chapter we reported and discussed the dif­
ferences we found between the sexual offender sub-groups.

To the extent that this Interview was a valid measure of psycho—semal 
phenomena we established that the semal offender and control groups dif­
fered in their responses to. these questions which analyzed such phenomena.
The sexual offender group showed a sexually oriented frame of reference to 
these questions that was significantly different fro® that of the controls. 
The frame of reference these sexual offenders consistently maintained was 
indicative of sexual pathogenicity. The controls did not indicate such 
a frame of reference to this interview. The controls did not show any clear- 
cut indication of semal pathogenicity, finally, we showed that these 
sexual offenders when reconstituted into their component groups (i.e., homo-



sexual and heteveaoxoal groisps) maintained eonsista&t responsiveness to 
womt interview vmariatlee.

ffee frame of reference to aearaa.1 pheiiouena was consistently more 
seximllx patkoigeaie la tbee© memml offender* tfea-& it wa# la t&es* controls* 
¥© fomad tfeat Its s easel offenders comprise a feostege&eotts gmmp ia arespeet 
to eexoal tofaariox, sexaal preference, sexnal ideation* Bad sexual experience*
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m )  W M O w s i c m

This in-quiry was made to determine whether sexual offenders comprise 
a homogeneous group or a heterogeneous group with respect to their responses 
to pgyehological test variables, la Chapter I we summarised selected 
references which showed that many investigator® hold differing opinions:
«ost believed that sexual offenders comprise & homogeneous population where- 
as some said that the sexual offenders comprise a heterogeneous population, 
varying in many ways,

fhis study also sought to examine the extent of ^perceptual sensiti­
sation ” in sexual offenders. We made the assumption that sexual offenders 
were perceptually sensitised to sexual stimuli. In accordance with the 
Bruner and Postman hypothesis (9) we assumed that sexual offenders would 
make sexual responses to sexual and ambiguous test situations in accordance 
with their particular value orientations,

f© test these hypotheses we devised two tests of perceptual function 
and .am interview} and we used a standardised projective test,

The tests of oorceptual function showed that the sexual offenders were, 
more sexually responsive to test stimuli then were the controls, fit© sexual 
responsiveness of the sexual offender# was not limited to sexually suggestive 
test stimuli hut extended to test stimuli which ware not intended to he

}w© :suggest, caution' in the interpretation of the results of these procedures. 
The- tw© teste ©f perception were exploratory and require further development. 
Specifically, before these test# can he used for individual diagnostic 
purpose#, cross-validating analyses and standardisation i® required.
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sexual is character. $h# sexnal offender®1 response® to one of the#© 
test# wot*© rated m  being significantly more anti-social, aggressive, 
and gather! tsarism than were those of the controls* Sub-groups of sexual 
offender® {Homosexual and heterosexual .group®) were not differentiated 
by these test®.

fh© SI achy Picture® test showed that the sexual of fender# could he 
classified a® more infantile in their psyche sexual development than could 
the controls, if the alleged validity this test 1® accepted. Sexual 
offender# made response® to the test which were interpreted to ladle at© 
the existence of problems relating to fledipal factor®, castration 
anxieties, sibling rivalries, and masturbator? and general guilt feeling#* 
The test resoon#©# of the sexual offenders showed psycho sexual deviation® 
which were significantly different from such test response® of th# con­
trols. Sub-groups of sexual offenders (homosexual and heterosexual groups) 
were not differentiated by this test*

In the interview.the sexual offenders, a® opposed to the control®, 
were shown t© have identified with their mothers and felt hostile toward 
their fathers. Sexual offender® were concerned bout their bodies and 
their genitals;, they indicated castration fear® and excessive urination, 
and doubted the adequacy, #!#«, or health, of their genital®. Sodomy was 
the sexual activity of choice for the sexual offenders and fell&ti©: was 
the preferred alternative, there was, however, no absolute consistency in, 
or specificity of, the sexual behavior reported by the sexual offender®s', 
they ©referred the perversions, engaged in various types of perverse 
activities, hut indulged in heterosexual as well ms homosexual behavior. 
Sub-groups of sexual offenders {homosexual and heterosexual groups) were 
not differentiated by response# to interview items.

‘The statistical analyses of these test and interview measurements



showed: (1) The sexual offenders were significantly different from the
controls on most procedure®. (2) Sab-gromm® of sexual offenders (homo­
sexual and heterosexual group*} were not differentiated by any of these 
procedures. (3) Sexual offenders were sexually oriented to stimuli which 
were sexual in character and to stimuli which were not intended to he 
sexual in character, to th© extent permitted by these analyses, therefor®, 
the conclusions may he drawn that these sexual offenders comprise a group 
which differs significantly from the controls in term® of group distribution® 
of 'response® and show® a perceptual sensitisation which is in accordance 
with a sexual frame of reference.

Mow let ms consider how our results contribute to the question of 
homogeneity and heterogeneity discussed in Chauter I, First, it is 
necessary to consider briefly th®' meaning of homogeneity, in order that 
the significance of our results may be ascertained.

Table 26. Hypothetical Distributions of Two Croups on a 
Meanings of Homogeneity.

Case A Case B

Test, :Illustrating 

0as® C
§r©i3P._.l... .....f roup Z 0■re®.1...... tromp 2 .Croup 1 .. 0r©«p *

1. 6? 0 1-8 0 10 2
2. 0 0 t? 0 25 2
3. 0 0 12 0 Ik 12

0 0 0 0 12 12
5. 0 0 0 12 2 Xk
6. 0 0 0 17 2 10
?. ....0 67 . JL^ 38 2

Total: 6? 67 67 6? 6? 6?

Consider the hypothetical distributions presented in fable 26. These 
distributions could have been obtained, on a test with seven scoring cate­
gories, by two groups of sixty-seven subjects each. Case A shows an instance 
of homogeneity, in which all members of a given group obtain the identical
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score ©a the test variable. fhis is o n  possible Beaming of homogeneity,
£ase B shows that, while each groiro reveals variation in score on. the 
test, there is no overlapping between the groans, This is another 
possible meaning of homogeneity. Case 0 presents a distribution in which, 
each group shows score® over the satire range of the test variable hut 
in which the groups are significantly different, fhi® is a third possible 
meaning of relative homogeneity with considerable overlap between groups*

A review of the distributions of responses for the semsl offender 
and control groups employed in this study revealed that they resemble most 
clearly the one shown for Case 0 (see, for example* fable 4, Peg® 49, and 
fable 8* page 5?)# although the variation within groups was greater than 
that shown in Oase 0 in most instances, fh&t Is, the groups were signi­
ficantly differentiated os many test and interview variables, but the' 
distributions show overlap and each grouo shows variability over almost 
the whole range of the test dimension.

Returning now to the question of the heterogeneity or the homogeneity 
of the sexual offender group, we see that the answers provided by our data 
will dif fer as the definition of these terms differs* In terms of homo­
geneity as illustrated in Case A* our data show that the sexual offender 
group is not homogeneous -no more so than the control group, lor can homo­
geneity In the sens© of Case B be supported by our data. Our conclusion 
of homogeneity has reference to Case 0 and to Case 0 fitly,

fhe deousnatration of statistically significant differences between the 
distributions of responses for two groups may occur as a function of dif­
ferences in central tendencies for the groups. Tarlability of responses 
among individual® la emfe-groups of these two groups may still be large 
and possibly equal, thus it 1® uossible to demonstrate this type of relative 
homogeneity in response distributions of sub-groups, each containing extensive
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Tari ability among individual responses, as in O&ae 0. Where there i s the 
comparable range and variability, there I» neeeea&rily tremendous overlap 
in individual responses, and a significant ?-v&Xme fer differences between 
the two distributions does ndt necessarily mean homogeneity of response 
within either group* therefore, real Is tie caution meet be used in inter** 
preting teste of significance* One meet not assume that a small I*-v&lue# 
which indicates statistical significance, precludes internal variability 
and overlap of the two distributions.

Because of the small numbers of subjects in certain of our legally- 
classified groups, it was necessary in combining our subjects into groups 
for analysis, to consider several categories as a single category, namely: 
"homosexual* et "heterosexual*, If is possible fl at in the grouping of 
potentially different tyoe* of sex offenders we have submerged or lost the 
possibility of demonstrating statistically different trends of responses 
among these sub-groups* fbm© the merging of sub-groups ©ay have masked 
differential sub-group trends*

Ahother assumption may be presented to account for the lack of hetero­
geneity ih our sexual offender gromi. Our procedures were designed to 
investigate sexual variables. It is conceivable that if there is hetero­
geneity among sexual offenders, suck heterogeneity lies among other variables 
than those sexual variables which we tasted. A clue to the validity of 
this assumption is found in the results of the Incomplete Pictures fast, our 
only procedure which explored areas other than the sexual. In this test we 
found three significant differences between the sub-groups of sexual offenders, 
©fere© other variable® approached statistical significance* These six 
variables, which might be potential indicators of heterogeneity (i.e., slight 
show variability), concerned items other than the sexual*

It may be seen from this discussion that there is no easy answer to the
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loosely isrolied generalisation* from Chap tor It where the hypotheses 
that sexual offenders comprise either a homogeneous or a heterogeneous 
population were presented. fhi& problem Is similar to the general problem 
of use of test scores in diagnosis where' statistically significant group 
differences do not necessarily have diagnostic value in individual cases.

In essence, then, thee# suggestions represent possible ways for showing 
differences between sub-groups of sexual offenders. It may be possible 
to demonstrate homogeneity by devising techniques to reveal absolute dif­
ferences between groups, as illustrated in Case A of fable 26; or by re­
vealing different patterns of responses between groups, as illustrated 
in Case 1 of the sum© table. We have charted a course* Such difference* 
reimin to be demonstrated.

fK102SfIC.il XMHJOAfXOWS

Although the results of the study failed to show statistically 
significant differences between distributions for sexual offender sub­
groups, our data did show that variability in responses Is «• characteristic 
among sexual offenders as among controls, therefore, we believe that those 
who view the semal offender classification, as oa* that is homogeneous and 
without variability in peratoheltty dimensions (i.e., a cl as sift eatery 
•entity1*) are making an assumption that is not supported by these data.

Sexual offenders are significantly different from non-sexualiy-dewiant 
offenders on personality variable*. Consequently, classification, diagnostic, 
and therapeutic programs have to commence with such a fact* fhe sexual 
offenders show a range of personality and behavioral responses; and, al­
though they do not necessarily show the same response© as individuals, they 
do differ as o group fro® no n-s exaally-devir-n t offenders.

A primary theoretical question raised by this study is; What Is a
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sexual offender? Oar study ha® reemphasised the importance of an appro­
priate definition of the "sex offender1’* We eliminated from our sexual 
offender classification accidental and borderline cases as well as seme 
cases of "legal sex offender** by virtue- of a commission of an offense 
against a statute relating to sex delinquency* fhus we constituted a sexual 
offender group which, although If failed to shew sub-groups differentiable 
or the variables investigated* still showed Internal variability in 'response 
to ttest dimensions. We have, as rigidly as was possible, defined the sexual 
offender group and still we were not able to remove variability in response 
or find any measure of absolute homogeneity in the sexual offender group* It 
would seem, therefore, that, if the classification "sexual offender" is to 
have theoretical and practical significance for those whose task It is to 
work with the Bex offender, very rigid definition is necessary in basic 
rosearches.

Clems si fi e ati on, properly oriented, may derive some benefits from these 
data# We have shown that semal offenders perceive and conceptualise sexual 
.and non-sexual stimuli differently than do non-sexually-deviant offenders; 
hut that the sexual offenders are not uniform in their perceptual responses.
We sis© showed that both the sexual offenders and the non-sexually-deviant 
offenders are variable in sex behavior. Sims# classification should recognise 
variability in. personality variable® within the sexual offender group and 
desist fro® the "single package variety" classification of sexual offenders.

Our date, indicate that sex behavior may be considered within the 
area of personality study, diagnosis should be concerned with the variables 
of personality as veil as with the symptomatic activities, feet, frame of 
refereneef value orientation, appear to be some of the psychological concepts 
of value In working with sexual offenders. We do not make a claim for ad­
vancing new methods of approach to the diagnostic problems in sexual offenders.
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We suggest, bom e r ,  that within the techniques we hare employed, there can 
perhaps he found so®® ins tranents for separating sexually aberrant offenders 
fro® noa-e©xnally—aberrant offenders, £0 the extent that certain tyoe* ©f 
r*>soense*, or patterns of responsiveness to these tfeolm.lcT.iee, may a rove 
to he mathognostonie for semai offenders* our data have diagnostic iapli— 
cations. In cases where am individual has committed m  offense which, does 
not see® to fee related: to a sexual offense, we may fee able to show through 
these techniques that the individual may fee sexually aberrant and that 
fels offense may have had sexual connotations,

from the therapeutic point of view, our study may fee considered 
as lending weight to the position that symptomatic treatment Is of loss 
importance than is the treatment of causal factors, life suggest that set 
and frame of reference may have to fee altered if treatment is to orov© 
successful with sexual offenders. We hove shown that the response® of sex 
offender* are variable, and that they may sot fee valid or reliable yard­
stick* of personality. Our results suggest that therapy should fee con­
cerned with variable® of personality. Ihe'very fact that the sexual 
offender does show differences from non—sexually-devlant offenders would 
seem to Indicate that the sexual offender is a "selected person" (i.e., a 
member of a separate group), Therefore, it would s©eat that the therapeutic 
offices might fee reconciled with the sexual offender*s frame of reference. 
Since the sexual offender is different from the non-sexuslly-deviant 
offender, as indicated fey this study, it would seem logical to suggest that 
special diagnostic, therapeutic, and el&s&lfieotoxy techniques may need 
to fee developed to deal with the sexual offender, m  different from technique* 
used, in dealing with non-eexual ly-devi^nt offenders.
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IABES I.
Legal Classification Distribution of Age 

Variable in Sexual Offender Sroup.

Age in Bo b o. Sod. Bgpe Pedo. gxhlb. Q.V. G.D.H. Sotale
ears ¥ ?r f W 1 f . W w f ¥ 1 f W ¥ -f I f f ¥ M f
15 0
16 0
I f 2 3 5 0 1 1 618 0 1 1 0 1 1 2
19 4 1 5 1 1 2 ?20 2 1 3 321 2 1 3 0 1 1 1 O 3 2 O 2 922 1 1 2 1 1 2 423 1 0 1 0 1 I 1 0 1 324 0 1 1 1 0  1 2
25 1 0 I 1 0 1 2 0 2 426 0 2 2 22? 1 0 1 128 1 0 1 12f 2 0 2 1 \j 1 1 0  1 4
30 1 1 2 2
31 i 0 1 132 033 0 1 1 134 ©35 0 1 1 126 1 0 1 13? 038 1 0 1 139 0 1 1 1 0 1 24© 0 1 1 14142 0 1 1 0

143 0
44 1 0 1 1
%5 1 0 1 1 0  1 2
48 1 0 1 149 050 1 0 1 1 0 1 2
52 1 0 1 1
62 0
63 1 0 1 1

flrd.Sot. 37 10 9 8 1 1 1 67
Sot.tfli.21 5 5 8 1 1 1 42
Sot. Hog. 16 5 4 0 0 0 0 25
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fHSU II.
Legal Classification M s t  nitration of Sac#

Tartable is Sem&l Offender #rotrp

8ae. ®»o. Sod. Hap. Pedo. O.K. S.B.H. 5otal

Whit. 21 5 5 8 1 1 1 ^2

H*gro 16 5 * 0 S 0 0 25

Total 3? 10 9 8 1 1 1 67



139

f.JOtL! III.
Classification Bistrilmti on of 1,0. 

Variable la Soxaal Offender 0ronp

I. Q*.____ JL iiB93̂ o »._Sod»  r......  JPe&ffc..— Ba&jb,.,— ,—    .
Point* W If f ¥ t f tf W f f 1 f.. 1T...JI f  ...I.I  f Jf, -I f.
56 1 0 1 1
5? 0
58 0 1 1 1
59 0
60 0 1 1 1
61 0
62 1 0 1 1

1 0 1 1
65 §
66 0
6? 0 1 1 I
68 ©
6f 0 1 1 I
7© 0
71 0 1 1 1
72 0 1 1 1
73 0 1 1 I
*fh §
75 0 1 1 1 0 1 2
76 0 1 1 1 1 2 3
77 1 0 1 0 1 1 2
78 0 1 1 1
79 1 0 1 1 0  1 2
8© 1 1’ 2 2
83 0
8^ 0
85 0
86 1 © 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 *
87 0 2 2 l O l  3
88 ©
§9 1 0 1 1
90 1 0 1 1
91 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 3
92 © 1 1 1
93 0 2 2 1 0 1 3

1 0 1 1 0 1 2
95 1 1 2 2
96 1 0 1 1 0 1 2
98 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3
99 1 1 2 2
100 1 0 1 1 0  1 2
101 1 0 1 1
102 1 0 1 1
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f.mm x u *
Isag&X of t*%

farlaMe i n  inxual Q ttm & m r Swap-

X« 0.
Foists ,t0#.,...,.Mmpm ....laskll-. . 4LX. 0LH.M-

W 1*.. H ,■*■■„,E, ,P f If. *. /f.« . * . f .JLJI._*__JL. .1...f .„l.M.f. fatal
1©4 1 § 1 1st105 0s
106 0 1 1 1
107 0.
109 0 1 1 X
HO ©
111 0
112 0
113 1 0 1 1 0 1 2
115 ©
116 § 1 1 1
11? 1 0 1 1
119 1 0 1 11*0 3 0 3 3122 o
124 t
126 2 0 2 2
127 1 0 1 1

©*d*f©t. 3? 10 9 S 1 1 I € f
m % . m . 2 i 5 5 8 i i i  kz
«*+«■*» 16 5 ^ 0  t § 0 25

- .  S  s  a  s  ? a s  8  * ?  ?  *  P  •  *  ?  ?  ?  ?  p  ?
!h H  W  ls> V  If VA P ' ®  o  ^0 O  O  O  O k O  O O O O

J ©mad fatal s 91.5

~ fatal Hitt z 9^.1X

* fatal Wtnpm z B3.6



Xf8gal 01 ae sifi cation of l&uc&tiozuil T&rl&frl* 
la Sexual Offender Oroup*

fears of Momo. Sod. Stare Pe&o. .Satfaih. G.IC.
School - W ■,IT f ¥ , ,* ? ¥ f f ¥ 1 f If K t ¥ If * W W * total
2 © i 1 1
3 1 © 1 1 1 2 3& 0 * 4- 1 1 2 3 © 3 1 © 1 1©
5 1 © 1 © 1 1 0 1 1 3& & 2 6 2 1 3 2 1 3 1 0 1 1 0  1 1 0 1 157 3 1 1 1 2 2 © 2 a
8 3 € % © 1 2 © 2 9
9 £ 3 5 1 © 1 6
10 l 1 2 © 1 1 311 © 1 1 0 I* 1 2
12 © 4 1 © 1 513 ©
lk 2 0 2 2

Ort.fot. 37 1© 9 8 1 1 1 6?
tot.ati. 2i 5 5 8 1 1L 1 ^2

1C 5 *l* © 0 0 <) 25

** mm 00 OS **s3 03 *>0 3̂ ■$r On o 0% OS © CK © o ON
X ~ <3\ OS OS O €93 \0 & SA © O © © © © ©  ©  © ©  ©  © ©

~ Ora&d total * 7.1 
X

“ total ihit# • 7*5«SL
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Srtgsl Classification Distrilmtion e£ Marital 
Staten 1© Sexual Offender Croup*

Marital Memo* Sod. , Suu# Peda* m   CLB.li* „.
Status- t f 3r $ l ? i r f f g £ ¥ I f  f » t £  W ¥ £ ¥ H f fetal
Married 5 3 8 2 1 3 3 0 3  1 0 1  15
Merer

Married 16 13 2f 3 4 ? 5 4 f 5 0 5 1 0 1 1 0 1 §2

fetal
mite 21 5 5 S 1 1 1 42

fetal
Megro 16 5 4 o © © © 25

Orand
fetal 3? 1© 9 8 1 1 1 6 ?
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fi&KB Til.
Legal Claaslfieatlon BiatriLution of Length of Sentence 

Tavlablo tn Serual Offender Grotro

/fitmber Homo. Sod. ?.ss>9 Pedo. 5xhfb. S.K. C.P.M.
Sfontho I I I I I l I l H l l t K I i  S H  f S R g  fotal
6
9

0
0

1
1

1
1

1 0 1 2
1

12 1 1 2 1 2 3 0 1 1 2 0 2 8
15 0
18 3 3 6 1 1 2 1 0  1 9
24 3 2 5 1 0 1 6
30 0
j6 It *31«/ ? 2 1 -> 1 1 2 4 0 4 1 0  1 17
42 0
48 3 1 4 1 0 1 1 0 1 I <> 1 7
54
6o 4 2 6 1 0 1

0
7

66 0
72 8 1 1 0 1 1 2
84 0 1 1 1
90 §
120 3 0 3 2 0 2 5
168 0
248 0 2 2 2

SrS.fot. 37 10 9 8 1 1 1 6?
fot.Wh. 21 5 5 8 1 1 1 42
fot.SOg. 16 5 4 0 0 0 0 25

Y ~ CO
\0  O t o

.pruasuacjt *>3^ 2  ^tsi <53 o O *4 N H  a- Q* • * • * * • * ..o  O  O O  U* CD O
to a» o *-*

CD
co o  o  o

o -£r \,0 v-0CD O  CN

~ ihrcusd total - M o 3X

— total — W*.3
T

— fotal 'Megx° ~ 
X
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fm m  win.

%&&&! 03. as sift sat ion Mstrt%mtiom ©f &e&£tb of Present Sentene©
Already Served Tart able tm Sexual Offender Group

Sraaber Baam. ...god,. Km* ?«4*. ifefct 9.X. . 3.P.S
»*.*+*.* a e 9 h * 9 v w <p » » * * w * w w *> ir w »#oaths fi . .S’ f w 1* t .®r H sp W .3 W . $ f W I ! ¥ JS f foti
Z 0 1 1 1
3 2 0 2 2
4 0 1 1 1 0 1 2
5 1 1 2 1 1 2 4
6 2 2 4 1 0 1 1 0 1 6
f 1 2 3 1 1 2 58 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 0 1 5
9 0 1 1 2 0 2 0 1 1 4
10 1 1 2 nX.
11 1 0 1 1 0  1 2
12 3 1 4 1 1 2 6
11 1 0 1 X 0 1 1 0 1 3
1> *fa. 0 1 1 0 1 2
15 1 0 1 116 0 1 1 1
1? 0
ie 2 0 2 1 0  1 3
19 0 1 1 1 0 1 2
20 1 0 1 121 1 0 1 122 0
25
Oh, 1 1 2 0 1 1 3A
25 1 0 1

i*
1

26 2 0 2 2
2f 0 1 1 1
28 1 0 1 1
29 0
30 0 1 1 1
31 1 1 2 2
32 0
41 0
43 1 0 1 0 1 1 2
45 0
46 0 1 1 1
48 0

©rd.Tot. 37 10 9 8 1 1 1 67
fot.Sh.21 5 5 8 1 1 1 kZ
fot.Seg. 16 5 t 0 0 0 0 25
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IX.

Legal 0Xassifieatio& Bistritmtioa of lamber of Previous 
CJetsffli tfflents in Sexual Offender Group.

Wmkhmr
Commits.

so # Sod. )e Fed# •  . . 3'bchib. ,SMEf 4JL
¥ I „* ■■ ^ , $ f ¥ , w f W I f ¥ X f W 1, f w H

0 1 0 1 1 1 2 2 0 2 5
1 7 6 13 2 1 3 0 1 1 3 0 3 1 o 1 1 0 1 22
2 6 3 9 2 0 Z 2 0 2 13
3 3 2 5 3 3 6 3 o 3 14
i f 3 1 0 1 1 1 0  1 6
5 1 2 3 0 2 2 5
6 0 1 1 1
7 0
S 0
9 0 1 1 1

Gr&.lPtal 37 10 9 » 1 1 1 67
fet.tibite 21 5 5 8 1 1 1 42
fot.Vegro 16 5 4 0 0 o 0 25

X ** k* M »-* to PO Po l-t o 4T O •«=• t-* o |M» o f«t
)x ) CO *pr to 0 0 H * CN CK VX o Ml O  O  O o o o o o o

X foial x 2.3

“1 fetal White ~ 1*9 
X

X fetal Wegre = 2.9
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end In
Tari&blo la Sexual Off endor Oroup 

B©Tl&nt Control Growo

Mnmber Septal Off‘ender Control
foar# Whit® 3®jfiv3?€ Total mil® leffro Total Total

15 0 0 0 0 1 1 116 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
1? 2 4 6 0 4 4 10
18 0 2 2 4 4 8 1©
19 5 2 7 10 5 15 22
20 2 1 3 6 1 7 10
21 5 4 9 1 © 1 1©22 2 2 4 1 1 2 6
23 2 1 3 1 1 2 5
zk 1 1 2 3 0 3 5
25 4 0 4 1 0 1 526 0 2 2 2 2 4 6
27 1 0 1 1 0 1 2
28 1 0 1 0 © 0 1
29 4 0 4 0 0 © 4
30 1 1 2 0 1 1 3
31 1 0 1 1 1 2 332 0 0 0 0 O 0 ©
33 0 1 1 0 1 1 2
94 0 0 0 2 0 2 2
35 0 1 1 0 0 © 1
36 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
3? 0 0 0 0 0 © 0
38 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
39 1 1 2 1 1 2 4
4o 0 1 1 2 1 3 4
41 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
42 0 1 1 0 0 0 143 0 0' 0 0 1 1 1
44 1 0 1 1 0 1 2
45 2 0 2 0 0 © 2
48 1 0 1 0 0 0 149 0 0 0 2 © 2 2
50 2 0 2 © © © 2
52 1 0 1 1 0 1 2
62 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
63 1 0 1 0 0 0 1

Or and Total 
Total Mbit© 42 
Total Itaero 25..

67
42

.25.,..

67 I34 1 s 27.0 
84 x 9 28.3 

-.50.x = -2.4.6..
Mfr
1 29.2 24.3 2?.4 25.6 23.3 24.7
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f H U  XI.

of la©6 Variable la Sexual Cfcffesi er #r©mt> 
and in- X6n»>Sextxally Deviant Control Crottp



. H
'M
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
64
6566
67
6®
69
70
7172
7374
75
76
77
78
79
80
S3
84
6586
8788
89
90
91
92
9394
95
96
98
99
.08
.01.02

1
1
1
02
0
2
12
12
1
1
02
1
3
l
2
4
2
1
4
3
3
1
36
52
1
54
1
36
2
3
3
5
32
3

fABLl SI.
Freoiiency of I* 4* Variable la Sexual Offender ©roup

and ia Mom-Sexually ©evlaat Sontrol ©roup

JftMflGtt   Jhiil
1 0 1
0 G a
0 1 1
0 0 0
0 1 1
a 0 0
1 0 1
1 0 1
0 0 0
0 0 0
a 1 1
0 0 0
0 1 1
0 0 0
0 1 1
0 1 1
0 1it 1A0
1

0
1

W2
1 2 3
1 1 2
0 1 1
2 0 2
1 1 2
0 0 0
0 a 0
0 0 0
4 0 4
1 2 3
0 0 0
1 0 1
1 0 1
1 2 3
0 1 1
1 2 32 0 2
1 1 2
2 0 2
3 0 3
1 1 2
2 0 2
1 0 1
1 0 1

0 0 0
0 1 1
0 a 0
0 0 0
1 0 1
0 0 0
1 0 1
0 0 0
0 2 2
0 1 1
0 1 1
1 0 1
0 0 0
0 0 0
1 0 1
0 a 0
0 2 2
a 1 1
0 0 0
0 1 1
0 0 0
0 0 0
1 1 2
1 0 1
1 2 31 0 1
0 3 3
0 2 2
2 0 2
1 1 A.
© G 0
4 0 4
1 0 1
a 0 0
0 0 0
3 1
O 0 0
1 0 1
0 0 8
2 1 3
1 0 1
1 0 1
1 1 2
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fJOOB XIla.

Frequency of I. Q;. Tarlable in Sexual Offender ©rouo
and In $om-Sexuslly Deviant Control &roun

I* Sexual Offender Control_____ _
Points . . White Hsgro Hotel 141te Hegre fotal Hotal
104 1 0 1 1 © 1 2
105 0 0 0 1 0 1 1106 0 1 I 0 0 © 1
107 0 0 0 0 2 2 2
109 a 1 1 5 0 5 6
110 © 0 0 1 0 1 1
111 © 0 0 0 1 1 1
112 0 0 0 2 1 3 3
113 2 0 2 1 0 1 3
115 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
116 0 1 1 © 0 0 1
11? 1 0 1 1 0 1 2
119 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
120 3 0 3 0 0 0 3122 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
124 0 0 0 1 0 1 1126 2 0 2 2 0 2 4
12? I 0 1 0 0 0 1

Ord.fotal 6? 6? 134 X * 93.0
Fot.Bhite 42 42 84 X * 96.?
Hot.legra________  25__________________________25  50 j = 82.3

X 96.1 83.6 91.5 46.1 ?7.4 90.2
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XIII.
of Jdue&tiom Tarlable la Sexual Offender 

O-roao and In Mon-Sexual ly Deviant Control Grom->,

School ... Sexa^Mf^Mer-    ftateA
l * * a r t     m i t e  ; Jftcre. _ 5 ft . f a d     W h i t e  f a c e ®  ,,,... f o t a l
2 © 1 1 0 0 0 1
3 2 1 3 0 4 4 74 5 5 10 2 0 2 12
5 1 2 3 2 3 5 8
6 11 4 15 a 8 16 31
7 6 2 8 7 1 8 16
a 6 3 9 7 4 11 20
9 3 3 6 7 1 S 14
10 1 2 3 2 4 6 9
11 0 2 2 1 0 1 312 5 0 5 3 0 3 8
13 © 0 0 1 0 1 1
14 2 0 2 2 0 2 4

Grand fotal 6? 67 134
fotal Is/hite 42 42 84
fotal Stogre 25 25 50

V *
-- .......  -*fA ., 6.6 -JLJL- 8.1 ,...6*1__ -JLJL.__

g  Grand fotal * 7.3
" fotal mite 55 7.8 X
- fotal Stogro *X
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fm m  xiv.

Jtnqwamy Marital Status Y&ri&bl© la Sexual Offeader ©roup 
and in Mon~3exnalJjr Bertant Gbmtr&l Qrarap

Married XX * 15 11 4 15 jo

M e t e r
Married 31 21 52 31 21 52 1©%

Crd.fotal 67 67 13*
Tot.White UZ HZ m
Tot.^CTo______________si___________________________si_______________ m.
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wmia XT*
frequency of Socio-Jeonosie Status Tarlabl* la Serasl Offender 8reup

and in Bon.-Sexually Devi-mt Contra 1 ©roan.

toaio- ..le:mal Gffsa,4er Control
Economic
Statue White Wegro total alhlte Hegre total total
laborer Z 18 20 2 18 20 40

B a m  lied 3 4 7 3 4 7 14
Seml*~«fei lied 15 1 16 15 1 16 32
Skilled f 2 11 9 2 11 22
Small Business 5 0 5 5 0 5 10
Business 1 0 1 1 0 1 2
Famer 5 0 5 5 0 5 1©
Professional 2 0 2 2 0 2 4
©rani total 
ffetal mite 
total Begro

42 25
67 42

25
6? 134

84
5©
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f JJBL̂  £Y*.

Swm&T? of 3oeie~ju@o&e»l& ©octroi Factor# of Father® 
and Inmates Status for all Group#

Soeio-
Economic
Status

___ £fe£t© ....E*iok>....... 4  .___
Father Innate Father Wm>b®Y I a® ale

labor*#? k 25 36 3? *© 62

Unskilled 6 15 8 12 Ik 2?

S«roi-skillel 3© 33 a 1 32 3k

tfctil#* 18 10 § 22 1©
Is&ll Business If 0 0 0 1© 0.
Business Z 0 0 0 2 0
Farmer 10 0 0 0 1© ©
ProfessionaX 1* 1 0 0 if 1

1 8* 8% 50 50 13* 13*
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m i  m .
of Length of Sentence Taria&le in Sexual Offender Or© up
and in fon-Sexually Deviant Control Croup

Waaber Sexual Offender ...Control
Montha $hite..IbJOfc. fotal tihite !©£ro total fotal

6 1 1 2 1 1 2 4
f 0 1 1 0 1 1 2
12 4 4 a 3 5 8 16
15 0 0 o 1 0 1 1
18 5 4 9 3 1 4 1324 4 2 6 4 4 a 14
30 0 0 0 6 1 7 736 12 5 1? 6 1 7 24
42 0 0 0 7 3 1C 10
4a 6 1 7 1 0 1 a
54 0 0 0 0 1 1 160 5 2 7 3 2 5 12
66 0 0 0 2 1 3 3?2 0 2 2 0 *%A. I 384 V 1 1 0 0 o 1
90 0 0 0 0 1 1 1120 5 0 5 5 0 5 10
168 o 0 o 0 1 1 1240 0 2 2 0 1 1 3

■mi*Or and fotal 6f 6? 134 X * 46,2
fotal Ihite 42 42 84 1 3 44,4
fotal .JSftftitt ..25.... ...25... 60 ? s 48.6

X 44,3 49,6 46,2 44,2 47,6 45,5
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tabl» x?«.
Ifequaney of Length of Sentence Already Served TarleMe in Sexual 

Offender Sroun oad In Bbn^SexsallT 0«via»t &rowp

Jtealjer »exual Offender ©emtrol
Months ..Hfeite... Wesxo fotal ....Jfeiift... Hears total

2 0 1 1 © 1 1 2
3 2 0 2 0 0 0 2
4 1 1 2 6 2 8 10
5 2 2 4 1 1 2 6
6 4 2 6 2 2 10
7 2 3 5 0 2 2 7B 3 2 5 1 1 2 7
9 2 2 4 4 1 5 910 1 1 2 5 2 7 911 2 0 2 2 2 4 6
12 4 2 6 3 1 Hr 1 0
13 3 0 3 1 0 1 4
1* 2 0 2 2 1, 6
15 1 0 1 1 0 1 2
16 0 1 1 O 0 2 317 0 0 0 1 0 1 l
18 3 0 3 2 0 2 5
19 1 1 2 0 0 0 2
20 1 0 1 0 1 1 2
21 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
22 0 0 0 2 0 2 2
23 1 2 3 1 1 2 529 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
25 1 0 1 0 1 l 2
26 2 nV/ 2 0 0 0 2
27 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
28 1 0 1 2 0 z 329 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
30 0 1 1 2 1 ** 4
31 1 1 2 0 0 0 2
32 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
4l 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
43 1 1 2 0 0 0 2
;*5 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
96 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
48 ✓a.

O' 0 f} 1 1 1
Grand fotal 
fotal m t e  
fotal lecro

42
?*;

6?
Hz

25
6? 134 5 * i4.4 

84 5 * 13.8 
5§ 1 a 15*3

I 13. e 15.0 im.2 13.2 7 14.1
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T m m  x m l .

Frequency of $faatber cf Previous Soimttssnts' fariable in Sexual
Off mi der (hroup and In Ifon-Sexually Deviant Control Uroup*

It*® her Sexual Offender Control
Previous 
Govm Itmoata Waite ? fotal White iOfgro Total Total

0 4 lr 5 3 2 5 10
1 14!, 8 22 11 4 15 37
2 3 13 12 9 21 34
3 9 5 14 11 3 14 28
% 4 2 6 3 2 5 11
5 1 4 5 1 4 5 10
6 8 1 1 1 0 1 2

7 § 0 O 0 1 l 1
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 0 1 1 0 0 a 1

•read Total 
Total White
fotal X&gro

42
25

6? 42
25

6? 13484
50

1 19.5 2.9 2.3 2.2 2.6 2.3

X Or and Total * 2.3 

X Total White *2.1 

X fotal Hegro = 2.8
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£requ«noy ©£ Jg© Beiriatlou®,

of Tears fro® Fr®cra«»©y ©f

4 5 
/ 4
/ 3
4 % 
4* 

©
- i
• a
- 3 
~ *
- 5
• 6

0
5
5
1%
11
11
a
?

• -2.3 2f®sr*
St. 4 2*9 y#®*»

«*-

St. a>*sw 6.35®
* 6.*
P .61
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of I. £v. Deftatio&o

Potato frotsof 1. of Patrol 
n «  I. 9.

I
10 2
9 38 7
f 8
6
€ 3*»
*

38
3
2i

X
2iAt

0
1
9

JL
S
3JjLM*

3
*r
i% a

5 #
£*9 €
7
8

1
a

f i
10 0

H 6?

Xdiff, / 5*3. potato
Ift. ©©▼. L 5*7 potato
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9JUH8 KII.
Ptoquomap of Sentence Length Deviations*

Mosher af Month® from
Sexual Offender Orous .........

Frequency of Control 
Case® ner Month

/ & 19
/ 5 0
/ 4 0

/ 3 1

/ 2 0

1* 1 0
e 30

- i 1
- 2 X
- 3
- 4

0
*» *r

- 5

¥
0

• 6 15

^diff. / 3.X south®
St. Bev. ^ 4- 4.2 month*
St. Brror 0.5X6
t 6.0
p .OX
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lumber of Cosnltawnts from I'irotooBor of

/ I 27
0 16

- 1 2b

M 6?

i  .tiff* t  0.8 cosaaitmeat* 
S t. Wm. /  §3  oosmitsoat# 

St. 'rnmr 0.110 
t 7.3 
F .01
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Bmbmt Month# Deviation 1b length 
of Sentea©© Already Served.

IfBBher of Mont ho Already Served frecmeacy of Control

/ 2 

/ i 
© 

- 1 
- 2

29
3
?
11
If

s 6?

5dlff. / 1.6 month*
St. Bot. £ 1*7 months
St. feror 0.20© 
t ? A  

1 .01
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I Mfeafc kind of oercon, do yon think, has an easy time of making- friends?
Do yon find that it is easy to make friends?
1. Do you find it easy to make friends?
2. Hhen yon do make friends, are the friendships usually lasting ones?
3. When in a grouo, do you become the center of attraction easily?

Do you carefully choose your sexual partners?
5. Do you usually accept the most easily obtainable partner?
6. Have you ever been chosen by someone else for sexual purposes?
?. Following sexual release, do you like to remain with your partner; 

or, do you prefer to leave your partner after finishing with the 
sexual act?

II Do you think a person ought to be particular about the way he dresses
and looks? kh&t do you mean?
8. Do people think of you as -liberal - spea&thrift-close-miserly- 

In money?
9. Are you ever very careful about the way you dress?
10. Are you particular about the way your clothes and personal effects 

are cleaned, groomed, e«r«A-f or?
11. ¥as there ever anytime in your life when you actually got pleasure 

from holding back your bowel movement?
12. Do you think that you show more interest in your own bowel move­

ment that other people generally do?
13. Do you ever make a practice of noticing dirt or disorder In other 

people1® houses?
1&. Have you ever been described by others as obstinate,, stubborn, 

revengeful?
Ill Let1® talk about your family: lell me something about your parents;

What are they like? What do they look like? How did they treat you
as a child?
15. Have you ever been jealous of your father?
16. Have you ever felt that your father mistreated you or did not

treat you as fairly as he did your brothers and/or sisters?
17. Did you ever think, without sufficient reason, that your father 

was going to, or might, hurt your mother?
18. Have you ever dreamed of killing your father?
19. Did you ever think that your father was a wonderful guy?
20. Bid you ever think this way about any of your male teachers?
21. Did you ever think you would make a better husband for your mother

than was your father?
22. How do you feel when someone calls you a ^mother-fucker* ?
23. Do you, or did you, ever daydream or dream about having intimate 

relations with your mother?
2h* Have you ever thought, or dreamed, that you would be a better

mate for your mother than was your father?
25. Have your mother and you always been intimate sad friendly?
26. Was there ever a time when you didnH get along well with her?
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2?. Bo you compare your sex partners to your mother?
28, Slink now of your most recent lover -was this oersoa, 

iH any way like your mother?
29, If nyemu, how?: Personality; Likes and Dislikes; Habits;

Character...•
30, Bo you, or have you ever thought that you were closer to, and 

resembled more, your mother instead of your father?
31, Bid your mother love you same as she loved your father?
32, Bid your mother love you same as she loved your brothers?
33* .Bid .your mother love you same -as she loved your sisters?
34. Who do (or did) you prefer! mother or father?
35* Bid you always!
36. live you ever had as close a relationship with anyone else as you 

did with your mother?
37* lave you ever had as close a relationship with m y  one else as you did 

with your father?
38. Bid you ever think that your mother was a wonderful woman?
39. Bid you ever think this way about any of your lady teachers?

I? Do you come from a large family? How does your family feel shout the
problem of sex?
ho. Bo m y members of your family share your ideas about sex?
41. Bo they practice sex as you do?
42. In your childhood, did youer©r hear of, or see men having sexual

relations with one another?
43. In your childhood, did you ever hear of, or see men having sexual 

relations with animals?
44. In your childhood, did you ever hear of, or see men having sexual 

relations with children?
45. Mhat is your family1 a attitude about homosexuality? Bo they 

approve or disapprove of it?
46. Bow old were you when you had your first sexual experience with 

a man or boy?
4?. low old were you when you had yomr first sexual experience with 

an animal?
48. How did you feel about this experience then?
49. How do you feel about that experience now?
50. Be the people in your neighborhood feel as yon do about sex and 

the choice of sexual partners?
T Bo you like to do things over again if they have given you pleasure the

first time? !$h&t about sex? -do you like to have the same kind of ex­
perience over and over again?
51. As a child did you have any sex relations with boys?
52. As a. child did you have any sex relations with men?
53* As a child did you have any sex relations with animals?
54. As a child did you have any sex relations with girls?
55* Are your sexual partners similar to any of your childhood friends 

or relatives?
56. Bo you enjoy the warmth of bodily contact with your sex partner?
57. Have you ever been forced into any sexual act without your consent?
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58, Mhat part of the body of your female' sex par tnor latere & to you the 
most! breast? genital©? buttocks? legs? arms? heads? mouth? hair? 
eyes? ate* ?

59* What part of the tody of your male sex partner interests you the 
most? breast*' genitals? buttocks? legs? anas? hands? mouth? hair?
eyes? etc*?

60. Do you find that sexual activity (a) relaxes you? (b) makes you 
tired? (c) puts a spring in your step?

61. ;-/hat is your favorite form of sexual activity and gives you the 
biggest thrill?

62* Was there ever a time when you preferred to have a man instead of 
a woman as your sex partner?

63* Have you changed your preference regarding the sex of your sex 
partner?

64, When did you begin to prefer sen instead ©f women?
65. Wien did you begin to prefer boys or girls instead of men or women?
66* then did you "begin to prefer animals instead of humans?
6?* Do you feel that you can satisfy a woman?
68. Do you feel that you can satisfy a man?
69* Does a woman satisfy you?
?0. Does a man satisfy you?
71. D© some women Just don* t know how t© do it?
72. bhich best describes your feeling regarding sexual intercourse with 

women? (a) relaxed as a baby (b) like standing on the edge of & 
cliff (e) like a kid with a good friend {&) like drinking good war* 
silk (e) like being in heaven?

73* dhich best describes your feeling regarding sexual intercourse with 
men? (a) relaxed as a baby (b) like standing on the edge of a. cliff
(c) like a kid with a good friend (d) like drinking good wars silk
(e) like being in heaven?

?I Have you ever gone to a stag party? What do you like about stag parties?
74# Are you easily disgusted tgr dirty stories?
75« Do- you attend stag parties and watch people give sex exhibitions?
76. Do you paint?
77. Do you play a musical instrument?
78* Do you sing?
79. Wdeh is the stronger? man or woman?
80. Vhleh has the most interesting bcdyi man or woman?
81* Boss it matter to you that your sexual partner gets as much satis­

faction from sex as you do?
82* Do you prefer to see, touch, exercise your own genitalia rather 

than those of others?
83* Have you ever compared the sisa of your penis with that ©f your 

father1s?
84* Have you ever Co mu arecl the size of your penis with that of your 

brother1s ?
85* Have you. ever compared the size of your penis with that of a friend?
8-6. Do you ever take pleasure in the look, feel, shape of your penis?
87. Do you ex&seine your penis closely for blemishes, pimples, scars, etc.*
88. your sexual relationships, do you take the active lead and make 

the approaches?



89. Bo you believe that by letting your partner take the active lead 
and make the approach,®®,, that you are actually making this person 
do as you want him to dot

? n  Do yon think that your sexual experiences and activities have affected you 
in any way! kh&t is* how are you the same or different from other people 
because of your likes end dislike® in sex?
90. B© you masturbate more frequently than other men you know!
91. Do you like to walk around naked?
92. Do you like to walk around naked when alon©?
93. 5>a you like to walk around naked when in the company of others?
9̂ *. Do you ever have a desire for other people to admire your body?
95* Are you curious, about the uhysicsl differences between boys and girls? 
96. What was your earliest "theory* about where babies cam© from?
97* * d h a t do you think has been the effect o f  m a s  tor b a t  l a g  on your mind?
9®. ®hut do you think ha© been the effect of masturb-ating on your body?
99. What area of your body do yon consider to be the most sensitive to 

s©areal stimulation?
100. 1© you find that you get sexually excited by a thunder storm?
101. Do yon find that you get sexually excited by being punished?
102. Do yon find that you get sexually excited by taking a test?
103. Do you fiat that you get sexually excited by sitting next to a

pretty girl?
104. Do you find that you get sexually excited by sitting next to a 

handsome man?
105* Do you find that you get sexually excited by seeing an accident?
1®6. Do you find that you get sexually excited by riding in an. airplane?
10?. Bo you find that you get sexually excited by taking a  hot bath?
108. Bo yon prefer to have one or many sexual ties?

Till D© you think that fellows should worry or be interested in their own 
body? What do you mean?

109. Was there ever a time when you thought your father was going to 
hurt you as a  child?

110. Bid your father ever threaten to "cut It off* when you were a child?
111. Bid you ever dream of losing your "peter*?
112. Bo you have to urinate more often than other people have to 

urinate?
113. Have you ever urinated in our bed at night?
llh-. Hava you ever urinated in your pants during the day?
115. Have you ever looked at your body* while naked, in the mirror?
116. Have yon ever admired your body?
117. Bo yon ever feel or touch your naked body?
118. After engaging in sexual relations, do you ever immediately 

urinate?
119. After engaging in sexual relations, do you ever immediately wash 

your genitals?
120. After engaging in sexual relations, do you ever immediately wash 

your hands?
121. Bo yon regard yourself as more concerned about your genitals than 

other people are about theirs?
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122. Have you ever imagined or dreamed wh&t it would be like not to 

have a penis?
123. Do you like to keep thing® a long time -long after their usefulness 

has passed?
IX Uh&t do you think of men who have sex play with other aen?

12#. Bo you ever daydream about having sexual relations with other men?
125. lave you ever thought that you were ** queer*. or homosexual?
126, lav© people ever called you a H queer*4, a *homo41, of a ®fsgR?
12?. low,did you feel about this?
128. Rave you ever dressed or acted like a woman?
129. Bo you like to do this in special comuany only or any place with 

anyone?
130. Row do you feel about homosexuals* -disgust? tolerance? fear? 

hatred? interest? like?
131. lave you ever wished to be a girl?
132. Do you think any part of your body or personality is more female 

than male?
133. Bow* -breasts; hoir: hips; legs; arms; profile; voice; hands?
13#. Ihat is your favorite nickname among all those you may have been

called?
135* Would you consider yourself a jealous person?

X When you decide to have some sexual fun, how do you go about looking for
it? Wfetat do you do? Who 4© yom look for?
136. Sow often have you had sexual intercourse with a woman?
137. Sow often have you hid. sexual intercourse with a girl?
1.38. Are you ever tense and worried about having sexual intercourse with

women?
139. Are yon ever tense and worried about having sexual intercourse with 

girls?
1^0. Have yon ever dreamed ©r daydreamed that you couldn't *pmll out* ©f 

a girl?
1#1. Have you ever heard of this hatmening?
1#2. Is it possible?
1#3. Is it easier to get men or women to indulge in sex play with you?
!##. How often do you desire sexual pleasure?
1#5. How many times a night can you 11 come®?
i#6. Vhat was the most yon ever ftcsiae® in one night?
1#7. Sow often have you had sexual intercourse with a man?
i#8. How often have you had sexual intercourse with boys?
1#9. Are you ever tense and worried about having sexual relations with 

men?
150* Ap-e you ever tense and worried about having sexual relations with 

boys?
151. D® you think it is possible to love one person throughout an entire 

life?
152. Sow often have you had sexual experience with animals?
15?• Do you get most satisfaction cut of sex relotions with boys? girls?

animals? men? women?
15#. low old were you the first time you had any sexual experiences with 

another person?
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155• Has this sal® or female!
156. How old wer• you when you first started masturbaiing?
157. Bow often do you masturbate mow?
157. How often do you have sexual relations with other persons?
159. Where to you get most satisfaction from stimulations penis?

scrotum? mouthI lips? tongue? anus?
160. Were you ever told that adults have "better genitals than do 

children?
161. Bid your -parents ever try to "toilet train* you?
162. Here they strict about this?
163. her® you ever beaten or slapped or yelled at for not being 

trained?
164. Were you ever nuaished, as a child, by your parents or family for 

having a sexual experience?
165. Were you ever punished,as a child, by your parents or family for 

masturbating?
In 6. Ho you like to nlay cards?
167, Bo you like to gamble?
168, Have you ever tried narcotic®?
169* Bo you drink much liquor?
170* Bo you drink liquor to excess?
171 • ire you an alcoholic?
172, Are you an athlete?
173. "What are your favorite sports?
1?4. Are you married now?
175. Have you ever been married?
176. Hhat is your ore sent marital status?
177. If not married, why not?
178. If married; were you happily married?
179* Were you satisfied with sex relations with your wife?
180. How often do you have intercourse with your wife?
181. Which of your parents instructed you in sex?
182. If neither, who did?
183. At what age did this instruction occur?
184. What was your f eeling about this at that time?
185. How old were you when you first noticed the difference between 

boys and girls?
186. Bid this pussle you?
187. How old were you when you had your first orgasm?
188. How did you feel about this at that time? Were you; excited? 

worried? satisfied? relieved? angry? frightened? secretive? 
feel strong? feel manly?

189. Is it easy for yon to get a, "hard on"?
190. Hoes it last long?
191. Bo you ever have a "hard on* in the morning when you wake up?
19^. Bow often does this happen?
193. Are you satisfied with your penis?
194. Is it strong?
195* Is it the right sis® for you?
196. Do you like to look at other men1® penis1?
19?. Bo yon like to look at other men1® testicles?
198. Bo you like to look at ether men1® buttocks?199. Do you like to look at other men*s bodies?
200. How does this make you feel?
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201. Bo you like to look at women* s privates?
202. Bo you like to look at women*$ butioeks?
203* Bo you like to look at women1 s breasts?
204. Bo yon like- to look at women*s bodies?
205* Sow does ibis make you feel?
206. Bo you like to look at nude -art?
207* Bo you like t© read dirty stories?
208. Bo yon like to go to burleequo ©hows?
209. Bo you like to watch others hare intercourse?
210. Hare you ever seen any animals (dogs, etc.) hare intercourse?
211. low did you feel about this?
212. What did you think of while watching?
213. Bid yon watch it* or walk away?
214. Hare you ewer been beaten ©r whipped by your sex partner?
215. Hare you erer be&ten ©r whipped your partner?
216. Bid you. erer dream about being beaten by your partner?
217. Bid you erer dream about beating your partner I
218. low do you think you*& feel about being beaten, or beating, this 

way?
219. 2ver dream about getting laid?
220. With whomf man? woman? animal.?
221. Bo you get a "hard on* from such thoughts?
222. Have you ever masturbated with other people?
223. lave you ever been * jerked-off11 ?
22h, By whom? man? woman? animal?
225. What ways ware used t© do this?
226. What do you usually think ©f while masturbating* m m f  woman?

■animal?227. How many times have you been wsucked-offn by a man?
228. low mauf times have you been #su©k©d-©ffw by a woman?
229. How many times have you been “sucked-off w by an animal?
230. How many times have you nsucked-off1* a man?
231. How many times have you M sucked-offw a boy?
232. How many times have you "sucked—off* a woman?
233. 1© you have_ a quick orgasm; or, can you hold it back long?
23^. Bo you like to play with your sex partner before actually having 

intercourse; or, do you like to get right to it?
235. Mhieh sex activities do you prefer most?
236. Which sex activity do you engage in most often?
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55 38 8 21 5© 11 6 *.766 .0556 19 48 5 62 9.9*8 .01
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9PABL3S XX?
Distributions- said Sir̂ iifi canee fast Tallies on
Interview Question© for Scoring Dimensions of

RTeswt ^Sometimes", WB6n •

Sexual Offender Control
.OneatlOA. I S IT ..-..is .-.s.. I Jl...n~ JSL , .. .. .....2

5? 18 0 *9 2 0 m 15.046 .mi
62 54 13 2 65 82.952 .001
S3 28 39 0 6? 35.396 .001
66 0 67 0 6? 0 0
6? 53 5 9 6? 0 0 15.714 .001
68 & 5 10 6 0 61 77.920 .001
69 48 8 11 66 1 0 19.042 .001
70 51 4 12 1 0 66 89.456 .001
n 40 27 19 48 13.354 .001
?4 18 8 41 21 l 45 0.520 .50
75 24 43 6 61 13.916 .001
76 4 6§ 2 65 0 0
77 16 51 8 59 3.248 .10
78 25 42 9 56 10.090 .01
81 36 8 23 45 10 12 2.528 .20
82 19 8 40 9 1 57 10.788 .01
83 6 61 0 67 0 084 27 40 22 45 0,804 .50
85 50 17 51 16 0.040 .9586 46 2 19 21 2 44 18.?22 .001
87 55 8 4 32 12 23 17.336 .001
88 40 14 13 49 14 4 2.710 ,10
89 61 2 2 44 19 4 12.718 .001
90 16 51 3 64 10.425 .01
91 10 57 1 66 8.122 .01
92 10 57 3 64 4.26c .05
93 11 56 0 67 12.082 .001
94 16 51 5 62 6.832 .01
95 17 50 11 56 16.254 .001

ICO 6 61 0 6? 0 0
101 16 51 0 6? 18.240 .001
102 0 6? 0 67 0 0
103 40 27 36 31 0.466 .50
104 41 ti 0 67 59.076 .001
105 28 39 2 65 29.034 .001
106 1 66 1 66 0 0
107 44 23 14 53 27.360 .001
109 25 42 12 55 6.310 .02
110 11 56 0 67 12.082 .001
111 25 42 9 58 10.090 .01
112 20 47 6 61 9.352 .01
113 10 57 1 66 8.121 .01
114 0 67 0 67 0 0
115 4l 26 55 12 ?.200 .01
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flBLB xxr
Blstr ibutions and Significance feet Values on
Interview Questions for Scoring Dimensions of

"Yes", **Sometimeswf "Bo".

SeaeaAl Offender Control
Question   ,T . .3 ... - Jf .JL— fl  .......... _..£...  .. W.

n $ 23 m 21 46 0,134 .8©
117 54 13 59 8 1.412 .30
118 33 12 22 23 4 40 9.726 .01
119 61 1 5 48 1 18 8.310 .01
120 62 0 5 49 0 18 8.870 .01
121 50 1? 21 46 25.196 .001
122 28 39 9 58 13.478 .001
123 36 0 25 16 8 43 9.6?4 .01
12k 36 2 29 0 0 6? 53.042 ♦ 001
125 35 1 31 0 0 67 49.224 .001
126 48 19 0 6? 74.790 .001
128 11 56 0 6? 12.082 .001
131 12 55 0 67 13.272 .001
132 If 48 0 6? 22.200 .001
135 18 49 13 54 1.048 .50
13S 13 4 50 2 1 64 11.518 ♦ 001
139 12 3 52 2 1 64 9.305 .01
14© 6 61 1 66 0 ©
l4x 44 23 4? 20 0.308 .7©
142 37' 30 32 35 0.746 .5©
149 10 57 4 63 2.951 .10
150 10 57 2 65 5.950 .02
151 37 30 53 14 8.662 .01
160 20 47 5 62 11.064 .001
161 66 1 65 2 © ©
162 46 21 56 11 4.106 .©5
163 22 45 5 62 13.404 .001
164 8 59 2 65 3.399 .05
165 7 60 3 64 1.837 .20
166 50 17 59 8 3.984 .05
16? 22 45 4l 26 10.814 .©1
168 9 58 6 61 0.75© .50
169 28 39 24 43 0.5©4 .5©
170 2? 40 20 47 1.606 .30
171 7 60 3 64 1.837 .20
172 24 43 26 41 0.128 .80
17% 10 57 15 52 1.230 .30
175 13 54 14 53 0.048 .90
186 27 40 * 13 54 6.986 .01
189 31 6 30 50 2 15 11.268 .001
190 21 8 38 27 11 29 2,416 .2©
191 50 10 7 61 3 3 6.350 • 02
193 5? 10 6? G 10.915 .001
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&ISLB XX?

Distributions and Significance fest Tallies om
Interview Questions for Scoring Dimensions of

*?•«*, "Sometimes*, "Mo®.

Sexual Offender Control
Question T S W T I X X? *

lf4 49 18 67 0 20.858 .001
195 49 18 65 2 15.046 .001
196 29 9 29 2 1 64 43.050 .001
197 27 9 31 2 1 64 39.388 .001
198 29 9 2f 2 1 64 43.050 .001
199 31 9 27 3 2 62 40.986 .001
201 21 16 30 59 6 2 42.616 .001
202 23 If 2? 59 6 2 47.096 .001
203 28 lU 25 59 6 2 31.492 .001
204 2f li 22 59 6 2 29.794 . >001206 34 5 28 53 2 12 11•830 .001
207 28 14 25 39 5 23 3.612 .10
208 31 5 31 54 0 13 7.028 .001
209 If 0 48 4 1 62 9.948 .01
210 65 2 66 1 O 0tr
214 2 65 1 66 0 0
215 3 64 1 66 0 0
216 8 59 2 65 5.777 .02
21? 6 61 2 65 2.261 .20
219 62 5 66 1 0 0
221 60 2 ? 64 0 3 1.837 .20
222 51 16 2f 38 15.012 .001223 59 8 38 29 16.464 .001229 0 6? 0 67 0 0
♦Questions 1, 7, 28, 201, 202 were grouped for elii square analysis
into 2x3 tables with two degrees of freedom. Ill other questions 
were grouped for chi square analysis into 2x2 tables with one 
degree of freedom.
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Distrilnition and 3l£nifleaae® lest Teluss am 
Interview Qjiesfci:ma *4hLOh tirod Two 

Scoring Dir-iensions.

Qnes: 3** 
Ttvm 8 0 0

Ones: h5 
I fern . # 0 .'.8..

ftT£.J8 <
atber 5? 57
-ifciier 10 10

.Appro*
Bisapp

2
65 6

X2 0.001 
df 1 
P .99

•w2
df
P

1

Cjaess 
Item "

79
8 0 0

Ones* 80 
8 0 0;

&m*s: 143
8 0 . 0

C.nes; 108 
Iteas 8 0 .0

Maa
yommi

52 62 
15 5

19 1 
48 66

4(5 1
2? 66

One 4? 5120 16

3? 5*8?B 
df 1 
P .02

X2 19.042 
df 1 
P .001

S2 53.452 
df 1 
P .001

r  0.608 
a t 1
r .50

Qnes:
Item.

155
S O  0

Ones-:- 212 
Item S O  0

Qness 213 
Its® S O  0

Mai©
jftmal©

17 2
50 65

Sex
¥©-Sx

1? 11 
50 56

Stsjr
0©

kz zz 
28 45

l2 13.860 df ! " i 
P .001

3? 1.624 df 1
P .30

X? 11.964df 1 
P . 001

Onesi 233 Its® S 0 0
^  Queis: 234s 0 0

QuikSlow
43
24 4225 PI ear l®md

4-3
24

54
13

JZ3T 0.032 X2 4.518
df 1 df 1P .90 P .05
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Dietrihuticns ?.;md Significance lest Tallies on
Interview Ernestions *$htcb Required Sir©'©

Scoring t&sensions.

€£tt#St
xt««

£

S 0
£2

0
Q$©*$ 35 

Item 3 0 C
0,ues

I t©m
: 6( 
*J* 0

)
. ..0..... ....

JNPT 74 33 Alttsgr* 5B 6? B.©1 3eX 19MotSo 19 21 Sfe&eti 6 0 fired 2f 32
Indif 14 13 Hover 3 0 Spring 19 €

xr 0.152 :tr — 3̂gWw- 8.992
df 2 df 1 df 1
P .95 p p f*0

•  w*»

l 129 Qjo.es! 134 Qa*»t 178 Qusai I7f
Item 5.... C'r. 4*. -V Item S O  0 Item S 0 0 S O  0
Seee a 0 Ferni 2? 3 Yes 5 15 7 18
Any 2 0 tease jk 48 lo 11 3 9 0w*.KlO 5? 6? STeut 6 l6 M s r  51 49 51 *9

10.9151 "2 26.13?df 2 If D.15S
1

JC 0-158CLX *
P .001 * .001 p .70 ■*>F *70

Qubs: 181 Quea: 23%
It ©m S O  g It ©is S 0 #
Mether 3 10 0 65 6?
father 12 1€» 6 1 0
Neither 52 4l 100 1 0

Xr -4.254 ?
df 1 df 1
P .05 P —
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m i  xiw in

Matri^tlon and Significance fest Taluee os
Interriew %testion® %ii©h Hequired Wwaat

Scoring $ta©asion«

Qa#«: 8
•3 0 0 Item

es s 31 
S O  3

Qjiees
3 0 .

32
0 ...

Qnefts
S 0

33
0

Mti 1? 16 lore 1* 9 11 ? 12 5
Sofhr 30 37 Tea 51 51 55 51 57Olose 1? 12 Less 6 3 k 2 2
Wlmmr 3 2 W© 4$. I 3 0 3

X2 1., 820 1.554 x2 c>.001 X2 3.774
df 2 df 2 df 1 df 2
P .50 P .20 P .99 P .20

QpftS! 220 Qaaa: 224 <£&**2 226
Xtea .3 0 0 s o  e . XtOSI 3 0 a..... .....

Man Man 37 0 52 1 Man 43 0
Worn 15 6? 7 37 Worn 6&
Jala 0 0 d 0 teiim 0 0
Son# 15 0 8 29 I>ont 0 3

^ h p :w ~  ^ r m 7m ----------
df 1 df 1 df 1
P .001 P .001 P .001
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IfS ft "35*' T& '*Fvr T V •f~ —► .sL

Di3triT>utioas and Significance lest ?alu©a on
Interview Question# Mhieh Heoulred Five ©r Six

Scoring dimension#

:̂iX& s s
It ©S3

4-0
$ 0 Q p © »

...0 ..:
. I
% 9

<9
...£.. .

ques: 
Item S 0

72
.....0..

Qp.es S 0s: 73
...0... ....-Terr 0o©& 10 0 10 0 Belas 11 29 13 ©

0oo d 23 4 25 4 "®§.g© 4 3 3 0inilff a 0 5 0 Kid 15 2 15 0lot so good 4 0 a 1 Drink 0 3 1 0
Bad 16 5 13 4 Meal'll 24 29 25 0Mover 'M̂ >er 6 5S 6 58 lone 13 1 10 6?

—£tr 81.010 88.138 Jf x2 20.058 ■jrZ 40.330Jn»
df **«• df 2 df 2 df 1
P ,001 F .001 F .001 p .001

Qaesj
Itos

12? 
3 0 a Q&es

Xteii • I32
S 0

Qti
O Item

ess 153
S 0 Q

Texy 0o od 1 0 0 62 6? Bor 21 ©
Oood 3 0 10 2 0 #irl 13 s
Indiff 23 0 12 1 0 Ahim 0 0Hot so good 7 0 16 1 0 Men 22 0
Bad •» o xb 0 50 1 A Wirsfla 11 59Herr, (Sal led 15 6?

x* 84.97? 9 - ■v2 71.-ii. 010
df 2 df 1 df 2
P ,001 1 - F 001

Item..
Ones: 159 

3 0 C
Qaess 1?6

Item 1 0  0 . Item
Ones s

s 0
183

0
Fen 46 66 ss&iiig 51 49 5-9 0 4
Sere 1 0 Karr 4 14 10—2 23 17
Mouth 1 0 Sep ? 2 13-5 25 31
line 1 1 Direr 5 2 16-8 6 1**
Mms

2
16

0
0

19-25 4 1

7? 21.754 ? 0.158 2X 3.926
df l df 1 df 2
P .001 3P ..70 P .20
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fjU&ft XXIX

Msirl hut ions and Significance feet Taln.es on
Interview Questions Which Bequired Multiple

Scoring Bimensions

Qaes:
Item

185 
s o

.Hlfl r J *•' 'H*1* W1UUIUM.

o
Qp.es: 218 

Item S 0 c
Qpess

Item
230

S.O .... f i „ ....

5-? 9 Tery food 3 © © 51 67
6-10 If 25 Good 7 3 1-10 7 ©
11-2 20 IB lot so good 1 3 100 k 0
13-* 7 8 Indiff 1 © 2©0 1 0
15-6 3 & Bad 32 % 500 1 ©
17-23 £ 3 Jngry 23 18 1000 3 §

X2 2.oh& X2 3.66h X2 18.2%
df 3 df 1 df 1
P .70 p .10 P .001

Ques 5 231
Item S 0 0
0 55 65
1-10 3 1
20—ho 2 1
100 5 0
1000 2 0

X2 8.056
df 1
P *01
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f ilBLS XIX

Distributions and Significance feat Tallies on
Interview Inactions Hhich Saqulred More than Six

Scoring dimensions

Ones-:
J&i®.... ..........

k6 
s 0 C

Quest
Item

6l
S G ©

©ness
Item % 0 C

5-15 36 3 Fesa 17 65 7-15 36 ©
16 5 3 Male 7 0 16 © 0
1? 5 1 Pel at 9 © 17 0
18 3 1 Cimi 1 0 18 1 0
19 1 1 legs 3 0 19 2 ©
20 2 © Sect 17 © 20 0 021 1 0 Orgsfi 6 1 21 1 022-5 © Pod* 1 1 22-5 3 0
26-36 3 0 PedM 2 0 26-te® 1 ©
Hofixp 7 58 Xiss 1 © lever 19 6?

Body 3 0
*2 ?B.?#© X2 72.65© 59.076
df 2 df 2 df 1
P • 001 P .001 P .001

Ones; 65 Qaess 96 Quae: 97
Item....,..................... S 0 © Item 8 0 0 Item S 0 ■0
io-5 23 0 fir 2? 5© Boat 0 116 0 © Stork 21 13 Qrasy 8 k
1? 1 © Chcli 2 1 Mar® 7 1
18 0 0 lirtk 7 1 Weak 12 4
19 1 0 ffoep 2 1 Brea® 0 1
20 1 0 Sky © 1 Hervous 2 121 0 0 Brst 1 0 Memory % 122-5 2 0 Sto® 2 0 Bepree 1 0
26-ko 1 © Mo Idea 5 0 Hothing 33 5^lever 38 6?

1? 37.010 X2 18.53^ X2 1^.462
df 1 df 2 df 2
P ,001 P .001 P .001
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xxx

Hi s t r ihut ioas and Significance fest Values on
Interview Questions Which Jtequired Multiple

Scoring Dimensions.

Quest
Item

SB 
$ 0 0

Qnes 3
I tea 99 s 0 0

Quest
Item 133 

8 0 S
Dei-t 0 1 Priv 49 66 Bx*€?ast 3 0Weak 12 9 Jar 1 1 Hair 7 0Bans 8 1 Hack 2 0 Hips 11 0R p e 5 7 Eee 11 0 legs 6 0
m « a 0 1 Stem 1 0 Arms 2 0PnJte. 9 1 Mou 1 0 Profile 15 0
Self 1 0 Ohes 1 0 Vg ice 15 0Diet* 2 0 legs 1 0 Hands 4 0Orasy 1 0 Hothing 4 6?
fhrill 1 0
Hothing 28 47

r“‘“2X 11.978 2X 17.785 JS 118.902df 2 df 1 df 1P .01 P .001 P •001

Quest 136 Que®: 137 Quest 144
Item s 0

- .....  0 ....... Xtstt. 0 Q .. ...0........ . ..Its*.. 8 0 0
0 8 3 0 14 17 D 0 1
1^25 28 16 1-25 20 24 l/*fk 20 11
40-100 8 17 35-70 11 11 2/wk 14 23125-200 13 5 100-30 9 6 3/wk 11 16300-700 4 14 200-500 11 5 4/wk 4 51000 2 8 600-700 1 l ?/wk 7 72000 2 3 1000-1500 0 2 1/mo 3 2
10C00 0 1 2000 1 0 2/m© 4 15ooo 0 1 z/rr 1 1

b-S/yr 3 0

18.150 X2 1.514 1? 6.300df 2 df 2 df 2
P .001 P .50 P .05
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f ABÎ  XXX
Mstrfbations aa& Significance Test Talaes on
Interview Ctue&tions Vihieh Required Multiple

Sea ring ^lisenei one •

Sgues;
iiiSSL-*,

1*5***k* V *#■
Q;aea s

Iteis
1*6 
5 0 0 lies

1*7
$ 0 0BWifrMfsst-vr. wiwwtf'AWiii fff.vfS rr"'* 

0 0 3 0 0 3 0 Ik 59
1 37 29 1 6 1 0 1-5© o*"* & ( a
z 13 20 2 21 Ik 100 11 0
3 11 10 3 22 20 150-400 a ©
4 * 3 if 8 9 1000-3000 6 o
5 1 2 5 4 5 6 million i 0
6 0 0 £ 4 1
7 1 0 ? 1 3
8 0 0 8 © 1
9 0 0 9 0 0
10 0 0 10 0 0

11 0 1
12 1 0

.*■* 2.462 X2 0.882 i2 64.052
df 1 df 2 df 2
P .30 P .70 P .001

CJues: 1*6 Queas 15* Quesj 156
lien S..0.. e ^TteaaaL... s © 0 Tear# S 0 .....0 .._
0 i* 6* 0 0 1 5-10 13 6
1 2 2 5-10 14 2 11-2 19 10
z 1 1 11-2 8 7 13-4 13 26
5—20 15 0 30 m 15-6 11 16
25-*5 7 0 16-7 7 15 17-6 4 1
50-100 IB 0 18-9 3 7 19-20 3 2
120 1 © 20-1 1 3 21-5 1 2
16© 1 0 22-5 2 1 lever 3 4
200 &f 0 26-32 *0 0
300 2 0
500 1 0
800 1 0

X2 77.552 X2 8.896 X? 9.860
df 2 df 2 df 2
P .001 P .02 P .01
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Distributions and Significance $est Tain** os 
Interview Questions Tffeieb Bepuired Multiple 

Scoring Dimensions.

Oil J t>si 15? 
8 0 e

Quas:
, flees

15S
s 0 0 Sort

3**es ? 173 
% 0 0

0 14 1? 0 0 1 Hone 5 4
Daily 4 3 l/wk 10 9 Box 9 3
l/wlc 5 7 2/wk 10 29 Foot 9 152/wk 16 15 2-3/* 15 13 Base 23 20
3/vk 2 3 3 -4/wk 10 7 Bask 2 6
4-5/wk 4 1 6/wk 0 1 Swi® 6 6
l/a* 13 12 ?/wk 5 2 fenn 3 1
Zfmo 2 0 if mo 4 2 Bae 4 2
1/2 jaos 2 2 2/mo 7 1 Skat 2 6
l/3 ■©* 2 3 2~j/mo 3 0 Hast 1 1
l/6 t*©« 1 3 if2 mo» 3 1 Fisk 2 0
3/rear 1 0 Zfyr 0 1 Bowl 1 2
6/year 1 0
2—3/life 0 1

^2 1.C76 X? 13.500 I2 0.132
df 2 df 2 df 2
£' .70 P .01 W .95

17?
Mason ... ......... . i? 0 ..... 0.. ...

0tt€3i 
'limes ;

ISO 
$ 0 C

Mar. Sep.Mv, 16 20 Daily 0 1
Wo®. Sot for me 34 10 I/.* 4 1
Mother against 4 0 2-3/* 5 10
Hot set right woman 10 4 3/wk 4 5
Sot old enough 3 22 4—5/ vk 0 1
Bout want to settle 0 2 2/mo *£ 0
Jail © 7 1/2 mo 1 0
Bng»ged 0 2 lew Mar 51 49

I2 21.350 X? 0.15a
df 2 df 1
P , 001 P .70
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Distributions and Significance Test Values on 
Interview Questions 'Which Hequired Multiple 

Scoring Dimensions*

Qtxcss 182 Qvias * 184 Qp.es: 187
It m ....... S 0 ...-JBl _ leeliSK-.... S 0 ... £..fear®.. S 0 G
Prl ends 36 2? Ho n a 16 23 5-7 1 1
School #*•<c 1 Alright 6 9 S—10 6 13
Street 10 3 Hunny 5 it T 1 2 9
Sang 0 4 Good-nice 9 3 13-14 25 2?
Girl 1 0 Curious 8 6 15-16 9 14
Ihcper 0 1 Mystery 4 1 17-18 1 0
Books s 1 Want be homo 8 0 19-2:0 2 3
Brother 0 p Interest 5 10 0 i
Self 0 1 fright 2 0
Parents 15 26 Surprise 3 1
Other 0 2 Thrill 3 2

k,
Nasty

/£
1

*r
1

Hot understood 0 3

X2 3.086 X? 2.828 1.302
df 2 df 2 df 2
P .30 P .30 P .70

Qpes: 192 Qaesj 200 ** .. - * ; 205
llneiL .. 1JI .- Jfeeling ... & 0 — .... .0 feeling S 0 C
Daily 29 ho He • Att * 5 11 Nothing 16 3
l/wfe 12 6 Bo. Sense 20 44- Interco 2 14
2/wk 6 8 Ckt. Build 6 8 Desire 12 133/wk e 4 Art 0 1 Interest 5 6
4/wk 5 4 ITncomf 7 0 Excited 4 8
1/2 wk 3 0 Sick 1 0 Admire 3 0
l/mo 6 3 Desire 8 0 Indiff 6 4
0 6 2 Good 5 0 Alright 1 3Shame 1 0 hOTShip 0 1

fascination **» 0 Dlt'.Xn̂ t 3 0
Incited 7 t fe -r*> 6 9Its Wrong 2 0 Satlefa 1 5Disgust J'* 0 jrtlESied 2 1
Strong 1 0 Hate 1 0

Ifebarr 1 0
Jealous 2 0
ItsWrong 1 0

*> ...3T 3.616 ? 38.610 9r 27.968
df 1 df 2 df 2
P .10 P .001 P .001
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l>i strihutions and Significance Values on
Interview Cmeptions Which EeouAred Multiple 

Scoring’ Dimemsloiis.

Tr-nXinsr
2,uCs: 211 

S 0 £
Qu*' £ 

Tt^
»« 225
$ 0 0

Qu
fPlTT:#?

-ess 
8 0

0̂ *7
-.'..S.. ,.. ,.

Mfc thing *>*? *-* f 18 Fartdfe 22 26 0 21 60
Fatore 18 1? Mouth 20 7 1-5 8 5£5 ugmt 2 1 Anus 9 1 6—10 8 0
Pre-ire 7 4 legs 8 2 11-20 3 0
Tconay 3 4 Breast 0- 1 21-10 3 i
Strange 1 1 Arms 0 0 31-40 4 §
Truro rise 0 I Other 0 0 50 3 i
JTndiff 2 1 Pone 8 29 60-?0 4 0
Pick 1 0 100 5 0
Alright 2 0 200 2 0
Ignore 1 0 300 1 0
Carious -* 0 500 2 0

1000 2 0
3000 1 0

4*812 X2 18.150 X2 47.892
df 2 df 2 df 2
P *10 P .001 * .001

jfW«* *•»£•« o-'oa'AsStrt.J
3 0 /*tl

Quess 
Sx Profs 235IS 0 0

Qjies 
S 0

» 236
C

8 51 54 Iatere,Woman 15 6? 15 67
1—5 2 7 Fellatio IX 0 12 G
6-io 1 3 Sodomy 24 0 24 0
20-30 2 Pedo. Female 5 0 5 0
30-4o 1 0 Fedo. Male 5 0 4 0
6o 2 1 Anil Angus 4 0 4 0
100 4 0 Mas. Bet .Legs 1 0 1 0
200 1 0 Mutu al M%et, 1 0 1 0
400 1 0 Body Contact 1 0 1 0

^2 0 • 396 -*2XT' 84.976 X? 04* 9?^df 1 if 2 df 2
F .70 P • 001 P . 0 0 1
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C&OSSJfflT

Aggressive Scoring Dimension (incomplete Pictures Test)? activity is 
agreesI y c  in character (i.e., fighting* arguing, etc.). ( s e e  passive)
Anil Ingres: the practice of the application of the mouth to the anus.
Anal Protic Character: a person in whom aaal-erotlc activities persist
beyond the period of childhood and hence who show such traits as extreme 
orderliness in physical and mental habits; marked economy and miserliness; 
and pronounced obstinacy leading to spite, revenge and vindictiveness,
Ajntl^Soaial. 'Scoring Dimensions {Incomplete Pictures fast): activity
that is not socially approved {i.e., stabbing, cutting, stealing, fighting, 
killing, etc.)• (see social)
Author!tariaa Scoring Dimension (Incomplete Pictures ffest); theme of 
powerful individual or object, resort to authority, command, (see 
democratic)
Bestiality: sexual congress between human beings and animals.
Castration Go bo lex; an unconscious fear of castration, ©r of any injury 
to the sex organs, to the person or his possessions ©r separation from 
any desired person, object, -or gratification.
Oamal Knowledge: sexual intercourse with a legal minor (male or female).
Contributing to Delinquency of Minor: sexual relations (brosdly defined)
with legal minors, male or female.
guhallinsrest the practice of the application of the mouth to the vulva 
or any part of the external female genitals.
democratic Scoring dimension (Incomplete Pictures feat): theme of ©quality
among object© and individuals, (see authoritarian)
Depressive Scoring Dimension (Incomplete Pictures fast): feeling tone of
depression, unhappiness, displeasure, sadness, (see euphoric)
Jgphoric Scoring Dimension (incomplete Pictures lest): feeling tone of
happiness, joy, pleasure. (see depressive)
IbcMMtionism: the display of the body, its parts, or one1s activities
for the purpose of attracting sexual interest.
Fellatio: the apposition of the mouth to the penis.
Fixation: a very strong emotionalised attachment upon an object or person.

flagellation: the act of whipping as a sexual excitant.
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Heterosexnaltty; sexuality (in all its manifestation*) directed to the 
opposite sex.

Identification? the process, chiefly emotional and largely uncomscions 
by which a person assumes the feelings, thoughts and acts of another 
person ©r object.
Institutional Control Chroen (thesis): a sample of the general penal
institutional population, matched to a sample of Institutionalised sexual 
offenders, the commonalty among the members of this sample being that they 
hare no history or behavioral indication of sexual aberration or sexual 
offense record.
Masochism: when sexual satisfaction depends upon the subject himself
suffering pain. Ill-treatment and humiliation.
Masturbation: self stimulation ©f the genitals (peals or clitoris) for
purposes of experiencing pleasurable sensations.
Oedinus Complex: the normal family situation in early childhood wherein
a little child feels hostile towards the parent of the same sex because 
it considers- that parent a rival for the affections of the parent of the 
apposite sex. fhls feeling of hostility usually disappears from conscious­
ness after the first period of childhood hut continues to play a large 
role in the lives of many people.
Passive Scoring Dimension (Incomplete Pictures feet): activity i® non-
aggressive, placid, (see aggressive)
pedophilia: sexual practices between an adult and child or adolescent,
male or female.
Perversion: the systematic preference for any type, or types, of sexual
activity which offer® satisfaction....these do not necessarily preclude 
heterosexual coital (genital union) climaxes....they specify satisfactions 
fro® other activities than the heterosexual coitus (genital union) climax.
Pervert: one who practices perversions or forms of sexual activity not
In accordance with the general culture or mores of his community or state.
Pape: the act of forcing or compelling sexual intercourse upon a person.
Sadism: when sexual satisfaction depends upon the sexual object suffering
pain, ill-treatment or humiliation.
Sexual Offender (thesis): one who meets all these criteria: (a) committed 
a sexual offense; (b) civilian history of sexual aberration; (c) Institu­
tional history of sexual aberration; (<l) considered by psychologist or 
psychiatrist to be sexually deviant.
Social Scoring Dimension (Incomplete Pictures ffest): activity is socially
passive and approved (i.e., picnic, playing sports, etc.). (see anti-social)

♦ sexuality relating to-or directed toward one SC the same
sex.

A



anal intercourse between Bales

vhieh are of the nature of 
invested with energy.

the repository of re-
urges or wishes; i.e.#
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simu* a $ w w & m  fHsoEiis

I Psychoanalytic.
1* fh© homosexual pervert i© usual ly am anal character. fhere is 

either fixation or regression to tMa level (l6, pp.3^5* 351)*
2. Perverts and children have identical aims (16, p. 33**)*
3* Castration complex always exists la perversions (l6, pp.326, 32?).

the sexually deviant is -phallic (pre-genital)* He has not been 
able to sublimate his infantile strivings or manage reaction 
formations (16, p.**95}*

5. Ihe sexual offender is an aggressive, phallic personality. He 
is unable to sublimate and thus is u n a b le  to overcome these 
infantile aggressions (20, pp.152, 153)*

6. Sexual perversion is a ^progression®, an unconscious self­
asserted effort to escape from rigid, lifelong neurotic 
compliance (30, p.129).

7. Hxhibltioais® is a compulsive urge in an Inadequate personality.
It is a denial of castration anxieties (l6, p.3^5)*

8. Perversion is a regression to ©n earlier, outmoded, but previously 
satisfying sex (behavior) pattern and therefore decreases tension. 
(16, pp.325* 326, 327).

9* Sex offenders are anxiety ridden individuals who are repeatedly 
driven to commit their sex offenses in the vain hope of freeing 
themselves from mounting tension and. of regaining their dwindling 
self esteem. (10, p.192).

10. Homosexual behavior is a manifestation of deer seated anxiety, fear 
of castration, feeling or weakness of the ego which seeks for 
source® of replenishment in contact with other males (16, p p .ITS, 
326, 327)*

11. The Primary tendency toward perverted sexual activity is present 
in every individual, but to a much slighter extent and for a 
different purpose thafc in the true pervert. Ihese perversions are 
the remnants of the early component instincts of the sexual urge
(16, p.32?}.

12. The occurrence of a perversion is one way in which a disturbfcage 
of the development of the sexual instinct may raainfest itself
(16, P.325).

13. Pervert* always have an Oedlpal conflict (16, p.3*fl).
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14. She sexual instinct of the pervent, contrary to popular belief 
that he is ^over-sexed*, is most usually weaker than that of the 
normal individual. He is unable to have normal sexual relation­
ship on account of his fear of having intercourse with a woman; 
and if he wants to get sexual satisfaction at all he can get it 
only in the perverted form. (20, p>155).

15. In the homosexual there is a very strong fixation to the mother, 
an intimate relationship with her and an identification with 
the mother instead of with the father at the end of the Oedipus 
ueriod <16, pp.331, 332. 337).

16. Perversions are disturbances in the development of the sexual 
instinct (l6, pp.3<~5. 32?).

17. Perversion® are aberrations of the impulse of aggressiveness and 
domination directed towards a sexual object, fheir character is 
a blending of a large proportion, of ego-drives with a minor 
quantity of sex-urge (30, p. 12?}.

If Psycho I p*ri c al-Psy chi atric.
1. Sexual criminality is an expression of psycho sexual imf&atili^:;

<10, p.192).
2. Sex delinquencies are committed by inhibited persons who suffer 

from sm inability to for® Meaningful personal relations. Such 
subjects sometimes enter sexual relationships not because they 
enjoy the gratification of their instinct# hut because they do 
not find other ways of contact with people (20, p.155).

3. Homosexual behavior is not necessarily eriminoii©. It is sore 
likely lawbreaklng (27, p.457).

4. Essential (true) homosexuality is of 2 kinds:
a. the physiological in which the biology of the individual i#

involved in a manner that is obvious upon examination.
b. the psychological in which the strivings, and attitudes and

habits are more like those of the opposite sex. Sis pre­
ferences, tastes, inclinations, and wishes are opposed to 
his visible biology <27, p.456).

5. fhe sexual offender is a heterogeneous group. '.There is no such 
thing as a homogeneous classification of sexual offender. Sexual
offense is symptomatic of H conditions (31* p.10).

6. Special conditioning experiences, family altitude, and cultural 
factor#' are much sore important causes of homosexuality than the 
theory of a constitutional inherited bods and similar hormonal 
theories. Some sexuality is of a sraltiiale causation (6, pp.l??, 
178).

?. It is likely th^t in the examination of a large number of sexual 
offendere, it will be found that the underlying psychiatric cause 
of a considerable number is a well defined mental abnormality, such
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as psycho si a, an organic liraia deterioration, a neurosis, a 
mental deficiency, or an underlying defect in character development 
<36. p.165).

8. Punishment has the weakest, most negligible deterring effect la 
regard to sex crimes. Sex crimes are committed In secrecy and 
either excludes consideration of the consequences or unconsciously 
even wants 'umishment (24, p. 112).

9. The sexual criminal is dominated hy an irrestihle impulse (22, 
p.149).

10. Sex offenders are almost invariably 111 in the medlcal-psyeMatric-
psyeholegieel application of this term- (6, p. 177).

11. !She sex crime and each sex offender is a particular person with 
bis c m  personality assets and liabilities (24, p.114).

Ill Sociological.

1. The causes of sex delinquency are such factors ass economic factors, 
home situations, neighborhood situations, degree of sex stimulation 
(dress, etc.), inferiority feelings and loss of social status, 
influence of group patterns, and the element of compulsion 
(commercial vice) (18, pp.245, 255).

2. The multiple factor theory of crime;
a. hi©logical
b. personality
e. primary social groups
d. broader, social grouo-s 
(34, pp.266, 273).

3. Sexual deviants are sexu&lly-prone inhabitants ©f delinquency 
areas (7, p.235).

4. There is the effect of differential association in the etiology 
of sexual offenders (7, p.233).

5. lower socio-economic status products rely relatively more upon 
intercourse, within and without marriage, while upper socio-economic 
status products rely relatively more on masturbation, nocturnal 
©missions and petting to climax (25, p.223).

6. different cultural groups hold and teach their young different 
ideologies about sex (25, p.446).

i

7. Sex as human conduct is defined and controlled by society and 
its component groups (IB, p.245).

S. The sex role Is related to the other roles of a person. Sex is 
only one role of the person (7, p.243).

9. The sociologist stresses differences in homosexual behavior by the 
attitude and hy the role of the participant. (7fP
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10. the homosexual is the person who conceives of himself aad is 
generally considered by others as homo sexual* thus with the 
human, as different than the animal, ©ex is essentially social 
and not biologic*(7* p.233).

11. Pattern® of sexual behavior in American society are particularly 
subject to modification, fhis being the result of the impact of 
certain factors characteristic of our culture.
a. American culture as compared with other cultures Is much 

more heterogeneous. As a result many adolescents and young 
people are confused, bewildered -and troubled.

b. ©i® transition from the puritan taboo against sex to a much 
freer and franker acceptance and discussion of it.

e. fhe emergence of the powerful influence of the media of mass 
communication.

ffeese three factors all serve to underline the influence of the 
primary group and social Institutions in cob trolling the sex 
life, of the person, to stimulate sexual experimentat i on and 
ultimately to force him to formulate his own personal code of 
sex conduct in relation to his social roles (IS, $#.2^5* 255).

12. the individual does not evolve his sexual standards in a social
vacuum; they take form in conjunction with the cultural impress 
of the family, the church and the peer group with the later 
factors that enter into the crystallisation of M s  attitudes 
and behavior (7, p.235).

13. the sociological conception of sex is defined by society in
relation to the other roles of a person, the influence of
ethnic subculture, social class, occupational activity, and the 
intimate social group (7, p.233}*


