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ABSTRACT 

Title of Dissertation: PREDISPOSING FACTORS IN 

PEDOPHILIA 

Susan Gordon, Doctor of Philosophy, 1989 

Dissertation directed by: Arnold Spokane, Ph.D., 

Associate Professor, 

University of Maryland 

This was an exploratory study about the etiology 

of pedophilia which examined the biological, 

psychological, and social background variables that may 

predispose men to a paraphilic sexual orientation. The 

biological variables included were chromosomal and 

hormonal irregularities. The psychological variables 

were introversion, depression, moralistic attitudes, 

and aggression (MMPI scales). The social background 

variables were childhood losses, relationship with 

parents, childhood sexual victimization, familial 

pedophilia, incest, and violence. 

Data on these variables were collected from a 

.. 



retrospective chart review of former male patients at 

Johns Hopkins sexual Disorders Clinic. The patients 

represented six different p~raphilic (sexually deviant) 

diagnostic categories: (a) Homosexual pedophiles (b) 

Heterosexual pedophiles (c) Bisexual pedophiles (d) 

Exhibitionists (e) sexual sadists (f) Atypical 

paraphiliacs. 

Results of a stepwise discriminant analysis 

indicated that there were significant demographic, 

biological, and social differences among these six 

paraphilic groups. There were also significant 

differences between the major groupings of pedophiles 

(homosexual, heterosexual and bisexual pedophiles) and 

non-pedophiles (exhibitionists, sadists and the 

atypical group). Demographically, the diagnostic 

groups differed with respect to age, birth order, 

marital status, number of children, occupation and 

education. Biologically, the paraphilic groups had 

different testosterone levels. Psychologically, the 

paraphilic groups did not differ. Because only 14 of 

the 211 subjects had been given the MMPI, however, 

results of the analysis of psychological variables must 

be interpreted cautiously. Socially, the paraphilic 

groups' differences included experience of childhood 

loss, age of first sexual involvement, use of violence, 



and incestuous involvement. 

Two path analyses were conducted to test models of 

correlational relationships among the variables. The 

path analyses were conducted first with, and second 

without, the HMPI scores. Results indicated that two 

path coefficients were significant: (a) social 

circumstances, and particularly having a pedophile 

relative, was related to childhood sexual involvement 

with an adult, !(4,118)=6.54, p<.001; (b) incestuous 

involvement with a child was related to sexual 

orientation, !(1,203) = 11.19, p~.001. 

It is concluded that although generalizations 

about pedophiles as a single group cannot be made, a 

biological predisposition (hormonal irregularities) may 

interact with childhood familial relationships 

(father-son) in the development of paraphilias. 

This study 1 s limitations, suggestions for future 

research, theoretical and practical implications are 

presented. 
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

1 

Pedophilia literally means ":filial love :tor 

children" even though most mental health pro:t'essionals 

use the term pedophilia to re:ter to sexual love ("eros 11 

vs "philia") :tor children. sexual desire :tor children 

does not always lead to sexual contact. Although the 

term pedophilia is now used interchangably with the 

terms child molestation and child sexual abuse, a child 

molester is by de:t'inition a pedophiliac, whereas a 

pedophiliac is not necessarily a child molester. 

The Diagnostic and statistical Manual o:t' Mental 

Disorders, DSMIII-R, lists the :following criteria, all 

of which must be present, for a diagnosis o:t' 

Pedophilia: 

1. Over a period of at least six months, 

recurrent intense sexual urges and sexually arousing 

fantasies involving sexual activity with a prepubescent 

child or children (generally age 13 or younger). 

2. The person has acted on these urges, or is 

markedly distressed by them. 

3. The person is at least 16 years old and at 

least 5 years older than the child or children in 1. 

The age at onset, according to DSM III, is anytime 

in adulthood, but usually during adolescence. Further, 
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the course of pedophilia is unknown although homosexual 

pedophilia tends to be chronic, fluctuating with 

psychosocial stress. 

Problems in Research on Pedophilia 

In general, the literature on the treatment of 

pedophilia is poorly developed. There are few studies 

comparing different treatment techniques and 

comparative studies involving follow-up data are almost 

non-existent. The major treatment approaches that have 

been tried with this population are group and 

individual psychotherapy, biological interventions 

(voluntary castration, medication to reduce 

testosterone levels) and behavior modification, 

primarily aversion therapy. The results of these 

treatment studies have been inconclusive and are 

limited by methodological shortcomings. Some of these 

methodological shortcomings include small samples, 

omission of follow-ups and of control groups, no 

investigation of subject type-treatment method 

interaction and use of inmate populations. 

A second problem with the literature in this area 

is bias toward a disease model of pedophilia. Davison 

and Wilson (1974) point out that the assumption of 

heterosexuality as a biological-psychological norm and 

homosexuality as a pathological deviation from this 
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norm underlies much of the literature. Davison & 

Wilson note that 11normal11 and 11 abnormal 11 labels reflect 

the prevailing value judgments of society. The recent 

deletion of homosexuality from DBMIII illustrates that 

the psychiatric nosology is an example of how such 

prevailing value judgements can change. Ungaretti 

(1978) describes the classical Greek culture, in which 

pedophilia was a norm, as an illustration of the time 

specific, culture-specific nature of psychiatric 

nosology. 

Theories of Pedophilia 

A few psychological theories address the origin 

and motivation of the sexual desire for children, or 

discuss 11deviant11 (non-heterosexual) sexuality. 

Perhaps the most serious difficulty with the pedophilia 

literature is that most studies are not based in 

theory. Treatments are prescribed and described but 

there is little investigation of the etiology of 

pedophilia. 

Bandura 1 s concept of deviant models, biological 

vulnerabilities, separation-individuation, 

psychoanalytic concepts of arrested psychosexual 

development and behavioral explanations of learned 

behavior are among the psychological theories which 

address pedophilia. There is, however, little or no 



4 

empirical evidence supporting these explanations of the 

paraphilias. 

The Social Psychology of Pedophilia. Bandura 1 s 

social Learning Theory describes learning which occurs 

in part through observation and modeling. Social 

Learning theory may provide some indirect clues for 

further exploration of the findings that pedophilia is 

familial (Gaffney, Lurie & Berlin, 1984). There is no 

direct literature on how psychosocial cues could 

influence the familial transmission of pedophilia. 

Gaffney, Lurie & Berlin (1984), however, found that 

18.5% of persons with paraphilia had other family 

members, mostly male, with paraphilias while only 3% of 

a depressive control group had familial incidence of 

paraphilia. Further, family members of pedophiles in 

Gaffney et al. (1984) exhibited pedophilia, and family 

members of nonpedophiliacs, a nonpedophiliac 

paraphilia. The results of this study suggest that 

pedophilia is familial and that further research is 

needed to delineate the manner of transmission. 

Biological Models of Pedophilia. A second avenue 

of exploration for the familial transmission of 

pedophilia is genetics. Specific modes of 

transmission, positive linkage studies or positive 

association studies are needed to explore the potential 



5 

that genetic factors are involved. There is some 

evidence that a homosexual orientation has a biological 

base (Kallman, 1952) but only tentative evidence that 

other sexual predilections are inherited (Gosselin & 

Wilson, 1980). some literature suggests that 

pedophiles are submissive (Peters, 1976; Wilson & Cox, 

1983; Freund, 1982; Quinsey, 1977), and have difficulty 

establishing "normal" sexuality. Wilson & cox (1983) 

indicate that hormonal or other characteristics which 

form the constitutional basis of dominance and 

submissiveness may be hereditary. 

Hormonal factors may also influence sexual 

behavior. There is a complex interaction between the 

hypothalamus, pituitary gland, and the testes. 

Testosterone is produced by cells in the testes and is 

controlled by a releaser of luteinising hormone (LHRH) 

which is produced by the hypothalamus and stimulates 

the release of luteinising hormone (LH) by the 

pituitary gland. Sperm production by the testes may 

also be controlled by follicle stimulating hormone 

(FSH) production in the pituitary gland and by 

11 inhibin11 , another hormone produced by the testes which 

inhibits FSH production. LH, FSH, and testosterone, 

therefore, are hormones that are a part of the 

endocrine regulatory system. Disturbances of this 
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regulatory system may be associated with unusual sexual 

interests or with difficulties in sexual behavior 

control (Berlin & Schaerf, 1985) but unusual sexual 

interest or difficulties in sexual behavior control do 

not necessarily indicate disturbances of the regulatory 

system. Biological assessments of small samples of 

pedophiles suggest the presence of endocrinological 

abnormalities in seven pedophile patients when compared 

with five non-pedophile patients and five normal 

control males (Gaffney & Berlin, 1984). Chromosomal 

anomalies were also found in a number of 18 homosexual 

pedophiles studied at Johns Hopkins Hospital (Berlin & 

Schaerf, 1985). 

Another important factor that may affect the 

pedophile population's ability to establish "normal" 

sexuality is that a high proportion of pedophiles are _ 

impotent (Snyder, 1980). Impotence may arise as a 

result of specific organic abnormalities, such as 

diabetes, atherosclerosis, abnormal levels of secretion 

of thryroid hormone, alcoholic cirrhosis or other liver 

disorders or reduced secretion of androgens (Snyder, 

1980). Drugs which block the action of parasympathetic 

nerves, such as antihistamines or alcohol or those used 

to treat stomach ulcers, spastic colons, 

gastrointestional distress, depression and high blood 
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pressure precipitate impotence in some individuals 

(Snyder, 1980). Recent evidence suggests that as many 

as 50% of the cases of male impotence have an organic 

basis (Lloyd & Schumacher, 1977). 

Separation-Individuation Theories. Some 

psychoanalytic theories focus on infant stages of 

separation-individuation. Proponents of these theories 

believe that sexual deviations arise when anxiety 

disrupts the stage during which a child separates 

himself from his mother and forms a distinct male 

identity. The disruptive anxiety may be from an 

overprotective mother or a father who is distant or 

abusive. The child may attempt to merge with the 

mother to avoid abandonment. A fixation at this stage 

may lead to regression in adulthood. For example, 

transsexuals, according to this theory, have given up 

the effort to form a male identity. Transvestites use 

female clothes to merge with mother. Festishists, 

according to this theory, use their fetishes as 

transitional objects to relieve anxiety derived from 

the period of separation (Grinspoon, 1986). 

Psychoanalytic Theories of Pedophilia. Some 

psychoanalytic theorists have tried to link paraphilic 

symptoms with the stages of a child's development and 

the nature of his upbringing. These theorists believe 
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that sexual deviations (paraphilias) are indirect ways 

to achieve arousal and release in the face of 

unconscious forces that prevent ordinary sexual 

activity. 

Freud believed that an individual's character type 

emerges in childhood from the nature of parent-child 

interaction (Schultz, 1976; Miller, 1983; Kaplan & 

Sadock, 1985). An assumption of this viewpoint is that 

the adult personality is shaped and solidly 

crystallized by the fifth year of life. Adult 

neuroses, therefore, are formed in the early years of 

life. Freud also formulated a theory of psychosexual 

development, in which the child passes through a series 

of stages, each defined by psychosexual conflicts that 

must be satisfactorily resolved before the child can 

progress to the next stage. Unsatisfactory resolution 

of a developmental stage conflict results in fixation 

at that stage. 

Paraphiliacs (individuals who have a deviation in 

objects to which they are attracted) are basically the 

same as neurotics, except in the point and age of 

fixation. Paraphiliacs may present fixation at 

pregenital or Oedipal levels of psychosexual 

development (Karpman, 1962). The paraphiliac neurosis 

does not differ from other psychogenic reactions except 



that somewhere in its development, through a 

combination of specific situations, the neurotic 

conflict found a specific outlet with children. 

Psychoanalytic explanations of paraphilias leave 

much unexplained. It isn't clear, for example, which 

family circumstances or early turns in emotional 

development lead to a given type of fixation, 

separation or oedipal crisis, and regression. 

9 

some psychoanalytic theorists claim that 

psychiatric symptoms depend on the ego's synthesizing 

and integrating strength. Some of these theorists view 

the paraphilias as intermediate in severity between 

personality and neurotic disorders. Personality 

disorders are common in severe paraphilias, and 

borderline personality, like paraphilias, often involve 

impulsive behavior and confusion about gender and 

sexual identity (Grinspoon, 1986). 

Paraphilias arise when childish forms of libido 

(instinctual sexual energy) dominate adult sexual life. 

In early childhood people develop unconscious libidinal 

fixations in which some part of their instinctual 

energy remains attached to early partial sexual 

objects. Classical Freudian theory maintains that 

although everyone has some fixated libido, adult 

psychiatric symptoms result when there has been an 
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imperfect compromise-resolution of a childhood conflict 

among impulses or between impulses and reality. The 

most important conflict for a boy arises at the phallic 

stage, during the oedipal period (about age five) when 

he unconsciously feels that he is in competition with 

his father for his mother's love. He unconsciously 

fears his father's retaliation. To defend against this 

threat of retaliation, or castration, a boy or man may 

regress to an early form of gratification in which 

libido is already invested. The effects of this 

regression are dormant until adolescence or adulthood, 

when they emerge in the form of sexual deviations or 

variations. Fetishists, for example, may reduce 

castration anxiety by redirecting impulses toward an 

inanimate object associated with women. Transvestites 

reduce castration anxiety by becoming in fantasy a 

woman with a penis while transsexuals convince 

themselves that they are completely female. They 

renounce their masculinity. Sadists, according to 

psychoanalytic theory, triumph over their castration 

anxiety by converting it to rage and reassert their 

bodily integrity by dominating victims who represent 

parents who have aroused dangerous sexual feelings. 

Masochists unconsciously seek degradation to preempt 

punishment for forbidden sexual desires. 
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Exhibitionists attempt to reassure themselves of their 

masculinity in an attempt to deny castration. 

Pedophiles, according to psychoanalytic theory, are 

trying to compensate for a sense of powerlessness by 

controlling a form of sexual activity that is 

emotionally safer and less demanding than adult sexual 

relationships. It is also believed that the child's 

immaturity may represent the pedophile himself as the 

object of a narcissistic fixation (Grinspoon, 1986). 

The Oedipus complex in which the mother becomes a 

love object for the boy and the father is viewed as a 

rival, arises from the basic conflict of the phallic 

stage. The Oedipus complex and its resolution through 

identification with the father, therefore, are critical 

determinants of adult relations and attitudes toward 

mature heterosexual relationships (Schultz, 1976). 

The Father Model. Given psychoanalytic 

conceptualization of adult sexual orientation, a male 

child's relationship with his parents is a decisive 

factor in his adult sexual preference. The absence or 

presence of an appropriate father model is particularly 

important in the resolution phase of Oedipal conflicts. 

Two clinical observations provide some support for this 

theory. Adult homosexual males reported more 

frequently than heterosexual males that: (a) their 



fathers had been absent in their childhood, or (b) 

their childhood relationships with their fathers had 

been unsatisfactory (Freund, 1983). 
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Other studies which have compared the relative 

frequency of father-absence by heterosexual vs. 

homosexual samples have reported conflicting outcomes 

(Freund, Langevin, Zajac, steiner & Zajac, 1974; Freund 

& Pinkava, 1961; O'Connor, 1964; Terman & Miles, 1936; 

West, 1959). None of these studies, however, employed 

adequate sampling techniques or controlled extraneous 

sources of variation, such as sociological variables 

which might be related to family breakdown. The 

methodological shortcomings of these studies might 

explain the lack of agreement in their findings. 

Various partially controlled studies comparing 

homosexual and heterosexual retrospective self-reports 

of parental relationships suggest that homosexuals 

report poor childhood relationships with their fathers 

(Bieber, Dain, Dince, Brellich, Grand, Gundlach, 

Kremer, Rifkin, Wilbur & Bieber, 1962; Bieber & Bieber, 

1979; Jonas, 1944; Nash & Hayes, 1965; O'Connor, 1964; 

West, 1959). Controlled studies have yielded similar 

results (Bell, Weinberg & Hammersmith, 1981; Bene, 

1965; Freund & Pinkava, 1961; Siegelman, 1974, 1981). 

These homosexual and heterosexual samples, however, 
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were drawn from a psychiatric population. It is 

possible that these differences in retrospective 

self-reports of father-son relationships between 

homosexual and heterosexual males would disappear with 

a more normal population. 

Childhood Sex Victims. Problems resulting from 

actual childhood sexual experiences, which Freud and 

many of his followers have attributed to Oedipal 

fantasies (Peters, 1970), may not be manifested during 

early life, according to a variation of psychoanalytic 

theory, but may surface when the demands of adult 

sexuality overwhelm the individual. Proponents ot the 

actual sexual experience alternative to Freud's theory 

maintain that the adult with this background would 

evidence strong narcissism, needing continual 

recognition and appreciation. In the absence of such 

support, individuals who had sexual experiences in 

childhood feel inadequate and interior and seek 

relationships in which they can overwhelm and conquer 

others (Schultz, 1976). 

Behavioral Theories. Behavioral explanations ot 

pedophilia assume that pedophilia is a learned behavior 

which should be addressed through a sexual 

reorientation process. The assumption is that people 

can acquire any paraphilia through conditioning, a 
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process in which an object is at first accidentally 

associated with sexual release and then becomes 

necessary for it. The need for this object may become 

generalized from sexual tension relief to all 

situations involving tension or anxiety. Behaviorists, 

however, cannot explain why only some people are 

conditioned in this manner. In one study, for example, 

slides of women's boots were alternated with slides 

showing provocative nude women. Male subjects, in 

seeming analogy to fetishism, became aroused at the 

sight of the boots. When the slides of the women were 

removed, however, the effect faded. In a similar 

study, using objects other than boots, the men did not 

respond at all (Grinspoon, 1986). In spite of these 

limitations, behavioral theories underly many of the 

interventions used with paraphiliacs (Kelly, 1982). 

Statement of the Problem 

Theories of 11deviant sexuality" are generally not 

empirically based, and many of the empirical studies 

which do exist are not based upon the few theories that 

are currently available. The purpose of the present 

study was to explore and provide descriptive data about 

the etiology of pedophilia. 

Human beings seek out partners with whom to share 

companionship, affection, tenderness and intimacy. 
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Most young people devote a great deal of energy, time 

and thought toward this end. The majority of adults 

seek a peer as the object of affection. The man who, 

for unknown reasons, directs his attention to a child 

rather than to an adult partner may have a very unique 

set of personality traits, constitutional factors and 

life experiences which play a role in the development 

of his sexual orientation and affectional interests. 

This investigation of what may predispose a man to a 

pedophiliac sexual orientation was exploratory, and 

investigated specific psychological, social, and 

biological variables, suggested by theory, research, 

and hunches of expert clinicians in the field. 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis!= Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of familial pedophilia than will other 

paraphiliacs. 

Hypothesis 2: Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of father absence and/or emotional 

distance during childhood than will other paraphiliacs. 

Hypothesis 1: Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of mother absence and/or emotional 

distance during childhood than will other paraphiliacs. 

Hypothesis!= Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of losses during childhood than will 
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other paraphiliacs. 

HyPothesis != Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of childhood sexual victimization than 

will other paraphiliacs. 

Hypothesis!= Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of incestuous involvement with their 

children than will other paraphiliacs. 

Hypothesis 7: Pedophiles will have a significantly 

lower incidence of use of violence than will other 

paraphiliacs. 

HyPothesis a: Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of chromosomal anomolies than will 

other paraphiliacs. 

Hypothesis!= Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of hormonal irregularities than will 

other paraphiliacs. 

Hypothesis 10: Pedophiles will have significantly 

higher scores on the Social introversion, Psychopathic 

deviate, Dominance, Depression and Psyasthenia scales 

of the MMPI than will other paraphiliacs. 

HyPothesis 11: A pattern of correlations among the 

above stated variables should result in the 

relationships described in Path Model I (Figure 2). 

Hypothesis 12: A pattern of correlations among the 

above stated variables should result in the 
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relationships described in Path Model II (Figure 3). 



Chapter II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

18 

The literature on pedophilia can be divided into 

five areas: (a) prevelance and epidemiology research 

(b) demographic descriptions of pedophiles (c) studies 

of biological factors in pedophilia (d) studies of 

psychological factors in pedophilia (e) studies of 

social background factors in pedophilia. 

Prevelance and Epidemiology 

A review of the main studies on sexual contact 

with children (Freund, Heasman & Roper, 1982) suggests 

that most of the studies were primarily limited to data 

gathered for other purposes (e.g. a search of police 

files accumulated during a specific period). Remaining 

studies used small samples and had very limited 

budgets, not allowing for satisfactory procedures. 

Additionally, epidemiological and demographic studies 

have been vulnerable to sample bias. The proportion of 

unreported cases is unknown. For these reasons, 

generalizations can only be tentative. 

The prevelance of pedophilia in the population is 

unknown. A review of the Minneapolis Police Department 

records from 1964-1973 indicated that there were 2400 

cases of "sexual abuse" (Jaffe, Dynneson & Ansel, 1975) 



during this period. These data, however, included 

offences such as indecent exposure. A comparison of 

American and European statistics indicate that sexual 

activities where children are involved are reported 

nearly twice as frequently in Europe as in America. 

Jaffe et al. attributed this discrepancy to different 

cultural attitudes. 
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Green (1979) reported that in the District of 

Columbia, 1000 children per year are involved in sexual 

activities with adults. Hayman and Lanza (1971) 

reported that 13% of the children were nine years old 

or younger and that 23% were 10-14 years old. 

Retrospective studies of childhood sexual 

experiences have also been conducted. These data 

suggest that 5-28% of those adults interviewed had been 

approached physically by an adult before reaching age 

13. It was estimated that only 6% of these cases had 

been reported to authorities (Kinney, Pomeroy, Martin & 

Gebhard, 1953; Gagnon, 1965; summit & Kryson, 1978). 

There is no reliable documentation of pedophilia 

in females (Freund, 1982; Snyder, 1980). This is about 

all that is known about the prevelance of sexual 

activity with children. 

In summary, the prevelance of pedophilia in the 

population is unknown. The statistics that have been 
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gathered do not reflect unre?orted cases, are based 

upon small and unrepresentative samples and are 

generated from data gathered for other purposes (Freund 

et al.). Additionally, these statistics reflect 

cultural biases and include non-pedophiliac data (Jaffe 

et al.). 

Demographic Descriptions of Pedophiles 

In a study of fifty pedophiles from the central 

Administration committee fol Pedophilia, an 

international organization aimed at pedophile social 

integration, pedophiles res~onded to a demographic 

questionnaire inquiring abo~t such variables as age, 

family status, education, occupation satisfaction, and 

first sexual experience (Bernhard, 1975). The 

questionnaire results indicated that subjects were 

often youngest children, not married, had high school 

or college degrees, were not satisfied in their 

occupations, became aware of and had their first 

pedophile contact during adolescence, were open toward 

their parents, preferred boys between 12-14 years of 

age, had been sentenced and received psychiatric 

treatment, and finally, did not want to get rid of 

their pedophilia. 

This study 1 s primary shortcoming was sampling 

bias. The organizations' membership represented an 
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organized political pressure group trying to influence 

public opinion. Peripheral membership in the group may 

have been seeking protection against loneliness. Other 

motives for membership may have been court action -

former convicts felt that their identity was known 

anyway. 

As with the Wilson & cox study (1983) Bernhard's 

use of an at-large sample provided data about 

pedophiles that is rarely available to researchers 

using institutionalized samples. Data collected on 

subjects who are hospitalized or incarcerated may not 

be as valid as the information obtained in Bernhard's 

study. 

Alfred Danna (1984), a detective with the Sex 

Offense Unit of the Baltimore City Police Department 

described 44 adult males arrested between October, 1981 

and August, 1982 for soliciting young male prostitutes. 

According to Danna, these pedophiles had the following 

characteristics: (a) related to children better than to 

adults; (b) portrayed child/teen as the sexual 

aggressor; (c) often middle-aged; (d) usually 

non-violent; (e) usually single but some were married; 

(f) associated with other pedophiles; (g) often 

sexually abused as child, (h) compulsive collectors and 

record-keeper; (i) gave child presents and money and 
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acted as child's friend; (j) were mostly professional 

men. These pedophiles' occupations included program 

technician, laborer, micro-biologist, store manager, 

computer operator, real estate, Federal government 

employees, bus driver, restaurant owner, priest, home 

improvements, gay night club manager, jail guard, truck 

driver, seamen, food clerk, nurse, accountant, 

musician, financial consultant, florist, dispatcher, 

Painter, restaurant manager, psychiatrist, clerk, 

usher, teacher, car dealer and driver. Their ages 

ranged from 18 to 61. Two were black and 42 were 

White. Although Danna did not explain how variables 

were measured or attempt any experimental manipulation, 

his descriptions suggest that pedophiles are 

represented in a wide range of occupations. 

!iological studies 

In the past, most theories have hypothesized that 

sexual orientation differences are influenced by early 

life experiences. The way in which biological factors, 

measurable in a lab, contribute to human sexual 

eXperience and behavior is unclear. There has been 

some evidence that a female fetus, exposed to high 

doses of androgen, may show, as an adult, patterns of 

typically male psychosexual development (Money, 1980). 

There are also data suggesting that there may be a 
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genetic predisposition towards male homosexuality 

(Pillard, 1981). In animals, biological factors, such 

as estrus, greatly influence sex-related activities. 

The research reviewed in this section represents the 

efforts that have been made to learn more about organic 

factors that may be associated with unusual sexual 

orientations and about the biological 11risk factors" 

that may predispose people towards paraphilic behavior. 

Gaffney and Berlin (1984) found an 

endocrinological abnormality in pedophiles. Seven 

pedophile patients, five non-pedophilic patients and 

five normal male controls were matched for age, height, 

weight, testosterone, baseline luteinising hormone 

(LH), follicle stimulating hormone (FSH) and FSH 

responses to synthetic luteinising hormone-releasing 

hormone (LHRH). There was a significant difference 

between the pedophile group and the other two groups in 

the LH response to an infusion of 100 mcg. of LHRH. The 

pedophiles responded with a marked elevation of LH, 

indicating a hypothalamic-pituitary-gonadal 

dysfunction. Unusual sexual interests or difficulties 

in sexual behavior control may be associated with 

disturbances of this regulatory system (Berlin & 

Schaer£, 1985). 

The researchers point out that their sample was 
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biased. It was a small (n=17), selected 

sub-population. Also, the groups had different gender 

preferences in sexual activities. Although these 

results are preliminary until replicated, the authors 

claim that it does suggest that there may be an 

association between hormonal imbalance and pathological 

behavior. 

In a second study, Berlin and Schaerf (1985) 

performed the following laboratory tests on a group of 

41 men with diagnosed paraphilias (Erotic Sadism, 

Pedophilia, Hypersexuality, Exhibitionism, Voyeurism, 

Transexualism): EEG; CT scan; levels of testosterone, 

estrogens, progesterone, follicle-stimulating hormone 

(FSH), luteinising hormone (LH); and chromosomal 

karotyping and analysis. 34 of the 41 men had one or 

more significant biological or clinical abnormalities, 

including structural brain damage, hormonal 

irregularities and chromosomal anomalies such as 

Klinefelter 1 s Syndrome (a person with an XXY karyotype 

Who is born with small, infertile genitals). A number 

of the 18 homosexual pedophiles in the study had 

Klinefelter 1 s syndrome and the researchers said that it 

was unclear whether these patients should be thought of 

as men with an extra x chromosome or as women with an 

extra y chromosome. 
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The researchers pointed out that these laboratory 

tests were not performed on a group of males with 

conventional sexual interests. While the biological 

abnormalilties found in the paraphilic group occurred 

more frequently than would be expected by chance, the 

lack of a control group in this study limited 

generalizations that can be made from this study about 

biological pathologies and sexual orientation. 

In spite of these limitations, this study 

represents one of the few attempts that have been made 

to investigate a possible link between biological and 

sexual behavior. 

Psychological studies 

Wilson and cox (1983) compared the results of a 

lifestyle questionnaire and the Eysenck Personality 

Questionnaire (EPQ) completed by 77 members of the 

Paedophile Information Exchange (PIE), a self-help club 

for men who are attracted to children, with age-matched 

control males. The pedophiles were significantly 

higher than the control males on the Introversion, 

Psychoticism and Neuroticism scales. Individual item 

analysis revealed that PIE members were more likely to 

be sensitive, shy, lonely, depressed and humorless but 

weren't troubled by obsessions, guilt or concern about 

their looks. Wilson and Cox (1983) also found 
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individual variation within the sample: those subjects 

who were high on Psychotici,m and low on Extroversion 

were more attracted to younger children and were less 

able to contemplate sex with adults; those subjects who 

were high on Neuroticism were more likely to have 

sought treatment as they were less happy about their 

sexual preference. 

The results of this study, however, must be 

interpreted cautiously. There was sampling bias. The 

subjects were not a random sample, only 1/2 of the 

club's membership responded and in-depth interviews 

were conducted with only 10 of the subjects. Further, 

the finding that PIE members were over-represented in 

professional occupations may only mean that more 

literate pedophiles were likely to hear about and take 

an academic interest in PIE. Another shortcoming was 

the use of 404 males aged 30-40, from the EPQ manual, 

as the control group. The difference between the PIE 

group and the control groups on psychoticism scores was 

equivalent to only one item in the test. The 

significantly higher Psychoticism score among the 

pedophile group, therefore, did not justify the 

conclusion that PIE members are pathological as a 

group. The standard deviation for the Psychoticism 

score and the skewed distribution suggests that a few 
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of the PIE subjects showed clinical levels of 

psychoticism. The significant Introversion scores must 

also be interpreted with caution. It is not clear 

Whether pedophiles gravitate toward children because of 

their introversion or whether their social withdrawal 

is a result of the isolation engendered by their sexual 

Preference. 

The methodological limitations in Wilson & cox's 

research, however, were offset by the advantages of 

Using an at-large sample. The institutionalization 

effect on subjects, which threatens the internal 

Validity of most studies with this population, was not 

Present in the Wilson & cox research. 

Freund (1982) briefly reviewed the findings of 

studies on pedophiliac's personality, age, recidivism, 

Violence and family background. These findings can be 

summarized as follows: (a) pedophiles have distant 

fathers (Mohr, 1982); (b) poor relationships with both 

Parents (Gebhard & Gagnon, 1964) and (c) feel 

inadequate, passive, dependent, low in achievement 

orientation, unorganized, insecure and subservient 

(Fisher, 1969; 7isher & Howell, 1970). Pedophiles also 

tend to be uneducated and subservient (Gebhard, 1964) 

and are socially introverted (Langevin et al., 1978). 

Pedophiles have a trimodal age distribution with 
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frequency of sexual offenses peaking at ages 15-19, 34, 

and 55 (Mohr, 1981). Pedophiles also have a higher 

recidivism rate than do comparable heterosexual 

offenders (Fitch, 1962). There were vast discrepancies 

(ranging from 0-58%) between the child's version and an 

offender's description of an incident involving 

violence. These discrepancies were probably due to the 

different sources of data (Gebhard et al.; De Francis, 

1969; Abel et al., 1979; Christie et al., 1978). 

Quinsey (1977) summarized the psychological test 

data from pedophilia research from 1960-1977 as 

follows: 11The data portray child molesters as 

unassertive, guarded, moralistic and guilt-ridden." 

Other studies of pedophile samples focused on more 

specific aspects of pedophilia. For example, Krajacich 

(1983) used the Sex Knowledge and Attitude Test, the 

sex Inventory and the modified Heterosexual Behavior 

Assessment Scale to explore the following aspects of 

pedophile sexuality: (a) physiological, psychological 

and social aspects of sexuality; (b) sexual attitudes, 

interests, adjustments, conflicts and controls; (c) 

heterosexual behavior and experience. He used three 

groups of volunteer subjects: one group of 20 

court-referred pedophiles, one group of 20 non-sex 

offenders and one group of 20 non-offenders. All of 
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the groups were matched for sex, education and 

intelligence. Krajacich (1983) found significant 

differences between the pedophile and control groups 

with respect to sexual attitudes and sexual experience. 

The pedophiles, compared to the other two groups, 

reported higher levels of sexual maladjustment and 

frustration and had more conservative views about pre 

and extramarital sexual encounters. 

Generalizations of these results was limited by 

subject bias and measurement limitations. The subject 

groups were unmatched with respect to age. Volunteers, 

they were not randomly selected. The first two groups 

represented an institutionalized population and the 

third group represented nonoffenders. It is possible 

that differences among these groups were attributable 

to institutionalization effects, rather than sexual 

preferences. Further subject bias was introduced by 

the lack of information about the object of the 

pedophiles' attraction. A person who is attracted to a 

seven year old boy may be very different from one 

attracted to a 16 year old girl. 

Measurement limitations in Krajacich's study 

included forced reliance upon self-report inventories. 

This may have resulted in problems such as social 

desirability, acquiescent response style and 
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discrepancies between verbal and actual behaviors. 

Secondly, the researcher provided no validity data on 

the~ Knowledge and Attitude Test and no validity or 

reliability data on the modified Heterosexual Behavior 

Assessment Scale. 

In spite of these limitations, Xrajacicb 1 s 

findings that the pedophiles in his study were sexually 

maladjusted and frustrated and bad conservative views 

about pre and extramarital sex raise interesting 

questions for further research: Why were they 

maladjusted and frustrated? Why were they 

conservative? Are other pedophiles like this? 

In another study, Pittman (1982) investigated 

ditterent_personality variables, measured by the~, 

between 15 court-referred pedophiles and 15 males 

Charged with incest. Pittman conducted a one-way ANOVA 

to indicate scale by scale differences on the tour 

Validity and 10 clinical scales of the~- He then 

carried out a discriminant analysis to indicate 

relative significant and non significant~ scales 

for the two groups independent of one another. The 

results of the discriminant analysis were also used to 

reclassify subjects into either the pedophile or incest 

group. The results of these analyses suggested that 

Pedophiles scored significantly higher only on scale 2 
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(Depression). The discriminant analysis was 

"successful" in differentiating the two groups and in 

correctly classifying individuals into one of the two 

groups a high percentage of the time. 

The results, however, must be interpreted 

cautiously. There was subject bias. one criterion for 

inclusion in the study was that the subjects be adult, 

married males with one natural or adopted child living 

with them. While this may have been an appropritate 

criterion for the incestuous group, the exclusion of 

single, childless pedophiles from the study resulted in 

an unrepresentative sample. Further subject bias was 

introduced by the use of a volunteer and 

institutionalized sample. 

The researcher's introduction, conclusion and 

discussion were unorganized, digressive and difficult 

to follow. He offered no alternate explanations for 

his results, did not discuss the limitations inherent 

in his design, and did not integrate his findings with 

the literature in this area. 

Pittman's study, however, represents one of the 

few attempts to differentiate pedophilia from another 

seemingly similar paraphilia. These groups are usually 

classified together. Although incestuous offenders are 

contained within the pedophile category there may be 
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important differences between the groups. 

Further research includes Roby's (1982) comparison 

of 10 court-referred non-aggressive pedophiles with 14 

rapists and 12 nonoffenders on the MMPI, the 

Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory (BDHI) and the Megargee 

overcontrolled Hostility Scale (MOHS). The rapists 

scored significantly higher than the pedophiles on only 

one MMPI scale, Mf (Masculinity-Femininity), and 

significantly higher than the nonoffenders on the L 

(Lie), D (Depression), Hy (Conversion Hysteria), Pd 

(Psychopathic Deviate) and Mf (Masculinity-Femininity) 

scales. Pedophiles scored higher (but not 

significantly) than the rapists on the Si (Social 

Introversion) scale and than the nonoffenders on the F 

(Frequency or Confusion), D and Pd scales. Both the 

rapists and the pedophile groups' BDHI hostility scores 

were significantly higher than those of the nonoffender 

group, but there was no significant difference between 

the offender groups on this score. There were no 

significant differences between any of the groups on 

overcontrolled hostility scores. 

In a second part of his study, Roby (1982) 

compared 12 pedophiles with 12 nonoffenders and 20 

rapists on the Conceptual Grid (Kelly) and two 

hostility scales. The rapists and the pedophiles had a 
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more negative self-image than did the nonoffenders. 

While the rapists perceived both parents negatively, 

the pedophiles perceived their fathers more negatively 

and their mothers more positively than did either of 

the other groups. Data from one of the hostility 

scales suggested that rapists were more hostile than 

nonoffenders, although not significantly different from 

the pedophiles. 

This study was not without shortcomings. The 

methods would be difficult to replicate. Subjects were 

drawn from persons incarcerated at Atascadero State 

Prison who were routinely given a battery of tests upon 

admission. While the MMPI was among this battery, it 

is not clear which other instruments were used in this 

study, nor is it clear who administered them. The 

researcher did not provide a rationale for his choice 

of instruments and did not describe their validity or 

reliability. There was subject bias. They were 

institutionalized volunteers. Finally, the subject 

groups were unequal and small in size and unmatched 

with respect to demographic characteristics. 

In spite of the shortcomings in Roby's research, 

his findings raise interesting questions for further 

research: Do other pedophiles perceive their fathers 

negatively and their mothers positively? How might 
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in with theory (e.g. psychoa~alytic)? 
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In another study, Fishe~ and Howell (1970) 

compared the psychological needs of 50 subjects 

convicted of homosexual pedo~hilia, using the Edwards 

Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS), with both 

heterosexual pedophiles and normal adult males. 

Analysis of EPPS scores suggested that the homosexual 

and heterosexual pedophiles nad somewhat similar need 

structures and that these two groups had different 

needs than the normal group. The pedophile groups were 

low in achievement orientation, unorganized, low in 

inner direction and assertiveness, guilt-ridden, had a 

need to nurture and were analytically introspective. 

An inconsistent and unexplained finding was that the 

homosexual group had a higher heterosexual drive than 

the other groups. The researchers were only able to 

describe one study in their literature review as, at 

the time, little work had been done on objective 

testing of pedophiles. 

The most serious limitations to generalizability 

in this study was sample bias. The subjects were so 

convicted pedophiles examined in order of admission at 

a receiving center of the California Department of 

corrections. Preceding their imprisonment, 90% of 
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these men had been observed for 90 days at a California 

institution specializing in the treatment of sex 

offenders, and had been rejected as unsuitable for 

their treatment program. 

Unlike much of the research on pedophiles, Fisher 

& Howell made an attempt to differentiate homosexual 

pedophiles and heterosexual pedophiles. The question 

raised in their study, about why homosexual pedophiles 

had a higher heterosexual drive than the other groups, 

is an interesting one for continued research with this 

population. 

While the Fisher & Howell (1970) research focused 

on newly-admitted pedophiles, Peters' study (1976) 

attempted to develop a personality profile of 

pedophiles by administering a battery of tests to 224 

newly-released probationed male adult sex offenders 

(rapists, pedophiles, exhibitionists, homosexuals). In 

comparison to the other three groups, the pedophiles 

had: the lowest mean IQ (94.5) and a score 

significantly lower than that of the exhibitionists 

(101.2) on the Revised Beta Examination. The 

pedophiles also had a greater tendency to somatize 

affective problems, and were less competitive on the 

Cornell Medical Index (although these results were not 

significant). The pedophile group had less ego 
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integration and maturity than the homosexuals and 

exhibitionists, but significantly higher ego 

integration and maturity than the rapists on the Bender 

Gestalt tests. In drawings produced for the 

House-Tree-Person Test the pedophiles were 

significantly more anxious about their bodily structure 

and functioning than the exhibitionists group. They 

were significantly more submissive than the rapists on 

the Cattell Personality Inventory and were 

significantly more passive than the rapists on the 

Rorschach. Finally, the pedophile group had 

significantly higher self-esteem than the homosexuals 

on the Self-Rating Scale. 

Peters did not present a literature review in his 

article. Rather, he began with a discussion of the 

importance of distinguishing between fantasy and fact 

in child sexuality, citing Freud and clinical case 

material. His study would be difficult to replicate. 

It was not clear how or by whom measures were 

administered or interpreted. He did not describe his 

subjects demographically or quantitatively. He didn't 

state how many subjects were in each of the other 

groups. He didn't differentiate pedophiles from 

incestuous subjects. It wasn't clear why homosexuals 

were categorized as offenders. 



37 

There was further subject bias. All groups of 

offenders used in this study scored in the pathological 

range on the Cornell Medical Index. Peters' measures 

were seemingly not counterbalanced. Validity and 

reliability of the measures were unclear. He did not 

describe his statistical analysis and presented no 

tables or figures. Finally, the researcher promoted 

non-significant trends to findings. 

In spite of these methodological shortcomings 

Peters provided a more comprehensive picture of 

pedophiles than most other researchers. His test 

battery included measures of cognitive, personality and 

motor functioning. 

In contrast to this variety of paraphiliac 

comparison groups, Fisher, Howell (1970) found that, 

compared to a normal adult male group, pedophiles had 

lower needs for achievement and assertion and higher 

needs to nurture and to introspect. 

One study using a patient population (Eskapa, 

1984) investigated differences between pedophiles and 

non-pedophiles in sexual attributional style, general 

attributional style, locus of control and self-esteem. 

Eskapa found significant differences between the groups 

on attribution for sexual arousal to adults and adult 

women on dimensions of internality and stability. 
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Pedophiles tended to attribute sexual arousal to 

internal and stable factors (i.e. ability) while 

non-pedophiles tended to attribute it to external and 

unstable factors (e.g. effort). He also found 

significant differences on attribution for bad and good 

outcomes. Unlike non-pedophiles, pedophiles made 

internal attributions for good outcomes. There were no 

significant differences, however, with respect to locus 

of control and self-esteem measures. As with other 

studies in this area, subject bias limited 

generalizability of the findings. The 

11 institutionalization-effect11 may have been an 

important influence upon outcome measures. 

Eskapa, however, demonstrates how Social 

Psychology theories (Attribution theory, in this case) 

have potential research applications with a paraphilic 

population. 

In another study 137 pedophiles were clinically 

studied at the Boston City Hospital over a two year 

period (Groth & Burgess, 1977). The following clinical 

typology was developed, based upon 137 convicted 

pedophile reports, 74 child reports and police reports. 

Aggression, rather than sexuality was the primary issue 

in pedophilia. Aggression is inhibited and suppressed, 

eroticized and channeled into power and control over a 
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Child. They found that issues of dominance, power, 

authority, control, aggression and sadism were involved 

in varying degrees, and sex was categorized as 

enticement and/or entrapment of the child (in 55% of 
th

e cases) or as force through intimidation, 

exploitation and/or aggression (in 45% of the cases). 

The researchers pointed out that identifying the 

motivation of the adult is important in determining 

Whether the child is a victim of the man's 

inappropriate love-attraction, his needs for power and 

control and/or his expression of anger and rage. The 

iDUnediate and long term physical and psychological 

consequences for the child differ depending on the type 

ot issues involved, according to Groth and Burgess. 

The data were generated from three sources: adult 

reports, child reports, and police reports, thereby 

increasing the validity and reliability of the clinical 

reports and the generalizability of their results. 

~heir assesssments, however, were not based on any 

Objective test data. The sampling bias precluded 

generalizability of their findings. 
So• _cia__! Background studies 

Freund (1982) briefly reviewed the findings of 
studies on pedophiliac's personality, age, recidivism, 

Violence and family background. These findings can be 
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summarized as follows: (a) pedophiles have distant 

fathers (Mohr, 1982); (b) poor relationships with both 

parents (Gebhard & Gagnon, 1964) and (c) feel 

inadequate, passive, dependent, low in achievement 

orientation, unorganized, insecure and subservient 

(Fisher, 1969; Fisher & Howell, 1970). Pedophiles also 

tend to be uneducated and subservient (Gebhard, 1964) 

and are socially introverted (Langevin et al., 1978). 

Pedophiles have a trimodal age distribution with 

frequency of sexual offenses peaking at ages 15-19, 34, 

and 55 (Mohr, 1981). Pedophiles also have a higher 

recidivism rate than do comparable heterosexual 

offenders (Fitch, 1962). There were vast discrepancies 

(ranging from o-58%) between the child's version and an 

offender's description of an incident involving 

violence. These discrepancies were probably due to the 

different sources of data (Gebhard et al.; De Francis, 

1969; Abel et al., 1979; Christie et al., 1978). 

In a study of family relationships, Roby (1982) 

compared 12 pedophiles with 12 nonoffenders and 20 

rapists on the conceptual Grid (Kelly) and two 

hostility scales. The rapists and the pedophiles had a 

more negative self-image than did the nonoffenders. 

While the rapists perceived both parents negatively, 

the pedophiles perceived their fathers more negatively 
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and their mothers more positively than did either of 

the other groups. Data from one of the hostility 

scales suggested that rapists were more hostile than 

nonoffenders, although not significantly different from 

the pedophiles. 

This study was not without shortcomings. The 

methods would be difficult to replicate. subjects were 

drawn from persons incarcerated at Atascadero state 

Prison who were routinely given a battery of tests upon 

admission. The researcher did not provide a rationale 

for his choice of instruments and did not describe 

their validity or reliability. There was subject bias. 

They were institutionalized volunteers. Finally, the 

subject groups were unequal and small in size and 

unmatched with respect to demographic characteristics. 

In spite of the shortcomings in Roby's research, 

his findings raise interesting questions for further 

research: Do other pedophiles perceive their fathers 

negatively and their mothers positively? How might 

this influence sexual orientation? How does this tie 

in with theory (e.g. psychoanalytic)? 

In another study, Myers and Berah (1983) compared 

personality variables of a group of 65 Australian 

pedophiles with 45 exhibitionist offenders undergoing 

presentence psychiatric assessments. Their data, based 
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on clinical assessments, suggested that the two groups 

represented different populations. The pedophiles, 

compared with the exhibitionists, were older and came 

from less stable and harmonious families and had 

inferior education and work records. 

There were several methodological limitations in 

this research. Response bias and sample distortion may 

have been present in using an involuntary 

court-referred psychiatric sample. The groups were of 

unequal size. The researchers' literature review was 

sketchy and focused primarily on exhibitionists. It 

contained no review of the pedophile literature. The 

subjects were aware that information given to the 

clinician/researcher would be used in court, thereby 

introducing further bias. Additionally, this 

information was obtained from semi-structured interview 

data reported by different clinicians in clinical case 

files over a one year period, thereby posing threats to 

internal valididty and reliability. No objective data 

were collected. It would be difficult to replicate 

this study as the precise clinical data collected 

during the subjects interviews were not described. The 

authors did not present their data in any tables. 

Their discussion is limited to a description of their 

findings with no integration of these results into the 
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existing literature. 

The Myers and Berah study, however, represents one 

of the few attempts to investigate the family 

backgrounds of pedophiles. Their results raise 

questions for future research: Do other pedophiles come 

from unstable families? How might this affect sexual 

orientation? 

Freund and Blanchard's study (1983) also focused 

on patients' family backgrounds. They compared the 

retrospective reports of father-son relationships of 

four groups of adult males: (a) 50 heterosexuals (b) 40 

homosexuals (c) 48 heterosexual pedophiles (d) 56 

homosexual pedophiles. The heterosexuals were paid 

volunteers and the other three groups were patients. 

The homosexuals were the only group to report 

significantly poorer father-son relationships. The 

authors suggested that these results may be attributed 

to the homosexual son's atypical childhood gender 

identity or behavior, rather than to the son's erotic 

preference for male partners. 

This study was difficult to follow. The 

Introduction was disorganized and digressive. The 

subjects, once again, were a biased sample. some of 

the subjects were paid volunteers and some were 

resistant patients referred under pressure to the 
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Clarke Institute of Psychiatry. Their educational 
levels 

ranged between 8 and 12 grades completed. 
Pather-

son relationships were measured by embedding the 
.Pathe _ 
~ Distance scale within a version of the 
senior 

author's unpUblished Erotic Preference 
Ele~i 
~ Scheme, with undetermined reliability and 

Validity. The results of their assessments were not 
Presented. 

in table or figure to.rm. 

Zn spite ot these limitations, Preund & Blanchard, 

like Roby (1982), investigated important and seldom 
raised 

background questions about pedophiles' 
relati 

onships with their parents. The discrepancy in 
resu1t 

s between this study and the Roby study may be 
duet 0 the different comparison groups and different 
Jlleasu res used. 

Zn contrast to previous studies' focus on 
salt-

reports of family relationships, Gaffney, Lurie 

a
nd 

Berlin (19 84 ) conducted a double-blind family 

hi
st

ory comparison of the incidence of paraphilia in 
relat· 

ives of pedophile and nonpedophile paraphiliac 

inpatients. Both groups had similar demographic 
Char 

acteristics, except that pedophiles had a later 
onset f . 0 "illness" and were older at hospitalization. 

All 0 t the patients were males at the Johns Hopkins 
SelrU l 

a Disorders clinic who had been treated at some 



period between 1980 and 1983. A review of 33 records 

indicated that some type of paraphilia was found in 

18.5% of the pedophile patients' families. 
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Pedophilia was found in five of the 33 families of 

pedophiles. Only 3% of a psychiatric control group (21 

male inpatients meeting DSM III criteria for 

depression) had a family member with paraphilia. 

Pedophilia was found in one of the 21 families of 

nonpedophile paraphiliacs. These results were 

statistically significant. The researchers stated that 

these results suggest that pedophilia is familial, 

although the manner of transmission is unclear. 

The authors however did not include a literature 

review in their article as they claimed that there were 

no systematic studies of familial patterns of sexual 

deviance. Their small sample of inpatients may have 

increased the likelihood of sample distortion and 

response bias. The records selected for review were 

not a random sample of patients treated at the clinic. 

Rather, they were evaluated by different persons to 

assess criteria for inclusion in the sample. secondly, 

clinical data that were in the records had been 

generated by different clinicians, threatening internal 

validity. Also, the Family History Research Diagnostic 

Criteria (FHRDC) was used to diagnose family members. 
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There was no validity or relial:>ility data provided on 

this instrument. It was not clear that a depressed, 

hospitalized psychiatric population was an appropriate 

comparison group nor was it clear why the pedophile and 

depressed groups were of unequal sizes. While this 

study was not without shortcomings, it did generate 

new avenues of exploration for understanding 

the pedophile phenomenon: Is pedophilia familial? If 

so, how is it transmitted? 

summary and Hypotheses 

Biological studies and Hypotheses. 

Biological factors may influence sexual behavior. 

The extremely low incidence of female pedophilia, for 

example, may in part be explainable by organic factors. 

Biological assessments of small samples of pedophiles 

suggest the presence of endocrinological abnormalities 

in seven pedophile patients when compared with five 

non-pedophile patients and five normal control males 

(Gaffney & Berlin, 1984). Chromosomal anomalies were 

found in a number of the 18 homosexual pedophiles 

studied at Johns Hopkins Hospital (Berlin & Schaerf, 

1985). 

Hypothesis!= Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of chromosomal anomolies than will 

other paraphiliacs. 
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Hypothesis!= Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of hormonal irregularities than will 
0ther paraphiliacs. 

Psychological studies and Hypothesis. 

Existing studies show conflicting data describing 
the Pedophile-at-large population. unrepresentative 

samples of European pedophiles-at-large can be 

cautiously described as more introverted, neurotic, 

sensitive, shy, lonely, depressed and humorless than an 

age-matched male control group (Wilson et al., 1983). 

A comparable international group of politically and 

socially active pedophiles were shown to be educated, 

satisfied with their sexual orientation and as having 

had their first pedophile contact during adolescence 

(Bernhard, 1975). 

There are also many incongruent findings in the 

literature on court-referred pedophiles. For example, 

Danna (1984) describes a wide range of professional and 

semi-professional occupations represented by pedophiles 

- Yet 20 years earlier Gebhard (1964) concluded that 

Pedophiles were uneducated and simple-minded. 

In addition to incongruent findings, another 

Problem that makes it difficult to get a clear 

consistent psychological picture of pedophiles is that 

they are so often compared with different groups. 
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Pedophiles can be cautiously described as: coming from 

less stable families than an Exhibitionist group (Hyers 

'Berah, 1983); feeling more hostile and having a more 

negative self-image than a non-offender group (Roby, 
198 2); feeling more depressed than a group of 

incestuous offenders (Pittman, 1982); behaving more 

Passively and submissively than a rapist group (Peters, 
197&); and feeling more sexually maladjusted than a 

Don-sex offender group (Krajacicb, 1983). Compared to 

non-pedophiles, samples of institutionalized pedophiles 

have been described as personalizing the outcome of 

events in their lives (Eskapa, 1983). 

In contrast to this variety of paraphiliac 

comparison groups, Fisher, Howell (1970) found that, 

compared to a normal adult male group, pedophiles had 

lower needs for achi~vement and assertion and higher 

needs to nurture and to introspect. 

Groth, Burgess (1977) ofter a clinical 

formulation in an attempt to identify the motivation of 

Pedophiles: aggression rather than sexuality is the 

Primary issue in pedophilia; aggression is inhibited 

and suppressed, eroticized and channeled into power and 

control over a child. 

The psychological variables selected for analysis 

in this study represent recurrent descriptions from the 
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literature. 

HyPothesis 3: Pedophiles will have significantly 

higher scores on the social introversion, Psychopathic 

deviate, Dominance, Depression and Psyasthenia scales 

of the MMPI than will other paraphiliacs. 

social Background studies and Hypotheses. 

There are three sources for the social variables 

selected for analysis in this study. These sources are 

research, theory and interviews with expert clinicians 

in the field. 

The subjective assessment of variables and the 

small, institutionalized and biased samples that were 

used limit generalization of research results. 

Gaffney, Lurie & Berlin (1984) found a 

significantly higher incidence of pedophile relatives 

in a hospitalized pedophile group than in a depressed 

inpatient group. Myers & Berah (1983) found that 

pedophiles come from less stable families than 

exhibitionists. Roby (1982) found that a pedophile 

group perceived their fathers more negatively and their 

mothers more positively than did a rapist or a 

nonoffenders group. In 1982 Freund reported that a 

pedophile group had distant fathers and in 1983 Freund 

& Blanchard found that another pedophile group did not 

have poor relationships with their fathers. 



HYpothesis 4: Pedophiles will have a 

significantly higher incidence of familial pedophilia 

than will other paraphiliacs. 
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Psychoanalytic theory views a boy's feelings 

towards his mother and his resolution of the Oedipus 

conflict through identification with his father as a 

critical determinant of adult relations and attitudes 

toward mature heterosexual relationships. If a boy's 

father is physically and/or emotionally unavailable, 

satisfactory resolution of this conflict may not occur. 

HYpothesis != Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of father absence and/or emotional 

distance during childhood than will other paraphiliacs. 

HyPothesis != Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of mother absence and/or emotional 

distance during childhood than will other paraphiliacs. 

!n>othesis != Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of losses during childhood than will 

Other paraphiliacs. 

Bandura's social Learning Theory describes 

learning as occuring in part through observation and 

modeling. This theory supports the 11hunches11 of expert 

Clinicians and researchers in this field who were 

interviewed for this study. They suggest that 

Pedophiles were often sexually victimized as 
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children and that these adult-child encounters were 

models for intimacy. 

HY1>othesis 8: Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of childhood sexual victimization than 

Will other paraphiliacs. 

HY1>othesis 9: Pedophiles will have a significantly 

higher incidence of incestuous involvement with their 

children than will other paraphiliacs. 

The remaining social varial)le, the unlikely use of 

Violence by pedophiles, is partly a hunch, suggested by 

interviewed clinicians and researchers. It is 

supported by research suggesting that pedophiles have 

high needs to nurture (Fisher & Howell, 1970). 

HY1>othesis ll= Pedophiles will have a 

significantly lower incidence of use of violence than 

Will other paraphiliacs. 

~ Model and Hypotheses: 

A pedophile may have biological vulnerabilities 

Cchroaosoaal and hormonal) that affect his sexual and 

Psychological behavior (Figure 2). If, during his 

childhood, he also experiences significant losses and 

has an emotionally unavailable father and a relative 

Who is a pedophile, he may feel vulneral)le and 

responsive to the intimacy, affection and nurturing 

Offered by a man or a pedophile relative. Perhaps this 



is his only model of intimacy. He may become a 

"childhood victim". secondly, he may feel depressed 

and angry and perhaps responsible for the losses he's 

experienced and the innappropriate relationship in 

Which he 1 s involved. Be may withdraw and become 

introverted. 

Given this background of biological and 

Psychological vulnerabilities and social experiences, 

by the time this child reaches adulthood he may have 

difficulty establishing and maintaining mature 

heterosexual relationships. Rather, he might seek a 

less demanding child partner who is as vulnerable and 

receptive as he was as a child. He would not be 

Violent because he is seeking intimacy and identities 

With the child. 

B:ypothesis 11: A pattern of correlations among the 

above stated variables should result in the 

relationships described in Path Model I (Figure 2). 

HYpothesis 12: A pattern of correlations among the 

above stated variables should result in the 

relationships described in Path Model II (Figure 3). 

!!lrpose !;!! study 

The data for this study were drawn from a review 

of charts of former male patients at Johns Hopkins 

Hospital sexual Disorders Clinic, a unit specializing 

52 



in the treatment of sexual deviance. The variables 

selected for analysis in this study represented an 

integration of specific biological, psychological and 

social variables, drawn from paraphilic research and 

theory, that may predispose a man to a pedophiliac 

sexual orientation. 

Specifically, an effort was made to diffentiate 

Pedophiles from non-pedophiles on the basis of the 

constitutional, psychological, and historical life 

experiences that play a role in the development of 

sexual orientation. The goal of this research was to 

Provide a better etiological understanding of this 

population, thereby providing bases for treatment and 

an integral link with theo~y. 
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Chapter III 

METHOD 
!.Ubjects 
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Subjects, records were drawn for review from a 

population ot approximately 1500 charts ot former male 

Patients at Johns Hopkins Hospital sexual Disorders 

Clinic, a unit specializing in the treatment of sexual 

deviancy. 211 subjects met the criteria for inclusion 

in this study (see Procedures). Their ages ranged from 
21-70. Subjects were grouped into six categories based 

upon the DSM III-R diagnosis in their charts. (a) 

homosexual pedophiles (n=64); (b) heterosexual 

Pedophiles (n=41); (C) bisexual pedophiles (n=l0); (d) 

exhibitionists (n:41); (e) sexual sadists (n=21); (f) 

and an "atypical" group composed ot men with fetishes, 

voyeurs, and obscene phone callers (n::34). Sources of 

referral to the clinic were also varied and included: 

(a) self (b) attorney (c) probation officer (d) 

states attorney (e) therapists and (t) family members. 

!rocedures 

Records of inpatients who had been at the Johns 

Hopkins sexual Disorders Clinic between 1980 and 1988 

We.re reviewed. All patients were male, aged 21-10, and 
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met the DSM rrr criteria for a paraphilia. The 

following criteria for inclusion in this study were 

determined from patient charts: (a) Diagnosis of 

Pedophilia or other Paraphilia, (~) Comprehensive 

social history data, and (c) Laboratory data. Sw:,jects 

With additional diagnoses of Schizophrenia, Bipolar 

disorder, Mental Retardation or with multiple 

P•raphiliac diagnoses were not included. Any subject 1 s 

file who met all of the criteria for inclusion was 

PUlled tor the present study. The MMPI, originally 

included as one of the criteria for inclusion, had to 

he omitted from the inclusion criteria for this study 

because the Johns Hopkins sexual Disorders Clinic, it 

Was discovered, had not routinely administered this 

instrument upon patient admission. While only 14 

SUhjects had HMPI profiles recorded in their charts and 

met &ll of the other inclusion criteria, an additional 

l97 sUbjects met all of the inclusion criteria except 

for the MMPI. Therefore, the 14 s~jects 1 MMPI scores 

Were recorded and analyzed and demographic, social and 

biological data were recorded and analysed for all 211 

SUhjects. 

Confidentiality was protected by assigning each of 

the six clinical groups a letter code and each sUbject 

• nUJDber code. s~ject one in the Pedophile group was 
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Coded Pl, subject two in the Pedophile group was P2, 

Subject 3 was P3 and so on. subject one in the sexual 

Sadist group was Sl, subject two in the sexual Sadist 

group was s2 and so on. subject one in the 

Exhibitionist group was El, subject two was E2 and so 

on. No names were included after the coding procedure 

Was completed. subjects names, however, appeared 

throughout the charts and police reports, precluding a 

completely blind rating. In any event, the subjects 

were not known to the experimenters. 

The researcher reviewed those charts that met the 

criteria tor inclusion. Each subject was assigned an 

identification code. The specific demographic, 

biological, and psychological variables that were the 

focus ot this study were recorded by the researcher 

(Appendix A). Biological variables (chromosomal and 

hormonal factors) were evaluated by the researcher from 

a review ot specific endocrine lab test results in the 
8 Ubjects, charts. Psychological variables were taken 

from MMPI profiles in the charts. The social 

background variables (i.e. availability ot father and 

mother, familial pedophilia, history of sexual 

Victimization, childhood losses ot parents, incest and 

Violence) were measured and recorded by two raters on a 

separate coding sheet tor each subject (Appendix B). 
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These social data were taken from subjects, histories 

in their charts (Appendix D). 

Coding Procedures. Two independent raters (Rl and 

R2) scored social variables from a review ot subjects, 

chart histories. History and police reports were 

separated from other clinical data, (i.e. patient 

names, in so tar as possible, and diagnoses). Raters 

also reviewed police reports to measure subjects, use 

Of violence in offenses. The researcher was Rl. R2 

Was a psychiatric resident. The researcher trained R2 

in the use of the coding sheet (Appendix B) by 

going through sample chart histories together and 

answering questions from the coding sheet. The raters 

discussed their answers together until they reached 

agreement. During these discussions they realized that 

the wording of one of the questions (the question about 

losses) was unclear (see Appendix B). Choices 2, 

father or mother is not in the home; 3, neither parent 

is in the home; and,, parent, grandparent or other 

adult who helped to raise the child left the home or 

died before the child reached age 14, were overlapping 

•nd redundant. The choices were clarified and 

consolidated so that the choices were dichotomous: loss 

(of either or both parents or adult who helped raise 

the child through death, divorce or leaving the home 
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before the child reached age 14); or no loss (father 

and mother are in the home). 

After the training and clarification phase the 

Pilot study was begun. Each rater was given a separate 

Coding sheet (see Appendix B) tor each of 18 subjects 

(subjects in the pilot study were a random sub-sample 

ot SUbjects used in the final study). Each coding 

Sheet had a rater code and a subject code so that 

inter-rater reliability could be determined tor each ot 

the social variables. This was done through a 

comparison ot Rl,Pl-k and R2,Pl-k scores, Rl,S1-k and 

R2,s1-k scores and so on tor the social variables. 

Next, sUbjects' charts were randomly distributed to the 

two raters tor scoring of social variables • 

.!.!,lter-rater reliability 

Before the social variables were assessed two 

independent raters scored items in a pilot study ot 18 

subjects to establish inter-rater reliability. Guttman 

split-halt reliability was .81 and Spearman-Brown 

r Was .82, suggesting that there was a high degree of 

consistency between the raters' scoring of the social 

variables (Appendix C). 

2Perational Definitions: variables and Measures 

The following operational definitions were used to 

classify sUbjects and to clarity and measure variables. 
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Paraphilia. Individuals who have a deviation 

(para) in objects to which they are attracted (philia). 

In addition to Pedophilia, DSM III-R includes 

Petishism, Transvestism, zoophilia, Exhibitionism, 

Voyeurism, sexual Masochism, sexual Sadism, and 

Atypical Paraphilias in this diagnostic category. DSM 

III-R diagnostic criteria tor a specific paraphiliac 

diagnosis were used here as an operational definition 

Of each group. 

Pedophile. DSM III-R criteria, allot which must 

be met tor a diagnosis ot pedophilia, were used. These 

criteria are: 

1. Over a period ot at least six months, recurrent 

intense sexual urges and sexually arousing fantasies 

involving sexual activity _with a prepubescent child or 

Children (generally age 13 or younger). 

2. The person has acted on these urges, or is 

markedly distressed by them. 

3. The person is at least 16 years old and at least 

5 Years older than the child or children in 1. 

As the entire subject pool was male, in cases ot 

Homosexual Pedophilia the child or children were male. 

In cases ot Heterosexual Pedophilia the child or 

Children were female. In cases ot Incest, the child or 

Children were family members. In cases ot Bisexual 



Pedophilia, the child or children were either male or 
female. 

Exhibitionism. DSM III-R criteria, all Of which 

must be met for a diagnosis of exhibitionism, were 

Used. These criteria are: 

1. over a period of at least six months, 

recurrent intense sexual urges and sexually arousing 

fantasies involving the exposure of one's genitals to 

an unsuspecting stranger. 

2. The person has acted on these urges, or is 

markedly distressed by them. 

Sexual Sadism. DSM III-R criteria, all of which 

must be met for a diagnosis of sexual sadism, were 

Used. These criteria are: 

1. over a period of at least six months, 

recurrent intense sexual urges and sexually arousing 

fantasies involving acts (real, not simulated) in which 

the psychological or physical suffering (including 

h'UDliliation) of the victim is sexually exciting to the 

Person. 

2. The person has acted on these urges, or is 

•arkedly distressed by them. 

At:ypical Paraphilia. The DSM III-R labels this 

category of sexual offender 11Paraphilia Not otherwise 

Specified". These paraphiliacs do not meet the 
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criteria for any of the specific categories. It 

includes telephone scatologia (lewdness), necrophilia 

(corpses), partialism (exclusive focus on part of 

body), coprophilia (feces), klismaphilia (enemas), 

urophilia (urine). In this study voyeurs and men with 

fetishes were also included in this diagnostic 

category. 

Demographic Data. Age, birth order, race, marital 
status, Dumber of children, education, occupation, 

income, source of referral, arrest record and religion 

Were recorded for each subject from a review of charts 

(see Coding sheet in Appendix A). 

Chromosomal Anomalies. Presence of Klinefelter's 
8Yndrome; a person with Klinetelter 1 s syndrome is born 

Witb small, infertile genitals and has an XXY karotype. 

It is unclear whether this person is a man witb an 

extra X chromosome or a woman with an extra Y 

Chromosome. This variable was measured by endocrine 

lab test results and diagnoses from the patients' 

Charts. 

Hormonal Irregularities. Hypothalamic­

Pituitary-Gonadal dysfunction as measured by marked 

elevation of luteinising hormone (LH), follicle 

stimulating hormone (FSH) and testosterone. There is a 

complex interaction between the hypothalamus, pituitary 
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gland, ·and the testes. Testosterone is produced by 

ce11s in the testes and is controlled by synthetic 

Luteinising Hormone-releasing Hormone (LHRH) which is 

Produced by the hypothalamus and stimulates the release 

of Luteinising Hormone (LR) by the pituitary gland. 

Sperm production by the testes may also be controlled 

by PSH production in the pituitary gland and by 

"inhibin", another hormone produced by the testes which 

inhibits PSH production. LR, FSH, and testosterone, 
therefore, are hormones that are a part of the 

endocrine regulatory system. unusual sexual interests 

or difficulties in sexual behavior control may be 

associated with disturbances of this regulatory system 

(Berlin & Schaerf, 1985). Data were taken from 

endocrine urine and blood lab test results in patients, 

Charts. The normal testosterone level for adult males 

is 575 + or minus 150 fd. The normal FSB level for 

adult males is 1.5-16 mlu/ml. The normal LR level for 

adult males is 3.9-18 mlu/ml. Fd and mlu/ml are 
standard units of measurement per mililiter. 

Aggression. Anger, rebelliousness, cynical and 

Antisocial fighting out as measured by the Psychopathic 

deviate (Pd) scale of the MMPI (t=70). 

,!!epression. serious, low in morale, unhappy, 

Self-dissatisfied; as measured by the Depression(O) 



scale on the MMPI (t=70). 

Introversion. onnassertive, withdrawn, 

self-conscious, shy; as measured by the Social 

Introversion (Si) scale on the MMPI (t=70). 
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Moralistic. Rigid and meticulous; anxious, 

Worrisome and apprehensive, guilt feelings, as measured 

by the Psychasthenia (Pt) scale on the MMPI (t=70). 

Family !!!.S Social History. These were historical 

data generated from a semistructured interview (see 

Appendix D) used at the Phipps Clinic, Johns Hopkins 

Hospital. Patient interviews were conducted by 

resident and attending physicians. 

Familial Pedophilia. A father, grandfather or 

Uncle Who is or was a pedophile. This variable was 

measured by two raters (see Procedures section) through 

a review of family history data. 

Availability of Father. Fathers' absence and/or 

distance during childhood. This variable was measured 

by two raters (see Procedures section) through a review 

Of family history data. 

Availability of Mother. Mothers, absence and/or 

distance during childhood. This variable was measured 

by two raters (see Procedures section) through a review 

of family history data. 

History of sexual victimization. At least one 



incidence of sexual involvement with an adult before 

age 14. This variable was measured by two raters (see 

Procedures section) through a review of family history 
data. 

Losses. Separation an4/or divorce or death of 

parent/s during childhood. This variable was measured 

by two raters (see Procedures section) through a review 

of family history data. 

Violence. use of a weapon, violence or 

degradation of victim. This variable was measured by 

two raters (see Procedures section) through a review of 

P0 lice reports. 

!,nstruments 

!ru! Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 

1.MMPil. The MMPI is one of the most widely used and 

researched personality inventories (Anastasi, 1988). 

The MMPI consists of 566 true-false self reference 

statements to assess personality. Scoring of the four 

Validity scales, 10 clinical or personality scales and 

the 12 research scales yields a profile which serves as 

a basis for generating inferences about the test taker. 

Although the MMPI was originally developed through 

empirical criterion keying in the 1930's (to 

differentially diagnose psychiatric patients), it is 

currently used to generate descriptions of and 
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inferences about a wide range ot individuals. This 

expanded use has been accomplished by clinical 

experience and thousands of empirical item analysis 
studies that differentiate between criterion groups and 

have identified the correlates ot each scale (Graham, 
1977). When an individual obtains a particular scale 

score, characteristics and behaviors can be attributed 

to that person on the basis of previous research and 

experience. 

~hrough a process ot accumulation ot empirical 

data about individuals who display each profile pattern 

or code, considerable evidence ot the construct 

Validity of each MMPI code has accumulated 

(Anastasi,1988). 

Results of the MMPI are reported in the form of 
standard scores with a mean of so and a standard 

deviation of 10. Any score of 70 or higher - falling 

two or nore standard deviations above the mean - is 

9enerally considered as the cutoff point tor the 

identification of severe pathological deviations 

Anastasi, 1988). 

One of the limitations of the MMPI is the 

variation in reliabilities. According to Anastasi 

(1988) the manual reports a wide range of retest and 

Split-halt reliabilites (.So's to .to 1 s) on normal and 
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abnormal adult samples. This is probably attributable 

to the heterogeneity of item content of the scales, the 

variablity of assessed behavior over time (e.g. 

depression) and the intercorrelation of scale scores. 

The MMPI has been widely used to study sexually 

deviant criminal offenses. With the exception of an 

elevated Psychopathic deviate (Pd) scale, results have 

been inconsistent (Rader, 1977; Karacen, 1974; Panton, 
1958; Rada, 1978; Schmidt, 19451 Swanson & Grimes, 
1958; Armentrout & Hanes, 1978; Anderson & Kunce, 
1979). 

Rader (1977) for example, found that rapists 

scored significantly higher than exhibitionists on the 

P, Hs, D, Hy, Pd and sc scales whereas Karacen, 

Williams, Guerrero, Salis, Thornby & Hursch (1974) 

found that 12 rapists scored significantly higher than 
12 Prison controls and 12 normal controls on the Pd, 

Ma, and D scales. Panton (1958) and Rada (1978) on the 

Other hand, did not find significant differences on the 

kMPI between rapists and various control groups. 

Schmidt (1945), who did not differentiate among sexual 

Offenders, found elevated Xf, Pa, sc scales. Swenson 

and Grimes (1958) found an elevated Pd scale among 45 

Undifferentiated sexual offenders. Armentrout and 

Hauer (1978) found an elevated Pd scale among the 
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rapist and nonrapist sexual offender groups studied. 

Anderson and Kunce (1979) analyzed MMPI profiles of 92 

sex offenders who had been institutionalized for 

Psychiatric evaluation. Anderson and KUnce found that 
88 of the subjects could be categorized into one of 

three profiles: F, Sc; Pd, Ma; or D, Pd. 

This lack of consistency among studies does not 

indicate that differences do not exist among the 

Paraphilias. Rather, most of the MMPI research on 

sexual offenders have not been comparable because of 

different control groups, biased samples, contamination 

of experimental groups and general treatment of all of 
the paraphilias as a single group. Thus a 

characterization of sexual offenders based upon the 

MMPI is not now possible. 

!,nalyses 

Discriminant Analysis. The principle analysis for 

this study was a stepwise discriminant analysis in 

Which sexual orientation was the dependent variable. 

The biological, psychological, and social independent 

variables, respectively, were: (a) hormonal 

irregu1atities, chromosomal anomalies (b) introversion, 

aggression, depression, and moralistic attitudes and 

Cc) incest, relationship with mother and 

father, familial pedophilia, childhood sexual 
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Victimization, losses, use of violence (see Figure 1). 

This analysis enabled the researcher to explain how 

•uch ot the variability in the dependent variable 

(sexual orientation) was accounted for by each of the 
1nd

ependent variables. The goal was to determine the 

best combination of variables to differentiate 

Pedophiles from other sexual offenders and to 

differentiate all of the sexual offender groups. 

The stepwise discriminant analysis was done in two 

•ays. First, the six paraphilic groups (Homosexual 

Pedophiles, Heterosexual pedophiles, Bisexual 

Pedophiles, Exhibitionists, Sadists, Atypical 

Paraphilics) were compared with one another. Second, 
the six groups were combined into two categories 

representing pedophiles and non-pedophiles. The 

Pedophile category was composed of the homosexual 

Pedophiles, heterosexual pedophiles and bisexual 

Pedophile groups. The non-pedophile category was 

composed of exhibitionists, sadists and the atypical 

groups. A discriminant analysis was performed by a 
stePwise selection of the biological, social and 

demographic variables that discriminated, first, among 
the six groups of sexual offenders, and second, between 
the Pedophile and non-pedophile groups. 



Figure l 

Model of Stepwise Discriminant Analysis 
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,!a~ Analysis. Next, the biological, 

Psychological, and social variables in the proposed 

•odel (Figure l) were tested through path analysis, a 

•ethod for studying the direct and indirect 

relationships among variables in a model which cannot 

he tested in a direct causal manner. The analysis of 

correlations among the variables was not intended to 

Prove causation, but to test whether the proposed 

causal model of pedophilia is consistent with the 
inte 

rcorrelations among the variables. 

This analysis was accomplished by calculation of 
Path coefficients. A path coefficient indicates the 

relationship of an independent variable with a 

dependent variable. For each independent variable in 
them A 0 ~el (see Figure 2) there is a path coefficient 

i ndicating the amount of expected change in the 

dependent variable associated with change in the 
1nd

ependent variable. variables in the model are 
9
Xl)resaed in standardized form (z scores) and at each 

st
age, a variable taken as dependent was regressed on 

th
e independent variables in the model upon which the 

dependent variable was assumed to depend. The 

calculated standardized regression coefficients (B's) 

•ere the path coefficients for the paths leading from 
th

e Particular set of independent variables to the 
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dependent variable being considered. 

As shown in Figures 2 and 3, two different models 
"•re tested. 

In model I (Figure 2) the social variables 

(Childhood losses, relationships with father and 

• 0ther, familial pedophilia) and the biological 

Variables (chromosomal and hormonal irregularities) 
Were t 

reated as "exogenous" variables. Exogenous 

Variables are variables whose variability is assumed to 

he determined by causes outside of the model (Pedhazur, 
1982

). The social and biological variables were 

treated as exogenous because they are assumed to 

Precede the other variables and because they were 

determined by causes outside of this model (e.g. 

Chro111osoma1 anomalies are present before birth). ·The 

curved arrow between the biological and social 

Variables indicates that neither set of variables is 
Presn--ed to be causely related to the other and 
th

erefore their relationship was not analyzed in this 
• 0 de1. 

The remaining variables in the model were 
••end ogenous11. An endogenous variable is one whose 

Vari•t' 1 i d b ~ ion is hypothesized to be exp a ne y exogenous 

or endogenous variables in the model. Childhood sexual 

Victi111ization, tor example, is an endogenous variable 



because it 1 s variability may be associated-with 

•aogenous variables in the model such as having a 

Pedophile relative. similarly, a man 1 s incestuous 

involvement with his child is another endogenous 

variable because it's variability may be associated 

With another endogenous variable in the model such as 

his own childhood sexual victimization. Paths, in the 

fo.J:JD of unidirectional arrows, were drawn from 

Variables taken as antecedents (independent) to the 

Variables taken as consequents (dependent) (Pedhazur, 
1982). 

In Figure 2, therefore, childhood sexual 

Victimization was related to the social variables. A 

Child might be more vulnerable and receptive to an 
inti ... 

••t~ relationship with an adult it he has 

•ltperienced the loss ot a parent or lack ot closeness 

With a Parent or has a pedophile relative as a role 

model for intimate relationships. This path 

coefficient was calculted by regressing childhood sex 

Victimization scores on social variable scores. 

The psychological variables, feelings of 
dep~e• . . . 1 • d • -sion, introversion, aggressi~n, mora ity an 
v· 

~01ence may be related to a person's biological 

(chromosomal and hormonal) vulnerabilities and social 

circ\llllstances (i.e. having experienced childhood losses 

72 



a
nd

/or distant parents and having a pedophile 

relative). Further, experiences of childhood sexual 

Victimization might also be related to these feelings. 
These path coefficients were calculated by regressing 
HMPr 

scale scores on biological, social and childhood 
89

¥ Victimization scores respectively. 
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The two alternate paths leading to incest in Model 
1 

i ndicate that an adult's incestuous involvement with 
bis h" 

c 1 1d is related to having been sexually victimized 

as a Child himself and indirectly related to his social 

Circ"-stances. i 1 1 t - Incestouous involvement s a so re a ed 
to t 

•elings of depression, introversion, aggression, 

•orality and violence (these feelings might make it 

ditticu1t to establish and maintain adult heterosexual 

relationships) and indirectly affected by biological 

V'Ulnerabilites and social circumstances. These path 

coatticients were calculated by regressing incest 

scores on childhood sex victimization scores and MMPI 
score 8 respectively. 

The dependent variable in this study is sexual 
or· 

ientation. sexual orientation is labeled "Category 
Of S 

egua1 Offender" in Model 1, Figure 2. There are 
t1to 1 a ternate paths leading to the dependent variable 
thr 0 Ugh incest. sexual orientation is related to 
ince t 8 because a man who chooses to become incestuously 
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involved with a child probably makes his choice because 

he has ditticulty establishing and maintaining intimate 

adult relationships. Further, sexual orientation is 

i ndirect1y related to the two paths described above 

leading to incest. These path coetticients were 

calculated by regressing category of sexual offender on 
i ncest scores. 



Figure 2 

Proposed Path Analysis Model I with MMPI Scores 
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In model II (Figure 3) the social variables 

(Childhood losses, relationships with father and 

mother, familial pedophilia) and the biological 
"'ar. 1 ables (chromosomal and hormonal irregularities) 
Were t 

reated as "exogenous" variables. Exogenous 

"'ariables are variables whose variability is assumed to 

be determined by causes outside ot the model (Pedhazur, 
1982 >· The social and biological variables were 

treated as exogenous because they are assumed to 

Precede the other variables and because they are 
determ· 

ined by causes outside ot this model (e.g. 

Chromosomal anomalies are present before birth). The 

cur-,,ed arrow between the biological and social 

"'ariables indicates that neither set of variables was 

Presumed to be causely related to the other and 
th

eretore their relationship was not analyzed in this 
moc1e1. 

The remaining variables in the model were 
''end ogenousn. An endogenous variable is one whose 
"'ariat. . i ion is hypothesized to be expla ned by exogenous 
or end ogenous variables in the model. Childhood sexual 

"'ictimization, tor example, is an endogenous variable 

because it's variability may be associated with 

•~ogenous variables in the model such as having a 

Pedophile relative. similarly, a man's incestuous 
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involvement with his child is another endogenous 

Variable because it 1 s variability may be associated 
With 

another endogenous variable in the model such as 
his own h. c ildhood sexual victimization. Paths, in the 

fol:'Dl of un1'dire~t1.'onal ~ arrows, were drawn from 
Variables t aken as antecedents (independent) to the 
variables taken as consequents (dependent) (Pedhazur, 
1982). 

In Figura 3, therefore, childhood sexual 

Victimization was related to the social variables. A 

Child might be more vulnerable and receptive to an 
inti 

mate relationship with an adult it he has 

e2eperienced the loss of a parent or lack of closeness 

With a parent or has a pedophile relative as a role 
model t . or 1.ntimate relationships. This path 
COeffi . cient was calculted by regressing childhood sex 

Victiaization scores on social variable scores. 

The arrows leading to incest in model II indicate 
three Possible paths. First, incestuous involvement 

may be directly related to the social variables because 

havi~g exper1'en~ed ilabl ~ ~ childhood losses, unava e 
Pa.re~t/ 

~ sand a pedophile relative as a model tor 
int1 mate relationships may adversely affect a man's 

ability to establish a healthy relationship with his 

own Child~en. b di tl lated ~ second, incest may e rec Y re 
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to one, 
sown experience of childhood sexual involvement 

With a Parent as i .. a model of ntimacy and indirectly 
related to bi's social i i c rcumstances. The th rd path 
leading to incest indicates that biological 
"'Ulnerablilti'es (i.e. chromosomal and hormonal 

irregularities) might directly relate to incest. There 
are dat 

a suggesting that persons with particular 

Chroaosoaa1 and hormonal anomalies are at risk for 

Ullconventional sexual behavior (Berlin & Schaerf, 
19&s). 

Each path coefficient was calculated by 
regres · 

sing incest on the social variables scores, 
Childb , 00d victim scores and biological lab test scores. 

Pina11y, there are two possible paths leading to 
the d 

ependent variable, sexual orientation (labeled 
Categ 

ory of Sexual Offender). one path indicates that 

seltlial ori'entation ltd t ub' t, is directly re a e o as Jee s 

•ltl)erience of childhood sexual victimization and 
iDdi . 

rectly related to the social variables. A child 
Who 

experienced childhood losses, unavailable parent/s 

and a Pedophile l f it' t relative as a mode or n ima e 
relat· 

ionships might be more vulnerable and receptive to 
intia . 

ate involvement with an adult. An adult who has 
0 n1y 

experienced intimacy in this kind of unequal 

relationship might be more likely to have difficulty 

•
st

ablishing and maintaining mature heterosexual 
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relationships. These path coefficients were calculated 

by regressing sexual orientation on childhood victim 
•cores d 

an regressing childhood victim scores on the 
social variables scores. 

The second path indicates that sexual orientation 

ia directly related to incest and indirectly related to 
tba so . 

cia1 variables, childhood victimization and 
biolo • 

gical irregularities. sexual orientation is 

directly related to incest because a man who chooses to 
bac0 • • 

. 
8 incestuously involved with a child probably 

•ates hi s choice because he has difficulty establishing 

•
nd 

maintaining intimate adult relationships. Further, 

••aual orientation is indirectly related to the three 

Paths leading to incest as described above. These path 

coerricients were calculated by regressing category of 

••ltUal o~fender on incest scores, and incest scores on 
tbe a i . i 0 c al variables, childhood victim and biolog cal 

~ari&hles scores. 
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Pigure 3 

Proposed Path Analysis Model II without MMPI Scores 
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To test hypotheses one through ten, the raw data 

taken from the subjects, charts were examined. 

Frequency and Pearson 'X""statistics were computed to 

determine the number and percentage of subjects from 

each group which fell into levels of each of 

the predictor variables. These frequencies, cross 

tabulations and ~ks were computed twice: first 

comparing all six paraphilic groups and second 

comparing pedophile (homosexual, heterosexual and 

bisexual pedophiles) and non-pedophile (exhibitionists, 

sadists, atypical) paraphilic groups. 

second, the six groups of sexual offenders were 

combined into two categories representing pedophiles 

and non-pedophiles. The pedophile category was 

composed of the homosexual pedophiles, heterosexual 

pedophiles and bisexual pedophile groups. The 

non-pedophile category was composed of exhibitionists, 

sadists and the atypical groups. A discriminant 

analysis was performed using a stepwise selection of 

the demographic, biological, psychological, and social 

variables that differentiated between the pedophile and 
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:no:n-ped · 0 Phile groups. In the first step of the 
discri i 

m Dant analysis the variable (variable one) that 

contributes most to the discriminatory power of the 
lllOdel 

as measured by the Wilks' lambda, ,~is entered. 
I:n SUb 

sequent steps, the orthogonal components of each 
of the 

Other variables' discriminatory power is 

exaznine4 (e.g. variable two with variable one left 
0Ut). 

The selection process stops when none of the 
'1Ulse1ect 

ed variables meet the entry criterion. A 
lllOderat 

e significance level (.15) was chosen as a 
criterion to enter t id the model in an effort o cons er 
the 4· 

iscriminatory power of all of the variables, 
howav 

er sma11. With the exception of this p::.15 entry 
CJ:iteri 

on, the significance level was restricted to .os 
for 1 • 1 Other analyses. 

Third, a discriminant analysis was performed by a 
•tepw· 

ise Selection of the demographic, biological, 

Psychological, and social variables that discriminated 

._o:ng the six paraphilic groups. Again, p to enter the 

lllo<1e1 Was set at •15 and subsequent analyses restricted 
to 

•05 for attaining significance. 

To test hypotheses eleven and twelve, two separate 
P•th 

a:nalyses were completed (see Figures 2 and 3). 
th

e first path analysis tested Hypothesis eleven, Model 
I, (,.. 

•-1 9Ure 2) and included MMPI scores. The second 
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path analysis tested Hypothesis twelve, Model II 

(Figure 3) without the MMPI scores. Variables in the 

models were expressed in standardized form (z scores) 

and at each stage path coefficients were calculated by 

regressing the models' dependent variables on the 

variables upon which they were assumed to depend. 

Demographic Variables 

AS reported in Table 1, demographic data were 

collected and coded for all subjects. The demographic 

variables included: age, birth order, race, marital 

status, number of children, occupation, referral 

source, number of arrests, religion and education. 

Most of these variables were coded categorically and so 

the frequencies and percentages of subjects within each 

group falling into each category are presented in Table 

1. The means and standard deviations of subjects' ages 

and education, the only continuous demographic 

variables, are presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

~oan !g~ and ~ _ Years of Education of sexual Offender 

Group a b 
n Age Education 

------------------------ll 01110 s e xu a 1 
Pedophile 61 35.5 14.0 

-------- 11.6 4.1 
-----------------------------------------------

lleterose:xua1 
pedophile 41 38.2 11.6 

------- 13.8 3.4 ~~~--------~--~--------~------------------------l3ise:x 
Ual Pedophile 10 37.1 10.9 

------- 14.5 2.2 
~~~---------------------------------------------1:Xh 'b • • 1 itionist 41 21.3 12.5 

-------- 6.6 2.4 
-----------------------------------------------

21 30.3 12.0 
------- 9.8 3.2 

-~---------~------------------------------------
29.8 
9.1 

12.7 
2.5 

• 
w ,, 

. 
I 
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Results of a stepwise discriminant analysis of the 
demographic variables indicated that, with respect to 
age b' 

' irth order, marital status, number of children, 
Occupat· 

ion and education, there were significant 
ditte 

rences between the pedophiles and non-pedophiles 
~d-

ong the six sexual offender groups. These 
ditterences are described below. 

!ge~ Subjects' ages ranged from 21-10. Results 

Of the stepwise discriminant analysis indicated that 
•ge w 

as a significant discriminator between the 

Pedophiles and non-pedophiles, _,l(l,115)=27.2, P-',.001 

•
nd 

-ong the six paraphilic groups, F(5,130)=5.99, P~ 
•001. 

Pedophiles were significantly older (x:36.9) 
th

•n the As shown in Table 2 non-pedophiles (x:29.1). 

•••n ages of group subjects differed. The mean ages of 
••ch 

group were: homosexual pedophiles, 35.5; 

heterosexual pedophiles, 38.2; bisexual pedophile, 
37.1. i 

' 8 Xhibitionists, 21.3; sadists, 30.3; atyp cal, 

!,ir~ order. Birth order was a significant 
discri · i m1nator between the pedophile and non-pedoph le 
9~oup 8 , ..!_(1,135):4 •12, p<.05. Birth order was not, 
however i , a significant discriminator among the s x 

P•~•Philic groups. An examination of associated 

t~•ClU.ency, crosstabulation and)C~suggested that 

• I 

' I 
I 

• 

; I . ~ 
• 
~ 

·' ' 

I 
I 
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Pedophil es were more likely to be the youngest and 

ophiles were more likely to be the oldest child non-ped . 

in th. eir fami' 11· es -v.:L of origin,~ (2,N=192)=6.45,p~.o5 

(Appendix E) • 

This variable was not a significant 

discr· . iminator between the pedophiles and non-pedophiles 

or among the paraphilic groups. As shown in Table 1, 

(B?%) of the subjects were white and 27 (13%) of 184 

the sub' Jects were black or another race. Each of the 

Paraph'l' 1 ic groups had approximately the same racial 

compos·t· i ion of 85-95% white subjects and five-15% black 

or 0ther subjects (Appendix F). 

Ma · rital status. Results of the discriminant 

ana1y • sis indicated that this variable was not a 

Signif • • • icant discriminator between the pedophiles and 

non-pd 8 ophiles. Marital status did discriminate 

sign· . ificantly among the six paraphilic groups. Table 1 

Shows that with the exception of the heterosexual 

Pedopb' . o iles, most of the subjects were single (52-80~) 

or se Parated/divorced (l0-24%). Among the heterosexual 

Pedoph' iles, 41% were married, 29% were single and 29% 

Were separated/divorced (Appendix G). 

£hildren. Although numJ:>er of children did not 

discr· iminate significantly between the pedophile and 

non-p edophile groups, it discriminated significantly 

~ I l 
I 'I 

1 
II 

Ii 

1, 

·: II 
II 
II 
II 
II 

,. 
I, 

l: 
I: 
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among the six paraphilic groups in the stepwise 

analysis, 1:.( 5 , 110 >=8 •92, p<.001. Associated frequency, 

crosstabulation and x ~analysis suggested that with the 

exception of the heterosexual pedophile group, there 

were significantly more childless paraphiliacs than 

there were paraphiliacs with children, 1'~ 

(lO,_N:192)=3 5 .49, p<.001. These results, however, must 

be interpreted cautiously as there were so few subjects 

in some of the cells (see Appendix H). 

~ccupation. Occupation was a significant 

discriminator between the pedophile and non-pedophile 

groups, _!'.(1,115)=5.22, p<.os, and among the six groups, 

_!_(5,130)=4.82, p ~.001. Significantly more homosexual 

pedophiles than other paraphiliacs work with children 

(e.g coach, teacher), 'X~(5,N=174)=31.62, p(.001 

(Appendix I). 

Referral. Source of referral discriminated 

between the pedophiles and non-pedophiles, 

_!.(1,115)=5.18, p~.os, and among the six paraphilic 

groups, F(S,110):2.83, p<.os, in the stepwise 

discriminant analysis. Although the results were not 

significant, the associated frequency, crosstabulation 

and-X~showed a trend: most of the subjects in all of 

the groups were referred by the courts (21%) or another 

source (65%). With the exception of the heterosexual 



pedophiles (2 3%) only 13% of all subjects were 

self-referred (Appendix J). 
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Arrests. Number of arrests did not significantly 

discriminate between the pedophile and non-pedophile 

groups in the discriminant analysis. Number of arrests 

also did not significantly discriminate among the six 

paraphilic groups. As shown in Table 1, 84% of the 

pedophiles and 79% of the non-pedophiles had been 

arrested at least once (Appendix K). 

Religion. This was not a significant 

discriminator between the pedophiles and non-pedophiles 

or among the six paraphilic groups. As shown in Table 

1, 37% of the subjects were Protestant, 23% were 

catholic, 4% were Jewish and 36% were another religion 

(Appendix L). 

Education. Subjects, education ranged from 3-21 

years completed (see Table 2). Results of the 

discriminant analysis indicated that number of years of 

completed education discriminated between the 

pedophiles and non-pedophiles and among the six 

paraphilic groups, P(S,110):3.57, p~.01. There were 

significantly more pedophiles than non-pedophiles with 

grade school educations and with graduate school 

educations. More of the non-pedophiles fell into the 

high school or college category, -~~(3,N=211)=13.39, P~ 



.Ol• More specifically, significantly more of the 

bomosexual pedophiles than other paraphiliacs had 

college or graduate school educations, while the 

heterosexual pedophile group had grade school 

educations, ·X."""(15 , N=211)=35.32, p,.01 (Appendix M). 

Results~ Analyses of Hn,otheses -

90 

Biological HyPotheses. The means and standard 

deviations for the biological variables are reported in 

Table 3. Subjects' testosterone levels ranged from 

95-1659 fd (the normal level for adult males is 575 + 

or - 150 fd). subjects, LH levels ranged from 2-111 

mlu/ml (the normal level for adult males is 3.9-18 

mlu/ml)• subjects, FSH levels ranged from 1-633 mlu/ml 

(the normal level for adult males is 1.5-16 mlu/ml). 

Hypothesis ll Pedophiles will B!!..! ~ significantly 

higher incidence of chromosomal anomolies than will 

other paraphiliacs. This hypothesis was not confirmed 

by the analysis. Further, only three of the 211 

subjects had an XXY karotype with a diagnosis of 

Klinefelters syndrome: two were homosexual pedophiles 

and one was in the atypical group. 

Hypothesis 2: Pedophiles will have~ significantly 

higher incidence of hormonal irregularities~ will 

other paraphiliacs. Although there were no significant 

differences between the pedophiles and non-pedophiles 
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or among the six paraphilic groups with respect to 

lutenizing hormone (LH) or follicle stimulating hormone 

(FSH) levels, all or the paraphilic groups had elevated 

LH and FSH levels. Testosterone levels were 

significantly different among the six groups and 

between the pedophile and non-pedophile groups. 

Results of a stepwise discriminant analysis of all six 

groups on all biological variables indicated that 

testosterone was a significant differentiator among the 

six diagnostic groups, ,.!(5,185)=2.47, p~.05. An 

examination of frequency, crosstabulations and 

associated-X~suggested that the sadist group was 

significantly below the mean on testosterone levels and 

the exhibitionist group had significantly elevated 

testosterone levels, "X"'-(10,Jl=211) = 28.74, p<.001. 

When the combined pedophile group (homosexual, 

heterosexual, bisexual pedophiles) was compared to the 

coml:>ined non-pedophile group (exhibitionists, sadists, 

and the atypical group) on testosterone level (below, 

at, or above mean levels) there were significantly more 

pedophiles than non-pedophiles in the below-average 

level and significantly more non-pedophiles than 

pedophiles in the elevated testosterone level category, 

;x~(2,N=211) = 6.74, p<.os. These results, however, 

must be interpreted cautiously as some of the cell 
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counts were small (see Appendix N). 
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'l'able 3 

~and .E,? Categ- !,tandard Deviations of Biological Variables 
---= - 0 x:.? E?1. Sexual Offender-

Group a 
n Testosterone 

b 
LB 

C 
FSK ---Ro ______________________ _ 

osexua1 pedophile 61 635.1 28.4 76.5 
-------- 278.8 32.9 165.2 ------Rete -----------------------------------------

rosexua1 Pedophile 41 645.6 23.9 55.3 
------- 250.6 26.1 92.6 

------------------------------------------------BiselCU 
al Pedophile 10 754.2 35.0 79.7 

------- 331.2 35.4 109.3 
------------------------------------------~~~--~ 1lrbib' 1.tionist 41 *800.6 25.1 72.3 

------ 230.7 18.7 96.5 

--------------------------------------------------Sadist 
21 625.3 19.9 53.2 

- ............ _.. 252.3 25.9 111.l 

-------------------------------------------------~t:n, \ 
ica1 Paraphiliacs 34 657.2 23.6 58.2 

225.4 20.6 89.9 

-------------------------:Mote-
&re beieans are reported on 
a no ow 

top and standard deviations 

b nol'lllal level 
c nol'lllal level 
*P< l'lllal level •05 

for adult male= 575 + or - 150 (fd) 
for adult male= 3.9-18 mlu/ml 
for adult male= 1.5-16 mlu/ml 
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R_sycholo9ical Hypotheses • 

.!YPothesis .!:_ Pedophiles will have significantly 
~iC?hA .... 
~~cores~ !l!! Social Introversion, Psychopathic 
~iate O , 

----_;;;~'..LL ominance, Depression and Psyasthenia scales 

~ !,__h~ ~PI~~ other paraphiliacs. Only 14 of 
the 211 SUbjects had MMPI scores recorded. Results of 
the d' 

iscriminant analysis indicated that there were no 
Signif' 

icant differences between the pedophile and 

non-pedophi' le hili groups or among the six parap c groups 

on their MMPI h ld b t d scale scores. Its ou e no e, 
ho'lfever 

, that this analysis is suspect because of the 

sma11 nn-~er of i th' 1 i 
"""'u..l subjects included n is ana ys s 

(Appendix o). 

!.0 cial Hypotheses. The results of the analysis of 
the so . 

cia1 hypotheses (Hypotheses 4-10) are presented 

in Table 4. These results are reported as frequencies 
and p 

ercentages of subjects within each group falling 
into d' , 

ifferent levels of the coded categorical social 
"ariahles. 
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h !!Ypothesis !.!. Pedophiles will have! significantly 

-!g_ht!!: !,ncidence ~ familial pedophilia than will other 
~aphiliacs. 

indicated that 
A stepwise discriminant analysis 

there were no significant differences 
betwee 

n the pedophile and non-pedophile groups on 
incide 
• nee of familial pedophilia. There were also no 

Significant differences i h·1· 

(Appendix P). 
among the s x parap i ic groups 

!!Ypothesis g Pedophiles will have! significantly 
~iC?bAr. 
~ .!_ncidence of father absence and/or emotional 
dist -
~ during childhood than will other paraphiliacs. 
'l'here 

were no significant differences between the 

Pedophiles and non-pedophiles or among the six 
Paraph·i 1 ic groups on their self reports of childhood 

relationships with their fathers. As reported in Table 
4

' 
3

- 2a% of the subjects in all of the six paraphilic 
groups . 

reported positive relationships with their 
fath 

ers and 62-97% of all of the subjects reported 
soDlewh 

at negative or negative childhood relationships 
\rith fathers (Appendix Q) • 

!!Ypothesis 6: Pedophiles will~! significantly 
~CfhA- i - . 
~ _ncidence of mother absence .2,!: emotional 

dist -
~ during childhood~ will other paraphiliacs. 

A Post-hoc analysis of paraphilic subjects' 

~elationships with their mothers was also done. This 
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-•s measured in the same way as hypothesis s, 

relationship with father. The analysis did not yield 
Signif" 10•nt differences between the pedophiles and 
non-pedophiles ii or among the six paraph l c groups. As 
Sho1rn i,.. """" .... le ub. t t d ~ ~_, 4, 27-59% of alls Jee s repor e 
Positi . 

ve relationships with their mothers while 31-73% 
Of th 

e SUbjects reported somewhat negative or negative 

Childhood relationships with mothers (Appendix R). 

!!Yl>othesis 1..:. Pedophiles will have~ significantly 
~icrhA~ 
~ !.ncidence of losses during childhood than will 

Oth -
~ 2,araphiliacs. Although there were no significant 
ditre 

ranees between the pedophile and non-pedophile 
groups . 

on this variable, there were significant 
ditf 

•ranees among the six paraphilic groups, F(S,165) = 
2

•
52

, p<.os. The homosexual pedophile group had a 

Significantly lower incidence of losses during 
Childh 00d than the other groups and the bisexual 

Pedophiles had a significantly higher incidence of 
loaa . 

es during childhood than the other groups, ~ 4 

<
5

,1!=191) = 11.a3, p~.os (Appendix S). 

!!Yl>othesis a: Pedophiles will have~ significantly 

~ .!,ncidence-:f childhood sexual victimization than 
-111 -
~ .2,_th~ Paraphiliacs. There were no significant 
ditr 

•ranees between the pedophile and non-pedophile 

g~oupa or among the six paraphilic groups on this 



variable. 

history of 
Only 46 of the 211 subjects had a clear 

childhood sexual involvement with an adult 

98 

(see Appendix T). Based upon this limited sample, 

significantly more of the homosexual pedophiles than 
Oth

er Paraphilics had been sexually involved with an 

adult before age 14, ~~(so,n:46) = 68.49, p~.os. These 
rasu1t 

s, however, must be interpreted cautiously due to 
s~all 8 Ulple size. 

!Yl>othesis .!.!. Pedophiles will have~ significantly 
lower i 
~ _ncidence of use of violence than will other 

- -- -- ~~,;;;._=-~ - -

~aphiliacs. Results of the discriminant analysis 

i
nd

icated that there were significant differences 
betwee 

n the pedophile and non-pedophile groups, 
P(1 12 
- ' 0) = 12. 59, p<. 001, and among the six paraphili_c 
group 

s, .!(5,20) = 4.58, p<.01, on the use of violence. 

As Predicted, the pedophiles had a significantly lower 

incidence of the use of violence than did the other 

Piar•Philics, 'X ... ( l,.l=200 ) = 20. 41, p<". 001. When all six 

groups Were compared on this variable the sexual sadist 

group had a significantly higher incidence of use of 
Viol ~ 

ence than did each of the other groups, ·x (5,N=200) 

==101.10, p<.001 (Appendix t7). 

!Yl>othesis lli Pedophiles will have~ 

!.!i.!tificantly higher incidence 2!, incestuous 
invo1 
~~their children~ will other 
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R.!!:,aphiliacs. 
~----:.::-=.::!~- A post-hoc analysis ot the incidence of 

SUbjects, inc~stuous involvement with their children 
lilaa cond 

Ucted. This analysis indicated that there were 
aignifi 

cant differences between the pedophiles and 
Jlon-ped h 

op iles and among the six paraphilic groups on 
th

is variabl ii e. The pedophile group was sign t cantly 
Dlor9 i 

nceatuoua than the non-pedophile group, 
..!Cl,2s1-... 2 . 

-~. 6, p~.os. AD evaluation ot associated 
freCJUen 

cy, crosstabulations and -x~indicated that this 
lfas b 

•cause the heterosexual pedophiles were 
SigJlif" 

~cantly more involved in incestuous relationships 
lfith thei~ chi"ldren 4 than were each ot the other groups, "1"4- (S 

,l!.=2 111 = 35.16, p~.001. These results, however, 
DlUat b 

e interpreted cautiously because ot the small 
Jl'UDlber 

Of subjects in some ot the cells (see Appendix ,,, . 
!.•~ !odel. Two alternate path models (Hypotheses 

11 
a
nd 

12) were tested (see Figures 2 and 3). The 
first "'" d d di' d 

~
0 el included MMPI scores and the secon one 

!Yeothesis lli (Figure ll Biological 

~abi,,~~-- and social circumstances (i.e. 
Cbi ~ -
~ experiences of loss, unavailable parents, and 
~b - . 
~ ~ .P,edophile relative).!!.! associated with 
fee1• . 
~~depression, introversion, aggression lli 

I 
I 

I 

~ 

" I 

!I 
n 
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~alit --..:...;;..i..I~~ PurtherL childhood experiences of loss, 
unavaila.bl 
---.::::..: e parents and having~ pedophile relative 

~ ! £,hild's vulnerability to becoming intimately 
invo1v d 
~ ~ith _!!! adult, which in turn affects feelings 

!!! de:Dress · · · d l · t - ion, introversion, aggression .!!L mora i y. 

~ .!,_duit,..! incestuous involvement with his child is 
direct1 -- -- -
~ .!,_elated to having~ sexually victimized.!! 

! ~ h..,imselt and indirectly affected BI his social 
0 irc:IIDI 
~ stances. Incestuous involvement is also directly 

~ 12 feelings of depression, introversion, 

~•ssion-L morality and violence (these feelings might 
~ke it d 0 

' ' d lt -- - _1fficult to establish and maintain au 
bater - -
~ relationships) and indirectly affected .EI 
bio1 0 • 
~ vulnerabilites and social circumstances. 
e -
~ .E,,,rientation is directly related to incest 
beca.u -
~!man who chooses to become incestuously 
i -- -
~With! child probably makes his choice because 

.!!.! bas d · · · · i t · t -;;.;: _ifficulty establishing~ maintaining n ima e 
•du1t i 
~ .!:.8 la.tionships. An attempt was made to test th s 
~Ode1 b l 

ut there were not enough MMPI data for the mode 
ae11 

s to compute the estimates of the paths (see 
Append· 1X W). Therefore this hypothesis could not be 
e,,•lu 

ated directly. 

!Yeothesis 12: (Figure ll childhood experiences of 
loaa -
~ ~navailable parents and having~ pedophile 

I 
I 

;/ 
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relat· 
---= 

1!! affect a child's vulnerability and receptivity 
to bee i -
- - om ng intimately involved with .!!! adult. An 
adult, • 
~ ~ncestuous incolvement with his child is 

~ related to 
a. Ch"l ~ - 1 ~ 1!,imself and 

having been sexually victimized as 

indirectly affected EI his social 
Ci.re~ t -
~ s ances (i.e. childhood experiences ot loss, 
unava11-~1 . i 
~ parents and having! pedophile relat ve). 
O'nconv ti . . 
---=:.:::.: en onal sexual behavior J.!9:.:. incest)_!! also 
DlOderat d 
~~biological vulnerabilities (i.e. 
Ch.romo 
~~hormonal irregularities). Sexual 
0 . . 

~,!!directly related to incest because! man 

~ £.hoose! ~ become incestuously involved with a 
Child 
~ ~robablI makes his choice because he has 

· ~ establishi:;-and maintaining intimate adult 
rela.t. . . 
~ Further,! child who experienced 
Childh . 
~ !_osses, unavailable parent/sand! pedophile 

~ as a model tor intimate relationships might be --Dlo.re t 
~ .!_Ulnerable and receptive to intimate involvemen 
lrith 
~ .!.!! .!,__dult. An adult who has only experienced 
inti - - -
~.!!!this kind of unequal relationship might be ---Dlore l "k . . d 
~~el.I to have difficulty establishing.!!!._ 
Dla.inta · - - · h" ~ mature heterosexual relations ips. 

Results of the path analysis indicated that two 

Pa.
th 

coefficients were significant (see Figures 4 and 
S). ( i 

· a) a child's collective social circumstances ( .e. 
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having experienced losses, relationship with parents, 

a
nd 

having a pedophile relative), and especially having 

a Pedopb~le h"ldh d 1 • relative, are related to c i oo sexua 

involvement with an adult, F( 4,118)=6.S4, p~.001; Cb) 
incest . 

uous involvement with a child is related to 

s exual orientation, _!(l,203) = 11.19, p~.001 (Appendix 
X). 
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summarx 

There were significant differences between the 

major groupings of pedophiles (homosexual, heterosexual 

and bisexual pedophiles) and non-pedophiles 

(exhibitionists, sadists and the atypical group). The 

results of a stepwise discriminant analysis indicated 

that these major groupings differed demographically, 

biologically, and socially. There were also 

significant differences when the two major groupings 

were categorized and analyzed as six different 

paraphilic diagnostic groups (homosexual pedophiles, 

heterosexual pedophiles, bisexual pedophiles, 

exhibitionists, sadists, atypical paraphiliacs). 

Demographically, the diagnostic groups differed with 

respect to age, birth order, marital status, number of 

children, occupation and education. The groups did not 

differ on race, marital status, source of referral, 

arrest record or religion. 

A significant biological variable that 

discri~inated between the pedophile and non-pedophile 

groups and among the six different diagnostic groups 

was testosterone level. The groups did not differ on 

chromosomal anomalies or LH and FSH levels. 

Psychological variables were assessed by recording MMPI 

scale scores. There were no significant differences 
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between t 
he pedophile and non-pedophile groups and 

among the six paraphilic groups on their MMPI scores. 
Becaus 

e Only 14 of the 211 subjects had been given the 
HMPr and some of the subjects' scale scores were 
extremely skewed Ct scores in the so 1 s and 90's), 
resu1t 

sot the psychological variables must be 
interp t 

reed cautiously. Significant discriminating 
social . . 

variables included experience of childhood loss, 

age Of first sexual involvement, use of violence, and 
incest 

uous involvement. The groups did not differ in 

incidence of familial pedophilia and relationship with 
Parents. 

The discriminant and path analyses were conducted 
first • 

With, and second without, the MMPI scores as only 
14 

SUbjects had been given the MMPI. Results of the 
the s 

econd path analysis (Model II without the MMPI 

scores) indicated that two path coefficients were 
Sign• , 

ificant: (a) a child's collective social 
CirCUJn 

stances (i.e. having experienced losses, 
relati . 0 nship with parents, and having a pedophile 

relative), and especially having a pedophile relative, 
are 

related to childhood sexual involvement with an 
ac1u1t :r i t '_(4,118):6.54, p.:;.OOl (b) nces uous 
invo1 

Vement with a child is related to sexual 
0•' 

... ientat · 001 ion, F(l 203) = 11.19, p<. • 
·- I 
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~=~~~Significant Differences between Pedophiles 
~ - -pedo hiles 

Group 

Non-pedophiles 

---
--------------------------------------------------

younger -----------------------------------~-----------------
Youngest child oldest child 

-------------------------~---------------------------
Children works with adults ---

--------------------------------------------------
school education high school/college -----------------------------------------------------

high testosterone ------------------------------------~----------------not 'Violent violent -------------------~----------~----------------------
incestuous not incestuous 
-------------------------------------------~-------~-
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~ Of - Significant Differences among six Paraphilic 

ltoniosex 
Pedophi~al Heterosexual Bisexual Exhibi- Sadist Atypical 
------ e Pedophile Pedophile tionist 

-------------------------------------------------

Group 

------ oldest youngest 
-------------------------------------------------married and 

----- have children 
----Wort . ----------------------------------------------Cb ·1 lr1th 

_ 1 dren 

--------•ducat --------------------------------------------------- ed uneducated 
--------------------------------------------------elevated low 

----- testosterone 
t ----h~!dChild:--------------;;;;-~;ii~=--------------------
---- losses hood losses 

------0hild ---------------------------------------------sex ~~00~ childhood 
---- ictims sex victims 

------------------------------------------------------- violent 
-------------------------------------------------------- incestuous 
--------------------------------------------------
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DISCUSSION 
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A stepwise discriminant analysis was used to 

describe the biological, psychological, and social 

differences between pedophiles and non-pedophiles. 

This analysis also differentiated six paraphilic groups 

(homosexual pedophiles, heterosexual pedophiles, 
his 

exua1 pedophiles, exhibitionists, sadists, atypical 

Paraphilics) on variables extracted from charts. 

Results from a path analysis were used to test 

hypotheses about patterns of correlations among the 
hio1 i 

og cal, psychological and social variables. 

~~Results 

Tables sand 6 summarize the significant results 
Of th• 

is study. As shown in Table 5, demographically, 
Pedoph" i · i 1les were older, were youngest ch ldren 1n the r 

fanailies of origin, worked with children, and had 

completed grade school or graduate school. 

Bon-pedophiles were younger, were oldest children in 
th

eir families of origin, worked with adults, and had 

completed high school or college. Biologically, 

Pedophiles had below average testosterone levels and 

non-pedophiles had elevated testosterone levels. 
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Socially, pedophiles were less violent and 

significantly more likely to be involved in incestuous 

relationships with their children than were 

non-pedophiles. 

As shown in Table 6, demographically, heterosexual 

Pedophiles were the oldest (mean age= 38) and 

e~hibitionists were the youngest (mean age= 27) of the 

Paraphilic groups. with the exception of heterosexual 

Pedophiles, most paraphilics were single and did not 

have Children. More homosexual pedophiles than other 

Paraphilics worked with children. Homosexual 

Pedophiles were more educated and heterosexual 

Pedophiles were less educated than were other sexual 

orrenders. When six paraphilic groups were compared 

biologically, sadists had below average testosterone 

levels and exhibitionists had elevated testosterone 
level 8 • Socially, homosexual pedophiles were 

Significantly less likely to have experienced a 

Childhood loss of a parent/s while bisexual pedophiles 

••re significantly more likely to have experienced a 

Childhood loss than other paraphilic groups. 

Ho•osexua1 pedophiles, when compared to other 

Paraphilics, were significantly more likely to have 

been sexually victimized as children. Sadists were 

~ore Violent and heterosexual pedophiles were more 



involved in incestuous relationships with their 

children than were other paraphilic groups. 

Relationship of Present Findings to The Literature 

on Pedophilia 

111 

Demographics. As in earlier research (Danna, 

1984) which found that pedophiles represent a wide age 

range (from 18-61), ages of subjects in this study 

ranged from 21-10. Further, among the Johns Hopkins 

sample, pedophiles were older (x=36.9) than 

non-pedophiles (x=29.l). 

Results of this study suggest that pedophiles were 

significantly more likely to be the youngest and 

non-pedophiles were significantly more likely to be the 

oldest child in their families of origin. There were 

no other studies that have explored the birth order 

variable. 

184 of the subjects in this study were white and 

27 were black or another race. In the only other study 

(Danna, 1984) that investigated race, a similar racial 

composition existed, with 42 whites and two blacks. 

Danna (1984) also found that homosexual pedophiles 

were usually single. Results of this study supported 

Danna's earlier findings that homosexual pedophiles 

were generally single. Further, homosexual pedophiles 

were significantly more likely to have no children than 

. ' 
~ 

t1: 

c: 
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heterosexual pedophiles who were significantly more 
likely to be marri ed and/or separated/divorced and have 
Children. 

Results of this study confirmed Danna's (1984) 

findings that pedophiles are represented in a wide 
rang 

e of occupations, from unskilled laborers to 

Professionals. occupations of subjects in this study 
1110luded manual laborers, inmates, clerical workers, 

Priests, coaches, psychologists, psychiatrists, 

Professors and pediatricians. This wide range ot 

occupational skill levels may help to explain the 

finding (Gebhard, 1964) that pedophiles were uneducated 

a
nd 

simple-minded, which appears to conflict with Danna 
Who f i ound tha t many pedophiles were profess onals. An 

additional finding in this study was that homosexual 

Pedophiles were significantly more likely to work with 

Children (e.g. coach, priest, pediatrician) than were 
0th

er Paraphilics. 

~here are no data describing sources of referral 
tot 

reatment clinics. The paraphiliac subjects in this 

•tudy Were generally not self-referred. Most were 

referred by the courts, attorneys, probation officers, 

therapists or family members. 

Fitch (1 962) did not differentiate paraphilic 

groups but found that pedophiles had a higher 

., . .,, 
JI! M 1111 ~,, 
I
, .... ,, 

' .. ~· 
◄I If'' 
d .:~/: 

,, f' , .. . ' ., .. . ... 4•; 
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recidivism rate than did comparable heterosexual 

offenders. Results of this study did not support 

Fitch's findings. Pedophiles were no more likely to 

have an arrest record than were non-pedophiles. An 

inspection of Table 1, however, shows that most 

subjects in all of the paraphilic groups in this study 

did have arrest records. 

A limitation in this study was the lack of a 

non-paraphilic comparison group. If such a comparison 

group had been included, recidivism rates might have 

been an important discriminator between the normal and 

paraphilic groups. As noted in the researcher's 

journal observations, most of the pedophile subjects 

had life-long patterns of preoccupation with and 

imagery involving children. 

Results of previous research on pedophiles' 

education are incongruent. Wilson, et al. described a 

group of politically active European pedophiles 

-at-large as educated whereas Gebhard (1964) described 

an American pedophile sample as uneducated. This study 

supported both of these findings: homosexual pedophiles 

were the most educated (mean years of education=14) and 

bisexual and heterosexual pedophiles were the least 

educated (mean years of education=ll.2) of the six 

paraphilic groups in this study. 
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There are no previous data on paraphi'lic sUbjects, 
religion. In this study, while there were no 

significant differences between the pedophiles and the 

non-pedophiles or among the six paraphilic groups, most 

of the subjects had some religious affiliation (Table 

l). About one-third were Protestant (38%) and a large 

group was catholic (about 23%) but only 4% were Jewish. 

The remaining subjects affiliated with other religions 

(e.g. Hindu, other). 

Biological. Unlike previous findings at Johns 

Hopkins sexual Disorders Clinic (Gaffney & Berlin, 

1984), in which chromosomal anomalies were found in a 

number of 18 homosexual pedophiles, only three of the 

211 subjects in the current study (two of the 61 

homosexual pedophiles and one of the 34 atypical 

paraphilics) had Klinefelters syndrome. 

Gaffney & Berlin (1984) also found that pedophiles 

have a marked LB elevation and hormonal irregularities 

when compared to non-pedophile patients and normal male 

controls. As shown in Table 3, all six groups of 

paraphilic subjects in the present study had elevated 

LB and FSB levels. As shown in Tables 5 and 6, 

testosterone was the only biological variable that 

discriminated between the pedophiles and non-pedophiles 

of this study. Significantly more of the pedophiles 



th
an non-pedophiles had below-average testosterone 

levels. 
A more detailed analysis revealed that the 

sadists had below-average testosterone levels and the 

eahibitionists had elevated testosterone levels. 

!.sYchologi cal. The MMPI has been widely used to 
st

udy sexually deviant criminal ottenses. With the 

e~ception of an elevated Psychopathic deviate (Pd) 
scale 

'results of these studies have been inconsistent 
<Rader 

' 1977; Karacen, 1974; Panton, 1958; Rada, 1978; 

ScJunidt, 1945; Swenson, Grimes, 1958; Armentrout, 
Hanes 1 , 978; Anderson, Kunce, 1979). 

Rader (1977) tor example, found that rapists 
•cored 

significantly higher than exhibitionists on the 
P, lfa 

'D, Hy, Pd and sc scales whereas Karacen, 
Willi 

ams, Guerrero, Salis, Thornby, Hursch (1974) 

found that 12 rapists scored significantly higher than 
12 

Prison controls and 12 normal controls on the Pd, 
Ma 

'•nd D scales. Panton (1958) and Rada (1978) on the 
0th

er hand, did not tind significant differences on the 

kMpz between rapists and various control groups. 
80

hlnidt (1945), who did not differentiate among sexual 

Offenders, found elevated Mt, Pa, Sc scales tor all 

Offender subjects. Swenson and Grimes (1958) found an 

•levated Pd scale among 45 undifferentiated sexual 

Offenders. Armentrout and Hauer (1978) found an 
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elevated Pd scale among the rapist and nonrapist sexual 

Offender groups studied. Anderson and Kunce (1979) 

analyzed MMPI profiles of 92 sex offenders who had been 

in
st

itutionalized for psychiatric evaluation. These 

researchers found that 88 of the subjects could be 

categorized into one ot three profiles: P,Sc; Pd, Ma; 
or D, Pd. 

This lack of consistency among studies does not 
1nd

icate that differences do not exist among the 

Paraphilias. Rather, most of the MMPI research on 

sexual offenders has not been comparable because of 
ditte 

rent control groups, biased samples, contamination 

Of experimental groups and general treatment ot allot 
th

• Paraphilias as a single group. Although this study 

•tteapted to control some ot the aforementioned 

liaitations, only 14 of the 211 subjects had MMPI 

scores recorded. Results of the discriminant analysis, 

Should be interpreted very cautiously because ot small 
9

clDlPle size. No significant differences were found 
betw 

•en the pedophile and non-pedophile groups or among 
th

e six paraphilic groups on their MMPI scale scores 

(~PPendix O). A characterization of sexual offenders 

based upon the MMPI is not possible from the present 
data. 

!,_ocial. Unlike the Gaffney, Lurie & Berlin's 

I j 
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st
udy (1984), in which there was a significantly higher 

incidence of pedophile relatives in a pedophile group 
than · 

in a depressed inpatient group, the present study 

found no significant differences between pedophiles and 
' 0th

er Paraphilics in incidence of familial pedophilia. 

Homosexual pedophiles in the current study were 

Significantly more likely than other paraphilics to 

have been sexually victimized as children. It is not 
Clea .... 

41 however, that this victimization was incestuous. 

~he absence of a non-paraphilic male comparison group, 

such as was used by Gaffney, Lurie & Berlin, may help 

to explain the seemingly incongruent findings between 

this study h and previous researc. 

No significant differences were found in the 

Present study between the pedophiles and non-pedophiles 

or among the six paraphilic groups with respect to 
Posit• ive-negative relationships with fathers. An 

inspection of Table 4 , however, suggests that there 

•ere no differences among the six paraphilic groups on 

father-son relationships because most subjects in all 

Of the six paraphilic groups reported negative 

relationships with their fathers. If a non-paraphilic 

comparison group had been used in this study, 

father-son relationship might have been an important 

discriminator between the non-paraphilic and paraphilic 

,,111• t 
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groups. This omission may help to explain the 
inconsi t . 

sent findings in the literature to date: 
signif• 

icantly more homosexuals than heterosexuals, 
hetero 

sexual pedophiles and homosexual pedophiles 
report 

poor father-son relationships (Freund & 

Blanchard, 1983); pedophiles have distant fathers 
(Mohr 1 ' 982; Freund, 1982); pedophiles perceive their 
rathe 

rs more negatively and their mothers more 

Positively than do rapists or nonoffenders (Roby, 
1982). 

Results of the current study also indicated that 
th

ere Were no significant differences between the 

Pedophiles and non-pedophiles or among the six 

Paraphilic groups with respect to positive-negative 
relat· 

ionships with mothers. An inspection of Table 4, 
ho1rev 

er, suggests that nearly twioe as many of all of 
th

e Paraphilic subjects reported positive mother-son 
relat· 

ionships as reported positive father-son 

relationships. Further, nearly twice as many subjects 
in a11 of the groups in the present study reported 

negative father-son relationships as reported negative 
lllothe r-son relationships. Although the groups did not 
dirte . . r significantly from one another, there appears to 

be a Pattern l ti hi d of negative father-son re a ons ps an 

Positive mother-son relationships among the paraphilio 
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SUbjects. These tentative findings could be seen as 

support tor psychoanalytic interpretations of 
Pedophilia. Psychoanalytic theory views a boy's 
fee1· 

ings toward his mother and his resolution of the 
Oedipus complex through identification with his father 

as a critical determinant of adult relations and 

attitudes toward ~ature heterosexual relationships. 

Because these paraphilic subjects had positive 

relationships with their mothers and negative 
relat· 

ionships with their fathers, satisfactory 

resolution ot the Oedipal conflict, according to 

Psychoanalytic theory, would not have occurred. These 

SUbjects would have been unprepared to enter into 

~ature heterosexual i relationsh ps. 

Although there are no studies that investigate 
Ch" 11dhood losses with a paraphilic population, Hyers & 

Berah (1983) found that a court-referred pedophile 
CJroup 

came from less stable families than an 

•~hibitionist group. In contrast, results of the 

Present study indicated that there were no differences 
bet1r 

•en Pedophiles and non-pedophiles in experience of 
Childh l 0 od loss of parent/s. However, homosexua 

Pedophiles experienced significantly fewer childhood 

Parental losses (ll%) and bisexual pedophiles had 
Big i 

n ficantly more losses (90%) than the other 

119 
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paraphilic groups (table 4). About one-half of the 

subjects in the other paraphilic groups had experienced 

a childhood loss of a parent figure through death, 

separation or divorce. 

Gebhard (1975) and Danna (1984) found that 

pedophiles were often sexually abused as children. 

Results of this study supported these findings: 

homosexual pedophiles were significantly more likely to 

have been childhood sexual victims than the other 

paraphilic groups (Table 4). 

Results of the present research indicated that 

subjects in the pedophile group were significantly more 

likely to be incestuously involved with their children 

than subjects in the non-pedophile group. AD 

examination of Table 4, however, suggests that this 

difference can be attributed almost exclusively to the 

heterosexual pedophile group who had more opportunities 

for incest. 70% of the heterosexual pedophiles had 

children while only 11-40% of the other paraphilic 

subjects had children (Table 1). Further, and in 

contrast to Bandura 1 s Social Learning Theory (which 

suggests that childhood sexual experiences with adults 

could be models for intimacy), there appeared to be no 

connection between childhood sexual victimization and 

incest in this study. The homosexual pedophiles were 
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significantly more likely to have been sexually 
Victimized as 

children than the heterosexual pedophiles 
lihereas the 

heterosexual pedophiles were significantly 

Dlore likely to be incestuously involved with their own 
Children. 

Some studies suggest that pedophiles are more 
Passive and 

submissive than rapists (Peters, 1976); 
ha.ve higher needs to nurture than normal adult males 
(F. 

l.sher & Howell, 1970); are usually non-violent and 
a.ct as a ch1.' ld, s friend (Danna, 1984). Results of the 
Present 

study supported these findings. Pedophiles 
llere • . 

s1.gn1ficantly less violent and sadists were 

significantly more violent than other paraphilic 
groups. 

~ !!Odels 

The two path models (Figures 2 and 3) tested were 

an effort to understand the relationships among the 
bio1og· 

l.ca1, psychological and social background 
Va.ri ... 1..1 

._, es investigated in this study. Model I, which 
included MMPI scores, could not be tested because only 
14 

of the 211 th h subjects had been given e MMPI. T ere 
lier , 

e not enough MMPI data for the model cells to 

compute the estimates of the paths (see Appendix W). 
t'he 

results of the path analysis of Model II (Figures 4 

a
nd 5), Which did not include the MMPI scores, indicate 
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that two path coefficients were significant: (a) a 

child's collective social circumstances (i.e. having 

experienced parental losses during childhood, 

relationship with parents, and having a pedophile 

relative), and especially having a pedophile relative, 

were related to childhood sexual involvement with an 

adult, .1:,(4,118)=6.54, p~.001, and (b) incestuous 

involvement with a child was related to sexual 

orientation, ..E_(l,203)=11.19, p<.001. 

These results suggest, as hypothesized, that 

childhood experiences of loss, unavailable parents and 

having a pedophile relative are related to a child's 

vulnerability and receptivity to becoming intimately 

involved with an adult. The strongest relationship is 

the one between having a pedophile relative and 

childhood sexual involvement with an adult (r=.38). 

There was no significant relationship, as 

hypothesized, between a man's incestuous involvement 

with his children and his own childhood sexual 

victimization. Nor was there a significant 

relationship between his childhood·social environment 

and incest. Further, there was no significant 

relationship between biological vulnerabilities and 

incest. 

There was a significant correlation between incest 

1:· •; 11• 
• Jl ti' 
:t 11t\ll' ., ti,, 
tu••' 
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ands 
exua1 orientation (r=.42). As hypothesized, 

sexual orientation was related to incest because a man 
liiho chooses to become incestuously involved with a 
Ch" 11

d Probably makes his choice because he has 

difficulty establishing and maintaining intimate adult 
relationships. 

Limitat· 
~~Future Research 

Future research with sexual offenders could be 
iJnproved by controlling rater bias, sample bias (as 
much 

as possible), including non-paraphilic 

heterosexual and homosexual male comparison groups, and 

Collecting and integrating psychological test results 
'Iii • 1th 

other data. It is unfortunate that so few of the 
Patient . . sat the Johns Hopkins sexual Disorders Clinic 

actua11y completed the MMPI. Additional areas for 
futu 

re research are provided by informal observations 

~ecorded while reading through the subjects' charts. 

The researcher was one of the raters. Some steps 

'liiere taken to minimize rater bias in this study (e.g. 
the s 

econd rater was unfamiliar with the hypotheses, 
chart 

s Were rated in alphabetical order rather 
than b . 

Y diagnostic group category, biological and 

Psychological data were objective). Future research, 
howeve . . r, could eliminate this experimenter bias by 
Using . 

independent raters who are unfamiliar with the 



stUdy•s hypotheses. 

The sample used in this study was selective. 
Subjects were hospital inpatients. It is difficult, 
however 

I to control sample bias while studying groups 
that are not readily available in the general 
Population. Sample bias, however, can be minimized by 
Using 

an outpatient or non-patient sample. Each of 
th

ese alternatives involves trade-offs. An outpatient 

sample may not have as much data collected on it as an 
inpatient sample (e.g. lab test results might not be 

available for an outpatient sample). Thus the findings 
Of th' 

is study cannot be safely generalized beyond a 
hos • Pitalized sample. working with non-patient, 

Uninstitut~onal.1'zed . . . l th' l d • paraph.1l.1cs .1nvo ves e .1ca an 
lega1 

constraints for the researcher that may preclude 

in-depth data collection (e.g a pedophile is unlikely 

to Participate in a study in which the researcher 

cannot guarantee him confidentiality or anonymity). 

A second shortcoming of the present study was the 
lack 

of a non-paraphilic heterosexual and homosexual 
ina1e 

comparison group. Although one of the goals of 
this 

study was to understand differences among groups 
of se xua1 offenders future research in this area could 
b ' 

e enhanced by an understanding of how sexual offenders 
are d. . 

.lfferent from a non-paraphilic population. For 
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example, most of the paraphilic subjects in this study 

reported negative childhood relationships with their 
fathers. 

Had a non-paraphilic comparison group been 
Used · 

in this study, possible differences in the pattern 
Of ch' 

ild-parent relationships between paraphilics and 

non-paraphilics might have identified an important 
Predisop . . osing variable in pedophilia. The inclusion of 

a heterosexual male comparison group might help to 

Clarify the role that father's play in the development 

Of a Pedophilic sexual orientation. 

Q_the_!: Observations. While reading through 
SUb' 

Jects • charts, the researcher kept an informal 

journal of observations. Observations were recorded 
When th ey were repeated across multiple charts. They 
Were 

not tested but they are noted briefly here because 
th

ey may stimulate future research. 

l. Many of the subjects were alcoholics and/or 
had 

alcoholism in their families. 
2 - Some of the subjects had histories of head 

trauma. 

J. Many of the subjects had an additional 

diagnosis of Adjustment Disorder. 

4. Pedophile "victims" usually knew the offender 
Pr' 

~or to their victimization. 

5. Most of the subjects were sexually active with 
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Peers at 
ages 10-14 or younger. 

frorn Peers. 
They learned about sex 

They often did not have basic or accurate 
intorrn ti 

a on about anatomy and sex. 
6

• Many of thern had difficulty or failure 

e
st

ablishing adult, heterosexual relationships but 

described the earlier (age 10-14) peer relationships as 
Positive. 

7
• Many of the subjects did not have other, more 

appropriate sexual outlets. 

8
• Pedophiles often had a life-long (since 

Puberty) . 
pattern of preoccupation with and imag~ry 

involving children. 

9
• Exhibitionists often had unsatisfactory 

sex-lives outside of their exhibitionism. They seem to 

Use their exhibitionist behavior as a passive and 

inappropriate invitation for sex. One exhibitionist 
sa·d 1 

that he was "hoping someone would respond and get 

in the car with him and have sex". Another commented 

about his exhibitionism that "you can avoid the 
rigarn 

aro1e of dating and caring - it's like going to a 
bar and . . " Picking up a woman for the evening• 

lo. Isolated sexual encounters with children 

sornetimes occur because of schizophrenia, mental 

retardation, drunkenness, organic mental disorders or 

an ernotional crisis. These isolated acts are generally 



not considered pedophilia. 
Theoret· 
- ica1 ~ Practical Implications 

The purpose of this study was to explore the 
biological , psychological, and social variables that 
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lllay Predispose men to a pedophiliac sexual orientation. 

There are implications for theory, research, and 
Practice. 

!.heory. The results of this study both support 

a
nd 

refute some of the theoretical explanations of 
dev· 

.iant sexuality. These theories include Social 

Learning d · · f h'l' an Behavioral explanations o parap .1 .ia, 
bio1 0 • 

g.1ca1 abnormalities, separation-individuation 
anxiety . , and Psychoanalytic concepts of arrested 

Psychosexual development. 

Bandura•s social Learning Theory describes 
learn· · .ing as occuring in part through obvservat.ion and 

lllOdelin • · · h 1 t' g. S.1m.1larly, Behavioral T eory exp ana .ions of 

Pedophilia assume that pedophilia is a learned 

behav.1· or. · · t d ( Hypotheses 4, a and 9 .in th.is s u y Do 

Pedophiles have a higher incidence of familial 

Pedophilia, childhood sexual victimization, and 

incestuous involvement with their children than other 

Paraph'1• . th . .l .iacs?) addressed the Learning eor.ies 

assulllption that pedophilia is a learned behavior. 

Do pedophiles have a higher incidence of familial 



pedophilia than other paraphiliacs? If a man had 

observed a pedophile relative as a role model for 

intimacy during his childhood that man might imitate 

the pedophile behavior during his adulthood. Is 

pedophile behavior learned? Results of this study do 

not support these theoretical explanations of 

pedophilia. Very few of the paraphilic subjects 

(including the pedophiles) had a pedophile relative 

(Appendix P) from whom they might have learned their 

sexual behavior or who might have served as a role 

model. 
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Do pedophiles have a higher incidence of childhood 

sexual victimization than other paraphilics? If so, do 

pedophiles' childhood sexual experiences with adults 

serve as learning models for adulthood intimacy with 

children? Results of this study tentatively support 

this Learning Theory explanation of pedophilia. 

Although there were no significant differences between 

the pedophile and non-pedophile groups with respect to 

incidence of childhood sexual victimization, an 

examination of Table 4 indicates that 30% of the 

pedophiles and 20% of the non-pedophiles reported being 

sexually victimized as children. 33% of the homosexual 

pedophiles, 28% of the heterosexual pedophiles and 57% 

of the bisexual pedophiles (which represents only four 
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b' 
isexua1 pedophile subjects) had been childhood sexual 

Victims. 
It is estimated that 5-28% of the 

non-par h .. 
ap ilic population has been sexually victimized 

as Ch'l 
i dren (Kinney, Pomeroy, Martin & Gebhard, 1953; 

Gagnon, 1965 ,· Summit & Kryson, 1978). 

Further, results of the path analysis suggest that 
there · 

is a correlation (r=.38) between childhood sexual 
Victimizati'on and · t' t · having a pedophile rela ive. I is 
not 1 c ear whether pedophiles were childhood victims of 
th· 

eir pedophile relatives or whether observation of a 

Pedophile relative reinforced the adult-child model of 
intim . 

acy that may have been learned from their own 
Childh 00d sexual experiences with adults. 

The data from this study on incidence of childhood 
sexual · • . victimization among paraphilics also supports 
the 

actual sexual experience variation of 

Psychoanalytic theory. Problems resulting from actual 
Ch. 

ildhood sexual experiences, which Freud and many of 
his fl 0 lowers attributed to Oedipal fantasies, may not 
be ma . . . 

nifested during early life, according to this 
Va~iat· h bl ion of psychoanalytic theory. Sue pro ems may 

su~face later when the demands of adult sexuality 

overwhelm the individual. Proponents of the actual 

sexual experience alternative to Freud's theory 
llla ' 

intain that the adult with this background would show 

, .. , ... . ,, ,.,,. 



strong , . narcissism , needing continual recognition and 
q.PPreciation. In the absence of such support, 
individuals who had sexual experiences in childhood 
feel • 

inadequate and inferior as adults and seek 
relat· . 

ionships in which they can overwhelm and conquer 
0 ther 

s (Kaplan & Sadock, 1985). 

Do Pedophiles have a higher incidence of 
incest 

Uous involvement with their children than other 

Paraphilics? If so, is this related to his own 
Ch' 

ildhood sexual victimization? Results of this study 
do not 

suggest that incestuous behavior is learned. 
The b' 

isexual pedophiles and homosexual pedophiles were 
Signif' 

icantly more likely to have been sexually 
"icti i m Zed as children than the heterosexual 

Pedophiles. Yet the heterosexual pedophiles were 
Signif' 

icantly more likely than the homosexual and 
bisex 

Ual pedophiles to be involved in an incestuous 
:telat· 

ionship with their children. Finally, the path 
ana1y . 

sis indicates that there is almost no correlation 

(r~.02 ) between childhood sexual victimization and 
incest. 

Behavioral explanations of pedophilia assume that 
it . 

is a learned behavior that should be addressed 
throu h g a sexual reorientation process. In addition to 

for~a11y tested hypotheses in this study, there are 
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also if 
n °rmal observations to both support and refute 

Learning theory explanations of pedophilia. In support 

of a learning theory 1 t' · th h ' exp ana ion is e researc er s 
journal 

observation that many of the paraphilics 
learn d 

e (or mislearned) about sex from peers and often 
d'd 1 

not have accurate information about anatomy or sex. 
Altern t· a ively, a perusal of the subjects' arrest 
freguen . 

c1es (Table 3) suggests that recidivism rates 
are h' 

lgh among this population and therefore a ,, 
re-learning" of appropriate sexual behavior is not 

happening. Further, the observation that pedophiles 
have li fe-long preoccupations with children suggests 
that th . eir sexual orientation is a complex combination 

of Personality traits, constitutional factors and life 

e:,q,eriences. 

Biological theories suggest that chromosomal, 

hormonal, and other physiological factors may influence 

se~ua1 behavior. Hypotheses 1 and 2 in this study (Do 

Pedophiles have a higher incidence of chromosomal and 
horm 

ona1 irregularities than other paraphilics?) 

address these biological theories. 

Do pedophiles have a higher incidence of 

Chromosomal anomalies than other paraphilics? Results 

Of this study do not support this theoretical 

(chromosomal) explanation of pedophilia: only three of 

,f 
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th
e 211 subjects in all of the groups (two homosexual 

.Pedophil 
es and one atypical paraphilic) had an XXY 

karotype w1· th a diagnosis of Klinefelter•s Syndrome. 

Do Pedophiles have a higher incidence of hormonal 

irregularities than other paraphilics? Data from the 
.Present 

study suggested that the answer is no. This 
st

Udy•s findings, however, that sadists and 

exhibitionists had testosterone irregularities and that 

subjects in all of the six paraphilic groups had 
elevat d 

e LH and FSH levels provide support for 
bio1 0 • 

gical theories of the paraphilias. 

Psychoanalytic theories of development claim 
that 

Problems resulting from separation-individuation 
anJciety . , childhood sexual experiences and lack of 

resa1ut1'on f i f h th o Oedipal confl cts may sur ace wen e 
deinand s of adult sexuality overwhelm the individual. 
In th' 15 study, hypotheses s, 6, 7, and 8 (Do pedophiles 
have ah' lgher incidence of father and/or mother absence 
and/a r emotional distance, losses, and childhood sexual 

Victiinization than other paraphilias?) addressed this 
theory. 

What kind of relationships do pedophiles have with 
the· 

ir Parents? The results of this study suggested 
that Wh ' 1 ' ' t d 'ff 1 e there were no sign1f1can 1 erences 
betw 

een pedophiles and non-pedophiles, most of the 
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paraphilic subjects reported negative childhood 

relationships with their fathers and positive 

relationships with their mothers. This finding 
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supports separation-individuation theories which claim 

that an overly-protective mother and a distant father 

maY be the source of anxiety during a stage in which a 

male child is trying to separate from his mother and 

form a distinct male identity. Psychoanalytic theory 

views a boys' feelings toward his mother and his 

resolution of the Oedipal complex through 

identification with his father as a critical 

determinant of adult relations and attitudes towards 

mature heterosexual relationships. The data in this 

study suggested a pattern of negative father-son 

relationships and positive mother-son relationships 

among the paraphilic subjects. According to 

psychoanalytic theory, this pattern results in 

unsatisfactory resolution of Oedipal conflicts and will 

lead to later difficulty establishing and maintaining 

mature heterosexual relationships. 

similarly, resolution of Oedipal conflicts, 

according to Psychoanalytic theory, could be disrupted 

through the loss (by death, separation or divorce) of a 

parent during childhood. Although the results of this 

study indicated no significant differences between the 
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Pedophile and non-pedophile groups with respect to 

experience of chi'ldhood 1 o 90~ f 11 f th oss, J - ~ o a o e 
Paraphilic 

subjects had lost a parent during childhood. 
These find' 

ings support psychoanalytic explanations of 
the 

Paraphilias. 

Alfred Adler theorized that birth order was one of 
th

e major childhood social influences on adult 
1 · 
ifesty1e (Schultz, 1976). Adler claimed that 

f' 
.1.r

st
born children had a period of "reign" until the 

second hi 
c ld was born and "dethroned" the firstborn. 

The first child, in an effort to regain his lost 

supremacy, strikes out in anger against the new child 

a
nd

/or his parents. As an adult, the firstborn may 

feel hostile toward others. Adler found that crimi~als 
ands 

exua1 offenders are often firstborns. The 
Young 

est child, in contrast, never faces dethronement 

by another child and may become the baby of the whole 

family. In adulthood, Adler claims, the youngest child 

may retain his childhood helplessness and dependency. 
lie · 

l.s Used to being cared for by others and is 

Unaccustomed to striving and struggling. He may, 
th

erefore, find it difficult to cope with the problems 

a
nd 

adjustments of adulthood (Schultz, 1976). The 

results of this study supported this birth order theory 

Of development. Most of the pedophiles in this study 

" .,. 
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Were Youngest children in their families of origin, and 
their sexual 

preference for children may have been an 
expression of th · · · d' t' e difficulty they had in a JUs ing to 
adult . 

relationships. Most of the non-pedophiles in 
th· 

is study (and particularly the sadists), on the other 

ha
nd

, Were firstborn children in their families of 
origin. 

The non-pedophiles (and particularly the 
sadist ) . 

s in this study were also significantly more 
hostile (i 

.e. violent) than the pedophiles. 

Findings in this study suggest that pedophiles 
Share c . . . 

ertain historical vulnerabilities. They are 
Ofte 

n Youngest children in their families of origin 
and 

' according to Adlerian theory, may attempt to 
l"eta · 

in their childhood "baby of the family" status in 
adUlth 00d. This helpless, dependent style could 
int 

erfere with adjustments and flexibility required in 
lllore lil 

ature relationships. A second finding of this 
study 

Was that many of the pedophile subjects reported 
Posit· 

ive mother-son relationshi~s and poor childhood 

l"elat.tonships with their fathers. Acccording to 

Psychoanalytic theory this pattern results in 
Unsat· 

isfactory resolution of oedipal conflicts and will 
lead t l . . t . . 0 ater difficulty establishing and main aining 
lllatur 

e heterosexual relationships. Additionally, a 
boy•s l 

ack of identification with this father may lead 
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to some gender-identity confusion. Although these two 

factors alone do not explain why some males develop 

pedophilic sexual orientations, they account for much 

of the vulnerability with which these men, as 

pre-adolescent boys, enter adolescence. 

Adolescence, according to many theorists is a , 
particularly crucial stage in development. Erikson 

claimed that adolescence is a time when everything the 

person knows and learns about himself is integrated 

into a whole (Schultz, 1976). Ideally, a basic 

identity emerges from this phase. Those who do not 

emerge from this difficult stage with a sense of 

identity, according to Erikson, are not equipped to 

face coming adulthood. Instead, they may not know who 

or what they are or where they belong. They may seek a 

"negative" identity, one opposite to that prescribed by 

society, rather than no identification of any kind. 

Many of the pedophilic subjects in this study fell into 

this latter category. They became aware of their 

sexual preferences during adolescence. Although their 

pedophilia was not ego-dystonic, it was recognized as 

unusual. 

The subjects in this study were not equipped to 

enter adolescence. Their pre-adolescent 

vulnerabilities (those associated with being youngest 

_<cllllll 
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children and having an unavailable father) were 
Early 

compounded by experiences during adolescence. 

adolescent experiences that may have been perceived 
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In 
positively included sexual involvement with an adult 

and sexual learning and experimentation with peers. 

contrast, later adolescent experiences may have been 

perceived negatively. These included failed attempts 

at appropriate relationships, awareness of hormonal 

irregularities (and subsequent unstable body images), 

increasing social isolation, alcoholism, and awareness 

of different and unaccepatable sexual preference. 

These experiences created a conflict for a vulnerable 

boy during a vulnerable stage. His sexual 

experimentation during pre and early adolescence was 

perceived positively while his attempts at more 

appropriate and acceptable relationships failed. He 

was aware of how he felt "different" from peers in 

other ways. He may have had hormonal irregularitites 

and he may have been socially isolated. He might have 

sought a "negative" identity (i.e. contact with 

children) as an alternative to no identification at all 

(i.e. failure and isolation in attempted contacts with 

peers) . 

Although pedophiles appear to get developmentally 

"stuck" as young adolescents, earlier unresolved 
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conflicts are played out, reinforced, and exacerbated 
by hormonal · • • 

irregularities and poorly defined and 

Un
st

ab1e body images during adolescence. Adolescence, 
as E 'k 

ri son claimed, is a time when all of this past and 

Present information about oneself is consolidated and 
integr t . 

a ed into an identity. 

Pedophilia may involve a compromise formation 
9rowing 

out of a developmental conflict combined with 
biolo · 

gica1 vulnerabilites. It may protect people 
ag. 

ainst castration anxiety and separation anxiety. 
Pedophiles do 

attempt to preserve object relations by 
~aintain• 

ing contact with people, but with immature 
Objects. 

Their restitutive identification with and 
narci i 

ss stic investment in these immature sexual 
Ob' Jects (' i.e. 
depr· ivation. 

children) compensates for the early 

Future research with this population could test 
tnis th . 

eory through close attention to subJects 
Pre-ad l . 0 escent and adolescent histories, parent-child 
relati i 0 nships and hormone levels. Future stud es that 
e~amine the role t has of biological fac ors, sue 
borino 

nes, on sexual behavior, would also improve our 
~nd 

erstand~ng · • of this population • 

.f..ractice. The results of this study have 
Practi • t t ca1 implications. one of the current trea men 



modalities for this paraphilic population is group 
Psychoth 

erapy. Generally, the paraphilic groups are 
large ( 

n=JO) and composed of different categories of 

sexual offenders. As shown in Table 6, however, data 
from th· 

is study suggested that the six paraphilic 

139 

categories were different in many ways. For example, a 
sing1 

e, childless, college-educated, 35 year old 
homose 

XUal pedophile who seeks an affectionate 

relationship with a child, has never been arrested, and 
Who 

Was sexually victimized as a child may have very 

different needs from a younger, high school educated, 
v· 
lolent sadist. Likewise, a 27 year old single, 

Childless exhibitionist who has experienced multiple 
arrest 8 and is primarily attracted to women may have 
diff 

erent therapeutic needs from a 38 year old married 
fath . 

er Who lost one or both parents during his 
Ch" 

lldhood and is involved in an incestuous relationship 
w· 1th his 11 year old daughter. These and other 
ct· 
lfferences among the paraphilic groups need to be 

con • 
Sldered and addressed in developing effective group 

treatMent · 1 t'on "' approaches with this popu a i • 

A second treatment approach is biological, usually 
int 

he form of antiandrogen medication to reduce 

testosterone levels. Results of this study indicated 
that 

even though the exhibitionist group had 



significantly elevated testosterone levels, the other 
Paraphilic 

groups had normal levels and the sadist 
group ev 

140 

en had below-average testosterone levels. 
findin . 

This 

g suggests that the currently used biological 
inte 

rventions may not be appropriate for all 

Paraphiliacs and instead should be considered on a 

case-by-case basis. Further, these antiandrogen drugs 

suppress sexual impulses other than the unwanted 
illlPUls . . 

es. This, and other side-effects, may cause 

People to stop taking the drugs. 

The results of this study could have implications 
~ro~ .. 

ers beyond the limited field of practitioners 
Who Work · • . · with this population. Pedophile victims 

Usua11y know the offender. Many homosexual pedophiles 
Work . 

with Children and many heterosexual pedophile~ 
live • 

with children. They frequently have emotionally 

affectionate relationships with, and are trusted by the 
Ch' lldren. Parents and educators who teach children to 
be caut· 

ious around strangers, therefore, may be 

lllisguided in their efforts to protect their children. 

Alternative prevention efforts should be directed at 

educating children about inappropriate adult behavior 

(no matter who it is) within the context of their daily 
lives. 

~ 
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The six paraphilic groups in this study shared 
some consti'tutional factors, lite experiences and 

attitudes that may play a role in the development ot a 

Paraphilic sexual orientation. Most ot the paraphilic 
SUbjects . 

in this study were white. Many ot them had 
hormonal 

irregularities. The majority ot these men 
reported 

negative childhood relationships with their 
fathers. 

Very few ot them had a pedophile relative. 
Most ot 

them, in spite ot an arrest record and 

identification as a sexual offender, did not 

Voluntarily seek treatment tor their paraphilia. 

What predisposes men to pedophilia? Specifically, 
"hich . . . 

constitutional factors, personality traits, and 
lite 

experiences differentiate pedophiles from 

non-pedophiles and possibly play a role in the . 

development ot a pedophilic sexual orientation? The 
rasu1t 

sot this study indicated that homosexual 

Pedophiles, heterosexual pedophiles, and bisexual 
P•doph' 

iles were as different trom one another as they 
"•re t 

rom other paraphilic groups. It is difficult, 
tha~et 

ore, to make generalizations about pedophiles as 
a •in 9le group. 

A homosexual pedophile may be the youngest child 

in his faJnily ot origin. As a child, he may be 
dependent 

on an overly protective mother and feel 



hostile towards an emotionally detached or abusive 
father. 

There may be an alcoholic in the family. In 
Spite 

of these stressors, his family remains intact. 
The f i 

am ly probably goes to church. He probably 
learned 

Cor learned incorrectly) about sex from peers 
during h' 

is childhood or puberty and he may have 

eltperimented with them. During chiidhood or puberty 

about one third of the homosexual pedophiles are also 
involved . 

in a sexual relationship with an adult who is 
Dot 

a family member. By puberty, hormonal 
irregularities hi might become evident. At about t s 
SaJae ti 

me he is becoming aware of his sexual preference 
and b 

ow this orientation is 11difterent" from that of 
bis Peers. He may attempt, unsuccessfully, to 

•
st

ablish heterosexual relationships during adolescence 
and 

early adulthood. He may start drinking. With this 
histo 

ry he attends college and perhaps graduate school. 
As a 

n adult he doesn't marry or have children, but he 

Pursues an occupation in which he can work with 

Children. By the time he is 35 he probably has been 
arrest i ed more than once tor sexual relationships w th 

Children ~ut he kt tm t ~ will not willingly see rea en. 

A heterosexual pedophile is probably the youngest 

or middle child in his family of origin. As children, 

about one halt of heterosexual pedophiles have positive 

142 
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relationships with their mothers.and one halt have 

negative relationships with their mothers. He probably 
tee1s hostile 

towards an emotionally detached or 
-.buaive father. i i There may be an alcohol c n the 

filllily. About one halt ot these families remain intact 
and 

another one halt are broken through death or 
divorce 

ot parents. The family probably goes to 
Cburch. 

He probably learns (or learns incorrectly) 
-.bout 

sex from peers during childhood or puberty and he 

•ay bave experimented with these peers. During 
Cbildh 00d, or at puberty, about 25% ot the heterosexual 

Pedophiles are also involved in a sexual relationship 
1tith an 

adult who, in most cases, is not a family 
•8Jllher. 

By PUberty, hormonal 
hecoa . 8 evident. He may start 

irregularities might 

drinking during · 
•doles 

cence. Although many ot the heterosexual 
P•dophi 

les drop out ot school, a.bout 60% ot them 
00

•Plete high school. He will probably get married and 
b•ve h" c l.ldren. He will probably pursue an occupation 
lrorti 

ng With adults. He may become incestuously 
11».•01 

Ved With his daughter/s. By the time he is 38 he 

b•s Probably been arrested more than once tor his 
88lella1 

behavior but vill not seek treatment on his own. 

A bisexual pedophile is probably the youngest or 

•14dle Child in his family ot origin. As children, 

~•
t

ot the bisexual pedophiles have negative 
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relationships with both of their parents. He probably 
tee1s hostile towards an emotionally detached or 
abusive 

tami1y. 
father. There may be an alcoholic in the 

Ninety percent of these families are broken 
through death or . divorce ot parents. The family 

Probably goes to church. He probably learns (or learns 
i~cor 

rectly) about sex from peers during childhood or 

PUberty and he may have experimented with these peers. 
Duri~g h. 

c 1ldhood, or at puberty, nearly one halt of the 
bisexu 

al Pedophiles are also involved in a sexual 
relati 

onship with an adult who, in most cases, is not a 
tami1 

Y ~ember. By puberty, hormonal irregularities 
•ight b 

ecome evident. He may also start drinking 
duri~ 

g adolescence. Although many of the bisexual 
Pedopbi 

les drop out ot school, about 70% ot them 

co•Plete high s~hool. l ~ He will probab y pursue an 
o00up t 

a ion working with adults. By the time he is 37 
be b 

as Probably been arrested more than once for his 
se~ua1 

behavior but will not seek treatment on his own. 

?n spite ot their differences, these three groups 

or Pedophiles share certain constitutional factors and 
lite 

experiences that differentiate them trom 
~ 0 ~-Ped 0 Phile paraphilics and possibly play a role in 
the d 

evelopment ot a pedophilic sexual oriantation. 
•ear1 

Y a11 ot the pedophiles are non-violent. They are 

Usua11y the youngest child in their family of origin. 



14-5 

They 
are generally educated (nearly one half of them 

haV"e completed college and/or graduate school). They 
Often 

pursue occupations working with children (e.g. 
coach t 

' eacher, pediatrician) or are involved in 
illaest 

uous relationships with their own children. 

Although abnormal hormone levels may affect sexual 
behaV"i 

or, a biological predisposition, if it exists, 
lllay • 

interact with social and family circumstances in 
the 

de'Y'elopment of paraphilias. 51% of the pedophiles 
and 68 

& ot the non-pedophiles in this study have 
hol:111.on l 

a (testosterone) irregularities. About one-half 

Of the SUbjects in all of the paraphilic groups had 
eleV'ated LH and FSH levels. A man's plasma 
testosterone level may be depressed or elevated, 
ho"eV"e 

r, by a malfunctioning liver because and~ogens 
are m 

etabolized by the liver (Berlin & schaerf, 1985). 
Th. 

is is turn can affect FSH and LH production by the 

Pituitary. Alcohol affects liver functioning. As 
noted i i f n the researcher's journal observat ons, many o 
the 

Paraphilic subjects are alcoholics. While this 
Obser,, 

ation of a high incidence of alcoholism was not 
fol:1D.a11y · · f tested, it may have important implications or 

selnlal behavior. 

'l'he results of this study suggest that 
ge:ner 1· a izations 
cann t 0 be made. 

about pedophiles as a single group 

A man may be predisposed to a 
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Paraphilic sexual orientation when hormonal 

irregularities exist and when childhood familial 
relat· 

ionships are disrupted. Results of this study 

suggested that there are few biological, psychological, 

a
nd 

social similarities among paraphilic groups. The 

two relatively consistent variables among these groups, 
however . t' , Were hormonal irregularities and a nega ive 
fath 

er-son relationship. Therefore, it would appear 
th

at critical factors in the development of a 

Paraphilic sexual orientation may be a biological 

Predisposition and a boy's relationship with his 
father. 



DEMOGRAPHIC 

---Age 

Appendix A 

Coding Sheet 

---
13
irth order 1=youngest 2=middle J=oldest 

---Race 1=white 2=black J=other 
---Marital status 1=single 2=ma.n-ied )=separated/divorced 
---Children 1=none 2=one J=two+ 
--Education years completed 

ID 

---Occupation 

---~ .2)u-.,.C.,.z. &/-U:.c?-".J,,,1/t:?6k. ,-,n C/2.:;,--,6 
---~

9 
IJR9,l:i i:RSQiJJ(;l Gl\ilg;a.R 

--Referral souxce 1 =self 2=court J=other 
--Arrests 1=none 2=one J=two+ 

14? 

--Religion 1=.Protestant 2=Catholic J=Jewish 4=other 
-----:::::-----------------------PSYCHota:;rcAt - MMPI scale scores 
--L 
--F' 
--K 
--1 
---2 

~ ------5 
--6 
--7 __ a 
--...9 
--o 
--=---~=--------------------
Biota::;rcAL - Endocrine lab test results 
--F'SH 
--LH 
--Testosterone 
--Klinefelter's Syndrome 1=present 2=absent ---....:__ __ _,:..:.:.._:_:::==--:.,_ ____________ _ 
8CCIAL 

--Relationship with mother 
--Relationship with father 
--Pedophile relative 
--Losses 
--Number of sexual involvements 
--Age of first sex with an adult 
---Violence 
:--Incest 



Appendix B 

Social Variables 
.i.D. _____ _ 

Please read t . 
the l'IW.bl! he h.111tor:, portion of this person' a chart and then circle 
for •ach rft~t best describes hia experiences. Circle only one nui1ber 

~ the questions. 

How does he d 
holpod t •scribe hi::i relat!onship with hia father-or an adult •all! who 

o raiae hi■ ? 

i: ;~:!!~v:ly (e.g. sutu~l likin~. l~ving, caring, respect 1, 
di lika negativel>· (e.g. p&J:•nt or chil:1 feels nntlwr l!ko :,or 

J . He• e or fHls some dislike to11ard the other). 
orS::ively (e.g. pa.rent or chilJ doesn't like the other: fatr.P.r 

4 Uk ult •ale didn't heln, raice him), 
' l'I nowl'I 

~;;~oee he deacribe his relatiol'lship with his mother or L't aault !emale who 
,..... to raJ.ee him? 

~: ;~:!!haivtely (e.g. 111utu(al liking, loving, caring, re~pehect)
1
.ik 

di negatively e.g. p.:irent or child fef!ls r.e1t r e nor 
alike or feels some dislike towa.zu the other). J. 

4. 
Negatively (e.g. parent or child doesn't like the other: ■ether 
~~::;t feaaJ.e didn't lwlp raise hi■). 

Ooea he de . ...._ 
uncle sen..., pedophile relatives? (1.a. father, brother, grandfather, 

or other a.cult male lfho helped raiee hia? 
l, No 
2

' Haybe, but not sure 
J. Yes 
4, Unknown 

Did he experience losses? 
1, 
~ 
~ 
4, 

5. 

~athe r and mother are in the ho,e. 
tr'!h•• •• ••* ►a• ie Aat iA the heme 

C · tho p ~--r pa1·nct ~c in the home 
h arent, grandparent or other adult who helped to raise hi■ left the 

ome or died before ~• 14, 
Unknown 

How ll&ny sexual involvements with adulta did he have before ~ 14? 

0 1, 
2, 
J. 
4. 

A few (exact number if possible) __ 
Hany (exact number if poeaible) __ 
Unknown 

Ir he was sexually victimized as a child, how old was he ~hen it began? 

-- "«• 

~lease r~a.ct the police report and circle the number that best describes 
is offense 

Did he 'J~e a weapon or violence 48&il'lst hi.s ·tictim? 

l, Yes 
2, No 

•as he involved 
1 

• Yes 
2 . Iii, 

in a sexual relationship with his 01111 child? 

J. Unknowl'I 

f48 



.. 

l. ,. 
5. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10 11: 
12 
15' 
14: 

Xl 
X2 
X3 
X4 
XS 
X6 
X7 
Yl 
Y2 
'Y3 
Y4 
YS 
Y6 
Y7 

RELIADILITY 

Appendix C 

Inter-rater Reliability 

inter-rater reliability THE UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND CSC IBM 308iGX - D VM/SP CMS 

R E L I A B I L I T Y A N A L Y S I S 

ZERO VARIANCE ITEMS 

149 

S C A L 

&.O 

~ 0 cr~FFIC!~NTS 
F CA~ES = 

CORREL AT ION BET~!~~ F~t>~~ ,8977 

,9448 

N OF ITEMS = 14 

EQUAL LENGTH SPEARMAN-BROWN= ,9461 

UNEQUAL-LENGTH SPEARMAN-BROHN= .9461 GUTT ~ ~ .:•,J -

MAN <-rL .., IT-i-:ALF = 
7 ITEMS IN PART l 

ALPHA FOR PART l = .1967 

7 ITEMS IN PART 2 
ALPHA FOR PART 2 = .0215 



II 

ll: 22 I 26. 

l. 
2, 
3. 
4. 
5 . 
6 . 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
l • ... 
12, 

If * ~ 

inter-rater reliability THE UNIVERSITY OF MARY.LAND CSC IBM 3081GX - D VM/SP CMS 

R E L I A 8 I L I T Y A N A L Y S I S 

Xl 
xz 
X3 ' 
X4 
XS 
X7 
Yl 
Y2 
Y3 
Y<; 
Y5 
Yi 

UARNUIG ~ M ;t ZERO VARIANCE ITEMS 

REL IA n IL ITY COEFFIC:::ENTS 

1.50 

S C A L 

ti or- C/\SES .. . 

CURR EL' T ' 1011 Bt::HIEEtl FORMS = 

8.0 
N OF ITEMS = 12 

,6883 EQUAL LENGTH SPEARMAN-BROWN= . 8154 

.8084 , UNEQUAL-LENGTH SPEARMAN-BROWN= ,8154 
GUTTMAtt SPLIT-HALF= 

6 IT EMS 

ALPHA FOR 
1/1 PART 1 

PART 1 = 

6 ITEMS IN PART 2 

.3300 ALPHA FOR PART 2 = -,1099 



Appendix D 

Structured Interview Guide 
Phipps Clinic, Johns Hopkins Hospital 
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..... 

~t? RISToRT: 

~: 
Age: 

PATIENT'S PIATE 

Health: 

If dead, age at death and date and cause of dea th : 

!ducat ion ·: 
Occupation: 

Personality: 

1
•lat1onahip With patient: 

1.52 

-----------------------------
~: 

Ase: 
Health: 

I! dead, age at death and dace and cause of deach: 

Educac1on: 
Occupation: 

Relationship "'1th patient: 

~r: .. -7;-----:- ~--...---:~:--------------------(In chronolo1tcal order) 

----------------- Age: Marital condition: 

Health: 
Occupation: 

Relationship vith patient: 



Paa• 2 
!!!.,roar VORJc ~ 
SI!LINCS: 

(Ia chronological ord•r) 

-------------Redth: 
Age: Marital condition: 

Occ:upacion: 

Relationship With patient: 

------------aealth: 
Age: Marital condition: 

Occupation: 

Personality: 

ltt.1at1onah1p With i pat ant: 

or abortions, enumerate these aa well, 

are de,:r~b•J on·• separate sheet, ~hec:k chi• box I I 

(Stace vhether none or unknown). 
F~ili 

al diseases: 

Neurological: 

Psyc:hia 
tr1c problems: 

~ 
POSisz:rrrziiom9ir.AN~D~HO::::.HE::--A:-:1M=o"'s~p""'aE:RE=~(:-:d:--u-r-:-in_g_p-:a-:c'ie-::n:::-:t:-;,r:s:-:;de::v::e:i1i::;o:-;::p;;;me;;n;,c~.a;'il~y;ea;,r;:;s;i)~.--;----

So c:ioe c:ono111ic: 

lfaus:tng: 

Class: 

Persons other h i h tan above living n ome: 

Significant happenings at home (e.g., illnesses, moves): 

£1:1oc1on l 
• relationships of family members: 

153 

,, 
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Pale 3 
HlSTOllY WORlC SREET ---PERSONAL HISTORY: (State if infot"lllation not known). 

Gestation and Birth 

DaU of Birth: Place of Birth: 

Mother's condition during pregnancy: 

Full-term birth? Norm.al delivery? 

Breast fed or bottle fed? 

ii.JU.Y DEVELOPMElff: 

Delicate or healthy baby? 

Times of developmental milestones (compare with sibs): 

Usual activities: 
c---

Abnormalities: 

Enuresis: 

Speech problems: 

Phobias: 

Other problems: 

HE.ALTH DURING CHILDHOOD: 

Infections: Hospitalizations: 

Seizures : Trauma: 

SCHOOL: 

Age begun: Age finished: 

Last grade completed: 

Academic perfot11L1nce: 

Special abilities or dtsabilities: 

Relationship to schoolmates and teachers: 

1.54 

I ' ,, 
" ,, ,. 
,, 
,, 
1 



Page 4 
J!tST01tY VOU SHEET 

ocCUPATIONS: (In detail). 

Age at atartia& vork: 

J~~s hel~ in chronolo&ical orjer, ~ith rc~scns for change: 

Satisfaction in vork: If additional work history is detailed 
on extra sheet, check this box /_ / 

LJVUIC SITUAIIONS SINCE SEPARATION FROM FAMILY (listed chronologically, giving dates): 

PRESENT LIVING SITUATION : 

1-{!NSTRUAL HISTORY: 

Age at menarche: Hov regarded: 

Abnormal features: 

Emotional S)'111ptoms: 

Date of last period: 

Climacteric S)'111ptoms: 

SEA1JAL INCLINATIONS AND PRACTICE: 

How sexual infonnation acquired: 

How received: 

Masturbation (age, frequency, guilt): 



!':;:= ' 
HUTOIT UORX PHI 

CONT. SEXUAL INCLINATION ANZ> PRACTICE: 

Early sexual interests and experiences: 

Recent ••xual interests, experiences .and satisfaction: 

MARITAL HISTORY: 

Duration of acquaintance before first marriage: 

Parental attitude: 

Spouse's Name: 
Occupation: 

Personality: 

Comp.cibility: 

Sexual satisfaction: 

Contraceptive measures: 

If separated or divorced, give details: 

CHILDREN: (In chranolo1ical order): 

Age: 

Personality: 

Scholastic or occupational achievement•: 

Marital status: 

Relationship to patient: 

If married more than once or involved 
in other steady sexual relationshipS, 
give details on additional sheet aiid 
check this box / 7 

Health: 

Age: Health: 

Personality: 

Scholastic or occupational achievements: 

!1arical scacus: 

Rel .at ion ship .;o pat ien c: ----------------------------------· 
---------- h a. I rt.-'r 1,.--· If other ch1ldren are describdd on additional 5 ••• r Mr• 

1.56 

l'Wt ftt 
,..,. ,, ' ::., " 
_, II 

;~ ◄ n 
~!; 
:::, ··:,, .... 
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Pe~. 6 

~y lilORJC SHEET 157 ~RYT=S-:--.=-=~-----------------------=:.:.. 
(S~Pcity whether drug vas present or absent and a1110unt taken. 
and preaant habita). 

Tobecco: 
Alcohol: 

Hallucinogens: 

Barbiturates/Sedatives: 

Diac:uss paat 

~fiti~ioi;;;-~;-:=~-=---..,.._~----:--.-~~~:-:-::-;::::-:-::-:i::--­beginning fBEFORE ILtHEss: (In thia deac:ription of the personality prior to the 
but &ive ao the mental illness, do not be satisfied vith a series of adjectives, 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Picture of an individual, 

Social relations: {To family, friends, colleagues, neigh~or 5 , ~cc.) 

Interests: (Books, movies, music, hobbies, etc.) 

Predominant 11100d: (Cheerful. vorrying, optimistic:, anxious etc; stable 
or fluctuating). 

Attitude to self (self:conscious, conceited, self-doubting, etc.) 

St andards: (Morals, religion, etc.) 

6. 
Energy and initiative: 

... 
I 



•page 7 ...,,..ET 
a1stoRY woPJC ....... 
::;;.=---

pE!!,SONALIT'l BEFORE ILLNESS: 
C01''1' • 

7. fantasy life (Daydr•a.ms) 

s. Al!lbitions: 

~CAL HISTORY: (Chron~logical •nd 1n detail): Include all illnesses, operations 
and accidents. 

pRE<JIOUS PSYCHIATRIC HISTORY: Dates, duration, symptoms, treatm•nt received and 
~here, in chronological order) . 

pR,ESENT ILL.~ESS: (Add i tional infoniation not already recorded elsewhere): 

.. , 111 

, .• ~. ,, ' 
~ • J II 
.. h 
11 ,, ... , ,, ,_ 
•• . I 
'.: j 
:1, ... ~, ... 



.. --- - - -- - - -- -· - - - - - . 

MENTAL STATIJS EXAM 

General appearance and behavior 

Speech 

Mood/Affect 

Hallucinations and Delusions 

Obsessions, Compulsions, Phobias 

Cognition (includes mini-mental state exam) 

Insight/Judgment 

FomuJ.ation 

Di~osis 

Recommendation 

.. , ,., _,.,,, ,, 
~-•" :.... 11 

• " I/ .. ,,, 
" . •• I 

·;;, ,, 
, .. 
::I .. . 
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Appendix E-1 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY BIR_ORD 

GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY 
BIR_ORD<BIRTH ORDER) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT ROW PCT youngest middle oldest 
COL PCT I 11 21 31 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Non-ped . o I 26 I 29 I 32 I 

ophiles I 13.54 I 15,10 I 16,67 I 
29,89 I 33.33 I 36.78 I 
35.62 I 45,31 I 58,18 I 

Pedo;;:1::--1-+1-----;7-+1-----3;-+-----;;-j 
24.48 18,23 11.98 I 

I 44.76 33,33 21.90 I 
I 64.38 I 54,69 41,82 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 73 64 SS 
38.02 33,33 28,65 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 19 

TOTAL 

87 
45,:51 

105 
54,69 

192 
100.00 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY BlR_ORD 

~!ATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 

fH1:sQUARE--------------------2-----;:;;;-------o:o;o 
HlKELIHooo RATIO CHI-SQUARE z 6,

4
so o.o

39 

PH
NTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 6,36

9 
o.OlZ I 0,183 

gRONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT o.lBO AMER'S V 0,183 

~:~QECUTEIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 192 
NCY MISSING= 19 

1111• I II I 

~-I . ,1 d 

~~. 1 II 
, •. c ,, 
d I II 

. ,. 11 1• 

,tt• ,~ ( I 
:~:, 
~1' .,, 
•+1 .. .. .. 
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Appendix E-2 
ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 

FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY BIR_ORD 

GRPIDCGROUP ID). BIR_ORDCBIRTH ORDER) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROW PCT l, 
COL PCT ,oungest1 I middle2 I oldest31 TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 1 27 I 17 I 11 I 55 
H l 14.06 I 8.85 I 5.73 I 28.65 

omosexua 49.09 I 30.91 I 20.00 I 
Pedophiles 36.99 I 26.56 I 20.00 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Heterosexual 2 I a.i~ I 7,}; I 5.}! I 
Pedophiles I 39.D2 I 34.15 I 26.83 I 

I 21.92 I 21,88 I 20.00 I 
---------+--------+--------+--------+ 

3 I 14 I 16 I 11 I 
Exhibitionists I 3r::; I 3~:~~ I 21:~l I 

I 19.18 I 25.00 I 20.00 I 
---------+--------+--------+--------+ 

Sadists 
4 I 4 I 4 I 10 I 

I 2.oa I 2.08 I 5.21 I 
I 22.22 I 22.22 I 55.56 I 
I 5.48 I 6.25 I 18.18 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Atypical 
Paraphilias 

51 81 91 111 
I 4.17 I 4,69 I 5.73 I 
I 28.57 I 32.14 I 39.29 I 
I 1D.96 I 14,06 I 20.00 I 

---------+--------+-----~--+--------+ 
Bisexual 
Pedophiles 

6 I 4 I 4 I 1 I 
I 2. 08 I 2. 08 I o . 52 I 
I 44.44 I 44.44 I 11.11 I 
I 5.48 I 6.25 I 1.82 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 73 64 55 
38.D2 33.33 28.65 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 19 

41 
21,35 

41 
21,35 

18 
9.38 

28 
14,53 

9 
4.69 

192 
100.00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY BIR_ORD 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 192 
FREQUENCY MISSING= 19 

10 
10 

l 

13.550 
13.074 

4.108 
0.266 
D. 257 
D.163 

0.195 
0.220 
0.043 
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Appendix F-1 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY RACE 

GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY) 
RACE 

FREQUENCY/ 
PERCENT I . black or 
ROW PCT I white 
COL PCT I 1 I 0ther 2 I TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+ . o I a 3 I 13 I 96 
Non-pedoph1.le51 39 . .34 I 6 .16 / 45. 50 

I 86.46 I 13.54 I 
I 45.11 I 48.15 I 

---------+--------+--------+ 
1 I 101 I 14 I 115 

pedophiles I 47. 87 I 6. 64 I 54. 50 
I 87.83 I 12.17 I 
I 54.89 I 51.85 I 

---------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 134 27 211 

87.20 12.80 100.00 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY RACE 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
CONTINUITY ADJ. CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
FISHER'S EXACT TEST Cl-TAIL) 

(2-TAIU 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

SAMPLE SIZE= 211 

1 
1 
1 
l 

D.088 
0.088 
0.008 
0. 087 

-0.020 
0.020 

-0.020 

0.767 
0.767 
0.929 
0 . 768 
0.46.3 
0.837 
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AllAL y~ Is · "L .}'PWl1cf.ix t-2 .,) WITH tmi<.IIOI-JII'" -·=J ,,.. .. ---·•iG 
FREQUEIICIES AflD CR □:: ~~aui:1 r: :~t· 

TABLE OF GRPID 3Y RACE 

GRPIDCGROUP ID) RACE 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I ROW PCT I white black or 

-=~:_PCT I 11 other21 TOTAL 
----+--------+--------+ H 1 I 58 I 6 I 64 

omosexual I 27.49 I 2.34 I 30.33 
pedophiles I 90.63 I 9.38 I _ I 31.52 I 22.22 I 

--------+--------+--------+ 
Heterosexuiil 35 I 6 I 
pedophiles I ~~:~j I 1~:~j I 

__ I 19. 02 I 22. 22 I 
-------+--------+--------+ 

Exh · b · 3 I .3 5 I 6 I 
1 itionists 16 .59 I 2.84 I 

I 85.37 I 14.63 I 
__ I 19. 02 I 22. 22 I 

-------+--------+--------+ 
Sadists 4 I 20 I 1 I 

I 9.48 I o.47 I 
I 95.24 I 4.76 I 

41 
19.43 

41 
19.43 

21 
9,95 

_ I 10.a7 l 3.70 I 
--------+--------+--------+ i~1·pia1' S I 13J; I 2.ai I 16 .i~ 

1 ias I a 2 . .3 5 I 17 . 6 5 I 
I 15.22 I 22.22 I 

---------+--------+--------+ 
Bisexual 6 I 8 I 2 I lo I .3.79 I o.95 I 4.74 
pedophiles I 80. oo I 20. oo I 

J 4.35 I 7.41 I 
---------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 184 27 211 

a1.20 12.80 100.00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY RACE 

:~~~ISTIC DF VALUE PROB 

C 

------- ----------------
H I-s ---------------------------LIKE QUARE 5 3.316 0.651 

MANT~(HOOO RATIO CHI-SQUARE 5 3_5;7 0-

6

!2 
PHI -HA ENSZ El CHI-SQUARE I O. 9 I 7 0 · 3 ,s 
CONTI 0.125 
CR.A UGENCY COEFFICIENT O .124 MER

1
S V 0.125 

SAMPLE WARt SIZE= 211 ~ING: 25¼ OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTE~ cou~TS LESS 
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY, NOT B• I VoL!D TEST. 

1_63 
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Appendix G-1 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

164 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY MAR_STAT 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) 
MAR_STAT(MARITAL STATUS) 

FREQUENCY! PERCENT I . separated/ 
ROW PCT 1s1ngle married d" COL PCT I 11 21 ivorceci:5 I TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Non- . o I 59 I 19 I 18 I 96 

pedophiles I 27.96 I 9.00 I 8.53 I 4;.50 
I 61.46 I 19.79 I 18.75 I 
I 47.58 I 43.13 I 41.86 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 1 I 65 I 25 I 25 I 115 
pedophiles I 30.81 I 11 . 85 I 11.85 I 54 , 50 

I 56.52 I 21 . 74 I 21 . 74 I 
I 52,42 I 56,82 I 58.14 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 124 44 43 211 58,77 20.85 20.38 100.00 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY MAR_STAT 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
CHI:SQUARE---------------------z-----o:;42-------0:763 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 0.543 0,

762 

P
MAHNITEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 0.508 0,

476 

o.051 

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT o.05l 
CRAMER'S V 0.051 

SAMPLE SIZE= 211 

1 Lii O·I 

, 111 111 
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ANALYSIS i.HTH UNKIIOI-INS COOED AS MISSIIIG 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY MAR_STAT 

hppenaix G-,::. 

GRPIDCGROUP ID) 
MAR_STATCMARITAL STATUS) 

FREQUEtlCYI 
PERCE!IT I ROI~ PCT I . . separated/ 
COL PCT I single11ma.rried2ldivorcecfl TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 1 I 45 I 7 I 12 I 64 
I 21.33 I 3.32 I 5.69 I 30.33 

Homosexual 
:pedophiles 

I 10.31 I 10.94 I 18.75 I 
I 36.29 I 15.91 I 21.91 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 2 I 12 I 17 I 12 I 41 
Heterosexual I 5.69 I S,06 I 5,69 I 19.43 
pedophiles I 29.27 I 4!,46 I 29,27 I I 9.68 I 38.64 I 21.91 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 3 I 26 I 9 I 6 I 41 

Exhibitionists I 12. 32 I 4. 27 I 2 .84 I I 9, 43 I 63.41 I 21.95 I 14.63 I 
I 20.97 I 20.45 I 13.95 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 4 I 11 I 5 I 5 I 
I 5.21 I 2.37 I 2.37 I 

Sadists 

21 
9.95 

I 52.38 I 23.81 I 23.81 I 
I 8.87 I 11.36 I 11.63 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
~typic~l. 5 J 10.g J 2.3~ J 3.3~ J 16 .i1 
?aiaphilias I 64.71 I 14.71 I 20.59 I I 17. 7 4 I 11. 36 I 16 . 28 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 6· I 8 I 1 I 1 I 
I 3.79 I o.47 I o.47 I 
I 80.00 I 10.00 I 10.00 I 
I 6.45 I 2.27 f 2.33 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 124 44 43 58.77 20.85 20.38 

Bisexual 
:pedophiles 

10 
4. 74 

211 
100.00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY MAR_STAT 
PROB 

STATISTIC ------------------------------------------------------
DF VALUE 

10 
10 

1 

24.440 
24.619 

o.302 

o.007 
0.006 
o.583 CHI-SQUARE LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 

MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

0.340 
0.322 
0.241 

WARNING• 22: OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS SAMPLE SIZE= 211 THAfl 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST. 
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Appendix H-1 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY CHILDREN 

166 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) CHILDRENCNUMBER OF CHILDREII) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROW PCT I None One Two+ 
COL PCT I 11 21 31 TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ o I 61 I 13 I 16 I 90 
Non-pedophiles I 31.77 I 6.77 I 8.33 I 46.88 

I 67.78 I 14.44 I 17.78 I 
I 50.83 I 50.00 I 34.78 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 1 I 59 I 13 I 30 I 102 
I 30.73 I 6.77 I 15.63 I 53.13 

Pedophiles I 57.84 I 12.75 I 29.41 I 
I 49.17 I 50.00 I 65.22 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 120 26 46 192 
62.50 13.54 23.96 100.00 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 19 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY CHILDREN 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 192 
FREQUENCY MISSING= 19 

2 
2 
1 

3.558 
3.612 
3.090 
0 .136 
0 .135 
0 .136 

0.169 
0.164 
0. 079 



Appena.ix ii.-G 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOHNS CODED AS HISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY CHILDREN 

GRPID(GROUP ID) CHILDREN(NUMBER OF CHILDREN) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I None One Two+ ROH PCT 
COL PCT 1 I 21 31 TOTAl 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
1 

1 I 20.~i \ 3,6; I 3.61 \ Homosexua 73.58 13.21 I 15.21 I 
pedophiles 32.50 26.92 15.22 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 

53 
27 ,60 

Heterosexual 2 I 121 5 I 23 I 
pedophiles I 6 ,25 2.60 \ 11.98 I 

I 30.00 12.50 57.SO I 
10.00 19,23 I SO.OD I 

40 
20,83 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 3 I 28 I s I 6 I 
Exhibitionists I 14.58 \ 2.60 \ 3.13 I 

I 71.79 12.82 15.38 I 
I 23.33 19.23 I 13.04 I 

39 
20.31 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
4 I 14 I 4 I 3 I I 7.29 2.08 I 1.56 I 

Sadists I 66.67 19.05 \ 14.29 I 
I 11. 6 7 15 . 38 6 . 5 2 I 

21 
10.94 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
s I 19 I 41 7 I 

I 9.9o 2.08 3.65 I 
Atypical 63.33 I 13.33 23.33 I 
arauhilias I 15.83 I 15.38 15.22 I 

p . ---------+--------+--------+--------+ 

30 
15. 63 

6 I a I 1 I o I 9 

I 4.17 l 0.52 I 0.00 I 
Bisexual 8 8 . 8 9 l 1. 11 I o • o o I 
pedophiles I 6.67 I 3.85 I o.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 

4.69 

TOTAL 120 26 46 192 
62.50 13.54 23.96 100.00 

FREQUENCY MISSING s 19 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKttOWNS CODED AS MISSittG 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABlE OF GRPID BY CHILDREN 

STATISTIC DF VALUE 

167 

PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 10 
LIKElIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 10 
MANTEl-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 
PHI 
COIHINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 192 
FREQUENCY MISSIUG = 19 

35.485 
34.489 

1.269 
0.430 
0.395 
0.304 

0.000 
0.000 
0.260 

WARNING• 22X OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS 
THAN S. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST. 
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Appendix I-1 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES A~D CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY OCCUPAT 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) occuPAT(OCCUPATION) 

FREQUENCY! 
PERCENT ~arks withDoesn't 
ROW PCT 'ld k 'tb COL PCT hi ren1 I WO: Wl.zT TOTAL 

---------+--------+~R•ld.aA+ o I 5 I 77 I 82 
I 2,87 I 44.25 I 47,13 

Non-pedophiles I 6.10 I 93,90 I I 16,13 I 53,85 I 
---------+--------+--------+ 1 I 26 I 66 I 92 

pedophiles I 14,94 I 37,93 I 52,87 
I 28. 26 I 71. 74 I 
I 83.87 I 46,15 I 

---------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 31 143 174 
17,82 82,18 100.00 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 37 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY occUPAT 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 

cttr:sQUARE---------------------1----14:;;;-------o:ooo 
~~KELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 1 is.ass o.ooo 
M NTINUITY ADJ. CHI-SQUARE 1 13.D71 O.OOO 
F~NTEL-HAENSZEL CHJ-SQUARE 1 14.462 O.DOO 

SHER'S EXACT TEST Cl-TAIL) o.OOO 
PHI c2-TAIL) 0,000 -0.289 

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0,
278 

CRAMER'S V -o.289 

EFFECTIVES 74 FREQUENCY AMPLE SIZE= 1 W MISSING= 37 ARNING: 18¼ OF THE DATA ARE MISSING, 
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Appendix I-2 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUE~CIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY OCCUPAT 

GRPIDCGROUP ID) OCCUPATCOCCUPATION) 

FREQUENCY~ 
PERCENT . I 
ROH PCT orks w1thDoesn t 
COL PCT ~hildren11work wi"2q 

---------+--------+eh±f\ll'e'ff+ 
Homosexual 
pedophiles 

1 I 21 I 27 I 
I 12.07 I 15.52 I 
I 43.75 56.25 I 
I 67.74 I 18.88 I 

---------+--------+--------+ 
2 I 4 I 30 I 

Heterosexual I 2.30 I 17.24 I 
pedophiles I 11.76 I 88.24 I 

I 12.90 I 20.98 I 
---------+--------+--------+ 

. b. . . t 3 I 1 I 34 I 
Exhi l t1on1s s I o. 57 I 19. 54 I 

I 2. 86 I 97 . 14 I 
I 3.23 I 23.78 I 

---------+--------+--------+ 
Sadists 

4 I 1 I 17 I 
I o.57 I 9.77 I 
I 5.56 I 94.44 I 
I 3.23 I 11.89 I 

---------+--------+--------+ 
Atypical 
paraphilias 

s I 3 I 26 I 
I 1.72 I 14.94 I 
I 10.34 I 89.66 I 
I 9.68 I 18.18 I 

---------+--------+--------+ 
6 I 1 I 9 I 

Bisexual I o • 5 7 I 5 • 1 7 I 
. I 10.00 I 90,00 I 

pedophiles I 3.23 I 6.29 I 
---------+--------+--------+ TOTAL. 31 143 

17.82 82.18 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 37 

TOTAL 

48 
27.59 

34 
19.54 

35 
20.11 

18 
10.34 

29 
16.67 

10 
S.75 

174 
100.00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY OCCUPAT 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 174 
FREQUENCY MISSING= 37 

5 
5 
1 

31.619 
30.052 
15.299 

0. 426 
0.392 
0.426 

WARNING1 18¾ OF THE DATA ARE MISSING. 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

ii 
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Appendix J-1 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSIIIG 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY REFER 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) 

FREQUENCY/ 

REFERCREFERRAL SOURCE) 

PERCENT I 
RDi-J PCT I 
COL PCT I Self' 11 Court 21 Other 3/ 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ o I 8 I 17 I 58 I 
I 4.42 I 9.39 I 32.04 I 

Non-pedophile I 9.64 I 20.48 I 69.88 I 
I 33.33 I 43.59 I 49.15 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
F 1 I 16 I 22 I 6 o I 
edophile I 8. 8 4 I 12. 15 I 33. 15 I 

I 16 .33 I 22.45 I 61.22 I 
I 66 . 67 I 56.41 I 50.85 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 

TOTAL 

83 
45.86 

98 
54 .14 

TOTAL 24 39 118 181 
13.26 21.55 65.19 100.00 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 30 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY REFER 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 181 
FREQUENCY MISSING= 30 

2 
2 
1 

1-IARNING: 147. OF THE DATA ARE MISSING. 

2.113 
2 .151 
2.044 
0.108 
0.107 
0 .108 

0.348 
0.341 
0.153 
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Appendix J-2 
AtlALYSIS mn,lJNKlrnWNS CODED AS MI::iSIIJG 

FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY REFER 

GRPIDCGROUP ID> REFERCREFERRAL SOURCE) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROW PCT I . 
COL PCT I Self 11 Court 21 other 31 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
1 I 6 I 1 o I 33 I 

I 3.31 I 5.52 I 18.23 I 
Homosexual I 12.24 I 20.41 I 67 .35 I 
pedophiles _____ 1 __ 25.00_1 __ 25.64_l __ 27.97_! 

Heterosexual 
pedophiles 

2 I 9 I 1 o I 20 I 
I 4.97 I 5.52 I 11.05 I 
I 23.08 I 25.64 I 51.28 I 
I 37.50 I 25.64 I 16.95 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
3 I 2 I 1 o I 27 I 

Exhibitionists I 1.10 I 5.52 I 14.92 I 
I 5. 13 I 25. 6 4 I 6 9. 23 I 
I 8.33 I 25.64 I 22.88 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Sadists 4 I 2 I 6 I 7 I 

I 1.10 I 3.31 I 3.87 I 
I 13.33 I 40.00 I 46.67 I 
I 8.33 I 15.38 I 5.93 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ · 1 5 I 4 I 1 I 24 I 
Atypica I 2.21 I 0.55 I 13.26 I 
paraphiliacs I 13.79 I 3.45 I 82.76 I 

I 16.67 I 2.56 I 20.34 I 
---------+--------+--------+--------+ 

Bisexual 6 I 1 I 2 I 7 I 
pedophiles I 0.55 I 1.10 I 3.87 I 

I 10.00 I 20.00 I 10.00 I 
I 4.17 I 5.13 I 5.93 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 24 39 118 
13.26 21.55 65.19 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 30 

TOTAL 

49 
27. 07 

39 
21.55 

39 
21.55 

15 
8.29 

29 
16.02 

10 
5.52 

181 
100.00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY REFER 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CR:.MER'S V 

SAMPLE SIZE= 181 
MISSING = 30 

10 
10 

1 

15.818 
17.881 

1.053 
0.296 
0.283 
0.209 

0.105 
0.057 
0.305 

EFFECTIVE 
FREQUENCY 
~JARNitW: 
rl:.RNitW: 

14% OF THE DATA ARE MISSING. 
27% OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUIHS LESS 

THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST. 
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Appendix K-1 
SAS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY ARRESTS 

ARRESTS 

PERCENT 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) 

FREQUENCY, 

ROl-4 PCT · 
COL PCT I None· 11 One 21 Two+ .3 I Unknown9 f 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ o I 19 I 24 I 47 I o I 
. I 9.84 I 12.44 I 24 . .35 I 0.00 I 

Non-pedophiles I 21.11 26.67 I S2.22 I o.oo I 
I 55,88 30 . .38 I S9.49 o.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
1 I 15 I ss I 32 l 1 I 

Pedophiles I 7.77 I 28.50 I 16.58 0.52 I 
14.56 I 53.40 31.07 o.97 I 

I 44.12 I 69.62 I 40.51 100.00 I 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 34 79 79 1 

17.62 40.93 40.93 0.52 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 12 

TOTAL 

90 
46. 63 

103 
53.37 

193 
100.00 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY ARRESTS 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
-----------------------------~------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE s 193 
FREQUENCY MISSING= 12 

3 
3 
1 

15.679 
16.345 

0.380 
0.285 
0. 274 
0.285 

0.001 
0.001 
0.538 

WARNING, 25¾ OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS 
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST. 
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Appendix K-2 

SAS 

GRPIDCGROUP ID) 

TABLE OF GRPID BY ARRESTS 

ARRESTS 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROW PCT I 
COL PCT I None 11 Cxle 21 Two+ 3 IUnknown 9 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Homosexual 
pedophiles 

1 I 11 I 31 I 13 I 1 I 
I 5.70 I 16.06 I 6.74 I o.52 I 
I 19.64 I 55.36 I 23.21 I 1.79 I 
I 32.35 I 39.24 I 16.46 I 100.00 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ Heterosexual 2 I 4 I 19 I 16 I O I 
d h'l I 2.07 I 9.84 I 8.29 I o.oo I 

pe op 1. es I 10.26 I 48.72 I 41.03 I o.oo I 
I 11.76 I 24.05 I 20.25 I o.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
3 I 4 I 9 I 26 I o I 

Exhibitionists I 2.07 I 4.66 I 13.47 I o.oo I 
I 10.26 I 23.oa I 66.67 I o.oo I 
I 11.76 I 11.39 I 32.91 I o.oo I 

----~----+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Sadists 4 I 5 I 3 I 10 I o I 

I 2.59 I 1.55 I 5.18 I o.oo I 
I 27.78 I 16.67 I 55.56 I o.oo I 
I 14.71 I 3.ao I 12.66 I o.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Atypical 
pa.raphiliacs 

5 I 10 I 12 I 11 I o I 
I 5.13 I 6.22 I 5.70 I o.oo I 
I 30.30 I 36.36 I 33.33 1 0.00 I 
I 29.41 I 15.19 I 13.92 l o.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Bisexual 
pedophiles 

61 o 51 31 DI 
I o.oo 2.59 I 1.55 I o.oo I 
I o . o o 6 2: so I 37 . so I o . o o I 
I o.oo 6.33 I 3.ao I o.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 34 79 79 1 
17.62 40.93 40.93 0.52 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 12 

SAS 
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TOTAL 

56 
29.02 

39 
20.21 

39 
20.21 

18 
9.33 

33 
17.10 

8 
4.15 

193 
100.00 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY ARRESTS 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE: 193 
FREQUENCY MISSING: 12 

15 
15 

1 

32.617 
34.391 

0.016 
0 .411 
0.380 
0. 237 

0.005 
0.003 
0.900 

WARNING: 41¾ OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS 
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST. 

,,, 
,. 

1' ,' ,, 
I 
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Appendix L-1 

ANALYSIS ~ITH UNKttO~NS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY RELIG 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) RELIGCRELIGION) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROW PCT Protestant Catholic Jewish Other Unknown 
COL PCT I 11 21 31 41 51 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ o I 29 I 19 I 3 I 38 I o I 
Non-pedophiles l 14.80 I 9.69 I 1.53 l 19.39 I o.oo I 

I 32.58 I 21.35 I 3.37 I 42.70 I o.oo I 
I 40.85 I 43.18 I 42.86 I 52.05 I o.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ . 1 I 42 I 25 I 4 I 35 I 1 I 
pedophiles I 21.43 I 12.76 I 2.04 I 17.86 I 0.51 I 

I 39.25 I 23.36 I 3.74 I 32.71 I 0.93 I 
I 59.15 I 56.82 I 57.14 I 47.95 I 100.00 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
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TOTAL 

89 
45.41 

107 
54.59 

TOTAL 71 44 7 73 1 196 
36.22 22.45 3.57 37.24 0.51 100.00 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 15 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY RELIG 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 196 
FREQUENCY MISSING= 15 

4 
4 
1 

2.835 
3.212 
1.525 
0.120 
0.119 
0.120 

0.586 
0.523 
0.217 

WARNING: 40¾ OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS 
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST. 

" " t 



Appendix L-2 
ANALYSIS WITH u1;r.:rnw1~ C~DED AS MISSHlG 17.5 

FREQUENCIES .:.:1n CROS:TABULATIONS 

GRPIDCGROUP ID> 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 

TABLE OF GRPID BY RELIG 

RELIGC RELIGION> 

ROW PCT !Protestant Catholic Jewish Other Unknown 
COL PCT I 11 21 31 41 51 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 1 I 20 I 20 I 2 I 18 I o I 
Homosexual 
pedophiles 

I 10.20 I 10.20 I 1.02 I 9.18 I o.oo I 
I 33.33 I 33.33 I 3.33 I 30,00 I o.oo I 
I 28.17 I 45.45 I 28.57 I 24.66 I o.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Heterosexual 
pedophiles 

2 I 17 I 3 I 2 I 15 I 1 I 
I 8.67 I 1.53 I 1.02 I 7.65 I o.51 I 
I 44.74 I 7.89 I s.26 I 39.47 I 2.63 I 
I 23.94 I 6.82 I 28.57 I 20.55 I 100.00 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ . . . . 3 I 11 7 I 2 I 19 I o I 
Exhibitionists I 5.61 3.57 I 1.02 I 9.69 I o.oo I 

I 28.21 17.95 I 5.13 I 48.72 I o.oo I 
I 15.49 15.91 I 28.57 I 26.03 I o.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 41 71 71 11 61 01 
I 3.57 I 3.57 I o.51 I 3.06 I o.oo I 
I 33.33 I 33.33 I 4.76 I 28.57 I o.oo I 
I 9.86 I 15.91 I 14.29 I a.22 I o.oo I 

Sadists 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Atypical 
paraphiliacs 

51 11I 51 01 131 01 
I 5.61 I 2.55 I o.oo I 6.63 I o.oo I 
I 37.93 I 17.24 I o.oo I 44.83 I o.oo I 
I 15.49 I 11.36 I o.oo I 17.81 I o.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ Bisexual 6 I 5 I 2 I o I 2 I o I 
d h . 1 I 2.55 I 1.02 I o.oo I 1.02 I o.oo I 

pe op 1 es I 55.56 I 22.22 I o.oo I 22.22 I o.oo I 
I 7.04 I 4.55 I o.oo I 2.74 I o.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 71 44 7 73 1 
36.22 22.45 3.57 37.24 0.51 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 15 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY RELIG 

TOTAL 

60 
30.61 

38 
19.39 

39 
19.90 

21 
10 ,71 

29 
14.80 

9 
4.59 

196 
100.00 

STATISTIC OF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 20 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 20 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 196 
FREQUENCY MISSING= 15 

21.023 
22.043 

0.003 
0.328 
0.311 
o .164 

0.396 
0.338 
o. 957 

WARNING: 53~ OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS 
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST. 

,, 
,. 
I 



Appendix M-1 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY EDUCAT 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) EDUCATCEDUCATION CATEGORY, GS HS COLL GRAD> 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROW PCT 1Grade High College Graduate 
COL PCT /School l I School 2 I 31 school 4 I TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Non-pedophills/ 2.8: / 24.fi / is.fl/ Z.3i / 45.;g 

I 6.25 I 54.17 I .34.38 I s.21 I 
I 31.58 I 49.52 I 55.93 I 17.86 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ Pedophiles l I 1.3 I 53 I 26 I 23 I 115 
I 6.16 I 25.12 I 12.32 I 10,90 I S4.50 
I 11.30 I 46.09 I 22.61 I 20.00 I 
I 68.42 I 50.48 I 44.07 I 82.14 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 19 105 59 28 211 
9.00 49.76 27.96 13.27 100.00 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY EDUCAT 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

SAMPLE SIZE= 211 

3 
3 
l 

13.388 
14.309 
1.223 
o.2s2 
0.244 
a.2s2 

0.004 
0.003 
0. 269 



Appendix M-2 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY EDUCAT 

177 

GRPIDCGROUP ID) EDUCATCEDUCATION CATEGORY, GS HS COLL GRAD) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROW PCT I Grade High C ll Graduate 
COL PCT I school 1 I school 2 I O e~I school 4 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
1 I 5 I 21 I 19 I 19 I 

Homosexual I 2.37 9.95 I 9.00 I 9.00 I 
pedophiles I 7.81 I 32.81 I 29.69 .I 29.,6!1 I 

I 2 6 . 3 2 I 2 o . o o I -3z:-2 r; i 6 7 . 8 6 I 
---------+--------+--------+· - __ --+--.a-=-- -+ 

Heter 1 2 I 7 I 25 I 5 I 4 I 
o~exua I 3.32 I 11.85 I 2.37 I 1.90 I 

pedophiles / 17J2' I 60.98 I 12 . 20 I 9.76 I 
~-• 23.81 I 8.47 I 14.29 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Exh · b · t . . 3 I 2 I 2 2 I 15 I 2 I 1 1 ionists I 0.95 I 10.43 I 7 . 11 I 0.95 I 

I 4.88 I 53.66 I 36.59 I 4.88 I 
I 10.53 I zo.95 I 25.42 I 7.14 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Sadists 4 I 2 I 12 I 6 I 1 I 

I 0.95 I 5.69 I 2.84 I 0.47 I 
I 9.52 I 57.14 28.57 I 4.76 I 
I 10.53 I 11.43 I 10.17 I 3.57 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Atypical 5 I 2 I 18 I 12 I 2 I 
Paraphiliacs f t ii / st ~J / 3t ~; / t ii / 

I 10.53 I 17 . 14 I 20.34 I 7.14 I 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 

Bisexual 6 I 1 I 7 I 2 I o I 
ped h. l I o . 4 7 I 3 • 3 2 I o • 9 5 I o . o o I 

op 1 es I 10.00 I 70.00 I 20.00 I o.oo I 
I 5.26 I 6.67 I 3.39 I o.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 

TOTAL 

64 
30.33 

41 
19.43 

41 
19.43 

21 
9,95 

34 
16 .11 

10 
4.74 

TOTAL 19 105 59 28 
9.00 49.76 27.96 13.27 

211 
100.00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY EDUCAT 

STATISTIC OF VALUE PROB 
-------------------------------------------------· --· CHI-SQUARE 15 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 15 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

SAMPLE SIZE= 211 

35.318 
35.503 
6.810 
0.409 
0.379 
0.236 

tg~ 
0.009 

WARNING, 41¼ OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS 
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A· VALID TEST. 



Appendix N-1 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY FSHCAT 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) FSHCATCFSH CATEGORY) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I ROW PCT I Be low Above 
COL PCT I avera.ga I Avera,geJJ I avera,gel I TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Non-pedophi:fbJ 13 I 51 I 32 I 96 9 6.16 I 24.17 I 15,17 I 45.50 

I 13.54 I 53.13 I 33,33 I 
I 52.00 I 42.15 I 49.23 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Pedophiles l I 5. g I 33. rg I 15 .n I 54'.ii 

I 10.43 I 60.87 I 28,70 I 
I 4a.oo 1 51.a5 I 50.77 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 25 121 65 211 11.85 57.35 30,81 100.00 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY FSHCAT 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
CHi:SQUARE---------------------z---1~;;;-------o~;iZ 
~IKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 1.33

8 
o.SlZ 

P
ANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE I a.031 0-

86

' HI o.oao 

C
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT o.o

79 

RAMER'S V 0,080 

SAMPLE SIZE= 211 
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Appendix N-2 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS COOED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSThBULATIO~S 

TABLE OF GRPID BY FSHCAT 

GRPIDCGROUP ID) FSHCATCFSH CATEGORY) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I ROW PCT I Below Above 

-=~:-~CT ia,ve~e.1 I Averageo I average11 TOTAL 
---+--------+--------+--------+ 

Homosexual 1 I 7 I 40 I 17 I 64 ped h' I 3.32 I 18.96 I 8,06 I .30 . .33 
op 1.les I 10.94 I 62,50 I 26.56 I 

____ I 2a.oo I 33.06 I 26,15 I 

-----+ H --------+--------+--------+ 
eterosexual 2 I 3 I 26 I 12 I 41 

pedophiles I 1.4Z I 12.lZ I 5.69 I 19.43 
I 7.32 I 63.41 I 29,27 I 

__ I 12.00 I 21.49 I 18,46 I 
-------+--------+--------+--------+ E . . l I 4 I 22 I 1S I 41 

xh1.b1.tionists I 1.90 I 10.43 I 7.11 I 19,43 I 9.76 I 53.66 I 36,59 I 
__ I 16. oo I 18. 18 I 23. 08 I 

-------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Sad· t 4 I 3 I 14 I 4 I 21 l.S 

6 
I 1.42 I 6,64 I 1,90 I 9,95 

I 
14,29 I 66,67 I 19,05 I 

_ 12.00 I u.S7 I 6.15 I 
Atypicai _____ S_j ______ 6_j _____ i5_i _____ ij-+ 34 

paraphiliacs I Z.34 I 7. 11 I 6. 16 I 16 .11 
I 17.65 I 44.12 I 38.24 I 

_ I 24.00 I 12.40 I 20.00 I 
---- + B' ----+--------+--------+--------1.sexual 6 I 2 I 4 I 4 I 10 

pedophiles I o.9S I t.90 I 1.90 I 4.74 

I 
20.00 I 40.00 I 40.00 I 

____ a . o o I 3. 31 I 6 • 15 I 
-----+-------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 25 121 65 211 

11.85 57,.35 30,Sl 100.DO 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS COOED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY FSHCAT 

~:~TISTIC DF VALUE PROi 
fH1:sQUARE--------------------1a-----1:1;i-------a:&s; 
Ml~ELIHooo RATIO CHI-SQUARE 10 1.a42 °-

644 

PHITEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 Q.010 o.
9

l

9 

0.192 

goRNTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0,

188 

AMER'S V o.136 

RNING, 33¼ OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED couNTS LESS ~:MPLE SIZE= 211 THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAi NOT iE A VALID TEST. 
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Appendix N-J 

ANALYSIS l,IITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AUD CROSSTABULATIDNS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY LHCAT 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) LHCATCLH CATEGORY) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROW PCT I Below Above 
COL PCT I averag~1 I averagea t average1 I TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Non-pedophiles O 

/ 6.J: / 21.ig / 11.5t / 45.lg 
I 14.58 I 47.92 I 37.50 I 
I 66.67 I 39.66 I 48.65 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Pedophiles 

1 
/ 3.3f / 33.J~ / 18.tf / 54~j5 
I 6.09 I 60.87 I 33.04 I 
I 3J.JJ I 60.34 I 51,35 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 21 116 74 211 
9.95 54.98 35.07 100.00 

STATISTICS FDR TABLE DF GRPCAT BY LHCAT 

STATISTIC DF V~=~~-------:~~~-
-------------------------------------- D 058 CHI - SQUARE z 5 ·688 0°057 

~IKELIHOOD RATI O CHI-SQUAR E 2 :•::J o:639 
p~fTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE l o : l64 

CCONTI NGENCY COEFFICIENT 8·tt: 
RAMER' S V · 

SAMPLE SIZE= 211 
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Appendix N-4 

ANAL YSIS WITH UNKIIOWNS CODED AS MISSING l81 
FREQUENCIES AIIO CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY LHCAT 

GRPIDCGROUP ID) LHCATCLH CATEGORY) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I ROW PCT Below Above 
COL PCT Javerag~l I averagEO I averagei I TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Honosexual 1 I 5 35 I 24 64 
pedophiles I ~:ii l ~::~; l nJi I 30.33 

I Z3.81 I 30.17 I 32,43 I 
H ---------+-------+--------+--------+ eterosexual 2 I 2 I 29 I 10 I 41 
pedophiles I 0.95 I 13.74 I 4.74 I 19,43 

I 4.88 I 70.73 I 24,39 l 
I 9.52 I 25.00 I 13.51 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Ex.1ibitionists 3 I 3 I 19 I 19 I 41 I 1.42 I 9.00 I 9.00 I 19.43 

I 7. 32 I 46. 34 I 46. 34 I 
I 14.29 I 16.38 I 25,68 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Sadists 4 I 5 I 11 I 5 I 21 I 2.37 I 5.21 I 2.37 I 9,95 

I 23.81 I 52.38 I 23,81 I 
I 23.81 I 9.48 I 6,76 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ At· · 5 I 6 I 16 I 12 I 3
4 

fl)lC~l I 2.84 I 7 .58 I 5.69 I 16,11 
Pat'aphiliacs I 17. 65 I 47. 06 I 35. 29 I 

I 28.S7 I 13.79 I 16.22 I 
---------+--------+--------+--------+ 6 I o I 6 I 4 I lO 

Bisexual I o.oo I 2.84 I 1.90 I 4.74 
pefophiles I o.oo I 60,00 I 450.~~ I 

I o.oo I s.11 I · + 
---------+--------+--------+--------74 211 
TOTAL 21 116 07 100.00 

9,95 54,98 35, 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNO&~NS coDEBDUALiT~~~~ING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTA 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY LHCAT 

VALUE PROB STATISTIC DF ___________________ _ 

---------------------------------- 15 334 0.120 CHI-SQUARE 10 • l0 0,128 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 1° 

1~·l31 o.s12 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE l 0 °270 
PHI Q

0

260 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0 °191 
CRAMER'S V ' 

SAMPLE SIZE= 211 vpECTED COUNTS LESS 
WARNING: 33;: OF THE CELLS HAVMEA~"NOT BE A VALID TEST , 

THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE 



Append.ix N-5 
ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 

FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY TTCAT 

182 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) 

FREQUENCY I 

TTCATCTESTOSTERONE CATEGORY) 

PERCENT ~elow Above 
ROH PCT j 
COL PCT 1average.1 I Average0 ,average 11 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Non-pedophile: I 2~::i I ½~:i; I f!:i! I 

46.51 35.63 I -S5.51i I, 
---------+--------+--------+--==-~--+ 

TOTAL 

96 
45.SO 

Pedophiles 1 10.;~ I 26.;: I 11.g: j 54~;~ 
20.00 48.70 31.lO I 
53.49 I 64.37 I 44.44 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 43 87 81 211 
20.38 41.23 38.39 100.00 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY TTCAT 

STATISTIC OF VALUE PROS 
-------------------------------------------------~--CHI-SQUARE 2 6.737 0.0 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 6.785 • 34 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 2.037 0.154 
PHI 0.179 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.176 
CRAMER'S V 0.179 

SAMPLE SIZE~ 211 

-



. Appendix N-6 

ANALYSIS HITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATICNS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY TTCAT 
GRPIDCGROUP ID) TTCAT(TESTOSTERONE CATEGORY) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
~g~ ~gr !Below Above 

-------~- I ~verage-11 AverageP I a.veragel I TOTAL 
H + -------+--------+--------+ 

omosexual 1 I 17 I 28 I 19 I 64 
pedophile I 8.06 I 13,27 I 9.00 I 30,33 

s I 26.56 43,75 I 29,69 I 
----- I 39. S3 I 32. 18 I 23. 46 I 

ete --------+--------+--------+ rosexual 2 I 5 I 25 I 11 I 41 H ----+ 
pedophiles I 2.37 I 11,85 I 5,21 I 19,43 

I 12.20 I 60,98 I 26,83 I 
----- I 11.63 I 28,74 I 13,58 I 

----+--------+--------+--------+ 
ElChi b · t. . 3 I 4 I 1 o I 27 I 41 

1 
ionists I 1.90 1 4,74 I 12.so I 19,43 

I 
9.76 I 24,39 I 65,85 I 

---- 9.30 I U,49 I 33,33 I 
---- + + s - --------+--------+--------

adists 4 I a I 7 I 6 I 21 I 3.79 I 3.32 I 2,84 I 9,95 
I 38 .1 o I 33. 33 I 28. 57 I 

----- I 18 • 6 o I 8 . o s I 7 • 41 I 
Atn,ical --5-j------a,-----j;-j-----jz-j 34 
llaraphiliacs I 3.79 I 6.64 I s.69 I )6.11 

I 
23.53 I 41.18 I 35.29 I 

--- U • 6 o I 16 • o 9 14 • 81 I 
------+--------+--------+--------+ 

Bise 6 I 1 I 3 I 6 j 
10 

JlOd ~l I o.47 I 1.42 I 2.s4 4.74 
ophiles j 10.00 j 30.00 I 60,00 I 

--- 2,33 3,45 I 7,41 I 
TOTAL----+-----4;-+-----;,-+-----;i-+ 211 

20,38 41,23 33,39 100,00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS cooED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CRCSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE CF GRPID BY TTCAT 

:~AT!STIC DF VALUE -----~~~!_. 
t~i:SQUARE--------------------10----za:740-- ~-~~i 
MA~~~fHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 10 

2t·il~ 0:246 
~HI -HA ENSZ EL CHI-SQUARE 1 o: 36 9 

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT D-

346 

RAMER'S V o.261 

~AAMPLE SIZE= 211 LESS RN ING' 227. OF THE CELL s HAVE EXPECTED couNTS T THAN S. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT SE A VALID TES . 
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWN CODED AS MI~SING 
D!SCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OF MMPI 

STATISTICS FOR ENTRY, OF• 4, 9 

VARIABLE RD2 F PROB> F TOLERANCE 

~~~i:i 0.5454 2.699 0.0995 1.0000 
0.3515 1.220 0 .3677 1.0000 
0.3320 1.118 0,4058 1,0000 

~~~~=; 0.1282 0.331 0.8505 1.0000 
0.0204 0.047 0.9951 l,0000 

MMPI_6 0.3284 1.100 0,4131 1. 0000 
MMPI 7 0,2412 0, 715 0.6022 1.0000 
MMPC8 0.2895 0,917 0.4947 1.0000 
MMPC9 0.2597 0.709 0.6056 1.0000 
MMPI_O 0.5639 2.909 0.0845 1.0000 

VARIABLE MMPI_0 HILL BE ENTERED 

THE FOLLOWING VARIABLECS) HAVE BEEN ENTERED, 
MMPI 0 -

MULTIVARIATE STATISTICS 

MILKS' LAMBDA • 0.43614584 
PILLAI'S TRACE,. 0,5658S6 

FC4,9) :r 2.909 
F(4,9) s 2,909 

PROB> F • 0,0845 
PROB> F • 0.0845 

AVERAGE SQUARED CANONICAL CORRELATION• 0.14096404 

STATISTICS FOR REMOVAL, OF a 4, 9 

VARIABLE 

MMPI_O 

Rllll2 

O.S6l9 

F PROB > F 

2,909 0,084S 

NO VARIABLES CAN BE REMOVED 

187 
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SffPMISf SflfCTl0N, STfP 2 
ANAL rsrs WITH UN~NOWN CODfD AS HISSING 

DISCRI11INANT ANAL rs1s o, -I 

STATISTICS FDR fNTU, OF 11 ii, I 
PARTIAL 

VARIABLf R••z F PR01 > , T0LfRANCf 
""Pl ! 0 . l 070 O.IU O.HJI 0 . 570J HNl'I=~ 0 . JU•tt 0. lll 0.1',,S 0 . 47 JD ""PI_l a.zoo, D. $OZ D. 7JU 0 . IZII 
~~~H 0 . 0595 0 . IZ7 a."" D. 7010 0 . 0647 0 . Ill 0.96!J 0 . 9210 ""Pl-6 o. zz11 0,570 O. t92l D. 7 l9' HMl'I-7 0.07'6 O. !U D. 9491 0.6097 /'!l1Pl-1 0. IIJI 0. 451 0. 77 DD D.6l'5 l'tl'tl't:9 D .1046 0 . Zl4 0 . 9117 D . 1060 

Na VARIAILES CAN IE ENTERED 

----------------------------------· -------------
s TfPl<llf SfL fCTION , SUNl1ARr 

AVfhGf 
SQUARfD 

HILU' PROI < CANONICAL PROB > PAUIAL , PIIOI > 
LAHIDA CORRfiA TI ON ASCC o•z STATISTIC: , lANI.IIA 

o.su, Z. 909 D. D145 a, 43'14ll4 O, OIO 0,14096'04 o. aus 



"""-l ,.,.,r_z 

""fl 1 1 . ODO o.uz 
l'INPt-z O. U2 ,..,..,t-l 0 . 190 

1 . 000 

MNP't-4 0 . Ul 
0 . '95 

l"INl"l-, O. J9' 
0 . ,11 

"""'"r-, 0 . 109 
O. 7ll 

,..,..,t-7 0 . 691 
o . 5az 

l'tNl"t-1 0. 7'7 
0. 1•2 

MNl'l-9 a . 5•• 
a .611 

,,.,.,,1:0 
0 · '" 

0 . 291 
o. 726 

.... ,1_1 """ _2 

""" 1_1 l. 000 0 . 6ll 
Mf1111'I Z 0.6lJ 

~~;~=~ a.''"' 
I. 000 

0 . 643 
o . ,or 

:~~=i O. l71 
a . 622 

0 . Ill 
a. 7 or 

MHPt- 7 0 . ,,. 
0 . 570 

~~~~=i O. 7 Zl 
0 . 7 JO 

0 . 476 
0 . S9J 

:-4t1,1:a a.6u 0 . 237 
0 . 714 

AHLYSIS WITH UIIKNCWN CODED AS Nf$$INO 
DISCRHIINAU, AIIAL Y51S Of -r 
~;[fWI$[ DISCUNINANT ANAL YS!S 

14 OISERVATleNS 
2 CLASS LEVEL~ 

10 VUIAIL[(5J I N TH[ ANALYSIS 
0 VAllAILftSl WILL IE INCLUDED 

TH[ NfTHDDt S l FOR S[LECTftlO VAUAIL[$ WfLL IE • 
srE,wlSE 

SIGNIFfCANCC LEVEL TO [HTER . 0 . 1500 

SIONlflCANCE LfYEL TO STAY . a.u00 

CLASS LEVEL !NFORIUTfON FOR OROU' CATfOORY 

GRfCAT GROU FREQUENCY ,.a,oRTION 

o. ,00000 
0 .,00000 

TOTAL SA,.,Lf COUELATION$ 

_r_l .,,.,r_• M,l_l """-6 
,.,.,r_1 

o . '91 
0 . 190 0 . 621 O. lU 0 . lot 

0. "' 
0 . 611 a.713 a.512 0 . 74Z 

1. ooo o . u, O. Ul a . 111 o.'15 

a.us 1 . 000 a·"' a . 715 o . '72 

O. Ul o . 5'• 1.aao 0.641 a . ,11 

o . 111 1 . 775 o . ,u 1 , ODO a. 7l• 

0 . 615 a. 67 z 0 .671 a .134 1. 000 

0 . 601 D . 601 o.513 o.771 0. 947 

o. 592 a _501 

0 . .,9 o .• ,a o.zu o.6B 

0. ~,-
0 _,., o.zu 0 . '10 

,ooLED WITHIN CLA5$ CDRRELATfDNS 
,.,.,r_ 7 

.... ,1_3 .,,.,r_ • ,.,.,1_, 
1111,1_, 
a.Ill a . UI 

0 . 944 O . 64l a . J71 a . 1 so 

o . 6 01 0 . 6Z2 o . 1 or 
0 _,ra O. 6ll 

1. ooo 0 .6 H 0 . ,11 0 . 791 o .uz 

a ."' L . .JGO 
a.,,; o. 711 o . '71 a . 6l4 

0 . 417 a . 5'7 1 . aoo 1 . 000 0 . 7 Z7 

0. 791 a . : 11 a .'34 a . 7Z1 1. ooo 

o . u, 0 . 61Z o . ,n O. 719 
o. 9!, 

a . 662 0 . 643 a , lll O. c.54 

a . ,0, O. 70l a . z,1 0.,11 a . 5'6 

a. •J7 o.,u 0 . Z'-Z 
Q. ~9l 
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1111,1_, ,.,.,1_9 "",r_o 

o. 7'1 0. 544 0 ·"' 
0. Z91 o. rz, 

a . u1 a.•'9 o. 414 
o.,a7 a . 6'0 a . 541 
o.,aa D. ZH 0 . 261 
o.513 0 . ,,z D . 510 
a . 111 0 . !01 0 . ,2s 
0 . 947 a . '7• a . ,al 
1. aao 1. aoo 0 . 440 
a. ,1, I. 000 
a.60l D. 440 

"""-' 
,.,.,1_0 

.,.,1_1 
a ·'" 

O. 72l a. 476 
0 . ;37 0 . 71'-

0. 59 l a . '-l7 
Q. o,z 0 . !DJ a . HZ 
a. ~<.l O. TOl O.Z4Z 
a.lll 

a , Zl7 0 . <.95 o .~u a . 719 o . U4 0 ·'" a . 95, 0 , 49' a . 5'0 
1 . 000 i . ,ao a.Ju 
a. c.9 5 1, aaa 
a.5'0 

0, !61 



J. 

STEP 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWN CODED AS NISSING 
DISCRININANT ANALYSIS OF NNPI 

STATISTICS FOR ENTRY, DF • 1, 12 

VARIAILf RUZ F PROB> F TOLERANCE 

HNP I 1 0.1075 1.446 0.2524 1.0000 
P1NPC2 0. 037 3 0. 465 0.5012 1.0000 
P1P1PC3 0.0000 0.000 0.9173 1.0000 
MNPI-4 0.0019 0.023 0.Hl& 1. 0000 
MNPI-5 0,0170 0.201 0. 6S66 1. 0000 
NNPI-6 0.0227 0.279 0.6069 1.0000 
P1P1PC7 0,0514 O,H4 0.4053 1.0000 
MNPC& 0 .1S27 Z.16Z 0.1672 1.0000 
1'1t1PC9 0 .1656 Z,31Z 0 .1417 1.0000 
MNPX:O 0.09'9 1.211 0.2717 1. 0000 

VARI Alli!: Nl'!PI_9 NILL If ENTfRED 

THE FOLLOWING VARIAILEISI HAVf BfEN 
P1NPI_9 

ENTERED• 

NULTIVARIATE STATISTICS 

NillS• LA"IDA • 0 13437255 Fll,12) • Z.312 PROI > F • 0.1417 
PILLAI•s TRACE• ·a.165627 F(l,12) • 2.312 PROI > F • 0.1417 

AVERAGE SQUARl!:D CANONICAL CORRfLATION • 0,16562745 

---------------- ·--------------·----------··----STEP 2 

STATISTICS FOR Rl!:NOVAL, DF • l, lZ 

VARIABLE 

1111PI_9 

RU2 

O .16 56 

F PROB> F 

Z.312 0,1417 

NO VARIABLES CAN Bf REP10VfD 



1.9,1 

AHL TSIS WITH UNKNU.. COOU AS "ISSING 
OISCUNINAHT AHALTSIS Of -I 

c•wISE SH!CTION, sn, z 

STATISTICS FOR !NTRT, DI' • 1, II 

PARTIAL 
YAU AILE RUZ fROI > F TOL!RANC! 

.... ,1_1 a.aus 0.217 a·"°' a.1au 
MM,t _z a . 001 l a.au a.1111 o.u,. 
l'tl'1Pt l a . a,,1 0 .••• a.•na 0, 7194 -M.NPI • a.1a12 1.lla a.Z74' ,.,..7 
1'11'11"'I: s , . aoal a . au a . 9!SZ a. 911l 
"'11'1 0 , . aua O.IU a.,199 a . uu 

=i~: a . aazl a.az, 0.1767 a . 70l 
a.au, o.,n 1 . 0ZI a . 6617 
I . OZ5' o.zu l . 599Z O. IDU 

NO YHUllU CAN SE tNT!A!D 

------------------------ -------------------------------------------
AY!RAG! 

YAAUIL! 
SOUAR!D 

ST!' NUMl!R URTIAL f 'IOI > wn~s• fROI < CANONICAL ,.aa > 
!NT!R[D lf"OY!D IN RUZ STATlSTIC f LAMIDA LANIDA COllfLA Tl ON ASCC 

I ,.,,1_,- Q.165' -----------Z . lU 1.1.a7 0 .ll4l7Z55 0.1417 O.U5'ZH5 D.1417 



Appendix P-1 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

192 

TA BLE OF GRPCAT BY PED_REL 
PED_RELCPEDOFILE RELATIVE) 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROW PCT I · COL PCT I No 11 Maybe Z I Yes 31 TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ N O I 7 4 I 2 I 8 I 84 
on-pedophiles I 41.81 I 1,13 I 4.52 I 47,

4
6 

I 88.10 I 2.38 I 9,52 I 
I 48.37 I so.oo I 40.00 I 

pd ---------+--------+--------+--------+ e ophiles 1 I 79 I 2 I 12 I 
9

3 I 44,63 I 1,13 I 6,78 I 52.S4 
I 84,95 I 2.15 I 12.90 I 
I s1.63 I so.00 I 60,00 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 153 4 20 177 
86.44 2.26 11.30 1co.oo 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 34 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY pED_REL 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB ------ ----------------------
-------------------------- o.776 CHI-SQUARE z O. 507 0. 77 5 

~iKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 °- 511 
a.SOI 

PH~TEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE I 1:ci~~ 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT o.o

53 

CRAMER'S V 0.054 

~kFECT IVE SAMP LE SIZE= 177 
EQUENCY MISSING= 34 WARNING: 16¼ OF THE DATA ARE MISSING· TS LESS 

WARNING: 33¼ OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTBEDE io~:LID TEST, 
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT 
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ANALYSI~ WITH UNKttOWNS CODED AS MISSING 

FREQUEUCIES AND CROSSTABULA TIONS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY PED_REL 

GRPIDCGROUP ID) PED_RELCPEDOFILE RELATIVE) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROI~ PCT I 
COL PCT I No 11 Maybe 21 Yes 31 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 1 I 43 I 2 I 3 I 
Homosexual 
pedophiles 

I 24.29 I 1.13 I 1.69 I 
I a 9 . 58 I 4 .17 I 6 • 25 I 
I 28.10 I 50,00 I 15,00 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 2 30 I o I 8 I 

Heterosexual 
pedophiles 

16. 9 5 I o. o o I 4. 52 I 
78.9S I o.oo I 21.05 I 

I 19.61 I o.oo I 40.00 I 
---------+--------+--------+--------+ 3 I 31 I 1 I S I 

Exhibitionists I 17.51 I 0,56 I 2.82 I I 83.78 I 2.10 I 13.51 I 
I 20.26 I 2s.00 I 2s.00 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 4 I 17 I o I 2 I 
Sadists I 9.60 I o.oo I 1.13 I 

I 89.47 I o.oo I 10.53 I 
I 11.11 I o.oo I 10.00 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ S I 26 I 1 I 1 I 

Atypical 
paraphiliacs 

I 14.69 I o.56 I 0.56 I 
I 92.86 I 3.57 I 3.57 I 
I 16.99 I 25.00 I 5.00 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 6 I 6 I o I 1 I 
Bisexual 
pedophiles 

I 3. 39 I o . o o I o. 56 I 
I 85.71 I o.oo I 14.29 I 
I 3.92 I o.oo I s.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 153 4 20 
86.44 2.26 11.30 

FREQUE~CY MISSING= 34 

TOTAL 

48 
21.12 

38 
21.47 

37 
20.90 

19 
10,73 

28 
15,82 

7 
3.95 

177 
100.00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY PED_REL 

PROB 
STATISTIC ------------------------------------------------------

DF VALUE 

CHI-SQUARE 10 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 10 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 
P~I 

8. 938 0.538 
0.416 
0. 618 

CONTINGEttCY COEFFICIENT 
CR:.MER'S V 

10.285 
0.249 
0.225 
0.219 
0.159 

EFFECTIVE S~MPLE SIZE= 177 
FREQUE~CY MISSING= 34 
l·JARNrnG: 16}: OF THE DAH ARE MISSING. 
w:.RNING: 61¾ OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS 

THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST. 
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY REL_FATH 

19+ 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) REL_FATHCRELATIONSHIP TO FATHER) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROH PCT ~ . . Somewhat . 
COL PCT r os1.t1.v~ begative2 fegat1.v~ I TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
.n... I 14 I 21 I 51 I 86 

Non-pedophilqs 7. 49 I 11. 23 I 27. 27 I 45. 99 
I 16.28 I 24.42 I 59.30 I 
I 36.84 I 45.65 I 49.51 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
P d Phi" 1 1 I 2 4 I 2 5 I 5 2 I 1 o 1 

e O es I 12.8.3 I 13.37 I 27.81 I 54.01 
I 23.76 I 24.75 I 51.49 I 
I 6.3.16 I 54 . .35 I 50.49 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 38 46 103 187 
20 . .32 24.60 55.08 100.00 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 24 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY REL_FATH 

STATISTIC 

CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 187 
FREQUENCY MISSING= 24 

OF 

2 
2 
1 

VALUE 

1. 797 
1. 816 
1.708 
0.098 
0.098 
0.098 

WARNING: 11¼ OF THE DATA ARE MISSING. 

PROB 

0.407 
0.40.3 
0.191 
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY REL_FATH 

GRPIDCGROUP ID) REL_FATHCRELATIONSHIP TO FATHER) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROW PCT Ip . . Somewhat N i 
COL PCT I ositiv1tnegativ~t egat v\1 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
1 I 15 I 16 I 22 I 

Homosexual 
i:edophile s 

I 8 . 02 I 8.56 I 11.76 I 
I 28.30 I 30 . 19 I 41.51 I 
I 39.47 I 34 . 78 I 21.36 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
2 I 7 I 9 I 24 I 

Heterosexual I 3.74 I 4 . 81 I 12.83 I 
pedophiles I 17.50 .I 22.50 I 60.00 I 

I 18 . 42 I 19 . 57 I 23.30 I 
---------+--------+--------+--------+ 

3 I 1 o I 9 I 20 I 
Exhibitionists I 5.35 I 4.81 I 10 . 70 I 

I 25 . 64 I 23 . 08 I 51.28 I 
I 26 . 32 I 19 . 57 I 19. 42 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Sadists 41 31 41 111 

I 1.60 I 2.14 I 5.88 I 
I 16.67 I 22 . 22 I 61.11 I 
I 7.89 I 8.70 I 10.68 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Atypical 5 I 1 I 8 I 20 I 
paraphiliacs I o.53 I 4.28 I 10.70 I 

I 3.45 I 27.59 I 68.97 I 
I 2.63 I 17.39 I 19.42 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
B . 1 6 I 2 I o I 6 I 1 se xu':' I 1 . o 7 I o . o o I 3 . 21 I 
pedophiles I 25.00 I o.oo I 75.00 I 

I 5.26 I o.oo I 5.83 I 
---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 38 46 103 

20.32 24.60 55.08 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 24 

TOTAL 

53 
28.34 

40 
21.39 

39 
20.86 

18 
9.63 

29 
15.51 

8 
4.28 

187 
100.00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY REL_FATH 

STATISTIC OF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 10 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 10 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

SAMPLE SIZE= 187 
MISSING = 24 

13.285 
17.193 
6.499 
0.267 
0.258 
0.188 

0.208 
a. o7 o 
a. 011 

EFFECTIVE 
FREQUE NCY 
l~A RtlitW : 
l·lARNING : 

11 ~ OF THE DATA ARE MISSING . 
27~ OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS 

THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST. 
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY REL_MOTH 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) REL_MOTHCRELATIONSHIP TO MOTHER) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I Somewhat 
ROW PCT !Positive . Negativa 
COL PCT I 1tnegat1v~I ~I TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ o 26 I 26 I 19 I 71 
Non-pedophiles 17.45 I 17.45 I 12.75 I 47.65 

36.62 I 36.62 I 26.76 I 
I 33.81 I 60.47 I 48.72 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 1 I 41 I 17 I 20 I 78 
Pedophiles I 27.52 I 11.41 I 13.42 I 52.35 

I 52.56 I 21.79 I 25.64 I 
I 61.19 I 39.53 I 51.28 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 67 43 39 149 
44.97 28.86 26.17 100.00 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 62 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY REL_MOTH 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 149 
FREQUENCY MISSING= 62 

2 
2 
1 

4,950 
4.981 
1.590 
0.182 
0.179 
0 .182 

WARNING: 29¾ OF THE DATA ARE MISSING. 

0.084 
0.083 
0.207 



.. 

Appendix R-2 
ANALYSIS WITH UNK"O}illS CODED AS MISSING 

FREQUENCIES AUD CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY REL_MOTH 

GRPIDCGROUP ID) REL_MOTHCRELATIONSHIP TO MOTHER) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I Somewhat 
ROH PCT Ip ·t· t' N t· COL PCT I osi iv11nega iv~ 1 ega iv~ 1 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 1 I 22 I 8 I 7 I 
H xual I 14. 77 I 5. 37 I 4. 7 o I 

omose . I 59 . 46 I 21. 6 2 I 13 . 92 I 
pedophiles I 32.84 I 18.60 I 17 .95 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Heterosexual 
pedophiles 

2 I 17 I 7 I 10 I 
I 11.41 I 4.70 I 6.71 I 
I 50.00 I 20.59 I 29.41 I 
I 25.37 I 16.28 I 25.64 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
E 'b't' • t 3 I 10 I 14 I 8 I xhi 1 ionis s I 6. 71 I 9. 40 I 5. 37 I 

I 31.25 I 43.75 I 25.oo I 
I 14.93 I 32.56 I 20.51 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Sadists 

4 I 4 I 6 I 5 I 
I 2.68 I 4.03 I 3.36 I 
I 26.67 I 40.00 I 33.33 I 
I 5.97 I 13.95 I 12.82 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Atypical 
para.philiacs 

5 I 12 I 6 I 6 I 
I 8.05 I 4.03 I 4.03 I 
I 50.00 I 25.oo I 25.oo I 
I 17.91 I 13.95 I 15.38 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Bisexual 
pedophiles 

6 I 2 I 2 I 3 I 
I 1.34 I 1.34 I 2.01 I 
I 28.57 I 28.57 I 42.86 I 
I Z.99 I 4.65 I 7.69 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 67 43 39 
44.97 28.86 26.17 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 62 

TOTAL 

37 
24.83 

34 
22.82 

32 
21.48 

15 
10.07 

24 
16 .11 

7 
4.70 

149 
100.00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY REL_MOTH 

STATISTIC DF 

CHI-SQUARE 10 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 10 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

SAMPLE SIZE= 149 
MISSWG = 62 

VALUE 

11. 583 
11. 510 
2.502 
0.279 
0.269 
0.197 

EFFECTIVE 
FREQUENCY 
WARNING: 29¼ OF THE DATA ARE MISSING. 

PROB 

0.314 
0.319 
0 .114 

WARtHtlG: 27: OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTE~ COUNTS LESS 
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST . 

■ 

197 
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY LOSSES 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) 
LOSSES 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROW PCT I 
COL PCT I No 11 Yes 21 TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+ o I 48 I 41 I 89 
N d h

.
1 

I 25.13 I 21.47 I 46.60 
on-pe op i es I 53.93 I 46.07 I 

I 46.15 I 47.13 I 
---------+--------+--------+ 1 I 56 I 46 I 102 

Pedophiles t 29. 32 t 24. 08 t 53. 40 
I 54.90 I 45.10 I 
I 53.85 I 52.87 I 

---------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 104 87 191 
54.45 45.55 100.00 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 20 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY LOSSES 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
CONTINUITY ADJ. CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
FISHER'S EXACT TEST Cl-TAIL) 

C 2-TAIU 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 191 
FREQUENCY MISSING= 20 

1 
1 
1 
1 

0.018 
0.018 
0.000 
0.018 

-0.010 
0.010 

-0.010 

0.893 
0.893 
1. 000 
0,894 
0.504 
1. 000 



Appendix S-2 
ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 

FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY LOSSES 

GRPID(GROUP ID> 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT 
ROW PCT 

LOSSES 

COL PCT I No 11 Yes 21 
---------+--------+--------+ 

1 35 I 17 I Homosexual 18.32 8.90 I 
d h"l 67 31 32.69 

pe op 1 es ·S3.t»S 19.54 
---------+-----+--------+ 

Heterosexual 2 I 20 I 20 I 
pedophiles I 10.47 10.47 I I so.oo 5~0 

I 19.23 I .22.99 
---------+--------+----~=--+ 

Exhibitionisti I 10 .~~ I 9.~; I 
I 52.50 I 47.50 I 
I 20.19 I 21.84 I 

---------+--------+--------+ 
Sadists 4 I 9 7 I 

I 4.71 3.66 I 
56.25 43.75 I 
8.65 8.05 

---------+--------+--------+ 
Atypical 5 I 18 15 I 
Paraphiliacs 9.42 7 .85 I 

54.55 45.45 I 
I 17.31 17.24 

---------+--------+--------+ 
Bisexual 
pedophiles 

6 1 I 9 I 
o.52 I 4.71 ' 10.00 I 90.00 
o.96 I 10.34 

---------+--~~----+--------+ TOTAL 104 87 
54.45 45.55 

FREQUENCY MISSING a 20 

TOTAL 

52 
27.23 

40 
20.94 

40 
20.94 

16 
8.38 

33 
17.28 

10 
5.24 

191 
100.00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS COOED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY LOSSES 

STATISTIC 

CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 191 
FREQUEHCY MISSING= 20 

OF 

5 
5 
1 

VALUE 

11. 834 
12.832 

5.040 
0.249 
0,242 
0.249 

PROB 

0.037 
0.025 
0.025 



Appendix T-1 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSIHG 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY SEX_INV 

200 

GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY) 

FREQUENCY I 

SEX_INV(NO. OF CHILDHOOD SEXUAL INVOL 1/EMEHTS: 

PERCENT I 
ROW PCT I 
COL PCT i None 11 A few 21 Many 31 TOTAL 
---------+----+-------➔------+ o I 6.3 I 11 I 7 I al 

N d h·1 I .34.al I 6.01 I .3.17 I 44.7S 
on-~ op 1 es I 77.71 I 1.3 . SI I 1,64 I 

I 41 , 46 I .34 . 31 I .36.84 I 
---------+--------+--------+--------+ 1 I 67 I 21 12 I 100 

I 37.02 I 11.60 6,63 I ss.2s 
Pedophiles I 67. oo I 21. oo 12, oo I 

I S1.S4 I 6S.6.3 63.16 I 
---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 1.30 .32 19 Ul 

71,12 17.68 10.SO 100.00 

FREQUENCY MISSING= .30 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY SEX_INV 

STATISTIC 

CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 181 
FREQUENCY MISSING= .30 

DF 

2 
2 
1 

VALUE 

2.S98 
2.634 
1. 989 
0.120 
0 .119 
0.120 

WARNING, 14% OF THE DATA ARE HISSING . 

PROB 

0.273 
o .265 
0.158 
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ANALYSIS WITH IJtlKtlONNS CODED AS MISSING 

FREQUENCIE5 AND CROSSTABULATIO~S 

TABLE OF GRPID BY SEX_INV 

201 

GRPIDCGROUP ID) 

FREQUENCY I 

SEX_INVCNO. OF CHILDHOOD SEXUAL INVOLVEMENTS) 

PERCENT I 
ROW PCT I 
COL PCT I None 11 A few 21 Many 31 TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 1 I 36 I 12 I 6 I 54 
Homosexual I 19 . 8 9 I 6 . 6 3 I 3 • 31 I 29 . 8 3 
pedophiles I 66 .67 I 22.22 I 11.11 I 

I 27.69 I 37.50 I 31.58 I 
---------+--------+--------+--------+ 

H t 1 2 I 28 I 8 I 3 I 39 
e ero~exua I 15.47 I 4.42 I 1.66 I 21.55 

pedophiles I 71.79 I 20.51 I 7.69 I 
I 21.54 I 25.oo I 15.79 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 3 I 25 I 6 I 4 I 35 
Exhibitionists I 13.81 I 3.31 I 2.21 I 19.34 

I 71.43 I 17.14 I 11.43 I 
I 19.23 I 18.75 I 21.os I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
Sadists 4 I 15 I 2 I 2 I 

I 8.29 I 1.10 I 1.10 I 
I 78.95 I 10.53 I 10.53 I 
I 11. 54 I 6. 25 I 1 o. 53 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ 
5 I 23 I 3 I 1 I 

Atypical I 12.71 I 1.66 I o.55 I 
Paraphiliac s I 8 5 . 19 I 11. 11 I 3 • 7 o I 

I 17.69 I 9.38 I 5.26 I 
---------+--------+--------+--------+ 

Bisexual 
pedophiles 

6 I 3 I 1 I 3 I 
I 1.66 I o.55 I 1.66 I 
I 42.86 I 14.29 I 42.86 I 
I 2.31 I 3.13 I 15.79 I 

---------+--------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 130 32 19 
71.82 17.68 10.50 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 30 

19 
10.50 

27 
14.92 

7 
3.87 

181 
100,00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY SEX_INV 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 10 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 10 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE 
FREQUENCY 
1-JARNING: 

SAMPLE SIZE= 181 
MISSING = 30 

12.402 
10.000 

0.105 
0.262 
0.253 
0.185 

0.259 
0.440 
0.746 

WA RUING: 
14¼ OF THE DATA ARE MISSING. 
44¾ OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS 

THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST. 
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ANALYSIS WITH UNINOWNS CODrD AS HISSING 
,11ou!HClES AND c•o11TAIUlATlDNI 

TAil! o, GRPID IY AGI_SEX 

AD!_SEXIAGI a, CHllDHCOD SEXUAL INVOlVUIVITSI ORP'IDIOIIOUP IDJ 

Fl(QUEIICT l PfRC(HT 
IDW ,er 
COL ,er JI SI 61 71 II ,1 111 111 lZI UI 141 

♦, 4.sl ♦, ••• : ♦, 4.sl I ,.,f·,~r,-.. sf·,--::r,--::=--1---:r ,.,I, z.~r, 
11.u ,.n 11.11 17 . U 5.11 11.71 5.11 I.DD 11.7' 11.u , ... 
U.'7 I.DI ZJ.00 SI.DI U.DI ll.ll SI.II D.DO 41,IO U.11 51.11 

---z-, :::r1~~;r1-:::ir,-:::r,-ur1 d:~i-•1:;r,--:~:r1 1f:!I 1f:d --;;r, 
1.00 U.67 51.0I I.GI I.II 16.67 I.II I.II ZI.H H.11 1.00 

---i-♦, u: I i~r, ,ur1 ur-1 ,::d I 1::d I ut-, :;r, ,ur1 :::: l ur1 ,.aa JS.JS ZS.DD U.'7 50.Dt SS.JS 51.H I.DD .,.oa I.II 0,00 

4 •, o.D: •, o.o: •, 1.D: •, z.,J-♦, z.iJ •1 o.D:-+1 I.D: •1 D.o: •,---:.,: •1 o.o:I a.a: j 
D,aa o,DD o.oD SD.oa so.OD o. oD o,oD a.DD 1,oD o.DD I o.oo I 
a.oa D.oa I.DO u.67 ZS.OD D,DD o.oo a.DD D,DO o.oo o.oo I 

,-♦, 1.0: •, 1.,: •1 I.Dg •, 1.,: •, a.,:•, a.,:•, 1.a: •1 •-s~ •, 1.c; •, z.1J •, 1.,: •, 
I.IQ 1.00 I.DD I.DD I.DD I.DI 1.00 H.'7 I.II SJ.SJ 1,00 
l,DI l,OI O,DD 1,11 I.DD D, DD l,GI lDD,ID 1,11 ZD.DI I.DO 

'•1 z.1i •, 1.,: •1 1.0: I z.1# ,~.,: •, z.1J •, 1.,: I o.,: I 1.0: I ,.,: •1 z.1J •1 
ZS.DO I.OD 1,00 15,0I 1,00 U.H 1,11 I.DD I.II I.DI U,00 
ll,lJ 1.00 I.DI U,67 1.00 16.'7 .... o.aa o.oo '·" 30.0I 

-------+------+---•---+--------♦----.. ---+-----➔-----+------♦----➔---- .... --------· TOTAL S S I 6 4 6 Z Z 5 5 Z 
6.U 6,Jl 17 ,lt U,14 1.71 U.14 4,lJ 4.lS U,17 U.17 4.lJ 

Fl(QUEIICT "ISSIIIO • 165 

ANALYSIS NITN UNINDWNS CDD(D AS HISSING 
Fl(QU(HCIES AND CROSSTAIUlATIDNS 

STATISTICS FQI TAil( a, G■,ID IY AO(_SEX 

STATISTIC VAlUI! 

-----------------------------------

f~F,CTlV( SAHPt, SlZ! ■ 46 
FR,OU(NCT HISSING• 165 

...... 
54.DU 1.111 

1.ZZI 
I . 77J 
I.J•! 

MARUIIIO, 711 OF TH! DATA AU "ISSlNO. 

I.HZ 
1;sz1 
1.77' 

MARNIHO, IDIX OF TH( Cl!tLS HAV( (XP(CT!D COUNTS l(SS 
THAN s. CNl-SQUAI( "'T HDT II! A VALID r,sr. 

202 

TDTAl 

17 s,.,. 

' 19.57 

II 
ZS.fl 

z 
4.35 

4 
1,71 

46 
IDO. DD 
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY VIOLENCE 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) 
VIOLENCE 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROI., PCT I 
COL PCT Yes 11 No 21 TOTAL 

---------+--------+--------+ o 27 6 5 I 9 2 
13.50 32.50 I 46.oo 

Non-pedophiles 29.35 70.65 I 
81.82 38.92 I 

---------+--------+--------+ 1 6 I 102 108 
Pedophiles 3.00 I Sl.00 54.00 

s.s6 I 94.44 
18.18 61.08 

---------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 33 167 200 
16.50 83.50 100.00 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 11 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY VIOLENCE 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
CONTINUITY ADJ. CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
FISHER'S EXACT TEST Cl-TAIL) 

(2-TAIL> 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 200 
FREQUENCY MISSING= 11 

1 
1 
1 
1 

20.412 
21.439 
18.722 
20.310 

0.319 
0.304 
0.319 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0,000 
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Appendix U-2 

ANALYSIS WITH UllKIIOHNS CODED AS MISSING 204 
FREQUENCIES AIID CROSSH.BULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY VIOLENCE 

GRPIDC GROUP ID) VIOLEtlCE 

FREQUENCY( 
PERCENT I 
ROW PCT I 
COL PCT I Yes 1( No 21 

---------+--------+--------+ 
1 I 1 I 56 I 

Homosexual ( 0.50 I 28.00 I 
pedophiles I 1.75 I 98.25 I 

I 3.03 I 33.53 I 
---------+--------+--------+ 

2 I 5 I 36 I 
Heterosexual I 2.50 I 18.00 I 
pedophiles I 12.20 I 87 .80 I 

I 15.15 I 21.56 I 
---------+--------+--------+ 

3 I 1 I 3a I 
Exhibitionists I O .50 I 19. oo I 

I 2.56 I 97.44 I 
I 3.03 I 22.75 I 

---------+--------+--------+ 
Sadists 

4 I 19 I 2 I 
I 9.50 I 1.00 I 
I 90.48 I 9.52 I 
I 57.58 I 1.20 I 

---------+--------+--------+ 
· 5 I 7 I 25 I 

Atypical I 3.50 I 12.50 I 
paraphiliacs I 21.88 I 78.13 I 

I 21.21 I 14.97 I 
---------+--------+--------+ 

Bisexual 
pedophiles 

6 I o I 10 I 
I o.oo I 5.oo I 
I o.oo I 100.00 I 
I o.oo I 5.99 I 

---------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 33 167 
16.50 83.50 

FREQUENCY MISSING= 11 

TOTAL 

57 
28.50 

41 
20.50 

39 
19.50 

21 
10.50 

32 
16.00 

10 
5.00 

200 
100.00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY VIOLENCE 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE= 200 
FREQUENCY MISSING= 11 

s 
5 
1 

101.104 
32.54.3 
15 . .350 

0.711 
0.579 
0. 711 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 



Append.ix V-1 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY INCEST 

GRPCATCGROUP CATEGORY) 

FREQUENCY I 
PERCENT I 
ROW PCT I 

INCEST 

COL PCT I No 11 Yes 21 TOTAL 
---------+--------+--------+ o I 95 I 1 I 96 

Non-pedophiles I 45.02 I 0.47 I 45.50 
I 98.96 I 1.04 I 
I 48.72 I 6.25 I 

---------+--------+--------+ -1 1 I 100 I 15 I 115 
Pedophi es I 47.39 I 7.11 I 54.50 

I 86.96 I 13.04 I 
I 51.28 I 93.75 I 

---------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 195 
92.42 

16 
7.58 

211 
100.00 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY INCEST 

STATISTIC DF VALUE 
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PROB 
------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 1 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 1 
CONTINUITY ADJ. CHI-SQUARE 1 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 
FISHER'S EXACT TEST Cl-TAIL) 

C2-TAIL) 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

SAMPLE SIZE= 211 

10.755 
13.114 

9 .110 
10.704 

0.226 
0.220 
0,226 

0.001 
0,000 
0.003 
0.001 
0.001 
0.001 



Appendix V-2 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AHO CROSSTABULATIOHS 

TABLE OF GRPID BY INCEST 

GRP ID C GROUP ID) 

FREQUENCY I 

INCEST 

PERCENT I 
ROH PCT 
COL PCT I No 11 Yes 21 

---------+--------+-------+ 1 I 61 3 I 
I 28.91 I 1.42 I 

Homosexual I 95.31 I 4.69 I 
pedophil~-----!--~~:~!-!--~!:~~-! 
Heterosexual 2 29 J 12 

d h ·1 13.74 5,69 
pe op 1 e 7 o. 7 3 I 29. 27 

14.87 I 75.oo 
---------+--------+--------+ 

Exh .b·t· · 3 I 40 I 1 I 
i i ion1s't"s I 18.96 I 0.47 I 

I 97.56 I 2.44 I 
I 20.51 I 6.25 I 

---------+--------+--------+ 
4 I 21 I O I 

Sadists I 9.95 I o.oo 
I 100.00 I 0.00 I 
I 10.11 o.oo 

---------+--------+--------+ 
Atypical 
paraphilia 

s I 34 I o I 

I 16,11 I o.oo I 
100.00 I o.oo I 

I 17.44 I o.oo I 
---------+--------+--------+ 

Bisexual 
pedophilia 

6 I 10 I o I 
I 4.74 I o.oo I 
I 100.00 I o.oo I 
I 5.13 I o.oo I 

---------+--------+--------+ TOTAL 195 16 
92,42 7.58 

TOTAL 

64 
30.33 

41 
19.43 

41 
19.43 

21 
9.95 

34 
16.11 

10 
4.74 

211 
100.00 

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS 

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY INCEST 

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB 

------------------------------------------------------CHI-SQUARE 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER Is V 

5 
5 
1 

35.159 
30.098 

5,388 
0,408 
0. 378 
0.408 

0.000 
0.000 
0.020 

SAMPLE SIZE= 211 
WARHIHG1 50¾ OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS 

THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY HOT BE A VALID TEST. 
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IICIDl!L I l'&TH CDl!Fl'ICIE'!ITS 
DIRl!CT l!l'Fl!CT QI' CNUDHDOD l!NYIJIOllllfllT ON 11111'1 
DlRl!CT l!FFl!CT OF llOLOGICAL VARIABLES ON 11111'[ 

DlRl!CT IFFl!CT OF CHlLDHDDD SEXUAL UIVOLV!lll!HT ON """' 

Dd Y~lAILE, 1111,r_z 
&N&LYSIS"DI' VARIANCE 

SUI! Of 
SOURCI! DI' SCIUARU 

11DDEL 7 11 U.ll<ll<I 
l!RRDR z •l9.5'5U 
C TOTAL ' 1614.<IDCICICI 

itaaT "SE 14.IZSOI 
Dl!P lll!AN U.4 
c.v. ZZ.JZUZ 

IIODfL IS NOT FULL RANK. Ll!AST SCIUARl!S SOLUTION$ FDR TH 
PARANl!TERS ARI! NOT UNIQUI!. SOHi! STATISTICS WILL II! 
III~LEADINO. A REPORTED Of' OF 0 DR I MEANS THAT THI! 
1!:TIMATE IS IIAS!D. THI! FOLLOW[IIG PAlUlll!TfRS NAVE ll!l!N 
SET TD a, SINCI! THI! VARIAILES ARI! A LIHl!AR COIIIINATION 
OF OTHER VARIAIL[S AS SH~WN. 

~ INV ■♦ l ■ PfD RfL 
u.:- F~L••Z•:raTERCl!I' 

11!.\N 
SCIUARI! 

167.&33'5 
Zl9,71ZU 

PARAMETER STANDARD T FOIi HD, 
VARI AILI! DF l!STIIIATI! l!RRDR l'ARANl!Tl!R•O 

U:Tl!RC~P' I IZS .Ul4t 50 • .5'7tll'3 Z,.9<16 
LOSSES l •Z0,997U7U :, .,ou•aJ, -o. '77 
Rl!L .FA TH I Zl.9321'477 u.,1Ju4za 1,207 

:~~:;gl" I •J7. llt 12551 z0.l&151:1z •l ,Ul 
I l.UllUZ.5 z4 .znn:1a 0,110 

mNi;;l a a • a 
l,6UOZl76 ,:zu LH I D.•U9Z7'18' 

FSI! l •a.a110•1n o.,,uuz, •0.146 
Tl!STOS T l •G.G'91Ul3 a.G47Z91H -1.•n 

P~DI 

F VALUI! 

a.76" 

a.1211 
-a. ZZ.53 

> ITI 

0 .1Z51 
0.4311 
0. l.509 
o .zoa, 
0.9437 

a'.auz 
0.1976 
a.Zill 

l'RDl>f' 

O.UlZ 

VAUULI! 
LAll!L 

IHTl!RC!PT 

UUTIOHSHIP TD FATHl!R 
ULATIDNSHIP TD IIOTHU 
l'UOFILI! Rl!LATIVI! 
NO. Of CHILDHOOD Sl!XUAL 
Kl lNt:fl!L TEAS 

TU TOSTl!RONI! 



Api:;endix W 
~ODEL UPAIH CDEFFICIENIS 

mm EFFECI OF CHILDHOOD ENV!RON"ENI ON CHILDHOOD SEXUAL IIIVQLVENE~I 

DEF VARIABLE: SEI_INV NO , OF CHILDHOOD SElUAL IIIYDI..VEnENIS 

vmA&LE OF 

illTERCEF 

LOS5ES 

~EL.FAIN 

~EL_ ,nrH 

FE&_' EL 

ANAL TSIS OF vmANCE 

SUM OF "m 
SOURCE DF SQUARES SOUAAE F VALUE FP.Oi>F 

MOEL 1.m~~m 1,94~14000 b,m o.o,,o, 

ERRCR 118 35 . m:om 11.2mm, 

C IOIAl m C?. ttl86192 

~DOI MSE o.:ut367 R-SOUARE 0.1813 

DEF MEAN l. 325203 ADJ R-sa 0.1m 

c.v. 4t,2115l 

FAR~nEm ESTl"AIES 

FAAA"ETER SIAr.DARD I FCR H1l1 vmmE 

EST!NATE ERROR PARAffEIER•O PP.DB \ : 1: LABEL 

o. 64452060 Q.20417102 3,157 o, oo:o INTERCEPT 

o. 10~85504 0.10727210 o.m O. J1:SO 

·O. C098G6714 0. 06404405 -o.m 0.3786 mmCllSHIF TO FATHER 

0. ~5~24:lll o.omms u.m •J. j~:: REWIC~SHIF TO MOTHER 

1i,mnm o.,Jarn:,, U97 0.0001 FEDOF!LE F.ELAT l'/E 

"OOEL l FAIN CCEFF!CIENIS 11 :04 FUDA!, .;uGUST ~. ,~::a 

:mer EFFECT OF C~!LOHOOD mtF.Otmrnr ON IIICEST 

m~c: EFFm CF B!OLOG!m '.' AR!ABLF 0 ~tl rncm 
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CEr VARIABLE: INCEST 

!NTERCEP 

LCSSES 

REL_FATH 

REL_NOTH 

FEO_REL 

m trW -
ILHlEFEL 

LH 

FSH 

'Esrrsr 

ANALtSIS OF ~ARW,CE 

sun OF 

SOURCE OF SQUARES 

NODEL o.somm 

ERROR 107 11.om;:m 

C TOTAL I 16 11. S~5~~~56 

ROOT NSE 0.3il3309 

OEP MEAN I. I 11111 

C.'I. ;:8.91978 

MEAN 

SQUARE 

o.m:s103 

o.1om:s2 

R-SQUARE 

ADJ R-SQ 

F'ARANETER ESTIMTES 

T FOR HO: 

F '/ALUE 

o.m 

o.om 

-o.om 

PARAMETER 

ESTIMATE 

sTmm 

ERROR FAR AME TER=O rROB' :T: 

I). 84978799 o.m:2m 1.;:bO 1). :103 

o.omsm 0.06600210 0.6H o.im 

-0.006816179 o.om0s11 ·•l.173 t),8629 

-o.ooomH4 0.038751~3 ·(1.004 o.m2 

o.obmS47 0. C5,088~0 1.m O.,Slb 

0.015141)36 0.05649184 0. :68 0.7892 

1). u79S0862 o.mmo1 o.m 0.81~1 

l'.L'Ot:121B3 ,,. uo:,9:625 1), 509 O.ol20 

-o. 00010:010 O.Olt057m9 ·l.214 o.:z1~ 

-1).•JOC040l 7I 0.U00126215 ·O. :13 0. 7!47 

NOOEL ij PATH COEFFICIENTS 

PROB)F 

o.am 

VARIABLE 

LA8EL 

INTH:CEPT 

RELAT!OtlSHIF TO FATHER 

PELATIONSHIF TO MOTHER 

PEDOFILE RELATIVE 

'IQ, OF CHILCHOQO mu~L !!N□LVErENTS 

rLINEFELlERS 

TESTOSTEFCNE 
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DEF ','ARl~BLE1 GRPCAT 6~0UP CA IEGO~Y 

~mYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SUN OF 

SOURCE DF S!JU~RES 

nOOEL ; :.Hm:'1 

ER~OR 172 co.immo 

C TOTM. 174 n.m21D11 

ROOT NSE o.cmm 

DEF mN o.:mm 

C,Y, 87,29817 

l(AII 

SQUAAE 

1,48100771 

0,23414111 

R-SQUME 

mR-Sa 

PARANETER 

VARl~ILE OF ESTINATE 

STANDARD 

ERROR 

T FOR H01 

PAAMET£11•0 

l~TERCEP -o.oo3r.lo6, 

INCEST 

SEl_lNV 

o.me1m 

o.om,w 

o.1m:m 

o.mmu 

o.om:m 

-o.m 

l.m 

1,267 

F \'~LU~ PR08 .'F 

.. :,: 0, 0<12: 

YMl~llE 

FROl 1 !T: um 

0, ?Bl I INTERCEFT 

O.O•ll I 

0.2068 MO. or ~HILOHOD; SEIU~L INVOl'/Enms 

210 



D!I" YUEULI!• Sl!)I_UIY 

YUUILI! DF 

IIITl!RCl!I' 
LOS US 
R!L_~ATH 
Rl!L HOTH 
l'!D:ll!l 

NODEL .It"l'ATH CDE!"FlCil!NTS 
Dtlll!CT l!l'l'l!CT DI' CHILDHOOD l!NYfltDNMNT 011 CHILDHOOD Sl!XUAL 

ND , DI' CHlLDHDOD SEXUAL lllYDLV!fll!NTS 
ANALY5fS OF YARIANC! 

SUM 01' Nl!:MI 
SDURCI! DI' SQUUl!S SQUARE F YALU! 

NOOl!L 4 7.7965!9H l . 9O14000 ' • .!!35 !UDR lU lS,19!30993 0 .Z'8Z6 534 
C TOfAL 12Z ,z.n1u99z 

IOOT HSI! 0,J4Ul'7 11-SQUARI! O,llll 
Dl!I' Hl!AH 1,lZSZ0l ADJ I-SQ o.uu c.v . 41.21155 

l"AIAHl!TP l!STIMATl!S 

l'ARAHl!T!ll STANDARD T FOIi HO, 
1!5TlNATI! l!IIIIDR l'AIIAIICTl!Jl•I l"RDI > ITI 

o.,~,uou 0,Z04l710Z l,197 0.002n 
0 , I0Sl9504 0,107Z7ZI0 o.,u 0, llS0 

-0.00U0'7l4 a. 0640'405 -o, l!l 0,17U 
a. O!lZ4l11 0,0&20l7U 0,151 O,l9ZS 
0.l77UO7 o.oaos1357 il,697 o. 000 l 

~IIDl>F 

a. aaa1 , 

VAIIUILI! 
LAl!L 

INT!RCl!l"T 

R!LATtDNSHII' TO FATH! ' 
l!LUtOIISHI~ TO HOTI!! ' 
~l!D0F1L! R!lATIV! 



DfP VARIAILf• INCfST 

VAR IA BL I! DI' 

I IITl!RCfP' I 
LOSSES I 
RfL_ FATH l 
REL 110TH I 
PfD:HL I 
Sl! X trlV I 
UliifFfL I 
LH I 
F5H I 
TE5TOST 1 

21.2 

MODl!L :1% PATH COl!FFICil!NTS 
DIRl!CT l!fl'l!CT OF CHILDHOOD l!IIVIROlllll!NT OH IHCl!!T 
DIRl!CT l!FFl!CT OF BIOLOGICAL VARIABLES 011 IHCl!ST 

DIRl!CT EfFl!CT OF CHlLDH000 SEXUAL INVDLVfllsJIT ON IIICl!ST 

ANALYSIS OF VARIAIICI! 

SUII 01' llf,\N 
SOURCI! DI' SQUARl!S SQUARE F VALUI! PROl>F 

IIDDl!L ' 0 . 5074292!! o . o5,J&10J 0 .54' O.IJU 
fRRDR 107 11.0•l126JO 0 . 1032.5352 
C TOTAL lU 11 • .55555556 

ROOT 11Sf 0. 321J309 I-SQUARE 0.043? 
Dl!P 11U.N 1.111111 ADJ R-SQ -O . OJ65 
c.v . 21. 91971 

l'ARA11fTl!R !STil1ATl!S 

P,_RAl1fTl!R :STANDARD T FDR HO, VARUILf 
ESTI11ATE ERROR l'ARA11ETER•O PRDI > ITI LAIEL 

0 . 1497179q 0 . 67•22123 1.260 0 . 2103 INTERCl!PT 
0. 04571527 0.06600210 0 . 694 0 . 4&H 

-o . oo,au11q 0 . QJq515qi -o .173 O.a&H AfLATIONSHIP TD FATHf~ 
-0. D001J7444 O. DJl75153 •0 . 004 0 . 9972 AfLATIOIISHII' TO IIOTHfR 

O.D6llq54 7 O. D5l0Ul0 1.153 0 . 2516 Pf~OFILE Rl!LATIVE 
0 . 0151405& 0 . 0'64q1a4 0 . 261 0 . 71H HO . OF CHILDHOOD S!XU~ L 
0 . 07950862 o.52qqa501 0 . 241 0.5101 UINEFfL TfRS 

O. DOl212Ul 0. OOZH2625 0.509 o . uzo 
•0.000703511 0 . 000579731 •1.214 0 . 2274 
-0.000040171 0 . 000128215 •O. llJ 0.7547 TfSTCSTfROtl! 



HODl!l ll PATH COl!FFICI !NTS 
DIRl!CT EFFECT OF IUCEST ON PEDOFILE STATUS 

.?~!• GRPCAT GROUP CATEGORY 

VARIA8lf DF 

ItlTfRCEP 
1 c) ltlCfS T 

SOURCE DF 

HODl!l 1 
ERROR 205 
C TOTAL Z04 

ROOT HSI: 
DEP HEAN 
c.v. 

PARAHl!TER 
EST IHA TE 

o. 0889550l 
0.42427249 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SUH OF l'IEAN 
SQUARES SQUARE 

Z.65552411 Z. 65552411 
41.154451ZZ 0 . Z57Z1l95 
50.&0975610 , 

O.4&7O4'1 R-SQUU! 
O. 546l415 ADJ R-SQ 

&9 .14614 

PARAHl!'.TfR ESTIHATES 

STANDARD 
ERROR 

0 .14017610 
0 .12611077 

T FOR HO, 
PARAHETER•O 

0.631 
3.l46 

F VALUE 

11.194 

0.0525 
0.0476 

PR08>F 

0.D010 

PROB > (Tl 

0 . 5Z&5 
0.0010 
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Table 7 
Appendix X 

Summary of Similarities and Differences among Six Paraphilic Groups 

11,woi;o,xual 
Fddo1Mln 

~an Aj:e 
~-' yo11ngeRl 

Birth 0..-d"r Jl" ■ lcldle 
20j. ol<le~l 

Race 

Nar llal 
~Latus 

91% wfille 
\' ollier 

'/fl" aluelu 
11% ■....-rlo,d 

l~,llv 
11., .. 1.er of 711 
Cl,I ldro,n d,i on" t 
Oc:cu1iall on tl1l1:( w/ k Id a 

';/,1. w/ aJulla 
-R-•t-·•-r-ra-1~-,& self 
:_;1111rcu • Blf.! ol lier 
ll11t11l,c~r of 2d,t nom.1 

lli,l1:ro1;cx11al 
l\11lopl1I l<'s 

111...,xual 
l'edophl lea 

hnh,11hllea 1-:xhlt.llluialala ::iddi&l& Alyplc;oJ 
l'l,n1Mllca 

Hun­
l',,do1Mlea 

~1.:l,l~(t( UII~ -t ';l_l.!/! OIIC • .I~ UIKl • UJ~ UIIC • "'''~ Ull'CI' • f'~ UIIIJ •, fl•• Ul91t: • (t'll UIIC' • )ll- l ... role3lanl ta si,_..._, ............ it.iii n.. .... 1 ... 01 ..... 1 .,.;7. o.. ....... _._ .... ,i\i n.. ... 1~ ... ,- ..... ~--.1. 0..-.t ... -•--· .,,r.:l 1- .. ,.1 ... -1 ...... 1 .,,.~., L"--•--·--· 
llellglou J"l( C11ll.olic 

'I.~ Juwl&h 

~,..,,. .,,. ~--· -::z -··~· Jts -··~· ·zs -··~· -?S -··-· ,>'Z -··~· . ·- -··~· at Elu•cnt;1.ry 1•~ n ... _ --•---- I n,_ --•- ••• .,,.,._ --• ... • ~"'-- • ru ):., 

l,;luc11ll~1 J"~ ltlr.h !lch. 
)U~ l!ullcgo 

_____ i-;'\1~1,,,.., tirull Sc\\ ........... u... ,,,. ··•-· ........... -&.,,.. ...... _. -..... - ""•"""• ........ ,. ,:: .... A ............. 'OJ,. .... ~.... ,. ...... u,u, ......... . 

11,.. )ow ;;,t 'l ... u ?hi,.___ In?,.___ tr,Ut' 'I...... tfl# ,___ ,i&I '-·· ,i.J ,. ___ 

FSII level 6]f. av~rilge 
------°'27'/o_h\gh ~ 1uf," -, .. ,,.. , ... e;.. --':!:~ '""6" I!!:, '""C." 

~1~ • =· =· . 
Ill l"v"l 51JC. e¥erage -
_____ ._.,10,(,_hlt!Jl ,.,,. 11.11j.11 -,v,-. 11.1.511 JJ/"! u.ae;n -, ... ,. uar;n ,._.,,. U.1[;11 l,:Z n•r;.11 io.•.• 11ar;.11 
'l'esl<,ule- 2?-J- low ,::;;l "--- tiw' ,..... ""Jrd "--- ,.;a"--- ,,,&, ,___ ,,, ... _._ ...,,,.., , __ _ 

cu,~ level 111r,:; ava:rage 
_____ _.,·iu,(...hl.f.!.>. 
t·,"l"i'h\ le 9i,l 110 
~'=.~~!:!e (J,'fo ..J.£B 211 yes ··•iv r•-3 .. ~ , ... D ... ,.. , .. w .. ~ 1-.;;ou .,.. I'""" .. _. ... , .. 
li<•lallon- 211;t 1>0uil\ve HI. 1>0slllve 25\( l"'"lllvo 21t.' 1oulllve 2(i/. -- ",i - .... j;l •j;-( 
~~!!c.!·~~~M:J" "(i"i !!~~~?.-'~l.2!!\vo 7•1,; nc~nl~vu 7u5 111wal~~c ?': 
h., la lion- 59 l"'Lllllvc ry.71, J><>1;1llve ~~ - '• ··- •-· '• · · ~ 
~t!tl!_ Hol\,cr 11 !~. nur1al ~~r.ul \ve 
\.rn.i;,i~b·,-111' no 5<.~ 
_____ :11i-1£u 'l(l,, yes .., tutu y.,;-.1 ., >tu yc::iD -,,,., yl<aQ Tl-,V J-.;;;Q -, ,,., yc.:t -,v,., yc;Q 
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