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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 paraphilic (sexually deviant)
diagnostic categories: (a) Homosexual pedophiles (b)
Heterosexual pedophiles (c) Bisexual pedophiles (d4)
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,



b

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 MMPI 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, F(4,118)=6.54, p<.001; (b) incestuous

involvement with a child was related to sexual
orientation,_g(l,zoa) = 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’s limitations, suggestions for future

research, theoretical and practical implications are

Presented.
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION
Pedophilia literally means "filial love for
children'" even though most mental health professionals

use the term pedophilia to refer to sexual love ("eros"
Sexual desire for children

Vs "philia') for children.
Although the

does not always lead to sexual contact.
term pedophilia is now used interchangably with the

terms child molestation and child sexual abuse, a child
molester is by definition a pedophiliac, whereas a
pedophiliac is not necessarily a child molester.

The Diagnostic and statistical Manual of Mental

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

of which must be present, for a diagnosis of

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.
The person 1s at least 16 years old and at

3.
least 5 years older than the child or children in 1.

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

in adulthood, but usually during adolescence.



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



norm underlies much of the literature. Davison &
Wilson note that "normal" and "abnormal" labels reflect
the prevailing value judgments of society. The recent
deletion of homosexuality from DSMIII 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 "deviant" (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’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



empirical evidence supporting these explanations of the
paraphilias.

The Social Psychology of Pedophilia. Bandura’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. S8pecific modes of
transmission, positive linkage studies or positive

association studies are needed to explore the potential



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). 8Some 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
"inhibin", another hormone produced by the testes which
inhibits FSH production. LH, FSH, and testosterone,
therefore, are hormones that are a part of the

endocrine requlatory system. Disturbances of this



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 &
S8chaerf, 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



pressure precipitate impotence in some individuals
(8nyder, 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
idenfity. 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



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 (S8chultz, 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.

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. 8Sadists, 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 degredation 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
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fathers had been absent in their childhood, or (b)
their childhood relationships with their fathers had
been unsatisfactory (Freund, 1983).

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 of 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 inferior and seek
relationships in which they can overwhelm and conquer

others (Schultz, 1976).

Behavioral Theories. Behavioral explanations of

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 "deviant 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

This investigation of what may predispose

interests.

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 1: Pedophiles will have a

significantly

higher incidence of familial pedophilia than will other

paraphiliacs.

Hypothesis 2: Pedophiles will have a

higher incidence of father absence and/or
distance during childhood than will other

Hypothesis 3: Pedophiles will have a

higher incidence of mother absence and/or
distance during childhood than will other

Hypothesis 4: Pedophiles will have a

significantly
emotional
paraphiliacs.
significantly
emotional
paraphiliacs.

significantly

higher incidence of losses during childhood than will
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other paraphiliacs.

Hypothesis 5: Pedophiles will have a significantly
higher incidence of childhood sexual victimization than
will other paraphiliacs.

Hypothesis 6: 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 8: Pedophiles will have a significantly

higher incidence of chromosomal anomolies than will
other paraphiliacs.

Hypothesis 9: 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



relationships described in Path Model II (Figure 3).

17
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Chapter II
LITERATURE REVIEW

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, epidemioclogical 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)
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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.

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 unreported 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 for Pedophilia, an
international organization aimed at pedophile social
integration, pedophiles responded to a demographic
questionnaire inquiring about such variables as age,
family status, education, occupation satisfaction, and
first sexual experience (Bernhard, 1975). The
questionnaire results indiczted 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’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
eémployees, bus driver, restaurant owner, priest, home

imPIOVements, 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 occupationms.

Biological 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

exXperience 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 "risk 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 &

Schaerf, 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
irreqularities and chromosomal anomalies such as
Klinefelter’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’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.



25

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 Psychoticism 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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©f the PIE subjects showed clinical levels of
The significant Introversion scores must

It is not clear

Psychoticism,

also be interpreted with caution.
wWhether 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 anda 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
inldequate, passive, dependent, low in achievement

Orientation, unorganized, insecure and subservient

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

tend to bpe uneducated and subservient (Gebhard, 1964)
and are socially introverted (Langevin et al., 197s8).

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: "The data portray child molesters as
unassertive, guarded, moralistic and guilt-ridden."
Oother 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.
8econdly, the researcher provided no validity data on
the Sex Knowledge and Attitude Test and no validity or
Teliability data on the modified Heterosexual Behavior

Assessment Scale.
In spite of these limitations, Krajacich’s

findings that the pedophiles in his study were sexually
Raladjusted and frustrated and had 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) investigateq

different personality variables, measured by the MMPI,

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 four

Validity and 10 clinical scales of the MMPI. He then

carried out a discriminant analysis to indicate

Telative significant and non significant MMPI scales

for the two groups independent of one another. The

Teésults of the discriminant analysis were also used to
reclassify subjects into either the pedophile or incest

gdroup. The results of these analyses suggested that

Pedophiles scored significantly higher only on scale 2
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(Depression). The discriminant analysis was
nsuccessful" 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), P4
(Psychopathic Deviate) and Mf (Masculinity-Femininity)
scales. Pedophiles scored higher (but not
significantly) than the rapists on the Si (S8ocial
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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this influence sexual orientation? How does this tie
in with theory (e.g. psychoanalytic)?

In another study, Fisher and Howell (1970)
compared the psychological neseds of 50 subjects
convicted of homosexual pedophilia, 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 1ad 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 50
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 qﬁestion
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. 1In 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.
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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 &k 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
vinstitutionalization-effect" 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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Cchilq, They found that issues of dominance, pover,
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
the Cases) or as force through intimidation,
©Xploitation 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
Controy and/or his expression of anger and rage. The
immediate and long term physical and psychological
Gonsequences for the child differ depending on the type
°f issues involved, according to Groth and Burgess.

The data were generated from three sources: adult
Teports, child reports, and police reports, thereby
increasing the validity and reliability of the clinical
Teports and the generalizability of their results.

Theil‘ assesssments, however, were not based on any

°bjective test data. The sampling bias precluded

deneralizability of their findings.

8ociay Background studies
Freund (1982) briefly reviewed the findings of

Studies op 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 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).

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

LR A i s (ol
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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? Hov 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
fouf 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

16?313 Tanged between 8 and 12 grades completed.
Father'SOH Telationships were measured by embedding the

Tather- . i £ the
——=—=X=8on pistance Scale within a version o
Senior Author’s unpublished Erotic Preference

53321553122 Scheme, with undetermined reliability and
validity- The results of their assessments were not

Presented in table or figure form.
In spite of these limitations, Freund & Blanchard,

tixe Roby (1982), investigated important and seldom
*a1sed backgrouna questions about pedophiles’
relationShips with their parents. The discrepancy in
Tesultg between this study and the Roby study may be
due ¢, the different comparison groups and different
Measures used.

In contrast to previous studies’ focus on
Self-reports of family relationships, Gaffney, Lurie
anq Beriip (1984) conducted a double-~blind family
hi°t°ry Comparison of the incidence of paraphilia in

Telativeg of pedophile and nonpedophile paraphiliac

inpatients. Both groups had similar demographic

characteristics, except that pedophiles had a later
Onsget ©f "jllnessw and were older at hospitalization.

AL of the patients were males at the Johns Hopkins

Bexual Disorders clinic who had been treated at some
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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.

Pedophilia was found in five of the 33 families of
pedophiles. Only 3% of a psychiatric control group (21
male inpatients meeting DSN III criteria for
depression) had a family member with paraphilia.
Pedophilia was found in one of the 21 familles of
nonpedophile paraphiliacs. These results were
statistically significant. The researchers stated that
these results suggest that pedophilia is familial,
although the manner of tramsmission 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. 8econdly,
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 reliability 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 explorationm 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 1: Pedophiles will have a significantly

higher incidence of chromosomal anomolies than will

other paraphiliacs.
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Hypothesis 2: Pedophiles will have a significantly
higher incidence of hormonal irreqularities than will

Other paraphiljacs.

Pszchological Sstudies 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, 197s).

There are also many incongruent findings in the

1iterature on court-referred pedophiles. For example,

Danna (1984) describes a wide range of professional and
Semi-professional occupations represented by pedophiles

T 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 (Myers
& Berah, 1983); feeling more hostile and having a more
Degative self-image than a non-offender group (Roby,
1982) ; feeling more depressed than a group of
incestuous offenders (Pittman, 1982); behaving more
Passively and submissively tﬁan a rapist group (Peters,

1976); ana feeling more sexually maladjusted than a

hon-sex offender group (Krajacich, 1983). Compared to

Ron-pedophiles, samples of institutionalized pedophiles
have been described as personalizing the outcome of
@vents 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 achievement and assertion and higher
Needs to nurture and to introspect.

Groth & Burgess (1977) offer 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 thig 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.
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Hypothesis 4: Pedophiles will have a
significantly higher incidence of familial pedophilia

than will other paraphiliacs.
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 5: Pedophiles will have a significantly
higher incidence of father absence and/or emotional

distance during childhood than will other paraphiliacs.

Hypothesis 6: Pedophiles will have a significantly
higher incidence of mother absence and/or emotional

distance during childhood than will other paraphiliacs.

Hypothesis 7: 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 ana

Modeling. This theory supports the "hunches" of expert

C€linicians and researchers in this field who were

interviewed for this study. They suggest that

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

models for intimacy.

Hypothesis 8: Pedophiles will have a significantly
higher incidence of childhood sexual victimization than

Will other paraphiliacs.

Hypothesis 9: Pedophiles will have a significantly
higher incidence of incestuous involvement with their

children than will other paraphiliacs.
The remaining social variable, 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).

Hypothesis 10: Pedophiles will have a
Significantly lower incidence of use of violence than

Will other paraphiliacs.

Path Model and Hypotheses:
A pedophile may have biological vulnerabilities

(chromosomal and hormonal) that affect his sexual and
If, during his

Psychological behavior (Figure 2).
€hildhood, he also experiences significant losses and

has an emotionally unavailable father and a relative

Who is a pedophile, he may feel vulnerable and

responsive to the intimacy, affection and nurturing

©ffered by a man or a pedophile relative. Perhaps this
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is his only model of intimacy. He may become a

"childhood victim"., BSecondly, he may feel depressed

and angry and perhaps responsible for the losses he’s

©Xperienced and the innappropriate relationship in

Which he’s involved. He 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

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

Violent because he is seeking intimacy and identifies

With the child.
1: A pattern of correlations among the

Hypothesis 11

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).

Purpose of study

The data for this study were drawn from a review

O°f charts of former male patients at Johns Hopkins

Hospital gexual Disorders Clinic, a unit specializing
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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.
S8pecifically, an effort was made to diffentiate

Pedophiles from non-pedophiles on the basis of the

Constitutional, psychological, and historical life
€Xperiences that play a role in the development of
Sexual orientation. The goal of this résearch was to
Provide a better etiological understanding of this

Population, thereby providing bases for treatment and

an integral link with theory.
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Chapter IIIX
METHOD

Subjects

8ubjects’ records were drawn for review from a

Population of approximately 1500 charts of 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 thnis study (see Procedures). Their ages ranged from

Subjects were grouped into six categories based

21=-70.
(a)

UPOn the DSM III-R diagnosis in their charts.

homosexual pedophiles (n=64); (b) heterosexual
Pedophiles (n=41); (c) bisexual pedophiles (n=10):; (d)

©xhibitionists (n=41); (e) sexual sadists (n=21); (f)

and an ratypical" group composed of men with fetishes,

Voyeurs, and obscene phone callers (n=34). Sources of

Teferral to the clinic were also varied and included:

(a) self (b) attorney (c) probation officer (d)
States attorney (e) therapists and (f) family members.

Brocedures

Records of inpatients who had been at the Johns

Hopkins Sexual Disorders Clinic between 1980 and 1988

Were reviewed. all patients were male, aged 21-70, and
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Met the DSM III criteria for a paraphilia. The
following criteria for inclusion in this study were

determined from patient charts: (a) Diagnosis of

Pedophilija or other Paraphilia, (b) Comprehensive

Social history data, and (c) Laboratory data. Subjects

with additional diagnoses of Schizophrenia, Bipolar

disorder, Mental Retardation or with multiple
Paraphiliac diagnoses were not included. Any subject-’s

file who met aill of the criteria for inclusion was

Pulled for the present study. The MMPI, originally

includea as one of the criteria for inclusion, had to
be omittea 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
Subjects had MMPI profiles recorded in their charts and
et all of the other inclusion criteria, an additionail

197 subjects met all of the inclusion criteria except

for the MMPI. Therefore, the 14 subjects’ MMPI scores

Were recorded and analyzed and demographic, social and

biological data were recorded and analyzed for all 211

Subjects,
Confidentiality was protected by assigning each of

the six clinical groups a letter code and each subject

2 number code. Subject one in the Pedophile group was
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Coded P1, subject two in the Pedophile group was P2,

8ubject 3 was P3 and so on. Subject one in the Sexual

8adist group was 81, subject two in the Sexual Sadist

Jroup was S2 and so on. Subject one in the

Exhibitionist group was E1, subject two was E2 and so

°n. 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 for inclusion. Each subject was assigned an

identification code. The specific demographic,
biological, and psychological variables that were the
focus of this study were recorded by the researcher

(Appendix a). Biological variables (chromosomal and

hormonai factors) were evaluated by the researcher from
2 review of specific endocrine lab test results in the

Subjects’ charts. Psychological variables were taken

from MMPI profiles in the charts.
background variables (i.e. availability of father and

The social

Mother, familial pedophilia, history of sexual
Victimization, childhood losses of parents, incest and
Violence) were measured and recorded by two raters on a

Separate coding sheet for 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 (R1 and

R2) scored social variables from a review of subjects~
History and police reports were

Cchart histories.

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

Rames, in so far as possible, and diagnoses). Raters

also reviewed police reports to measure subjects’ use

of violence in offenses. The researcher was Rl1. 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

108833) was unclear (see Appendix B). Choices 2,

father or mother is not in the home; 3, neither parent
is in the home; and 4, parent, grandparent or other
adult who helped to raise the child left the home or

died before the child reached age 14, were overlapping

and 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 chila through death, divorce or leaving the home
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before the chila 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
€oding sheet (see Appendix B) for each of 18 subjects

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

©f 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 for each of

the Social variables. This was done through a

Comparison of R1,P1-k and R2,Pl-k scores, R1,S81-k and
R2,81-k scores and so on for the social variables.

Next, Subjects’ charts were randomly distributed to the

two raters for scoring of social variables.

Inter-rater reliability
Before the social variables were assessed two

independent raters scored items in a pilot study of 18

Subjects to establish inter-rater reliability. Guttman

Split-half reliability was .81 and Spearman-Brown
T was .82, suggesting that there was a high degree of

Consistency between the raters’ scoring of the social

Variables (appendix C).

Operational pefinitions: Variables and Measures
The following operational definitions were used to

Classify subjects and to clarify 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
Fetishism, Transvestism, Zoophilia, Exhibitionism,
Voyeurism, sexual Masochism, Sexual Sadism, and
Atypical Paraphilias in this diagnostic category. bDsm
III-R diagnostic criteria for a specific paraphiliac
diagnosis were used here as an operational definition
°f each group.

Pedophile. DSM III-R criteria, all of which must
These

be met for a diagnosis of pedophilia, were used.

Criteria are:
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

Cchildren (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 of
Homosexual Pedophilia the child or children were male.

In cases of Heterosexual Pedophilia the child or
In cases of Incest, the child or

Children were female.
In cases of Bisexual

Children were family members.
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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. oOver a period of at least six months,

Tecurrent 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

harkedly distressed by them.
Sexual Sadism. DSM III-R criteria, all of which

Must be met for a diagnosis of sexual sadism, were

Used. fThese criteria are:

1. Over a period of at least six months,

Tecurrent intense sexual urges and sexually arousing

fantasies involving acts (real, not simulated) in which
the Psychological or physical suffering (including
h“miliation) of the victim is sexually exciting to the

Person,

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

Markedly distressed by them.

Atypical Paraphilia. The DSM III-R labels this

Category of sexual offender "Paraphilia Not Otherwise

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

includes telephone scatologia (lewdness), necrophilia
‘°°rPSGS), partialism (exclusive focus on part of

boay), coprophilia (feces), klismaphilia (enemas),

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

Tetishes were also included in this diagnostic

category,

Demographic Data. Age, birth order, race, marital

st‘tUS: number of children, education, occupation,
source of referral, arrest record and religion

income,
Were recorded for each subject from a review of charts
(See coding sheet in Appendix A).

Chromosomal Anomalies. Presence of Klinefelter’s

S8Yndrome; a person with Klinefelter’s Syndrome is born
¥ith small, infertile genitals and has an XXY karotype.
It is unclear whether this person is a man with 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’
Chartg,

Hormonal Irreqularities.
Pituital‘Y°Gonada1 dysfunction as measured by marked

Hypothalamic-

®levation of luteinising hormone (LH), follicle
stimulating hormone (FSH) and testosterone. There is a

Complex interaction between the hypothalamus, pituitary
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9land, ‘ang the testes. Testosterone is produced by

Cells 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 (LH) by the pituitary gland.
SPerm production by the testes may also be controlled

PY FSH production in the pituitary gland and by
"inhibin", another hormone produced by the testes which

inhibits pgy production. LH, FSH, and testosterone,

therefore, are hormones that are a part of the

endocrine regulatory system. Unusual sexual interests

OT difficulties in sexual behavior control may be

a8ssociated with disturbances of this regulatory system

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

endocrine urine and blood lab test results in patients-’

Charts. pThe normal testosterone level for adult males

is 575 4 or minus 150 fd. The normal FSH level for

adult males is 1.5-16 mlu/ml. The normal LH 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).

Depression. Serious, low in morale, unhappy,
Self-dissatisfied; as measured by the Depression(D)
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Scale on the MMPI (t=70).

Introversion. Unnassertive, withdrawn,

Self-conscious, shy; as measured by the Social
Introversion (8i) scale on the MMPI (t=70).

Moralistic. Rigid and meticulous; anxious,

Worrisome and apprehensive, guilt feelings, as measured
by the Psychasthenia (Pt) scale on the MMPI (t=70).

Family and 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
Tesident and attending physicians.

Familial pPedophilia. A father, grandfather or

Uncle who is or was a pedophile. This variable was
leasured 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
©f 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
°f family history data.

History of sexual victimization. At least one
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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,
Separation and/or divorce or death of

Losses.
This variable was measured

Parent/s during childhood.
by two raters (see Procedures section) through a review

°f family history data.
Use of a weapon, violence or

Violence.
This variable was measured by

degredation of victim.
two raters (see Procedures section) through a review of

Police reports.

Instruments
The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory

{MMPI). rThe MMPI is one of the most widely used and
Tesearched personality inventories (Anastasi, 1988).

The MMPI consists of 566 true-false self reference

Statements to assess personality. 8coring of the four

Validity scales, 10 clinical or personality scales and
the 12 research scales yields a profile which serves as
2 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 of individuals. This
éXpanded use has been accomplished by clinical
eXperience and thousands of empirical item analysis
Studies that differentiate between criterion groups and
have jdentifiea the correlates of 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

€Xperience.
Through a process of accumulation of empirical

data about individuals who display each profile pattern
Or code, considerable evidence of the comstruct
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 50 and a standard

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

two or nore standard deviations above the mean - is

gdenerally considered as the cutoff point for the

ldentification of severe pathological deviations

Anastasi, 198s).
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-half reliabilites (.50’s to .90’s) on normal and



abnormal adult samples. This is probably attributable
to the heterogeneity of item content of the scales, the

Variablity of assessed behavior over time (e.q.
depression) and the intercorrelation of scale scores.

The MMPI has been widely used to study sexually

deviant criminal offenses. With the exception of an

elevateq Psychopathic deviate (Pd) scale, results have
been inconsistent (rader, 1977; Raracen, 1974; Panton,
1958; Rada, 197s; Schmidt, 1945; Swenson & Grimes,

1958; Armentrout & Hanes, 1978; Anderson & Kunce,

1979) .
Rader (1977) for example, found that rapists

Scored significantly higher than exhibitionists on the

F, us, p, Hy, P4 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 p scales. panton (1958) and Rada (1978) on the

Other hand, did not find significant differences on the

MMPT between rapists and various control groups.

Schmigt (1945), who did not differentiate among sexual
Offenders, found elevated Mf, Pa, Sc scales. Swenson
3nd 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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Tapist ang nonrapist sexual offender groups studied.
Anderson andg 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, 8c; 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

Seéxual offenders have not been comparable because of
different control groups, biased samples, contamination

©°f 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.

Analyses
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
irregulatities, chromosomal anomalies (b) introversion,
aggression, depression, and moralistic attitudes and
() 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
Wuch of tphe variability in the dependent variable
(sexua) orientation) was accounted for by each of the
independent variables. The goal was to determine the
best Combination of variables to differentiate
Pedophijeg from other sexual offenders and to
differentiate all of the sexual offender groups.

The stepwise discriminant analysis was done in two

Vays, First, the six paraphilic groups (Homosexual

p°d°Philes, Heterosexual pedophiles, Bisexual
ped°Philes, Exhibitionists, sadists, Atypical
Paraphilics) were compared with one another. Second,
the six groups were combined into two categories
Tepresenting pedophiles and non-pedophiles. The
Pedopnije category was composed of the homosexual
p°d°Philes, heterosexual pedophiles and bisexual
Pedophije groups. The non-pedophile category was
Composea of exhibitionists, sadists and the atypical

Iroups. a discriminant analysis was performed by a

Stepwige selection of the biological, social and
dem°9raphic variables that discriminated, first, among

the siy groups of sexual offenders, and second, between

the Pedophile and non-pedophile groups.
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Figure 1
Model of 8tepwise Discriminant Analysis
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2ath Analysis. Next, the biological,
psYGh°1°gical, and social variables in the proposed

hode] (Figure 1) were tested through path analysis, a
Method for Studying the direct and indirect
Telationships among variables in a model which cannot
be testeq 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 mode; of pedophilia is consistent with the

intercorrelations 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
the Model (see Figure 2) there is a path coefficient
indicating the amount of expected change in the
dependent variable associated with change in the
independent variable. Variables in the model are
®¥Pressed in standardized form (z scores) and at each
Stage, a variable taken as dependent was regressed on
the independent variables in the model upon which the
dep@hdent variable was assumed to depend. The
Calculateq standardized regression coefficients (B’s)

Vere tne bath coefficients for the paths leading from

the 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

Vere testegq.

In model 1 (Figure 2) the social variables
‘childhood losses, relationships with father and
fother, familial pedophilia) and the biological
Variables (chromosomal and hormonal irregularities)
Vere treated as ""exogenous" variables. Exogenous
Variabjes are variables whose variability is assumed to
be determineq by causes outside of the model (Pedhazur,
1982), The social and biological variables were
treateq as exogenous because they are assumed to
Precede tpe other variables and because they were
determined by causes outside of this model (e.g.
“Bromosomal anomalies are present before birth). The
Curveq arrow between the biological and social
Variables indicates that neither set of variables is
Presumeq to be causely related to the other and
therefore their relationship was not analyzed in this

mOdel.

The remaining variables in the model were

"end°genousn, An endogenous variable is one whose

Variation is hypothesized to be explained by exogenous
°F endogenous variables in the model. Childhood sexual

victimization, for example, is an endogenous variable
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becayse itsg variability may be associated with

®Xogenouys variables in the model such as having a

p°d°Phile relative. 8imilarly, a man’s incestuous

involvement with his child is another endogenous
Variable because jit’s variability may be associated
Vith another endogenous variable in the model such as
bis owp Childhood sexual victimization. Paths, in the
form ©°f 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
Chilq might be more vulnerable and receptive to an
intimate relationship with an adult if he has
‘xperienoed the loss of a parent or lack of closeness
With 5 Parent or has a pedophile relative as a role
Bodel for intimate relationships. This path
CCefficient was calculted by regressing childhood sex
victimization scores on social variable scores.

The psychological variables, feelings of

dePression, introversion, aggression, morality and

Violence may be related to a person’s biological
(chromosomal and hormonal) vulnerabilities and social

circumstances (i.e. having experienced childhood losses



73

4d/or aistant parents and having a pedophile

relative). Further, experiences of childhood sexual

victimization might also be related to these feelings.

These patn Coefficients were calculated by regressing
MMpy Scale scores on biological, social and childhood
Sex Victimization scores respectively.

The two alternate paths leading to incest in Model
1 indicate that an adult’s incestuous involvement with
his chijq is related to having been sexually victimized

as a Child himself and indirectly related to his social

circumstances. Incestouous involvement is also related

to teelings of depression, introversion, aggression,
Torality and violence (these feelings might make it
ditticUIt to establish and maintain adult heterosexual
relationships) and indirectly affected by biological
vulnel'a.bilites and social circumstances. These path
oefficients were calculated by regressing incest

SCores op childhood sex victimization scores and MMPI

“olren respectively.
The dependent variable in this study is sexual

°Flentatjon, Sexual orientation is labeled "Category

e Sexuaj Offender" in Model 1, Figure 2. There are
two alternate paths leading to the dependent variable
thr°u9h incest. sexual orientation is related to

incest because a man who chooses to become incestuously
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involveq With a child probably makes his choice because
he hag difficulty establishing and maintaining intimate
adult relationships. Further, sexual orientation is
indirectly related to the two paths described above
leading to incest. These path coefficients were
Calculateq by regressing category of sexual offender on

ihcest scores.
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10 model IT (Figure 3) the social variables
(Childnoog losses, relationships with father and
Tother, familial pedophilia) and the biological
Variables (chromosomal and hormonal irregularities)
Were treateq as "exogenous" variables. Exogenous
Variables are variables whose variability is assumed to
e determineq by causes outside of the model (Pedhazur,
1982, , The social and biological variables were
treateq as exogenous because they are assumed to
Precede tpe other variables and because they are
determined by causes outside of this model (e.q.
chr°m080mal anomalies are present before birth). The
CUrved arroy between the biological and social
Variables indicates that neither set of variables was
Presumeqg to be causely related to the other and
therefore their relationship was not analyzed in this
Moge; ,

The remaining variables in the model were
"endogenousu. An endogenous variable is one whose

Variatjon ig hypothesized to be explained by exogenous
or ®hdogenous variables in the model. Childhood sexual

victimization, for example, is an endogenous variable
b°°QUSe itsg variability may be associated with
ex°genous variables in the model such as having a

Pedophj;e relative. Similarly, a man’s incestuous
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inVOlvement with his child is another endogenous
Variable because it’s variability may be associated
witn another endogenous variable in the model such as
bis own Childhood sexual victimization. Paths, in the
form of Unidirectional arrows, were drawn from
vatiﬁbles taken as antecedents (independent) to the
Variables taken as consequents (dependent) (Pedhazur,
1982)

In Figure 3, therefore, childhood sexual
victimization was related to the social variables. A
chilq might be more vulnerable and receptive to an
intimlte relationship with an adult if he has
experienced the loss of a parent or lack of closeness
Vith a Parent or has a pedophile relative as a role
fMode for intimate relationships. This path
Coefficient was calculted by regressing childhood sex
Victimization 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
having €Xperienced childhood losses, unavailable
parent/s and a pedophile relative as a model for
1nt1mate relationships may adversely affect a man’s

abilitY to establish a healthy relationship with his

Own Children. second, incest may be directly related
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5 °ne’s own eXperience of childhood sexual involvement
¥ith a Parent as a model of intimacy and indirectly
Telateq to his social circumstances. The third path
leading to incest indicates that biological
vulnerablilties (i.e. chromosomal and hormonal
irregularities) might directly relate to incest. There
are data Suggesting that persons with particular
°hr°mosoma1 and hormonal anomalies are at risk for
URconventionay sexual behavior (Berlin & Schaerf,
1985’- Each path coefficient was calculated by
regr°33139 incest on the social variables scores,
childh°°d victim scores and biological lab test scores.
Finally, there are two possible paths leading to
the dependent variable, sexual orientation (labeled
category O©f Sexual Offender). One path indicates that
Sexuaj Orientation is directly related to a subject’s
experience of childhood sexual victimization and
in"irec:tly related to the social variables. A child
e ®XPerienced childhood losses, unavailable parent/s
and o Pedophile relative as a model for intimate
relationships might be more vulnerable and receptive to
inti"ate involvement with an adult. An adult who has
ey eXperienced intimacy in this kind of unequal
relationship might be more likely to have difficulty

establiShing and maintaining mature heterosexual
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l'9131:1'.'31151111:'3. These path coefficients were calculated
by Tegressing sexual orientation on childhood victim

SCores ang regressing childhood victim scores on the

S0cial varjabjes scores.
The secona path indicates that sexual orientation

is directly relatea to incest and indirectly related to
the Social variables, childhood victimization and

bi°1°gi¢al irregularities. Sexual orientation is
directIY Telated to incest because a man who chooses to
begome incestuously involved with a child probably
Makes hig choice because he has difficulty establishing
e maintaining intimate adult relationships. Further,
Sexua) Orientation is indirectly related to the three
Patns leading to incest as described above. These path
coefficients were calculated by regressing category of
SeXua) ©ffender on incest scores, and incest scores on

the Social variables, childhood victim and biological

Varian)eg scores.



80

Figure 3
Pr .
°Posed path Analysis Model II without MMPI Scores
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Chapter 1v

RESULTS

Analyses

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 X“s were computed twice: first
comparing all six paraphilic groups and second
comparing pedophile (homosexual, heterosexual and
pisexual pedophiles) and non-pedophile (exhibitionists,
sadists, atypical) paraphilic groups.

gsecond, 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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non-pedophile groups. In the first step of the
discriMinant analysis the variable (variable one) that
“ontributes most to the discriminatory power of the
Tode1 a5 Tleasured by the Wilks’ lambda, X“is entered.
Ia Subsequent steps, the orthogonal components of each
°f the other variables’ discriminatory power is
®Xamineq (e.g. variable two with variable one left
FUt). 1he Selection process stops when none of the
unselected variables meet the entry criterion. a
floderate Significance level (.15) was chosen as a
Criterion to enter the model in an effort to consider

the discriminatory power of all of the variables,

howeye, Small. with the exception of this p=.15 entry

erit°r1°n; the significance level was restricted to .05
b of
°F all otper analyses. _

Third, a aiscriminant analysis was performed by a

Psyehclogical, and social variables that discriminated

AMong the Six paraphilic groups. Again, p to enter the
Tode) Was set at .15 and subsequent analyses restricted
to .os for attaining significance.

To test hypotheses eleven and twelve, two separate
=8Ly Ahalyses were completed (see Figures 2 and 3).
The first patp analysis tested Hypothesis eleven, Model

L (Pigure 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
yvariables upon which they were assumed to depend.

Demograghic 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 ,

% L‘Qﬁ and Years of Education of Sexual Offender
S T —— s

G
~EOUups )
a

Groyp - Age Education
\

ffjffjfual Pedophile 61 if:i__________f§j§ _____
f-ef-e::osexual pedophile 41 ig:g _________f%_':;----_
Bisexuay Pedophile 10 iz:; 12;3

E y 3 ] -
xhlbltzonist 41 2;2 13.2
Sadistg 21 30.3 lg:g

9.8

Atyp; 12.7

¥Picay Paraphiliacs 34 23:: 2.5
%s reported on top and standard deviation 1is
b celow

Years compieteq

F O

e . T
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Resultsg of a stepwise discriminant analysis of the

dem°9raphic Variables indicated that, with respect to

ge, birth order, marital status, number of children,

°°°“Pation and education, there were significant
ditferances between the pedophiles and non-pedophiles
ang Among the six sexual offender groups. These

differences are described below.
Results

Age. Subjects’ ages ranged from 21-~70.
°f the Stepwise discriminant analysis indicated that
%99 was 5 significant discriminator between the
Pedophi)es and non-pedophiles, ¥(1,115)=27.2, p<.001
8¢ among tpe six paraphilic groups, F(5,130)=5.99, p<
o Pedophiles were significantly older (X=36.9)
than the non-pedophiles (¥=29.1). As shown in Table 2
ean ageg of group subjects differed. The mean ages of
Sach JToup were: homosexual pedophiles, 35.5;
h.t°’-'°sexual pedophiles, 38.2; bisexual pedophile,
7.3, @xhibitionists, 27.3; sadists, 30.3; atypical,

29'8.

> 1 ] L) t
§££EQ order. Birth order was a significan

discriminator between the pedophile and non-pedophile

groups, F(1,135)=4.12, p<.05. Birth order was not,

h°w°v°r, a significant discriminator among the six
Paraphilic groups. An examination of associated

frequency, crosstabulation and X“suggested that

o owoam g .
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Pedophi
les were more likely to be the youngest and

nOn—ped
o] i .
philes were more likely to pe the oldest child

in thej
r L} » 3
families of origin,'X‘(2,§;192)=6.45,p4.05

(Appendix E).
discrfiii:t This variable vas not @ significant
SO or between the pedophiles and non-pedophiles
T6d e he paraphilic groups. aAs shown in Table 1,

the subje of the subjects were WH1Ee and 27 (13%) of
paraphil.Cts were black or another race. Each of the
compositfc groups had approximately the same racial
ion of 85-95% white subjects and five-15% black

or ot
her subjects (BAppendix F).

Results of the discriminant

Marital status.

anal 81 .
¥Ysis indicated that this variable was not a
n the pedophiles and

sign‘ .
if N .
icant discriminator betwee

nop-
Pedophiles. Marital status gid discriminate
Table 1

Signifj
ficantly among the siX paraphilic groups.

Shoys
that with the exception of the heterosexual

Pedo .
Philes, most of the gubjects wer

or se
Parated/divorced (10-24%) - among the
ingle and 29%

29% were Sl

e single (52-80%)

heterosexual

i:::philesp 41% were married,
Separated/divorced (Appendix G).

h number of childr
tween the pedophil

en did not

c -
Children. Althoud
e and

disers
r
iminate significantly b€

non_
Pedophile groups, it discriminated significantly



among the six paraphilic groups in the stepwise

analysis, F(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, X+

(10,N=192)=35.49, p<.001. These results, however, must

pe interpreted cautiously as there were so few subjects
jn some of the cells (see Appendix H).

Ooccupation. Occupation was a significant

discriminator between the pedophile and non-pedophile
groups, F(1,115)=5.22, p<.05, and among the six groups,
15(5,130)=4.82, P<.001. 8ignificantly more homosexual
pedophiles than other paraphiliacs work with children
(e.g coach, teacher), X*(5,N=174)=31.62, p<.001
(Appendix I).

Referral. S8Source of referral discriminated
petween the pedophiles and non-pedophiles,
_F(1,115)=5.18, p<.05, and among the six paraphilic
groups, F(5,110)=2.83, p<.05, 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
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pedophiles (23%) only 13% of all subjects were
self-referred (Appendix J).

Arrests. Number of arrests did not significantly

dgiscriminate 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, F(5,110)=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, X*“(3,N=211)=13.39, pP<
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_01. More specifically, significantly more of the
hcmosexual pedophiles than other paraphiliacs had
college or graduate school educations, while the
neterosexual pedophile group had grade school

educations.ﬁlf(15:._F211)=35.32, p<.01 (Appendix M).

Results of Analyses of Hypotheses
piological Hypotheses.

The means and standard
deviations for the biological variables are reported in

rable 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 1: Pedophiles will have a 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 a significantly

higher incidence of hormonal irreqularities than 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 (Lm) or follicle stimulating hormone
(FSH) levels, all of the paraphilic groups had elevated
LH and FSH levels. rTestosterone 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, F(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,N=211) = 28.74, pP<.001.
When the combined pedophile group (homosexual,
heterosexual, bisexual pedophiles) was compared to the
combined 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<.05. These results, however,

must be interpreted cautiously as some of the cell



counts were small (see Appendix N).

92
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Table ;5

Means
and gt . .
Bi‘a;ta._ andard Deviations of Biological Variables
==—=99ry of Sexual Offender

Group a b c
—~———— n Testosterone LH FSH
H°mo
se
_ Xual pedophile 61 635.1 28.4 76.5
ros
: €Xual pedophile 41 645.6 23.9 55.3
S e 250.6 26.1 92.6
Bise ---------- ----- - o s Soi S e O D ODY GAB O Sop R Gn 650 M PR N0 On @0 W ems w8
xu
- 3l pedophile 10 754.2 35.0 79.7
S ——— 331.2 35.4 109.3
Exhi A e 5 R SuP G50 E3S GhS (RS NG GO MU G EPO GBS GBS Em 0 AN = 0 A S S Sw G Gs e an "
_ bitionjst 46 ABOD. & 25.1 72.3
sadi 0 W @0 e e s 5 G50 N =S - G G G5t EPS S GRS WIS N8 G0 &N 50 650 i GBS S S G 50 690 . e e Ll
st
21 625.3 19.9 53.2
~————— 252,3 25.9 111.1
Atypi e s e e e on G e G an G W an o n eps G @38 S0 €50 €98 G0 GBS N G G @S _-------\--
c
3l paraphiliacs 34  657.2 23.6  58.2
~— 225.4 20.6 89.9

Notg,
are 53?23”3 are reported on top and standard deviations
575 + or - 150 (f4)

a ne
b no;::i level for aduit male =

s Rorma) level for adult male = 3.9-18 mlu/ml
P<.g5  level for adult male = 1.5-16 mlu/ml
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Psychological Hypotheses.
Hypothesis 3: Pedophiles will have significantly

255225 Scores on the Social Introversion, Psychopathic

QSXiEEEL Dominance, Depression and Psyasthenia scales

oL the MMPI than will other paraphiliacs. Only 14 of

e 225 Subjects had MMPI scores recorded. Results of
the discriminant analysis indicated that there were no
significant differences between the pedophile and
n°n‘Pedophile groups or among the six paraphilic groups
°% their mupr scale scores. It should be noted,
however, that this analysis is suspect because of the
Smaly Number of subjects included in this analysis
(Appendix 0).

Social Hypotheses. The results of the analysis of
o Social hypotheses (Hypotheses 4-10) are presented

in Table 4, These results are reported as frequencies
*"9 Percentages of subjects within each group falling

lato different levels of the coded categorical social

variahles,



T'able 4 .

Frequencies and Percentages of Social Variables by Category of Sexual
Offender

Sxeud
fososexual HMetezesexual Bizexu:al Tetal [Erkititlonist Sadist Atypical T Totai
Ccclal Yeriatle Tedophils  Pedopnile FPedcpalle Fedogalle RS _'on-;::im. i
." 5 st nwsl o=i0 asil12 gwsl = (3} ] B*7% 8=20€
Fazilal Pecopnilia .z‘i a g L] [ (Y3 s 4 ax g ]
Lo pedojnile —elative §) 90 0 " ¢ 8) € n neo 17 W 26 9 . 167
aybe 2 & o o 9 9 2 2 Tt 3 o O 1 ; 7; Tz L Fl!-
Pedovhile relative 1 6 8 2 1 16 2 1 ‘11 2 % 1 3 8 o 20_1¢
Pelationship with Father <
Positive 1§ 28 7 2 2% )} 2 10 2 17 1 16 1 1
Socewnat cegative 16 9 22 9 0 5 22 9 E] 2 8 zg 20 zg ‘J;; Z%
Begative . 2 & 26 60 6 7% @0 W7 20 % 11 61 20 69 51 5 1ol st
Relatioonhip with Hotherx
Pozitive 2 9 17 =« 2 9 N 19 3t 5 7 12 <« 2 o
Socewnat nagative 8 22 7 2 2 29 17 1§ 18 6 ta 6 25 zg ';Y 8) 37:
Negative 7 19 16 29 b ELY) e 2 8 25 L33 | 6 29 19 22 8 2
Chil?hood louws
¥o loss )3 67 20 %0 1 10 3% St a s 9 % 18 55 &7 @ 102 <2
Loss 17 20 % 9 =00 kg &2 19 &7 7 W 15 ks 9 b3 e b2
Bunber of Childh:ood Cexual
Expariences with Adults
None ¥ 67 28 72 J 43 63 61 s n 15 79 2) 85 60 & 125 &4
A fow 12 22 8 21 1 16 21 20 6 17 2 1 Ju 1 12 J2 1€
Nany § 1 3 7 ) 8 11 10 & 11 211 1 6 7 3 18 ¢
Vielence
Violert 1 2 . s 12 o o 6 6 | T | 1G9 7 2 29 29 n 1€
¥ot violenmt % 98 » e 10 160 Gomens N 2 W0 2¢ 78 & 72 16) &
Incestuous with Child
Re 1 95 29 7 10 100 97 @7 by 38 21 100 % 100 92 $9 189 92
T ) b] 12 =29 Qo o 15 16 1 2 0 0 9 O 11 16 6
a Fazcent of eacn gToup
¢ pL.05 **3<.01 **°p<. 001

66
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EXEEEEEEEE 4: Pedophiles will have a significantly
352225 incidence of familial pedophilia than will other
\——-

235322i11222- A stepwise discriminant analysis

indicated that there were no significant differences

Between the pedophile and non-pedophile groups on
incidence ©f familial pedophilia. There were also no
significant differences among the six paraphilic groups
(Appendix P).

Hypothesis 5: Pedophiles will have a significantly
913525 incidence of father absence and/or emotional

q :
‘1553222 during childhood than will other paraphiliacs
There Were no significant differences between the

Pedopnijes and non-pedophiles or among the six
Paraphilic groups on their self reports of childhood
rela‘ti°n8hips with their fathers. As reported in Table
4, 3-283% ©f the subjects in all of the six paraphilic
JToupg Teported positive relationships with their
fathers and 62-97% of all of the subjects reported

somewhat hegative or negative childhood relationships

w
it fathers (appendix Q).

Hypothesis 6: pedophiles will have a significantly

Eﬁgﬁ&E incidence of mother absence or emotional
————— Y

U iliacs.
~Stance during childhood than will other paraph
A Postehoc analysis of paraphilic subjects’

relati°nShips with their mothers was also done. This
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Yas measyreg in the same way as hypothesis 5,

r°1&tionship with father. The analysis did not yield

Significant differences between the pedophiles and
n°n‘P660philes or among the six paraphilic groups. as
Shown jp Table 4, 27-59% of all subjects reported
Positive Telationships with their mothers while 31-73%
°f the Subjects reported somewhat negative or negative

Childhooq Telationships with mothers (Appendix R).
Hypothesis 7: Pedophiles will have a significantl

highe 1dhood than will
~gher incidence of losses during chi

22535 Paraphiliacs. Although there were no significant
dirterences between the pedophile and non-pedophile

Toups op this variable, there were significant
ditferences among the six paraphilic groups, F(5,165)
252, P<.05. rThe homosexual pedophile group had a

sighificantly lower incidence of losses during
childhooq than the other groups and the bisexual
Pedophies bad a significantly higher incidence of
losses during childhood than the other groups, X*
(S/N=19) - 11.83, p<.05 (Appendix 8).

HYpothesis g: pedophiles will have a significantly
ngﬂéE iﬂg}dence—;¥ childhood sexual victimization than

!ill Qther Paraphiliacs. There were no significant
ditterences between the pedophile and non-pedophile

Iroupg OF among the six paraphilic groups on this
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varilble. Only 46 of the 211 subjects had a clear
h13t°rY ©f childhood sexual involvement with an adult
(see APpendix T). Based upon this limited sample,
significantly more of the homosexual pedophiles than

°ther paraphilics had been sexually involved with an

Tesults, however, must be interpreted cautiously due to

Small Sample size.
Hypothesis 9; Pedophiles will have a significantly

12225 incidence of use of violence than will other

ara hiljacs. Results of the discriminant analysis

indicated that there were significant differences

Petween the pedophile and non-pedophile groups,
5‘1.120) = 12.59, p<.001, and among the six paraphilic

grouPS, F(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
p‘“philics, X*(1,N=200) = 20.41, p<.001. When all six

9Toupg Were compared on this variable the sexual sadist
SToup haq a significantly higher incidence of use of
Violence than did each of the other groups, 'X*(5,N=200)
=1°1'1°' P<.001 (Appendix U).

Hypothesis 10: Pedophiles will have a

e ificant; higher incidence of incestuous

iE!QlXQESEE with their children than will other




2raphiljacs, A post-hoc analysis of the incidence of

Subjects., incestuous involvement with their children
vas Conducteq, This analysis indicated that there were
igniticant differences between the pedophiles and
non~pedophiles and among the six paraphilic groups on
thig Variable. e pedophile group was significantly
More incestuoyg than the non-pedophile group,
‘2(1'25)=4.26, P<.05. An evaluation of associated
frequency' Crosstabulations and X*indicated that this
Yas because tpe heterosexual pedophiles were
significant1y more involved in incestuous relationships

* dren than were each of the other groups,
These results, however,

th their chij
X

e ‘stﬁ?zll) = 35.16, p<.001.
Nust be interpreted cautiously because of the small

Tmber of Subjects in some of the cells (see Appendix

V).

Two alternate path models (Hypotheses

Path Mode].
The

1 S
1 ang 12) yere tested (see Figures 2 and 3).

tirat Rode] included MMPI scores and the second one did

hct.
2 Othesis 11: (Figqure 2) Biological

Vulnerabilities and social circumstances (i.e.
L nts, and
hhildhOOd SXperiences of loss, unavailable paréh :
(] 't
\22199 2 Pedophile relative) are associated wi

52211335 ©f depression, introversion, aggression and

e e
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morali
——=21ty. Further, childhood experiences of loss,

Unavaj
=—1allable parents and having a pedophile relative

Teceq ,
E---2 2 child’s vulnerability to becoming intimately

invey
———=Yed !iEQ an adult, which in turn affects feelings

of de :
" ‘~2£2§§l221 introversion, aggression and morality.
AN ag

SQult’s incestuous involvement with his child is

di re
:“‘EE;X Ielated to having been sexually victimized as
2 chi .

=2ld EiEEQLE and indirectly affected by his social

Cire
—-==umstances. Incestuous involvement is also directly

rela
==Sated to feelings of depression, introversion,
aggr e

23sion, morality and violence (these feelings might

hake .
—— it 2£££1£Hl£ to establish and maintain adult

the
———fosexual relationships) and indirectly affected by

biol 0

i 29ical vulnerabilites and social circumstances.
exXu .

—=al Orientation is directly related to incest

bec
a
——use a an who chooses to become incestuously

—

iny
--2l22§ With a child probably makes his choice because

he .
= las Qifficulty establishing and maintaining intimate
ady

An attempt was made to test this

=it Xelationships.

hogq
el but there were not enough MMPI data for the model

Cel
s to compute the estimates of the paths (see

Ap .
Pend;y W). Therefore this hypothesis could not be

ev
luateq directly.

5222522315 12: (Fiqure 3) Childhood experiences of
parents and having a pedophile

los
TSz Unavajlaple
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and receptivity
An

Telatj
———=1Ve affect a child’s vulnerability
=0 beco

--Ei22 intimately involved with an adult.

adult. .

;I““-E incestuous incolvement with his child is
Tect]l ey

;N"“‘~x Ielated to having been sexually victimized as

2 ¢chiy : e
—=:d himself and indirectly affected by his social

Sircun
;;‘-~§EEEEEE {i.e. childhood experiences of loss,
avaj
;;-_~le£lg Parents and having a pedophile relative).
Convy
entional sexual behavior (eg. incest) is also

Doder

;;“*3529 by biological vulnerabilities (i.e.
Tomo

——=350omal and hormonal irreqularities). Sexual

OTient e
ation is directly related to incest because a man
¥ho Chooses t " .
Lo become incestuously involved with a

chy A
1q
- Brobably makes his choice because he has

- Qifgg
c » [ L} s L L]
;“‘~¥ELEX establishing and maintaining intimate adult
elatj :
~onships. Further, a child who experienced

chiyg
—==Chooq losses, unavailable parent/s and a pedophile

T——=lVe 8S a model for intimate relationships might be

more
——— YUlnerable and receptive to intimate involvement
An adult who has only experienced

kind of unequal relationship might be

w.
B an agupe,

intj
S==lDacy in thnis

mOre (3
—== likely Yo have difficulty establishing and

main 0 .
\“~Eilﬂl£§ mature heterosexual relationships.
Resultg of the path analysis indicated that two

Patp
Coefficients were significant (see Figures 4 and

S5).
(a) a child’s collective social circumstances (i.e.
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having eXperienced losses, relationship with parents,
anq having a pPedophile relative), and especially having
% Pedophile relative, are related to childhood sexual
inVOlVement with an adult, F(4,118)=6.54, p<.001; (b)

ianStUGUS involvement with a child is related to

Sexual O°rientation, F(1,203) = 11.19, p<.001 (Appendix

x)'
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Figure 4
Path Model correlations
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Significant Path Model Correlations
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Summar
There were significant differences between the

major groupings of pedophiles (homosexual, heterosexual
and bisexuyaj 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, ana socially. There were also
significant differences when the two major groupings
were categorized and analyzed as six different
paraphiljc diagnostic groups (homosexual pedophiles,
heterosexuaj Pedophiles, bisexual pedophiles,
exhibitionjsts, 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 op race, marital status, source of referral,

arrest record or religion.
A significant biological variable that
discriminategq between the pedophile and non-pedophile

9rouPs and among the six different diagnostic groups

Was testosterone level. The groups did not differ on

chromosomaj anomolies or LH and FSH levels.

FSychological variables were assessed by recording MMPI

Scale scores. frhere were no significant differences
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between the pedophile and non-pedophile groups and
Anong the Six paraphilic groups on their MMPI scores.
Becayge only 14 of the 211 subjects had been given the
MMPI ang Some of the subjects’ scale scores were
QXtremely skewed (t scores in the 80’s and 90’s),
Fesults of the psychological variables must be
interpreted cautiously. significant'discriminating
S0¢ial variaples included experience of childhood loss,
3de or first sexual involvement, use of violence, and
incestuous involvement. The groups did not differ in
incidence O©f familial pedophilia and relationship with
Parents.

The discriminant and path analyses were conducted

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

" Subjects haa been given the MMPI. Results of the
the Second path analysis (Model II without the MMPI

scores) indicated that two path coefficients were

significant: (a) a child’s collective social

circumStances (i.e. having experienced losses,
relationship with parents, and having a pedophile
relative), and especially having a pedophile relative,
. Telated to childhood sexual involvement with an
adult,_§j4,113)=s.54, p<.001 (b) incestuous
involvement with a child is related to sexual

o L]
rlentation,‘g_(l,zm) = 11.19, p<.001.
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Table 5
Summa
Eﬁa~ﬁ§x Of Significant Differences between Pedophiles

Joh-pedophiles

Group

Peqo

Philes Non-pedophiles
Olde

o younger

Youn "
gest chilqg oldest child

Wor .
ks witp children works with adults

gra
de/graduate school education high school/college

high testosterone

S N S R G G GE GP G5 G G G S e N 8 e

violent

not incestuous
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Table ¢

summ L] 1] . . [} 1]
§§§§§§x Of Bignificant Differences among six Paraphilic

Group
1 Heterosexual Bisexual Exhibi- Sadist Atypical

-ngphile edophile  Pedophile tionist "
—— oldest youngest @00
married and
~~—— have children
work wit;““"'- ----------- ———
-hildren
e R e S Y eSS SRR T PR o T
_Sffffed SOMInearel
----------- S elevated low
- testosterone
Ty et
1ld- many child-
Effd lossges hoog losses
SMidnogq TTTTTTTCT ;;ildhoot_'l
-S_ Victims sex vietims
S violent
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Chapter V
DISCUSSION
A stepwise discriminant analysis was used to
describe the biological, psychological, and social
ditferences between pedophiles and non-pedophiles.
818 analysis also differentisted six paraphilic groups
(homosexya; Pedophiles, heterosexual pedophiles,
bisexuay 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

bi°1°gical, pPsychological and social variables.

Summ
=——2IYy of Results
Tables 5 and 6 summarize the significant results

°f this study. as shown in Table 5, demographically,
ped°Philes were older, were youngest children in their
familjes of origin, worked with children, and had

Completeg grade school or graduate school.
N°n'P°d°ph:lles were younger, were oldest children in
their families of origin, worked with adults, and had
Completeq high school or college. Biologically,
Pedophj e had below average testosterone levels and

non'p°d°Philes had elevated testosterone levels.
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Socially, Pedophiles were less violent and
signiticantly more likely to be involved in incestuous
relationships with their children than were
Bon-pedophiies.

As shown in Table 6, demographically, heterosexual

Pedophijeg were the oldest (mean age = 38) and

®XBibitionists were the youngest (mean age = 27) of the

Paraphilic groups. With the exception of heterosexual

p°d°ph119$; most paraphilics were single and did not

haye children. More homosexual pedophiles than other

Parapniljes worked with children. Homosexual
Pedophiles were more educated and heterosexual
ped°philes were less educated than were other sexual
Offenders. When six paraphilic groups were compared
bi°1°gica11y, sadists had below average testosterone
levels ang exhibitionists had elevated testosterone
levels, Socially, homosexual pedophiles were
significantly less likely to have experienced a
chi1dhood loss of a parent/s while bisexual pedophiles
Vere Significantly more likely to have experienced a
°hildhood loss than other paraphilic groups.
Homasexual pedophiles, when compared to other
paraPhilics, were significantly more likely to have
been Sexually victimized as children. Sadists were

More Violent and heterosexual pedophiles were more
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involved in incestuous relationships with their
children than were other paraphilic groups.

Relationship of Present Findings to The Literature

on Pedophilia

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 21-70. Further, among the Johns Hopkins

sample, pedophiles were older (%x=36.9) than
non-pedophiles (x=29.1).

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

- e v o

-F
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heterOSexual pedophiles who were significantly more
likely to be married and/or separated/divorced and have
Children.

Results of this study confirmed Danna’s (1984)
findings that pedophiles are represented in a wide
Tange of Occupations, from unskilled laborers to
Professiona)s, Occupations of subjects in this study
included manual laborers, inmates, clerical workers,
Priests, Coaches, psychologists, psychiatrists,
Professors and pediatricians. This wide range of
®Ccupationay skill levels may help to explain the
finding (Gebhard, 1964) that pedophiles were uneducated
ang Simple-minded, which appears to conflict with Danna
VBo foung that many pedophiles were professionals. an
additional finding in this study was that homosexual
Pedophijes were significantly more likely to work with
Children (e.g. coach, priest, pediatrician) than were
Other Paraphilics.

There are no data describing sources of referral
= treatment clinics. The paraphiliac subjects in this
Stuqy Were generally not self-referred. Most were
reterred by the courts, attorneys, probation officers,

therapiSts or family members.
Fitch (1962) did not differentiate paraphilic

Iroups but found that pedophiles had a higher

LU "1"‘

gy

o
it |
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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=11.2) of the six

paraphilic groups in this study.
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There are no previous data on Paraphilic 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

1). About one-third were Protestant (38%) and a large
group was Catholic (about 23%) but only 4% were Jewish,

The remaining subjects affiljated with other religions
(e.g. Hindu, other).

Biological.

Unlike previous findings at Johns
Hopkins Sexual Disorders cClinic (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 LH 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
LH and FSH 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



115

th
an hon-pedophiles had below-average testosterone
le
vels. 2 More detailed analysis revealed that the
s L]
Adists haq below-average testosterone levels and the

e
Xhibitionists had elevated testosterone levels.

PSychological. The MMPI has been widely used to

s

tuay Sexually deviant criminal offenses. With the
e

¥Ception ©f an elevated Psychopathic deviate (Pa)
s

cale, Tesults of these studies have been inconsistent

(Rader, 1977; Raracen, 1974; Panton, 1958; Rada, 1978;

8 N
chMIdt' 1945; Swenson & Grimes, 1958; Armentrout &

R
Anes, 1978; Anderson & Kunce, 1979).
Rader (1977) for example, found that rapists

s
Coreq Significantly higher than exhibitionists on the

P
+ Hs, D, Hy, Pd and sc scales whereas Raracen,

W

1lliams, Guerrero' S8alis, Thornby & Hursch (1974)

t ]

°und tpat 12 rapists scored significantly higher than

. Prison controls and 12 normal controls on the Pq,

"8, 428 D scajes. panton (1958) and Rada (1978) on the

Other hand, 4id not fina significant differences on the
MMpy between rapists and various control groups.
Behmidt (1945), who did not differentiate among sexual
orfenders, found elevated Mf, Pa, 8c scales for all
°ffenger Subjects. Swenson and Grimes (1958) found an
®levateq PQd scale among 45 undifferentiated sexual

orfenders. Armentrout and Hauer (1978) found an

aril
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-
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i

98N
il
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®levated pa scale among the rapist and nonrapist sexual
°ffender groups studied. Anderson and Kunce (1979)
Analyzeda mmpy Profiles of 92 sex offenders who had been
institutionalized for psychiatric evaluation. These
reseu‘c‘:hez:-s found that 88 of the subjects could be
“ategorised lnts ons of thres profiles: F,Sc; Pd, Ma;
°r D, pa.

This lack of consistency among studies does not

indicate that differences do not exist among the

paraphilias. Rather, most of the MMPI research on

98Xual offenders has not been comparable because of
difterent control groups, biased samples, contamination
e Xperimenta} groups and general treatment of all of
the Paraphilias as a single group. Although this study
attempteq to control some of the aforementioned

only 14 of the 211 subjects had MMPI

limitations .
Results of the discriminant analysis,

SCores recorgea.
Shoulq pe interpreted very cautiously because of small

Samp1e size. No significant differences were found

betWeen the pedophile and non-pedophile groups or among
the siy Paraphilic groups on their MMPI scale scores
‘Appendix O). A characterization of sexual offenders
Paseq Upon the MMPI is not possible from the present

data,

S8ocial, uniike the Gaffney, Lurie & Berlinr’s
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Study (1984), in which there was a significantly higher
incidence ©f pedophile relatives in a pedophile group
than jp, a8 depressed inpatient group, the present study
foung DO significant differences between pedophiles and
Other Paraphilics in incidence of familial pedophilia.
Homosex“al Pedophiles in the current study were
significantly more likely than other paraphilics to
Rave been sexually victimized as children. It is not
¢lear, however, that this victimization was incestuous.
The absence of a non-paraphilic male comparison group,
Such as Was used by Gaffney, Lurie & Berlin, may help
to €Xplain the seemingly incongruent findings between
this Study and previous research.

No significant differences were found in the
Present study between the pedophiles and non-pedophiles
°F among tpe six paraphilic groups with respect to
p°sitive-negative relationships with fathers. An
inspection of Table 4, however, suggests that there
Vere 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
Somparison group had been used in this study,
rather-son relationship might have been an important

discriminator between the non-paraphilic and paraphilic
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9Troups, This omission may help to explain the
inCOnsistent findings in the literature to date:
significantly more homosexuals than heterosexuals,
heterosexual pPedophiles and homosexual pedophiles

TePort poor father-son relationships (Freund &

Blanchard, 1983); pedophiles have distant fathers

‘M°hr, 1982; Freund, 1982); pedophiles perceive their
fathers lore negatively and their mothers more
Positivaly than do rapists or nonoffenders (Roby,

1982),
Results of the current study also indicated that

there Were no significant differences between the
pedOphiles and non-pedophiles or among the six
Parapnjjie groups with respect to positive-negative
relationships with mothers. An inspection of Table 4,
Rovever, suggests that nearly twice as many of all of
the Paraphijijc subjects reported positive mother-son

relationships as reported positive father-son
relationships. Further, nearly twice as many subjects

in a1y of the groups in the present study reported
Begative father-son relationships as reported negative
Mother-sopn relationships. Although the groups did not
Uster Significantly from one another, there appears to
be a Pattern of negative father-son relationships and

Positive mother-son relationships among the paraphilic
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Subjects, These tentative findings could be seen as
SUpport for Psychoanalytic interpretations of
Pedophijja. Psychoanalytic theory views a boy’s
feelings towara nis mother and his resolution of the
Oedipys Complex through identification with his father
3% a critical determinant of adult relations and
Attitudes towarg mature heterosexual relationships.
Becayge these paraphilic subjects had positive
relationships with their mothers and negative
relationships with their fathers, satisfactory
Tesolution of the Oedipal conflict, according to
psychoanalytic theory, would not have occurred. These
subjects Would have been unprepared to enter into

m
Ature heterosexual relationships.
Although there are no studies that investigate

“Rildnooq losses with a paraphilic population, Myers &
Seran (1983) found that a court-referred pedophile
Sroup Came from less stable families than an
®%hibitionist group. In contrast, results of the
Present Study indicated that there were no differences
betweey, Pedophiles and non-pedophiles in experience of
childhood loss of parent/s. However, homosexual
Pedophiles experienced significantly fewer childhood
Parenta; losses (33%) and bisexual pedophiles had

signiﬁcantly more losses (90%) than the other
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paraphilic groups (table 4). About onme-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 panna (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. An
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
to Bandura’s Social Learning Theory (which

contrast
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
Victimigzeq as children than the heterosexual pedophiles
Whereas the heterosexual pedophiles were significantly
Dore 1ike1y to be incestuously involved with their own
Children.

Some studjes suggest that pedophiles are more
Passjvye and submissive than rapists (Peters, 1976); fﬁ
Rave higher neeqs to nurture than normal adult males ;44

(Fisher & Howell, 1970); are usually non-violent and f y

for ot
3t as a chilgrs friend (Danna, 1984). Results of the R
bl

Present Study supported these findings. Pedophiles

‘!.‘u !lﬂ’

Were significantly less violent and sadists were 4 iy
significantly more violent than other paraphilic w1 11
Iroups, i
"B Moders e
The two path models (Figures 2 and 3) tested were e
3 effort to understand the relationships among the if”

bi°1°gica1, Psychological and social background
varia-blea investigated in this study. Model I, which
included MMPI scores, could not be tested because only
14 or the 211 subjects had been given the MMPI. There
Vere nhot €nough MMPI data for‘the model cells to
“Ompute tpe estimates of the paths (see Appendix W).
The TeSults of the path analysis of Model II (Figures 4

e 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, F(4,118)=6.54, p<«.001, and (b) incestuous

involvement with a child was related to sexual
orientation, F(1,203)=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
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and sexyal orientation (r=.42). As hypothesized,
Sexua) Orientation was related to incest because a man
who Chooses to become incestuously involved with a
chilq Probably makes his choice because he has
diffiCUlty establishing and maintaining intimate adult

L. 3 L]
‘&m1233i2£§ and Future Research

Future research with sexual offenders could be

1mproveq by controlling rater bias, sample bias (as
Tich as Possible), including non-paraphilic
heteroseXual and homosexual male comparison groups, and
collecting and integrating psychological test results
With Other data. It is unfortunate that so few of the
Patients at the Johns Hopkins Sexual Disorders Clinic
actually completed the MMPI. Additional areas for
future Tesearch are provided by informal observations

recorded while reading through the subjects' charts.
Some steps

The researcher was one of the raters.
vere taken to minimize rater bias in this study (e.g.
She S€cond rater was unfamiliar with the hypotheses,
“harts Were rated in alphabetical order rather
thap by diagnostic group category, biological and
psYChOIOgical data were objective). Future research,
hOWever, could eliminate this experimenter bias by

USing independent raters who are unfamiliar with the
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Study g hypotheses.
The sample used in this study was selective.

Subjects were hospital inpatients. It is difficult
however, ¢, control sample bias while studying groups
that are Not readily available in the general
Populatjon, Sample bias, however, can be minimized by
Using an outpatient or non-patient sample. Each of
these alternatives involves trade-offs. An outpatient
Sample Mmay not have as much data collected on it as an

lnpatlent sample (e.g. lab test results might not be
AvVailaple for an outpatient sample) Thus the findings

°f this Study cannot be safely generalized beyond a
hosPitalized sample. Working with non-patient
uninstitutionalized paraphilics involves ethical and
legay Constraints for the researcher that may preclude
in‘depth data collection (e.g a pedophile is unlikely
8 Participate in a study in which the researcher
“annot Juarantee him confidentiality or anonymity)

A second shortcoming of the present study was the

lack of @ non-paraphilic heterosexual and homosexual

Mmale Comparison group. Although one of the goals of

this Study was to understand differences among groups
°f sexua) offenders, future research in this area could
e ®Nhanced by an understanding of how sexual offenders

dre dlfferent from a non-paraphilic population. For
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€Xample, most of the paraphilic subjects in this study
Yeporteq Negative childhood relationships with their
fathers, Had a non-paraphilic comparison group been
Used in thig study, possible differences in the pattern
of Child-parent relationships between paraphilics and
Non-paraphilijcs might have identified an important
predisoposing variable in pedophilia. The inclusion of
? heterosexual male comparison group might help to

clarify the role that father's play in the development

of a Pedophilic sexual orientation.

Other Observations. While reading through

Subjects charts, the researcher kept an informal

Journay of observations. Observations were recorded

Wi they were repeated across multiple charts. They

Were not tested but they are noted briefly here because

they May stimulate future research.
1. Many of the subjects were alcoholics and/or

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

trauma,
3. Many of the subjects had an additional

dlagn°SiS of Adjustment Disorder.
4. Pedophile "victims" usually knew the offender

Prior to their victimization.
S. Most of the subjects were sexually active with
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e
Peers ;¢ ages 10-14 or younger.

They learned about sex
from Peers.

They often did not have basic or accurate
i
Nformatjon about anatomy and sex.
6. Many of them had difficulty or failure

es : ;
tablishlng adult, heterosexual relationships but

d
€Scribed the earlier (age 10-

14) peer relationships as
Positijye,

7- Many of the subjects did not have other, more
3PPropriate sexual outlets.

8. Pedophiles often had a life-long (since
pubertY) Pattern of preoccupation with and imagery
PVolving children,

S. Exhibitionists often had unsatisfactory
SeX-lives Outside of their exhibitionism. They seem to
S€ theijr exhibitionist behavior as a passive and

napPropriate invitation for sex. One exhibitionist

hoping someone would respond and get
i

N the car with him and have sex". Another commented
*BOUt his exhibitionism that "you can avold the
rigamarole of dating and caring - it's like going to a
bar ang Picking up a woman for the evening".

1o, Isolated sexual encounters with children

Somet jpeg Occur because of schizophrenia, mental

retardation’

drunkenness, organic mental disorders or

o “Motional crisis. These isolated acts are generally
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Mot considereq pedophilia.

IQEQEEEiEQl and Practical Implications
The Purpose of this study was to explore the

biological, pPsychological, and social variables that
may Predispose men to a pedophiliac sexual orientation.
There are implications for theory, research, and

Practjce.

Theory.

3Nd refute some of the theoretical explanations of

The results of this study both support

deviant Séxuality. These theories include Social
Learning and Behavioral explanations of paraphilia,
biological abnormalities, Separation-individuation
anxiety, and Psychoanalytic concepts of arrested
psychOSexual development.

Bandura's social Learning Theory describes

learning as occuring in part through obvservation and

modeling. Similarly, Behavioral Theory explanations of

Pedophijja assume that pedophilia is a learned

behaViOr. Hypotheses 4, 8 and 9 in this study (Do
Pedophijes have a higher incidence of familial
pedoPhilia, childhood sexual victimization, and

HMcestuoys involvement with their children than other

Daraphiliacs?) addressed the Learning theories

3Ssumpt i op that pedophilia is a learned behavior.
Do pedophiles have a higher incidence of familial
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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.

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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bisexual Pedophile subjects) had been childhood sexual
Victinms, It is estimated that 5-28% of the
non-paraphilic population has been sexually victimized
8S chilgren (Kinney, Pomeroy, Martin & Gebhard, 1953;

G
agnon, 1965; Summit & Kryson, 1978).
FurthEr, results of the path analysis suggest that

there is a correlation (r=.38) between childhood sexuél
victimization and having a pedophile relative. It is
ot clear Whether pedophiles were childhood victims of
their Pedophile relatives or whether observation of a
Pedophije relative reinforced the adult-child model of
intimacy that may have been learned from their own

chlldhOOd 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
“hildhoog sexual experiences, which Freud and many of
his followers attributed to Oedipal fantasies, may not
be Manifestegd during early life, according to this
Variation of psychoanalytic theory. Such problems may
SUrface later when the demands of adult sexuality
°Verwhelm the individual. Proponents of the actual

Sexual experience alternative to Freud's theory
maintain that the adult with this background would show
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Strong hNarcissism, needing continual recognition and
apprec_iation In the absence of such support,
1nd1v1duals who had sexual experiences in childhood
feel inadequate and inferior as adults and seek

relatlonshlps in which they can overwhelm and conquer

Others (Kaplan & sadock, 1985).

Do pedophiles have a higher incidence of
lnceStuous involvement with their children than other
Paraphilics? If so, is this related to his own
childhood Sexual victimization? Results of this study
90 not Suggest that incestuous behavior is learned

The bisexual Pedophiles and homosexual pedophiles were

Significantly more likely to have been sexually
victimized as children than the heterosexual
Pedophi]es, Yet the heterosexual pedophiles were
significantly more likely than the homosexual and

bisexual Pedophiles to be involved in an incestuous

relationShip with their children. Finally, the path

Malysis 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
through a sexual reorientation process. In addition to

formally tested hypotheses in this study, there are
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3lso informal observations to both support and refute
Learning theory explanations of pedophilia. In support
°f a learning theory explanation is the researcher's
Journa; observation that many of the paraphilics
learneqg (or mislearned) about sex from peers and often
414 not have accurate information about anatomy or sex.
Alternatively, a perusal of the subjects' arrest
freQUGhCies (Table 3) suggests that recidivism rates
dre high among this population and therefore a
"re‘learning" of appropriate sexual behavior is not
happening. Further, the observation that pedophiles
have life-long preoccupations with children suggests
that thej, Sexual orientation is a complex combination
°f perSOnality traits, constitutional factors and life
®XPeriences.

Biological theories suggest that chromosomal,
hormonal, and other physiological factors may influence
Sexua) behavior. Hypotheses 1 and 2 in this study (Do
Pedophijes have a higher incidence of chromosomal and
Rormonay irregularities than other paraphilics?)
3ddress these biological theories.

Do pedophiles have a higher incidence of
“hromosomay anomalies than other paraphilics? Results
°f this Study do not support this theoretical
(chr°m°SOma1) explanation of pedophilia: only three of
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the 293 Subjects in all of the groups (two homosexual
Pedophijes and one atypical paraphilic) had an XXY
karotype with 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
Study's findings, however, that sadists and
exhibitionists had testosterone irregularities and that
Stbjects in all of the six paraphilic groups had
®levateq 1y and FSH levels provide support for
bi°1°gical theories of the paraphilias.

Psychoanalytic theories of development claim
that Problems resulting from separation-individuation
Anxiety, childhood sexual experiences and lack of
resolution of Oedipal conflicts may surface when the
demangs of adult sexuality overwhelm the individual.
In thig study, hypotheses 5, 6, 7, and 8 (Do pedophiles
f3Ve a higher incidence of father and/or mother absence
and/or emotional distance, losses, and childhood sexual
Victimization than other paraphilias?) addressed this
theory.

What kind of relationships do pedophiles have with
thej, Parents? The results of this study suggested
that While there were no significant differences

between pedophiles and non-pedophiles, most of the
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relationships with their fathers and positive

relationships with their mothers. This finding

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

jdentification with his father as a critical

geterminant 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



134

:::::::j: and no?-pedophile groups with respect to
e .e Oof childhood loss, 30-90% of all of the
Thes: ;jlc.subjects had lost a parent during childhood.
e o nd.lngs Support psychoanalytic explanations of
Taphilias.
& m:j::ed édler theorized that birth order was one of
lifestyl childhood social influences on adult
firstbore (thultz, 1976). Adler claimed that
g c:iChlldren had a period of "reign" until the
i e 1d was born and "dethroned" the firstborn.
St child, in an effort to regain his lost

Supre :
Macy, strikes out in anger against the new child

and/op 4 .
/°T his parents. as an adult, the firstborn may

fee) :
hostije toward others. Adler found that criminals

ang g
€Xual offenders are often firstborns. The

Youn :
98st child, in contrast, never faces dethronement

;:;j::ther child and may become the baby of the whole
- re; .ID ?dulthood, Adler claims, the youngest child
S 2y aln his childhood helplessness and dependency.
Used to being cared for by others and is
striving and struggling. He may,

it difficult to cope with the problems
The

*herefore, fing
a ]
fd Adjustments

reSults of this
of
deVelopment. Most of the pedophiles in this study

of adulthood (Schultz, 1976).
study supported this birth order theory
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wer
" Youngest children in their families of origin, and

their SeéXual preference for children may have been an
expression of the difficulty they had in adjusting to
adl.llt Telationships. Most of the non-pedophiles in
this Study (ang Particularly the sadists), on the other
hand, yere firstborn children in their families of
°rigin, The non-pedophiles (and particularly the
sadists) in this study were also significantly more
hostile (i.e. violent) than the pedophiles.

Findings in this study suggest that pedophiles
Share Certain historical vulnerabilities. They are
Often Youngest children in their families of origin
anq, dCCording to Adlerian theory, may attempt to
Tetajip their childhood "baby of the family" status in
adulth°°d- This helpless, dependent style could
interfere with adjustments and flexibility required in
Nore Mature relationships. A second finding of this
studY was that many of the pedophile subjects reported
Positive mother-son relationships and poor childhood
relationships with their fathers. Acccording to
psych°ana1ytic theory this pattern results in
UHsatisfactory resolution of Oedipal conflicts and will
leag ¢, later difficulty establishing and maintaining
Mature heterosexual relationships. Additionally, a
B lack 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

jdentity emerges from this phase. Those who do not

emerge from this difficult stage with a sense of
jdentity, 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

nnegative" 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
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children and having an unavailable father) were

compounded by experiences during adolescence. Early

adolescent experiences that may have been perceived

positively included sexual involvement with an adult

and sexual learning and experimentation with peers. In

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
poy 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 aye Played out, reinforced, and exacerbated
by hormona; irregularities and poorly defined and

Unstab)e body images during adolescence. Adolescence,

8 Eriksop Claimed, is a time when all of this past and

Present information about oneself is consolidated and

i .
Ntegrateq into an identity.

Pedophilia may involve a compromise formation

9rowing oyt of a developmental conflict combined with

bi°1°9ical Vulnerabilites. It may protect people
39ainst Castration anxiety and separation anxiety.
pedoPhiles do attempt to preserve object relations by
maintaining contact with people, but with immature
®blects. Their restitutive identification with and

narcissistic investment in these immature sexual

Plects (3., children) compensates for the early

depri"ation.
Future research with this population could test

this theory through close attention to subjects
Pre=8doLogmunt and adolescent histories, parent-child
relatiOnships and hormone levels. Future studies that
Xamine the role of biological factors, such as
horm°neS: on sexual behavior, would also improve our
understanding of this population.

Practice The results of this study have
N
Practical implications. One of the current treatment
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'modalities for this paraphilic population is group
psychotherapy. Generally, the paraphilic groups are

large (n=30) ang composed of different categories of

Sexua] Offenders. As shown in Table 6, however, data

from thig Study suggested that the six paraphilic
categories Were different in many ways. For example, a
Single, childless, college-educated, 35 year old
homosexual pPedophile who seeks an affectionate
relationship with a child, has never been arrested, and
"ho wag Sexually victimized as a child may have very

different needs from a younger, high school educated,

Violent sadist. [Likewise, a 27 year old single,

Childlesg exhibitionist who has experienced multiple
ArTests ang is primarily attracted to women may have
different therapeutic needs from a 38 year old married
Tather Who lost one or both parents during his
childhOOd and is involved in an incestuous relationship
With his 131 year old daughter. These and other
differences among the paraphilic groups need to be

considered and addressed in developing effective group

treatment approaches with this population.
A second treatment approach is biological, usually

I the form of antiandrogen medication to reduce
testosterone levels. Results of this study indicated

that €ven though the exhibitionist group had
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Significantly elevated testosterone levels, the other
paraphilic groups had normal levels and the sadist

9¥oup even had below-average testosterone levels. This

fi"ding Suggests that the currently used biological

interVentions may not be appropriate for all

paraPhiliacs and instead should be considered on a

Case-by-cage basis. Further, these antiandrogen drugs

SUbPpress Sexual impulses other than the unwanted
impulses. This, and other side-effects, may cause
People to Stop taking the drugs.

The results of this study could have implications
for Others beyond the limited field of practitioners
ho wor with this population. Pedophile victims
Usualyy know the offender. Many homosexual pedophiles
ork With children and many heterosexual pedophiles
Live With children. They frequently have emotionally
3ffectionate relationships with, and are trusted by the

i i to
chlldren- Parents and educators who teach children

be
be 8Utious around strangers, therefore, may
i i ildren.
Msguideq in their efforts to protect their child
i at
Alternative bPrevention efforts should be directed

i havior
educating children about inappropriate adult be g
ir dai

(no Matter who it is) within the context of their daily

1iVes.

Sehelusiong



141

The six paraphilic groups in this study shared
Some Constitutional factors, life experiences and
Attitugeg that may play a role in the development of a
paraphilic Sexual orientation. Most of the paraphilic
"Wiects in thisg study were white. Many of them had
formonay irregularities. The majority of these men
Teporteq Regative childhood relationships with their
fathers, Very few of them had a pedophile relative.
Mogt ©°f them, ip spite of an arrest record and
identificaticn as a sexual offender, did not
voluntarily Seek treatment for their paraphilia.

What Predisposes men to pedophilia? Specifically,
Vhich Constitutional factors, personality traits, and
life ®¥periences differentiate pedophiles from
non'Pedophiles and possibly play a role in the
dev°1°Pment of a pedophilic sexual orientation?
Fesults ©f this study indicated that homosexual
Pedophiles, heterosexual pedophiles, and bisexual

Pedophiles were as different from one another as they

The

We { gad
Te from other paraphilic groups. It is difficult,

t :
herefore, to make generalizations about pedophiles as

Q aingle group.
A homosexual pedophile may be the youngest child

in p;
% his family of origin. As a child, he may be

de
Pendent o an overly protective mother and feel
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hostile towards an emotionally detached or abusive
father, There may be an alcoholic in the family.

Pite of these stressors, his family remains intact.

In

The famjly Probably goes to church. He probably
learneq (or learned incorrectly) about sex from peers
during his childhood or puberty and he may have
®XPerimenteq with them. During childhood or puberty
bout One third of the homosexual pedophiles are also
inv°1Ved in a sexual relationship with an adult who is
fot a family member. By puberty, hormonal
i"'1'°‘3ula!u-itiess might become evident. At about this

ame time he is becoming aware of his sexual preference

AR how this orientation is "different" from that of
s peers, He may attempt, unsuccessfully, to
establish heterosexual relationships during adolescence
anqg ©arly adulthood. He may start drinking. With this
hist°rY he attends college and perhaps graduate school.
As an adult he doesn’t marry or have children, but he
Pursyeg an occupation in which he can work with

children. By the time he is 35 he probably has been

erested more than once for sexual relationships with
childrﬁn but he will not willingly seek treatment.
A heterosexual pedophile is probably the youngest

- Riddle child in his family of origin. As children,
bout One half of heterosexual pedophiles have positive
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re

lationships with their mothers .and one half have
e

Jative relationships with their mothers. He probably

fe
els hostije towards an emotionally detached or

Abusjve father. fThere may be an alcoholic in the

4
amily. About one half of these families remain intact

an
4 another one half are broken through death or

Aiv
Orce of Parents. The family probably goes to

c
hul‘ch. He Probably learns (or learns incorrectly)
Bout ey from peers during childhood or puberty and he

L}
2Y have eXperimented with these peers. During

e C
hlldhood, Oor at puberty, about 25% of the heterosexual

p°°°Philes are also involved in a sexual relationship

Vith an aduilt y

ho, in most cases, is not a family
]
“iber. BY puberty, hormonal irregularities might

Qdolescence. Although many of the heterosexual
ped°philes drop out of school, about 60% of them
complete high school. He will probably get married and
He will probably pursue an occupation

lts. He may become incestuously
By the time he is 38 he

Rave Children,
'Orking With adu
ihv°1v°d With his daughter/s.
hag Probabiy been arrested more than once for his
Sexuay behavior but will not seek treatment on his own.

A bisexual pedophile is probably the youngest or
middle Cchild in his family of origin. As children,
OBt of the bisexual pedophiles have negative
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relﬂtionships with both of their parents. He probably

feels hostije towards an emotionally detached or

abusjive father. There may be an alcoholic in the

tamily' Ninety percent of these families are broken
througy death or divorce of parents. The family
Probably goes to church. He probably learns (or learns
incorrectly) about sex from peers during childhood or
puberty and he may have experimented with these peers.
During Childhood, or at puberty, nearly one half of the
Plsexua) Pedophiles are also involved in a sexual
relationship with an adult who, in most cases, is not a

family hmember, By puberty, hormonal irregularities

Bight become evident. me may also start drinking
during 3dolescence. aAlthough many of the biserual
Pedophijeg drop out of school, about 70% of them
“OUplete high school. He will probably pursue an
°CCupation working with adults. By the time he is 37
e has Probably been arrested more than once for his
SeXuaj behavior but will not seek treatment on his own.
In spite of their differences, these three groups
% Pedophijes share certain constitutional factors and
tite SXPeriences that differentiate them from
“B-Pedopni1e paraphilics and possibly play a role in
o development of a pedophilic sexual oriantation.
Nearly all of the pedophiles are non-violent. They are

uSually the youngest child in their family of origin.
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They are generally educated (nearly one half of them
have Completed college and/or graduate school). They
°ften Pursue occupations working with children (e.gq.
Goach, teacher, pediatrician) or are involved in
incestuous relationships with their own children.

Although abnormal hormone levels may affect sexual
behaVi°r: 2 biological predisposition, if it exists,
nay interact With social and family circumstances in
e development of paraphilias. 51% of the pedophiles
04 685 of the non-pedophiles in this study have

hormona; (testosterone) irregqularities. About one-half
% t0% subdents In a1l of bhe paraphilia grevps hed
®levateq LH and FSH levels. A man’s plasma
test°8terone level may be depressed or elevated,
hOVeVQr’ by a malfunctioning liver because androgens
foas Metabolized by the liver (Berlin & Schaerf, 1985).

This 44 turn can affect FSH and LH production by the
pituitarY- Alcohol affects liver functioning. As

Goteq in the researcher’s journal observations, many of
- Paraphilic subjects are alcoholics. While this
°bser"ation of a high incidence of alcoholism was not
fOrmally tested, it may have important imylications for
Sexua) behavior. ‘

The results of this study suggest that
generaliZations about pedophiles as a single group

“aanot pe made. A man may be predisposed to a
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Paraphilic Sexual orientation when hormonal
irregularities exist and when childhood familial
relati°nships are disrupted. Results of this study
“U99ested that there are few biological, psychological,
And sociay similarities among paraphilic groups. The
two telatively consistent variables among these groups,
Rowever, were hormonal irregularities and a negative
tather‘son relationship. Therefore, it would appear
that Critical factors in the development of a
Paraphijjc sexual orientation may be a biological
PredispOSition and a boy’s relationship with his

father,
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Coding Sheet ID
DEMOGR ApR 70

-\Age
~—Birth order l=youngest 2=middle 3=oldest

Race ; = =other
~— 1=white 2=black 3=o ;
—Maritg; status 1=g ingle 2=married 3=separated/divorced
\Children 1=none 2=one 3=twot
\gdUCat ion years completed

Ccu i . ;
G ratio Diaie wrrcica/alfe 27 harks
\
—Referra) Source 1=self 2=court 3=other
~—Arre sts 1=none 2=one 3=two+

\Heligion 1=Protesta.nt 2=Catholic 3=Jewish 4=other

PSYCHOLCI}ICAL = MMPI scale scores

IOLOGICAL = Endocrine lab test results

~—_FSK
1"

\TeStosterone

\Klinefelter's Syndrome  1=present

SCcyyy,

\Relationship with mother
~Pelationship with fathor
~Pedophiie relative

\LOSSES

~Nunber of sexual involvements
~48e of it sex with an adult
\ViOIence
\Incest

2=absent
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" iables
Social Varia m__

hiatory portion of this person's chart and then circle

Pleage read the Circle only one number

Pe number that best describes his experiences.
for each of the questions,

]
How does he degcripe hia relationship with his father-or an adult male who

he]pag tq raige him?

Y,
Positively (e.g. mutual liking, loving, cuinf, :ff::: ilke nor
Somewhat negatively (e.g. pavent or child feels ne

1,

- ther)

dislike or feels some dislike toward t’,” Sperds tharp: er
3. Negatively (e.q. parent or chil doesn’t like the other: fatne
or adult male didn't help raice him),

4, Unknown

e ————— o an aZult female who
How doeg he describe his relationship with his mother or

helped to rajge him?

ct).

1, Positivaly (e.g. mutual liking, loving, Carlﬂf. ::?f:,r)lik’ ner
2. Somewhat negatively (e.g. parent or child f:::; :

dislike or feels some dislike toward u.“ 5 t,r'm other; mcther
3. Negativoly (,_s_ parent or child doesn't like

4,

Or adult female didn't help raise him).
Unknown

e

Does he describe pedophile relatives?

(i.e. father, brother, grandfather,
“ncle or other adult male who helped raise him?

La No

2, Maybe, but not sure
3 Yes

4, Unknoun
\_‘

Did he experience logses?

Pt hor—io-neot—inethowhome-

1. Father mother are in the hope.
~Sv—Fati fnd

FeYoitbor & ARt e spg Baae ise him left the
4, Parent, &rm;uem or other adult who helped to raise
home or died before age 14,
S+ Unknown
before age 147

How any sexual involvements with adults did he have
1. o
& X fow (onenes number if possible)
3. Many (exact number if possible)
4, Unknown

1d wac he when it began?
I be wag Sexually victimized as a child, how ol
— As'
“-——_____;

ribesg
hat best descri
Pleage T2ad the police report and circle the number t
Pis offenge ictin?
. vigiim?
Did he nge 5 weapon or violence against his

1 Yes
2. No

wn child?
¥as he involved in 1 sexual relationship with his o

L Ye
s
2. No
3. Unknown

\
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Appendix C
Inter-rater Reliability

Y
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inter-rater reliability
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Appendix D
Structured Interview Guide
Phipps Clinic, Johns Hopkins Hospital



T - ppe PATIENT'S PLATE

FLSTORY worx_swpey

Infoman:s'

PR rsrony,

FATHER.

Age: Héalzh:

1f dead, 4ge at death and date and cause of death:

E .
ducat 1gn’ Occupation:

Personali:y:

Relatiunlhiy with patient:

Mo :
%.

Age: Health:

1t dead, 3ge at desth and date and cause of death:

Educa:ion: Occupation:

Personalicy:

nela:ionship with patient:

SIBUINGs;

(In chronological order)

--‘-‘~""“-—» : Age: Marital condition:

Healeh,

Occupation:

P"‘Onality

Jﬂux
0204,
2 Relationship with patient:



Pagc 2
153

HISTORY worx SHEET

SIBLINGS.
CS: (Ia chronological order)

TTTe— 2 Age: Marital condition:

Heajep.
Occupation:

P‘rlonality:

RalationShip with patient:

“.-.~—"“"---—- : Age: Marital condition:

dealcy,
Occupation:

P!rsonality:

Re}
ationship vith patient:

"““---...____>

If
Hi!carriages, stillbirt or abortions, enumerate these as well.

If
—— SEhiinge wow 4 seibet m s separate sheet, <heck this box /_/

FAMTY
H
EALTH HISTORY: (State whether none or unknown).

Fa:ilial diseases:

Ncurological:

P'rchiatric Problems:

So¢
EIINFBEETEBE'ZEB‘EBEE_ZEEOSPHERE (during patient’s developmental years).

Socioccononic Class:
Housing:
Peyr
song other than above living in home:

St
8nificane happenings at home (e.g., illnesses, moves):

Eq
Otiona] rela:ionships of family members:
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PERSONAL HISTORY: (State if information not knowm).
Gestation and Birth
pate of Birth: Place of Birth:
Mother's condition during pregnancy:

Full-term birch? Normal delivery?

Breast fed or bottle fed?

FARLY DEVELOPMENT:

pelicate or healthy baby?

Times of developmental milestones (compare with sibs):

———— e e E
CnllDavub brrAvIOR:

Usual activities: LI
Enuresis:
Speech problems:
Phobias:

Other problems:

HEALTH DURING CHILDHOGD:

Infections: Hospitalizations:
Seizures: Trauma:

SCHOOL:
Age begun: Age finished:

Last grade completed:
Academic performance:

Special abilities or disabilities:

Relationship to schoolmates and teachers:
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page %
RISTORY WORK SREET
‘.’_—_——

OCCUPATIONS: (In detail).

Age at starting work:

*a
Jebs held in chromological order, with rcaseas for change:

td :
gsatisfaction in work: If additional work history is detailed
on extra sheet, check this box / /

LIVING SITUATIONS SINCE SEPARATION FROM FAMILY (listed chronologically, giving dates):

PRESENT LIVING SITUATION:

MENSTRUAL HISTORY:

Age at menarche: How regarded:
Abnormal features:

Emotional symptoms:

pate of last period:

Climacteric symptoms:

SEXUAL INCLINATIONS AND PRACTICE:
How sexual information acquired:
How received:

Masturbation (age, frequency, guilt):
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HISTORY WORX SEEET L

CONT. SEXUAL INCLINATION AND PRACTICE:

Early sexual interests and experiences:

Recent
sexual intereses, experiences and satisfaction:

M
MARITAL HISTORY:

Duration of 8cquaintance before first marriage:

Parental attitude:

L
Spouse's Nage: Occupation:

Personalicy:

Conpa:ibility:

If married more than once or involved

Sexual satisfaction:
in other steady sexual relationships,
give details on additional sheet and

check this box

Contraceptive measyres:

If separated or divorced, give details:

CHILDREN: (In chronological order):

:  Age: Health:
Personality:
Scholastic or occupationél achievements: i
Marital statuys:
Relationship to patient:
Health:

¢ Age:

Personality:

Scholastic or occupational achievements:

Marital status:

Relationship .o patient:
thie b= 5

rhwel

If other children are described on additional sheasr
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4ISTORY work swzzy
Discuss past

P (Specify vhether drug was present or absent and amount taken.
ad present habits).

Tobacco: Alcohol:
[ 70 S .

dduana; Hallucinogens:
A"phetlﬂinta/Cocaine: Barbiturates/Sedatives:

Opiates:

M
U AFF T AT Ton AND INTEREST:

’ERSON
b g BEFORE ILLNESS: (In this description of the personality prior to the
88, do not be satisfied with a series of adjectives, ’p

I3
uf ::::8 of the mental illne
i 2 picture of an individual,

1. : <
S°¢lal relations: (To family, friends, colleagues, neighbors, sc.)

2, 1
Nterests: (Books, movies, music, hobbies, etc.)

3. . - i
Pfedoninan: mood: (Cheerful, worrying, optimistic, anxious etc; stable
or fluctuating).

4, . 3
Attitude ¢o self (self-conscious, conceited, self-doubting, ecc.)

Standards: (Morals, religion, etc.)

Energy and fnicigcives
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g1STOR
oxr, PERSONALITY BEFORE TLLNESS:

1. Fantasy life (Daydreams)

8. Ambitions:

(Chronclogical and in detail)

o
1CAL HISTOR!!
and accidents.

MED

Incl
clude all illnesses, operations

S~
PREVIOUS PSYCHLATRIC HISTORY:
hronological order).

where, in ¢

Dates, duration,

s
ymptoms, treatment received and

PRESENT ILLNESS:

Oﬂl]. iﬂfoma:ioﬂ not already !‘CO!dEﬂ leﬁhue!e)l
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MENTAL STATUS EXAM

General appearance and behaviar

Speech

Mood/Affect
Hallucinations and Delusions

Obsessions, Compulsions, Phobias

Cognition (includes mini-mental state exam)

Insight /Judgment

——

Formulation

Diagnosis

Recommendation

159
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Appendix E-1

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
R_ORD

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY BI
GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY IR_ORD(BIRTH ORDER)

FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT |youngest middle oldest
coL PCT 11 21 3| TOTAL
ferm ot say . & e s o o o o o +--———-—-+-~———;5-+ 4o
on-pedophiles - 15.%3 16.67 | 45.31
29.89 33.33 36.78
35.62 | 45.31 | 58.18 |
+ ----- +-- ------ ----_---
Pedophi 1 35 23 105
RSB 24.22 18.23 11.98 | 56.69
46.76 33.33 21.90
64.38 54.69 61.82
TOTAL ¥ "*“"“;‘*”"'§§'+ 192
73 6
38.02 33.33  28.65 100.00
FREQUENCY MISSING = 19
STATISTICS FOR TABLE oF GRPCAT py BIR_ORD
STATISTIC DF vatue _____FPROZ
CHI-SQUARE e 64665 0.040
Whi e Lood, BATIO CHI-SQUARE ¢ 6.8 0,955
EHI HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE °'1§3
ONTIN 0.1
CRAMERQENSY COEFFICIENT 9183

EFFECTIVE
SAMPLE SIZE = 192
FREQUENCY MISSING = 19



Appendix E-2

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPID BY BIR_ORD

GRPID{(GROUP IDJ

BIR_ORD(BIRTH ORDER)

FREQUENCY|
PERCENT |
ng ;E; youngestll middle,, oldests
T w2l B a8l
I .85 5.
Homose xual | 49.09 30.91 20.00
Pedophiles | 36.99 26.56 20.00
- -+ ——— + -—
H 2 16 164 11
Peger°§ixual 8.33 7.29 5,78
edophiles 39.02 364,15 26.83
| 21.92 21.88 20.00
-------- e D SO QR
) oE | k] o
Exhibitionist » . .
ibitionists |  ;0-72 39.02 | 26.83
19.18 25.00 20.00
i 6 | 6 | 4 | 10 |
Sadists 2.08 2.08 5.21
22.22 22 9% 55.56
5.68 6.25 | 18.18
------- ———— + + -+
: 5 8 9 11
Atypical 6.17 4.69 5.73
Paraphilias 28.57 32.14 39.29
10.96 14.06 20.00
--------- tmmmmmcc et mmanc i e ————
- 3 6 6 1
isexual 2.08 2.08 0.52
Pedophiles 46 .64 46.64 11.11
I 5.48 6.25 1.82
TOTAL 73 66 55
38.02 33,33 28.65
FREQUENCY MISSING = 19

TOTAL

55
28.65

41
21.35

41
21.35

18
9.38

23
14.58

9
4.69

192
100.00

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY BIR_ORD

STATISTIC

164

(LXE T
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CHI-SQUARE

LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE

PHI
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT

CRAMER'S V

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE
FREQUENCY MISSING = 19

= 192
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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 | . black or
ROW PCT | White -~
coL pPcT | 1] 2] TOTAL
""""" [TTTES TS e
0 | 83 13
Non-pedophiles§ 39.34 | 6.16 | 45.50
| 86.46 | 13.54 |
| 45.11 | 48.15 |
--------- tmmmm b ———— et
1] 101 | 16 | 115
pedophiles | 67.87 | 6.66 | 54.50
| 87.83 | 12.17 |
| 54.89 | 51.85 |
--------- D e e el
TOTAL 134 27 211
87.20 12.80 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY RACE

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 1 0.088 0.767
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE ] 0.088 0.767
CONTINUITY ADJ. CHI-SQUARE 1 0.008 0.929
MANTEL -HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 0.087 0.768
FISHER'S EXACT TEST (1-TAIL) 0.463
(2-TAIL) 0.837
PHI -0.020
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.020
CRAMER'S V -0.020

SAMPLE SIZE = 211
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TABLE OF GRPID 3Y RACE

GRPID(GROUP 1D) RACE
FREQUENCY
PERCENT l -
EUN pPCcT | white black or
__EL PCT | 11 otherZ TOTAL
+ e ————
. 1 58 6 66
pggosexual gg.zg 2.36 30.33
P e 31.52 | 22.22
2.1 E§'+"""Z’T 41
Heterosexu
sexual| 16.59 2.36 19.43
pedophiles 85.37 16.63 e
- 19.02 22.22 e
P TSt -+ 'il"l'
- 35 6 41 b
Exhibitionists 16.59 .86 | 19.43 t
85.37 14.63 h
19.02 22.22 it
S ; + Ea-+--—--—;-+ - "
i 2
S 9.48 0.47 9.95 ﬁ
95.26 .76
— | 10.87 3.70
-------  sou SE 36
Atypi 28 6
& . 13.27 2.84 16.11
5 ﬁﬁi&l&s 82,35 | 17.65
15.22 22.22
1 ) i 10
. 8 2
Bisexual 3.79 0.95 .74
pedophiles 30.00 20.00
4.35 7.41
+ T +
TOTAL 184 27 211
87.20 12.80 100.00
ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CcODED AS MISSING
D C ROSSTABULATIONS

FREQUENCIES AN

STATISTICS FOR TABLE O

F GRPID BY RACE

St DF VALUE PROB
s s B IRttty
LIKELTHO0S s 3.316 0.651
I§$§I“°°D RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 3.577 0.612
E 1 L-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 g.zég 0.33
UNTING i
ENCY 0.126
AMER'S ¥ COEFFICIENT 0:12¢
SAMPLE s
ZE =
HERNING! 23 2Ll HE cELLS HAVE exPECTED ¢ CounTS Less,
THAN 5. CHI~- SQU“RE MAY NOT BE A vAaLl T



Appendix G-1

ANALYSIS
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABU

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY MAR_STAT
(MARITAL STATUS)

GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY) MAR_STAT
N ! ,
ROW Pc; single married sg?irazzd/
coL PCT 11 pdivoreed  ToTAL
"""""" fmm————— [ S 4 8
Non- : o 59 19 | 18 .
on-pedophiles 27.96 g.00 | 853 45.50
61.646 19,79 | 18.73
47 58 | 43.18 | 41 86
""""""" +———--—--+——-—--—-+-—-----—+
1 65 25 | 25 115
pedophiles 30.81 11.85 | 11.85 54.50
t6 52 | 21.74 | 21.76
52,42 | 56.82 | 58.14 |
““““““ +-----——-+-‘—-—--—+--——-—-—-+
TOTAL 124 46 43 211
5g.77  20.85 20.33 100.00
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY MAR_STAT
STATISTIC DF VALUE
E“I‘SQUARE ------------------- 2 0.542
M§ﬁ$éiﬂggn RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 g.ggg
ES& ENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 0:021
TING 6.0
CRAMER-SNSY COEFFICIENT 8. 451

SAMPLE SIZE = 211

WITH UNKNOWNS CODED A
LAT

s MISSING
I0NS
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKHOWNS CODED
CIES AND CROSSTAB

FREQUEN
TABLE OF GRPID B
GRPID(GROUP ID) MAR_ST
FREQUENCY1
PERCENT
ROW PCT | .3 .
coL PCT | smnglellmarrled
......... +_____-__+-_
11 45 7
Homosexual | 21.33 3.32
pedophiles | 70.31 10.9%
| 36.29 | 15.91
......... +___,__-__+———-——-—
2 12 17
Heterosexual zg.gg 4?.22
pedophiles 568 | 38.64
_________ +_.__.__.__...+__-..-—.——
E 5 | ] o
xhibiti i s
itionists 63,41 21.95
20.97 20.45
————————— +_-____..._+_-——-———
" 4 11 5
Sadists 5,21 2.37
52.38 23.81
8.87 | 11.36
————————— +_,_..--__..+-__.—-—-
At yw 5 22 5
- FpAcal 10.643 2.37
saraphilias 66.71 16.71
17.74 11.36
————————— +___---_—+-‘--_—‘
6'{ 3 73 0 4%
Bisexu . [
: al | 80.00 10.00
e ophiles | 6.45 2.27
_________ +---_--_—+_-~_--—
TOTAL 126 66
58.77 20.85
ANALYSIS WITH UNKNONNS
D CRO

FREQUENCIES AN
STATISTICS FO

-

CHI-SQUARE
L IKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE
MANTEL—HAENSZEL CHI-

PHI
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT
CRAMER'S V

SAMPLE SIZE

WARNING: 22
HI-SQUA

Y

MAR_STAT

AS MISSING
ULATIONS

AT(MARITAL STATUS)

e o

R TABLE OF GRPID B

separated/
2lgivorced, TOTAL
| 12 64
5.69 30.33
18.75
27.91
—fpmm———— +
12 | 41
5.69 19.43
29.27
| 27.91
—m—————" +
6 | 41
2.86 | 19.643
16.63 |
13.95 |
—pm————— +
5 21
2.37 9.95
23.81
| 11.63 |
—tm————— -+
7 34
3.32 16.11
20.59
16 .28
—pm—————— +
1 10
0.47 6.7%
10.00
2 33 1
o ————— +
43 211
20.38 100.00
CODED AS MISSING
SSTABULATIONS
vy MAR_STAT
DF VALUE PROB
10 26.440 0.007
10 264.619 0.006
1 0.302 0.583
0.340
0.322
0.261
XPECTED COUNTS LESS

= 21
. OF THE CELLS HAVE
RE MAY NOT BE

A VALID TEST.
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKMOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
TABLE OF GRPCAT BY CHILDREN
GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY) CHILDREM(NUMBER OF CHILDREN)
FREQUENCY/
PERCENT
ROW PCT None Cne Two +
COL PCT 1] 21 3] TOTAL
+ + +-- -+
) 0 61 13 16 90
Non-pedophiles 31.77 6.77 8§.33 46 .38
67.78 16.44 17.78
50.83 50.00 364,78
--------- +- + B
1 59 13 | 30 102
. 30.73 6.77 15.63 53.13
Pedophiles 57 .84 12.75 29.41
49.17 50.00 65.22
--------- e e s L &
TOTAL 120 26 46 192

62.50 13.5¢4 23.96 100.00

FREQUENCY MISSING

i
-
0

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY CHILDREN

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 2 558 0.169
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 3.612 0.164
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 3.090 0.079
PHI 0.136
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.135
CRAMER'S V 0.136

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 192
FREQUENCY MISSING = 19



Appenaix H-2

ANALYSIS WITH UNKHOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
TABLE OF GRPID BY CHILDREN
GRPID(GROUP 1D) CHILDREN(NUMBER OF CHILDREN)
FREQUENCY |
E§ﬁ°§2§ I None One Two +
COL PCT 11 21 31 TOTAL
; 20 33 i : i ; { 2 4
A 3.65 3.6 7.60
Homosexual 73.58 \ 13,21 ‘ 13.21 |
pedophiles 32.50 26.92 15.22 |
--------- T A -
Heterosexual 2 } ; ég ‘ " 63 i 5 gg i e gg
prdpghllng | 3000 380 | s 2
10.00 19.23 | 50.00 |
————————— e me el e m oo —d - ————-
ts | 16.58 31 5131 20.31
ibitionists 2.60 s 0.
Baea 71.79 | 12.82 | 15.33
23.33 19.23 13.04
+ ——tm—— -+ -+
. 7 39 . 52 ’ 1 -
2 .29 2.08 1 0.94
Sadists 66.67 19.05 16.29
11.67 15.38 .52
————————— tmmmmmcmabo— - ——
5 | 19 % 7 | 30
| 9.90 2.08 3.65 1 15.63
Atypical | 63.33 | 13.33 23.33
paraDhili&S l 15.83 l 15.38 l 15.22 l
6 | 8 | 1] 0| 9
; | 4.17 | o0.52 ] 0.00 1] 4.69
Bisexual | 88.89 | 11.11 | 0.00 |
pedophiles | 6.67 | 3.85 | 0.00 |
--------- e e S e R R AL D e Lt ol
TOTAL 120 26 66 192
62.50 13.54 23.96 100.00
FREQUENCY MISSING = 19
ANALYSIS WITH UNKHOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY CHILDREHN
STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE B 10 35.485 0.000
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 10 36.489 0.000
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 1.269 0.260
PHI 0.430
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.395
CRAMER'S V 0.304

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 192

FREQUENCY MISSING = 19

WARNING: 22% OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST.
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D AS MISSING

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODE
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY OCCUPAT

GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY)
PATION)

0CCUPAT(OCCU
FREQUENCY |
Egzcgg¥ orks withDoesn't
coL PCT hildrenllwoyk wibh TOTAL
--------- +_-___---+ch;ldren+
’ 7 4 L a7 i
2.8 44 .25 .
Non-pedophiles c'l0 | 93.90
16,13 | 53.85|
--------- +--------+-———----+
1 26 66 92
pedophiles 16.96 37.93 52.87
28.26 | 71.74
§3.87 | 46.15
_________ +—___-_-_+-__”._-__+
TOTAL 31 143 174
17.82  82.18 100.00
FREQUENCY MISSING = 37
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY OCCUPAT
STATISTIC pF  VALUE PROB
cisanaRe R
ARE CATIO CHI-SQUARE 1 15.8 :
ggu;INUITY ADJ. CHI-SQSARE 1 13.071 0.000
FISHEL'HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 164.462 0.000
ER'S EXACT TEST (1-TAIL) 0.000
PHI (2-TAIL) 0.000
CONTINGENCY CO _g.ggg
CRANER S EFFICIENT e
EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE_ = 179

FREQUENCY
MISSING = 37
WARNING: 18% OF THE DATA ARE MISSING.



ANALYSIS WITH UNKMOWNS CODED AS MISSING

Appendix I-2

FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
TABLE OF GRPID BY OCCUPAT
OCCUPAT(OCCUPATION)

GRPID(GROU

FREQUENCY
PERCENT

P ID)

orks withDoesn't

169

[ANTE}
o
&0
'
[}

ROW PCT
COL PCT ph11dren1|work wiph ToTAL
-------I --------- +ch:idren+ 4
Homosexual 12.59 | 15.52 | 27.9%
pedophiles 43.75 56 .25
67.76 18.88
—-—— + —_——t
Heterosexual 2.38 17.32 19.22
pedophiles 11.76 88.24
12.90 20.98
-—t pom—————— +
PSR 1 34 35
Exhibitionists 0.57 19.54 20.11
2.86 97.16
3.23 23.78
--------- + ———t -+
4 1 17 18
Sadists 0.57 9.77 10.34
5.56 96G.64
| 3.23 11.89
--------- b memm— b ———

' 5 3 26 29
Atypical 1.72 | 16.96 | 16.67
paraphilias 10.34 89.66

9.68 18.13
--------- e s ¢
; 0 5% 5 13 5 %g
Bisexual 10.00 | 90.00 )
pedophiles 3.23 6.29
TOTAL' 31 143 174
17.82 32.18 100.00
FREQUENCY MISSING = 37
ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY OCCUPAT
STATISTIC DF B
CHI-SQUARE

5
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 5
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1

PHI

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT

CRAMER'S V

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE =
FREQUENCY MISSING
183% OF THE DATA ARE MISSING.

WARNING:

174
37
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY REFER
REFER(REFERRAL SOURCE)

GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY)

FREQUENCY |
PERCENT |
ROW PCT |
coL PcT | Self 1| Court 2| Other 3| TOTAL
--------- tommm———— ——— ———
Pl saxl sB | b8l wsie
X G. E 32.064 .
Non-pedophile | 9.4 | 20.48 | 69.88 |
| 33.33 | 43.59 | 49.15 |
--------- pomm e e e ———t
, 1] 16 | 22 | 60 | 98
Pedophile | 8.8¢ | 12.15 | 33.15 | 54.14
| 16.33 | 22.45 | 61.22 |
| 66.67 | 56.41 | 50.85 |
--------- Y e E et TL L L Ll et S s
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
CHI-SQUARE 2 2.113 0.348
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 2.151
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 2.064
PHI 0.108
0.107
0.108

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT
CRAMER'S V

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 181

FREQUENCY MISSING = 30
14% OF THE DATA ARE MISSING.

WARNING:

170
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ANALY3IS HITF‘TD% KNONNS

J=2

CODED AS MIS

SING

FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIGOHNS
TABLE OF GRPID BY REFER
REFER(REFERRAL SOURCE)

GRPIDC(GROUP ID)

FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT
coL PCT

Heterosexual
pedophiles

Atypical
paraphiliacs

Bisexual
pedophiles

———————— +_....___..._ --—---—-
10 33
5.52 18.23
20.41 67.35
25.66 27.97 |
-------- o m
10 20
5.52 11.05
25.64 51.28
25.66 16.95
-------- o=t
10 27
5.52 16.92
25.66 69.23
25.66 22.38
-------- tommme———t
| 6 7
3.31 3.87
40.00 66.67
15.38 5.93 |
———————— $mmemm———
1 26
0.55 13.26
3.45 82.76
] 2.56 | 20.36
———————— Pmem—m————
2 7
1.10 3.87
20.00 70.00
5.13 5.93
o ———— o ——— +
39 118
21.55 65.19

FREQUENCY MISSING

30

TGTAL

%9
27 .07

39

21.55

39

21.55

15
.29

29

16.02

10
5.52

131
100.00

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY REFER

STATISTIC

171
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CHI-SQUARE

LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE

PHI

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT

CRAMER'S V

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE
FREQUENCY MISSING = 30
OF THE DATA ARE MISSING.
OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED CQUNTS LESS

WARMNING: 1467
WARNING: 27%
THAN 5.

131

CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST.



TAB
GRPCAT(GROUP CATEG
FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT .
coL PcT | None: 3
_________ fmmr—————
0 19
< 9.84
Non-pedophiles 21.11
| 55.88
————————— +----————
Y
s 7.
Pedophiles 164,56
66.12
_________ b ———-
TOTAL 34
17.62

FREQUENCY MISSING

STATISTICS

STATISTIC

Appendix K-1

SAS
LE OF GRPCAT BY ARRESTS
ORY) ARRESTS

| One 2| Two+ 3Unknowng|
e e S +
26 67 0
12.44 26.35 0.00
26 .67 52.22 0.00
30.38 59.49 0.00
$omm————e $omm————e i +
55 32 1
28.50 16.58 0.52
53.40 31.07 0.97
69.62 40.51 100.00
D pommm————— e +
79 79 1
60.93 40.93 0.52 1
z 12

FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY ARRESTS

DF VALUE

TOTAL

90
66 .63

103
53.37

193
00.00

PROB

- e - e — - -

CHI~SQUARE
LIKELIHOOD RATIO
MANTEL-HAENSZEL C

PHI
CONTINGENCY COEFF

CRAMER'S V

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE

15.679

3
CHI-SQUARE 3 16.345
1

HI-SQUARE 0.380
0.285

ICIENT 0.274
0.285

SIZE = 193

FREQUENCY MISSING = 12
WARNING: 25% OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST.

0.001
0.001
0.538

172
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SAS
TABLE OF GRPID BY ARRESTS
GRPIDCGROUP 1ID) ARRESTS
FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT
cat PCT i None 11 One 21 Twot SlUnknown 91 TOTAL
1 11 31 13 1 56
e e 19 64 | 55.3¢ | 2352 | 135 2%
pEsiGRALARE 32.35 | 39.26 | 16.46 | 100.00
el &1 AL U M) AT
s # 9. . . @ (i
pedophlles 10.26 48.72 | 61.03 0.00 L
11.76 264.05 20.25 0.00 i
--------- B e T S !
E I 4 9 26 0 39
Exhibitionists 2.07 4.66 13.47 0.00 | 20.21
10.26 23.08 | 66.67 0.00
11.76 11.39 | 32.91 0.00
U SR -+ ——+ e ——— +
. 4 5 3 10 0 18
Sadists 2.59 1.55 5.18 0.00 9.33
27.78 1% 67 55.56 0.00
16.71 3.80 12.66 | 0.00
----- ~——— ———— ——+ -+ -

. 5 10 12 11 0 33
Atypical 5.13 6.22 5.70 0.00 17.10
paraphiliacs 30.30 36.36 33.33 0.00

29.41 15.19 13.92 { 0.00
S -+ + e m————— +
3 0 5 3 0 8
Bisexual g.oo 2.59 1.55 0.00 6.15
hiles .00 62150 37.50 0.00
BEdCR 0.00 823 3.30 0.00
--------- e s Rttt T &
TOTAL 36 79 79 1 193
17.62  640.93  60.93 0.52 100.00
FREQUENCY MISSING = 12
SAS
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY ARRESTS
STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 15 32.617 0.005
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 15  34.391 0.003
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 0.016 0.900
PHI 0.611
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.330
CRAMER'S V 0.237

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 193

FREQUENCY MISSING = 12

WARNING: 4612 OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST.
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKHNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
TABLE OF GRPCAT BY RELIG
GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY) RELIG(RELIGION)
FREQUENCY
PERCENT . :
ROW PCT Protestant Catholic Jewish Other Unknown
COL PCT 1] 2! 31 4| | TOTAL
--------- T T ——- ——+ + +
. 29 19 3 38 0 89
Non-pedophiles 16.80 9.69 1.53 19,39 0.00 45.41
32.58 21.35 3.37 42.70 0.00
40.85 43.18 42.86 52.05 0.00
--------- Lt DL DL Pl L DT D T LD T + - + 1 + T
y | 62 25 4 35
pedophiles 21.63 12.76 2.06 | 17.86 0.51 | 54.59
39.25 23.36 3.764 32.71 0.93
| 59.15 56.82 57.14 47 .95 100.00
--------- T TET e S RO S e & +
TOTAL 71 46 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 4 2.835 0.586
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE [ 3.212 0.523
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 1.525 0.217
PHI 0.120
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.119
0.120

CRAMER'S V

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 196
FREQUENCY MISSING = 15
40% OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS

WARNING:

THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST.
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ANALYSIS WITH GLYNODWNS CODED A3 MISSING 175
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
TABLE OF GRPID BY RELIG
GRPID(GROUP ID) RELIG(RELIGION)
FREQUENCY |
PERCENT
ROW PCT otestant Catholic Jewish_ Other Unknown
CoL PCT | 1| 2| 31 G| 51 TOTAL
--------- B i e T T T U G T - —-—
1 20 20 | 2 18 0 60
Homosexual %ggg 10.%0 1g§ Sg%g ggg 30.61
: . 33.33 3. . )
pecapnllas 28.17 | 45.45 | 28.57 | 24.66 0.00 |
2| 17 | 3| 2 ] 15 | 1 33
Heterosexual 8.67 1.53 1.02 7.65 0.51 | 19.39
pedophiles 64.76 7.89 5.26 39.47 2.63
23.94 6.82 28.57 20.55 | 100.00 |
TR 30 11 | 71 2 | 19 | 0 39
Exhibitionists 5.61 3.57 1.02 9.69 0.00 19.90
28.21 17.95 5.13 48.72 0.00
15.49 15.91 28.57 26.03 0.00
——- + B o, S — + + +
4 7 7 1 6 0 21
Sadists 3.57 3.57 0.51 3.06 0.00 10.71
33.33 33.33 4.76 28.57 0.00
9.86 15.91 16.29 8.22 0.00
--------- B ettt L s S ittt
. 5 11 5 | 0 13 0 29
Atypical 5.61 2.55 0.00 6.63 0.00 16.80
paraphiliacs 37.93 17.24 0.00 44 .83 0.00
15.49 11.36 0.00 17.81 0.00
--------- D e et Dt ]
B3 6 5 2 | 0 2 0 g
lsexﬁ?i 2.55 1.02 | 0.00 1.02 0.00 4.59
pPedopnl- cs 55.56 22.22 | 0.00 22.22 0.00
7.06 4.55 | 0.00 2.76 0.00
--------- D e Tl B ettt D DL LS B Pttt
TOTAL 71 46 ¥ 73 1 196
36.22 22.45 3.57 37.264 0.51 100.00
FREQUENCY MISSING = 15
ANALYSIS WITH UNKMOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY RELIG
STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 20 21.023 0.396
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 20 22.0643 0.338
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 0.003 0.957
PHI 0.328
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.311
CRAMER'S V 0.166

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 196
FREQUENCY MISSING = 15

WARNING: 53 OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST.

[}
ot
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY EDUCAT
EDUCAT(EDUCATION CATEGORY, GS HS COLL GRAD)

GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY)

FRERCENT |
T -
ROW PCT |Grade High College Graduate
COL PCT |School 1| School 2I 3| school 41 TOTAL
0| & 1 52 | 35 | 5 | 96
Non-pedophiles| 2. 84 | 24.64 | 15.64 | 2.37 | 65.50
| 6.25 | S54.17 | 364.38 ] 5.21 |
| 31.58 | 49.52 | 55.93 | 17.86 |
--------- e Rt T + + ——t g
Pedophiles 1 | 13 | 53 | 26 | 23 | 11
2 | 6.16 | 25.12 | 12.32 | 10.90 | 54.50
] 11.30 | 46.09 | 22.61 | 20.00 |
| 68.642 | S50.48 | 644.07 | 82.16 |
b ———— % —— + ————
TOTAL 19 105 9 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 3 13.388 0.004
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 3 16.309 0.003
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI~SQUARE 1 1.223 0.269
PHI 0.252
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT g.g;g

CRAMER'S V

SAMPLE SIZE = 211
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKHOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPID BY EDUCAT

EDUCAT(EDUCATION CATEGORY, GS HS COLL GRAD)

GRPIDC(GROUP ID)

FREQUENCY|
RN FCT |G B
W rade High raduate
coL pcT 1school 11 school2| Colle@i school "_!_ TOTAL
5 1] 5 l 21 | 19 | 19 | 64
omosexual | 2.37 9.95 | 9.00 | 9.00 [ 30.33
Pedophiles ] 7.81 | 32.81 | 29.69 | 29.69 |
| 26.32 | 20.00 | 32726 1 67.86 |
_________ D e SR . b =] -
Het 2 | 7 | 25 | 5 | 4 |
peder°?exual | 3.32 | 11.85] 2.37 | 1.90 | 19.43
ophiles ’ 17.07 | 60.98 | 12.20 | 9.76 |
36.84 )} 23.81 | 8.47 | 16.29 |
o S T T 21 e
L 2 | 22
Exhibitionists ] 0.95 | 10.43 | Z.a1 | 0.95 | 19.43
| 4.88 | 53.66 | 36.59 | 4.88 |
| 10.53 | 20.95 | 25.42 | .16 |
Badtste P H T P 1] 2t
adists 2 12
| 0.95 | 5.69 l 2.86 | 0.47 | 9.95
| 9.52 | 57.14 28.57 |  4.76 |
| 10.53 | 11.43 | 10.17 | 3.57 |
--------- R T s At L L B DL L S 4
Atypi 5 | 2 | 18 | 12 | 2 | 3
g L | 0.95| 8.55| 5.69 | 0.95]| 16.11
patdpniliacs | 5,88 | 52.94 | 35.29 | 5.38 |
| 10.53 | 17.1¢ ] 20.36 | 7.14 |
--------- +- —-——+ ———t ————te—m—a———gt -
Bi 6 | 7 1 2 | 0|
;ex“?l | 0.47 | 3.32 | 0.95]| 0.00 | 4.74
Pedophiles | 1o0.00 | 70.00 ] 20.00 | 0.00 |
| 5.26 | 6.67 | 3.39 | 0.00 |
————————— e tmemm———— o ——————— tmm—————— +
TOTAL 19 105 59 23 211
9.00 49.76 27.96 13.27 100.00
ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY EDUCAT
STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 15 35.318 0.002
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 15 35.503 0.002
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE i 6.810 0.009
PHI 0.409
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT gg;z

CRAMER'S V

SAMPLE SIZE = 211
WARNING: 1% 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 FSHCAT
GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY) FSHCAT(FSH CATEGORY)

FREQUENCY
PERCENT
Eow pcT | Belov Above
-_95_f§1_+_averagai pveraged| averagel TOTAL
Non- s e TN 1 (e
pedophifk 13 | 51 32 96
phile§  4.16 26.17 | 15.17 45.50
13.56 £3.13 | 33.33
—_—— 52.00 a2.15 | 49.23
Ped "T*""’IE“’""'?" """ | il
edophi 0
s w b5 | Bl o 54. 50
10.63 z0.87 | 28.70
_____ ! 43.00 57.85 | 50.77 .
———————————— +-~--—-—o+—--————¢
TOTAL 25 121 65 211
11.85 57.35  30.81 100.00
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY FSHCAT
STATISTIC D VALUE PROB
CHI -5 QU;E'E' ------ e ———— ——--———-—_C" -------- - -
2 1.339 0.512
hiﬁEEIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE % 1.338 0.512
PHI L~HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 g.ggé 0.360
CONTINGEN :
cY .079
CRAMBRAE & COEFFICIENT 3.080

SAMPLE SIZE = 211



ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOKWN
FREQUENCIES AND

Appendix N-2

s CO
CROSS

F GRPID BY FSHCAT

TABULAT

TABLE O
GRPID(GROUP ID) FSHCAT(FSH CATEGORY)
Fggggeucv
ROW sg; Below Above
coL pCT [averagel| Averagey| aveTagel| TOTAL
o P —mmpmm———— +
Hom 1 7 40 17 64
pedose¥“al 5.32 | 18.96 g.06 | 30.33
ophiles 10.94 62.50 26.56
¥ 28.00 33.06 26.15
H + -_+-_.._..__..+ --------
egerosexual ; 1 3 2 53 5 121 19 03
pedophi .62 12. \ R
philes 332 | 63.61 29.27
12.00 21.49 18.46
+ 4 —————-—+ --------
1 4 3 4 22 | 15 G1
Exhibitionists 80 ] 30851 STi8 19.43
9.76 53.66 36.59
16.00 18.18 | 23.08
& | s‘+""‘IZ'+"""Z' 21
S o
adists 1.62 6.66 1.90 9.95
14.29 66.67 19.05
_______ ! 12.00 11.57 | g, 15
Atypical 5 1 1if 13 36
paraphiliacs 2.84 7.11 6.16 16.11
17.65 a4 12 | 38.28
— 26.00 12.40 | 20.00
B3 B pomm———" pommmmm=—?
lzemal 6 2 4 4 " ;g
Pedophi 0. 1.90 1.90 A
Eheles zu.gg 40,00 | 40.9¢
s 5.31 | §.13 %
TOTAL 25 121 65 211
11.85 57.35 50,81 100.00
ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY FSHCAT
STATISTIC DF VALUE  ___
b e = 7751
LIKELIHOOD RATIO cHI-SQUARE 1] 7.842
i e HABNSEEL CHI-SQUARE 1 0.040
CONTINGE 0.188
CRAMER-SNSY COEFFICIENT b 1%
SAMPLE s
I =
WARNING : Z§3x gélrns CELLS HAVE XPECTED coggzs L
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A

IONS

DED AS MISSING
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY LHCAT
LHCAT(LH CATEGORY)

GRPCAT(GROUP CA TEGORY5

Fggguencyl
Rawcsg; ’l Below Above
COL PCT | average)]|averageg|averageil| TOTAL
--------- i + + =
Non- s 0 | 16 |} 46 | 36 | 96
Pedophiles " | ¢ &4 | 21.80 | 17.06 | 65.50
| 14.58 | 47.92 | 37.50 |
i 66.67 | 39.66 | 48.65 |
----- TR T TG s | ilE
. 1] 7 70 |
Pedophiles i 3.32 { 335.18 | 18.01 | 54.50
| 6.09 | 60.87 | 33.06 |
| 33.33 | 60.36 | 51.35 l
--------- tm——— + + e
TOTAL 21 116 74 211
9.95 54.98 35.07 100.00
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY LHCAT
STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE e o n e 2 5.688 0.058
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 F.g2d i
AyTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 8 1cs
0.162
0.164

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT
CRAMER's v .

SAMPLE s1zE = 211
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Appendix N-4

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS 181
MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
TABLE OF GRPID BY LHCAT
GRPID(GROUP ID) LHCATCLH CATEGORY)
FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT [Below Above
_(_ZOL PCT Aaverag&ll averagq | averagel| TOTAL
Honosexual 1 é 5 35 | 26 | 66
Pedophiles 2.37 | 1659 1 il-37 ) 0%
23.381 30.17 32.43
+ + pm———— ———
Heterosexual 2 2 29 10 41
Pedophiles 0.95 13.74 6.76 19.43
.88 70.73 26.39
9.52 25.00 13.51
Exhibit 31 31 ST | o
itioni 19
a 1.642 9.00 9.00 19.43
7.32 46 .34 46.36
| 16.29 16 .38 25.68 |
Sadi 6 | 5| 111 5 | 21
B 2.37 5.21 2.37 9.95
23.81 52.38 23.81
23.81 9.48 6.76
--------- B H Ty 36
4 s 12
orpisal 21 ad] .8 | 5.69 | 16.11
Paraphiliacs 17.65 47.06 35.29
| 28.57 13.79 16.22
e o L B S S 4
Bj 6 0 6 A 10
1sexual 0.00 2.86 1.90 4.74
Pedophi 0.00 60.00 40.
palles 0.00 5.17 | 5.41
-------- P e e
TOTA 116 74 211
: 9.35 56.98 35.07 100.00
ISSING
ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS_M
FREgUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
STATISTICS FOR TABLE ofF GRPID BY LHCAT
STATISTIC DF VAEEE_------EEEE.
----------------- ----~—---—--"“-"_- 0.120
CHI-SQUARE 10 ;g-;{g 0,128
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHIZSQUARE 1] 2431 0.51
MANTEL -HAENSZEL coitsquaRe 1 qlz270
0
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT g;ggl

CRAMER'S V

THAN 5. C
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY TTCAT
GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY) TTCAT(TESTOSTERONE CATEGORY)

182

FREQUENCY

ROW PCT
coL PCT average.1|Averageolaveragell TOTAL
+

0 20 31 65 96
. 9.643 16.69 21.33 65.50
Non-pedophiles 20.83 32.29 66.38

66.51 35.63 | 55.5% |

it - R S, ST Tw————t
; 1 23 56 36 115
Pedophiles 10.90 | 26.56 | 17.06 | 54.50

20.00 43.70 31.30
5§3.49 66.37 44,44

TOTAL 43 87 81 211
20.38 41.23 38.39 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY TTCAT

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 2 6.737 (0.0325
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 6.785 L0346
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 2.037 0.154
PHI 0.179
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT g.i;G

L] 9

CRAMER'S V

SAMPLE SIZE = 211
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CODED AS_MISSING

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS
SSTABULATIUNS

FREQUENCIES AND CRO

TABLE OF GRPID BY TTCAT
STERONE CATEGORY)

G
FRPID(GR°”P D) TTCAT(TESTO
REQUENC
SERCENTY
Cg? ;g; Below Above
--------- +§1¢_3_::.'_a_.§_e'll Averageﬂl avera.ge l TOTAL
§22°sexua1 : 3. 06 5.57 g0l | W 3
ovhi . 1 ;
Philes 26.56 | 43.75 29.69
g, T ! S9's3 | 32.18 | 23: 46
~ IR o=t
piﬁer°?exua1 2 5 75 1 11 41
ophiles 2.37 11.85 5.21 19.43
12.20 | 60.98 26.83
| 11.63 5g.76 | 13.58 |
+ fomem pmmmm——
Exhibit; 3 4 10 27 | 41
1bitionists 1.90 4.7¢ | 12.80 19.43
9.76 | 24.39 65.85
e | 9 30 | 11.49 33.33_|
. PR Aoy cpmm———— e
Sadists 4 8 2 6 21
3.79 3.32 2.86 9.95
33.10 | 33.33 28.57
P | 18.60 8.05 7.41 |
pazpical 5 ;=+°"”I;’+ 12 34
aphiliacs 3.79 6.66 5.69 16.11
23.53 | 61.18 35.29
st 13.60 | 16.09 16.81
Bi 5T A A
pezzxﬁél 0.47 a5 | 2.8 4.7
Philes 10.00 30.00 60.00
- o - - g 2-33 3045 702{_
e PP 51 -2l
20.38  41.23 58,39 100.00
ANALYS KNDNN co DED AS MISSING
FgéguE§EHEUN CSTABULATIONS
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GrRP1D BY TTCAT
STATISTIC DF VALUE _EEEE_
CHI-SQUARE """'“"““““”"""";Zo p.001
RE 10 28
hiﬁELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 10 27-6i2 S 222
TEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 1.348
HI 0.369
0.346
0.261

CUNTIN
CRAMERggNSY COEFFICIENT

SAMPLE

SIZE = 211 LE22
WARNING HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS

' 2$QA3F5T“EH§ELES RE MAY noT BE A VALID L resT.
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CUMULATIVE  CUMULATIVE
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWN CODED AS MISSING
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OF MMPI

STATISTICS FOR ENTRY, DF = 4, 9

VARIABLE RXX%2 F PROB > F TOLERANCE
MMPI 1 0.5454 2.699 3.0995 1.0000
MMPI _2 0.3515 1.220 0.3677 1.0000
MMPI_3 0.3320 1.118 0.4058 1.0000
MMPI_4 0.1282 0.331 0.8505 1.0000
MMPI_5 0.0204 0.047 0.9951 1.0000
MMPI_6 0.3284 1.100 0.4131 1.0000
MMPI _7 0.2612 0.715 0.6022 1.0000
MMPI_8 0.2895 0.917 0.4947 1.0000
MMPI_9 0.2397 0.709 0.6056 1.0000
MMPI_0 0.5639 2.909 0.0845 1.0000

VARIABLE MMPI_0 WILL BE ENTERED
THE FOLLOWING VARIABLE(S) HAVE BEEN ENTERED:
MMPI_0

MULTIVARIATE STATISTICS

WILKS' LAMBDA = 0.43614334 F(4,9) = 2.909 PROB > F = 0,0845
PILLAI*S TRACE = 0.563856 F(4,9) = 2,909 PROB > F = 00,0845

AVERAGE SQUARED CANONICAL CORRELATION = 0.164096404

STATISTICS FOR REMOVAL, DF = 4, 9
VARIABLE R¥x2 F PROB > F
MMPI_0O 0.5639 2.909 0.0845

NO VARIABLES CAN BE REMOVED



STEPHISE SELECTION, STEP 2

NO FURTMER sTEPS ARE sOSSIBLE

———————— -

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNONN CODED AS
OISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OF Mm

STATISTICS FOR ENTRY, DF = 4, 3
PARTIAL

188

MISSING
L84

STEPNISE SELECTION, SumMmaRy
VARIABLE
ster ENTERED REMOVED

-----.----------..-—.--“-

1 MAPI o

VARIABLE RAK2 F PROB > F TOLERANCE
MMPT 3 0.3070 0.386 0.5138 0.5703
MMPIT2 0.1644 0.333 0.3455 0.4730
[aialg o8 0.2006 0.502  0.7361 n.lg::
MMPIZq 0.05898 0.127  0.9626 3.7018
MMPITS 0.0647 0.138 0.9633 ﬂ-7§”
MMPY™ 0.2217 0.570 0.6923 0. L
MMPIT7 0.0766 33: g ;;:: g-z“s
MMPT g 0.13323 . .
MMPIT9 0.1046 0,23¢ 0.9117 0.3060
NO VARIABLES CAN BE ENTERED
AVERAGE
‘33}25{’ PROB >
< CANI
NUMBER  PamTIAL F PROS > HILKSH TARES  CoNRELMICAL Asce
IN RWNZ STATISTIC F -
4384 0.0845 0.14096404 N
1 0.5639 2.909 0.0843 0.4361 :
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNCWN CODED AS MISSING
DISCRIMINANT AHALYSIS OF MMPL

STEPHISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS

14 DBSERVATICNS 10 VARIABLE(S) IN THE ANALYSIS
¢ VARIABLE(S) WILL BE INCLUDED

2 CLASS LEVELS
THE METHOD(S) FOR SELECTING VARIABLES WILL BE:
STEPWISE
SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL TO ENTER = 0.1500
SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL TO STAY = 0.1500

CLASS LEVEL INFORMATION FOR
FREQUENCY PROPORTION

GROUP CATEGORY

GRPCAT GROU

EAARRRRAAN]
5t 4 20 14 1t ot et

DRSO

QoGBS -

MM

ceococooe~e
WNBNLve oo

0 1 0.300000
1 7 0.500800
TOTAL SAMPLE CDII!LATXONS v
P
nMrL_2 mPI_3 wrI_e wars_s nPI_6 w17 r1_s AMPI_9 HHPT_
3.656
632 0.890 0.621 0.39 0.809 0.691 0.15’{ g g;f u.7§4
000 0.39% 0.618 0.713 0.532 0.762 g.657 0.459 0.416
593 1.000 0.6558 0,433 0.738 9.613 27508 0.460 0.547
13 0.6358 1.000 0.533 0.775 8.672 o583 0.286 6.262
713 0.433 0.558 1.000 0.641 0.477 9.777 0592 0.510
582 0.788 0.77% 0,641 1.000 0.736 0.947 0.501 0.62%
742 0.615 0.672 0.677 0.734 1.000 1.000 0.576 0.603
614 0.607 0,608 0.583 8.277 g.947 1876 1,200 0.440
91 0.459 0.060 0.286 0.592 0.501 2's03 0,460 1.000
726 0.416 0.547 0.268 0.510 9,628 i
ATIONS
POOLED WITNIN CLASS CORREL ! —_ — r_o
wPI_2 r1_s wPT_6 nr1_3 HMPI_6 Lt 3 e 5518
13 0.944 9.643 0.378 0.813 0.662 Hﬁ 0.357 0.714
00 0607 0’622 0.707 a.37¢ 8-138 0l362 0.£0% 3.8z
a7 1.000 9,656 0,637 0.798 8.633 0,443 0703 3562
22 656 1300 0.557 0.778 0.63 0.583 0.257 9.242
o7 (e37 3357 11000 $-40 8927 0.789 o0 359
5 ‘s ® - e 2
5 H S eaz 34t 8727 O LI R 4 3.3
93 663 8:84s 0.583 .. 8-352 e 1200 1,300
it &5 8.5z 5.3 §:35 039 2
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWN CODED AS MISSING
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OF MMPI

STEP 1
STATISTICS FOR ENTRY, DF = 1, 12
VARIABLE RNNQZ F PROB > F TOLERANCE
MMPI 1 0.1075 1,466 0.252¢ 1.0000
MMPI_2 0.0373 0.465 0.5082 1.0000
MMPI_3 g.8000 0.000 0.9873 1.0000
MMPI 4 0.0019 0.023 0.8818 1.0000
MMPI S 0.0170 0.208 0.6366 1.0000
MMPI 6 0.0227 0.279 0.6069 1.0000
MMPI 7 0.0584 0,744 0.64083 1.0000
MMPI_8 0.1527 2.162 0.1672 1.0000
MMPI 9 0.1656 2,382 0.1487 1.0000
MMPI_0 0.0969 1,288 8.2787 1.0000
VARIABLE MMPI_9 WILL DE ENTERED
THE FOLLOWING VARIABLE(S) HAVE BEEN ENTERED:
MMPI_9
MULTIVARIATE STATISTICS
WILKS® LAMBDA = 0.336437255 F(1,12) = 2.382 PROB > F = 0,1487
PILLAI'S TRACE = 0.165627 F(I:IZJ = 2.382 PROE > F 2 0.1487
AVERAGE SQUARED CANONICAL CORRELATION = 0.16562745
STEP 2

STATISTICS FOR REMOVAL, OF = 1, 12
VARIABLE REX2 F PROB > F

nPr_9 0.1656 2.382  0.1487

NO YARIABLES CAN BE REMOVED



ZPWISE SELECTION: STEP 2

FURTHER STEPS ARE POSSIBLE

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWN CODED AS MISSING
DISCRIMINANT AHALYSIS OF MmPI

STATISTICS FOR ENTRY, DF = 1, 11
PARTIAL

VARIABLE RN F PROB > F TOLERANCE
MMPI 1 0.0193 0.217 0.6508 9.7062
MMPTZ2 0.0073 0.081 0.7811 8.9156
MMP1T3 0.0557 0.448 0.4373 0.789¢
MMPIT4 0.1072 1.320 2749 0.5647
MMPITS 0.0003 0.003 0.9%82 0.9183
MMPI o 0.0150 0.168 0.6899 0.6493
MMPIZ7 0.0023 0.02% 0.8767 8.7493
MMPITE 0.0439 e.505 0.6492}1 0.6647
nap170 0.0259 0.293 0.5992 0.8060

NO VARIABLES CAN 3E ENTERED

191

IPWISE SELECTION: SumMMARY

AVERAQE
VARIADLE SER PARTIAL F PROB > HILKS® PROB Cl::g:éif PRJB >
NUM <
STEP ENYERED  REMOVED N REANZ SYATISTIC r LAMBDA LAMBDA CORRELATION AsCC
0.1437

1 MuPT 9

i 0.165%¢ 2.382 0.1487 0.334372s88 0.1487 0.16362765
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY PED_REL

PED_REL(PEDOFILE RELATIVE)

GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY)

FREQUENCY
PERCENT
gON PCT -
_coL pcT | No 1| Maybe 21 Yes__ 3! TOTAL
R TR
Non- . 2 8
n-pedophiles | 41-81 1.13 4. 52 | 47.46
88.10 2.38 9.52
g T 14 191 so.00 | 40.00 ]
= e pmm—— e ———
edophiles 1 | 79 2 12 93
46.63 1.13 ¢.78 | 52.59
86.95 315 | 12.98
= ! 51 63 | 50.00 60,00 |
_____________ +______,,,+_,-__-.—-
TOTAL 153 4 20 177
86 .44 ,.26  11.30 100.00
FREQUENCY MISSING = 34
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY PED REL
STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
e R 70,776
2 0.507 .
LIKELTHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 0.511 0.775
B ELSeRENEEEL CHI-SQUARE L g.ggg 0.501
CONTINGENC ;
Y C 0.053
SoATINAENC QEFFICIENT 0.033
£ = 177

EFFECTIVE

SAMPLE SIZ

FREQUENCY MISSING = 34

ING: 16% OF THE DATA ARE MlgiggngD cOUNTS LESS
£ CELLS B2 ED & vaLID TEST:

WARNING: 33% OF TH
3% OF THEHI-SQUARE MAY NOT
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPID BY PED_REL

GRPID(GROUP ID) PED_REL(PEDOFILE RELATIVE)

FREQUENCY
g
}
coL PCT No 11 Maybe 21 TYes 3| TOTAL
--------- + - + + +
1 43 2 3 48
Homosexual 26.29 1.13 é.gg 27.12
dophil 89.58 4.17 ]
pedagaiiae 28.10 50.00 15.00
2 | 30 | 0| 8 38
Heterosexual %g.gg g.gg 22.3% 21.47
pedophiles 19.61 0'00 | 60.00
--------- +-----—--+--------+---—---—+
3 7 i 0 sé 2 sg 20 33
hyt4d 1 51 . . .
Exhibitionists 33,78 2'70 13,51
20.26 25.00 25.00
----- + + O
4 17 0 2 19
Sadists 9.60 0.00 1.13 10.73
89.47 0.00 10.53
11.11 0.00 10.00 |
T | sk | s | oE
; 16.69 : ” a
styplend 92.86 3.57 3.57
paraphiliacs 16°99 | 25.00 5.00
--------- U P L Sttt
. 6 6 0 1 7
Bisexual 3.39 0.00 0.56 3.95
pedophiles 85.71 0.00 16.29
3.92 0.00 5.00
+ + + -+
TOTAL 153 4 20 177
86.646 2.26 11.30 100.00

FREQUENCY MISSING = 34

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY PED_REL

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 10 8.938 0.538
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 10 10.285 0.416
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 0.249 0.618
PHI 0.225
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.219

0.159

CRAMER'S V

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 177

FREQUENCY MISSING = 3¢
DATA ARE MISSING.

WARNING: 16% OF THE
WARNING: 61x 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
GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY) REL_FATH(RELATIONSHIP TO FATHER)
FgEgUENCY
CENT
ROW PCT . Somewhat .
coL PCT Fposn'lv%hega,tiVeZPegatlveﬂ TOTAL
--------- tommmm e e m——————g
16 21 51 | 36
Non—pedophfﬁqs 7.49 11.23 27.27 | 45.99
16.28 264.62 59.30 |
36.86 45.65 49.51 |
--------- et Sttt B
hiles 1 26 25 52 | 101
Fedophiles 12.83 | 13.37 | 27.81 | 56.01
23.76 24.75 51.49 |
63.16 56.35 | 50.49 |
--------- T et St
TOTAL 38 46 103 187

20.32 24.60 55.08 100.00

FREQUENCY MISSING = 264

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY REL_FATH

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 2 1.797 0.407
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 1.816 0.403
MANTEL~HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 1.708 0.191
PHI 0.098
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.098
CRAMER'S V 0.098

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 187
FREQUENCY MISSING = 24
WARNING: 11x% OF THE DATA ARE MISSING.
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING ?
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIOHNS
TABLE OF GRPID BY REL_FATH
GRPID(GROUP ID) REL_FATHC(RELATIONSHIP TO FATHER)
FgEgUEN$Y|
CEN
ROW PCT o Somewhat
coL peT |FOSItIVE necativeNe8RIVE,  1oraL
1 15 16 | 22 | 53
Homosexual Bg% 3%’?3 }'l.gi 28.34
: 28. . 1.
edophiles 39.47 | 364.78 | 21.36
————————— + -—— - +
2 7 9 26 40
Heterosexual 3.76 6.81 12.83 21.39
pedophiles 17.50 | 22.50 60.00
18.462 19.57 23.30
————————— Fmmm e ——t - + —-——
B 10 9 20 39
Exhibitionists 5.35 6.81 10.70 20.86
25.64 23.08 51.28
26.32 19.57 19.62
--------- tmmmm = + +
. 4 3 4 11 18
Sadists 1.60 2.16 5.38 9.63
16.67 22.22 61,11
7.89 3.70 10.68
e T R BN T
paraphiliacs S %9l esar | P
2.63 17.39 19.42
————————— + ———+ -+ —_—

: 6 2 0 6 3
Bisexual 1.07 0.00 3,21 .28
pedophiles 25.00 0.00 75.00

5.26 0.00 5.83
--------- 4o m————t + ——
TOTAL 33 46 103 187
20.32 26.60 55.08 100.00
FREQUENCY MISSING = 26
ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY REL_FATH
STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 10 13.285 0.208
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 10 17.193 0.070
MANTEL~HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 6.499 0.011
. PHI 0.267
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.258
CRAMER'S V 0.188

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 137

FREQUENCY MISSING = 24

WARNING: 1l1: QF THE DATA ARE MISSING.

WARNING: 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
GRPCAT (GROUP CATEGORY)

196

REL_MOTHC(RELATIONSHIP TO MOTHER)

FnsgggngY
PERCEN
R Somewhat
ROW PCT |Positiwv : i
coL PCT | OS11Y§ |negative|N821VE, rgral
--------- s + ———
0 26 26 19 71
Non-pedophiles 17 .45 17 .45 12.75 47.65
36.62 36.62 26.76
33.81 60.47 68.72
--------- e + +
] 41 17 20 78
Pedophiles 27.52 11.41 13.42 52.35
52.56 21.79 25.64
61.19 39.53 51.28
- + - + + -t
TOTAL 67 43 39 149
66.97 28.86 26.17 100.00
FREQUENCY MISSING = 62
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY REL_MOTH
STATISTIC DF VALUE
CHI-SQUARE ¥ 4.950
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 4$.981
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 1.590
PHI 0.182
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.179
CRAMER'S V 0.182

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE
FREQUENCY MISSING = 62
WARNING: 29% OF THE DATA ARE MISSING.

149



GRPID(GROUP ID)

Appendix R-2

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOMNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPID BY REL_MOTH
REL_MOTH(RELATIONSHIP TO MQTHER)

FREQUENCY
Egﬁcgg; Somewhat
COL PCT P031t1vilnegatlvilNegatlv%!
——— + + + -+
YUl s !
4. ] $.70
Homosexual 59.46 21.62 13.92
pedophiles 32.84 18.60 17.95
--------- + + + +
2 17 7 10
Heterosexual él.él 26.70 zg.zi
A 0.00 0.59 r
pedophiles 25.37 | 16.28 | 25.64
+ -+ + +
Exhibitionists> g & 550 g %
31.25 63.75 25.00
16.93 32.56 20.51
_ a | 6 | 6 5 |
Sadists 2.68 $.03 3.36
26.67 60.00 33.33
5.97 13.95 12.82
--------- i + ————t +
. 5 12 6 6
Atypical 8.05 4.03 4.03
paraphiliacs 56.00 25.00 25.00
17 .91 13.95 15.38
--------- + + + +
: 6 2 2 3
Bisexual 1.34 1.34 2.01
pedophiles 28.57 28.57 42.86
2.99 4.65 7.69
TOTAL &7 43 39
44.97 28.86 26.17

FREQUENCY MISSING

62

TOTAL

37
264,83

34
22.82

32
21.48

15
10.07

24
16.11

%.70

149
100.00

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY REL_MOTH

STATISTIC DF VA
CHI-SQUARE 10 11.
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 10 11.
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 2.
PHI 0.
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.
CRAMER'S V a.
EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 149

FREQUENCY MISSING = 62

WARNING: 29% OF THE DATA ARE MISSING.

WARNING:

THAN 5.

27 OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS
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 LOSSES
GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY)

LOSSES
FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT
coL pPcT | No 1] Yes 2| TOTAL
--------- + + +
0 | 48 61 89

ton-petopnites | R4S | | 0

46.15 | 47.13
- ———t e mm——— +
] 1 56 46 102
Pedophiles 29.32 | 24.08 53.40
56.90 | 45.10
53.85

TOTAL 104 87 191
54.45 45.55 100.00

l

i

t

1

)

)

]

1

[]
+
-
+

FREQUENCY MISSING

20

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY LOSSES

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 1 0.018 0.893
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 1 0.018 0.393
CONTINUITY ADJ. CHI-SQUARE 1 0.000 1,000
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 0.018 0.894
FISHER'S EXACT TEST (1-TAIL) 0.504
(2-TAIL) 1.000
PHI =-0.010
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.010
CRAMER'S V -0.010

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 191
FREQUENCY MISSING = 20



Appendix S-2

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 1%

FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
TABLE OF GRPID BY LOSSES

GRPIDC(GROUP ID) LOSSES
FREQUENCY
PERCENT N
ROW PCT

coL PCT No 1l Yes 2|
1] 35 | 17
Homosexual é;.gf Sg.zg
pedophiles $3.05 } 19.564

+ -k +
erosexual 2 20 20
Hego Eorvey 10.47 | 10.47
pecop 50.00 50--00
19.23 | 22.99

J— -—+ P PP A
Exnibitiondstk § (. E 1 . o3
52.50 47.50
20.19 21.84

--------- tommmm e p e ————t
i 4 9 7
SepdsEs .71 3.66
56.25 | 43.75
3.65 3.05

--------- s T B
Atypical 5 9 ég i ég
paraphiliacs 56.55 | 45.45
17.31 17.24

--------- e s
Bisexual ? 0.52 6.71
pedophiles 10.00 90.00
0.96 10.34

———— + + ———d
TOTAL 106 87
56.65  45.55

FREQUENCY MISSING = 20

TOTAL

52

27.23

40

20.94

40

20.94

16

33

17.28

10
5.24

191
100.00

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY LOSSES

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 5 11.834 0.037
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 5 12.832 0.025
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 5.040 0.025
PHI 0.249
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.2642
CRAMER'S V 0.249

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE =
FREQUENCY MISSING = 20

191
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY SEX_INV

GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY) SEX_INVCNO. OF CHILDHOOD SEXUAL INVOLVEMENTS:
FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT
COL PCT i None 1] A few 2IMany 3| TOTAL
01 1 & 1 i 1 71 81
Non-jedophiles | 37-93 | (8138 | si6e|
48.66 | 34.38 | 36.864
Pt ol uBl B o
i ' y 6.6 ,
Pedophiles 67.00 21.00 12.00
51.56 | 65.63 | 63.16
TOTAL 130 32 19 181
71.82  17.48  10.50 100.00

FREQUENCY MISSING = 30

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY SEX_INV

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 2 2.598 0.273
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 2 2.636 0.268
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI~-SQUARE 1 1.989 0.158
PHI 0.120
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.119
CRAMER'S V 0.120

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 131
FREQUENCY MISSING = 30
WARNING: 14x% OF THE DATA ARE MISSING.
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING 201
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPID BY SEX_INV

GRPID(GROUP ID) SEX_INV(NO. OF CHILDHOOD SEXUAL INVOLVEMENTS)
FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT
COL PCT None 1lA few 2! Many 31 TOTAL
1] 36 12 | 6 54
Homosexual 19.89 6.63 3.31 29.83
pedophiles 66.67 22.22 11.11
| 27.69 | 37.50 | 31.58
== --+ + + +
2 28 3 3 39
Heterosexual 15.47 4.42 1.66 | 21.55
pedophiles 71.79 20.51 7.69
21.56 25.00 15.79
--------- T s 4 ¥ S— +
3 25 6 4 35
Exhibitionists | 13.81 3.31 2.21 19.34

71.43 17.14 11.43
19.23 18.75 21.05

== i + + -———
: G | 15 2 2 19
SRS 8.29 1.10 1.10 | 10.50
78.95 | 10.53 | 10.53
11.54 6.25 | 10.53
5 23 | 30 1 27
pens, H ) ] o)
PHEDEPHL LISCE 17.69 | 9.38 | 5.26
- 6 | 3 1| 3 7
isexual 1.66 0.55 | 1.66 3.87
pedophiles 62.86 | 164.29 | 42.86
| 2.31 3.13 | 15.79
e ———— $mmmm———— $ommmm——— +
TOTAL 130 32 19 181

71.82 17 .68 10.50 100.00

1]
(¥}
o

FREQUENCY MISSING

" ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY SEX_INV

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 10 12.402 0.259
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 10 10.000 0.440
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 0.105 0.746
PHI 0.262
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.253
CRAMER'S V 0.185

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 131

FREQUENCY MISSING = 30

WARNING: 16 OF THE DATA ARE MISSING.

WARNING: 44% OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUMTS LESS
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST.
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202
ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS
TABLE OF GRPID BY AGE_SEX
ORFIDCOROUP 1D) AGE_SEX(AGE CF CHILDHGOD SEXUAL INVOLVEMENTS)
FREQUENCY
PERCENT
Row PcT
coL pcr \ ] | 1] " 1] L] 104 11} 12) 131 16| ToOTAL
1 2 0 2 3 1 2 1] u 2 3 1| 17
..38 0.90 .35 6.52 2.17 ..35 2.17 0.00 o35 | .52 207 369
11.78 0.00 | 11.76 | 17068 S50 | 11.76 [N 9.00 | 11.76 | 17.685| 5.38
Tt 0.00 | 2%.00 | sa.os | 25.00 | 33.33 | seloe 0.00 | e0.00 | ¢o.00 | $8.00
2 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 1 e Y
.90 .38 5.70 .00 0.00 2.17 0.00 0.00 2.17 217 | o000 | 19.8
0.00 | 22.22 | ae.e¢ .00 0.00 | 11.11 .00 8.00 | 1l.1i | .11 ] 0.00
6.00 | 66.67 | s0.00 e.00 0.00 | 16.67 9.00 0.00 | 20.00 | =20.00 w00 |
3 0 1 2 1 2 2 1 v 2 " v 1
9.00 2.7 e.38 2.17 s 6.35 2.17 .00 .38 0.0 | v.08 | 2191
9.00 $.09 | 18.13 [N ) 8| 1818 .09 e.00 | 18018 9.0 | 0.00
e.00 | 33.33 | 25.00 | 16.87 o | 35.33| sol08 0:00 | 4900 0,00 | 0.00
. 0 0 9 1 1 0 0 I 9 v 0 2
0.00 9.00 9.00 2.17 2.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.90 0.00 | 0.00 635
0.00 0.00 0.g0 | so.00 | s9.00 9.00 8.00 0. 00 9,00 0,00 | 0.00
9.00 0.00 0.00 | te.67 | 25.00 9.00 0.00 000 0,00 0,00 | o0.00
s 0 9 0| 0 ol 0 1 2 0 1 e 3
t.00 .00 0.00 v.00 9.00 .00 e.00 .35 0.c3 .17 .00 .52
0.00 0.00 9.00 ‘o .00 v.c0 900 | 66.87 9.00 | 33.33{ 4.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .90 200 6.99 | 100.00 0.00 | 20.00 .00
‘ 1 e 0 1 0 e . 0 1 s
2.17 008 0.00 2.17 0.00 2.17 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 | _2.17 .78
25.00 0.00 0.00 | 25.00 0.00 | 25.00 9.00 .00 9.00 e.00 | 25.00
ki .00 e.00 | 16,67 0.00 | 16.67 9.00 o.00 9.00 .00 | $0.00
TaTAL 3 3 8 ¢ . ¢ 2 s s 2 G
6.52 6.52  17.39  13.04 8.78  13.0¢ 633 4.35  10.87 10.87  4.35 l0v.00
FREQUENCY MISSING » 168

AMALYSIS NITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING

FREQUENRCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY AGE_SEX

STATISTIC oF VALVE PRCD
CHI-SQUARE se 68.49¢ 9.062
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE SO 56.093 9.321
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CH1-SQUARE 1 ¢.081 e.77¢
(4 1.229
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT a.773

CRAMER'S V¥ 9.54¢

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SI2E = &6

FREQUENCY MISSING »

HARNING
HARNING ¢

165

78x QF THE DATA ARE MISSING.
108x OF THE CELLS WAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS
THAN S. CNI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST.
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY VIOLENCE
GRPCAT(GROUP CATEGORY)

203

VIOLENCE
FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT
coL PCT Yes 1] No 2] TroTAl
0| 27 | 65 | 92
i 13.50 32.50 46.00
Non-pedophiles 29.35 70.65
81.82 38.92
————————— +————-—--+-—-ﬁ—-——-—+
i 1 6 102 108
Pedophiles 3.00 51.00 |  54.00
5.56 96.6G4
13.18 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 1 20.412 0.000
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 1 21.4639 0.000
CONTINUITY ADJ. CHI-SQUARE 1 18.722 0.000
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 20.310 0.000
FISHER'S EXACT TEST (1-TAIL) 0.000
(2-TAIL) 0.000
PHI 0.319
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.304
CRAMER'S V 0.319

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 200
FREQUENCY MISSING = 11
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKHOWNS CODED AS MISSING 204
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPID BY VIOLENCE

GRPID(GROUP ID) VIOLENCE
FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT
CoL PCT Yes 1l No 21 TOTAL
--------- tmmm—————p e —————
1 56 57
Nomosexual 0.50 28.00 28.50
pedophiles 1.75 98 .25
3.03 33.53
+ e s +
2 5 | 36 61
Heterosexual lg.gg ég.gg 20.50
pedophiles 15.15 21.56
———— e +
: 51 1 0 19 gg
FUE R el 0.50 9.00 :
Exhibitionists 2756 97 44
3.03 22.75
+ ——tmm—————— +
. 4 19 | 2 21
Sadists 9.50 1.00 10.50
90.48 9.52
57.58 1.20 |
+ + ————

. 5 | 7 25 32
Atypical 3.50 | 12.50 | 16.00
paraphiliacs 21.88 78.13

21.21 14.97
--------- s Sl B Lt
3 6 0| 10 10
Bisexual 0.00 5.00 5.00
dophiles 0.00 | 100.00
pecop 0.00 5.99
--------- frmmm b ——— et
TOTAL 33 167 200

16.50 83.50 100.00

FREQUENCY MISSING = 11

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY VIOLENCE

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 5 101.106 0.000
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 5 32.5643 0.000
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 15.350 0.000
PHI 0.711
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.579
CRAMER'S V 0.711

EFFECTIVE SAMPLE SIZE = 200
FREQUENCY MISSING = 1l
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPCAT BY INCEST
GRPCAT(GRQUP CATEGORY)

INCEST
FREQUENCY|
PERCENT |
ROW PCT |
CoL PCT | No__ 1l Yes 2l TOTAL
0 95 | 1) 96
Non-pedophiles gg:g% g:gz { 45.50
43.72 | 6.25 |
% ———— -
i 1 100 15 | 115
Feagnllox 47.39 7.11 | 54.50
86.96 | 13.064 |
51.28 | 93.75 |
+ B +
TOTAL 195 16 211
92.642 7.58  100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPCAT BY INCEST

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 1 10.755 0.001
LIKELIHOOD RATIQ CHI-SQUARE 1 13.114 0.000
CONTINUITY ADJ. CHI-SQUARE 1 9.110 0.003
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 10.704 0.001
FISHER'S EXACT TEST (1-TAIL) 0.001
(2-TAIL) 0.001
PHI 0.226
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.220
CRAMER'S V 0.226

SAMPLE SIZE = 211
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ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AHD CROSSTABULATIONS

TABLE OF GRPID BY INCEST

GRPID(GROUP ID) INCEST
FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT
COL PCT | No 1l Yes 21 TOTAL
10 61 | 3 | 64
28.91 1.42 | 30.33
Homosexual 95.31 %.69
pedophile 1 31.28 1 18.75 1
2 29 12 | 41
Heterosexual 13.74 5.69 | 19.43
pedophile 70.73 29.27
16.87 75.00
- + ———+ ———
Rl 40 1 61
Exhibitionis®s 18.96 0.47 19.43
97.56 2.44
| 20.51 6.25
A 4 21 | 0| 21
Sadists 9.95 0.00 9.95
100.00 0.00
1 '10.77 0.00
5 | 36 | 0| 34
Atypical 116.6% o.gg 16.11
hili 00. 0.
i 17.44 0.00
+ + -+
6 10 0 10
Foeepanl 103'33 g'gg o
pedophilia | 513 0.00
TOTAL 195 16 211
92.642 7.58 100.00

ANALYSIS WITH UNKNOWNS CODED AS MISSING
FREQUENCIES AND CROSSTABULATIONS

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GRPID BY INCEST

STATISTIC DF VALUE PROB
CHI-SQUARE 5 35.159 6.000
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHI-SQUARE 5 30.098 0.000
MANTEL-HAENSZEL CHI-SQUARE 1 g.zgg 0.020
PHI .

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.378

CRAMER'S V 0.408

SAMPLE SIZE = 211
WARNING: 50% OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED COUNTS LESS
THAN 5. CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST.
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MODEL I PATH COEFFICIENTS
DIRECT EFFECT OF CHILDHOGD ENVIRONMENT ON MMPI
DIRECT EFFECT OF DIOLOGICAL VARIABLES ON MMPI
DIRECT EFFECT OF CHILDHOOD SEXUAL INVOLVEMENT QN MMPL

DER VARTABLE: HMPI_2
e vak J ANALYSIS' OF VARIANCE

SuM 0F MEAN
SOuRCE DF SQUARES SQUARE F VALUE PROB>F
MODEL 7  1174.33418 167.83368 0.7¢6 0.6712
ERROR 2 639.56536 219,78293%
C TOTAL 9 1614.40000
ROQT MSE 16.82508 R=SQUARE 0.7277
DEP MEAN 6.4 ADJ R-3Q -0.2253
c.v. 22.32692
NOTE: MODEL IS NOT FULL RANK. LEAST SQUARES SQLUTIONS FOR TH
PARAMETERS AREZ NOT UNIQUE. SOME STATISTICS WILL BE
MICLEADING. A REPORTED DF OF 0 QR 3 MEANS THAT THE
ESTIMATE IS BIASED. THE FOLLOWING PARAMETERS HAVE BEEN
SET T0 0, SINCE THE VARIABLES ARE A LINEAR COMBINATION
OF OTHER VARIABLES AS SHUNM.
INV =eilnPED REL
KLIREFEL=e2n INTERCEP
PARAMETER ESTIMATES
PARAMETER STANDARD T FOR HOs VARIABLE
VARIABLE DF ESTIMATE ERROR PARAMETER=0 PROB > [T LABEL
IRTERCFP B 3349 £9.597913563 2.566 0.1258 INTERCERT
LOSSES 1 zo.qvnnu 21.850196836 -0.977 9.4318
REL_FATH | 28.93216477 23.97381428 1.207 0.3%09 RELATIONSHIP TO FATHER
REL_MOTH | 37.33912538 20.33851212 ~1.431 0.2088 RELATIONSHIP TD MOTHER
PED_REL 3 x.usum 26.26292270 0.020 0.9437 PEDOFILE RELATIVE
SEX_INV ] . - 5 NO. OF CHILDHOOD SEXUAL !
KLINEFEL O u s pe KLANEFELTERS
LH t 0.43927604 1.61602876 0.272 0.8112
F3M 1 =0.08706085 6.39761128 -0.146 0.8976
TESTOST 1 =0.06916233 0.04729190 -1.662 0.2811 TESTOSTERONE



Appendix W
MODEL T4 FATH COEFFICIENTS

DIRECT EFFECT OF CHILDHODD ENVIRONMENT CN CHILDHOOD SEXUAL

DEF VARIABLE: SEX_INV NO, OF CHILDHOOD SEXUAL INVOLVERENTS

VARIABLE

[HTERCEF
LOS3ES

REL_FATH
REL_YOTH

FED_CEL

[

1

i

{

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
SuM OF MEAN
SOURCE  OF SQUARES SOUARE f VALUE
NODEL 7079455999 1, 94514000 4,535
ERRCR 118 33,19570993  u,29824534
CTOTAL 122 42.99188792
00T MSE  0,5481347 R~SOUARE 0.1813
DEF HEAN 1,325203 ADJ R-50 0.1534
C.v. 41,2155
FARANETER ESTIMATES
PARANETER STANDARD T FOR H0:
ESTINATE ERROR PARANETER=0) FROB  IT
0. 64452040 0,20817102 ALY/ 0.6029
0.10385504 0.10727210 0.548 0.3350
-0.009804714 0.0840840% =0,133 2.3788
0.95324311 0.06203768 0,558 0.392%
0,37722457 0.08031787 4,697 3.0001

HODEL [ FATH COEFFICLENTS

INVOLVENERT

FROBOF

0.001

YRRIABLE

LABEL

INTERCERT

RELATICHSHIP TO FATHER
RELATICNSHIR TO HOTHER
FEDOFILE RELATLVE

11:99 FRIDAY, <UEUST 5, 1522

CIRECT EFFECT OF CHILIHOOD ENVIRONNENT ON INCEST

2IRFCT EFFECT GF BIOLDGICAL VARIABLFS AN {NCEST

208



CEF VARIABLE: [NCEST

ARTABLE

INTERCEP
LCSSES
REL _FATH
REL_MOTH
FED_REL
SEX_In
$LINEFEL
LH

FTH

ANALYSIS OF

VARIANCE

Sum oF HEAN
SOURCE  OF SQUARES SQUARE F ALl
NODEL §  0.50747923  0.05428103 0.3
ERROR 107 11.04817630  0.10325252
C TOTAL 116 11.33333558
ROOT NSE  0.3013309 R-SQUARE 0.04
DEP REAN L ADJ R-ST -0,0%
c.v. 28.91978
FARANETER ESTINATES
FARANETER STANDARD T FOR HO:

OF ESTINATE ERROR FARANETER=0 FROB 3T
1 0.84978799 0.67422123 1,260 19,2103
! 0.04578527 0.0660021¢ 0.694 0.4874
1 -0.006818179 ,03938591 “0.173 0.8629
1 -0.000137444 0.038751%3 0,004 0.9972
1 0.08119547 0.03308870 1,153 0.2518
| 0.01514034 0.03645184 0.268 0.7892
! 2.u7950842 0.32998301 0.241 9,818t
1 0001212183 0, 002382623 3,509 0.4120
1 -0.000747818 0010579723 ~L21 0.2
p -0,000040171 0, 000128213 -0.213 0.73%7

YO0DEL [ FATH COEFFICIENTS

209

UE PROBOF

i 9.3386

i)

]

VARIABLE

LAZEL

INTERCEPT

FELATIONSHIF TO FATHER

FELATIONSRIP 70 MOTHER

PERQFILE RELATIVE

Q. OF CHILDHOOD SEXUAL [WVOLVEWENTS

FLINEFELTERS

TESTOSTERON



DEF YARIAELEt GRFCAT

VARIABLE OF

INTERCEP |
INCEST |
SRV

SROUF CATEGORY

Jikeli BFeRIN 6t DioER U PERUFILE 3imiia

SOURCE  OF

RODEL : .

ERROR 172 40,

C ToTaL L7443,

PARANETER

ESTINATE

-0,007831083

0.42281433

0.08961307

ROOT MSE O
DEP NEAN 0

C.v.

STANDARD

ERROR

0. 18272073
0. 12671388

0.05497903

ANALYSLS OF VARIANCE
Sun oF REAN
STUARES SQUARE F VALLE PROR.F
5201341 14810071 8,723 0.0022

21721630 0.23414141

4

. 4838813

5542857 Al

81.29817

R-SGUARE 0.0683

R-5Q 0.0577

FARANETER ESTINATES

T FOR HO:

FARANETER=)

0,024
5,332

1.267

VARIABLE

FROB 2 T3 LASEL

0.781t  INTERCEFT

0,001t

0.2068  KQ. OF CHILDHOOS SEXUAL [NVOLVEMEWTS

210



DEP VARIABLE: SEX_INV

VARTABLE

INTERCEP
LOSSES
REL_FATH
REL_MOTH
PEDREL

DIRECT EFFECT OF CMILDHDGD
NO. OF CHILDHMOOD STXUAL InvO

SQURCE oF

MOOEL 4 7.
ERROR 118 38,
C TaTat 122 <2,

ROOT MSE [}

DEP MEAN

c.v.

PARAMETER STANDARD
ESTIMATE ERROR
0.64432060 0.20417102
0.10385504 0.10727214
=0.00980671¢ 0.0640640%
0.05326311 0.06203763
0.37722457 0.08031387

MODEL q.‘n'rn COEFFICIENTS
ENVIRONRENT OM CHILDHOOD SEXUAL

LVEMENTS

, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Sum oF MEAN

SQUARES SQUARE
79655999 1.94914000 6,538
19530993  0.29826534
99136992
.5461367 R-SQUARE 0.1813
1.3282038 ADJ R-5Q 0,153
61.21155
PARAMETER ESTIMATES
T FOR NG
PARAMETER=0 prad > |T|
3.197 0.0020
0.9%8 0.335¢0
=0,183 0.8786
.85 0.3928
§.697 0.8001

F VALUE

211

IWVue eerent

PROBOF
0.0001,

VARIABLE

LABEL
INTERCEPT
RELATIONSHIP TQ FATHE®

RELATIONSHIP TO MOTRE®
PEDQGFILE RELATIVE



MODEL 17 PATH COEFFICIENTS
DIRECT EFFECT OF CHILDHOOD ENVIROMMENT OH INCEST
DIRECT EFFECT OF AIOLOGICAL VARIABLES ON INCEST
DIRECT EFFECT OF CHILDHOOO SEXUAL INVOLVEMEMT ON INCEST

BEF VARIANLE: JNGEST ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

. sumM oF MEAN
SOURCE DF SQUARES SQUARE F VALUE PROB>F
MODEL 9 0.50762925 0.05633103 0.546 0.8385

ERROR 107 11.04312630 0.10323352
C TOTAL 116 11.55555556

ROOT MSE 0.3213309 R-SQUARE 0.0439
DEP MEAN 1.111111 ADJ R-5Q -0.0365
c.v. 28.91978
PARAMETER ESTIMATES
PARAMETER STANDARD T FOR_HO: VARIABLE
VARIABLE DF ESTIMATE ERROR PARAMETER=0 PROB > |T| LABEL
0.84978799 0.6742212% 1.260 0.2103 INTERCEPT
EHIE%E" { 0.04578527 0.06600210 0.594 0.4894
REL_FATH 1  =-0.006818179 0.03933591 -0.173 0.8629 RELATIONSHIP TO FATHER
REL_MOTH 1 =0.00013746% 0.0387515% =0.004 0.9972 RELATIONSHIP TO MOTHER
PED_REL 1 0.06119547 0.05308830 1.153 0.2516 PEDIFILE RELATIVE
SEX_INV 1 0.01514038 0.054649184 0.268 0.7892 NO. OF CHILDOHOOD SEXUAL
KLIFEFEL 1 0.07950862 0.52998 301 0.241 0.8101 KLINEFELTERS
LH 1 0.001212183 0.002282625 0.509 0.6120
ESH 1 -0.000703818 0.000579738 ~1.214 0.2274
TESTOST 1 =0.000040171 0.000128215 =-0.313 0.7547 TESTOSTERONE



.2LE: GRPCAT GROUP CATEGORY

SOURCE DF

MODEL 1
ERROR 203
C TOTAL 204

ROOT MSE
DEP MEAN
c.v.

PARAMETER
ESTIMATE

0.08895503
0.42427249

VARIABLE DF

INTERCEP 1
(O INCEST 1

213

ODEL I PATH COEFFICIENTS
DIRECT EFFECT OF INCEST ON PEDQFILE STATUS

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SuUM OF MEAN
SQUARES SQUARE F VALUE PROBOF
2.655326488  2.65532483 11.196 0.0010
48.156443122  0.23721395
50.80975610
:
0.4870461 R=-SQUARE 0.0523
0.54663415 ADJ R-5Q 0.0476
89.16634
PARAMETER ESTIMATES
STANDARD T FOR HO» VARIABLE
ERROR PARAMETER=0 prROB > [TI LABEL
0.14087630 0.631 0.5285  INTERCEPT
0.12681077 3,344 0.0010



Table 7

Appendix X

Summary of Similarities and Differences among Six Paraphilic Groups

Homusexual Belerosexnal  Bisexual bedophl les Exhibitionlsta Sadists Atyplcal Hon-
Pedaphilles Tedophiles Pedophiles Pavaphilics Pedophiles
Hean Are 35 38 7 ¥ 37 27 *
Ty yonngest  J9% youngeal  IHi% youngest *1li'ck youngest 7% youngenl 228 youngest %youn@st %(%{ youngest
Birth Order 31% middle Yk middle 4% middls I3 middle 39% middle 22% middle 32% middle 33€ middle
201 oldest 27246 oldest 114 oldest 22% oldost 264 oldest 5% oldest 9% oldest *37% oldest
Race L white 8% white BT white . B9T while B whits 05X white B2 while B6% white
9% olher 1% other 2% other 11% other 19% otlwr %% olher 106 other 10% uther
Harital 708 single 29% elugle 80L single 574 sligle 6 alngle 528 eingle &% cingle 1% single
Status 11% murried 41X married 10% married 22% warried 22% married 2i% married 1% married 20% marrled
198 sep/div 29% eepfdlv 108 sep/div 22% sep/div 198 eep/div 2% sep/div 21% sep/div 198 sep/div
Nmter of  7h% none none BI% none none 72% none 67% none none 68% none
Children 264 one_t 0% one + 1E one + h2% one ¢ 26% one ¢ 3¥ ome t 7% one ¢ 32% one t
Occupation YT w/ kide 12% w/ kids _ 10% w/ kids 28% w/ kids K w/ kida % w/ kids TR w/ kids &2 w/ klds
56% u/ adulte  BOC w/ adults 90% w/ adulte 724 w/ adults 97% w/ adults 9 w/ adults 9% w/ adulte ¥91% w/ adulls
Referral 122 sell 23 eelf 108 self 18X sell & self TR eolf 1% gelf 108 gelfl
Sunroey -882 otlwr 775 other 9U% other W% olhor 9% other 872 other 8% other 9ii% other
Tuwmler of 208 nona 10% none 0f none 148 noue 10£ none 28X none 0% none 214 none
Artculn 80% one + 9% one + 100% one ¢ B54 one ¢ QU8 one t 72% one t. 708 ome ¢ 79% one t
K Protestant 1i5% Protestant 56% Protestant 3y4 Protestant 28{ Protestant 3¢ Protestant 3[& Frolestant 33% Frotestant
Heliglon F1% Catholic 84 Catholle 22£ Catlwolie 23 Catholic 18% Catholic 336 Cathollc 17% Catholic 21% Cathollc
1% Juwlsh 54 Juuish 0% Jawish % Jeuish 9% Jewish 9% Jewish 0% Jewish 6 Jewish
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