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ABSTRACT cn

~

There has been little empirical research in the area of

“incest offender sub~types and their psychological
charatteristits Plevious taxonomic investigations of

‘ot

based ‘on jaguev ambiguous, or syn{retlc thEOTELICB] “ﬁ;rff

1ncest q fenders have typically bei; iépreBSionisti ’ anq‘

W
B % e
f(_ . "{'y

- .

perspectivesu The 1ntent of the present study was. tof
»1" ‘V)-v\‘\

develop a taxonomy of father- daughter 1ncest offender Sub—"5 

i

types -that was theoretically—grounded, psychomea;ically;¢3g

/\'

..

based and, empirically derived

The psychometric foundation for the present study‘was-;
»the Rersonality Research Form+e= E (PRF-E), - which also_s?ffi‘
provided the theoretical grounding in terms of thewneéd;
mdtivation aspect of Murr;y st1938) theory of personality
The empirical derivation of Jhe typology came from a cluster

o

ranaly51s of the PRF-E T-scores taken from the clinic?l f*ﬁes

o

of 88 incest offenders ‘previounsly assessed at.a Qoren51c |
out<patient clinic. The=clustering algorithm used was

Ward's method in Wishart's (1978l Clustan package of

clustering techniques. ‘ ‘d;lH

Four incest offenderisub—types were generatgdfthrouéhf.\
, : . I

this approach. Although based -6n the PRF-E, the typology

¢

was further elaborated by aggregating\data forieadh"typef’
from test scores on the é&nnesota Multiphasdc Psychologital
Inventory and, intelligence tests, as well ‘as demqgraphicvvf'

information from the clinical files. On the basis of thiﬂ EIR



«
-

combined data, the fodr types were des;ribéd as Schizoid,

Normal, Dependent, and Psychopathic, although reservations

, régard'ng these labels were also put forth.. Imﬁlications

Aer
3

for counsellng as’ suggested by each of the d15t1ngu1sh1ng

~r

sets of tySploglcal attributes of were dlscussed
»

It yas concludeq that meaningful typologies of father=

Y

daughter %ncest offenders can beAconspfncted through the

A}
o -

application of more empirical texonomic techniques, and that
such typolagigs represent a definite improvement over earlier

impressionistic classification dSchemes in the field of
. .

. v '%: . } '

incest offender research. :

4
—_t, »
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- Chagter One

INTRODUCTION.

-——

Purpose of the Study

“his study is concerned with the classifica;ion of
incest offenders in;o‘taxonomic sub-types that are
differentiated along psychological dimensions. The
classification of individual'entities or observatiohs into
sub—groupsnshgring common patterns is a basic activity -in
any scienée. In chemistry, for examﬁlé, Mendeleev's

.

: . .
periodic table of elements represe s a coherent, well-

&

strugtured classification system t" .t organizes a corpus of

scieptifi: knowledge argund‘relévant theoretical dimensions,
From these typological dimensions, principles can be derived
that can then be articulated as.a theory that ﬁrovidés

, . ) N
direction and focus for researchers in that field.

Within psythology, however, in the area of research on

incest offenderé, a similarly useful, well—gonstfucted
claséification scheme 1is lacking. The a;;ilabie typologies
" of incest offenders are neither clinically useful nor

the reticgliy fertile. The purpose of the present study was
ﬂg/:pply an empirical approach to the task of deriving
incest offender sub-types 'n é manner that would overcome
many of the shortcomings of previous incest offender
typélogies.

Inadequacies iﬂ}Incest Oifencer Typologies

Previous efforts in the description and clagsification

of incest offenders can be divided into psychometric and



non-psychometric varietigs._'From‘a taxonom{r n~rspective,
both of thegé classés of studies havé ger - 2
‘unsatisfactory results. The non-psychome- = szu. les are
usually based on collations of clinical impressions.
Because of this, the typological categorles tend‘to have
'vagdp theoretlcal underpinnings, or to be syncretlc.
composites from diverse theoretical perspect;v%s. The
cunsequence ié that (a) the inclusion criteria for the
typological categories are vagug.and subjecﬁive, (b) the
taxonomic dimensions do nbt coﬁere.weli or relate to each
other, (c) in actual ;linical practice, the process-of
classifying individuals in terms éf such typologies yill
. have low statistical reliability, and (d) the typology's

N

weak theoretical foundation will yield little in terms of

a

direction for practical post-classification interventions R{M
the res;archer or practitioner. *
The psychometric étudies of incest offepdgré.havé a
Idifferent set of Shortcomings: With very few exceptions,
the psychometric invegstigations have been®  :erned with®the
chéracteristics of incest oéfenders taken as a whole.
Sometimes researchers have contpastéd them as 5 group with
other groups of sex offenders,'c;iminals, or non-offenders,
but the research focﬁs on incest offenders as a singular
group has been fairly consistent throughout the literaturei

These more empirical studies have“problems-stemming_ffom the

psychometric imstruments used, sampling bias, and other

3
A



metho@elogical,weaknesses which are discussed in greater
detail in Chapter Two.

The most saliernt conzern not addreésed by these
studies, however, is the.classification of sub-groups of
inéést offenders. This is a #encern becauée the
circumscriptien pf'incest offenders as a singular group
carries with it .the implication that these men are
psychologicallf similar. Such a confusion could conceivably
leadﬁpo misguided‘inter?entions in therapy,‘and even in
agency or state policy changes .regarding the treatment of
inpest offendérs. It is quite appropriate for researchers
in incest to begin emphasizing the importapce of
differentiated offender sub-types in their investigations;

Bevond the 'Single-Type' Model

Over the years, cliniciaps in the field have observed
commonalities in the personalities and symptomatology of
broad §ub—g§§ups of incest offenders. It was exactly this
classification problem which the more subjective and
impressionistic studies approached, albeit with a severely.
flawed methodology. In other words, clinical field work
-indica{es that there is not just one type of incest
-offender. Not all of the offenders who have been similarly
'chargedlwith molesting their children”®have the same patterns -
of symptoms and behaviours. This.also implies that
'psychothérapeutic‘intexventions wiil not be the samehfor all

. e

offenders. Consequently, the assessment of the

characteristics of incest offender sub-types would likely
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A
‘effectiveness.

facilitate %%ini;ai effectiveness in this regard.” A well-

develg%%d incest offender classification scheme has good,

potential as a clinical tool for expediting such

assessments, thereby augmenting therapy outcome

The Empirical Approach to Classification

Thefshort¢omings of earlier non-psychometric typologies
. Q .
of incest offenders would likely impede researchers’or

clinicians in their efforts to reproduce previous outcomes

.
i

in classification or intervention. If results cannot be
reprqduced, then hypotheses cannot be.tested; and the
science of clinical ﬁéychology cannoi.maturél Replicability
of results is élso an index of the useleBess of a typology.
If a set of desirébleﬂreéults_ngained from a giveﬁ clinical»
intervention cannot be duplicated hecause of é flawed‘
approach to classifying subsequent patients--patients who
were indexed in thé@&ypoldgy as apparenflf appropriate for
such an intervention--then that classification scheme is not
very useful, -

Clinical nsychologists are éadly in need of clinically
useful tools such as theoretically-based classification
schemegs that point to effecti;e interventions. The non-
psychometric typologies of inéest offénders, which are
discussed in Chapter Two of this ;:Ldy,'are Aot overly

useful, clinically or theoretically, because of their

subjec;ive, non-rigorous natufe. It 'is clear that new
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developments founded”dﬁ'éﬁpirlcal methodologies are requireq:

in classification research oﬁ_incgst 6ffendefé.

The psyghométrinally-bésed studies in the incest
literature represent an advance over the above—meﬂtioﬁed
.impressionistic and subjectiJe classifiﬁation.stﬁdies,
despite their own shortcomings. As Skinner (1981, p.'69)
points out, "Thraugh the continual interplay,of theory
buildigg and emgifical éqalyses, one may .lay the foundation
for psychiatric cf&ssific§£ions that possess broader

S - o

import", and, "A central tenet is that a psychtatric .

: . N
classification should be viewed as a scientific 'theory tht

-is open to empirical falsification (Hempel, 1965; Popper,
1972)" (ibid.). In attempting to measure psychological
characteristics with ps}cmometric inétnuments,'rese@;chers
have reached a stage where they can start forming hypotheses
'abouﬁ incesF'offenders, and have those hypotheses proved or .
disproved in the research process. This is how the
k;owledge Base and fundamentayupminciples.of a science
‘develop and mature.
ThéSe more empirical investigé?}ons_siill fall

short of the ﬁark, however, partdy becaQSe of methodological
problgés; but primarily becauseﬂthey do not attempt to
_diﬁferéntiate of fender &ug—typesi' ansequently, a typology
of- incest offenders that is psychometrically-based,
theoretically—g}ounded, and empirically developed is lacking
. A : ¢

in the field of incest researchAdespite the more empirical .

contributions of these researchers. °'It was the intent of
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‘the presénm;siudy to rectify this shortcoming by generating
such a tprlo?y.
g’

Overview of the.Study : ‘

"For this study,‘permission was granted by the Research
Committge‘at Alberta ﬁospital, Edhontqn to examine the
A clinical files of incest offenders who had‘been assessed
,a;d/or treafed at~thei; Edmonton out-patient ;linic; &
Fd}ens§c Assessment and Community-Services. Péychometric
. and démographic data derived from these ?iles formed the
basis of the classificdtion scheme, Specifically,'ﬁeét .
scores frém a well—develoged psychométric instrument, the
Personality Regearch Form - E were groupedmby a mulaivariaﬁé
cluster analysis algoriﬁhm'so‘as to form statistically |
' digtinct incest offender sub-types.. The proce6urgsbused in

developing this typology are described in c~ta_l in Chapter
: . }

-

Three.
| By using this psychological test, in which the scales
repreéent theoretical personality dimensions,:the typology
wasfgrounded‘in‘psychological theory. (ﬁiso; the
distinctions ;etweeq typological categagies were based on
obiective psychometric data. By using ; clustering
aigorithp to group the data, the classificgtion decisions
'giving rise to the typology were empirically-based rathér
than subjectively based. The jintent of using this ?pprbach

wag to bypass the defects, that undermine the usefulness of

cther incest offender typologies. The supplementary

P

»



psychometric and demographlc data collated from the
/v*

offenders' clinical files: were used to elaborate on the

basic incest offender sqb—typaj"arising from the above.

procedure. This completed the study, and met the intended

L5 n

'résearchbgoal which was to develop.a tfpology of incest .
offeﬁders thét was psychometrically—baéed,»tbébrétically—_.—
grounded, and empirically-derived. “
Conclusion -

Whether or not the 1ncest offender- typology‘generated

By this study w111 contrlbute pragmatlcally to the practice

of cllnlcal psychology remllns to be seem It was not the

3

intent of this study to investigate ;hg typofbgy's external
validity. It was intended, however, that the typology be
'préctigal enough to be used by.other?researchers for
evaluating differential therapy outcomes with incest
offenders in future studies. While the methadology of the
present study does not reflect state-of-the-art
cIassification»technology, it does febresent a distinct

2

advance in incest offender classification research.
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Chapter Two
‘ REVIZW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction L .

Pfogress in the area of incest research, particularly

in the area'%§ incest offender typologies, has probably been

obstructed by the kind of research scattered_ through the

-

literature. Small samples, impressionistic classification
\

- schemes, vague inclusion criteria, and ambiguous or

<

syncretid theoretical perspectives have occluded clear

thinking in_this area. Thg primary purpose of’this study
Qés'to develop a /typology of incest offenders that was more’
Eheoretigally—gfoundeaAand empirically-aerived tﬁan
taxonomies generated by p?evious researchjfnbthis';rea. As a
supplementary issue, it was glso intended that such a
classification scheme could Se used in future studies to
ev;1uate therapy outcome with varieties of incest offenders.
The issues, difficulties, and relafed resegrch'studies that

provide a relevaht background to the problem addreséed by’

This study are discussed below.

Clasgification and Typologies
The desire to predict and control our environment has
been conceived of as the mofivational force innervatingﬂ

scientific endeavour (Kelly, 1955; S%inner, 1953).  Kelly

bl
(ibid. ). takes this view a step further by conceptualizing

¢his ?ntent as a major psychological variable determining

~

the behaviours of human beings in general, Indeed, the;

ability to predict the onset and potential consequences of

. 1

8
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van environmehtal event will certainly give us an idea as to

the timing and type of behavicurs that will guide us in
achieving our Rredetermined goals.

'y . .
In order to*predict future events people comstrue their
* ]

past experiences in_ways that allow them to abstract
. W ) , -t :

Tecurring themes or dimensions (Kelly, ibid.). This: -

~

abstraction process is a ‘fundamental human cognitive
. 2 . \

activity calléd 'concept'ﬁormatibn'. Scientific

oy

N

classification is, in‘essénce, simply _a fo?maiized,approacb
to‘cancept formation (Spitzer & wilsonf 1975). It involwes
the systematic application of logic, theory, and/or
statistical technology to;brganize human observations. fﬁe
inteht of the classification praaess is to faailitate
understanding, prediction, and control of specific future
inaeractions o! the scientist with the environment.

The concepts we abstract from ouf experience_of the

»

world are not, per se, aGHcfetely iout there' in the world,
but are pBychologica},‘humah—made tools for interacting

. . L3
effectively with our environment. In the cluster analysis

-«

literature, however, one sometimes comes across the terms
"natural groups" (Lorr: 1983,'p. 99) or "true cluster
structure" (Milliga%& 1980, p. 325). These terms se;m to
implf that a classification scheme is accurate or not with
‘respect to a grouping of.attnibutgs that exists, a priori,

apart from the observing, construing, and absgtracting human
. , . \

being who cognitively emphasized and organized such a



.

v,
~ w2,

grouping in the first plage, The scientific enterprise of
- b4 L
classification, however, is really a second-order level of

concept formation, The question hené obviously is not '"Does
my scheme bf abstracted categorieées accurately reflect the

- R . .
seif—éxisting natural order of :eality?". Rather, thé»
scientist is concerned with the qonsisténcyxﬁith‘which
statistically- or theoreticallylderivedvt?poldgies map onto

relevant attributes abstracted from observétiong and

experience in the scientist's field of endeavour. It is

'

- - . . ‘
less relevant that the classification reflect 'reality' than

it is that the scheme of categories is a usefﬁl taol for
meeting the sSientistws goals: "Classifications_so?proauced
cannot be true or false, or even probable or impfobaﬁ)e;

they can only be profitablé.or unprofitable”" (Williams &
Lance, 1965, p.160). o | X
) No typoioéy is be;ter or worse than any other except in
its function as a tool to assist the gscilentist in meetiqg‘
specific goals. This inE¥udes practical goals as well as
the goal of theory dévelopment, or understanding in the area
of scientific endédavour. In clinical assessmenf,
classifications are required to exhibit clinical utility.
However; as kolman 1978, p. 17) notes, " thére is no

~ .
consensus of opinion concernifig clinical usefulness."
2
Diverse clinical goals and procedures for goal-

attainment interact to produce-a plethora of classification
‘ .

schemes and theoretical formulations. For example, from the

work of Goldstein and Scheerer (1941) with brain;damaged



versus normal people, we know that "Urddoubtedly some, people
e ok , ome.

show preferences for 'the extreme of:ﬁtilizing perceptually
“~ ' Ny e . <
i : N .

immediate attributes in their categorizing while others are

more 'conceptual'.or 'abstract'" (Bruner,

5 “ﬁfv
1956, p. 10).. In this 1ight behav1ourlsts gvpiéggﬁv

demonstrate a preference fox organlzlng the perceptually

immediate characteristics of observable behaviour into

.

categoriesﬂor concepts that guide their behaviour-change

. N\ :
interventions. On the other hand, if a psychologist. is

interestec -n classifying constructs abstracted from

experiences with people in the clinical environment-- for
. : /
£ 4

example, a scheme of need-motivations that are -hypothesized

. A4 .
from beh%vioural observations--the resulting concepts will

' - L o .
- give rise to quite different clinical goal-oriented

4
. » . . L PR .
o' assist researchers in achieving their ‘goals, it is

behavﬁ(frs. . Since a classification scheme can be used as a.

1tool t

3 '
important that the goals be explicit prior to developing the

\

typology.
. N o ) ) . -
Language involves the manipulation of our concepts or

categories (Rappaport, Cilr, & Shafer, 1976, p. '189),

sctentific or otherwise. The conceptualizations we derive

b .

from our experiences will interactively pervade the use of
language, and channel our behaviours with respect to the

objects related to our abstractions. The "language" of

science is theory and,.similarly, it too is shaped by those

o

vary ‘abstractions which the s;ientist‘organizes, construes

B

11
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‘and explicated. Theory makes egpiicif the v#rious

e

. 3

functfons, interactions, and rela;ionships'between such
A N A

. : \ ) . :
categories. The categories themselves must ;:\gelevant if

2

%

the inevitable tnebriesvgre to be relevant, and fruitfully

heurist?c. Consequently, an 1mportant requlrement oa :
J.) o

c1a531f1cation schemes in clinlcal psychglogy is %@at they

contribute meanlngfully to theory &evelopment that 1s, to a

deeper undgrstanding of the area of clinical focus. Their

utility can be evaluated according to this criterion.

The development and application of typological
categories in the mental health arena has been criticized

for various reasons. Sprock and Blashfieiﬁ‘fiﬁ@B) summarize

the major arguments which include (a) the loss of uninpe

information regarding an individuai case, (b) the

deleteriaus impact of category lahels on mental health
clients, and (c) redhctionfstic mental_health »ractices in
‘which p}ognostic conelusiens and interv&ntion de-isions are

based on diagnostic categories and accumulated stitistical

base ratesg rather than actual behaviours.
ﬁ ’ .

'The adverse consequences of labelling clients in the

]

. classification, assessment, and diagnostic activities of

4‘\\ J
clinieal psychology is a serious professional concern.

y

Problems in this area have been discussed by Scheff (1963)

and Laipng (1967) among others. In contrast to the field of

1

clinical psychology, the classification of elements in

chemistry, or plant§ in botany does not. ¢%¥ 4 with it the

moral -and ethical responsibilities required mental health



& A 17
(professionaIs also involved i dev “1¥ping classification

B s ’ :
schemes. The problem here is not simply_one of

LN

typologically-based myopia, or that the recursiveness of the
‘ ”

—

conceptual-perceptual interaction will limit one's vision to

the inner boundaries of one's preconceptions, There“is the

‘more serious concern that the treatment of individuals as

. ] " } .
typological categories can exacerbate their problemst This

reduction of their multidimensional human nature to
manageable and convenient proportions is often similar to

o C e ; .
the way they'w662 treated by significant others in positions

N of greater power and.authority prior ro, and after the onset

of, their problems. Cdngequently, such mechanistic clinical

practices could actually create or bolster the vefy problems

they seek ,to ameliorate. This is clearly a relevant issue

for a study develbping a typology of-incest offenders;in a
v - A .
forensic setting. R . -

a

-

The answer is not found through dispensing wi
N A . .

classification, schemes, because concept formation(is-a

»

normal human cognitive function and will actively continue

’ v

° .

Whether it is formalized in science, or not. Clinical ,

’psychologistg need the best tools they can get to help them
\ . !

achieve their professiénal goals.v Rather, the answer lies
'in using such clinical tools to guide their thinking rather
than to be a substitute fog clearlthinking. Treating people
. as %ypblogical’categorigs rather than multi-faceted humén

—~

beings, in the writer's opinion, probably arises more from

e )



expediency than necessity. Nevertheless, reductionistic

: Y : : :
mental health practices are an occupational hazard when they

“are based'on cléssificatibné that ofggnize a body of
’knowledgé by redUcing'the myltidimensional nature of life to

manageable -proportions. This is the intent of science. . An

‘

.alterhative which coﬁld bypass these .problems may lie in

helping'professiqnals develop their capacity to integrate a
’ : . I
- higher .dimensionality of information in their observations,

 rather than to reduce the richness of their experiences to
the Procrystean bed of the‘scientific paradigm. Such an
approach moves obpositetto the direction of science,
however, and leads beyond-thefscoﬁéhof this Study.‘

The remaining criticism is more easily dealt with. The

o :

‘loss of idiographic or uniqUe information about individuals

‘that‘results from the nomothetic ‘approach of
. ’ o ’

O ~

classification research is not simply entropic. It is

.balanced bg the increase in useful information'that results

frem organizing large amounts. of individual information into

: . ‘ . :
the classification scheme. The new information should be
\
more-specific and focussed with respect to the‘goals of the

f , , e _/' . Q' .
scientist. Goldberg (1972, pp.‘l}l:TZZ) offers an -
‘¥nformative examplet ) f' f

%%'f (G)roup.profiles might serve - in a manner v

S anaiogqgs to the'use. of a noise filter in . o,
) ‘

- audioengineering - to distill out the fsignal'

o ) . . .
(basic processes) from an obseryed set of 'noisy'

(error-enriched)~observations. That is, data based '



upon group averages have both advantages and

disadvantages when compared to data based upon

.

~_

\ individual scores. The most important asset of
‘group data stems from the attenuation of
measurement error which is afforded by any ~

averaging procedure, Y
The successful outcomg of his study led him't§ state‘ip.
129) that |
If the find%ngs f;om this study'can be replicated
in others, one mﬁsp,conclude that group‘data appear
to contain such a high signal-noise ratio that they
become extraordinarily efficient indicators of
underlying processes - brocesses'which are no}mally
obscured by the unreliability inherent ir
“individual data. This conclusion tay serve to
change the rather jaundicéd views toﬁara group
profiles held by most of the psychometric
community. ‘ 7 (\
Diminishing the bewilderi..g array of idiographic

clinical information that can arise from a comprehensiv

individual assessment has a pragmatic intent. It is

Ry '

-

homologous to the role of concept formation in normal human
functioning in that it helps us cobe with whal> would
otherwise be an overwhelming world. -No one can grasp the
total complexity cf a human beipg in any context.

Consequently, in their dealings with other -people, human
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beings typically abstract information only on dimenstons
relevant to their conscious andrunconsc;ous goals and needs.
Scientific classification is not different ffom concept
formation in normal cognitive functioning;'it is only more

explicit, fgrmal apd systematic.

Classification Variables

The formal process of developing typologies has been

-

great1§ enhanced through the application of muitivariate
‘statistical procedures in conjunction with computers for
extensive(high?speed calculations. There is a danger,
however, that the available techholbgy can become a
substitute for creative thinking such that any and all kinds
of data are classified simply to create a ciassifiﬁation.
Aproposrto this, Blashfield (1984, p.216) cites Abréham
Kablan; "The Law of the Hammer - Give a small boy a hammer

. \ B
and suddenly he will discover everything needs poundirng."

A relapga concern is that the researcher can becomé
confused as to who is devéloping the typology, himgélf'or
the computer program. George Kelly (1965, p. 290) has
de;Zribéd the problem well: ‘ '

: ®

(T)he coﬁtribution'the computer makes is to the

economy of the language employed, not’to

conceptualization; albeit one must grant that
linguistic parsim;ﬁy may serve to cleqf away the
clutter that stands in the way of fresh thinking.

But housecleaning is not abstraction, and

economizing does not constitute theoretical
Q L
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“thinking. Occam's razor is a surgical instrument,
not a creative tool.
The variables to be classified and the instrumeqts or
procédureslused to gather data on those variables need to be
Ta *

clearly and creatively thbught out before the number

crunching begins. _

In the present study, the classification variables were ..

personological constrmcgs-gérived from Murray's (1938) need-
motivation theory of pérsonality.‘ Conéequently, the}ipcést
offender data were classified on the Vasis of categories
that are well-grounded in psychological théory. This theory
has been the theme of a variety of psychometric ipStruments
including the Thematic Apperception Test (Murray, 1938),
RohdeﬂSentei?e Completion Test (Rohde{ 1957), Adjecti?e
Checklist (Gough, 1960), Edwards Personal .Preference
Schedule (1953), and Personality Research Form (Jackson,
196%). The latter test, specifiéally its Form E, (PRF-E)
(Jackson,‘1974), was chosen as the best of thes: instrumg$ts
for collectingidata on Murray's need-variables.

Overall, thé PRF-E haé the most desirable psychometric
properties of the tests mentioned. These attributeg will'be
briefly discusS8ed later in this chapter. By choosing a
well-developed psychometric instrument based solidly on
psychological theory, the above-mentioned problemg &n
typology development, evident in some of the incest offender -

typologies to be discussed below, were avoided. This then :

A}
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‘cleared the way.to choose a multivariate classification.
procedure to typologically organize the data. Cluster -
analysis was selected for this purpose from among the

. 4

various statistical classification methods available.

Cluster Analysis

- Blashfield (1984) estimates that the number of
different techniques involwving cluster analysis is more than
15@(/ Thirteen criteria are offered by Bailey (1975)'for
evaluating ;hese different methods prior to choosigg one for
use. Wishart's (1978; %1ustan package of cluster analysis

computer programs was used in generatigg the typology for

this study. Twenty-seyen methods plus a variety of

similarity and dissimilarity measures can be accgssed T

. through Clustan.
A hieraréhical agglomerative'algorithm ugding Ward's
(1963) migimUm vqr;ance method was se}ected from the many -
method% available. Va;ious Monte Ca;lo studies (Blashfield,
1976; Gross, 1972; Xuiper &'Fisher,'L975; Mo jena, 1§7L) have
generally found the best recovery of their original(dgga
groups through Ward's clustering piécedure. Later studies,
however, (Blashfield & Morey, 1980; Edelbrock, 1979;
Edelbrock & MeLaughlin, 1980; Milligan & Isaac,. 1980) found
that the Average Linkage method often worked as well, if not
better, than Ward's method in recovering the known groups
undgrlyi;;ithe art;fi;ial data structure. Milliéén (1981)
notes that both algorithms have fared well enq;gh in past

2

Monte Carlo studies that they represent a kind of



performance standard against which new clustering methods

should be compared. This 1is not to say they are gerfectly

” .

understood, but only that they have shown limited success in
limited areas of application. Finally, Morey, Blashfield,

and Skinner (1983) compared clustering methods with real

data from'Samplés of alcoholics rather than artificial Monte
Carlo data sets. They found that Ward;s method gave the-

best discrimination of groups according to indices of \\
internal and external va'idi-y. Overall, these studies
provide sufficient justification for choosing Ward's method
to cluster the incest offenders' PRF-E scores into distinct
patterns of reed-based motivations.

The broad spectrum of clustering methods is furt%gr
‘am;lified by various ways of scaling and rgpreéznting‘
multivariate data. The data must be represented in some way
that permits the clﬁstéring algorithm t; group them. For

N {

example, in the preségt study, the 21 variables extracted
from each offender's ﬁﬁF—E tést.profile, wére represented as™
separate dimensions. The single vector of scéres on each of
these 21 dimensions can be representeq’as an intersect point
of -all the var%ables in a 21—dimension§1 geometric or
Euclidian hyperspace. Some measure of association betwe@@:

these points is needed in order to estimate the similarigf:

or difference between the Z2l1-dimensional profiles which sach

W

point represents. Then the profiles can be clustered usiné

their similarities or differences as a cluetering cri;erion.

-



Similarity measures are‘typicélly correlation
coefficie&ts; and dissimilarity measures are usually éomg
coefficient for ‘measuring the-Euclidian:distance between thé
points. These two approathes to comparing profile
similarity (or dissimilarity) differ in their impact on the
representatibﬁ of multivariate profile elgyagzon (mean level
of all scores), gcatter (dispersion of sﬁo;es about the
mean), and shape (the unique up;and—pgwn pattern of scores
on all dimensions) (Croanch & Gleser, 1953)f ' )

: Although it might be useéul for assessing similarity
batween the pattern of»scores on the 2l-variable PRF-E v
ﬁ}bfiles of two off?ﬂders ip this study, the use of the q\
Pearéon product..moment correlation in cluster analysié has
been criticized (Cronbach & Gleser, :1953; Fieiss and Zubin,
1969) becausé of its-insensitivity to profile elevation and

scatter differences. When twd profil»s have parallel

shapes, the correlation coefficient is 1.0, yet they may
: e —

‘have significadtly different elevations. Information

—

regarding profile elevation differepces is ﬁot retained by
tthcorrelation coefficient, Wifh psychological test data,
scale elevations reflect significance ‘regarding the presence

of the attribute being measured by the scale. This is a.
sérious loss of valuable and relevant information which \\g
could be potentially used to cluster meaningful groups. The‘
converse situation is‘even more éonfusing. The profiles can

be parallel in shépe, or not, yet still give rise to a

correlation coefficient of 1.0 because any linear
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combination of the variables is all that is required to
prodiice perfect correlation (Everitt, 1980, pp. 14-15).

Further interpretation difficulties arise when two profiles

-

~show a zero corre¥ation. Does this mean that two ptofilés
'héve no consistent,?imilarity or difference? .. Or doeé it
mean thap there are-consistent similarities and differences
but they neutralize'e?ch other. Such ambiguity compares

poorly with Euclidian distance measures where a value of

-

zero clearly means complete idéntityaof the two-profiles on

‘all dimensions. Consequently, if correlation coefficients
: ¥

are‘thg values being grouped by a ~lustering algorithm, it
is difficult to meaningfully 14t pret the quantitative
distinctions between the resulting groups with any

certainty. ,

Euclidian distance measures bypass many of the problems

’

involved with.clustering correlation coefficients, however,
they are not without their own weaknesses. If raw data on

. Q
different variables have different metrics, then

transformations in the scaling of the data can significantly

alter the Euclidian distances between fhe variables |
(Everittl'1980, pp.‘17—18).i This changes the pattern of
dimensions whose similarities are being clustered.
Standardizing the data to a mean of zero and a variance of.
one can bypass this-probléﬁ, but can also diminish strong
differences betw;en individuals on salient characteristics

%

which the clustering algogithm would use to distinguish

4

e
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meahingful groups (Fleiss & Zubin, 1969). Because the PRF-E.

variables used in this study are all based‘on the same
metric, these probiems have beeé avoided. Lorg,(1966) also
criticizes Euclédian digtance measures because the
researcher can&gt tell whether a given coefficient betwee@

two profiles has arisen from.small differences on many
variables or large differences on a few variables: No

-~

do.nt, Euclidian distance measures are not a perfect

representation of data differe%Fes. Skinner (1978, p. 298)

a

", if the researcher wants to

'

notes, however, that
'bre;erve the most information in his index, then euclidian
distance ... would be appropriate”. Despite its

v , :
shortcomings,-Euclidian 'distance measures have_disﬁinct

'- -\ ) . » ‘ .
advantages over correlation coefficients in cluster - a
4 . B

analysis.

»
Y

Next we will examine the prgfedure whereby data
reduction through cluster analysis generrates groups which

can be organized into typological categories. Using the

data of this study as an examblg, the PRF-E test profiles of:

88 incest offenders could be represented conceptually as 88
intersect points in 2l-dimensional Euclidian hyperspace.

The clustering algorithm would calculate the Euclidian

distance between a pair of points on all 21 dMmensions. The
' . < :

inter-point distance on each dimension is squared, and these

squgred values are suumed and divided by the number of

dimensions (i.e. 21). This gives the average squared

Euclidian distance (also called the errdr sum of squares)

-
—
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between the PRF-E ;rofiles of those two individuals. These

values are calculated for all pairs of points in the sample

(i.e. between all pairs of PRF-E profiles), and these

>

Euclidian distance values are stored by the computer in a

C o . . ’
dissimilarity matrix.

) L)
The 88 multivariate points can also be conceived of as

3

88 clusters co%t&ining one point each. The computer,
a - Ay

through the clustéring algorithm, then seatches the

. .
N

d1531m11ar1ty matrlx for the lowest value, which represents
Jmhe t 0 profiles which are closest in Euclidiah space, and
Vfu R '

li;fngMmably the most similar. It establishes a boundary

which are then considered to be one

yy”h a membershlp of two 1nd1v1duals. For thig

'uAﬁggrlaverage squared Euclldlan distance 1is H

m,and thls value beco‘gs the centrold value

b : s
:ﬁgﬂfﬁng the cluster 1n ‘a new dissimilarity matrlx( In
A f’x "2 4.7'\

terlng cyclef;when all pair-wise calculatlons

zﬁ1stance between polnts are made, the distance

' fromfthe 86 %n clustered points to each other and to the
‘.~§g; cluster will be evaluated, rather than

centrond of-

i the distan f}o' hose. p01nts to the individual members of

'~this newlyitlﬁﬁed cluster. The new matrix is based on only

87 rather than 88 indiv1dual profiles because two

1nd1v1duals have been@merged 1nto on§%§é§ster. Thus, if

there are, N points available for clustering aé‘the start of
~ k3
a clustaring cycle; théte Will be N-1 points after a merger.

~ 7.

~ v )
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This, in turn, will be the newvstarﬁing‘arrangement for the
next clustering cycle. Ward's mgkhod of cluster analysis
repeats this clustering and ‘'recalculation process'at the end
ofvevery cyele or}}teration until, in. the last cycle, the
two ﬁimaining large c}usﬁers are merged into one
comp;ehensive cluster containing the entiré sample of 88 Jg
points repreéenting the PRF—%#profiles.

By picking the lowest between-point or between-centroid -
value, Ward's method'minimizes the variation’between.the
profiles of each cluster's constituent members. Hence,
"minimum variance ﬁethod" is an alternate rame for Ward's
method. The githin—grOups sums of sduared deviations of .
cluster- member values from the cluster mean are held to a
minimum. 'Technically, Ward's clustering algorithm seeks in
aﬁy given clustering{cycle‘to minimize the increase in total
error sum of squares’' for all,groups clustered to that point
as it merges the next two clusters (Anderberg, 1973, p.
143). This'is the objective function it optimizes, as
opposed to mi;imizing th; error sum of squares within fhe
specific cluster involved in the merger,

A shortcoming of Ward's method is that once a given

point has become a member of-a cluster, it must remain

'permanently within‘that cluster except as its group is

merged as an entirety witH§ahother whole group in the
agglomerative clustering process. Only whole groups, rather
than subsets of a given cluster, are joined jtogether to form

new clusters. A given point or metber of a cluster will not



be transferred to a new cluster eveﬁ if the total error sum
of sqﬁares could be reduced by doing so. Several algorithms
have been written to rectify this éhor£coming (Feild &
Schoenfeldt, 1975} &ordon & Henderson, 1 77), and Wishart
(1978), in his Clustan package, has a pro_edure called .
o .

Relocate which overcomes ;his prﬁbiem.

After the initial hierarchical cluéter‘analysis with
Ward's algofithm, Relocate begi&s atfﬁ cycle in'the pEevious
agglomeratidn process which is specified by the useg, eg. at

ten clugters. (The results of the previous hierarchical

agglomerative cluster’{ alysis are stored by Clustan in a

file called Clusdeck. @

Rocate accesses thig file. to find
;;_&l . \ .

the starting place for performing its search and relocate

function.) Reloc§te compares each cluster member with the
o) )

o ' [

centroid values of all®Other clusters. If the total error
sum of squares can be reduced‘by transferring a memy@& of

~—

one cluster to another group, Relocate will do

so. Relocating a member tﬁra new group, however,.will
necessarily charz< the value of yhe group centroids of the
two.clusters involved in relocagzng a single member. This
requires Relocate Lo recalculate the group centroid values.
It then continues scanning the groups, relocating individual
membefs, and calculating new group centroid values for the
affected clusters. This search for additional opportunities

to further reduce the total error sum of squares by ’
y)more

relocating Jﬁdividual members is 'intended to generate
* o ) e



. . . ° s N . ov . ”
optimal classification of the sample. Clusters will attain a

‘greater density around the cluster centq?id vaxﬁe;'tpat is,

' . R e
-the profile similarity' of all cluster members.shgh%d b%
. o T s B0
B 2 ) e B4 ﬁ
enhanced. : B g

When a comple;e scanaof the given clusteis (10 in this
example) permits”no further relocations, theﬁ the
classificatien of members into gro@bs is.considered stable.
Relocat® then fuses twe,more clusters in.an hierarchical
agglomerative manner which ieaves, in this example, ohly

. .

nine remaining clusters. It does this in a way that

minimized/§§e error sum of squares. The relecation process

begins ‘anew at this next stage of N-1 clusters. This -

o
- s . 2 ) )
process is continued until Relocate clusters the minimum

number of stable groups specified by the user, or—until all
members are clustered into one group. In this way Relocate

seeks to minimize the within-cluster disgersion between

points and to maximize the between—clther separation. This

is in keeping with Cormack's (1971) elements of a well-

defined cluster: "internal cohesion and external isolation”

(p. 329). ‘ : -

1

\ ' Ward's method with Reloc%}e, as used in thgs‘study, has
n@'w(
addltlonal weaknesses and st# @%gths. Anderberg (1973, p.

147) notes that the repeated recalculatlon of groups means

5
has the potentlal for accumulaelng round-off error in large

clusterlng problems. He off%rs a method of bypassing this
‘ _ [
problem, but it is not clea} from the ,user's manual

(Wishart, 1978) whether Clastan incorporates this
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precaution. Also, as noted by Edelbrock (1979), the

IS

algorithm is biased toward producing tighty spherical -

clusters in the multi-dimensional variable space (Wish@rtf.

<

1978). This could prodﬁce spurious‘ciustérs if the real
underlying cluster structure involved more elorgated 0T~ ’
ellipsoid groupin;s." The compensating'advantage, howe&er,
is that the resulting high“density clusters tedd té generate
more distinct profile types,ﬁwhich is a desirpble
characteristic for the purpose of generating a typology.  =*
Anopher advantage observéd with Ward's method in Monte Carlo-
o «
studies is its good recovery of known groups underlying the
data. structure when the clusters are not distinétli'f
Beparéte, but contaim-areas of, overlap (Bayne, et al.; 19&0{
Milligan, 1981). Ward's Téthod, witﬁ Relocate, has some
shortcomings but, these are ovérshadowéd By the robust
clustering capacity of this approach,
Ov;fall, previqus research” would ;ﬁpport the Qse of
Wgrdfs method, g Euélf%ian distance me;sure, and
supplementary support from Clustan's Rglocaté'procedure for

clustefing the PRF-E results from a-sample of incest: ’

' 3
offenders. . )

Decision Rules and Internal ValidityA

No clustering algorithm will tell the user when the
correct number of clusters for the data set has been reached'
and further clustering is no longer required. For this, a

decision rule regarding the number of clusters that best

4



)

represents,the underlying group structure of the data must

be applied to the éompleted cluster analysis.
/

If the joining of two clusters at a given point in the
process generates a larger than usual amount of error, it
means that those two clusters were farther apart than was

typical for the clusters'joinedvup to that point. Such

o
large increases usually occur near the end of the clustering

c

process where two large, more widely éepérhted ¢lusters of

points are forced together by the algorithm¥ when in fa%g it

would be less artifactual to leave then as/séparate groups.

To pare,dowﬁ the number of possible clustering

[

solutions, Mojena's Rule 1 (1977) can be applied as a.
empirical decision-making tool. One can view.the errur sum

of squares variable as having a distfibution’oﬁ\values

. ' ' o .
- ranging from zero where every point is a separate cluster,

.to a low value where the 88th and 87th clusters--the two

285

closest ones--are joined, up to.a maximum where the last two

remaining clusters, which have the most distant centroids,
are joined to form one single cluster. The mean- and

. - ‘o
standard deviation of this distribution canysbe calculated,

and constitute objectivewcriteriavfor applying this
deéisiod~making rule to determine the optimal solution to
~the clﬁster analysis, . _ L )
ngena studied déta’with known group structqreé.' Using
Wardfg (1963) minimum variance method of‘cluster analysis,

he found that the best recovery of the known groups occurred

between<2.75 and 3.5 stgndard deviations abové the mean of



the éistributioﬂ—of the error sum of squares. Using this ~
Fénge as a formal criterion can assist in deciding how many
elﬁséers are iﬁvolved in the optimal sélution to a cluster
analysis. ; ’ .

) Other relevant deci;ién—making approaches to the
problem bf aﬁvoptimal gluster analysis solution invoive the
principlgq‘oﬁ parsimony.and interpret: hility. The extreme
violafioﬁ;df the principie of parsimony would resdlt when
every casé is seen as a separate clqgter. In this situation-
there is now.data reduction. Théfassumption here is thég
there is no common variation amongét groups of profiles that
would justify them being consideréiﬁas similar. In a more
parsimonious solution, however, a large part of the
variation in prqfiles for the wholg sample would be
.accounted for by the between-cluster variance. This woﬁld

o : _ .
mean that cluster members could be compared in terms of
profile similafity, and members from different clusters ©
could be contrasteq by profile differences. The principle
of interpretéﬂility requires that those similerities and

. \

differences reflect congeptually meaningful dfménsions.v
There is always a danger that ﬁhe clustering algqrithp will
force data together értificially. If so, the resulting
group of clusters @ﬁll simply be a non—méaningful artifact
excreted by the éomputer after extensive but mindless
L]

mechanical computations. ,

The intent of this study, then, has been to develqgp a
o ;



typology of incest offenders through an approach that is (a)
based on meaningful personality dimensions that are well-
grounded in psycHoldgical'theoty, (b) formed from data
collectga through a reliable, valid, standaraized instrument
that also has stherﬂs;able, desirable psychoaetric
propercies, and (c) derived through a yell—researched
‘multivariéte statistical classificatidn technique. In

' COntragt to this systematic methodology, the characteristics
of other incest offende; fypologies will be examined next.

The éontrasted.differences are used_, to justify the need for

the present study.

\
N,

Incest Offender Typologies . ’ ‘
There are a very large number of dimensions on Which to
measure and classify differénces between incest offenders.

If the chosem variables are discriminatively relevant, the
. .

reéulting typology will likely be more useful. If not, the .

classification scheme will group offenders on irrelevant

]

dimensions.~xKnight, Rosenberg, and Schneider (1985, pp.

223-224) point out that "The very selection of what data to

gather, what behavioﬁrs to observe and-ignore, necessarily-
requires the applicatibﬁ of some theory, however vague or
ineffable (Popper, 1972)."\ This view suggests that theories
rahge from vague to precise along a dimension of?
articulation. ! vague theoreticél ﬁerspective provides
llttle guidance in choosing relevant classification

dimensions for taxonomic activities. Also, the underlying

theory itself is difficult to pin down and verify in

30



empirieal investigations. If the the%fy underlyving. variable

choice for a taxonomy is made explicit, then the theory
becomes testable, and related studies are %omparable.\

Unfortunately for incest research, the theoretica{

Pl
o
-

underpinnings of most many incest offender typologies t -d

to be vaguely articulated.
. Y - 3
In addition to the use of theory, in the writer's
- ;i') o
‘used as.

opinion, the researcher's gwals should ailsoc ,be

[

. s : ] ‘ g ' : .'
tools to guide the taxonomic process.  W4ithout fhis kird of
beacon to provide pragmatic direttion, the researcher coyld:

< .

. K e o . y
become preoccupied simply with the "fun" of collating

information and classifying data sets (Good, ﬂ965}; ‘Many of
the typo%ogies to be discussed b%low briné mqré coﬁfusibn‘
than order to the Qealth of clinical data in the in;est
literature., Apart from'standing'pn.weak c#ﬁ;ep:ual N
foundations, some of these clégs;fiéation séhemés also seéh

2 L4 .

to lack obvious clinically-relevant goals.

- v

Some possible classificaxign dimensions may appear toi
have less utility than otherélw%th respect to the
taxonomist'slgoais.- A clear t%éafqtical pers;ective can he
helpful in choos}ng among the}ﬁany.potenially relévant;
taxonomic dimensions. Ruséelllsu(f984) research provid;s a
case inwpoint. It is possibléy émr exampie, to make
typological distinctions between ,tﬁe possible comMinations
of pq;tieipants: fathgr—daughpér; stepfather-stepdaughter;
adoptive fathervadppted daughtef?'gtc; Sagarin (1977),

Cy
-
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without a clear theoretical perspective or any reasonable

empirical evidence, suggésts that differentiating between

incestuous fathers and stepfathers could reveal important

differences between these two categories of incest offenders
- f (.
with respect to the motivations and sequelae  of their

of fences. In contrast to this, Herman (1981) points out

-

“that the blood relationship.between father and daughter in

.

the legal definition of in-cest is less important
'R§yoholdgically than the social power differential which
both biolog{cal fafhers and stepfathers share inrcommon. In

2

light of ﬁérman's view, it might appear doubtful that
s '
distinguishing®between natural fathers and- stepfathers as
: N, S : .
type's of incest offenders would be a useful tack fog incest

researchers. .

Russell's (1984) reasdning_on‘this issue was moré

 focussed. Her\investigation:begén with the theoretically

based hypothesis that b%ological‘fatHErs, as contrasted

" with steﬁfathers, have the incest taboo as an additional

constraint on any incestuous impulses %héy may have. The

inhibitions against "a«violation of their

[daughter/]stepdaughter's trust, a betrayal of their

i .

\q&ves,[and] a breach of the norms and'laws against relating
: T

’ o

igexually to a child" (p. 20) are common to both stepfathers

and b;ologiéal fathers.’ With one less inhibiting factor, it

can be Hypothesiied that stepfather-stepdaughtey incest
- ’ Kp ‘ < .

“would be more prev?lent. She found that, in her sample,

there were nearly twice as ‘many natural father incest



-

‘offenders as stepfather molesters, Comparing natural father
offenders with non-offenders from the same sample 5&,
households, and the same with stepfather offenders versus:
non-offenders, the story was quite different. Of the women
with a stepfatheffas the main father-figure in her
childhood, 172 had been assaultedy versus a 2% figuce-for
natural fathers. Stepfather»ofﬂenders were also nearly
twice as likely to engage-in more serious kinds of se;uale

v

abuse. This shows the importance of approaching typologigal

.

research in the area of incest with some theoretical B
guiding principles. N ' T
N 5 .
Trying to differentiate incest offenders on a simple-. ~

‘dimension is a predictable occurrance in the cognitive -~

developmental growth of a research field; breaking out of its
. ‘ )} . ‘ ‘.
infancy. Antecedent to thiﬁ developmental stage were the,

earlier studies of incest offenders that attempted to o

i >

discover the common groupwpsychologlcal profile, descriptive
or psychometric, of these men. This approach to- knowledge
organization in the area of incest is like an,

4

undifferentiated, concept, analogous to a yo@gg child calllng

™~
&

all men "Daddy". A r1g1d cognltlve boundary is formed
around the focus of study——the incest offender‘abut there ts'
Mangimplio¢t concomitant assumption that these‘offender' have
common‘psychological patterns because they haue a common

legal stfima.

Such a developmental perspective becomes apparent and

Al ¢
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appropriaﬁe when reviewing reseerch\on alceholic.sub-types.
Nerviano (1976) briefly outlines the growth :in conceptual
_sophisticetion in this area, frdﬁﬁthe single psychodynamic
type, to the futile s;arch for'"cHE# alcoholic personality,
to:more reQarding psychometric end statistical efforts that
have distilled sub-fypes ffoﬁ undifferentiated saqéles ofA
alcoholics. Incest research sheres a remarkablty similar

o

eevelopmental pattern, .

\! Early researchmon incest often involved\singie case
studies or small samples, with’participapt~characteristics
, being given in demographic terms’or a with a p'sychoanalytic
| formuletion (Gordon,.i53$; Marcuée, 1923; Sloane &
‘Karpinski, 1942 Weiner, 1962). These studies, and gther§,
‘tended to be gulded by. the Wsingle—factor.theory" |
(Finkelhor, 1986) or single-cldssificatipn scheme" (Lawton-
Speert & Wachtel, 1982) approach which 'seeks the one .
biographical,-demographic, or persenality dimens%on in the
incest offenders as a group whiCh;Qill explain the etiology
of incest, The history cf incest research has revealed the
futility of any reductlonﬂetlc perspectlve that %eeks to
bypass the multidimensional complexity of 1ncestueue

‘ . .
- dynamics. Other resgarchers began to analyze larger studies

o .
)

with eggregate demographic data and began to comprehand how‘
social structure and socioecotazlc factors contrlbuted fo
the occurrence of incest (Rhlnehart 1961; Weiner, 1964).

Exploration of the*multldlmen31onal nature of incest

. followed various 1¥nes of research. Some studies went
. I ‘



beyond the intrapersonal chafactgristics of the participants
to the larger, more complex picture of multiple levels of;
incest determinants. ‘Raphling, Carpenter, & Davisﬁ(19é7) ;
brought éttention to the trans-generational nature of inéqét
experiences. Other researchers began to use a family |
syspems-perspective to\?nderstand incestuous familiés
(Cormier, Kennedy, & Sa;gowicz,‘1962; Kagfman, Peck,; &
Tagiuri, 1954; Lustig, Dr;sser, Spellman, & Murray, 1966).

Out of these efforts to understand the nature of incest®™ as

an interactive pﬁehomenon came the first incest offenderﬁ
typology. ’

:jngnbefg (1955) studied 203 incestuous families, éndh
came ;p with three types of iﬂcest offenders classified
according to three types of "attitudes" they hold: "1) an
extreme endogamic-or intrafamiij orieptation, 2) an
indiscriminate promiscuity, and 3) sometimes'by an intense
sexual craving for young children - péedophilia.‘ These
attitudes are criteria for classifyipg_gale incest
participants into personality types" (ibid., p. 94);
Ros?nfeld (1977) described how Weinberg'€) training as a
‘sociologist léd him to emphasize two different .family
structures within whiéh incest can o;cur: an excessgvely
inward-focussed organization of family ties, with few
outside relationships, and a disorganized structure Qith

loose or poorly defined boundaries. These may correspond to

* the "enmeshed" and "disengaged" categories of families later

s

35



discussed in the structural school of family therapy
(Minuchin; Montalvo, Guérney, Rospan, & Schumer, 1967). The

’

structume of personality in the endogamic and promiscuous

types’seeﬁs to co;resandfto these two types of family
structures, and the pedo;Lific type‘ﬁas probably added sé
thénﬁybology could more cpmprehensive}y fepresent the
research data. )

Weinberg'ﬁ typology is widely cited in the incest

research literature, particularly his endogamié type. ~"One

» «

of the principal reasons for 5;1 the attention paid to
father—da;ght%r incest is that it is expiained so.
combellingly by the various endogamous dynamics." (Lawton-
SPeert & Wachtel, 1982). Weinberg's otlier two categories
are less acceptable to ather reigarchers. For example,
Cavallin (1966) had difficulty aécepting incest aS.another
form of indiscriminant promiscuity because the strong
intrafamilial identifications and conflicts seen in his
sample\of'12 offenders contradicted the clinical_pattqra of
psycbodynémic object relations expected from the promiscuous
type. Contradictory erotic preference evidence, goth for
and against the pedophilic tgﬁe of incest offender, are
presented by Freund, Heasman; and Roper (1982). This
}n%icates that the incestuous pedophile is at least a
controversial, if not questionable, category in Weinberg's
typology. 'Also, Gebhard, Gagnon, Pomeroy, and Chriéﬁenson

(1965, P. 226) found the pedophilic incest offender‘to he a-

rare type in'their'large sample. A small percentage of the '

»
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pedophiles in their study assaulted known relatives,

although it is jiot clear from their data which of these were

their own children.

While these critiques are narrowly focussed on-

A

Weinberg's typology, they hiéhkight the broader necessity of

clearly defined, objective inclusion and exclusion criteria

]

in order to make any typology a,workable, useful tool.

Instead of the possibilitj that the incestuous pedophilé is

‘a non-existent type, it may be that the above cohtrd%ersy

arose from problems subséquent reé;;rch;;Engz in }eliablg
classifying incest offenders according to Weinberg's ‘
typology. However, if clearly-stated objective qualifying
criteria were used in creating the fypologj, then this and
other research hypotheseé could.bé tested and proved true or

Q

false. In this way scientific understanding of the incest

‘phenomenon could progress.

~

Another frequently cited study was cérried out by
Gebhard, Gagnon, Pomeroy, and Christenson (1965) under"the
auspices of the Kinséy Institute for Sex Research. The;
iéterviéwed 1,356 Caucasian male prisoners charged with sex
offeqces (p. 18).£ Of these, 147 were charged with.incest.
withvtheir daughters, and 18 more were incest offenders with

females other than their—daughters (p. 38). This study is a

) ver{table storehouse of valuable data, but it 18 confusingly

arranged to say the least. (Perhaps this confusion has

contributed to varying citations on this sthdy in the

i
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research literature. Lawton—Speeft afd Wachtel (1982)

describe the Gebhard et al. samplesas consilting of 138.

inqest offeﬁdefs, Freund et al. (1982) as 137 out of a total\
2;111‘whffe sex offenders, and Weinberg (1976, p. 99), who k\

- became of member of the Kinsey Institute in 1968, clains the

sample consisted of over 1,500 convicted sex offenders.

£ ks . . . ‘. .
This is .a example of* Bonfusion existing in the incest

research literature.) ‘ . .
’ Tﬁﬂh@eb
wy,

. -
offenders o

gn.et- al. typology begins with a separation of

s of the age'of_their daughters when

the holesté initiated. The sample of 147 father-

L s
daughter off;%;ers was composed of 56 incest offenders
versus children (aged 11 or younger), 66 ;ncost offenders
versus minors (aged 12-15), and 25 incedt offenders versus
adults (16 and older). The middle catego;y'was introduced
in ofder to clearly separate the othef two categorieé (p.
16). This classification.scheme creates some confusion
because there are some offenders whose offences cross
typological categories. Such offenders are classified in
each reievaht categdfz, which confuses the reader's’
understanding of the ;gmple cdmﬂosition by duplicating
category membership. A&So,vthis would tend to distort
inter-category comparison of offender characteristics.

Apartafrom the problems arising from their manner of
dassigning offenders to eééh categoryv, the Gebhard et al.

P . ~ ‘

typology suffers from another serious defect. In the

‘writer's clinical 'experience many, if not most, incest



offenders manifest_a sfrong:denial of the extensiveneés of
their in;estuous involvemén;. Only aftef therapy has been
ongoing, and their self-esteem is strong enough to tolerate
a full cgpfession of their offence does more complgté
informafion regarding the date of onset, frequency, and
duration .of the incest become known. ‘Using the daﬁghter'sh
age at the onset of incest as a defining criteria for
typologiéai partitions raises a problem: the reliability cf
the categories becomes impairedvtphﬁhe extent tgat such
ingormation‘is derived from tﬂéﬁﬁgg vder.

Cebhard et'al. also.found that incest offenders wer:7
‘the most guilt-laden of all'éex offende; types in their
study (p. 246),-and cite Cormier et al. (1962) to support
their view. Their impression of the>incest offenders 1in
their sample was that the denial Qf guilt incréased
progréssively as the daughters' ages increased.
Surprisinély, th;y acknowledge that 13 of the offenders
Qersus minors, and 16 of the offeunders versué adulté
Hactually initiated the incest when the daughter was in a
lower age category (?. 245; pp. 269-270). This.,raises
serious questions concerning the sEatigtiSal reliability of
their categories, and of their assignment qf offenders to
thesé'categories. | >

Before leaving the GeBhard et al. typology, it should

A4

be noted that within each of the three age .
: ]

€htegories these researchers also described varieties of



offenders. Within the incest offende:s versus children
group they found the drunken, amoral delinquent, and
dependent types; as well .as occasional examples of
pedophiles, mental defectives, and psychotics. In the

: ;
incest'bffenders versus minors categofy,'about half of the
members were ofifﬁe drunken, sugculghﬁal ("Ozéfk attitude"),
and siguétional variaties. This latter catch-all category

£

involvedf"a.ggncatenation of faptors,‘each of which, if.
takeqﬁggbaratély, may be regarded as within the normal range
of attitude and behaviour" (p. 247). Other more lightly
repfesented varieties included;pedophiies, amoral
,delinquents,vpsyc@otics,-and dependent types; and "a few
seni.e deteriofates and mental defectives" (p. 248). About
14% of the.incesﬁ offeﬂders versus adults could not be
classified. The Qost frequent types in this group were the’

subcultural and amoral delinquent types, although the

researchers admit they had difficulty at times

N\

differentiating these types. Additionally, "... the
remaining offenders who could be classified were a motley
grbup:.two senile deteriorates, two situéfional cases, and
several other varieties represented by only one ér two men
each” (p. 269".

Tﬁis app(pach to typologizing ince@% offenders is
subjective and\impressionistic, and it l;;ks'a‘unifying
theoretical base grounded in psychological research.

It sorely needs clear, objective selection criteria that can

be consistently used to reliably classify incest offenders
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o ]
into the various typological categories. Unfortunately (for

the organizatiom of knowledge in incest research) gbme later
researchers modgiled their t?pologies after the Gebhaqﬁfet
al, }ists of incest offender var%gtiés. The years 1978/19%9
produgédha bumper crop of such ciissification schemes, and;
three of these Qill Be briefly reviewed nexﬁu

ngmit and Kryso (1978) develdpéd a "spestrum of

“ '

parent-child sexuality". 1Its categories include the
followingg (i)}?ncidental sexual contact; (2) ideological
sexual contact; (3) psycho£}c intrusion; (&}=rg§£ig\lq
eﬁvironmént; (5) true en&ogamous incest; (6) ;isogyngls
incest; (7) imperious incest; (8)‘pédophiiic incest; (9)

chiId rape; and (10) perverse incest.A As a list of kinds of

parent-child sexuality,. its merits lie outside the scope of

L1

this evaluation of incest offender typologies. Within their

article, ﬁowéver, the authors ;efef to the Bffenders in
various cate%;ries-—imperious fathers, pedophiles, chifﬁ
rapigts-—as th:ugh the list is also to be used as a typology
of incest offenders.: One explicit intent of their typologj
is "the diagnosis, management, and prognosis of‘sexually
abusive Eehaviour" (p. 237). From the perspective‘of such
a classification scheme, it may not be easy for the
"clinician to ﬂfagnoée offenders' sexually abusive bé;avibur
without also c¢a:tLegorizing them with similar labels. As a

typology of incest offenders, it. lacks scientific rigour,

and consequently is weak in clinical utilitj. Another .



c5iticiSm concerns the impressionistic -nature of  some of the

cateQ?ries. Even Summit and Kryso have their own

difficulties wit® such categories-ﬁpr which the "distinction

depends-on highly subjective and relative judgemente" (ibid.
p. 247); If their:classifieation sc%eme is narrowly
restricted to variousbkinds of parent-child sexuelity only,
then it may'have more merit.,

Ih the'process of organizing and understanding data

from her post-hoc study of 5§\1n¢est cases,, }elselman (1978,

\

"111), integrated Weinberg' s\{l?SS) endogamic igpe with

']

the Gebhard et al. varieties of incest offenders, and

grouped these categories in a more orderly manner. The.

categories she includes are: (1) endogamic, with personalit}e

disorder; (2) eﬁdogémic, gubcultural varigty; (3)‘
psychobathic;.(ﬁ) psychoeicf (5) drunken; (6) pedophilic;
(7) mental defective; and.(8) sifuational. She comments,
I'Beyond academic cﬁriosity, it may Qell be asked
whether there is any point in setting up a
Qc1a331f1catlon for incestuous  fathers and
attemptlng to ”dlagnose .cases of father-daughter
incest within this scheme. While the labels

‘

themselves are of no importance, it does seem

g

de51rab1e to assess the pattern of motives in each
[

case and to recognize that incestuous behav1our can
arlse in a variety of personallty types and social
settlngs. (ibid.).

The third typology of this ilk was pfoﬁhlgated by

(S
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Justice and Justice (1979) in thé context of their study of

o

; 7
112 incestuous families. They grouped offenders into four

1arger>categories of personality types?}fl) symb%oﬁic

personalities, which includes the (a) t}rant; (b) alcoholic:

(c) introvert; and (d)‘rétionalizer, which includes such
sub—typeg és the (i) lover; (ii) teacher; (iii) proteétor;
(iwv) elitist; (Q)’exclﬁgiGe property; (vi) sexually.free;
(2) psychopathic ﬂersonalities; (3) pedophilic 0
perso;alitiesg and (4) other-types,iwﬁich includgs (a)
psychotic; and (b) subcultural (ﬁOZark") typé; The taxonomy
of approaches to classifying sex offenders presented by

Knight et al. . (1985) can help to sort out why the Justice

" and Justice scheme is confusing. These latter authors begin’

. £ i
with a psychoanalytical category (symbiotic), then shake in

.some psychiatric diagnostic categories (alcoholic,

psychopath, pedophile, and psychotic), add a sprinkling of
descriptive persohality categories (tyrant, introvert,

elitist), then top it-off with a sociological category

‘(subcultural). VYet somewhere along the way a scheme of

offender excuses or deviance disavowal stratégies (see
McCaghy, 1968) was thrown‘in, perhaps so as ngt to miss any
of§$nders. This "salad bar" approach to typology

construction serves little more than to confuse an already

.confusing field of research. | -

The categories in these and other less comprehensive

typologies (Bagley, 1969; Gfoth,_1982; Marcuse, 1923;

-



Nakashima & Zakus, 1977} Wells, 1981) tend to reflect
8
collations of clinical impressionsf No dotubt, they "
intuitively encompass observed constellations of symptoms
and behaviours. For’examgle, Groth.(l982)«has_found two
common patterns of incest offender behaviour in‘terms of the
offenders' husband—wifrirole relations: 1) paesive—dependent
-type, and 2) aggress:ve~dominant type. ImR;essionistic
categories reflecting%types similar to these two patterns
ere pfevalent throughout the spectrum of incest off%nder
typologieg. This suggests either that the typologies
themselves are becoming inbred after tne'contrinutions of a
few original thinkers, or that clinieians are re@eatedly
encountering offenders'reflect{né these eharacterﬁstics.
The impressionistic nature of these categories means "that
‘they‘are‘generally not operationally defined. Consequently,
inclnsion criteria are'vagne, and\the clessiéication of .
:offenders by means of such, typologles Mlll likely be
e N

statistically unrellable.v More emplrlcal 1nvesb1gat;ons of
inces; offenders are needed, and the eﬁplrlcal hethoge‘er:
taxonomic research on incest offenders are avallable.
Intultlve'categories and impre331onlst1c schemes fer
organizing offender symptoms and characterietits are no
.ionger acceptable as conceptual clinical tools.

7 It is time for incest reseafcher; to ng;e”beyond thea.v.
present state of affairs in incest researdn whlch is akln‘

to a folk my: hology of clinical stereotype ? Collectlng

objec;ive data from incestuous families through.ﬁhe use’ of



reiiable<psycﬁometric instruments‘wili permit the
dgvelopment of more reliéblé and valid tjpologies with clear
inclusion criteria for theqtypological categoriéé.k‘Thié.

. A
will then permit more consistent effectiveness in diagnésinga
relevant clinicai s&ndrames and interventngbpherapeutically
with'incestJOus families, Meiselman (1978, p;*AA) describe§i
other valuable consequencés of.suéh an approach: "Very few
studies have madg use of psychological tests in‘thé | |

\ :
collection of,data. ... While all of the better-known

standardized tests contribute some additional knowle .

: ‘ )
beyond that gained by-iInterviews alone, the increasec

e ,
reporting of obfjective test results would be especia’'~

‘desirable, because these results are less likely to =

.

-éﬁfected by the subjective biases of the researcher and

becduse of the interesting possibility that results obtaiped
. . ‘_/’/

from dif nt‘sampies by different researchers could be

com ined; which is especially intriguing in a field of

research where small samples ¢ . almost the rule." The ’
. . ¢ . -
class‘ficapion—related issues involving the use of

. ‘ - : i . . .
psycholggical tests for evaluating incest offender . s T

. : L

. characteristics, and saeme related studies w1%1 he examined -

. \../ ¥ o
next., ,

1

Psg;hometrics in JIncest Offender Research

0f the psychometrically-based studies of incest
‘. . A

offenders, most do not try to derive offender sﬁb-types.:,

b

Those that do, as well as the others that do not, generallx 



ﬁllack the substantive connection to psychological\theory:

7.(Hoevingerﬁ‘1957) that is necessary to ground'researchfand
2organize clinical knowledge of incest on a solid theoretical
;ihase. Snth hnowledge, in turn, would hopefully bgga guide

"to consistent and effective therapeutic interventions with

s
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incestuous'families.* Previous attempts at asse§sing and/dr

'_typologizing incest offenders w1th psychologlcal tests’ have
" not generated adequfte typologlcal tools for cla831fy1ng the

offenders and streaming them into those forms of therapy

from which they are most likely to. beneflt.J (\]
™ There is a surprising dearth of published qtudJ,,es on
the: assessment Qf ingest offenders by means of psyehologlcal

testing. ”Inrstudies where tests have been used,¥

. Co ’ ‘ . ! Ty . ;V‘g 45_4 ;
intelligence testlng’has been the most coﬁﬁon, and has
. P : .

revealed that 1ncest offenders are generally of average
. k4

intelligence (Cavallln, §§66 Gebhard ef al. 1965

.Lukianowicz, 1972), or . higher (Welner, 1962) Several of
A
'the older st:udies,~ however, found offendéfs w1th dull-normal

,"A, ~

‘:intelligence or less ‘to be represented more’ frequently
(Kubo, 1959 Weinbergk 1955) than did subsequen&,studies.
,Deriving incest foender samples from prisonvpppulations may

-have‘biased'the older studies, _Intelligence does not appear
- to be a useful variable for differentiating incest

. - . e
o 4 : ? e
offenders. - et :~ 4

_‘ ' - 75 K

Published stuuies on“the personallty testing of incest
MoffpnderS'have typically 1nvolved either projective tests

such asythe Rorschach'lnkblot Test, Thematit Apperception

<
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A

Test, Blacky Pictures Test,vand Michigan Picture Test

~

(Martin, 1958; Weiner, 1962), objective self-report
A ‘ :

inventories 1ike the Minnesota Multiphasjc Personality:
Inventory (MMPI) (Cavallin, 1966; Kirkland“& Bauer, 1982;
Langev1n, Paitich, Freeman, Mann, & Handy, 1978; Panton,
'1979; Pittman, 1981; Scott & Stonme, 1986), or both ’
(Raphling, Carpenter, & Davis, 1967).

h With one exéeption which is discussed below,
psychometric studies have nOt;inuestigated incest offender
sub-types. Ratner, the; have assessed the offendersyas a
:group. For exanple, in a;therapy outcome study»of incest.
offenders in group treatment with Parents United Curry
(1981) used the Tennessee Self- -Concept Scale, and conpared
offenders' scores with test norns,invorder to evaluate ¥
vtherapeutic change. Martin (1958),« using three projective.
tests, ‘eontrasfed 30 incest offenders against 21 men

convicted of non—incestuous statutory,rape and 20 break-and-~

enter felons. Panton (1979) compared 35 imprisoned incest &?

offenders with 28 non- incestuous Chlld molesters, and ﬂtq@
v v ' F4
Stlllman (1981) dlfferentlated incest offenders and
- _

pedophiles. Both researchers used the MMPI. Test resylts
yielded differences between the cqg%rasted groups in each of
these studies. ¢ N 4 coo J o

, -

Research that discriminates incest offenders from non-
.. N . v‘. .

incestuous sex offenders or other classes of prisoners on

" the basis of'psychplogical tests is a small step in the

r



e

right direction., It must be remembered, however, that .the
S . ‘

,Criminal‘justice system will generally separate such groups

- 48

with greafer statistical reliability than will psychological

R
e T .
tests. This is because the differentiations in both

approaches are based on legalistic cafegories father than
personality variables. Seeking to develop psychological
tyﬁeSQEésed on légglistic distinctions engenderé a diffefent
threat to-ﬁhe‘validity of the resulting typology:
. Definitions of what constitutés a 'sexual offense'’
hg;e varied from state to‘stéte,"resultiﬁg inb
mérked diffefencés inhthe reported freQuéncies—of'
voffenééyénd behavidugébategories in different

4 .
. samples. Such definitidnal problems have been

compounded both by the highl} vague specificationé@gQ:’dh'

of legal charges (Karpman,iibSﬁ) anduby tﬁe S
unpredictable cénsequences of plea bargaining on 7
the specification of charges (Glueck, 1956).1.
Earlier studies were especially pfgblematic'because
'sexual offénder' samples were inflated by the
inclqsion of grouggnwho are now’ no longér
considered sexual offenieré. Fo:-insfance,
consenting homosexuals.constitutéd 20 to 25 percent
of éémé eafly stddies (e.g.;iAbfelberg et al. 1944;

~Brancale et al. 1565). (Knight, Rosenberg, &
Schneider, 1985, p. 223).

Consequently, thé‘goai of being able to generate. a

differential diagnosis froh a scheme of clinically useful

k]
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incest offender sﬁb-types should guide classification
research in the area of incest; but at:edtion needs to be
given to th; attendant dangers of definitioﬁallprpblems énd
sampling bias when working'f;om legalistic categories;

L] N
A general comment on the “@above studies is that

-
0

psyéhometricélly-based'typglogies of incest offenders sub-
typ!é will be of much greater value than test results that 
attempt to discriminate incest offeﬁders from pééophilgs
(eg. Panton, 1979). This is particularly ‘So since
Phallqmetric assessments offer ﬁuch greater precisioﬁ in
diagnosing, pedophilia ghan do psychological tests.

B . Only one sfudy in the titerature tried to dévelbp sex
offender sub;types, including incest.offender sub-types, on
a_bsychometric Basis, Anderson, Kunce, & Rich {1979)
assessedl92 sex offenders (in;luding 13 incest %ffenders)

who were institutionalized for psychiatric édvaluation. The

.f?fst results wefe grouped through a Q-type factor
Janal?iis with a varimax orchgonal rotation' that ;as 1imited
to three factors so as to derive three pérsonaiity types
that éccoﬁnted‘for 88 of the subjectsf“ That is, the samélé
.of 92 sex offenders was< composed of three groups (chftld
‘molesfers, rapists, and inceét offenders). Then threed
;ignificant MMPI profile types (Frequency-Schizophrenia,
Psychopathic deviate-Mania, and Depressioh—Psychopathic

deviate) were derived from the whole sample, and each member

of the three groups was assigned to that profile which

49



correlated most closély to his own, . ‘ : . g/

Of _the’ three proflles, the Frequency Schlzophrenla /

']
pattern ‘was found in the largest portion G% both rapists and.

incest ofifenders. This is(somewhatruﬂusual since the

characteristics of repists and incest offendérs are
‘ . ¥
different (Gebhard et al., 1965). Three issues should be

considered here. First, since there were more rapi=ts than

2

" child molesters and incest offenders combined in this sample

[

(rapists outnumbered 1ncest¢offenders by nearly four to
one), it is quite likely that the rapists contributed

substantially more than the incest offenders to factor
“ g e .

variance in the formation of the three profiles. Also,
using rank order correlat%?ns to classify individual-
‘ C

profiles does not bypass this problem since each profile
will correlate jpost closefy with one of the three typal

profiles, to which it will then be assigned, As was .
: " ’ B
? BN

discussed above in the section on similarity measures,
correlation coefficients do not account for profile

elevation. Elevation of T-scores over 70 is the criterion '
* Q

for assessing significant psychopathology”on theiMMPI.
R _ ‘ , )
Consequently, ‘the incest offenders may have had scale

configurations similar to the rapists, but it is possible
that the ists scored much higher 'on those patterns. The
pinimum acCeptable correlation for assigning a profile to a

I

category is not given in the report. .
[ : ’ v

Second, the bias in the sample is aggravated by the

method of deriving tjpes to represent the demogréphic dnd

56
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. O ) .
behavioural data. Twenty subjects with correlations greater
‘ o :
than or equal to .8 with the first type, 20 subjects with

h . e . ’ .
correlations greater than or equal to .6 with the second

type, and 12 subjects with correlations greater than or

: : %
equal to .55 with the third type were chose

n as most typical
~of the three éafégopies; Aggregated data to desc?ibe the-
charactgristics of "the three types came‘frbﬁ thege most
représentative_subjects‘L It is quite poséible‘that the
rapists, who predominated in t&pe’oﬁe (és'yell as the whole
sample) were also the most highly correlated with the
profile typé. The resulting typal descriptions may
therefore more ?pcurately réflect rapists than incest
offendefs, at least in the context of their sample. It is
not stated how many rapists versus incest offenders
contributed to the aggregated ﬂata descriptive of each of
the three 'ideal types'..

L_ Thi;d, several researchers ﬁave pointed out the problem
o sample bias when reseérching on impr{Soned of‘”

f..’

' u ospﬁ;é1ized incest offenders (Finkelhdr, 1986, pp. 138-139;

© Yoty

Q

élman: 1978,’pp; 31-37). A sample of hospitalized
":n o : ’ . } :

). &f fenders gg%7not adefuately represent the non-
- } R - '

o,
3 ol

.bhaéﬁ§talized remainder of the population. o
‘Tybologizing the psychémetric assessment results of a
sample”c;ﬁ%iséing gdlely of incest offenders woﬁld probably
generate a more accurate classificatibn,of incést offenders

sub-typéé.’ It would be interesting to sﬁbsequently,match
o :
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AY

these established typés with a ;ariety of control groups.
Anothef way to improve upon the Anderoon et al, étogy

would be to use a psyohological test with psychometric
properties sgperior to those of the MMPI. s Relatively high
ioter-scale co;relations due to overlapping test_iﬁems, and
substantial between-scale differences in reliability
coefficients in the MMPI make multi-scale profilo
interpretation more oroblematic_(Anastas?, 1916, pp.'§Q2-
503). a

' Jackson (1974) has bypassed these problems with a
hstaﬁglof the-art model of test constr@ﬁtlon that was used to
"generate the Personality Research Form - E (P&F -E). Scale
_Qﬁntent saturation is max1éized by developlng homogeneous
scales that still adequately cover the content domain of the

14 o)

-scale. Inter-scale correlations are minimized through
* ' .

internal consistency and item analysis procedures. There

are no items common to more than one scale. Social
N g
Ldesirability bias igggiuimized intentio&plly through proper

item selection. The PRF-E meets Loevinges:'s - (1957)
'stbstantive' requirement for construct valldlty in test
i

construction in that the Qcale dimensions are derlved from

the need—dlmen31ons of Murray's (1938) theory of pgrsonality

Ve

structure. "\\ o

" A final advanfagé of the PRF-E over the MMPI in
typologizing inceot'offender&ulies in its appropriateness
for use in assessing relatively normé& subjects; compared to

the MMPI which was normed on individualsOsuffering

a 1
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psychiatric'dfsturbances. This is not to say that incest is

normal, although it is- falrly w1despread but thét many

f !
. ,S 1

researchers have found that_lncest offenders do not liffer
-l O .’ b '(' o *

31gn1f1cant\y fn@m a hormal populatlon of males except for

o

their offence Qkaerm *‘1984 Groth 1982) The MMPT

‘:1
’ 7

would probably’ serve more usefully as a méans of comparing
G .
pre—establlshed sub-typds of incest.offenders along i ; //

N

dimensions of psychopathology so.as,to'flesh out the

S

-~

characteristics of the typological catkgories. There are no
1nstances.1n the publlshed llterature which involve the use
of the PRF-E with 1ncest offenders,.although it has been
used with psychlatrlc patients . (see Jackson, 1974) and
alcoholics (Zivich 1981). Consequently, thls study also

contributes to the nomologlcal network (Cronbach & Meehl, SRR
1955) of the PRF- E These are some of the contrlbutions to (
-

. incest regearch which are intended 1n'the nresent study.
> ' .

Finkelhor's Model of Incest E'  _..gy -

Before concluding this rev.ew,. i{ would be useful to
describe a relatively recent 1nnova%1on if the field of

incest research. Finkelhor (1984) has developed a "Four

i \4
.9,

Preconditions Model of Sexual Abusge" whlch ‘appears quite
useful for organizin~ the diversity of 1t research
studies into a meaningful body'of knowle : _e. 'Theyfirst
preconditidn is the motivaiionoto sexually abuse a child,
and it is composed of three factors: 1) emotional

congruence, or the non-gsexual variables which contribute to
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Conclusion

| 5
a matching of thelédult's'emotionai nee s and the alttributes
gf the child; 2) variables facilitating adult sexual arousal
toward a child; 3) variables involved in blocking qffenders
from getting _heir sexual_pgeds met by other adults. The
remaining three preconditions are concerned w;th variables
needed to overcome inter;al inhibitians, external .
impediments, énd the childfg resistance to being sexually

abused. . .

It would be useful for incest researchers to relate
) .
s

" their studies to this model in order to enhance the

:1gomparability of studies, and to further develop the

clinical utility of the Four-Preconditions Model. Bécause
f

the present study is based on patterns of need-motiva.:ons,

1 18 geen to have primary relevance to the first

pregiéndition, the motivation toward sexual abuse. In

pafticular;'the results of the present analysis can be

°

interpretéd in terms of Finkelﬁor's model so as to further

enhance a ¢escr1ption and understanding of the blockage and
emot10na1 cong;uence factors he has delineated. By placing
this study squarely within the context of Finkelhor s
theoretlcal model-there is a greater probaklAlty of
contribﬁting to the construct valldlty of the model, and
reciprocally, of organizing more coherently our

I

under@téndidg of motivational differences among sub:types of
» 1

. incest offenders.

i

e

The intent of the fdregbing'review was to provide the
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. .
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reader with an informational background regarding typologies
in general, statistical classification techniques, and

inéest offender typo}ogies, all of which are involved in

o,

ot : '
this study. In particular it was intended that the present

study be placed in the context'of_previous research on
incest offenders. The methodological problems of much of

that research were made explicit so as to emphasize the
, : - ’ , G
importance, relevance, and need ,for the present study in the

~area of incest research.\ Typologies are clinical tools, and
therefore shouid have clinical utility. A typdlogy of
incest offenders that is rooted in psychological theory,
based onwpsychometric data, and degeloped by present-day
statistical classification'techniqﬁes would be a definite
improvemeﬁi_over_any of its brédeceséors which lacked these‘
e

characteristics. With this intent in mind, the present

study is described in more detail in’the following chapters.



Chapter Three

METHODOLOGY

Data Collection

Over a three'year‘period, the data for this study were
gathered through post-hoc analyéis of ¢linical files‘at:
Fmrensic Assgssmémt and Community Services (FACS), am out-
" patient branch of Alberta Hospital, *Edmonton in Edmonton,
.Alberta. ?écause 6f mhis after-the-fact apﬁ;Qach, it was
not prSible-to fectif; instances of migsing demographic
data. In the nmext ;hapter, results based on less than full

group data on any given variable will be noted{

Sampling Procedure

"The or1g1nal sample consisted of 212 people who were
either charged w1th a sexual- offence against children, or

) .
were about to be»charged. That 1is, the members of the’

sample were mOt at a uniform stage in the judicial-pfocess.
The range variéd from (a) after disclo$mfevof the offence to
some authority but prior}to.the laying-of charges, ﬁq.(b)
after release from prismn but prior fo‘the expiry of the
-terms of probatibn._ There wmé no way to matchrmembeyé for
equlvalence in thear most dlschosure 1nvolvement with the.
'llegal judicial system wychout also drastlcally reduc1ng the
sample size. To do so would hamé made it 1mp0531ble to
’conduct thls’study. |

. Members of the sample were not mamched fof the séVeriiy
df the,éexuar abuée they peqpetratedgi_Such infdrmation as

pfesented by the incest offender tends to be unreliable at

56
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‘
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the time the offenders are aséessed because ‘of a strong
sense of personal éuilt (Gebhard et al., 1965), and because
of the pragmatic need to apbeaf minimally culpablé in the
eyes of the court. After therapy‘has Beén ong&ing\for some
;imé, and a sense of trust has defeloped between offender
and ﬁherapist, it often turns out, in the experience of thi;
writer, that‘offendefs'will confess to a greater = .
'extensivenéss of séxugl abusé tﬁgm they inizially wire

willing to-admit. Sample members also were not ma. hed for:

]

the chafges laid against them. Quite frequently different o

v

charges will be Zaid by police officers for the same form)of-
.sefﬁgl abuse. .Plea bargaining can chaﬁge tE}/ﬁg;;;ellatlén
of chargesllaid to such,aq éxtept that the; are of little,
use in catégorizing iﬁcést,offenders or describing igéest
‘.offendér:types.

In addition, thé‘sample was dbt a r;ndom selection of
incest offénders; Raﬁher; the éample was biaséd by a non-
random selection procedufé‘that sought to paximize‘the
Sample size withiq_the limits of certain.p;rameters
déscribed below. The iniiial sampie included all sex
offenders against éhildren whoiundérwent a.psychological~
"assessment at FACS betwéen 2 August 1983 and 5 June 1986.
Tﬁese-assesé;ents were part of—their routine psychologigé};
examinations at FACS;~a§d wére condqcted‘by a number ofﬁT'

different staff psychologists.

Other sou;cés'pf potentialbdata biaé were: (a) The
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individuals did not participate voluhtarilj in their
assessment at FACS, but were often required to do so by_fhe

police or th%}’gﬁjburt. This may have com,vprhomisedx the

- willingness of some offenders*to anéwer'test queStionsy .o
' .\\' '

honest 1 g
Y ’ ‘
socio-®conomic status; there was g dearth of upper class“

va

(b) Members of the sample were of lowar or mlddle‘ﬁg

offenders. The addltlon of dpper class offenders to the

v -
¢

sample might p0331b1y affect the number of offender types 1n
St ’

‘the typology, or at 1ea,c:pave Skewed the dlstrlbutlon of:.\i“’

PRF-E scores. (c) By dEfJu1taon, the sample 1nclu§ed
: Ty
a1nd1v1duals who were not smart eno;gh 1nfluent1ai¢enough

¢ v ”

orﬁsimply Icky enoughgtoyaNOi@@detectlon pr'prosecutlon. '

. . R Y ‘ | L .11";4 . o | \
There iS«lngle aggregated information on the -
“characteristics,andgtactlcs of offenders who sllp through

>/ . (1

jthe @racks 1g the soc131 Iegal JUQ&Clal system.‘ If it were
.p@981b1e to 1nclude these 1nd1viduals, the number of
_typological categorles'and/or thelr characterlstlcs could
\deﬁégtrally be‘affected The pweSe92 sample of incest

offéﬁﬁégfwdlffers in thef

'fi‘]:louflng way from other s’les of

-.aiwam%n,' 1966 Gebhard, et al., 1965) or

imprisone
x 'ﬂ -

.hospltallzed incest offenders (Anderson{:Kunce, & Rlch
1979). A few' members of, thls sample have been to Alberta
Hospital, Edmothg/kor psyphlatrlc assessments- or as

finpatients, and bome had been incarcerated at Fort

. . | - : ‘
Saskatchewan Corjrectional Center. “Mhe ma jority, however,
fo / .

!

Mere referred to FACS begause of its group therapy programs

for offenders and couples, rather than for concerns around -



possihle psychiatric ;mpairment. Consequently, théy are
probably somewhat more representative of.£he broader |
population of incest offenders than‘would.be a sample drfwn
from prisons or psychiatric hospitals. (d) Policy and
mandate changes athACSVdufiné the latter part of thelstudy
period restricted -the availability of FACS' psychological
serviqes»fof in;esﬁ offenders to tﬁose yhoSe home was
outside the Soéi;l Sgr&ic;s‘distriét of Edmontoq.
.donSequéntly, there was a shift iq bias toward rural rather
than urban offenders assessed during this peried. This
rural—;gbgn dimension'may’also affect the tjpoldgi&al

~’

patterninglofvfather—daughter incest offenders. Despite the
: ' e

O
¥~'»w":'“:r. '

~aﬁove limitationst'thé data provided a useful foundation.fof
evaluating;th?'characteristics of incest offenders.

“From thé 1afger sample of sex offenders égainsf
childrenygit wés ﬁecessary to cull»individualSmwhb did not
meet the inclusion criteria for a‘spbset of fagher—daughter
" incest éffenderé. This exglusivity obviously was itself a
sodrce §f bias in the kind of information collected. The
advantage, however, was that it helped ove;comé a specifiﬁ
Weakness seen in other incest offender typologies. Suchtu

BY

’typologies LypiCaIly are generated from‘indiscriminately

B

over-inclusive samplésvthat include #11 types of sexual.

offenders against children. 'Salad bar' typologies (eg.
g .
Justice & Justice, 1979, pp. 59-92) tend to res%lt from this
: : . v o
, o i
kind of over-inclusiveness. 1In the attempt to be
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‘comprehensive, these catch-allrlistszof catégorieq can -

generate>mofe 'noise' ‘than new and useful ihformation, and
tend to add cphquion t6 aﬂ.alreadchonfﬁsiﬁg area:of
research. Thefgfdre th§y'offer 1itt1g guidanpe’in their
.function‘és togls to»aséist‘inté;?ention,'trea;mept, pf
tﬁepry’developmentﬂfégafding inéestuous'families. The
purpose.of na;fowing‘the inclusion criteria in this sgﬁdyb
was to 'fine-tune' the typological_categories. Tt was |
intended that this would enhance - the utility of the
resulting ;ypology.

In keeping with ;h/is intent, several mothe\;rg,‘who o

° 0 : ' , .

offended®against children were excluded,frdm the sample.
‘Also excluded were fathers who offeﬁded only against.male
children. Inclusion paraméters fequired Ehatta; 1éést on
victim be fgmalelsin;e the typoiogy is one of fafher—
.daughter incest dffenders. Some members of the §émple
offended against bothrmale and femalé children prior £; .
theirvapprehension, but were idcluded if they‘had a fa;her;
'figUre'role‘Qith féépect to the female‘children they
m§lested.‘ | "

Any of the remaining sample members Qho téstéd positive
in a phalloﬁetrfc §exuélLpreferencgs assessment,‘of who, in

\

the psychologist's view, met the non-phallometric criteria

s

forva dihgnosis of pedophilia were-also excluded. The focus T
was on father-daughter incest, emphasizing fathers who had
regressed from adult-adult sexuality to séxual‘relafions

with a child,,rather.phan offéﬁders whofhad always been

i
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sexually fixated upon children (using terninology from
Groth, 1985). It is not known if the inclusion of “;,v
pedophiles would'significantly alter the distrfhutionlof
PRF—Elscores obtained for.thiS‘sample. Pedophlles areﬁ
typically assessed at FACS through a more:comprehensive
. assessment procedure, and therapy with pedophiles is
conducted separately “rom the non- pedophlllc 1ncest
*dffenders. Since this study was intended to fac111tate a
future therapy dutcome study with incest offenders at FACS,
pedophiles were excluded from the sample.
| To screen out cases of sibling incest,'inclusion
criteria required that the offender had to Mave been in an
endurlng position of authority and’tesponsibility‘ oyer_the
victim at the time of the offence; for exanple,'babysitters
-were excluded. Alsojzoffendefs b;low the age of 18 were
excluded. Using the psychological rather than legal,
definltlon of 1ncest allowed step fathers, common -law
ghusbands, grandfathers, and uncles to be included in. the
| sample, but brothers, neighbours, babysitters, and other
males who may have had temporary authofity oven'the child
were excluded.
The ﬁlnal‘set of inclusion cr1ter1a‘requ1red that the
cllnlcal file contaln at least two completed specific

assessment instruments: (a) the Personality Research Form -

E (PRF E) (Jackson, 1974), and (b3 the Minnesota Multiphasic

%

' Persozg%lty Tnventory - form R (MMPI) (Hathaway & McKinley,



1967; seé.Greene, 1980, p. 17 re Form R). Demdgréphic data
apd intelligeﬁce tesﬁ sc§res were also’gléangd,from the
~clinical files, but the presence or absencé of this
information did not affect inclusion of individﬁal offenders
in the samplé; | ’

‘Where iﬁiﬁas available, demographic or ngqusychometric
information was compiled on the followin; variables: (i)
age, (2) edpcation, (3) criminality, (4) alcohol abuse,. (5)
illicit.drugtﬁée, (6) marital status, (7).marriage duration,
(8) previous marriageé or live-in relationgﬁips; (9) extra-
mafi;al afféirsl (10) ngmber of.éhildren over whom the
bffende;’had authority, (11) number of children offended
agéinst, (12) their legal rélationghip_to'the offender, (13)>
their age at the time of disclosure, (14) du{ation‘of*the
sexual abuse, (15) frequency of molestation, (16) whether
"the offender himself had at some prgvious.time been sexually
victimized, (17) “and by whom, (18) whether the offehders
parents were élcoholic,‘(l9) physically abusiveé, (20) and/or
sexually abusive, (21) the offcunders' ethniéity, and (22)
their employmént status at fhe.time;of disclqsure.

The abb&e information was éollated primarily'from thé
"psychologists' ésseésment intefview notes and ‘subsequent
therapy nofes, policg reports, pfobation officers' pre-
senfence and/or probation reports, and’occasfonally from
ﬁsychiégric evaluations and more detailed assessments
completed at Alberta Hospitai, EdmOnfoh;.AAll of these

information sources were contained within the offenders'



clinical files at FRSS

Psychological Tests

Estimates of the offendefdf ~dntelligence were derived

from intelligence tests compleoed by the offender as part of
"his routine psyehological assesement.'The scores used in
this study weré-from one or two of the th;ee intelLdgence
tests typicéll& uSeo for forensic evaluationsvatiFACS: (1)
Wechsler Adult(intelligénce Scale - Revised [WAIS-R]
(Wechsler, 1981); (2) Shipley Institute of Living Scale
[SILS] (thpley,‘1940), and (3) Raven s Progressive Matrices
[RPM] (Raven, Court, & Raven, 1978). If the wats-r
comprised pert of the offender's assessment,‘fesults from it
were given predominance;over otner intelligence test
results. In cases where differential results were obtained
from the SILS and RPM, the higher of the two scores was
‘ueed. This happed in‘ﬁao caces. The Shipiey norms used to
'estimafe WAIS—R.Full—Scale I.Q.'s were those derived by
nZeohary, CruanOn, & Spiegel (1985). These norms'orovide
-morefaccurate estimates because their prediction.equations
are deriVed'from‘the WAIS—R rather than the WAIS (Wechsier.
71955) Studies ‘have shown theJWAIS to give rise to higher.
1nte111gen%e scoges'tnan the WAIS- R (Llppold & Claiborn,
1983; Rabourn, 1983 Wechsler, 1981 p 47) Consequently,
the newer and more ZQp%oprlate norms for the Shipley were

used in:place of the older Paulson and Lin (1970) norms for
A

estgmatlng 1ntelllgence quotients for the incest offenders.

4



After screening out files on the besis_of the above
criteria, the orlglnai sample of 212 sex\ ‘offenders against
-ch?ldren was rednced to 88 'father-daughter' incest.
offenders between the ages, of 24‘end 56. Of these 88

offenders, 7 were White, 9 were Native or Metis, and 2 were

Black. In several cases where step-sons and a female cousin

were offended against, the offenders also,molested their
q ' v _
step-daughters; otherwise they would not have been included.

in the sample.

Examining the Data Strdctcre 
The primary data in thic‘study were the PRF—E ecores:
because thei were the basis upon which the incest offender
typology wae deveioped; U31ng the SPSS-X computer package
of sz atlstlcal analysis programs, a- frequency count on each
of the 22 PRF-E variables wds conducted to see 1f-there’was
suff’cient»spcjad inmthe scoree, and enough eeparate

frequency peaks Qithiéjthe range of each variable to

indicat~ that a cluster analysis would be justified. ThiS'

i
1)

approach was suggested by (Blashfield, 1984). The result@ oi»f

were - p031tive, with the exception of the Infrequency scale
in which, for the entire sample, there were only three
citferent T-score values in the cata set out of a possible
f6. Because -of this; and because the Infrequency scale”.
‘lacks a substantive or theoretical connection with the rest
of the PRF-E scales, it was con31dered for removal from the
data prior to clustering. , Q

. » . “’ - . ‘. ) 3
The PRF-E intercorrelation matrix was then examined to



's;:xif thé psychometric stréngths of tpe.PRF—E heldlup with
th%s éarticulaf sample of individuals. Also, the PRF—E and
MMPI data were intéréorfeLétedlto evaluate Jackson's
contention of Mthe relative independence of PRF-E scales
from meagufés_of pé;ehopq;hology"’(l974, p.42).

Another suggesti®#n by Blashfield (1984) is foiza
Loy : :
pre}iminarf data‘analysis involving factor analysié.
Accordingly,,the data were then fagtor analyzed using® the
FACT20 computeit?rograp_(Hunka; 1980). " A pfinciple axis
analysi; w%th orfhogonal varimax rotation was used to
examine ££e’facfor structure of the'inceét gifenders' PRF-E
data set in thﬁlpfesent study. Results from this analjsis
2
and a prgliminz}yﬁlinear discriminanttanalysis following a

ey
A

trial clusﬁerganalysis_confirmedAthat scores on‘the‘
'Infrequency Qa;iable contributed'minimally.to group
separa%ion. F6110wihg;Zivich (1981)% the Inf;eqhency séores
were éxcluded‘from phe_data set in the cluster gnalysis.

( Additionally, an orthogonal procrustes rotation using
Zivich's (1981) factor analysis results as -a target matrix
allowed a comparison Of t;é factor structure of PRF—E.scores
of incgst offenders with his sample of 102 alcoholic males.

Cluster Analysis

Wishart's (1978) Clustan package of cluster analysis -
computer programs was used in generating the typology for
this study. A hierarchical agglomerative algorithm using

Ward's (1963) minimum variance method was selected from the

.65 
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- :
many methods available. & squ vrea Zuclidian distance

v

coefficient was used (c¢ :cifically. coeffi-ien~ ", in .

Clustan) as the dissim: ity meas.re that is : ;gally'
clustered. The PRF—E variazl:zs used -n _his _udy are all
baséd on the same metric, whic.. avoidrs ain distortions
in the data that can arise from scale transformations with
Euclidian'disténee‘measures. The Relécate routine in

' Clustan was used in conjunction with Ward's metﬁod of;
clustéring, as described in Chapter two, in order to
increase the density of the clusters around the group
centroid. The use of Ward's method of clustering, yith a‘
Euclidiaﬁ distance measure, and‘supplementary analysis from
Clustan's Relocate procedure is a commonly accepted .sresearch

practice, and is appropriate for 61ustering the PRF-E

results of a sample of incest offenders.

Decision.Rules and Internal Validity Tests

| The sequénce values of the error sym‘of sqqare;
produced after each clustering cycle were visually inspected
for large differences. Potential stopping places in the .
clusterlng process were indicated by sudden increases in the

total e }6r”éums of squares for a given number of clusters.
To pare do;n the number of possible clustering solutions,
Mojena's Rule 1 (1977) was applied to this ranée:of
‘potentiél solutions as an empirical decisiod-making tool.

Mojena studied data with known group structures. Using

Ward's (1963) minimum variance method of cluszir analysis,
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he found that the bestf%gcover¥f5f the kgﬁwn grdup§$g |
occufred'between 2.75 and 3.Sﬁstandard de;iatigyg above the
mean of the distribution of the ei?ar sum of sduares. These -
M;riteria for an optimal clustering.sdlﬁtig%f;ere appliéd tb‘h
the cluster analysis output. g ﬂ§#7

\ Fd
To detetmine which of thege.possiggiities was the

!

vzoptimalhsol&lion, four different analyses were applied to
each of the potential cluster solutions..‘First,‘Wishart's
(1978) global solution test wés applied. . Each of the .
potential solutions was compared with.hierarchical cluster
solutions of thé same rank (i.e; having the same numﬁer of
clusters) re-sérted by routine Reloca&}, but undér four
different conditions: (1) using the same between-point
distance measure as used in thf original cluster analysis

(coefficient 24), but startiAv;ﬁith an assignment of the 88

members into ten random ciustefs ;ather.than ;tarting with
the ten clusters developed seqﬁentially and hierarchically
by the clustering algoritﬁﬁf (2) using the same distance
measure bui starting Relocate from the nine-cluster cycle
rath :r than from th? tén—clué%er cycle; (3) étartiﬁg

Relc :te with ten random clusters, but using a measure of
clﬁé%ér size or diameter differences (coefficient 29) ra;her.
" than the squared Euclidian distance measure used previouély
to derive the original ciﬂpters; and (4) séarting with ten
random clusters, and using a secogd differeﬁt diséimilari y‘
measufe; a coefficient of shape or pattern difference

(coefficient 30). This "is obtained by subtraction of the

S
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size component from the overall taxonemic distance"
(Wishart' 1978, p. 118). If the same group’membership is
found under these dlverse condltlous as is found w1th the
quglnal clusters, Wishart con31ders ‘the clustervselution to
be“robuSt, glgbally optimalg and most‘likely valld.

The second test follow1ng Strauss, Bartko, and o
Carpenter (1973), was to randomly d1v1de the sample 1nto two
subsets of data, and@then cluster eachlsubset separately.
‘After this, the subsets were-then joiueu}.and the potential
cluster solutionsﬂape“compared uith:the.group membership
derived by the original aualysis.;; ldeally; the same group
members will end up clustered together:in the split-half
samples as in the orlglnal whole sample cluster analy31s.

"In the third test, each of the ‘three potentlal ‘
solutions were subjected to .a linear discriminant analpSlsfj
with computer program MULV62 (Hunka, 1981). ThiS.was‘top.
determlne if there was adequate separation between-the
groups to justify calling them™ dlStlnCt clusters The
cluster solution whlch also had the best separation amoug
clusters as measured by the F-gstatistic values for each of
_the 21 dimegsions yould considered the preferable solution.

The final test in this series involved a
reclassificetion of members into either.fpur, five, or six
"groups using.the multivariate clagssification compu}er

program MULVO3 (Hunka, 1980).. This program uses the

discriminant weights found for each of the 21 PRF-E
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variables by program MULVO2 such that the wldest separatlon
of groups was found. Applying these welghts to the orlglnal
scores, MULVO3 re-groups the sample members. If the
0r1g1nal clusters were tightly clustexed within groups, and
widely separated between groups, then accurate
_ reclassification should occur. If outlying members of a
group are 1§ose1y attached, and if there is some overlap or °
weak separ%tion between groups, theh reclagsification errors
are possibléi .The potential clustering solution with the

.fewest reclassification errors would be considered the

| S '
optimal solution according to this test. b .

'The final choice of the 6ptimal ciustering solution
would be that solution which performed best overall on the

four tests.

Characteristics of the Incesg‘Offender Types

The next stage of ~he study 1nvolved fleshing out theﬁ
typology that was based on the four-type solutionrﬁolthe
cluster énalysis. Mean group T-scores on the PRF-E and K-
corrected mgan gréup T-scongs qh the &MPI were grépﬁéd,tp
allow a visual comparison of the four clusters'on all
”;e}evang variables. |

~ The ﬁlustgr analysis would find groups, and tﬁe
‘discriminant‘énalysis would just}fy the distinctneés of
thesebéroups on thévbasis of a linear combination of all
021 PRF-E vafiables used. In order to determing if there

were any statistically,significant differences between the

¢ groups on specific variables, rather than the combination of



all variables takéﬁnﬁt_gnce; a one-way multivariate analysis
of.variance'wﬁsvconduCtgd oﬁ t%é PRF;E scores, and
separately:on the MM§I scoré§ﬁ*ﬂsing e MULV16 computer
program (Hunka, 1983). ~ Since this.p;?gram only.handles a
maximum of .20 varfables,'oqe of the;21 PRF-E Qériables had
to be dropped from_the_aﬁalysis. The PRF-E variable, Play,
Qas culled, and its scores were not included in‘the mado?a.
A gfaphical‘representation 6f the PRF-E scores revealed t@af
the Plaf variable had the least separation betWeen the means
of the four groups, aﬁd‘would be the leas;»likely candidate
to contribute to signifiéant differences between groups.
Finally, using computer program DESTO? KKozloW5%
McKenzie, 1982), rangeé, means, and sfandard QeViationsiwere
calculéted for the typologiﬁai‘groups on the PRF-E and MMPI
T—scores,vjnpelligencé test\écorés, and démogfaphit data.
This completed the basicvsteps required to develop a
‘schéme‘of fatﬁer—daughtef incest offender types. ‘The

results of these analyses are described next.

e};



Chapter Four
. RESULTS

Sample Description ‘ i

In the following description of fhe study results,
there are g;sés Qhere‘demégraphic information was not
available. Thils is indicated where appropriate.h
Consequently, percentages of the sample having or
missing a given attribute may not sum.up to 100%. Thé®
percentages cited ére"propbrtions of the full ;ampie @f'88
‘incest offenders rathervthan-the’diminished\sample for which
such information was available, except where it is
explicitly stated otherwise.

The samplé of fathér—daughter incest offenders analy§ed
for this study consisted of 88 men bétweeq the ages of 24
and S6. Their mean age (based on 88 records)’wgs 37.6, with
a sﬁandard deviation of’7.0 years. The ethnic composition
of the samplev(83 records), as mentioned in the?prévious
chapter, was p}edominantly Caucasian, with‘77AKhites
) (87.5%), ﬂinelNatives or Metis (10.2%), and tw%_Blhcks
(2.3%). |

Iheré was a fair amount of va}iabi}ityAiq the range of
education of sémple members,lwith some ﬁaving‘as little as
four years of.féfgal education, and othefs having some post-
secondary éxperié;ce, énd up to a total of 20 years of
education.. This information waé based on 86 recordq. The
mean 1ength:of education was 10.3 years, with a standard
deviation of 2.4 years.

-



Intelligence estimates for the study sample éerived
from the WAIS-R in 1BICases}:from the ﬁpﬁ in 3 cases,'énd
from the SILS in 71 caéés,'fﬁy a total of 87 records. The
SILé estimate ofuI;Q, was Lo&ér than the RPM estimate in
boﬁh instance s wﬁene these- two test ;cm§éklygre.available.
~The SILS estimate was lower than the WAféiﬁéfull scale I1.Q.
in foﬁr out of the five cases where both of these scprg@
were availabie. Incést offender intelligence‘QUotienté.
ranged from 71'to 120} with a mean I.Q. dfv96.64, and a
standard deviation of 11.51. These-figures were derived r
from 87 records. * ’

EQaluating ﬁhe employment status‘of this *sample of
incest offenders was made more difficult because of the

: ¢
impact of the legal-judical system on their ability to keep
a joﬂ. For example, some:.offenders lost their jobs.when
they were incarcerated. Therefore, even though they may
have had a stable work histofy prior to their offence, they
weFevcategorized~as unemplo&edﬁat‘the time information was
collected for their ciigical file. Consequently, this
information is noﬁ conclusive; bgt ifgiSr;ﬁgges%ivff,
Employment information\was based on 85 records. At thestime
;f'dxiclosure, 6.8 (77.325'were gainfully employed full-time,
1 (1}1%) had paft—time work, and 16 (18.2%) were unemployed.
The 3 offenders for whom employmeﬁt information was‘nét

available %omprised the remaining 3.4% of the samplé.

Grimiqalgty information was based on a full -sample of

L
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88 records. Police i%fdrmation on this variéble was QUite
?gdurate and up to date. .Speedidg-offences a@d ihpaired
driving charges were not included as instances of an |
offénder having a criminal record. Twenty—ning (33%)
membefs of the sample. had a criminal record prior to being
charged with sexually abusing pheir children. For the
remaining‘59 (67%), the sexual abuse wés théir first
offence. No attemp£ was made to categorize the.kindg of.
;offepces committed by those offenders with prior records.

‘ Alcohol and drug us. were deemed relevant variables
becaﬁsevdf their dis:nhibiting effect, and the role
attributed to disinhiii:iﬁn in the'etiology of incest
(Finkelhor, 1984). An 0";ender was elassifiéd as an abuserl
of aléohol‘if hé acmizted hg had a problem controlling hi;
drinking, if he had prev¢3usly.received profeésional
treatment for alcobnl abJée,‘if he had an impaired driving
.charge on.his récorJ, ‘r if he attributed the cause”of'tgeu
incest to his drink .n_. 'Fifty?threéi(éO.ZZ of the whole
~sample) of the 84 cffendersvfor,whom infbrmatién on a}bohol
ﬁse'Was available were considered alcohol abusers. The
reméining 31 (35.2%) did not seem to have difficulty
conﬁrblling tﬁéir drinking, or at least did not admitltov
such difficulty.‘ The 4 offqnéers fo;'whom.this information
was’nof available compfised 4.6% of thé sample.

There was very little information on drug abuse, but
informg;ion on illicit drug use (rathern than abuse) was ﬁore

accessible, . Of .the 72 yecordS'used to evaluate this

4



4 N . {
1

.vafiaﬁleJ 23 (26.1%) offenders admitted to previous use of

illégal drugs, while 49 (55.7%) indicated that they did not
¥ , NG
‘use ‘drugs. .  There was no information on drug use for 16

(18.2%) sampleemembers. No attempt was made to .

differentiate drug—using‘incest offenders on the :basis ®f
the.kinds af drugs~they-used, Br how long they had'beqn
dsihg such drugs. - : o oo

The incest qffenders in this study demonstra;ed a

strong preference for formal marriage, with 66 out of 88

(75%) being married at the time tHiir offences was »
) ‘ o

discerfed. Of the remainder, 13 (14,@%)'were in coﬁﬁon—law
. £ - b P .
relationships, 7 (8%) were separated, 1‘(1:12) was divorced,

1
and 1 (1.1%) was single. As a'grcup they did not have a

1

history of several partners, or reflect difficult§ in

maintaining stable heterosexual relationships. Based on 87

\

“ records, 67 (76.1%) had Rot beed involvé%é}n a.previéus
marriage or common-law relationship, 18 (20.5%) had one

previous relationship, and 2 (2.3%)-indicatéd they had two
previous relationshipé of at least six montﬁs durat;on.-
Their relationships yére relatively enduring. Based on 85
records, the range of mar}iage duratiop was from a minimum
of one year té a maximum of 36 years, with a mean of 11.4
years, and a standard deviation of 7;3 years., i

Despite a commitment to the'institutionxqf marriage, 34.

. . - 0 9%
out of 75 offenders (38.6% of the whole sample) admitted to

hdving had at least .one extra-marital affair during their



v
.

-

.. natural daughters, 50 step daughters, 8ix nleces

-daughters, two,step-sons, and one female cousin mt the

~1

marriage. forty—one offendere (46.6%) denied haVlng had a
sexual involveueut outside of their marriage, There were 13
(14.82) sample members on whom there was no information
regarding extra-marital affairs. It is conceiuable that
some of these 1atter offenders will have had extra-marital
affalrs. Also, some of the qnes who denled extra—marltal
involvement may have given spurlous information ‘so as to
present to the psychologist a positive, but false,
impression rSgarding_Eheir'charadter.

_The total number of childreu over which this sample of -

offeuders had authority and responsibility was 282. The

"r@nge of children per fahily was from a minimum of one child
i

Sy

vto a maximum of-11 (based on 88 records). The mean number

Y

of children perllamily was 3.3,‘with a standard deviation of
1.8. It should be noted that these figures are slightly,
inflated. 1Information was available, and included in the
_Eotal aample data, for one offender who had sekually
victimized children in two separate families. Three
children yere in %pe family, and-six in the other. '
Collectlvely, this sample of incest offenders molested

]

a total” of 117 children, or 4l,5%iof the children'atprisk

e

over whom the offenderé had some authority and

reqponsibility Therohildren offended against ing 50 -

*

granddaughters, four adopted daughters, two.fosterv

time of disclosure of the molestation, they ranged inyage



7€

"from three years to 22 years of age, with a. mean age of 12.1
. - ' . = Q;. .
years, and a standard deviation of 4.2 years.

1

It was difficult to co}lect'representative information
on the varieties of verbally, physically, and sexually

assaultive behaviours used by the offenders in the

commission of their,crimes. Such information might be
useful for galnlng deeper 1n31ghts into the different

behaviours and motives of the types of offenders developed

n

from the cluster analysis. A sérious limitation in accurate

data collection arises here, however, because the offenders .
,,ﬁ‘»«

typlcally minimize their offence at the t1me of their’

jad

apprehension, In a few cases, offenders had not yet been to

trial, and therefore had been counselled by thelr lawyers

¢

\
not to divulge information regarding the‘c1rcumitances of

RS

the offence. Cross-tabulation of,the offender s testimony

.

with the evidence given by the molested ~hildren to police

n this regard. Discrepancies,

\
however, between the legal'tjstimony of -the varioﬁs parties |

or social workers can help i

‘involved, and in the degree of specificity of information

gleaned by police or child protection interv{ewers tend to

raise more questions than they answer. Also, more accurate -
information from the offender sometimes comes out later in
therapy. But even here there are broad differences between:

offenders in the completeness and accuracy of the

information which they are w1lling to disclose concernlng

 their offence. These*dlscrepanc1es could generate



misieading compafisonénbetyeen incest offendefrtypes} and so .
no attempt was made to collecﬁ informafioh on offender
behaviduriinithe commissibn'of their offences.

Relativefto offeﬁcq behaviours, more accuraté“
;infOrma;ion wésjévailable regérding the'dufatioq of the
sexﬁal abuse. ‘gven.thisgkhdwéver, should be regafded as an
underesﬁimatevbgcause‘of ﬁhe difficulty iﬁ getting acCﬁrate, 
reliable statiétics.' \Duration, in fhis'case,<ﬁeans thé‘&

length of time between the onset of the fnitial incident and

'
-

the cessation of molestation at the tipe bf disclosure of
the abuse to some authority. Frequency:counts on the number

of incydénts of abuse were also collected. Agaihi there

iy

were some problems with tﬁe;accuracy of this,kind of

information because of the offenders' need .to minimize their

¢ - ”

;on culpability, both in the éyes of thé'qourt,,and,ofteﬁ in
thélpurviewvof'thei; QQn co%scieﬁﬁe. To ?void any
impfessiod that'pin—pOint aécﬁfacy'was attained iﬁ
R o ) L o .
est%mating‘theseiparaméters,,fabuse duratibn' was estimated
_in.monthé,' If a given-dfféndef adnitted to only one
incident of sexgal abuSé, thénvthé'duration'figure

-

attributed ﬁé that offendef would have been one monﬁh. 
Thg,iﬁformation that was collated shduid;ggherally

reflect avhinimuﬁg figor.valgﬁAfbr theéé‘variébles - tﬂaf

' is, the.trﬁg dﬁratioﬁ and frequen¢§_count étatistics shouid

not be ény 10ye; than those figures cited;:but'may vervaellv

be higher.  Given this proviso, thé duration of‘thevséxuakh

abuse perpetrated by this sampie of offenders réﬁged from



one month to l4 years, wi;h‘a mean duration vf“25.8 months.
The stagdard deviation of the distribution of 'duration'
values was 33.5-months (based on 88 reﬁords). ‘Rough
estimates of tﬁe number of times che &ffeﬂders molested a n
child within the duration period-were’based on 84 records.
The raggé varied quite widely, from a iow of one incidert to
'aq estimated high value'of 576 times that were spread over
12 years of ;bﬁse. ‘The average number of incidents of abuse
" per offender was 43.6, with a standérd deviation for the
éncire'sample of 97. A
The high standard deviations for the duration and

frequency of abuse variables indicates that the digggibution
of values for both variables is flatter than a nOr@ai”
distripution, with diminished central tendency, and ié
" spread o;t-with a broad range of values. A visual
inspecfibn)of the duration of abuse values reveals a:bimodal
,?distribution with_values fa}ling into four approximate @l
groups.' A,duratioﬁ of 6 months or less for the incest was

characteristic of 39 offenders {44.37 of the whole'sample).

Tenvaﬁfenders (11.4%)~moleéted'theiffdaughters for.périods

o ~

ranging from 6~to_%4 months, Another large grouping of
sample members (28, or 31.8%) offended forgperiods rangingm
from two to four years. In the last group there weré 11
"incest offenders (12.5%) who weré'sexually abusive of ‘their
childrén for five years §r idnger. These four groups

account for 100Z of the sample. From these figures it can

>
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¥ .
be §§en that the high duration values forvthe saall Iatter‘
group has contributed disproportionately to the average

, ) S X
‘dﬁration estim%te for the whole sample. While one of the
.frequency peaks is in the two to four year range, nearly
half tﬁs éample is accounted for by the first group whose
offences lasted 6 months or less. ‘Consequenggy, more
ihformation than the mean and standard deviation are needed
to describe this sample with respect to the duration &f
abuse variébie. ‘

),

| The same case holds for the frequency counts, or the

e

ey e

“w

<

el

umber of incidents of sexual assault inﬂﬁhe family. The

values for this variable can be broadly grouped into five

x -

categories. Fifty offenders, or 56.8% of - the sample
~molested tH&ideaughters 10 times or less before being

apprehended. ‘The second group consisted of nine offenders

-

(10.2%) for whom the frequency of incest rahged k:oﬁ 11 to
25 incidents. Another nine offenders sexuélly violated
their déughters 26 ﬁo 50 times prior to disclosure of the
incest; A sthall group of fi?e 6ffeﬁders (5.77%) admipted to

frequencies ranging from 50 to 100 incidents of/incest, The

€

last group consisted of 11 incest offenders (12.5%) who had

molested their daughters more than 100 times before
) : <

intervention“%y poliee- or Child Protection authorities.

There were four offenders (4.6Z)f§6r whom data on frequency
of incest was not available. Again we see some distortion
of the mean frequenc% of sexual abuse by the larger figures

of a small segment of this sample. This distribution of



values is different from the distribution of duration
values, showing a moderately strong positive skew, but with
the skewed tail being flat rather than tapered. The mean
and standard deviation ot abuse frequency values need to‘be
appraised in conjunction with tuis other, more detailed
descriptive information, |

How many of these‘incest offenders were themselves
prior victims of sexual abuee? Of the 76 offenders for whom:
information on this question was available, 28 (31.87 of the
sample) admitted to having been previously victimized
seanlly,‘while.the'feue;nin; 48 (54.67 of the sample)
indicated that it had not happened to them. There was no
1nformat10n in {tls regard on 12 offenders (13.6%7 of the
gample). Of ;he 28 offenders who had been sexually

ascsaulted, Z§findicated the relationship of the person who

,_hadpoffendgd against them. In almost half of these cases

(12,0r 46.22 of this smaller group) this turned out to be an
unreleted male. The remaining I4 moleeters‘ineiuded 2
- fathers (7.7%), &step-f'ather (3'92),’ 2 uncles (7.7%), 3
erthere (11.5Z), 1 grandfather (3.8%), 2 methegs (7.7%),
gdd 3 sisters (11.5%Z). These percentages are proportions of
r’."the smaller group of sexually victimized offenders for whom
;this information was available,
"Some of the offenders of thlS study gave an 1nd1cat10n

regardlng the troubled nature of parent-child relatlons in

thelr fam111es of orlgln Since information on positive.or



supportive relatiens wae sketcﬁy it was decided that, for
the purposes of this study, only data on family-ofaorigig
problems would be c@dITIateéds Such data were more focussed
and specific. Where information was aveiléble, 28 of 37
s , :

offenders, or 75.7% (31.87% of the whole sample) pescribed
only their fathers or father surrogates as alcoholic, 3 of
37, or 8.1% (3.47 of the whole sample) had alcoholic mothers
or?mother surrogates, and for 6 of 37, or 16.2% (6.8% of the

3

whsle sample) both of their parents were alcoholic. Thus,

Wf the offenders in the study sample were adult children
of alcoholics. The remaining 587% either had non-alcoholic
parentsy or else information on this variable was not

..bo«’r
avallabﬂ%

Famlly of origin violence was'exgéfienced by at least

An '4’"‘”

26, of the ofﬁgnders, or 29.5% of the é@mple. Of these, 19
: &

or 73. A (21 67ﬁof the whole sample)’lndlcated that only
e

thelr father or surrogﬁﬁe fathe Nas phy31cally abusive. By
Wy .

o

7fcontrast 4 offenders or 15'§z*%%”oz of the whole sample)

indicated that only their mother or surrogate mother treated
N ,

the.ofﬁ§nder and/or other children in the familfﬂﬁp a

physicaliy abusive manner. Three offenders or 11.57% (3.47%

of the whole sample) indicated ﬁhat both parents were

physically abusive. %
Information on sexual abuse in' offenders' families_mf

origin was the least readily availaﬁle.u Nine

offenders, or 10.2% of the samplehindice%ed an awareness Qﬁz

™

that their parents were sexually abusive of the children. el



Out ofﬁthese 9 Caseé, there were 6 En which the father was
the ohiy offender, and 3 where the mother was the only
foender. There were no cases where both parents were
sexﬁally abusive of the childfen. In 3 of the 6 cases where
the féther was the molester, and in 2 of the 3 cases—vﬁz;;/
the mother was sexually abusive, tge reportidgjoffender in.
this study was the abused child. Tt is quite likely that

" other children in some of these fam;lies-were also sexuaily,
vi;tihizéd, but information on this issue was too scént to

be systematically collected. . S

Théfe were 47 records, or 53.47% of the sample, in which
the offender indicatea troubled relations in his family of
origin. In 81% of this sub-group there was alcohol abuse,
and often other problems. A more detailed analysis ofbthis
reveals that there were 17 homéé (19.3%7 of the whole,sample);g
where one or poth of the parents were alcoholic, 16 cases
(18.2%) of alcoholism and violence, 1 case (1.1%) of !
alcoholism and sexual abuse, and 4 cases (4.6%) of
alcoholism concomitant with pﬁysicai and sexual abuse. 1In
oﬁfendgfs' families of origin where alcohpiism was not a
Significant dynamic, 5 (5.7%) reported the presence of
violence, but no sexuél abuse: 3 (3.,47%) indicated an "’
awareness 6f sexual abuse in the family, and 1 (1.1%)
revealed th;t thgre had been both physical .and sexual dbuse

in nis family. The above data'concur with other L e

descriptions of samples of'thest'offenders that point out



-\
the common prevalence of disturbed family backgrau;ds.
| " This éoﬁéiudés'é_presentation of the aggregated
demographic d%séfiég(rs of this sample. Relevant
différeages'b;tween offender sub-tvpes on these descriptors
will Be discussed in the néxt chapter. Next, the aggregated -

test results for the whole sample are presented.

Whole-Sample Test Results

The means andAst;ndard deviations for the 22 PRF-E
scales for the 88 incest offenders are given in Table 1,
below. This is followed by similar aggregated data for

the sample's MMPI results in Table 2. %



PRF-E T-SCORE DATAw INCEST OFFENDERS

. | P
Scale - Mean (M) ‘ Standard Deviation‘(SD)
Abasemens (Ab) s1.11 1066, o
Achievement (Ac) o 47;3&. ' ' 9.76
Affiliation (Af) el T o
Agéressiop (Ag) 48.86 ‘ £0.52 v
Autonomy (Au) : 35.36 . | "6.87‘
Change (Ch)’ 42.77 ' 8.61

> : N .
Cognitive Structure (Cs) 51.64 , Y 8.95
Defendence (De) - 50.72 - ‘ 10.24
Domintince (Do) n\ 42.98 . 9.37
Endurance (En) 4Z;67 ’ 9.68 ’
Exhibition(Ex) 43,64 : ‘ 8.02
Harmavoidance (Ha)_ ) ;5w33 ' .8;18.
Impulsivity (Im) S 49,71 ‘J 10;18-
Nurturance (Nu) : 50.99 ’ “8681
Order (Or) 51.25 T 8.31
Play (Pl\\) | 42.71 | ’ o 6.'344.
Sentience (Se) " 40.53 8430
Social Regognition (Sr) 51.53 7.00
Succorance (Su) 1 55,43 8.09
Understanding (Un) 39.05 9.95

Infrequency (In) 51.27 + 9.82

Social Desirability (Dy) 48.43 : 11.72
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MMPI-R.T-SCORE DATA FOR 88 INGEST OFFENDERS

Scale ,
2caze ey
Lie (L)

Frequency (F)

K

Hypochondriasis (Hs) -

Depression (D)

Hysteria (Hy)

RV X

yghdpathic Deviate (Pd)

Ry
v :

 £§§culinjny—EQmininity (Mf)
V%&;?hoia "P=

‘;Psyéhasthenia (Pt)
Schizophrenia (Sc)

Hypomania (Ma)

Social Introversion (Si)

Of perticular importance in these obtained MMPI scores

/

M

53.8%

58.91

54.

59.

67.

62.

68.

62.

61.

63.

62.

57.

56.

26

60-

11
55
94
44
83
66

14

L6

94

TS

SD

8.

10

9.

13

14

9.

11

9.

10
12

13

9.

11

82
.04

15

.98

.32
53
.02
83
11
41
.78
26

.39

is the absence of T-scores above 70, suggesting the relative

mormality of this sample of incest offenders with respect to

psychopathology. The D and Pd scales, however, ap

<

deviation on the MMPI Depression scale. Within the sample;

L4 S

howevery

cluste?

i

broach

significance, particularly given the larger standérd

L]
here are distinct sub-groups discerned through

ﬁﬂysis f%r‘whom'psychopathology; as indicated by

significant MMPI T-scores, is more in evidence. These

differential results will be discussed later when the

2
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characteristics of incest offender sub-types are déscribed.

—

PRF-E Intercorrelation Matrix
‘ .

The PRF-E intercorrelation matrix for the entire sample
a .. .

2

is. listed in.Apﬁendix A, Table A-1. For comparfgdnil
purpoégé, the PRF-E intercoérelation matrix gf 2215 -
enlisting épplicants for the Canadian Armed Forcéé, taken
from Jackson (1974, p. 49), is included on the éame\pagé.
'&here are some differences beﬁween these tﬁo.Sampies"
PRF-E intercorrelation matrices that reflect differences in
néeQ—based'motiyations. The largest discrepancy is on the
Affiliation-Autonomy correlation. For the military sample,

a greater need to socialize correlated with a greater need

for autonomy (.33). This is not easy to €xplain (u. .ess the

minus sign indicating an inverse relationship between these

two variables was'misséd in a printing error).‘ Fof the
incesﬁ offender cample there is an inverse reiatipnship
between these va;fables4—»greater affiliation was associated
with a diminished need for social distance or au;oéomy (-
.37). This would be -ongruent with the dependency often
observed in incest offenders. Im the same veiﬁ, Nurturance
is reasonably well-correlated with the need for support,
affection, and caring (Su;corance, .54), and with the need

to be sociable (Affiliation, .63) in the offendek sample.

Similarly, Affiliation is éssociated with Succorance at .55.

This offers further evidence that incest offenders ‘tend to

view-their interactions with others in terms of dépendency,

both in giving and receiving’support. For the enlistee



sample, tng relationship is also positive, but not as-strong

(.25 for Nurturanee—Succorance, 41 for Afflllatlon—

Nurturance, and 27 for AffllLatlon Succorance)

-~

The obverse of the dependency dlmens;on_ln the incest
- t L Al Q

offeénder sample seems to be related &o aﬁ”éxtrapunitiVe
s - v 'c. -
rejection of dependence rather than an independence bqeed on
2 : . * v
self-confidence that agcepts and respects. the autonomy‘of

'self and others. Consequently, Aggres31on and Autonomy are
related .35 ( 13 ?/k the enllstees), Defendence and Autonomy

correlate 34 (.06 for the enllstees), and Succorance varies

1nversely with Aggre531on and Defendence at - .23 and

“

respectlvely (-.03 and -.01 for the mllltary sample) In

~

;'.22,.

the incest and military samples, Aggres31on and Impu131v1ty
show correlatlons of .47 and 42 reSpeoflvely, 1ndlca{1ng a
relatlonshlp between poor 1mpulse contnol and
aggre351veness. While :hls observation is obmiouely not a
pioneering oreakthrough, it establishes = bonchtuai link
- a ) oW

between the_Impulaivity construct and a rejection of ‘two-way -

supportiv~ dependency in the interpersonal relations of a

nt
1

sub-set  the incest sample. AdditiOnai‘evidenCe of'phis
ie seen in negative cormelations.between Imouisivity and
Affiliation (-.44), Nurturance (-.48), Succorance (~.25),
and. Abasement (-.31). .The military sample showed
compara;ive;porrelations of -215, —.QO,A-.OQ, and ~-.10,
respeotively; Impulsivity“&%felated_positively.with‘ my;

Defende&:e at .41 (.23 for the enlistees). The PRF-E



R ‘ . ~ s d‘
intercorrelation matrix reflects'&\gréuping of Aggression,

‘

-

s,
S

AdyonOMy,'Defendence, and Impulsivify, that varies inversely'

, . ~ . :
with Affiliatidn, Nurturance, Succorance, and Abasement. \'

- 4.

In contrast to the enlistees, greater covariation in the
bffenders’ patterns of "scores suggestg a.stronger inter-

trait relation that is more distinct and orgénized, and more .
likely to induce behavioural correlates of these need-

A o , : co

i

motivations.

Rejection of dependence is not a .true indépenden&e,'or:

freedom from dependence, becmuse of fearﬁefvthrggg/"'

i(Deféndence),”reduced flexibility .in aqne's interberspn;l
stylé‘(AggfessiOn), ahd }iminished'deiiﬁerateness énd |

controi in &ecisian—making (Impuisivity)‘ It is likely ?hét
the ébove—desc;ibed‘groupingé'6f PRF—E ihtercorrela;ionS'F

L

reflect input from ircest offenders whose need-based

motivations are organized around opposite poles of the .
' . R 2 ) T
dependency dimension. These distincdtions will becéme!mof@ -
A ' . K - 8

‘obvious when incest offemder gub-types which'generate'these "

different%al fesponses aré descriBed below.

The use of the PR?-E with a sample of criminal
offenders, many of whém werefawaiting tr%al.og.éentencing,
andiall of whom héd violated a major.social g;boo, would
éert?inlf'se an acid test of the PRFTE?§ vulnerabillpy to:ai
spcial désirability reéponse set. ,$£k?;cales correlate
bet;een .49 and .64 with the S;cialyDeéirability scale, with

six more scales betfeen .30 and .49, This suggests that

Jackson has been partiaﬁiy 5u6cessfulffh developing a

ARR A oL
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i -sonallty 1nventory with minimal dlstortlon from sodxal i

llty blas It also sugéests, however, thaﬁ the test
-ﬁ&es}?syohometrlc straln when usedelth samples, suchdl
group of incest offenders in a foren51Cwsett1ng, thae“
dl?fer 51gn1f1cantly from the or1g1na1 normlng group,

MMFffand}PRF—E Intercorreiatlon Matrlxh

u

b-a‘lnoe;oerrelations forwthe'MHPI”scofes and PRF—Q scores
,fof the sample dfrincest offendere ate listedv%n lable A-2
in Appendlx A. Tge.r@sults proVideAsome oonsprucf validity
for Jackson s PRF E Special attention shonld\be éiven to
the SocIal De31:ab111ty'scale (“y) since Tfof{tne 13 MMPI
scates have absolute correlations wlth it tHat arb greater
than 40. Dy’ cojvarles positively. with the Lie and X scales
at .42 and LAk fespecti;ely, confirming its function_as a
val{dity_soale. Since Dy has a negative corfelation.witn
all otheerMPI_scales,‘one'could:geasonably hypotheSize than
low scores on Dy will likely be.assooaatedéwith low self-
esteem, poof self—image, diminiShed sooial and;personal
effec@iveneas, anavprobabli the presencee%f paychopaqhology.

The MMPI Social Introversion‘(Si) scale providee

ev1dence'of construct Valldlty for the PRF-E through its
negatime correlations with PRF E 1nterpersonal scales such
as’Afflliatlon (-.%3), Dominance (~.34),; Nurturance (-.45)!
and Succorance (-.40), and with Exhibition (—.535. Also, io

correlates positively with Autonomy at .26.

" One would expett low levels of drive and enetgy to be



associated with the MMPT Depressidgn-and Psychasthenia

scales. This'ig borne out-by'the obtained results. lThe

PRF-E, Achlevement scale correlates 1nversely Wlth them at -~

‘ 1Y

.33 dhd ) 42 respectlvely Slmllarly, the PRF E Endurance

v

scale correlates negatlvsly as well at -~ 38 and - 40 "

fespectively; - o SRR L

. ‘ ey

There was only llght eviderce for the construct‘}:d}{?t¢V1'

AT st
i v

valldlty of the PRF-E Harmav01dance scale,°w1th small ﬂ,~
) . R "Q"',"\~ -

o \' “-.‘:
negatlve correlatlons of - 11 and - 12 belng obtained(on the

MMPI Psychopathlc Deviate and promanla scales,
,resgectlvely Also, one‘would have expected a strohéed'

correlatlon between PRF E Defendence and the MMPI Paran01a

scale (.18). The stronges% correlatlon w1th Defendeuce'h,

(%part from the MMPI valldltxgscales) ‘Wwas on the

Psychopathlc Deviate scale (Pd), at .39. Thls.washaisouthe“
highest correlatlon between Pd and any of the Pé% E:;tales
Slnce the 1ncest offenders as a group scored, highest on the,e
Pd scale, the latter correlatlon has speeial iignif}cancetb

for a description of offender traits. Pen

Factor Ahalysis Results

" The data structure was further analyzdq; through factor’
,P ;'ﬁf"b Y r -
analysis. Although Jackson sought to’minimize"fnter—scake"

»

' correlations when developihg the:PRF—E the intercorrelation

matrix derived from this study (Tghie ﬂ—l in Appendix A)
- [

indlcates that there are important covariatibns between Bome

of the variables. The approach used to simplify the” *‘h\ﬂl‘
. RO o
variable structure involved a principal axis ﬂﬂﬁkfﬁisxﬂﬁth;qa3f

Lo
Sy



~iteréted communalities, and a rotation of the 8xes to a
varimax crlterlon using the FACTZO comouter program (Hunka,

':1983% Only four of the elgenvalues,had a magnitude greater

N

”~ —

than 1.0, 1nd1cat1ng that a four- factor soLutlon would .
7 ‘ | v
probably be optlmal and par51mon10us In a five- factor d

solutlon, the flfth factor loaded prlmarlly on the

Succorance var;able, but thatvvarlable by itself accounted

-

for more of the common variance than did the fifth factor.

A graph of tneVeigenValueu - ,Cattell'e (1966) scree test -
Y . - :
also revealed a éignificant}declrne in tne éontributionato
_common verianee-made‘byﬁmore than four_factore. |
/Cdnsequently,:the four—factor solugion was judged the most

'satiefactorf The loadlngs of the PRF-E variables on each

of these four factors are. presented in Appendlx A, Table A-3.
a By . . .
As might‘be gxpected from any persopality assessment

i

instrument, the'PRF—E variables are not factorially‘pure

P

p .
In this study, however, several of the variables (Autonomy,

l

Change, Play, Sentience, Social Recognltlon, Succorance, and
Understanding) show relatlvely 1ow cross- factor
correlations.‘ Also, a perusal of 'Table A-3 reveals that

- many of the communaljties are relEtively low. The unique

A

'component of variance 1s greater than SOZ for about half the

Y

variables, and 60% or more for six of them. This appears
N . } ,

to be a'satisfactory differentiation of distinct need-

motivation variables-npon which to organize a typoiogy. If

theivariables were less differentiated, i.e. more | ,
. . ) i\
. | : N\
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. . ,

intercofrelated,#then ihterpreting inces . ott: der sublitvpe
) * . . -

<

differences on PRF-E constructs cculi be v, omaty-. i
Of the four factors effracted S Aata, the first,
. ;,’ ' . o . - -
containing the largest amgunt cf th. .+ 4 var. e
’_ - /! - A
explained,byﬁfhe factors, load=d " 1vi St on ASf atio~., -
Nurturance, 'and Succorance, anc nega-i ely on ‘'itorc .y It
. e : : .
‘ /o ,
is characterized by caring, needing ac- o ~. .epen ency,
f s/ .. -
and socializing. The factor was ~alle. "Tnierpers .l
2 oL "
Closeness', as this term seemed to cap " re th> ur ;erlying
: coméonalityﬁof‘these traits, _ °

¢

The second factor loaded on Cognitive Structure,
Endurance, Order, Soc}él Desirability, and negati;ely on
Impuléivity.and Play. It involves:'a strong task, as opposed
to interpersonal, orienﬁation,v\a’Teed for direction and
orderliness, some rigidity, seriausness, and a control or

suppression of spontaneity. Vﬁt is similar to the Impulse
Coptrbi factor found by Zivich (1981), and was called
'Dutiful Seif-coﬁ;roi'. This wkll Liggly be a "black-and-
white" view of things relat~d to a somewhat inflexible
approachlgo'task’accomplishment (Achieveﬁent also loads .502
on this fécto;), The fact that Social Desirability also
loads on JFactor II in combination withh?hg\etﬁer nee&s
qﬁggests.tﬁat this factor includes a positive‘sei¥—image
component arising from elements like adhering pq,traditional
" values and "doing t?e right thing". " >
Factor III loads on Achievement;'Change, Exhibition,

s

Sentience, Understanding,; and negatively on Harmavoidance.
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It also loads heavily enough on Domiﬁance that this was
: N

B 3 ; R . ﬁ.'
included as a de£ining variable even though Dominance has a

somewhat hikﬁér cortelation with Factor IV. It was felt

@,

that the inférﬁéetability of the factors-woukd be enhanced
by adobting:this approach. Factor III has aspects of the
Practical factor fou;d by Siess %nd Jackson (1970) énd the
Inteilectual/Aesthetic Interests factor replicated by zivich
(1981), but it»differé from both of ghese in the breadth of

’

itsvvarfablé composition. Because it includes.asbects of

" extroversion, fisk—taking, 1eadership;uneed for variéty and
accomplishment, as well as sgnsory openness, -this factor

#g&st like}y involves a strong need for stimulation and
novelty iﬁﬁihe-coﬁtéxt of cqni&olling gnd difecting othérs:

Factor III was labelled 'Stimulus-Seekifg Social

Ascendency'.

\
y

vy - , ¢ H
Aggression, Defendence, Social Recognition, and

negative Abasement loaded heavily on Factor IV. 1In
éddition, Dominancé and Exhibition had significant
Ecofrelations with this facfor. Thése scales, 1 ns the
distribution ofiother 16adings Suggest a threat—sensitive

ogthers are of

. t
control for the sake of control. The needs of
no importance. There is an approval—seekiﬁj-
organization of this need-motivation facﬁoﬁ   i Ting in

) , - o - ' m‘ '.\; .
the spotlight has the purpose of_allow1ng‘oth§r§;the

privilege .of meeting this qeed. %he‘need for attention and

approval seems to bpe at the expense of th¢ needs of others.,

e

[
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e

v ~ N
¥his suggested the title of‘fSelf-Cegtered Autaofitarian

'Control' for Factor IV, =4 ‘ , ) — ™~

- A
- . R

: : r - .
The results of this factor analysis \{iffer from the -

f

sutcome of a study by ggv1ch (1981) where six factors were

\;

found. There was some overlaP with ZlVlCh s repllcatlon of

Nerviano's (1976) Depend&ncy, Defendeﬁéq, Impulse Control,

and Inﬁellectual/Aesthetlc Interests ‘fattors. The

—_———

s

dlfferences,.however,/'suggest that the organization of

need-based motivational dynamics 'in incest offenders may

4

differ from non-offsnding alcsholics. \The\ ssumption ﬁere, J
of course, is that the'samﬁles of alcohol%cs studied;by
Zivich and Nerviano containsq no’ incest offenders. Given
the'relatively high brevalen¢e rate’ of incest, this yé |
probably not an accurstg assumption. On‘tge other hand it‘is

o

doubtful if their test results were biased by the presence

' ) » N

. . Ev.) ) - . .
of large numbers-of apprehended incest offenders since their
sample members were garnered from alcoholism treatment

facilitiks.

"As a rough measurée of comparative differences, a

/
»

principal components anal§sis was sonducfed sn the dat
the present.study since this was the type of fa;
used by Zivich. Tﬁe number. of target‘faétors wss set at
six, Zivich's (1981) factgr matgix was ;nput as the target
matrix, agd an orthngnal procrustes rotation was used to
matsh the two ma;rices 55 clos;ly ?s'possible. Th; ayefage

error iA matching was 16.8%. Zivich's Factors III and IV )

. , k-]
were replicated on their primary loadings, bu& there.was



*
v

only gartlal overap #a the ;;iaable cqmpositiun. of‘two

other factors,' Also, Factor v 1oade&\9n Exhlbltlon and Play
but with a fairly high (and unusua&% loadlng on Aggression,
.and Factor VI loaded negatively on:Social Recogniﬁion. The
results of "this exerciseé confirm that the“factor structure

. inflﬁencing‘covariation in th§ PRF-E tést results of incesﬁ
‘offenders is duéntitatively and qualit;t{vely different than
that found witthiviéh'é sample of hén—offending algohoIEcs.-

>

Cluster Aﬁalysis Results - ; . ' _
i .. b t . - : &
The in¢est offenders' PRF-E| &¥ta¥set was analyzed into

similar groups using The cluster analysis approachldescfibea
in chapter 3.' A Aisual examinati&n\of theiseries of error
sums of squares.valuesiou t by Ward's (1963) minimum
variance method én Clué n (Wfshart, 1578) show-d
aﬁcelérating increases in errbrlat 8,.5,K3nd 3 clﬁsters.
This suégesFed probable stopginézélaces 1§@the clusterlng
procedure at.83’6, and 4 clusters (Ward & Hook, 1963). The
error sum of'squares gepéfated.after four cl;sters (i.e. at
Mevel dfaone, th, and th;ee clusters) was large egough
%o indicaté that these clgsters.wére being inapomwpriate1%“

f&rced together by the algorithm. Solutions invol ing less

than four clus s likely did not accurately reflect ths .
~ : N
underlying group structure of the data. Threc-, s#o-, and

~
A

one~cluster solutions ®o the cluster analysis were therz;gfe
rejected.

. ) ) '\~
Given the relative homogeneity of this sample, the

{ Y
d
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principle of parsimony should goverm the decisions” leading

re L *

€ clustering solution.\ Within limits, the fewer groups

A J . JR—

ce they.would be more easily interpretable.

J

utions involving more than ten clusters were
. » o » o

> Potential s

4

considered excessive. Consequently, the range of pptential -
solutions to e cluster analysis was from nine to four

7

clusters. © : ‘ » - -7

»[0 pare down the nu bfr of pdssible clysterifig’

~

soluﬁionskhMojena's Rule 1~§i977) wa$ applied as an v\\

empirical ecision—making)tool to the range of potenttial
" L W

solutions. Using this more foipal stopping rule, the range

of possibilities was reduced to 6, 5, or 4 clusters as the
pogential optimal solutions to-the cluster gnaly§id§s Only 5
N . '

and 4 clusters fit strictly within the rul but a 6-cluster =
% . , - ) ‘e
solution was included a$§ a possible soJution bdcause it was.

’

very close to the upper exclusion crithriou. The next step

A -

in the analysis:wastn determine which wf these
%7 {

possibilities was the optimal cluster analy is solution.

. . CN "

Cluster-Solution Validation , .
. FE N v »

A fod}-step validation prbcedure, as described.in

Chapter three, was used to resolve the cluster solution .

. ; g

. ™
. problem. Step one involved testing the robustnesg of the S

f ’ h . MNE 4 s
three potential cluster solutions under four of” the -

,j
cptimal solution test. Clustan®s Relocate procedure used

A
Euclidian distance coefficient 24 (error sum of squares%<zas
X . (

different conditions of Wishart} (1978 pp. 44-45) global

~ in the original cluster analysis, but the starting positiébn
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for the felocation process in condition one involved ten
‘random clusters, and it involved the‘nine—cluster cyclé of
the original hierarchical cluséer’anaiysis in condition two.
This is in‘contfast to the original starting position of the
ten—ciustér cycle of Wafd's method. Identical group
memberships were found for four-, five—, and six—cluéﬁer
solutions as were found in the original cluster analysis
(i.e.‘IOOZ cluster membership récévery). Thus,.these two
fAtesté were not useful in Hifferentiating which solution was
thidal,.but they did suggest that these cluster solutions
wefe‘reasonably.stable. Conditions 3 and 4 both used a
Sta}ting point of ten randoﬁ clusters. Condition three
substituted coefficient 29, an index emphaSizing cluster
size differenceé, for coefficient 24 in the Relocate
roupihe. Condition, four substituted coefficient 30, which
focusses on profile pattern differences, for coefficient 24
as u§edoin tﬁevoriginal analysis. ° These two tests did not
reproduce 100% of the original cluster membership, as did
éonditions one and two. Consequently; do;e of tﬁe fhreéx
proposed cluster solutions meets Wishart's criteria for a
globally optimum soiutiop, However, of the three potentiél
solutions, a four-cluster solution_recovered.mo:e of the
voriginal group ﬁembe;ship than‘did éithe; a five- or six-
'cluste: solutionuunder condiﬁions three aﬁd‘four (see Table
4.1). Ihe fqur—cluster‘solution was therefore deéméd the-

‘most efficient;of'the three in this test. ° - '
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Table 3

Wishart's Global Optimum Cluster Solution Test:

Percentage Recovery of Original Cluster Membershi

2

p
# Clus. coef. 29 coef. 30 average of 29 + 30 )
4 48.867% ’ 52.27% 50.577%
5 37.507% 42.057% 39.77%
6 40.91% - 39.77% 40.34%

N v .
~The second validation test involved randomly dividing
the sample int. two subsets o° 1ta, and then clustering

. '8
each subset separately. Ideai -esults (i.e. perfect

replication of the original‘clusters) were not achiev;d.
The greatest recovery of the original group meabefship was
again found with a four-cluster solution (59.097). The
“five-cluster split-half test rep;oduced SB.AZsof the
original five—clﬁster solution, and the six-cluster test
found 51.12% of the original six-cluster membership.

In the third test, each of the threg Agiﬂntial
solutions were subjected to a linear discriminant analysis
with computer program MULVO2 (Hunka, 1981). In all three
cases the separation w;% significant. F—teﬁt - values for
21 PRF-E variables ir cach of four-, five-, and six-cluster
‘solutions are presented in Appendix A, Table A-4. The
clearest separation we< found with the four-cluster solution -
_ which was therefor— considered tﬁe optimal solution -n “his

test.

The final test in this series involved a
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reclassification of members into either four, five, or six

groups using the multivariate classif- :n~ -omputer
program MULVO3 (Hunka, 1980). In th_. st : raere were no.
errors in classifying members into six . 3*-rs, one

classification error with five clusters, and two errors with

four clusters. Given that Ward's clustering algorithm will

necessariiy generate more total within—gtoups efror sum of
squares for four clusters than for six clusters,”this
outcome was reasonably predictable. Consequently, the
outliers in.a four-cluster SOIQtion will tend to overlap
moré with.other groups than will 'be the case for a six
cluster solution. Consequently, this increases the
iikelihood of misclassification by MULVO3.

Unde; the conditions of tests one, two, and ;hree,
above, tﬁe four—clus£er.sol&tion perférmed best. In the - \\“
fourth test, the six-cluster solution was optimal, It
perfofmed better than the four-cluster solution, but the
difference (zero errors versus two errors out.of a possible

‘ « :

88) was not very largé: Overall, the f -~ cluster solution

was éonsidered the best of the three.

Cluster/Type Descriptions

The cluster analysis determined that the four éroups
wefe of the following size:r I =18, II = 34, III = 21; and,
IV,= 15. The PRF~E mean and standard deviation scores for

these four typal categories are présented in Appendix A;

Table A-5. MMPI mean and standard deviation scores for the



— 100
four groups are presented‘in Appendix A, Table A—é. ~
Deﬁ%graphic means and standard deviations. characterizing
aspects of the four types of incest offenders are presénted
in Appendix A, Table A-7. A discussion of.thé relevénce of
thesehbetween—group statistical.Zifferences will be

presented in the next chapter.

Group Differences on Specific Variables

The final analysis in this study iavolved a one-way
wwitiple anﬁlysis of variance of PRF-E variables, and a

separate analysis for the MMPI variables. At a 95%

confidence level calculated simultaneously for aly
variables; a significant differencé in the means on
variables distinguishing g;oups was obtained only on the
PRF-E Affiliation variable betwe:.n groups one and.three.
Only, three other mean diffeféﬁces approached significance:
Affiliation , between groups one and two; Social
Desirability between groups one and two; and Social
Desirability, .between groups two and fﬁur. The remgiﬁing
comparisons petween group means on PRF-E variabies were not
statisticall§ significant. ’ 0

. On the MMPI contrasts, significant differences between

\

group means were only found on the Social Introversion scale

betwéen groups one and two, and one‘and three. ‘fhe
remaining contrasts between all groaps on all MMPI Qariables
did.not reveal -any significant diffefences nor any
differences approacﬂing statistical significance. :

This concludes a presentation of the results of this
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study. The relevance of these results is discussed next.



DESCYSETON OF THE RESULTS

Introduction

i - !

Prior to eldbo;ating on the incest offender sub—éypes
derived froh this study, the stddy sample will be,cﬁmpqred
with other samples in the l}terature on some key
characteriééics. ThisAwill permitdan estimate of the
genéralizability of this t;pology to other samples of incest

offenders,

Whole-Sample Characteristics A v -

%

b} In most of the previous studies, the offenders being
investigated were somewhat older than those in the presént
study. Weinberg (1955) studaed.§63 casés of incest. ?he
mean age of tﬁe fathe%s Qas 43.5 years, compared with~3%.6
'yea%s in the present study. In the Gebhafd et al. (1965) A
stﬁdy of 147 incarcgrateﬂ father-daughter molesters, (a)
incest offenders versus chi;dren (under'l2’yqars-of age) had
a median-;ge_of 36.6; (b) ?paest offenders versus minors
(12 to 15 years old) had a median age of 40.8; (and (¢)
incést offe;ders'versus adults (16 and older) had a median
age of 49.5. These offenders would aQérage out to'being a
1it§le older than the preséntnsamplét Cavallin's (1966) 12
fmbrisoned incest offenders were 39 yea;s of age on average
when apprehended. Panton (1979) found” a mean age of 40.6,

and Scott and Stone (1986) found a mean age of 40.7 in their

respective samples. In Lukianowicz's (1972) .study, 26

\\ ' :
- 10z . @
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molested‘daughters.had fathersﬁxhb were approximatély 32.5

when théy‘ipitiated the tncest. Since the mean abuse
e ; { -

'-\ \

s 8 years, it is estimated that they were

v

duratioﬁ wa
somewhat-§ver 40 on,avérage at the time the incest was
diéclosed, which isfthéa;ay the age figure wés’calcu%ated
for the present study."Alihough the inqest‘offenders in the
'p;e;ent study-avéraged‘sqmewhat younger than ghose found in
previous Fesearch, ehe difference ié prgbably not
.signifieant,

Intelligence,

The present éamble of incest offenders had én'averége
estimated or act;al‘Full—Scalé I.9. of ?6.6. This is
~somewhat loJer‘than the mean ILQ. of 102 discovered in
Cavailin's (1966)igroup; although still well within FHE
Averageirange. Similarly, Lukiénowicz (1672\ and Meiéelman
(1978) had impressions of abefage intelfigence, but did not
cite psychometric test figures. The mean I.Q. of Panton's
group of incest offenders was 98.9;'0These more recent
estimgtes,‘including the presentistudjl differ from Weinberg °*
{1955) who found that 64.3% of his o%fenders were of dull-
'normql intelligence or less (i.e. I.Q. < 90). As will be
seen below, one of the four sub-types in the preseht study
was characterized‘by a mean 1.Q. in this range. Perhaps
Weinberg's sample éonsisted of a preponderance of this type

of offender.

Education.
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" The present sample averaged 10.3 years of education.
This contrasts sharplyiwith.Weinbg@gfs sample where the @
perpetrators evidenced/a;r n

o

education. Panton's 'incarcerated incest group is more in
[ T

of épproximately‘S years of

line with the present findings, with-a mean education level
of 9.5 years. Scott and Stone's samplé seems to be an

‘exceptionally well-educated group in comparison to other

. . - 5
samples of incest offenders. All of the 33 fathers and 29
. I ‘ .

step-fathers hadvcompleted high school; some college

{

edﬁcation‘was’reported by AZZ:of the.fathefs.and 31%7 of the
stepfathers; ﬁollege"g;aduation was:reportéd by 12.17 of th~
fathers and 6.9% of the stepfathers. "This maygbe a highgf
soﬁio-economic status sample than is typically reported in

the research literature,

1

Perhaps education differences between various groups of

\

offenders reflect a cohort artifact. Most studies report

———

offenders' ages;in the near-40 fange. This gives a rough
matéﬁlpg of samples on the gage vaRiable. It séems
reasoAable that a sample. of incest offende;s investigated
thrée dec¢ades ago would probagbly not have had the
educatidnal opportunities during their schooléége yeafs that

o

would havé. been available to a similarly aged sample
_ . <

-

investigated today. An interesting example of this can be’
_constructed from the Gebhard et al. (19§5) data. As
discussed above, as the age of the'molééte&'daughters

increased (i.e. progression from the categories of incest

offenders versus childrgp, to minors, to adults), the age of“
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the offenders also ircreased (ibid., Table 2,'#. 46), which
is natufal. Nlder daughters generally have ﬁlder fathers.
As.the age oﬁ the offender increased, his educational

achievementAdeclined (ibid., Table 4, pl 48). The pattern

of Gébhard;ﬂ: al.'s data—gathering structure (i.e. sorting

v

offenders into categories distinguished by the age of the

molested daughter) apﬁfbximates a stratified-sample design

<

in longi udinal research., Differences in years of education
- . .

are apparent between the cohorts. The relatively higher

. education'levels‘of the younger offenders may reflect an

‘

increase in the a;ailability of edpﬁat%onal opportunities
in moré recent years. If the cohort a;tifac£ hypothesis
~holds true, future studies should discovgr‘a graduaily

’ ihcreésing level of educational achievement among

apprehended incest offenders.

Such a finding, however, would also mean that the

negative correlation betweep the age of the-méleéted
déugater and the offenderé educationa} achievément has a
;purious relation ;é the incest dynamics. This issue may
confound socip-economic differences between samples of
incest offenders if education level is used[as an index of’

~

4
socio~economic status in future studies.t
. <

Stepfathers versus natural fathers.

(=

Russell's (1984) study suggested that because natural

.10

-~

fathers have the incest taboo as an add1 Londl constr@lnt d%

))

their behaviour they will be less llkely to offend agélnst

A
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their daughters thanm will stepfathér§~%and probably other
-surrogate fafher—figupes as well)., In the present study
there were equal numbers of fathers and-stepfat%ers or non-

natural fatheg—figﬁres (41 6f'each type),=and they molested

R . a . o
equal numbers of their children (50 in each casé). In the

Scott_and Stone stﬂﬁy, 33 naturallfathgrg and 29 stepfathers

~

molested equal numberé of their children.

s X
If it is assumed that in the general population there

—_

are fewer stepfathers than natural fathers having authority
-t . -~y . hd . *

- ovef female children, 5g4suggested byARuégeil's‘study, then
the approximately equal numbers of offenders in ;ac
‘category points to a'higher risk factor for incest or
stepchildren than for natural childr®n. Alternativel, ﬁf
an equal probability of foendiﬁg for fatherS‘ana.
stepfathgrs‘is assﬁm&d, theq; compared with natur?1 fathers,

stepfathers are more likely to be turned in to the police

. ( . 3
when the incest is discoveréd. If .this hypothesis were

true, then the incest taboo does not.offer any additional

Y A

protection from molestation for the daughter at risk, but

~

family/bléod-ties offer greater_ protection ffg; the police

for the natural father whocsexually assaults his daughter.

-

Alcohol abuse. : A

Finkelhor (195&) has pointed out the importance of
alcohol as a disinhibitor for incestuous impulses. The
corre¥ation of ‘alcoholism with incest has been cited N

frequently in the research literature. Five studies

]
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comparing alcohéi“ﬁgpsé among‘différent kiﬂds<of sex
offenders were suhmafii@%)by Aarens et al. (1978). They
found that alcohol abuse was more pervasive among incest
offenders than with»other sex,offenders. Compared with the
present study'swfindings of 60.2% al¢ohol abuse among the

perpetrators, Virkkunen foun@ 48.9% qmong-his 45>Cases of

Y

incest. Virkkunen also cited a dozen studies of incest

offenders where approximately 507 or more of the offenders.

*
1

abused alcohol. Many of these studies were reported in
‘Europeé% journals, suggestlng that the assoc1at10n of

alcohol with incest is as common cross-culturally as is

U ¢
incest itself. i
Various studies have found varying degrees of

7
alcoholism in their samples. In the Lukianowicz (1972)-

sample, 4 of 26 offenders (15.47) were deemed alcoholic,

- while 8 of 11 (72.7%) were aleoholic in the Kaufman, Peck, {
and Tagiuri (1954) sample. Perhaps sampling bias with small
gr;ups elic%ts these differences. ~An alfernative'

explanation would be that the inclusion criteria for
¥

4

defining alcoholics are non-standardized, and therefore vary

from one study to another. With few exceptions, however,
) N , :
the percer ~age of alcoholics found in the present study is

. . ) . .
within the range commonly gound in the incest research
EY

2
literature.

-t

Psychopatholegy.
The aggregated MMPI results for the preseht_sample'of

incest offenders show ne scales with a T-score greater than
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70, suggesting that the sample. as a whole is relatively
normal. These results are ve:y similar to Panton's (1979)
exqept on scale 4 (Peychopathic Deviate), where he found a

T-score of 70.3 compared with 68.9 in the present study.

Finkelhor (1984 p. 100) notes the 1ncre351%gvﬂ¥f§mmon
: s
finding of large numbers of normals among ré%gﬁ?ch samples
of incestuous fathers. Groth (1982, p. 215) says that
Those persons who commit incest cannot be distinguished -
'frem those wno.do not - gt. least in regard”Eo any
.mxjor'demographic characteristics. Suen oféenders do
n>. differ significantly from the rest of the
o : .
population in regard to level of education, Pccubgtion,
" race, religion, inteliigencem mental seetus/ or the ;

<

like. They ere fépnd within all socio-e _onomic

classes. ’ .

It is possibie; however:'thaE the gronn averaging
proceéss could flatten the group MMPI profile, as suggested
by Goldberg'(l972). In fact,vas described below, two of the
four subatypes Zer{ved frdmftne PRF-E in thieNstudy.showed

Ndistihct pateerne of psyehobathology when theuMMPI profiies
for theee sub-types were aggregated. This outcome cleaniy
underscores the importr » of delineating sub-types rather
than working with whole-sample incest offender data.

The more specijicaily delineated results of the present

study are generally in keeping with the findings of the |

&

‘research literatufe that a small sub-group of offenders with
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psy ho@éthology is frequently found in m%py studies (Maisch)

1972; Medlicott, 1967; Melselman, 19 '3}, If the

psychopathology is“of a psychotlc nature«}ﬁfis more likely

that the offender wguld be treated at a mental hospital .
‘.
{rather than a prlson where. many of the older stuj}es were U'(
' . )
.conducted. This would contrlbute to sampllng §1 s in the
l:k.

findings of small numbers of mentally Lll incest offenders
in research samples, Although overt pathologlcal
symptomatology is less seldom seen when the incest is still
a famil} secret, it is more common for it to‘Preak out after
ddsdlosure of the incest or subsequent incarceration )
(Cavellin, 1966; Lukianoyicz, lgléfﬂﬂgighgiﬁ, 19555 Weiner,
1962). 1If this occurred, it would suggest that the pre-
incest personal adjustment of the offender was noc o&%gly

N

stable, and that the stress of incest disclosure, family-
w
break:p, or 1ncarcerat%on exceeded the coping capacity of
¥

the offenders psychological resources.
Perhaps the more frequent finding of paranoid thinking

in offenders (Cavallin, 1966; Meiselman, 1978; Raphling,

] -

Carpenter, & Davis, 1967; Weiner, 1962) is of greater
relev;nce to a study of incestuous fathers than ¢+~ e the less
common incidents of incipient or florid psychosis. It is
difficult to separate the effects of legal disposition of
the incest offender from his pre-incest level ofl
psychologicai ad justment. Paranoid thlnklng would probably

be a reasonable spergonality chaxacte tic in an

JAncarcerated incest gffender, given_th% megative attitude of
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3

other prison“ihmates toward Jif?%ﬁolesters.of any ;ariety>\
Not all of the above-menti. -~ ;:&pies were drawn from
prisons, however, which suggests that the findings of
paranoid ﬁhinking may be a refiection i; some sampléé of
poor pre-incest psychologicalﬂadjust&egﬁ} One of the sub-
. ' *
types found in the present study shows some similarity to,
what Meiselman (ibid., Q,.IOZ) refers to as, the paranoid
"pérsonality disoFder.> | )

In conclusion, it would seem that the present sample‘of’
incest.éffenders is sufficiently similar to the samples
investigatedyYin previous studies, particularly the lagger,
more recent studiés; to warfant generalizing the résulting
typology to the broadér populafion Bf father-daughter incest

offenders.

Four Incest Offender Sub-Types

\
-- The Qpliowing description of incest offender Eub—types

3 -

draws largely from the aggregatéd data on these typological

categories prégented in Appendix A,~Tables A-5, A-6, and

A-T7.

L

Common PRF-E patterns across sub-types.

There are four relevant and common patterns with

° <

respect 'to the PRF-E scores for all four sub-types. FLrst,
3 .

the low mean scores-on Autonomy, and the felatively small
standard deviations indicate a consistent aversion to being
alone that is pervasive ‘throughout the sample. Since all .

‘four types are average or higher in their need for the
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supportiveness of others, this combination of needs suggests -

a sensitivity to rejection. If the offender's marriage was

dysfunetionaf»(which is- an observation frequently reported
in,tHe literature from a family'systens model of incest
(Cormier, Kednedy, &'Sangowicz, 1962; Lustig, Dresser;
Speliman, & Mur;ay; 1966) . he is more likely to turn to his
children for solaceybecauSe they typically lack the social
power to.be assertively reJecting of his sexual advances

| A second pattern suggests that 51nce.the Harmavoidance
T-scores for all types: did not fall below 50, this indicates
that the offenders in this dample were generally not risk-
takers. The MMPI Paranoia T-scores for all groups were not
above 70, and the Harmavoidance variable dfd not correlate
significantly with any HMPI seale; particularly Paranoia.

o * . : .
This indicates that the ‘Harmavoidance scores should not be

. ( . .
construed as representing the paranoid thinking found in

other studies of incest offenders.

- v

” Third, pervasive seriousness was a common trait observed
R :

by the writer in his therapeutic work with groups of incest

offendens. This observation is supported psychometrically

in the present study by Play needs that ' were below average
~

across all groups. In addﬁtion to a diminished sense of

humor, 1ncest offenders in thlS sample may also have

difficulty experien01ng sensory pleasure. Thejlow mean

\ : - . ¥

0 . . .
scores on Sentience are suggestive of anhedonia. It may be

-that a powerful sensokry experience, like 'sex, is necessary

. for experiencing physical pleasure;..other sensory
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experiences may not'be intense gnough to reach‘the in;est
offender's awareness thresholdbof sensory pleasure. | The
psychological experienge.of difficulty in "letting go" can
be. temporarily amelioféted by‘thé disinhibiting effects of
alcohol. The widespread use of alcohol by .this sampléymay
be a coping strategy to allow then to”experience more. than a
minimal degree of physical pleasure. Obyiously,.a second
strategy they use is sex. The post—ejagulation ﬁhase of
lparasympath@tically—induced relaxation would allow them some
indirect control over an involunta%y means of experiénging
Sensory pieasure agd temporary relief from tension. This
hypothesis of an elevated sensory awareness/pieasure
threshold in incest offéndefs is centable, but must remain
speculétivé for the momert.

A fourth consistent pactern in the PRF—E scofes wh?&h
may shed some light'on the dynamics of father-daughter
incest in this sample of offendera is the combination of low
écores oﬁ need for Change or variety, and Understanding.

Below average intellec 4l curiosity suggests a narrow,
énd possibly shallow, dutlook, and little interest in’
examining their own motives or behaviours.  Comfortablemess
with repetitive routines points to the importance‘bf social
-interventién with the inceétuous,family because the
-molestation'is more likely than not to continue with its own

momentum. From the offender's perspective there are few

reasons to stop and many reasons to continue. The low
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scores on need for Understanding also suggest that the
offender ié not oriented toward cognitive self-management.
Insight thefapy may be less ‘ffe;tivé than a ﬁethod
stressing consequences, Or moré concrete behavioural

approaches.

Contrasts Between Offender Sub-Types

Type I incest offenders (n=18, or 20.5%).

Psychopathology, in terms af signifdcant MMPI scores,
was seen only in Types I ang Iv. Oﬁ the MMPI, Type I
members averaged the highest scores on s;ales 2, 7, and 0O
&Depression, Psychasthenia, and Social Intfo&ersion).' There
are/several patterns-of scores ﬁhat may elﬁci@ate this
finding. On the PRF-E, éhis group scored lowest in both
néed for Autonomy, need for Affiliation, and need for
‘agzbntion (Exhibition),' indicating that they tended to be
more intro?erted, shy, and socially withdrawn. This
constellation of needs represents an avéidance—avoidance
conflict (Dollard & Miller, 1950). The offender does not
-Qant to -be alone, &et'he is uncomfortable being with people,

|

possibly because h@ fegars them. This group had the highes
ﬁro;ortion of offenders who had previously been sexually
victimized (38.9%7). Type I offenders sco%ed'hiéhest on
Social Introversion on the MMPT indicating that the? will
prefer to live witkh the, probably aversi?e, feelings of .
being alone rather than having to experience the emot.ors

that arise when they deal with people. It is suggested ‘here

that the congequences of -this choice contribute



" ' 114

signifﬁcantly to the strong depression indicatedion the
MMPTI, |

Being shy and withdrawg did not stop them from getting
married, and staying married.  Group I had the lowest rate
of remarriage (16.72)1 and consequently the smallest
proportion of stepfatgers (38.9%) of any of the groups.
Type I offenders had ;lso been married the longgsg, with a

—

mean of 12.6 vears., The fact that their score on need for

R

Change or variety ng the lowest probably contributed to
their marital longévity. Perhaps theywélso dreade& having
to start meeting women_ ,all over again, or were phobic about
being in the spotlight in another wedding céremony.
Whatever their motivation, Type I.offenders apﬁear to be
more monogamo@% and endogamous tnan the other three Types--
tﬁéy admitted to the lowest proportion of extra-marital
affairs (27.8%). . o . .

The lowest mean scores on Achievement motivation and
Endurance were found with’Type I offenders, suggesting that
they evidenced the lowest 1evel'§f drive of rthe four Yypes.
Surprisingly, they had the sc:ond highest amount of
education (10.6 years), and the highest level of’employmeng
at the time of disclosure (94.47%). inen their low need for
Change, as'well as the lowest mean score on Domiqance, one
would expect that their employment 'as likely protgFted by

~job security, or that they held jobs with low status that

were not subject to high competitiveness. Alternatively,

R
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they may have had péor jobvstability, and changed jobs
frequently but with periods of low hnemploymgnf duration
between jobs. In any case, it is more likély that théy were
passed.over for'promotion because 6f dimini;héd drive-and
social presénce. It would not be surprising -if a weak sense
of achievement also c;ntributed to their depression.’

Almost by definition, pgople”charééterized b?\L
psychopathology have fewer psychological and social
resources for Eoping with their probfghs. Type I foenders
had the second highest feﬁel_of alcohol abuse (72.2%{,
exceeded only by the other group with sigpificant MMPI
indices of psychopathology, Type IV (80%7). It is
interesting that both of these groups, ;ompared to the other

two groups, were characterized by psychopathology, éfcohél

abuse, the highest proportions of natural fa ers, and the

shortest mean durations of sexual abuse. ere are other

differencss, hpwever; which.clear%y distinguish these two®
Types of offenders. For example, Type I had the lowest
number of abuse incidentﬁ; while Type IV had the highest'
number, Perﬁaps the shorter abuse duration figursgjof these
two Types can be explained by the families' efforté, by
‘'whatever means, to get help for the natural fathe;s who had
more blatant pergonal problems. The bonding by other family
members with the stepfathers may not haveybeen as strong,
“and the effort to get help fof them may not have been as
motivated, particularly with the other two.groups, Types II

and III, whose pathology picture was less in evidence.

3
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Perhaps the duration of abuse perpetrated by Type I
offenders was the lowést,ﬂecause their daughters were the
eldest (mean age = 13.19 at disclosure).” It may have been
easier for sémewhat older children to contemplate disclosure'
when the father was so inadeqﬁate, passive, and distant
compared to-the other three Types. : )

The primary distinc;ions noted above charactériée \

Type I incest offenders. The term "Schizoid" is a

L3

fairly good summary rubric for this Type. From a

psychoanalytical per=pe.tive,

This type often presents a complaint of depression.

[

They complain of feeling cut off, of being isolated and
out of touch, of feeling_apart or estranged from people
and things around them; ... of diminishingJi%gerest'in
things and events around them, of feeling that life is
futile and meaninglesé. ... The schizoid's major

defense against anxiety is to keep emotionally out of
’ -
reach, inaccessible, and isolated. The schizoid

v -

o , ‘ |
condition is thased on the internalization of hostile,

-

destructive iﬁtfojects. (Kaplan & Sadock, 1981, p. 143),
) Although this description is fairiy representative of the
* Type I teéF res;lts and.demographié means, there is not a
complete overlap with the Schizoileersonality Disor&ﬁf'
category of the Diagnostic and Statis;icéi Manual ofkﬁ;ntal
Disorders, 3rd Edition (DSM III) (American Psychiat;i@

E2P

Association, 1980). The DSM III (p. 310) suggests that

“
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individuals-diagnosed with Schizoid Personality Disorder

seldom marrv. In the present stddy, however, Type I.

offenders were the most married,‘and longest married of all
four groups. NeQertheless) the title "Schizoid" waé
retained for Type I inceét offenders because of other common
eﬁaracteristics:that invaive Being "aloof", "humofless",

"absence of warm feelings for others" (evidenced by low

Nurturance on the PRF-E), "vague goals" (suggested by a weak

need for Achievement and Dominance), and "detachment from

.

. b}
their environment'" (reflected by low Sentience and neéd for

Understanding) (ibid,). Consequently, the use of the term

i - A
*"Schizoid" to describe Type I incest offenders should not be
o ’ . t . ) . ! .
confused with a DSM III diagnosis of Schizoid Personality

Disorder.

Type II incest .offenders (n i 34, or 38;7%).l
On thé MMPI, incest offenden?Types IT and IIT both

achieved mean scale T-scores of iess‘than 70, suggesting a
relativé_absehce‘of serious psychopathology, particularly in
comparison with Typé I and IV offenders. A closer
examination ofuphe pattern of MMPI‘Validi£§ scales shows
Ehat Type II offenders were more open to.admitting their
problems, whereas Type‘III offenders tended to downplay
tﬁeir difficulties, althdugh not to .the point of
'invalidating their p}ofiles. Type Ii offenders show a sub-
clinical (i.e. non—significant)_elévation on MMPI scale 4
(Psychopathic Deviafe). Greene (1980, p. 89) descriﬂes this

as a moderate elevation:



118
-
These clients maz—gg_genuinely concerned about social
problems‘aﬁd issues; they may be responding to
situational conflicts, or they may have adjusted to an

habitual level~“of interpersonal and social conflict.

If the conflict is situational, the score-should return

. /
to the normal ‘range as the conflict is resolved.

The term."Nbrmaf"_was chosen to descnibe.Type IT
offenders. Obviously,bihcest is not normal, of at least not
generélly acceptable, and this label was not chqsen‘to
suggést the converse. The fact is, howevér, that the
largest sub-group of inces" . “fenders in;estigated in ﬁhis
study cannot be characterized a3 havingaany measurable.

‘ : .
serious psychopathology, nor any unusual patterns of need-
motivations. As Groth (1982, p..215) has said in rgférgnce
to father-daughter incest offenders}in general, "Su;h
offenders d9 no£.differ significantly from the rest of the
"

populatio@ ce The results of this study suggest strongly

. that Groth is referring mori)specifically to Type II
'oﬁfenders;'since the cher_Tyﬁe%}arefdistinguishable.
Type.II, or_Norm;1 incest offenders tend to be somewhat
shy, as s;ggested by a beIowiayerage mean score on need for
attention (Exhibition). They differ from Type I (Schizdid)
offenders because they are comfortable interacting socially,
they tend to be carihg and show a need to be Nurturing, and

they have a stronger ;%ed for the supportiveness of. others.

(Succorance). In other wo;ds, their social skills probably



o . . x

~reflect stronger personal resources, and these also permit

0y

the Type II offender to access social resources for more

. {
effective problem resolution. "Obviously, however, Normal

incest offenders are not perfect in this regard or they

I
»

would héve no need to resort E& their daughtérS>for
'affection, solaée, or sexual relief.
With respect to vocational accomplishment, Normal
incesﬁ offenders prebably have the best,;veréli“‘
ad justment. They‘showed the highest level of Ac&igvemept
motivation, an& Endurance or persistence in completing a
“difficult task. This suggests a good level of dri?e, and

energy available for vocational accomplishment. Thfir

education level was the wighedt (10.9 years) of‘thé four

groups. Surprisingly, they had the lowest admitted level

of employment‘at disclosure (70.6%) of the four Types.
If, indeed, this éroup has good vocational adjustment,

« . . .
then their unemployment may reflect a desire to tolerate

temporéry unemployment while holding out for a better .
(4 ~ . .

career opportunity. In contrast, Schizoid offenders may

be morewilling to work at unsatisfying, lower status jobs

than is the case for Normal offenders. As a sub-group,
the proportion of Normal incest offenders who were also

alcohol abusers was the lowest at 507, although this 1is

still fairly high. To the extent that Social\Dgsirability

also reflects positive self-image, Normal offenders also
: hdd the best level of self-esteen.

While the distinguishing characteriqgics of the other

T x

\
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three Types cof incest offenders are suggestive of

etiological hypotheses concerning their sexually abusive

-

behaviour, stch is not the case for the Normal offender.

The question naturally arises as to why the largest sub-
group, consisting of apparently normal men, would se%ually‘
L

molest their daughters. A detailed answer to this question

requires more information on family dynamics and situational
/

o
circums}ancesua, the time ©f onset of the incest.

»

: .
ocus 1s too narrow, then other more

N1

If one‘éj

- pe;Vasive, coqtextuazjfactors contributing to incest can be

?verlooked The feminist perspective (see Herman, 1981;

1980) p01nts ‘to,the socio-cultural issues of patrlarchy

Il
P

male abus% of sqcial pawer as etiologically relevhnt‘to'
,’This yiew may'help to further elucidate the puzmle

.39
5 e

r”ﬁ%& Normal offenders jin thi,'study sexually assaulted

patrlar?ﬁ?%ally organlzed culture (Meiselman, 1978, pp. 90-
' RN s i 3 o
93); Theség%rerogatlves are concerned with exercising power"

15 over women and chlldren, and can be mlsconstrued to justify
4 father hav1ng se;awlth his daugé%éﬁ%@s a right* rather than

a crime, - Clearly,‘the male domlnated powe@&relations in our

s w
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society are not causal with respect to incest, or else most

fathers would be molesting their daughters. On the other
e

hand, it wouﬁd b;\suspiciously'narrow-minded for a (male)

clinician or researcher to believe that .incest only results

; )
from intrapersoffal disturbances‘or the seductive behaviours -

of children,.

» ' ‘ .ﬁg.

JIn Finkelhor's (1984) Four Preconditions Model of
Sexual Abuse, patriarchal attitude§ can be classified as
‘?hternal disinhibi:ors; Such. attitudes can provide an
offender with a self-justification for going beyoﬂd any

*constraints he feels aéainst sexually assaulting his

4

daughter. Thus, in Normal incest offenders, patriarchal
» R .

attitudes toward women and children concerning issues of

power, ownership, and sex,}become more salient in
{
contributing to the etiological dynamics of incest.

Type III incest offenders (n = 21, or 23.9%).

This group was the only one distinguished by a below-
average I1.Q. (,88.95). Perhaps reflecting their lower I.Q.,
these incest offenders showed the second lowest educatioﬁ
level, only slightly higher than Type T’ offende;g, who
showed the most serious psychopathology. . Although the
education level is similarly low for theseetwo Types, the
cbntributing causes Iikely derive from two separate sources-
-intelligence level versus behaviour?1 or psychological
disturggnce. |

Type III offenders were the oldest, on average, with a

mean age of 41.2 years, This group had the highest
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composition of stepfathérs (52.47%), had the 1argeét mean
number Qf children (4.0), and abused the iargegg—méan nuhber
. of childrén (1.71) compared to the other three g;oups. They
also had thg longest avgrage‘duration of abuse (27.6 ' =
months).'JThese figuresgsuggest that . pe III offenders are
more sociable, have.more diffi&ulty being alone, and
possibly seek out families wiEh more - children if‘théy are
between marriages.. The latter assertion implies‘a
motivatian on the part of_these incest.offendérs thaU‘is
éuggested by the data, but not easy to prove. - It may make

more sense, however, in light of the primary defining

personality charack¥¥istic of this group - passive

dependenpy.

Type III offenders had the highest mean score on
their need for'Aff{i?gtion, Nurturancé, and Succorgbce,

e

and scored lowest on Autonom)k7 Thaﬁ'is, they were ghe
most social, described t?ﬁmsglves as having more warm
feelings and concern fogp others, had the stréngest_need
for the supp»rt of others, and to be liked, aqd were the
most adverse to being alone. This combination of scales is
strongly suggestive of interpersonal deﬁendency. Having the
strongest need for the supportiveness of others (Succorance)
aq§ the strongest aversion to Autonomy, in combination with
the second lowest score on Dominance 1is quite suggestive of -

a passive orientation. Research in the area of evaluative

dependency further elucidates Type III offender
| 4 .
. i\i



characteristics.
Wlllham and Jacobsou (1978) provide an gxcel‘ent rev1ew
G
of the research on evaluatlve dependeaﬁy and ;h@ need for

S » o
approvaf\ ‘The following dlscu331on draws”%romgtﬁelr H
\ 5}9 - "7%14\ ’

presentation of the researcH. Studles by Crowne and Warlowe

(1964) and others have pointed out the fre&uent findings of

7

correlations between the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability

r

Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) and the L and 'Y Validity
scales of the MMPI. These findings indicate that

individuals scoring h -her on Social Desirability also tend

3 2. ‘ :
to deny, sometimes in a naively transparent manner, any

tendency toward wrong-doing or psychopgghology. In the

°

" present study, Type III offencer$ had the highest scores on

the L and K scales of the MMPI, although these scores were

»

not high enough to invalidate their profiles. There is a

connection between the fact that the L,or Lie scale om the
g

MMPI consists of obvious,'unsophistitéted items, and the

fact that Type III offenders, who had the lowest mean
intelligence gcore} also scored the highest.on this scale.

They were not overly subtle in their efforts to lgok good.

: Tgis connection adds fJ}thgf support to the 6 ?a that Type»\(\l
III offenders are charact\g;zed .by a strong need for <

-
\ T

approval. They also had th¢ second highest mean score on

Social-Desirability,erprgsenting a moderate tendency to

"fake good" and present ahpbsitive image to others.
[ . p [+
Although the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale was -
- ¥

not used in thé present, study, the PRF-E Social Desirability
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scale 1is similar to it in that i£ meashres a sﬁciai
,desirability response set with test items whoselpOntent is
not focussed-on psychopathology. ‘A13Q¢ the PRF-E Social

" Desirability scale correlates negatively with tﬁe @MPI}.as
does tﬁe Marlowe-Crowne. This ;enre>of research; as
reviewed by Miliham and Jacobson, indicates\that thae. '
defensivenessﬁof evaluatively dependent indi iﬁualé is
designed to avoid censure by others, and tg/ protect their
self-esteem, which appeafs‘to be more fragile and vulnerable

to negative judgement than for persons low in the need fpr

approval.

? .
"(T)here is considerable evidence that high (Marlowe-

Crowne) scorers do inhibit aggressive behaviour when

Al

-

ffustrated or attgcked" (M@llham & Jacobson, 197éF.p. 579),
", and when théy do behave in a hostile mannér they
appear to experience ;ittle tension reduction as a result"
(ibid., p. 381). The implication here is that an attack .on
anoﬁ%er person will likely elicit‘afnegative judgement,
which is hard onilﬁe self-esteem of the evaluatively
dependeﬂk person. Another’ way to look at'thig data ié that
an actack on a person on whom the attacker is, dependent for
supportive approval may drive éway_that Serson. ﬁf the _need
for support is that strong, it may.be more self-derving to
"eat crow" or even be self-abasing.and "iden;ify with tHe

aggressor”" than to act so as to drive away the source of

one's need-fulfillment. Type III offenders strongly
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réseﬁble this description. Théy had the highest PRF-E meaﬁ
score oK»Abasement, and the lowest scores on Aggression agq
Défendence. They also sthed the highest mean score on -
Harmavoidance. Type 111 offendérs were cléérly nét risk
tgkers. It is not sﬁrprising, therefore, that this group
had the 1owe$t percentage of offenders with.a previgys

criminal record. They sacrificed their assertiveness and

©

ability tc meet their own needs in the. hope that someone

1

else would do it for them.

' L8 .
Such behaviour has a child-like aura-to it, as t#ough

<

these offenders tever really grew up. The ‘fact that tﬁey

acted as heads of families with the largest number of

-

children compared to the other three groups of incest

dffenders, and that on average they(se#ually abusel more of
their children,»raises a questiqn~as ;; whether the Type III
wffender sees hirself‘as more like a child than an adult,
-and identifies in some way with childreh he molests. If so,
he may benattgacted to s;ep;famiiies with larger numbers of
children, or he may father larger thén’average numbers of
‘children becéuse he feelsfmorg comfortab}e suérohnded‘by
cﬁildren. ’ ‘

Such an orientati&nx&s reminiscent of descriptions of
pedophiles, yet Type III offenders also seem' to be quite
oriented to adult sexuality. his group Had the highest
admitted rate of extra-marital affairsu(SZ;AZ). This piece

oféﬁata is more likely related to the offenders' strong ?eed

for acceptance than to any fixated sexual preferen¢e one way
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40: another.

It should be noted that Type IIIL offenders had the
‘highest mean score on need for support (Succhance), but not
on the Social Recognition’scale, which might be more
accurately célied a need fo; approval., Millham and Jacobson
point oﬁ£‘that research Has delineated two components to the
need for‘aﬁproval:

:Iq_fts finai'fonm the approval motive was
Ebnceptualized as a need to -obtain positive evaluations
(approa&h component) and as a need to avert negative
evaluations (avoidance ;omponent). [ibid., p. 386].
Howgver, it does not seem to make much theoretical
sense to estimate the strength of two separate drive
vectors (approach and avoidance) with a single score.on

<a personality scale. ... Careful analysis of the
research evidence supports then, a censure-avoidant
interpretation of the (Marlowe-Crowne) sggere. No study
provides clear-cut evidence that (Marlowe-Crowne) score
is measuring the strength of an approach-approval

motive. [ibid., p. 387]. .

Type III offenders show a clear pattern related to avoiding
censure or rejection. Their approach component seems to be
more oriented EPward eliciting the supportiveness and
perhaps the pr$2ectiveness of others as a sign of

acceptance. They may be less interested in being approved

as’a peer than of being taken care of as if they were

»~
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helpless. Their behavioural manipulations will likely be
directed towara eliciting such responses from others.

The Type Ilf incest qffende is similar to Groth's
(1982) Regressed Pedophile, and in somefwaysvhe also
resembles Weinherg's (1955) Endogamic Incest Offender. With
the Type III offender, however, the extensiveness of extra-
5marital infidelity makes it confusing to describe him as a
‘pedophile, regressed or otherwise. Similarly, Weinberg's
term "endogamic" £$ problematic because of the promiscuity.
.Qeinberg's Endogamic type overlaps with both Type I and Type
, LIT offenders. His Promiscuous type overlaps with both Type
. IIT and Type IV incest offenders in this study, Ré\&er than
further cbnfusing'the nosoloéy scene irn classificatioﬁ
research on incest offenders, it was decided toaadopt the
label "Dependent"wto identify Type III offenders.

# There are several other inferences wé géﬂ\make from the
" mean PRF-E score; of the Dependent incest - Ienders. Tﬁey
are likely not a happy lot and probably do notlenjoy their
lives overly much, given that they had the lowest Play
score. Seeking . solace with children, no doubt, is more
enjoyable kor them than facing demands, criticisms, and
poten;ialxrejections from adults. Similar to the Schizoid .
offender, Depcndent types may have difficulty exp;rienc*wg
sensual pleusnure other than sexually, as evidenced by their
low score on Sentience. They were secoﬁd lowest in their

® .

need for Change and variety, so it is not surprising thar

they also had the longest mean duration of abuse. This



suggests that it is less likely that the Dependent otffender
will terminate the abuse on his own accord, and poiats to
the importance of intervention by authorities external to

the family in order to stop the molestation. Because the
: a
Dependent offender has a strong need for accédptance, it

o ——

would nd be surprising to find ﬁim agreeing with . th sides

in a family dispute. By abdicating his responsibilities &

/ : . . . . E
one of two parents in the familw, he {s more prone to .
o Qo .- = it : 4

(9]

H . &

. » S Bt T P '
forming coveérnt alliances wjith the children and uwdermining
- gé

the mother's parenting effersivene The#wives of
2 C b BN § : .

' ’ . ‘A " ' rl' : b . Sz
Dependent incest offenders were.probably- looking forja~

,.1
-

spousé‘and pérénting partnér'Vhen they entéred into
‘relaéibnship with tﬁe offender. No dpubi‘the? Qerg dismayed
to Ads¢OVer they had taken 6ﬂ»fhe bqrden of anékhef‘chjhh
this one disguised in abmanfs éody. Tpterview datazfroﬁ;txe

wives of Dependent ircrst offenders could be used to assess

the validity of this hypodhesisg

Type IV incest offend@;gfiﬂ.:VIS, or 17%).

.It was not difficult éénnbtice the distinguish{ng,Ar
characteristics of the Tyéel
other three:Tybes. Theié MMPI”bIofi1es, with peaké on .
scales 4 and 8 (Psychopatﬁic Deviate, and Schizophéeni;)
reflect an insidious psyéhoégthology.with psychotic
overtones. Greene (1980,hp.“i33) describes individuals

having this pattern of scores:

"They are dissatisfied with their relationships with

”n

IV offender in comparison to the
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other people, but their angry, resentful qualities,
which thethave difficulty modulating or expressing,
only serve to exa;erbate the?r alienation from others.
They see the world.as dangerous and other people as
rejecting and unreliable. They are mdbdy and
emotionally.inappropriate. Their behaviour is
.tyggcally unpredictable and noncoﬁforming'at best.
They frequently get into social and legal difficulties
because of their -~ or judgment and their problems in
iogi; and thinking. A history of criminal activity
w;th numerﬁﬂs arrestiyis common. Their crimes are
ofﬁe@ boé}lf plénned and executed and may involve
bﬁizarre or-violent behaviours. This is a fréqpent
“high—poing'pair amonglghild molesters (McCreary, 1975),
rapists (Armentrou't &’ﬁgher, 1978), (and) rapi§ts-;nd
- exposers (Rader, 19%7)L'V
The PRF-E scores and‘demographic data on Type IV incest
“offenders are quite supportive of tﬂése descréptions. Type

IV offenders scored higher than the other,three groups on

Aggression, Defeﬁdence, Bominancei and Impﬁlsivity, and had

the lowest mean scores on Abasement, Nurturangey. and Social
i b . RN

) Desirébility. They also had the highes{ scores in their
neéd for attent{?n'gExhﬂbiggon) and approval (Social. !

Recégniiipn).\ This suggests that they are not withdrawn and
‘échizoid as some writerFHhaﬂg suggested (see Stelmachers,‘ih

Lachar, 1974, pi 86). Rather, they are probably quite

vocal, demanding, and not oveflyruncomfo;table being in the



13C

spotlight, particularly when they are able to unleash their.
anger and frustration on someohe. Since the Type‘IV : .
offender has a low oonpern for the feelings and welfare of
others, it is likely that his style of abuse is harsh and
punitive.“ He shows the highest mean score on Domihance,-
although this is in Fhe averagg‘range for the general
population. It seems reasonable to hypothesize that his
style of controlling'and'persuading others yill~be |
'eharacterized by anger, aggressiveness, and blaming.

Ty&e IV incest offenders were the youngest'of the four,
Typesthwith a mean age of 34.7 years. They had the_highest
I Q. (100.6), but the least amount of education (9.4? mh
years) No doubt their psychopathology and concomltant
behaV1our disturbance contrlbuted fre;uently to an earlyu
termination of their schoollng. They were married forua
shorcter per;od af time compared to the other types of?intest
offenders, which makes sense glven that they were younger,
on average. They had the .-lowest average number of chlldren
k2.73), as well as the lowest average number ofeabused .Nf

1y

children (1.13). Their molested daughte%ﬁ;wereithe youhgest_

at disclosure with an average age of ll.gkyears. What most
likely ref{ects how-their psychopathology'affettpd the 7

. : @t
molesting behaviour is that_they had the shortest abuse
duration fnﬁure (23.3 months), but hKy far andwaway the

highest mean number Pf incidents of incest (66.4) before

)
disclosure ended the sexual abuse. _ K~m\&
\‘ ‘ \\ .
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Other demographic data are also 'indicative of a
* P

troubled life. Type IV offenders had more th;n twice the
proportion of ;ndividua}s with. a previous criminal.record
(QOZ) as the néxt closest group, the Normal incest
,offeﬁders. Theirbrate of alcohol abuée and illegalfdrﬁg use
was also the highest.(8OZ anA'46.7Z, respectively). Not o
éupprisingly, they had the ;econd highest’rate‘gf exg}a—‘

" marital affairs (46.7%2). -~ Wha£ is su;pgising is thai this

© group had the secohd highest rate of em%loyment at the time
of disclosure (86%), even higher than the *Normal offender
group. It would have seeded reasonable to assume that

™

emotional lability and a groubled lifestyle would havﬁ

resulted in.a’high unemployment rate for this group of
incest éffenders. Finally, the Type IV incest offenders are
characterized by héving the lowest admitted rate of prior
sexual victimization (20%7). In the research studies in
which mother-son incest has been investigateé psychétlc
features in the son and/or moiher are often reported (see

Meiselman, 1978, pp. 29y8- 311) . Because the Type IV

Y

offenders typically show paychbpathology of a more®psychotic

nature on their MMPI profiles, it may be a fruitful.research

endeavour to investigate the family background of this.grcup

{
of incest offenders more closely for the possibility of

&
mother-son incest. s .

In choosing the label "Psychopath" for this category of

incest offender, more emphasis waslgiven to the elevated
Ng
scale 4 (Psychopathic Deviate) than scale 8 (Schizophrenia)

&
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on the MMPI. 1In Lachar's (1974, p. 84) summary of the 4-8

’

profile type, he notes that "they straddle the fence between
M character disorder and psychosis". e describes variations

>

of this type: "Elevated Scale 0 (Social Introversion) here

is a good indicator ofia schizoid process. When Scale 0 is

low, a characterolog{cal ad justment and an alcoholicvfagher

“are good possibilitiés" (ibid., p. 86). The mean Scale O

-
1

score for Type IV offenders was not.elevated (T-score =

-

58.1). Also, 46.77% of Type IV offenders admitted that their

fathers were élcoholics. This pattern of data emphasizes

that Type IV incest Offenderslshoufd'be viewed more as (i//
having a character disorder than é psychotic disorder%.
éaﬁsequently, the label "Psychépath" seems appropriate for
this group. Again, however; this label should not be

confused with .a strict DSM III diagnosis of Antisocial
Personality Disord;r since_np attempt was made to ensure

that each member of this/sub—type was characteriied by

clinical data supporting such a diagnosis}

This concludes a discussion of the similarities and

differences betyeen the four incest offender sub-types
< o

developed from this taxonomic study. An overview of the
four sub-types reveals that they each have(distgnct pattern%
along the dimension of néed-motivations. These patterns
also pafallel a movement along the dimension of

psychopathology, from schizoid to character disorder to

normal. This internal coherence of the typological

——
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dimensions is a consequence of the theoretical,

‘L

psychometric, and empirical aspects of the classification

methodology used in the present study.
A

Implications for Psychothemapy

| In Chapter Twonof this study it was pointed out that
‘the-researcher's goals shpui& provide some guidance to the
aonstfuctibn‘of a typology since the classificatioq scheme
was to be viewed'as a tool used by the researcher to achieve
some aim. One of the aims of this study was 'to develop a
taxonomy of incest offenders that could serve as a clinical

i .
tool to fagilitate therapy outcome étudies. It was also
intended that the typological dimensidﬁs could provide some
guiaance for therapeutic intervenéion. The results of the
present studx suggest somé ways tgﬁs could be accomplished.
With Schizoid incest offenders, mgdications may be

appropriate for reducing anxiety and depression. This Type
of incest offender would probabﬁy have cansiderable
difficulty benefiting from group therapy because of his
extreme shyness, and the asocial nature of the schizoiq

process. They would tend to remain in their shells if the

therapist did not devote extra effort to drawing them out.
( ,

g

If attacked by other group members, the Schizoid offender
woulé‘pr§bably witﬁhraw even further.or drop out of therapy.
His self-esteem is so dismal that it would be prudent for
the therapist to pratect him from such attacks, at least

initially. Individdgl supportive therapy may possibly Be

more effective from this standpoint. With the Schizoid
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incest offender, depression, anxiety, and self-esteem are

£ . X -

key therapy issues. Positive change in these areas will

probably be a prerequisite to positive change in areas of

;accepting responsibility for thq\incest,'and interacting
effectively within hisvfa&ily as a parent and a spouse.,

Consequently, useful therapy outcome assessment might

involve pre- aad post-therapy measurements on such
instruments as the Begk bepressionslnvéntoFy (Be;k, 1978),
the State-Trait Anx?egy Inygnto;y fSpielgé}éé}, G%rsuchn_&
Lushene, '1970), and the Tennesééé Seif—Coﬁcept Scale (Fi;ts,
1965). Reduced scale elevations on the MMPI could also b«
considered a therapeutic gain,

With the Dependent incest offender, assertiveness seems

to be sacrificed in the interests of-manipulating others from a

Q

state of passivity or helplessness{“”It would be even more

important to emphasize the acceg&iiyé~of responsibility for

N

the incest ‘in this case. These offenders are characterized

to a greater extent than the others by transparent
3

dissimulation in order to avoid negative judgements By
othérs; The therapist needs to disginguish a sinceqe
accéptance of responsibility of the molestation from simple
parroting of appropriate phrases. Assertiveness training
and concrete'behavioural homewbrk assignments are useful
éheraby adjuncts with this type of offender. "AssessmenF of

changes on this dimension can be made with any of the

\assertivgness tests (éee Hall, 19775; Having the daughter

1
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confront the offender at some stage in_the therapy process

would likely be effective in dealing with his avoidance of .
. Y .

responsibility. Also, family therapy can be quite useful as
-

a ﬁounter-measure to the Dependent offender's dissembling
. ¢ .
because covert alliances can be more easily monitored, and

) ‘.V N . . - - )
the offender's commitment to specific behavioural changes

can be assessed g

1y by all parties involved. If the
Depéndent offender and the rest of his family are treated

se“'a_te,ly by( different agenci_o% he‘may be more likely to
any rea@- el in his attitudes and behaviours. »

" Depeg%lng on the nature of his psychopathology, the
Psychopathic incest offender may be able to benefit from .
anti-psychotic medication. As with all incest offenders,
abstention from alcohol is an essential prerequisite.to
therapeutic progress incoases where alcohol abuse is
sal;ent. Therap}»g:oups focussed o& angof“éontrol will
likely bo of benefit for the Psychopathic incest offender
because of their aggressiveness, anger, and }ow frustration
tolerance as suggested by their group PRF-E profile. The
therapist should expect strong vocal defensiveness |
accompanied by blamlng and resentfulness. Therapeutic
progress may be d1ff1cult but a group therapy format is
probably quite important w1th this kind of offender.

The Normal incest offenders will likely benefit the

"most from group therapy. Since they tend to be more task-

oriented than the other Types, they likely will approach
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therapy in a similar manner. Insight into the motivations
for their offences should come sopewhat easier for them than
for the other Types. In contrast to the Psychbpath:who
needs to develop stronger cognitive controls over higg
emotional responées, the Normal offender needs‘to augment .
his cognitive insights with emotional realizations T
concerning his offence. For those wives who choose to
remain . .with gﬁeir Normal- offender husbands, couple therapy
in a group format can be useful to rejuvenai% the marital
bond, and strengthen co- pa£§§£1§§ skills. , /7
These are some 1deas concerning therapy and therapy /
assessment with incest offenders that are suggested by the

typological characteristics resulting from the present
study. The above ideas illustrate how goal-accomplishment
can be facilitated for the taxonomist if those goals are

utilized earlier in guiding the taxonomic process.

N

Limitations gi‘the Study

One of the major limitations of this study is that it
focussed solely on the incest offender. The occurrence of
incest is multidimensionally determined. Consequently, the

broader picture of incest will be obtained only when the
\

[

research design approaches its topic from a riety of
befspectives. Family dynamics are clearly importang, and a-
weil—developed typolog} of incestuous families qr their
interactiqps would be a very useful clihical foga.

Cla=sification research that focusses on other individuals

o



N~ i t:

;
in incespﬁous families would be a valuable‘prereq&isite to
an investigation of family dynamicé.b

A second limitation of this study was the lack of an
external validation component in the research design. A
questionnéi;g completed/by the psychologists who were
concurrently working dlrectly WI%h sthese offenders would ;
have permltted an evaluatlon of the accuracy of the.
typologicgl chayacteristics, and the appropriateness of fhe

¢
categories.
-

A third limitation concerns the methodology of the
study. In the present state of the art, cluster analytif
solutions are not statiétically rigorous. The}efore, a mcre
rvmprehénsive égproach to the .cluster analysis and internal

d 12
validation ﬁrocedu:es would have bgen justiﬁied»wgre there

) ‘ : 7
more time and money available for this studj; 

No doubt there are other limitations of this study.
These generally pose problems in any. research on clinical
groups. The typology of iqcest offenders resulting from the
present research, despite its shortcomings, represents a
significant improvement over previous classification

regearch with incest offenders.

-Recommendations For Future Research

t%Apart from the issues mentioned gn the preceding

] O .
section, there are some ways to improve on this study.
Doing post-hoc file research limits the extensiveness and

specificity of the data which is extracted. It would be
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more effective to intentionally‘design an informa;ioﬁ—
gathqsigg instrument that:is consistently used in éssessing
incest offenders,ior their families. In this way more J

specific hypotheses concerning incest could be tested by the

'

rf;earchf
A second recommendation goncerns the classification
methadology itself. Classification research'in psychology
is rapidly incfeasing in sophisticatidn, with notable
Qonafibutions being made by Harvey Skinner (1977; 1978;
1979; 1981). Although these improvements weré.beyond the
scopeJOE the present research, their application to futu;e
classification research on incest will no doubt deepen our
unde?standiné of the etiology and treatment of incest.
Conclﬁsion
Previous classification research'on.intest offgnders
has not been overlyifruitful in terms of eifher clinical
practice_of theory development. The adancements made-br
the present study involve using a well-developed and well-
researchégipsychometric igstrument, the 'PRF-E, as a basis
for grouping incest offender. This innovation places the N
resulting typology well within the realm of personalit&
theory, s%éciiicaliy Henry Murray‘s persbnologyr aﬁd

-

provides a basis for developing and testing hypotheses about

“incest offenders from within the context.of psycbploéical

theory.

Basing the typology on a psychometric instrument is an

improvement over previous subjective and impressionistic

S
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approaches, and vastly increases thé probability .of good-

i - e opsqs o . C e
'saﬁtistical reliability when making individual

o & _ : ‘ ,
classification assignments to the.various typological

. M . .
- categories. The use of a pultivariate clustering algorithm

as an empirical decision-making tool for arriving at

typological distinctions also enhances the distinctiveness

and reliability of the‘reéulting incest offender sub--types.
Although the PRF-E is not itself a measure of
‘psychopathology; the categories based on it showed patterns

of need-motivations which also correlated with two distinct

pattérns of psycﬁopathology‘on the MMPI. This shows clearly

‘that the PRF-E is a useful instruhent.for'assessing incest
o

offenderé, and is an appropriate basis for glassification

research.

It appears that the present research was successful in
its attempt to generate a typology that was theoreticaily-
grounded, psychometrically-based, and empirically—derived;

Future classification research in the area of incest need no

longer be based on vague criteria, subjective impressions,

T L

and atheoretical perspectives. By basing incest research onv7
a more empirical fouhdation, hypotheses regarding'élinical
principles about incest etiology, dynamics, and@;reatmeﬁt,
caﬁ be ﬁested and proven true or false. It is in-this way
that a more rigorous appfoach to'ciassification'reséarch in

incest can contribute generally to the maturation of

scientific knowledge in clinical psychology.
f

2
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Scale
Ab
Ab
Ac 17
55‘ 17
Ag -38
Ay 12 -
Ch 10
E§‘ 04
De  -4B
Do -08
En 20
£x 04
Ha -10
Im -10
Nu 35
o N
Pl -08
Se P 13
s -7
Su 410
Qﬂ, 09
oy -
NOTE:

the Canadian Armed Forces.

40

-19

34

58

32

15
a7
-02

36

27

32

33
17
21
-16

13

16~

21
16
11

27

27

08

-13

-24

-03

APPENDIX A
Table A-1

PRF-E INTERCORRELATION MATRIX

-14 02 25

-01 28 &

-7 18 - 40

.

35 0 -14

18 -26

14 12
=32 05
06 -07 -06

04 20 24

-01 24 3

4
w

15’

-27 =28 14

B

42
2
_31

31

02

13

24 -03 -58
-26 17 26

=22 12 57

12 06 -38

02 24 10

=30 03 22

-50 ~-08 20

03 22 25

04 16 05

-08

06
22
o5
07
23

-19

22
-01

-12

Decimals have been omitted.

24

-03

16

35

30

40

-20

-16

20

2

-04

21

14

-05

and is taken from Jackson, 1974, p. 49.

s

36

-20
-05
24
37
-13

28

10
~24
-37
32
19
-26
17
-04
-08

33

25

07

08

42

08 -

18

05

26

18

17

06

07

04

-18

-15°

-10
07
-17
-23
09
2

-13

41
-02

-45

-58
48

0o

18

20

05

12

26

-10

33

17

25

21

49

-20

~08

o
33

08

13

-38

a7

14

1"

23

23
14
>07
-18
03
]
22

19

05
05
01

-22

Data above thn major diagonal are

17
09
05
1
20
06

37

16

24

-08

24

03

12

12

26

03 02
04 30
27 -22

18 -01

02 20
o2
14 -25
05 S4

-09 13
06 00

23 08

36

00 00

16
02
a4
42
19
02
29
30

25

-28-

~-08
20
12
-12

41

-0

15

1

25

-04

=21

06

-1

a7

21

-19

forVBB male incest
_offenders used in this study. Data below the major diagonal are for zzns enlistees for

54
-37
08
50
07
-07
-61
58
45
22
17
-23

34

" 26

The latter information was collected by H. Skinnmer & G. Rampton,

These data are included for comparlison purposes.
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 Table A-2 -

MMPI AND PRF-E INTERCORRELATION MATRIX FOR B8 INCEST OFFENDERS

| [ant

35

20

35

36

-03

13

-52

27

37

-17

-24

20

10

13

42

S0

42

a3

.02

45 -

-32

23 -
10,

13

16

-50

S

4

15,

40

17
~33
05
15
14

-0

08

44

a3

-14

20

17

02
-19
, 04

..11

10

-35

NOTE: Decimals

D W P
a7 @ -2
33 08 2t
38 0 -2

07 00 28

08 -02 15
-7 -03 -06
-21 -08 -10

2 -08 3
16 -06 15 .
-38 12 -21
23 10 o6

09 03 -11

27 02 2
-28 02 -15
-20 -19 -19
-1 -02 -0
-15 -04 -02 |

16 00 09
24 07 -2
09 00 -08

08 12 -01
41 -13 -35

P

-10
15
-20
06
08
15
..05
19
25
0
-01
-09
-03
-01
-03

-12

10
-10

24
-08

~-15

32

03
01
14

03

25

0
19

18

0s

gt.

as

12

-02.

-18

o7

-8

are omitted.

15

02

20

19
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43
3
32
01

-34

36

a7

-02

48

-41

=42

28

as

18

~58

28
17
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-05
17
kYl
10

35

14
08
-10
o
33

11

03

16
-18

-17

-17
-41

21

18

-58
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Table A-3

PRINCIPAL AXIS FACTOR ANALYSIS OF 21 PRF-E VARIABLES
VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR LOADING MATRIX

n

1 I best ‘v COMMUNAL ITIES
0.256 0.208 0.069 -0.551 y - 0,422
-0.019 0.502 0.57% 0158 0.609
0.747 0.238 0.278 -0.023 0.693
-0.288 -0.237 0.080 0.602 0.508
0,554 -0.083 0.3 0.118 :o.;;;;s
0.038 0.057. 0:522 0.028 o,z*ng
0.3 0.502 0.143 0.058 0.541
0.3% -0.01 -0.028 0,766 0.701
0.119 ' 0,097 0,463 0.436 0.484
0.038 | 0.575 - 0.424 -0.153 0.535
0.269 -0.090 0.366 0.356 0.343
0.206 0.186 - -0.596 0.142 0.452
0.3 0675 0.0 0.254 /0.658
0.683 0.276 0.157 ~0.102 0.800 -
0.260 0.566 0.011 ~0.131 D.I:OS |
0.074 0,497 0.121 0,085 0,274
0.164 -0.047 0.655 0.161 0.484
0.187 -0.182 0.004 0.413 0:239
0.722 0.013 -0.046 -0.046 0.526
0.015 0.189 0,601 0.053 0.400
0.471 0.545 | 0.2% -0.234 0.692

3

TOTAL VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR BY A 4-FACTOR SOLUTION:

25,498% +

22,9465 +

22.133%

19,376% = 88.953%

NOTE: Underlined factor loadings were chosen for factor, dafinition,
Except for Do, these are the highest scale-factor gbgfﬁiations.
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Table Aab—

‘Discriminant Analysis of 4-, 5-, and B-Cluster Solutions

Variable

Rank

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19 #
20

21

NOTE: Derived from a cluster analysis of 88 incest offenders.

F-Test Values for 21 PRF-E Variables

4 Clusters
Dy 32.21
Af  31.47
Nu 27,30
Se 18.20
Im 18,00
Or 16.39
ts 16,21
Ac  15.47
Ag  15.01
Ex 12.68
Ha ‘12.25
Ab 11.9;
Ch 11,89
Do . 10.75
Su 9.63
Au 9,20
En 8.61
Un 8.3t
De 8.18
Sr 1.82
P1 1.29

— s ———

3

Dy

Af

Nes

Se
Im
Or
Cs

Ac

Ag

Ha

Do

Ch

Ex

Ab -

Su
be
En
Pl
Au
Un

Sr

Clusters

————)

24,32
23.33
2ﬁ.51
16.86

16415

16.00

14.07

11.93

11.42

11,22

10.18

9,90

9.7

9.09

9.05

.72

7.58

7.08

6.87

6.41

1.40

-

6 Clusteré
Dy 23.08
AF 22.86
.

CNu 18.81
In  18.22
Ay 18.18
ogf 13.72
Ha 13.30
Ac" 12.05
S 11.44
Cs  11.14
PL 9.72
8.5
th 7;71
Su 7.67
e 7.13
In  6.92
Au 6.87
B 5.95
Do 5.7
Ex 415
St 0.32
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Table A5 ¢ X

dres for Four Types of Incest Offenders

Ab 49.50 8,73 53.68 10.10 56.71  8.82 39.40  6.42
Ac 40,08 7.08 7 s6.35 575 4691 7,32 4300 12.26
Af 37.33  7.19 53.88 7.3 56.71  6.70 w347 6,83

‘ Ay 48.17 10.19 | 48,78 7.36 | 40.57  7.65 $0.27  9.64
Ay 36.56 6.76 35.79  5.70 30,00 4.46 4047 7,22
cth 34.83  B.45 < 46,27 7.96 40.62 6.98 47.33  6.58
Cs 44.00 8,66 $5.7  7.07 - 55.95 * 6.02 as.a7ﬁ 6.59
De 49.94 8,99 43,76 10,07 45.76  8.31 60.80  7.22
Dg B4 6.5 45.27 s.éé 40.48 9,73 50.33  5.85
En 40.78 10.41 52:29 8.04 49.28 7,20 43.20  8.44
Ex 35.78 4,48 44.TT 774 44,00 7,22 ‘ 50.00 5.22
Ha S6.44  B.27 51505 6.63 62.57 S.16  53.98  7.35
In 56.33 9.10 5.1 7.8 43.43 5,10 59.40 10.85
Nu 4347 801 54,79 4.91 57.24 4,25 43.00 8.58
Or . 45.08  5.74 1 54,47 7.25 56.19 s.1a‘ 4.7 6.67
PL  43.00 B.08  41.82 6.75 41.81  4.95 45.60 8.07

- Se >-“‘33.a§ .55 . 46.29 - 6.58 35.95 6.91  41.87 5.37

" st ” | kgg.fé_k 7,24 oSBT 6,58 51.05 6.22 55.00 A7.39
§; ;f s squz j.;:87"? :“ 55;74  .7.28‘ 61478 5,95 51.53  6.43
Un ‘yi% 33.50 .m7f§0€ . iiaa.sg “g.o 34.7i 9.02 ©39.20 10.82

e - : ) .
Inf 5389 4.8 29;13.‘fs.a5 ' s1.00 10.20 53,27 10.80

-

37.94 9,38 . - 55.59  7.13 54.19 8,307 " 3&73  7.59
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Scale

i

) Table A-6

¥ Mean MPI T-Scores for Four T&pes of Incest Offenders

>

Type I (n=18) Type II (n=34) Type III (n=21) Type IV (n=15)
48.61 5.83 54.82  7.23 60.19  B8.27 48,07  9.35
sd.sv 8.93 57,06 6.54 ; . 55.62 7.05”%,1“ 65.60 15.99
"as.os 5.80 54.88 2.62;;: | 55;95 9.49 51,13 9.39
62,44 13.02 . 54.35 11.18 60.67 12.97 66.60 17.37
76.67 11.35 © 51.97 12.61 65.38 14.71 639.73 14,31
62.83 8.87 60.18  8.43 65.10 10.25 64.00 10.;2
70.06 10.M 67.47 10.87 66.91 11.28° 73.80  9:84
62,50 '6.95 63.74 11.91 58.91 5.7 64.40 10.78
£3.50 11.12 ' (§-03 9.50 50.52  9.38 ' 62.60 10.59
“1.44 9,48 60.88 9.38 56.00 10.78 B5.73 17.90
67.33 9,21 56.97  9.29 ‘ 58.26 12.49 73.00 19'1°;f‘7”
| ‘ G
53,61  7.03 53.09  9.47° 55.76 10.02 B0.73 .84

70,72 8.25 52,32 8.87 51.81  9.00 58,07 8.54
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Table A—?

a3 Jemographic Data for Four Types gﬁ)incegt Of fenders

Type II (n=34) ~ Iype III (n=21)

Continuoqé Type I (n=18)
Varjables .

" .Mean S.D. n=?
Full-Scale I.Q. 99,78 10.16 18
Age (years) 37.50 6.60 18
Education {years) 10:6&f 2.79 18
Marriage Duration n

(years) 12,81 B6.10 18
4 Children 3.00 1.70 18
i Child. Abused 1.17 0.50 18
Age .of Abused Child
At Disclosure 13.19  4.07 (21)*

Duration of Abuse.

(months) &3.50 31.03 18

Mean
98.03
36,77

.10.96

11,27~

3.03

1.27

11.95

7.97

1.32

0.50

n="?

33

34

32

33

34

34

3.94 (42)% 12.03
(NDTE: ﬂgre only, n = number of abused children determining the means and standard deviations.)

27.03 35.86 34

162

Type IV (n=15)

Mean S.0. n=? Mean 5.0, n=?
88.95 12.94 21 100.60 10.44 15
61,18 6.60 21  34.73  6.41 15
9.52 2,13 21° 9.47 2.3 15
11.10 7 6.10 20 10.64 8.33 14
4,00 2,60 21 2.73  1.12 15
T

.71 1,52 21 1.3 0.3 15

4,33 (34)% 11,82 4,41 (17)

27,57 37.86 2

Apprehended

23.33 22.00 15

66.40 132,74 15

A L] 1

Type IV (n=1'5§2

£ :
£ Incidents of ™ ,

Abuse 25.11 57.37 18 48,19 103,76 31 36.15 76.21 20
Dichotomous Type I (n=18) Type II (n=34)  Type III (n=21)
Variables , £

, Yes No ?/NA Yes No ?/NA Yes No ?/NA
; Criminal Record 5 A3 -0 10 24 O 5 16 0
Alcohol Abuse 13 S 0 17 14 3 11 9 1
Drug Use 3 16 1 3 18 7 4 13 4
Previous Marriages - 3 15 O 8 25 1 5 15 0
Affairs 5 12 1 11 15 @ 1 8 2
Offender Previously’
Victimizéd Sexually 79 2 12 16 6 6§ 12 3
Ethnicity - Caucasian 15 3 18
) ‘ - Native 3 1 3

- Black 0 2 0

Employed When 17 0 1 2% 8 2 1 5 0

Yes Mo 2MA 4t
g 6 0 &j
12 3.0
#

T4 4w
3 12 0 o
7 6 2

3 1. 1

13

2

0 ’

12 3 0



