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INTRODUCTION

The current stﬁdy has examined serial rape from an investigatory perspective. It has
sought to quantify the behavior manifest by a serial rapist during the course of his serial rapes and
to relate this crime scene behavior to patterns in the temporal sequencing and geographical
clusterings of his sexual offenses. The sample, collected through the FBI's National Center for the
Analysis of Violent Crime (NCAVC), included 108 serial rapists who were responsible for a total
of 565 rapes. In the context of the current study, the term "crime scene" is being used to
designate any information about the perpetrator or his manner of offending that can be obtained
from the victim (or more specifically, the victim statement) prior to the offender's identification
and arrest.

The investigatory focus of the study has been on the quantification of crime scene
behavior pertinent to all sexual assaults and the exploration of these dimensions of behavior as
they may help to inform investigators as to the possible timing of subsequeﬁt offenses or the
location of the rapist (i.e., the rapist's residence). In this way, it has sought to give some empirical
support to the process of criminal investigative analysis conducted by the FBI's Behavioral
Science Unit and by its "profiling coordinators” in FBI field offices located across the country.

Theoretically, the study has examined commonalities and differences between the Groth
rape typology, currently used by the FBI's Behavioral Science Unit to analyze reports of unsolved
rapes, and the Massachusetts Treatment Center (MTC:3) taxonomy, developed by Prentky and
Knight (Prentky, Knight, and Rosenberg, 1988) to clinically assess convicted rapists ordered into

treatment at the Massachusetts Treatment Center. The application of the crime scene behavioral



scales designed by Warren, Reboussin, Hazelwood, and Wright (1991) to quantlfy the interaction
occurring between a rapist and his victim during a rape as they apply to this sample of serial
rapists and as they potentially aid in determining these classifications has also been a focus of
inquiry.

This research derives from and is based upon prior research conducted by the FBI on
serial rape (Hazelwood and Warren, 1989a; 1989b), as well as ac_ademic research concerning
taxonomies of rape (Groth, Burgess, and Holmstrom, 1977; Prentky, Knight, and Rosenberg,
1988), investigatory psychology (Canter and Larkin, 1993; Canter and Gregory, in press),
cognitive geography (Brantingham and Brantingham, 1984; Rengert and Wasilchick, 1990;
LeBeau, 1987a; 1987b), and journey to crime research (Rossmo, 1993; Nichols, 1980; Pyle,

1974; Rhodes and Conly, 1981).



CHAPTER 1

REVIEW OF PERTINENT LITERATURE

A. THE NATURE OF CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIVE ANALYSIS (OFFENDER

PROFILING)

Ault and Reese (1980), in perhaps the first written piece on offender profiling, argued that
"as the crime rate grows in this country and the criminals become more sophisticated, the
mvestigative tools of the inve‘stig:'nor must also become more sophisticated” (p. 23). They
suggested that the psychological assessment of a crime, or the "profiling" of it, offers one such
development, the process having been designed to "identify and interpret certain items of evidence
at the crime scene that would be indicative of the personality type of the individual or individuals
committing the crime" (p. 23). The authors explained that this type of evidence may not be the
physical evidence that is the usual domain of the investigating officer, but rather be aspects of
behavior that help to describe the emotions and personality traits of the oﬁ‘en'der. Ault and Reese
defined the crime scene in this context to_include the scene of the crime, the victim of the crime,
and all other locations involved in the contact between the victim and the perpetrator.
Emphasizing that the completeness of the profile depends on the amount of physical and
psychological evidence left at the scene of the crime, they delineated a number of factors included
in the majority of profiles: the perpetrator's age range, sex, race, marital status, general
employment, reaction to questioning by the police, degree of sexual maturity, whether the
offender is likely to reoffend, the possibility that he has committed similar offenses in the past, and

the likely nature of the offender's criminal history. In describing this process, which ideally



culminates in the recognition of the motive for the crime and therefore thé characteristic.s ofa

potential perpetrator, Ault and Reese mentioned the old "ockhams razor" rule, a 14th century

axiom that suggests that given a number of alternative solutions, the most parsimonious one is
usually correct.

In The Mind Hunters (1983), Porter described the early stages in the development of
profiling by the Behavioral Sciences Unit of the FBI, terming prpﬁling “the latest weapon in the
FBI arsenal" (p. 45). He referenced a number of high-publicity cases in which profiling assisted
the investigating officers and, in so doing, identified "a growing number of police officers across
the country who think that when it comes to solving certain kinds of crime, profiling can provide
crucial help"” (p. 45). In discussing the process used in profiling a case, Porter highlighted the
importance of detail in the analyses that are conducted: "In working up its profiles, the FBI pays
microscopic attention to autopsy reports and to maps and photographs of the crime scene. How
the victim was treated reveals a lot about the killer" (p. 44). Citing the relevance of various
aspects of the crime scene, such as the mode of killing used, the amount of force inflicted on the
victim, or the post-offense behavior of the perpetrator, Porter observed that the "FBI relies less
on deep psychological insight than on statistical probabilities, plain common sense, and the
experience gained from looking at hundreds of similar cases” (p. 48). Porter described the study
of serial murder that was then underway, and explained that the interviews were designed to help
the Behavioral Sciences Unit understand "how criminals actually work . . ." (p. 49).

Douglas, Ressler, Burgess, and Hartman (1986) posited a six stage criminal-profile-
generating process that conceptually delineated the profiling processes utilized in murder cases by

the FBI National Center for the Analysis of Violent Crime. In their paradigm, Stage 1, the



Profiling Input Stage, involves the careful review of all pertinent case infm;nation, including a
complete description of the crime and a description of the crime scene, background information
on the victim, forensic information pertaining to all aspects of the crime, photographs of the
crime, and autopsy reports where relevant. Stage 2, the Decision Process Models Stage, involves
the arranging of the informatién into meaningful patterns. These patterns involve the type of
murder (i.e., mass, spree, and serial), the primary intent of the mgrder (i.e., criminal, emotional, or
sexual), victim risk factors, offense risk level, the potential for escalation, the timing of different
aspects of the crime, and location characteristics. Stage Three, the Crime Assessment Stage,
involves the possible reconstruction "of the sequence of events and the behavior of both the
offender and the victim" (p.18). This process focuses on the assessment of motivation as best
interpreted given a particular constellation of crime scene dynamics. The fourth stage, the
Criminal Profile Stage, involves the description of the type of person likely to have committed the
crime, given the motivation delimited by the crime scene dynamics. The profile generally includes
characteristics and behavior patterns of the pell;etrator as well as fecommendations for
interrogating and apprehending him. In the fifth stage, the Investigation Stage, suspects fitting the
general profile are evaluated and further information is generated regarding them. Finally, if the
profile has proven useful in directing the investigation, the perpetrator is identified and
apprehended. In conclusion, the authors suggested that, through continued research both by the
FBI's National Center for the Analysis of Violent Crime and professionals in other fields, "the
profiling process will continue to be refined and be a viable aid to law enforcement" (p. 27).

In 1987, Hazelwood, Ressler, Depue, and Douglas provided a more experiential

description of the profiling process. They suggested that crimes containing indications of mental



or emotional abnormality are most productively profiled. They highlightec‘l- the impona;lce ofa
careful review of all the available information and recommended that a commercial map of the
crime area, the victim statement, and information about the victim be included in each profiling
request. The authors emphasized that the profiler does not obtain any of this information directly
and therefore is dependent on the local police to elicit as much appropriate information as is
possible from the victim. In describing the process that is utilize_d_, Hazelwood et al. discussed the
importance of investigative and research experience, common sense, intuitiveness, the ability to
isolate emotions, the ability to analyze a situation and arrive at logical conclusions, and the ability
to reconstruct the crime utilizing the criminal's reasoning process. They referenced an evaluation
of the Behavioral Science Unit’s “profiling assistance,” conducted by the Institutional Research
and Development Unit of the FBI, that surveyed user agencies as to the investigative value of
profiles in 192 cases. The study found that the profile helped to focus the investigation in 77
percent of the cases and resulted in the identification of the perpetrator in 15 instances.
Hazelwood et al., however, also referenced one particularly erroneous profile, emphasizing that it
is important that the reader not "misinterpret the value of this very subjective process” as "human
behavior is much too complex to categorize simplistically” (p. 147).

In the same publication, Hazelwood and Burgess (1987a) outlined an interview that might
be used in collecting the information from a rape victim in such as way as to facilitate an
assessment of the motivation for the rape and hence the possible characteristics of the perpetrator.
They outlined questions designed to elicit information regarding the manner of approach used by
the perpetrator in procuring his victim (i.e., con, blitz, and surprise), the technique used by the

perpetrator to maintain control of the victim (i.e., mere presence, threats, or force), the amount of



physical force used by the perpetrator (i.e., minimal to brutal levels), the ré;ponse of the
perpetrator to resistance upon the part of the victim (i.e., cease demands, compromise/negotiate,
flee, threats, or force), the presence and kind of sexual dysfunction manifested by the rapist (i.e.,
erectile insufficiency, premature ejaculation, retarded ejaculation, or conditional ejaculation), the
types and sequence of the sexual acts requested or performed by the perpetrator and the apparent
intent of these acts (i.e., fantasy, experimentation, or punishmenQ, the verbal statements made or
demanded by the perpetrator, the precautionary measures taken by the perpetrator ( i.e., novice or
experienced), the objects removed from the scene of the crime (i.e., valuables, personal, or
evidentiary), and whether there was any experience of the victim that might suggest that she was
specifically targeted as a victim. The authors asserted that rape is a sexual act that serves non-
sexual needs and maintained that "through an analysis of the offender's verbal, sexual, and
physical behavior, it thay be possible to determine what needs are being served and to project
personality characteristics of the individual having such needs" (p. 167).

Pinizzotto and Finkel (1990), adopting a more empirical stance, examined the process and
outcome differences in criminal investigative analysis that were demonstrated by profilers,
detectives, psychologists, and students when "profiling" a homicide and case of sexual assault.
The authors dated criminal profiling to World War II when the Office of Strategic Services hired
William Langer, a psychiatrist, to profile the personality of Adolf Hitler. This process was
subsequently first used by the FBI in 1971 in responding to the requests by local law enforcement
for assistance in investigating unsolved, violent crimes. Citing the writing of Ault and Reese
(1980), the authors observed that the process of profiling involves a five step process: 1) a

comprehensive study of the nature of the criminal act and the types of persons who have



committed a particular offense; 2) a thorough study of the particular cﬁm;scene in the case; 3) a
careful review of the background and activities of the victim and any suspects; 4) formulation of
possible motivating factors for all parties involved; and 5) description of the perpetrator based
upon overt characteristics associated with the person's probable psychological make-up. In this
way, the "what" of the crime is translated into the "why" of the offense from which the "who" of
the perpetrator can generically be ascertained.

Based upon this conceptualization of the profiling process, Pinizzotto and Finkel studied
the process and outcome among four groups asked to profile a case of murder and sexual assault.
They found that the professional profilers were more accurate than the nonprofilers for the sexual
assault but not for the murder, a finding that the authors attributed to the limited information
available for the homicide both because of sanitation and the lack of a victim to provide detailed
information about the process of the offense. In both instances, however, the profilers created
profiles that were rated as being richer and more comprehensive, an achievement that seemed to
derive not only from the profilers' retention of detail but also from their stronger ability to extract
details that would be most helpful in the development of a useful profile. In discussing their
findings, Pinizzotto and Finkel commented on the complexity of the profiling process and
suggested that it is not simply a unilevel process of analysis that links the what, why, and who of a
crime in a linear fashion, but rather "a complex, multilevel series of attributions, correlations, and
predictions” that encompass the "what" to "who" loop of assessment. In order to improve the
accuracy of profiling, the authors emphasized the importance of base-rates derived from studies
that encompass details regarding a large number of a particular type of offender; the development

of a system of matrices that structure crime scene details in both convergent and discriminative



lines; the development of research that highlights motivational differences w1thm a part.icular
group of offenders; and the development of a group profiling process that highlights the
individualistic strengths of different profilers.

In an article published in 1992 in the FBI's‘Law_E_gﬁqmmﬁ;thm, Douglas and Munn
described three aspects of a sexual crime: the modus operandi, the signature, and the staging of
the crime. They suggested that these three components have diﬁ"grent developmental
characteristics and hence differential significance when linking offenses by the same offender. The
modus operandi is defined as those behaviors that allow the offender to obtain a victim, complete
the crime, and depart the scene of the crime without being identified. Douglas and Munn
observed that the modus operandi is "dynamic and malleable" and evolves as the offender gains
both experience and confidence. The signature component of a crime represents these ritualistic
aspects of the offense that encapsulate the fantasy that lies at the core of the sexual crime. While
these behaviors may become more pronounced over time, their essential elements remain
consistent as they reflect the static nature of the offender's dynamically determined fantasy life.
Staging refers to the changes in a crime scene that are conscibusly altered prior to notifying the
police, either in an attempt to influence the direction of the investigation or in order to avoid
embarrassment regarding some aspect of the crime. The authors emphasized the importance of
being able to identify these different aspects of a sexual crime and suggested that the signature
aspect of the crime is most useful in linking crimes perpetrated by the same offender.
Altemnatively, changes in the modus operandi can be used to assess the evolving criminal
experience of an offender, while indications of staging in a crime scene can alert investigators to

the possible involvement of individuals who are intimate with the victim. Douglas and Munn



likened each crime scene to the intricacies embedded in the plot of a play ;nd maintained that
"[by] approaching each crime scene with an awareness of these factors, investigators can steadily
improve their ability to fead the true story of each violent crime scene" (p. 10).

Jackson, Van Den Eshof, and de Kleuver (in press) explored the process of criminal
analysis used by trained profilers as one step in the assessment process that preceded the
formation of a Crime Analysis Unit for the Netherlands. The stuﬁy, using an expert/novice
paradigm, examined the differences between a novice, an experienced vice detective, and a trained
profiler (criminal investigative anaiyst) in terms of the information examined and the process
utilized in assessing a case of sexual h(;micide. Each of these individuals were videotaped
"thinking aloud" about the case as they reviewed all of the relevant information, a process that
took each of them almost a week to complete. Based upon an examination of these tapes, the
study concluded that there were "a number of important differences between traditional detective
work and offender profiling" (p. 14). Jackson et al. observed that in offender profiling, "statistical
probability plays a dominant role in the relevant reasoning processes" (p. 9), an assessment
process that evolves out of the knowledge gained through the extensive study of a large number
of solved crimes of a similar type. The authors noted that this type of probabilistic thinking is
"virtually unknown" in everyday detective work, where conclusions are drawn only on the basis of
established data derived from forensic evidence. Jackson et al. further observed that the profiling
perspective incorporates findings from the behavioral science literature that organizes
motivational hypotheses according to crime scene paradigms, such as the organized/ disorganized
murder (Hazelwood and Douglas, 1980), the typology of rape (Hazelwood, 1988), and child

molesting (Lanning, 1988) developed and utilized by the FBI. Jackson et al. explained that, based
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upon the encouraging nature of these findings, a criminal investigative typé of analysis smxlar to
that developed by the FBI was established within the Crime Analysis Unit, with subsequent
research being initiateﬂ to assess the relevance of the FBI's profiling assumptions to the Dutch
context.
B. SERIAL RAPE

In 1984, the FBI's National Center for the Analysis of Viqlent Crime initiated its first study
of serial rape. The study was designed to help inform the "criminal investigative analysis"
(profiling) that was being dével;)ped by the Behavioral Science Unit regarding various types of
repetitive, sexual violence. It was based upon in-depth interviews with 41 serial rapists, each of
whom was responsible for at least ten rapes prior to his apprehension and who, as a group, were
responsible for 837 rapes and 400 attempted rapes (Hazelwood and Burgess, 1987). The study
focused upon the developmental antecedents of this behavior, the crime scene correlates of the
offenses perpetrated by these offenders, and the means used by the perpetrators to select victims
and avoid detection. |

Based upon the original data, Hazelwood and Warren (1989a; 1989b) described the 41
serial rapists in terms of their demographic, developmental, and personality characteristics. They
reported that many of the rapists appeared relatively normal: they came from average or
advantaged homes and, as adults, were intelligent, employed individuals living with others in a
family setting. The authors observed, however, that pathology was discerned in the rapists
developmental history: "[flew of the men described close relationships with either their mother or
their father, a significant number of them had been institutionalized at some point in their

adolescence, and an exceedingly high proportion reported sexual abuse as children or adolescents"
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(p. 25).

Burgess, Hazelwood, Rokous, Hartman, and Burgess (1989) examined in greater detail
the sexual abuse that was reported by the same 41 serial rapists. They found that, as children, 56
percent of the rapists reported having been the victims of either a "forced" or "exploitive" sexual
experience, while an additional 20 percent reported having witnessed sexually disturbing events.
They observed that the majority of the offenders could recall the_ age of their first rape fantasy,
this varying from age eight to twenty-eight years with a mean of 16.9 years. Approximately half
of the rapists also reported involvement as adolescents in sexually abusive behavior toward
younger children. In assessing the "linkages" between these experiences, Burgess et al. suggested
that early sexual abuse is responded to by reenactment behavior that attempts to "bind the
symptoms of stress and trauma. . ." (p. 289). The rapist's preoccupation with sexually aggressive
thoughts subsequently expresses itself in the form of early rape fantasies which eventually
crystallize into "juvenile behaviors of spying, fetish burglaries, molestations, and rapes” (p. 293).

Hazelwood and Warren (1990) descﬁ.be:d the criminal béhévior of the same 41 serial
rapists using, as organizing themes, the dynamics used by criminal investigative analysts in their
profiling of rape cases (i.e., the manner of approach, the rapist's method of maintaining control of
the victim, the amount of physical force used, the rapist's response to victim resistance, the
sequencing of sexual acts, the presence of verbal scripting, and the precautionary measures taken
by the offender to avoid detection). They described trends across the rapists' first, middle, and
last rapes, observing that the majority of the offenders' rapes were premeditated (55-61 percent)
with only a minority being described by the rapists as impulsive (15-22 percent) or opportunistic

(22-24 percent). A "surprise" method of approach (44-54 percent) was used more often than a
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son” or "blitz" method of approach (24-41 percent), suggesting that the a;sailant had previously
entified his victim and was aware of times when she was typically alone. Threatening rather

an physically assaultive behavior was used most often in maintaining control over the victim,

1d only minimal levels of force (i.e., non-injurious force employed more to intimidate than

ish) were used in most of the offenses (75-84 percent). Hazelwood and Warren reported that
ightly over a third of the offenders experienced a sexual dysﬁmgtion during the offense, with the
ajority reporting surprisingly low levels of pleasure from the sexual act (i.e., 3.7 on a 10 point
:ale). According to self-report, only a third of the rapists had consumed alcohol or drugs prior

) the offense. The most common post-offense behavior included feelings of remorse and guilt
14-51 percent), following the case in the media (28 percent), and an increase in alcohol and drug
ynsumption (20-27 percent).

Hazelwood, Reboussin, and Warren (1989) focused on the consistency and change in
shavior manifest by the rapists during their first, middle, and last offenses. In general, they found
\at the rapists were consistent in behavior across all three rapes. The findings suggested,
swever, that while most of the rapists did not increase in the amount of force they used over
ieir first, middle, and last offenses, a minority of the rapists did become more violent over time.
'hen the Non-Increasers and Increasers were compared, no differences were found on most
ariables, including age at first and last assault, race, marital status, education, military record, the
ffender's acquaintance with the victim, mean pleasure at first and last assault, sexual abuse of the
ffender as a child, the general quality of the home environment, and the quality of the offender's
lationship with his parents. The Increasers did, however, assault more victims (a mean of 40 as

trasted to a mean of 22 reported for the Non-Increasers), assault more frequently (a mean of
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every 19 days as contrasted to every 55 days for the Non-Increasers), mﬂlct more serious injuries
during the last offense (9 out of 10 inflicted "moderate" to "life-threatening" injuries), and were
rated by the interviewers to have committed more sadistic acts during the last assault. The
authors observed that the data also suggest that when the victim resisted, the amount of pleasure
experienced by the rapist was greater (for example 4.15 as contrasted to 3.7 on the first assault)
and the duration of the rape was longer (for example, 81 minutes_versus 26 minutes on the last
rape).

Warren, Reboussin, Hazelwood, and Wright (1991) recoded the original data and added
to it a new sample of serial rapes described by the victims rather than the perpetrators of the
offense. The recoding involved coding each rape on 33 verbal, physical, and sexual scales which
assessed the interaction that occurred between the rapist and his victim during the rape. The new
data set was derived from victim accounts of a different set of serial rapes submitted to the FBI's
National Center for the Analysis of Violent Crime for criminal investigative analysis.

Using discriminant analysis on the scaled variables, Warren et al. (1991) were successful in
classifying rapes according to the Groth typology, with 83 percent correct classification using the
offender data and 91 percent correct classification using the victim data. They were also able to
classify rapists according to the rapist's Increaser/Non-Increaser status (as discussed above), with
an overall accuracy of 92 percent using the offender data and 89 percent using the victim data.
Variables such as use of bindings, transportation of the victim, the lack of negotiations or
reassurance, the presence of demeaning statements to the victim, the tendency of the offender to
ask the victim questions and talk about himself, and the duration of the rape proved useful in the

classification process. In discussing the results, Warren et al. emphasized that the victim data
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cluded only the first rape in a series of rapes perpetrated by the same oﬂ';nder, suggesting that
assification or prediction of rape type or Increaser status can be implemented early in a series of
Yenses, based solely on information supplied by the victim.

Grubin and Gunn (1990) attempted to replicate the Warren et al. (1991) findings reported
rove regarding Increasers and Non-Increasers, using 11 serial rapists derived from their sample
7142 incarcerated rapists who had been arrested throughout England and Wales. The authors
ere unable to replicate any of the classificatory features reported in the Warren et al.
scriminant analysis, although they did find that Increasers were younger (i.e., a mean age of 23
sars as compared to 29 years) and were more likely to prematurely ejaculate during the offense.
rubin and Gunn reported, in fact, that "more gratuitous violence tended to be present in the non-
creasing group" (p. 85). In an attempt to explain the different findings, Grubin and Gunn
iggested that the FBI sample contained more individuals from "the extreme end of the sadistic
rectrum" while their study was made up of "a more general sample of sexual offenders" (p. 85).

Grubin and Gunn also examined differences between their serial rapists (n=37) and the
ffenders believed to have raped only once (n=105). They found that the serial offenders
anifested more premeditation in their offenses, showed a greater tendency toward the enactment
fa sexual fantasy, and used weapons and restraints more routinely. There were no significant
fferences between groups in terms of the amount of violence and humiliation that characterized
e rapes and the number of sexual acts performed or requested. Clinically, the serial rapists more
equently suffered from a paraphilia (exhibitionism and voyeurism were most common), reported
higher sex drive, and described greater difficulty controlling their sexual urges.

evelopmentally, a higher proportion of serial rapists (32 percent) reported coming from families
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judged to be "severely chaotic." These differences led Grubin and Gunn tc-> conclude that "serial
rapists are different from other types of rapists . . . these men show a greater disturbance in their
sexual behavior, and tine underlying cause of their offending . . . has more to do with sexual
elements than any attitudinal or cultural factor” (p. 7).

Warren, Hazelwood, and Reboussin (1991) examined further the sexual behavior patterns
of the serial rapist. Staﬁg with the experience of multiple sexual assaults in childhood or
adolescence, they found a significant relationship between this type of early sexual trauma and
involvement with exhibitionism .as an adult. The relationship reported by Ressler, Burgess, and
Douglas (1988) between early sexual trauma and bondage sex, fetlslnsm, obscene phone calls, or
cross-dressing could not be replicated with the serial rape data. Drawing upon earlier findings by
Abel, Becker, Cunningham-Rathner, Mittelman, and Rouleau (1980), Warren et al. also attempted
to examine the clustering of multiple paraphilias among the serial rapists. In line with Abel'et al's
earlier research, Warren et al. found that 68 percent of the respondents reported that they had
been involved in voyeuristic activities, 41 percent in fetishistic activities, 26 percent in bondage
sex, 23 percent in cross-dressing, and 38 percent as having made obscene phone calls. Seven
percent of the sample also expressed an interest in coprophilia or urolognia while nine percent
manifested sexually sadistic behavior during their sexual assaults. The authors observéd that these
findings "support Abel's earlier observations concerning the multiple occurrence of paraphilic
behavior and highlight the importance for informed inquiry by both mental heaith and law

enforcement into the varied nature of the rapist's sexual activity" (p. 23).
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' TAXONOMIES OF RAPE

1. OFFENDER TAXONOMIES

Over the years, éﬂ‘orts have been made to formulate taxonomies of rape that differentiate
ipists according to their motivation for r.aping. Guttmacher and Weihofen (1952) differentiated
1e "true sex offender,” the "aggressive offender," and the "sadistic rapist." Gebhard, Gagnon,
omeroy, and Christenson (1965) delineated four categories of r_apists: the "double-standard,"
1e "amoral delinquent,” the "explosive," and the "assaultive-sadistic" offender.

a The Gr"oth‘ Typology

The classification scheme used by the FBI in its criminal hlvestigative analysis has been the
iroth typology as originally formulated by Groth, Burgess, and Holmstrom in 1977. This
pology recognizes four main rapist types: the Power-Reassurance rapist, who is characterized
iotivationally by an effort to restore "disturbing doubts about his sexual inadequacy and |
wasculinity"; the Power-Assertive rapist, who "regards rape as an expression of his virility and
1astery and dominance"; the Anger-Reta]iatm.'y rapist, who commits rapes a; an expression of
ostility and rage; and the Anger-Excitation rapist, who experiences pleasure and excitement in
:sponse to the victim's suffering.

The Groth framework was subsequently modified by Hazelwood and Burgess (1987) for
se specifically in a law enforcement context. Hazelwood (1987), focusing on the crime scene
orrelates of the various types, suggested that the Power-Reassurance rapist exhibits "pseudo-
nselfish” verbal and sexual behavior during the rape, utilizes minimal to moderate levels of force,
enerally selects his victims prior to the offense through surveillance, uses a "surprise” manner of

pproach, and generally rapes his victims when they are alone or with small children. According
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to Hazelwood, the Power-Reassurance rapist often apologizes to his v1ct1m, takes with h1m some
type of souvenir, and is the type of rapist who is most likely to try and recontact his victim
following the rape. The Power-Reassurance rapist's pattem of offenses also tends to be consistent
and to occur in the same vicinity or in a similar socioeconomic neighborhood.

Hazelwood described the Power-Assertive rapist as being more "selfish” in his behavior
and less interested in the comfort or welfare of his victim. .He tep_ds to use a "con" type of
approach, manifests higher levels of force during the assault, and "will subject the victim to
repeated sexual assaults, as this is a further expression of his manliness and of his natural
dominance over women" (p. 177).

The Anger-Retaliatory rapist routinely demonstrates excessive levels of force, generally
rapes in an impulsive manner that reflects an "emotional outburst” predicated on anger, and uses a
"blitz" type of attack which subdues the victim through direct, physical force. The actual sexual
assault is often short in duration, with the rapist leaving the victim shortly after he has vented his
anger towards her sexually and physically. Tilere is seldom any Apattem to his offenses, and he
tends to use weapons of opportunity and to attack in a sporadic manner.

Finally, the Anger-Excitation rapist, as described by Hazelwood, rapes in a manner that
reflects the sexual excitation he derives from the pain and suffering of his victim. His crimes are
carefully planned and methodically executed: "[every] detail of the crime has been carefully
thought out and rehearsed either literally or in the offender’s fantasies" (p. 180). This type of
rapist uses brutal levels of force, at times resulting in murder, and tends to keep his victims
incapacitated for hours or days during which time he tortures them and treats them in such a way

as to induce psychological despair. Hazelwood asserts that this type of rapist tends to use
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ndings, often records the sexual assault, and forces the victim to participate in sexual ajlctivitieS
at create pain, humiliation, and degradation.

Hazelwood maintains that these categories of rape have proven quite accurate when
plied to cases submitted to the FBI's National Center for the Analysis of Violent Crime. He
ialified, however, that "seldom will a rapist commit a crime in a manner that will allow the
alyst to classify him clearly or simply as one of the types set fo_r;h below. More commonly, the
vestigator will be confronted with a mixture of types" (p. 176). When faced with this type of
‘havioral complexity, Hazelwood advocates that the analyst use "common sense" in assessing
e various components of the rapist's behavior.

b. MTC:3 System

Over the past five years, a second framework has been expanded and operationalized by
entky, Cohen, and Seghom (1985) at the Massachusetts Treatment Center. Drawing upon
rlier work by Seghorn and Cohen (1980), Prentky et al. developed a three-tiered decision tree
ructure that attempted to quantify the three px:imary components' of a rape: the meaning of the
;gression in the offense (instrumental vs. expressive); the meaning of the sexuality in the offense
ompensatory, exploitative, displaced anger, or sadistic); and the general impulsivity of the
fender (low or high). Utilizing data derived from 201 sexual offenders either committed to or
leased from the Massachusetts Treatment Center, Prentky et al. used multivariate path and
uster analysis to assess the reliability and validity of the taxonomy. The authors concluded that
eir three major distinctions had "some discriminatory power," but suggested that the taxonomy
: further refined to examine life-style impulsivity both in childhood and adulthood; to incorporate

e concept of social competence; to create a separate independent axis that focused on sexual
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offenses; to replace the aggression axis with the degree of physical injury é;lstained by the victim;
and to further refine the Displaced Anger and Sadistic categories to include both low and high
degrees of physical injury. Based upon these refinements, the MTC:3 system currently recognizes
nine types of rapist: Opportunistic, high social competence; Opportunistic, low social
competence; Pervasively Angry; Overt Sadistic; Muted Sadistic; Non-Sadistic, Sexual, high social
competence; Non-Sadistic, Sexual, low social competence; Vind_iptive, low social competence;
and Vindictive, high social competence. (See Figure 1 on next page.)

The types are arranged in this chart so that each type is proximate to the type that is most
similar to it in terms of defining variables or characteristics. As indicated, there are four summary
categories, Opportunistic, Pervasively Angry, Sexual, and Vindictive, each of which reflects the
major motivational theme of the subtypes under it.

Knight and Prentky (1990) described the Opportunistic rape as being impulsive,
unplanned, predatory, and situationally determined. The offense contains little gratuitous violence
and minimal levels of anger, appearing instead to be organized around the desire for immediate
sexual gratification. Devoid of a fantasy substrate, the sexual assault appears to be part of a
general pattern of unsocialized behavior and problems with impulse control. The Opportunistic
rapist shows little concern for the victim and is intent upon the gratification of his own desires.

According to Knight and Prentky, the Pervasively Angry rapist is motivated by a sense of
"undifferentiated anger." Aggression permeates their assaults and violence occurs both
gratuitously and in response to victim resistance. Knight and Prentky observed that these
offenders are characterized by lifetime difficulties in controlling their aggression. Their attacks on

women, while sexual in nature, seem to embody little fantasy material and minimal levels of
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sexualized aggression. Rather than being sexually motivated, the rape app;ars to embody a
pervasive sense of rage that is directed against both men and women.

The Sexualize;i rapist (i.e., the Overt Sadistic, Muted Sadistic, and the Non-Sadistic
types), is motivated by "either protracted sexual or sadistic fantasies or preoccupations that
motivate their sexual assaults and influence the way in which their offenses are executed" (p. 45).
The organizing themes reflect enduring patterns of sexual preocqppation and the fusion of sexual
and aggressive impulses. Knight and Prentky asserted that the overtly sadistic rape is
characterized by damaging phygicd behavior, and the muted sadistic rape by a more symbolic or
covert expression of these same impulses. In distinguishing these two types, Knight and Prentky
observed that the Overtly Sadistic rapists appear to be "angry, belligerent rapists, who, except for
their sadism and the greater planning of their sexual assaults, look very similar to the Pervasively
Angry types." In contrast, the "Muted Sadistic types, except for their sadistic fantasies an& their
slightly higher lifestyle impulsivity, resemble the High Social Competence, Non-sadistic types . . ."
(p. 45). Knight and Prentky reported that the assaults of the Non-Sadistic. Sexual types are also
determined by the perpetrator's fantasy life, but that these fantasies embody more benign
perceptions and impressions of sexual and masculine inadequacy. Théy suggested, in fact, that the
Non-Sadistic Sexual rapist manifests the least aggression and, when faced with victim resistance,
is the most likely to flee.

Knight and Prentky (1987) described the Vindictive rapist as being motivated by an anger
directed exclusively toward women. The rape embodies significant levels of aggression, at times
culminating in murder, and reflects apparent efforts to degrade and humiliate the victim. The

authors assert that the Vindictive rapist demonstrates little undifferentiated anger or eroticized
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gression and, unlike the Pervasively Angry and Overt Sadistic rapist, is not characterized by a
ttern of lifestyle impulsivity.

In examining these various sub-types of rapists, Knight and Prentky underscored the
portance of both inductive and deductive strategies in theory-building and contexualized their
orts as part of evolving research that attempts to "particularize systems within relatively
cumscribed behavioral domains" (p- 48). They observed that these efforts can result in greater
scision and homogeneity in understanding offenders, although application to other offense
mains can prove difficult, and are best enriched by on-going attempts to relate typologies that
issify various types of sexual offenders.

c. The Grubin Typology

Drawing upon Prentky's earlier work, Grubin (1991) used cluster analysis to classify 85
fenders charged with rape. The natures of the rapes included serial rape, group rape, rape of an
lerly victim, and rape-murder. Five dimensions of behavior were used in developing the
issification system: 1) substance abuse (i.e., the diagnosis of alcohol or drug dependence); 2)
> management skills (i.e., the ability to maintain a relationship, the quality of the relationships,
iployment record, and residential consistency); 3) unsocialized behavior (i.e., the presence of a
ildhood conduct disorder, life-time history of aggression, and number of criminal convictions);

impulsivity in offense (i.e., degree of premeditation); and 5) sexual aggression (i.e., past
nviction for sexual violence toward a partner).

Grubin developed a ten-cluster solution with four of the clusters encompassing two-thirds
the sample. The first of these, the "Impulsive Addictive" rapist (n=26), was characterized by a

zh level of substance abuse and moderate life management skills. Antisocial behavior was
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common. Eighty percent had convictions for past violence and two thirds;eported being violent
when "they lost their temper” (p. 14). The sexual offenses manifested by this group involved little
planning and often occurred in conjunction with theft. In describing this group, Grubin suggested
“the offending of these men can perhaps be seen as that of men who do not consider the
consequences of their actions, whether that be to follow an impulse to drink, use drugs, to hit out
when frustrated, or to act on sexual desires when circumstances .gllow it..." (p. 14).

The Unsocialized Rapist (n=14) evidenced no problems with substance abuse, but was
characterized by high levels of unsocialized behavior. All of the group had past criminal histories,
although none had acted out violently against a partner. This cluster also had the largest
proportion of group rapists. They reported their sex drive to be high, and one-third were rated as
being "preoccupied with sex." They reported conservative attitudes toward women. In terms of
offense behavior, the "Unsocialized Rapist” was found to perpetrate unplanned rapes devoid of
any attempt to humiliate the victim. Commenting on this group, Grubin observed that they are
very similar to the previous group, although their offending seems to be "part of a pattern of
general antisocial behavior rather than simply of poor internal control” (p. 15).

The rapists assigned to the "Violent Deviant" (n=23) group were characterized by a low
level of substance abuse, few indices of antisocial behavior, good life management skills, and a
criminal history of sexual rather than violent crimes. They were described as being "more
organized" and "stable" than the other rapists and their modus operandi was termed "unique"
because of the degree of planning involved and the absence of burglary as a primary motive.
Grubin reported that men in this group were more often diagnosed as suffering from a paraphilic

disorder, of having been sexually abused as children, and of having undergone, at some time in the
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ast, treatment for sexual problems. He explained that these rapists were t—ermed violent not
ecause of their criminal history, but because of their use of gratuitous violence during their rapes.
'onversely, few reported having violent tempers or experiencing difficulty in controlling their
:mpers in other contexts. Observing that the "Violent Deviant" rapists were responsible for the
irgest number of sexual offenses, Grubin likened this "group of calculating and organized men to
ue sex offenders"” and asserted that they would "offend in any cplture" (p. 16).

Finally, Grubin reported that the Overcontrolled rapists (n=29) were characterized by a
ww incidence of substance abus;;a, little history of unsocialized behavior, good life management
kills, and the absence of violence against a partner. Their offenses were unplanned and most
equently involved murder. They reported very conservative general attitudes, little or no
ifficulty in controlling their sexual behavior, and little sexual deviance. Grubin suggested that
the offending in this group seem([s] to be explained by a sudden and temporary loss of cont.rol in
/hat are perhaps overcontrolled personalities” (p. 16).

Commenting on the significance of his research, Grubin emphasized -the need to "get away
'om thinking about sex offenders, or rapists, as a single group about which universal statements
an be made" (p. 17). Not unlike Knight and Prentky, he emphasized the importance of making
istinctions based upon the behavior and motivation of the offender and highlighted the relevance
f these distinctions to the accurate assessment of risk, appropriate treatment decision-making,
nd viable program management.

2. CRIME SCENE TAXONOMIES

In contrast to Grubin's efforts to develop offender-based classifications of rapist type,

ther British researchers have sought to develop classifications of rape based upon crime scene
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information alone. Drawing upon the principles of "profiling" delineated b;' Hazelwood and
Burgess (1987), Canter and Heritage (1990) sought to identify empirical patterns that associate
certain types of rape behavior with certain types of rapists. As they explained, the "central quest”
lay in the "identification of associations between aspects of the offender's characteristics and
offense behavior” (p. 190).

In developiné their system of analysis, Canter and Hexitage identified 33 rape behaviors
that were consistently referenced in the victims' accounts of 66 sexual assaults perpetrated by 27
offenders. These dimensions of behavior included variables such as the use of a "confidence"
approach, the presence of a surprise attack, the use of blindfolds and bindings, the use of
complimentary language, the disturbance of victim clothing, use of a weapon, the use of disguises,
vaginal penetration, and anal penetration. These variables were coded as dichotomous variables
and were analyzed using facet analysis, a multivariable form of analysis designed to display the
spatial contiguity between variables as a measure of their co-occurrence in actual incidents. The
analysis éuggested a core dynamic of rape made up of five variables (i.e., an impersonal encounter
with a victim which involved a surprise attack, disturbances of the victim's clothing, and vaginal
intercourse) as well as five additional related areas of emphasis (i.e., attempted intimacy w1th the
victim, sexual behavior, overt violence and aggression, impersonal interaction, and criminal
behavior and intent). Each of these components, made up of four to seven variables, occurred
clock-wise around the core aspect, visually clustering groups of behaviors most likely to occur in
the same offense.

In discussing their analyses, Canter and Heritage observed that the actions on the top half

of their spatially determined matrix cover a "variety of sexual activities and the aggressive acts"
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(p. 202). Linking these behaviors with Prentky et al.'s (1985) recognition (;f expressive
aggression, they suggested that the factors on the lower half of the matrix involve more
instrumental aggression, such as actions "that are very impersonal, criminally oriented” (p. 202).
Commenting on the heuristic value of the paradigm, the authors suggested that it may be used in
future research to examine how an offender develops over a series of offenses, to determine
whether two or more offenses are committed by the same offender, and to correlate crime scene
factors with different sets of offender characteristics.

Drawing broadly from th;e work done by the FBI, Davies (1992) described a "three aspect
model” useful in the identification of sexual assaults perpetuated by a single offender. Davies, a
forensic biologist, began the development of her behavioral system of classification after
discovering that "in a significant percentage of rape cases there is little or no semen, so DNA
testing will be either not possible or unsuccessful” (p. 173). |

Davies delineated three components of rape: 1) the modus operandi; 2) elements of the
offender's "sexual and personal gratification;" .and 3) identiﬁcatioﬁ of "attitu;ies" and perceptions
regarding "intimacy." The "modus operandi” is comprised of the behaviors utilized by the rapist
in planning the offense, controlling the victim, protecting his identity, avoiding arrest, and, in
some cases, procuring valuables from the victim. The "sexual and personal gratification"
component embodies the sexual dynamics of the rape, (i.e., the sexual problems manifested; the
sexual acts performed, attempted, or mentioned; the sexual verbal themes expressed by the
offender; practices associated with sexual and personal gratification; indications of paraphilias;
and gratuitous violence and verbal cruelty). The "attitude and intimacy” component is relational

in nature and includes violence in response to resistance, abuse and swearing, the use of language
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to control the victim, curiosity, self-disclosure, compliments, ingratiating B:ehavior, excu;ses and
apologies, expressions of affection expressed or required, and attempts to prolong the
relationship.

In discussing these three organizing themes, Davies suggested that they be used as a guide
for investigators in procuring victim statements and highlighted, in this context, the importance of
recording all remembered conversation "exactly" and “documentipg meticulously the victim's
thoughts, coping strategies and acts of resistance” (p. 178). Davies also addressed the
consistency of these behaviors over successive offenses by the same offender and maintained that
the modus operandi evolves over time and can be used to assess the offender’s degree of criminal
experience. According to Davies, behaviors reflective of the rapist's sexual preferences remain
more consistent and can be used to link offenses by the same offender. In particular, Davies
asserted that "the more disordered, deviant and violent offenders will be much more consistent
and exhibit very distinctive peculiarities" (p. 191). Highlighting the potential variability of human
behavior, Davies emphasized the need for further research designed to examine the degree of
consistency manifested in these behaviors, to ascertain their relative frequency among offender
populations, and to address possible relationships between crime scene behavior and offender
characteristics.

D. COGNITIVE MAPPING OF CRIME

Brantingham and Brantingham (1984) were the first to develop the concepts of "cognitive
mapping" and "opportunity space" as they apply to criminal behavior. Citing the work of Tolman
(1948), they defined cognitive mapping as "the process by which individuals learn about,

remember and use knowledge about an area” (p. 358). They observed that an individual's
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cognitive map has many dimensions (i.e., color, sounds, and symbols) and _reﬂects the individual's
(or in this particular case, the offender's) "overall geographic . . . knowledge of an area." In
defining the concept of "opportunity space," they suggested that potential crime victims are not
distributed uniformly in space. Rather, it is "the interaction of the location of potential targets and
the perpetratox’s awareness or activity space that culminates in particular patterns of crime
occurrence” (p. 362). From this perspective, Brantingham and Qrm@ghm emphasized that
crime occurrence in a city is highly patterned and can be understood only if the "subjective
environment" of the perpetrator.is appreciated. They emphasized "potential criminals do not
search through a whole city for targets, they look for targets within their more restricted
awareness space” (p. 365).

Coucelis, Golledge, Gale, and Tobler (1987) examined the Anchor Point hypothesis of
cognitive space and the role of these points in organizing spatial cognitive information and |
structuring mental maps. They discussed the potential significance of "anchor points" as they
relate to: properties intrinsic to the object (i.e.; person) such as p.erceptual.or symbolic salience;
relational-spatial properties, such as location within daily activity space; and relational non-spatial
properties, such as actual or potential significance in a person's life. Based upon these
characteristics, Coucelis et al. examined three potential relationships between "anchor points” and
the definition of individuals' mental mapping. They termed these the Tectonic Plates hypothesis,
the Magnifying Glass hypothesis, and the Magnet hypothesis. They reported that the examination
of the mental maps of 57 subjects in Goleta, California resulted in a variety of analytic and
conceptual problems, but generally resulted in "the preliminary encouraging evidence in favor of

the tectonic plates hypothesis . . ." (p. 117). The authors noted that this hypothesis suggests that
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major anchor points define associated regions of the mental map and that "cues associated with a
particular anchor point will be displaced (distorted) in the same direction as the anchor point
itself, so that the whole corresponding region will 'move' in piece, relative to the regions defined
by the other anchor points” (p. 107).

In a final report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice, Rengert and Wasilchick
(1990) fit six statistical models to the spatial patterns of individugl burglars. Developing the
models based in part upon the work of Huff (1984) and Coucelis et al. (1987), they commented
upon the ubiquitousness of criminal opportunities, a "distance bias”" which motivates a burglar to
stay close to important "anchor points," and a "directional preference," wherein a burglar tends to
operate in "more familiar rather than less familiar areas" (p. 50). Taking into consideration these
factors as well as the behavior of the drug-free and drug-dependent burglar, they proposed six
resultant patterns of offending: the Home Uniform pattern, the Drug Uniform pattern, the Home
Logit model, the Drug Logit model, the Bimodal, and the Teardrop pattern. In examining the
patterning of burglaries perpetrated by a small sample of Philadelphia burglars, they found that
one or two models generally resulted in the most correct predictions for each burglar, suggesting
that burglars tend to follow replicable decision-rules as they choreograph offenses. |
E. GEOGRAPHY OF RAPE

Joumney-to-crime studies indicate that the distances travelled by offenders to commit
offenses vary according to demographic characteristics of the offender such as age (Nichols,
1980); sex (Rengert, 1975); and race (Pettiway, 1980). The nature of the crime itself also
influences this distance factor. Pyle (1974) found that rapists in Akron, Ohio travelled shorter

distances than did robbers and burglars, a trend confirmed a few years later by Rhodes and Conly
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)81) in Washington, D.C. These authors also found that rape tended to.<')ccur in areas
aracterized by construction, urban renewal, and temporary lodgings.

In a study that looked specifically at rapes over a four year period, LeBeau (1985) found
it serial offenders tended to "use repeatedly the same geographic and ecological space." He
»orted that this geographically specific pattern of offending contributed significantly to changes
the numerical, géographical, and ecological descriptions of rape from one year to the next in
rious areas throughout San Diego.

In subsequent research, LeBeau (1987a) attempted to differentiate between single, serial,
d open (unapprehended) rapists in terms of: 1) the number of locations or "rape scenes" that
aracterized their offenses; 2) the distance travelled jointly by the rapist and his victim; 3) the
erage distance between the rapist's residence and the crime scene; and 4) the average distances
tween crime scenes for the same offender. In his analyses, LeBeau found that single rapists
ided to rape non-strangers more often than serial and open offenders, to be involved in up to
e different scenes with a single victim, and were more likely to choreograph assaults in which
: victim travelled with them to different locations. LeBeau hypothesized that each of these
aracteristics ensured that more "tangible information" about the perpetrator would be obtained
the victim, with this information subsequently contributing to their identification and
prehension. He commented that "this maximization of spatial distance is a potential source of
igible information that leads to an apprehension” (p. 326). LeBeau also found that while serial
sists tended to vary in the distance that they travelled from home in order to rape, they
nsistently seemed to restrict their attacks to within one-half mile of their previous attacks.

Using the same data set, LeBeau (1987b) used centrography to describe and measure the
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spatial and temporal distribution of the San Diego rapes as classified in theﬁearlier analysis (iLe.,
single, serial, and open or unapprehended). Using the centrographic measures of mean center,
standard distance, velocity, acceleration, and momentum, he demonstrated that "different classes
of offenders have relatively distinctive spatial distributions" and "changes in the spatial
distributions of offender classes, through time, are not uniform" (p. 125). Specifically, he found
that while the unapprehended offenders showed great spatial stabi]ity, the serial offenders
appeared "most mobile” and demonstrated a distinct northwest path from the Central Business
District. The single-offenders were described by LeBeau as being "an enigma." As he explained,
between 1971 and 1974, changes in the mean centers, the mass, the dispersion, the acceleration,
and the areas of the ellipses were minimal. However, in 1975, the mean center changed direction
to a more northerly and westerly position, doubled in mass (i.e., 44 to 90), doubled in terms of
standard distance (2.9 to 6.2 miles), doubled in terms of momentum (136 to 275.9 rape miles),
and tripled in terms of the standard deviational ellipse (11.29 to 40.72 square miles). Terming
these changes a "spatial explosion," LeBeau hypothesized that a revised rape law that went into
effect on January 1, 1975 may have enhanced the reporting of single rapes, hence explaining the
onset of such rapid geographical change.

Five years later, LeBeau (1993) presented four case studies from the same sample that
looked at the "spatial-temporal analysis of serial rapists." Focusing on the patterning of offenses
in terms of both their geographical patterning and their temporal sequencing, he suggested that
the choice of crime location evolved out of four distinct factors: spatial knowledge, time,
distance, and type of area. In reviewing his four cases, LeBeau descriptively demonstrated the

relative importance of these factors in producing the different spatial patterns created by four
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rial rapists of different ages and ethnic background. In so doing, he idell-iiﬁed a pattern by
rich each of the rapists eventually backtracked to the area of an earlier offense. Hypothesizing
at this tendency may derive from time pressures, rewarding memories, or the exhaustion of
atial knowledge, he emphasized the need for further study of this pattern in order to facilitate
s investigation of unapprehended offenders.

Drawing upon the work of Brantingham and Brantinghan.} (1981) and Rengert and
asilchick (1985), Canter and Larkin (1992) explored the spatial activity of 45 British offenders
arged with two or more sexual offenses. They hypothesized that two general models might be
ed to describe the relationship between an offender's area of offending and his home base. The
‘ommuter Model" assumes that the offender travels away from his home in order to perpetrate
s crimes and that his "criminal range" is independent of and an appreciable distance from his
yme base. The "Marauder Model" assumes a closer relationship between an offender's home and
s criminal range and hypothesizes that the offender moves out in a random pattern from his
ime base in order to commit crimes.

In examining the spatial activity of 45 sexual offenders responsible for a total of 251
xual offenses, Canter and Larkin found that 91 percent of the offenders did, in fact, havé their
imes located within a precise, circular region and that 87 percent of the offenders lived within
is circular area. In only six cases did the offender live outside of this area that contained all of
s crimes. In two of these instances, the offenses involved picking up a victim in a motor vehicle
d transporting her to the site of the assault. In two others, the targeting involved a specific
reet that lay a considerable distance from the offender's home neighborhood. According to

inter and Larkin, further analysis revealed that the offenders maintained a "safe area" of at least
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.61 miles around their home, with the average minimum distance from crime to home béing 1.53
miles. In discussing these findings, Canter and Larkin (1993) suggested that "the clarity of these
mathematical results is a little short of remarkable for what is regarded as an impetuous,
emotional violent crime. . . " (p. 18). They emphasized that "whatever the rapist's experience of
committing the crime, there is a basis to his choice of location that can be modeled from relatively
logical environmental psychology principles” (p. 18).

In a subsequent set of analysés, Canter and Gregory (in press) examined certain offender
and offense characteristics to set;, if they reduced the area covered by their circle hypothesis.
Examining the 251 offenses referenced above, they found that white offenders travelled further
than black offenders (i.e., in 80 percent of the assaults, black offenders were found to offend
within one half mile of their residence, whereas only 19 percent of the white offenders were found
to offend within one half mile of their residences), that offenders who raped on the weekend
travelled 2.5 times further than those who raped during the week, and that those offenders who
raped out of doors travelled 2.7 times further than those who raped indoorsl Canter and Gregory
also reported trends in which older offenders travel further than younger offenders. Integrating
these findings into a rudimentary expert system, Canter and Gregory were able to reduce the area
covered by the Marauder Model from 180 square miles to ten square miles and to classify
offenders into the predicted area with 82 percent accuracy. The predicted area was determined by
matching each offender according to four characteristics (i.e., age, race, inside/outside, and
weekend/weekday) and determining the maximum and minimum distance to the first offense
manifested by each of the linked offenders. The authors chose the distance to the first offense as

their defining distance because of its perceived psychological and investigatory significance (i.e., it
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vas thought to be the offense most directly linked to the offender's home t;ase and consﬁtuted the
ocation that could be most effectively used by law enforcement in locating and apprehending
ierial, sexual offenders).

Most recently, Rossmo (1993) applied similar principles to the development of
'multivariate spatial” analysis of violent crime. Focusing primarily on serial murder, arson, and
‘ape, he used crime locations to predict "the most probable areas in which the murderer's
esidence or workplace might be found” (p. 12). His Criminal Geographical Targeting Model
lerives from a four step process: 1) a delineation of the offender's hunting area calculated from
he offender’s crime locations; 2) calculation of Manhattan distances from every point on the map
o each crime location; 3) the use of the Manhattan distance in a function that assigns each point a
ralue based upon a distance-decay assessment of whether or not the point lies inside a buffer
afety zone; and 4) the addition of these multiple values to create a score for each map point
vherein the higher the resultant score, the greater the probability that the point contains the
)ffender's home or workplace. Rossmo explained that the derivation of these values creates a
hree-dimensional probability surface that can be overlaid on a city map in order to direct
nvestigatory efforts as they relate to suspect prioritization, patrol saturation, alternative
nformation system access (e.g., postal code access), and Task Force integration. In discussing
he applicability of his Criminal Geographical Targeting system, Rossmo acknowledged that the
redictive equation requires six points in order to obtain an acceptable "hit" rate and is best
itilized in conjunction with the investigative expertise of experienced law enforcement officers.
Rossmo addressed the relevance of environmental criminology to these pursuits and observed that

'the offender and the victim have to encounter each other at some point in time and space, and
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these points form spatial and temporal patterns” (p. 32).

Davies and Dale (1995) summarized literature relevant to the crime choices manifested by
criminals as they negotiate both singular and serial crime. Drawing from selective literature in the
fields of criminology, geography, regional planning, cognitive geography, and environmental
psychology, they discussed the conceptual relevance of distances, space, time and place, activity
pattemns, cognitive mapping, crime distribution models, urban cri}ne distributions, target selection
models, and the distribution of sexual offenses by a single offender. Empirically, they reported on
a preliminary study of the oﬁ'ens;e patternings of eighty rapists. The authors observed that almost
a quarter of the offenders had no fixed address and moved either voluntarily or through
incarceration during their rape sequence. They referenced Farrington and Lambert's (1992)
observations regarding the high mobility of burglars and violent repeat offenders and suggested
that "some degree of transience is fairly typical of a proportion of sexual offenders" (p. 13). |
Regarding the distance travelled by the rapist, Davies and Dale reported that 29 percent of 315
rapes occurred within a mile of the rapist's resi;ience, 53 percent w1thm two.miles of the rapist's
residence, and 77 percent within five miles of the rapist's residence. The authors observed that, in
several instances, the rape also occurred very close to the rapist's residence, "in the same block of
flats, adjacent flats, the same street, and adjacent streets," thereby offering no support for the idea
of a "safety zone" as theorized by Brantingham and Brantingham (1981) and identified by Canter
and Larkin (1993) and Rossmo (1993). Davies and Dale also reported that in only 40 percent of
their cases was the last rape further from the perpetrator's home than the first rape. They
examined these 20 cases and suggested that this increase derived from three observable factors

(i.e., opportunism, displacement due to police activity and/or media activity, and a change of

36



sidence during the series). Observing that 60 percent of their cases did not show any i.ncrease in
stance over time, they concluded that there is also little support for Rossmo's assertion that the
urney to crime increases as the criminal career of the offender matures.

Davies and Dale further observed that while the majority of their sample raped close to
yme, 18 (36 percent) raped ten or more miles fromhome. They noted that some of these
Tenders raped while on holidays, while others appeared to be gging in search of a particular type
“victim: "Presumably any distinctive requirement in victim type may cause an offender to travel
nger than average distances; the more obvious required categories being prostitutes, the elderly,
e affluent, and the young" (p.15). The authors observed that the remaining long-distance rapes
ere perpetrated by career criminals who made their living from burglary or robbery and who
ied vehicles in their offense behavior. Davies and Dale reported that the series of offenses
rpetrated by an offender was also usually proximate to other significant locations for that
irticular offender. They identified present and past residences, school and work locations, and
e sites of other non-sexual crimes as significant foci in the designation of sexual offending areas.
nally, the authors identified a subjective sense of well-being associated with a particular area,

e importance of a specific location to an offender’s internal sexual fantasy, and a preexistent
ittern of prowling and associated paraphilic behaviors as being relevant to the decision-making
at determines each offender's choice of offense location. In concluding their paper, Davies and
ale suggested that their findings "substantiate the hypothesis that people have internal
presentations of their world in which significant people and places are very influential, as has

sen revealed in the offense patterns of the serial offender” (p. 18).
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F. THE CRIMINAL HISTORY OF SERIAL RAPISTS

Tumer and Ratledge (1982) sought to quantify an offender's criminal history through the
development of a composite index of criminality which summarizes the criminal history as a single
numeric value. In developing the composite value, the authors identified five dimensions relevant
to the relative seriousness of the cumulative history: 1) length of the record; 2) seriousness of
each offense listed in the record; 3) dispositional information rengrding each offense; 4) patterns
of offending; and 5) time between and since the last reported offense. Using these five
dimensions, the authors simulated 6,778 criminal histories which were assessed by 226
prosecuting attorneys in Brooklyn, New York. Extrapolating from these ratings, Turner and
Ratledge formulated decision-rules that numerically translated each criminal history into a value
that equalled the weighting assigned to it by the prosecuting attorneys. From these efforts, the
authors concluded that "it is possible to numerically evaluate a criminal history," but also
acknowledged the need to integrate a spacing or decay function into the equation, address
instances of multiple charges for a single offense, and identify the presence of "attempted" crimes
in both the simulated and real criminal histories.

From a somewhat more clinical perspective, Abel, Becker, Mittelman, Cunningham-
Rathner, Rouleau, and Murphy (1983) used structured interviews to study 561 sex offenders who
had voluntarily presented for treatment. They identified 126 rapists who reported a total of 900
rapes over the course of their sexual offending, equalling a mean of 7.2 rapes per offender. The
authors, however, also reported a median of one rape per offender, suggesting that a minority of
the rapists are responsible for a majority of the crimes.

Grubin and Gunn (1990) studied the criminal history of 142 single and serial rapists. They
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und that 86 percent of the offenders had a criminal history, with 50 percént of them being
ymprised of four or more convictions. Twenty-nine percent of the sample received their first
ntence before the age of twenty. Grubin and Gunn observed that the majority of the past
Yenses involved some type of theft, although half of the rapists also had convictions for
isaultive behavior. The violence was generally directed toward men, although nine percent of
¢ men had convictions for violent offenses against female partners. In analyzing these trends,
rubin and Gunn suggested that they reflect a "pattern of increasing criminality in rapists" (p. 18).
hey referenced Gibbins, Way,‘and Soothill (1977), who reported that in 1961, 55 percent of the
pists had a past criminal record with 11 percent convictions for violence. In contrast, Lloyd and
Talmsley (1989) reported that in 1973, 70 percent of rapists had criminal histories (26 percent
nvictions for violent offenses) and in 1985, 80 percent of rapists had criminal histories (42
:rcent convictions for violent crime), many of which involved histories of ten or more
mvictions.

Grubin and Gunn indicated that a past history of sexual offending v;'as also common
nong the single and serial rapists. Thirty percent of the sample had convictions for some type of
’xual offense and ten percent had past convictions for rape. Interestingly, six percent of the
mple had been acquitted of a serious sexual crime despite a history of sexual offending. The
ithors suggested that these types of sexual crimes are on the increase and that "the higher
cidence of past sexual offending found in more recent samples may indicate an increase in a
ibgroup of men who are ‘true sex offenders' either because of sexual deviance or because of an
1controlled high sex drive" (p. 21).

When comparing the criminal histories of single and serial rapists, Grubin and Gunn found
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that the sexual offending history of the two groups was different. Forty-six percent of the serial
rapists had convictions for past sexual offenses, while only 25 percent of the single rapists had
been charged with a past sexual offense. The majority of offenses for the serial offenders involved
some type of indecent exposure or indecent assault.

Weinrott and Saylor (1991) utilized a computer-administered interview to study the self-
reports of past criminal behavior of 99 institutionalized sex offenc}ers, 37 of whom had been
charged with rape, attempted rape, or forcible sodomy. They found that their sample of "official"
rapists had been formally charged with a mean of 1.8 rapes but reported involvement in 433 rapes
or a mean of 11.7 rapes per offender. The authors noted that these same offenders reported
11,000 non-sexual offenses in the year preceding their incarceration. This total represented an
average of 304.8 offenses per offender per year, or approximately a crime a day for each of the
incarcerated rapists. The nature of the non-sexual offenses varied and included on the average
10.5 different types of offenses, including burglary, robbery, public intoxication, drug sales, arson,
auto theft, and aggravated assault. Weinrott and Saylor observed that nearly half of the rapists
also reported assaulting a partner or spouse while approximately one-quarter reported hitting a
child. In reviewing their findings, the authors concluded that both the rapists and child mo‘lesters
were "extraordinarily antisocial during the year prior to confinement" and suggested that much of
the criminal behavior was unrelated to the sexual crimes for which they were finally incarcerated.
They used these findings to argue against criminal specialization and suggested that self-report
studies indicate an "iceberg of undocumented offenses beneath the tip of official records” (p. 298).

Van Den Eshof, de Kleuver, Ho Tham, and Zwiers (in press) studied the criminal histories

of 81 convicted rapists in an attempt to link criminal antecedents with particular crime
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haracteristics. They found that, on average, the rapists had 10 prior crim%ﬁal convictions, 70
iercent had been convicted of property crimes, and 40 percent of a prior sexual offense.
nterestingly, these rates were no different than those found with a sample of 204 Dutch bank
obbers. As emphasized by the authors, "it was the similarity in career patterns that was most
triking" (p. 13). Turning to the relationship between specific crime scene behaviors and the
xistence of a particular type of criminal history, Van Den Eshof et al. found that those who used
xcessive force when committing a rape more often had a history of other violent crimes than did
hose who had not used excessiv.e force. They also found that the use of substantial force was
ignificantly related to the presence of opium-related offenses and alcohol-related traffic offenses,
ithough not to the presence of breaking and entering, property, or sexual crimes. In these
nalyses, the presence of a large number of precautions taken was also related to the length of the
riminal history and to the occurrence of indoor rapes with the presence of prior convictions for
reaking and entering and burglary. In commenting on these findings, Van Den Eshof et al.
sbserved that "until recently, much of the criminological research into cﬁ@al antecedents has
yeen too general and descriptive in nature. If we can develop the skills to examine the
elationship between specific characteristics of certain crimes and the characteristics of the

yerpetrator, however, this type of research could be extremely productive" (p. 15).
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CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY

PURPOSE

The study was designed to help law enforcement in their efforts to identify and apprehend
al sexual offenders. Because of this focus, data collection foctused only on the crime scene
yrmation that is available to the police prior to the arrest of a serial offender. The information
s distilled from statements provided to the police by the victim of a sexual assault.

DATA COLLECTION

The study utilizes one primary data set (Data Set I--Victim Statement Data Set (VSDS)),
h two secondary data sets (Data Set II--Offender Data Set: Victim Statement (OIDS1) and
ender Interview (OIDS2)) being used periodically to explore and confirm some of the concepts
| analyses being explored on the primary data set. Data Set I consists of 108 serial rape cases
ich were collected from police departments z;cross the country.. These cases were acquired
>ugh the course "Violence in America," taught four times a year at the FBI Academy in
antico, Virginia. The course is part of the FBI's eleven-week National Academy proém
ich is offered to middle-management police from across the country. As part of their
ticipation in the course, the police officers were given thé option of either writing a term paper
submitting a solved serial rape case from the files of their own departments or those of another
)artment. They were directed to include in their case summaries: 1) a detailed victim
.ement for each rape; 2) the police report detailing the series of crimes; and 3) a map showing

location of each rape as well as designations of the home and place of employment of the
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rapist. As indicated, this resulted in a total of 108 cases of serial rapists. ’i;he total numi)er of
rapes in each case ranged from 2 to 17, with the mean number of rapes equal to 5.2 (S.D. = 3.5).
It was understood that the cases were submitted by local law enforcement agencies to the FBI,
itself a law enforcement agency, for the purpose of research beneficial to law enforcement, and
that the FBI would maintain the confidentiality of the information. (See next page for
geographical description of cases submitted, courtesy Keith Mes, University of Maryland. )

Computerized criminal histories were obtained for the majority of offenders in this sample.
The criminal histories involved multi-state searches and, as such, represent the majority of adult
crimes on record for which the rapists had been arrested. These histories were coded by one of
the authors (Warren) on the Steadman Scale (Appendix E) as to the seriousness of each offense
and on the Tumer-Ratledge Scale (Appendix F) as to seriousness of the entire history.

The Turner-Ratledge Scale had to be modified for this purpose. The original scale was
created using computer-generated criminal histories which were artificially robust in terms of the
dispositional data reported. The current study utilized real criminal histories and was
consequently plagued with problems of inadequate dispositional information both in terms of the
final conviction and the sentence imposed and served. In order to overcome this difficulty,
charges rather than convictions were used in calculating the scale's index total. This inflated the
index values when compared to those reported by Turner and Ratledge. The index total for each
rapist, however, appeared to reliably reflect the relative seriousness of each criminal history and
hence was included in the analyses along with the various offense totals (i.e., total violent crimes,
total potentially violent crimes, total other crimes against persons, total sex crimes, total property

crimes, total drug crimes, total minor charges, and total charges).
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Data Set II (Offender Data Set: OIDS1 and 2) was collected with a different purpose and in
connection with an earlier study. It has been described in a number of publications (e.g.,
Hazelwood and Warren, 1989a and 1989b; Hazelwood et al., 1989; and Warren et al., 1991).
The principal data described in these publications is derived from interviews with 41 incarcerated
serial rapists, each of whom had committed at least 10 rapes prior to his apprehension (OIDS2).
The interviews were semi-structured, open ended, and the duratism ranged from 4.5 to 12.5
hours. The protocol used in the interviews was developed as a collaborative effort between the
FBI's National Center for the Analysis of Violent Crime, the University of Pennsylvania School of
Nursing, and Boston City Hospital. It included sections on the rapist's developmental,
educational, employment, military, psychiatric, sexual, and criminal history, as well as an in-depth
review of the rapist's crime scene behavior, manner of victim selection, post-offense behavior, and
motives for rape.

Two sets of rape descriptions were assembled from the Offender Data Set. First, a set of
rape descriptions was taken from the offender interviews described above. They were the
offender's account of his first, middle, and last rapes. These rapes were one of the two sets
analyzed by Warren et al. (1991) in their discriminant analyses of rape type and Increaser status
using the behavioral scales described below. Second, as part of the current study, victim
statements generated from offenses perpetrated by this set of offenders were assembled by
canvassing the police departments of jurisdictions in which the cases had originally occurred,
resulting in 149 victim statements representing 24 rapist cases (OIDS 1). The number of victim
statements that could be obtained ranged from one to 15 per case. Only 24 of the original 41

cases could be tracked in this manner, as many of the cases were now quite old and complete case
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iords were no longer accessible.

MEASURES

1 DEPENDENT VARIABLES

The major dependent variables in the current study quantified the geographic and temporal
temns of rapes displayed by each of the 108 serial rapists. Each of these series of rapes
rpetrated by a single offender is referred to as a "case." Thes? "cases” contain only completed
yes that had been reported to the local police.

a Geographical Coding and Variable Construction

As originally conceived and budgeted, the project did not include any computerized
ipping. The intention was to do all the geographical analyses by hand. As time progressed,
wever, it became clear that computerized coding of the rape locations would significantly
prove the precision of the geographic data, expand the types of distances and areas that could
ascertained, and facilitate analysis and display of the data. Contact was subsequently made
th the National Center for Missing and Exploited Children (NCMEC) which geocoded the data
ng NCMEC's digitized maps of the United States.

The geocoding included, for every case, the designations of latitudes and longitudes for
sh of the rape incidents, the rapist's home, the rapist's work location, if any, and any other
own locations (for example, other crimes perpetrated by the rapist) relevant to the case. When
> rapist had lived at several different locations during the case, all of the residences were entered
o the geographical data set, and later analyzed according to the temporally determined rape-
sidence spatial relationship. In these cases with multiple residences, only the rape-residence

ttern with the largest number of rapes was included in the larger data set.
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While this geocoding was in progress, the project was able to obta;n MapInfo software
which was used to process the geocoded data created by NCMEC. It allowed the latitudes and
longitudes that represented the rape, residence, and work locations to be transformed into a
variety of quantifiable distances and relational patterns that were used in the subsequent analyses.

The geographical database was subsequently integrated with the crime scene database that
summarized the rapist's rape behavior on each of the rapes for Which there was geographical data.
Cases where there was no geographic data on the residence, while satisfactory for inclusion in
statistical analyses of the rape da‘tabase, could not be included in the "geo-rape" database. There
were also numerous instances in which particular incidents could not be geocoded, because
locations were not given with enough precision (for example, a rape which occurred in a large
state park). Sixteen cases were also removed from the main analysis, as they involved rapes
occuring over 20 miles (i.e., 21-620 miles) from the rapist's residence; these cases represented
travel patterns between cities or across states that were thought to confound the local patterns
being exposed in the current study. In the end, the geographic data base coxllsisted of 83 cases in
which distance variables could be computed, and 76 cases in which the Convex Hull Polygon (i.e.,
a shape by definition requiring three points) could be determined.

The maps produced using the MapInfo software package consisted of patterns of points
without reference to the surface features of the area being represented (e.g., the contours of a
particular city or county). As such, they are referred to in the current study as "mapless maps"
(Reboussin, Warren, and Hazelwood, 1993). (See Figure 2.) Each map illustrates one case: that
is, the rapist's residence and associated rapes. Quantitatively, the point pattern of the rape

locations for each case or for each rapist was summarized using: 1) a number of different
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FIGURE 2

Cognitive Mapping of Serial Rape
Case 105
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distances (i.e., shortest, furthest, and mean distance from residence to rape“; distance from each
rape to its consecutive rape; and distance from the residence to the centroid of the rapes, etc.); 2)
areas (i.e., the area of the polygon that is made up of the rapist's residence and furthest rapes); and
3) relational analyses that looked at the location of the rapist's residence in relation to his rapes.
Two types of shapes were used in conducting the relational analyses: the Convex Hull Polygon
(CHP) and the "Canter Circle." The Convex Hull Polygon is creiated by drawing a boundary
around the outermost rape points in each case so as to include all of the rape points in that
particular case. The Canter Circle (Canter and Larkin, 1993) is drawn by joining as the diameter
the two rapes that are the furthest distance from each other in each case. The relational analyses
examined whether the rapist lived inside or outside these two areas. Four distinct geographical
models were also created by determining whether a particular rapist lived inside or outside the
Convex Hull Polygon and whether he travelled relatively short or relatively long distances to
perpetrate his crimes. (For further review of the "mapless maps” see Appendix B of this report.)

Finally, the geographical analysis includéd a process of v1sual inspection and quantification
designed to assess the process of "backtracking” referenced by LeBeau (1993). Backtracking was
defined as the rapist's propensity to move increasingly closer to his residence as the sequence of
incidents progressed. Backtracking was assessed in the current study using three categories: 1)
"zero backtracking," in which the earlier rape was relatively close to the residence with
subsequent rapes generally moving further away from the residence; 2) "predominant
backtracking," in which the earlier rapes were relatively far from the residence with subsequent
rapes moving closer to home; and 3) "random," in which there was no consistent pattern of

tracking according to the preceding categorizations. The location of the rapes in terms of their
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:mporal sequencing was coded using a five point designation which determined whether the rape
osest to the residence and furthest from the residence was the first rape, closer to the first, in the
iddle, closer to the last, or the last rape in the series. The maps were also usually inspected to
scertain predominant patterns manifest in a significant number of cases (e.g., corridors, pie slice,
«.). These were not included in any of the statistical analyses (Reboussin, Warren, and
azelwood, 1993).
b. Temporal Variables

Temporal information involving the time and date of each rape for each rapist was
scorded. These data were analyzed by McCleary, at the University of California, Irvine. The
rincipal dependent measures used in these analyses were the time between incidents (i.e.,
hether there were any crime scene or demographic factors that predicted the timing of the next
ipe incident) and the length of the offender's overall rape career (i.e., time between first and last
ipe). (For a full summary of these results see Appendix C of the report.)

2. INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

The independent variables were derived from the crime scene information that was coded
om the victim statements for each rape (i.e., the location of the offense, the rapist's behavior
aring the offense, and the rapist's choice of a victim) and from the information that could be
btained from the rapist's criminal history (i.e., the rapist's age, race, and prior offense history). It
as assumed that the crime scene behavior and criminal history of the rapist embodied
iotivational and perceptual themes that might be causal in the positioning and timing of each
ipist's series of offenses.

As discussed above, one aim of the present study was to compare the modified Groth
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taxonomy of rapists, used by the NCAVC (Hazelwood and Burgess, 1987)., with the MTC:3
system developed by Prentky and Knight (Prentky, Knight, and Rosenberg 1988). The modified
Groth typology has been used extensively by FBI criminal investigative analysts in their "profiling”
of serial rape. It has proved useful in organizing observations about the motivation of a rapist
responsible for the perpetration of a series of unsolved rapes. The Groth system, however, is a
clinically derived taxonomy and, as noted by Hazelwood (1987), faﬂs to produce mutually
exclusive categories of rape in the majority of cases. In contrast, the MTC:3 system has
developed out of a decade of empirical research and is able to reach more definitive typings of a
pa_lticular offender. This system, however, makes use of extensive information about the offender
in reaching its designation, and hence has not been used by law enforcement in their attempts to
understand an unidentified offender. The current study, therefore, sought to examine possible
relationships between the modified Groth typology as described by Hazelwood (1987) and the
MTC:3 system of classification to see if the more sophisticated MTC:3 system could be modified
so as to allow for classification using only infor;nation derived froin the crime scenes of a
particular offender. -

As part of this effort, Prentky, Knight, and their associates travelled to Quantico and rated
the 41 serial rapists referred to above (i.e., Hazelwood and Warren, 1989, OIDS) according to
their MTC:3 system. This allowed for a comparison of the Groth and MTC:3 classifications on
the same sample of 41 serial rapists. After the Victim Statement Data Set was compiled (i.e., the
sample of 108 serial rapists collected for the current study), the data were also sent to Knight,
who attempted to develop translation variables for each of the MTC:3's main discriminating

dimensions using only the crime scene information available in the Victim Statement Data Set.
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3 THE PROTOCOL

A protocol for coding the victim statements was developed by the authors (Appendix A).
A of the protocol contained 52 multiple-choice items which described the relationship of the
m to the offender; the encounter, rape and drop-off locations; the type of approach used by
-apist to gain proximity to the victim; the use or presence of bindings, weapons, and fetishistic
s; the use of alcohol and drugs by the rapist; the sexual acts gerformed and sexual
unctions displayed; victim characteristics; the presence or use of a vehicle; and the types of
les removed from the rape site by the perpetrator. Many of these items included sub-parts
when coded, produced 123 variables.

Part B of the protocol contained 58 five-point scales that described the verbal, sexual, and
ical interactions that occurred between the rapist and his victim during the rape. Of these, 49
> revisions and expansions of a previous set of scales, described in Warren et al. (1991). The
1ining nine scales were retained from the previous study in their identical form.

The revisions of the 1991 scales attempted to correct two difficulties with the original
:s. First, a number of the 1991 scales appeared to consist of more than one dimension, so that
sutral” rating tended to be in the middle of the scale. For example, on the Apologetic-
1anding Scale, if neither of these qualities appeared in the victim statement, raters tended to
< the scale in the middle. These scales were revised so as to be unidimensional. Thus, in the
re example, the Apologetic-Demanding Scale became two scales. The Apologetic Scale
ed from 1, "No apologetic statements by rapist,” to 5, "Apologies are the primary theme in
‘apist's conversation.” Similarly, the Demanding Scale ranged from "No demanding

‘ments by rapist" to "Demands are the primary theme in the rapist's conversation." Thus in
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the revised scales, when the theme for the scale did not appear in the victim statement, the scale
was marked at 1, its lowest point.

The second revision focused on expansions that allowed for the multidimensional
measurement of certain key concepts. For example, in the 1991 version, rapist force had been
measured with one scale, ranging from "No physical force" to "Victim brutally beaten." The
revised scales included Blunt Force, Sadistic Infliction of Pain, ax_gd Function of Force Used by
Offender (i.e., instrumental or expressive). The original victim injury scale also became three
scales: Victim Injury Resulting ﬁ'om Blunt Force, Victim Injury by Other than a Blunt Weapon,
and Overall Victim Injury.

In addition to these expansions, certain new topics were assessed. The 1991 scales
included no measures of victim resistance. The revised scales contained three resistance scales:
Verbal Resistance by the Victim, Nonconfrontative Resistance by the Victim, and Physical
Resistance by the Victim. Thus the number of scales grew from 33 in 1991 to 58 in the revised
set. |

As indicated, these scales were designed to quantify the interaction occurring between the
rapist and his victim during the course of the rape. They developed out of the profiling practice of
examining the verbal, sexual, and physical dynamics of a sexual crime and were structured for
both empirical and applied purposes. Specifically, the scales were coded independently for each
rape so that the consistency and change from one rape to the next for the same offender could be
examined, as well as the relationship of these dynamics to the subsequent temporal and
geographical patterning of the offenses. The applied purpose of the scaling lay in the

identification of core aspects of rape relevant to the investigation of the crime and the
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viewing of the victim by law enforcement and clinicians associated with rape crisis services.
In analyzing the data, the nominal data contained in part A of the protocol and the interval
contained in part B of the protocol was used both directly and in collapsed form. Thirty-six
al variables were created which reflected the rapist's primary behavior over the course of all
srapes. These included: 1) manner of approach; 2) use of restraints; 3) presence or use of a
3; 4) presence or use of a gun; 5) presence of ritual; 6) victim race; 7 ) crossover in victim
; 8) predominance of indoor/outdoor rapes; 9) predominance of daytime/nighttime rapes; 10)
le/outside the Canter Circle; il) inside/outside the Convex Hull Polygon; 12) mean level of
t force; 13) mean level of intentional infliction of pain; 14) mean victim age; 15) oldest victim
16) youngest victim age; 17) range of victim age; 18) modal victim age category; 19)
nder race; 20) offender age; 21) predominance of weekday/weekend rapes; 22) type of
munity; 23) type of entry; 24) sexual dysfunction displayed; 25) type of neighborhood; 26)
tance use; 27) burglary; 28) mean number of maneuvers designed to protect identity; 29)
n duration; 30) others present during the ﬁajoﬁty of rapes; 3 i) contact s.ite; 32) method of
ings used; 33) use of any weapon; 34) transportation of victim; 35) presence of sadistic acts;
36) items removed. The 58 behavioral scales were also factor analyzed and integrated into
t composite factor scores, which are described on page 172 and summarized in Table 22.
The rapist's criminal history was quantified according to nine variables: 1) criminal history
x (see Appendix F for the Tumer-Ratledge Criminal History Index); 2) total violent charges;
stal potentially violent charges; 4) total number of crimes against persons; 5) total number of
crimes; 6) total number of property charges; 7) total number of drug charges; 8) total number

ipe and sodomy charges; and 9) total number of criminal charges.
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The Increaser/Non-Increaser status of each offender was also reconceptualized. | In the
earlier research by Warren, et al., 1991, the rapist's Increaser/Non-Increaser status was
determined by subtracting the Blunt Force Scale score on the last rape from the Blunt Force Scale
score on the first rape. If there was a positive difference, the rapist was determined to be an
Increaser, and if there was no difference or a negative difference, the rapist was determined to be
a Non-Increaser. This mode of operationalization was appropria?e to the original data set in that
only data on the rapists' first, middle, and last rape was available. In the current study, the
subtraction method was seriously confounded by the varying number of rapes reported or
available for the different offenders (i.e., number of rapes = 2 to 17). In order to minimize the
effect of this variability, the Increaser/Non-Increaser designation was determined by running a
regression of the Blunt Force Scale from first to last rape. Those with a positive slope were
designated Increasers and those with zero or a negative slope, Non-Increasers. This same method
was used on a factor-analytically derived Composite Force Factor (see page 172), but the results
showed less discrimination between Increasers and Non-Increasers (fifty-fifty split) and showed
no predictive value on subsequent analyses.

4. RELIABILITY AND CODING

The 565 victim statements were coded by two graduate research assistants using the
protocol described above. The statements had been sanitized by the data manager and were
provided to the coders in random order; they therefore did not know which rapes were part of
each case, nor the temporal sequence in which they had occurred. One hundred of the rapes were
coded by both research assistants in order to obtain estimates of reliability.

Prior to rating any victim statements, the two research assistants trained on a different set
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ictim statements not connected with the present study. They rated sets of ten statements and
1 discussed their ratings with each other and the principal investigators. This process
ntually necessitated decisions regarding an objective or interpretive process of
rationalization. The strictly objective approach suggested a quantification process in which
h type of statement or activity was counted for coding purposes. The interpretive (profiling)
roach necessitated an assessment of each behavior in the context of the entire rape. For
mple, if the rapist made only one statement to the victim during the rape and this statement
; of the type "women are disgﬁsting, dirty animals," it would result in a score of 2 on the
stility Toward Women Scale if a pure counting approach was used and a 5 on the same scale if
Jlative assessment of themes approach was utilized. The final decision was to go with the
srpretive approach, a decision which increased the difficulty of obtaining high rates of reliability
which also, it is hoped, helped to determine some of the more subjective processes assoc;iated
h "profiling," or criminal investigative analysis. When acceptable levels of reliability had been
ched, the coding of victim statements for the. present study beg;u_l. |
The 100 victim statements used for reliability purposes were interspersed throughout the

ling process from beginning to end. The coders had no knowledge of which statements were
ng used for the reliability assessment. On the first section of the protocol, which contained
Itiple-choice items describing the rape and its context, kappas could be computed for 106 of
123 variables. The median kappa was .78; for the 10 kappas below .40, the median percent
eement was 95 percent. For the behavioral scales, the second section of the protocol, the
dian of the correlations was .76; the median percent agreement for the 10 lowest correlations

7 and below) was 79 percent.
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The above reliabilities relate to the ratings of individual rapes. It v;as also of interest to
obtain the Groth motivational type for the rapists, as opposed to the rape incidents. This was
done by the two research assistants after all the rapes had been rated. A list was produced of each
rapist and the rape type for each of his rapes. The two research assistants then agreed on an
overall type for the rapist, using the following procedure: if 75 percent or more of the rapes
committed by the rapist were of the same type and there were two or less types represented in the
rapes of that rapist, the predominant type was assigned. If the rapist did not meet the above
criteria, the two coders re-read the victim statements and came to a consensus, based on the
change that took place over time and the primary motivation of the rapist across rapes.

5. DATA ENTRY

The protocols for each rape and the criminal history summary for each rapist were entered
into a database by the project secretary/database manager using the SPSS PC+ version 4.0 data
entry module. This database was then transferred to an RS-6000 computer at the University of
Virginia, where it was integrated with the geographical data set that had been generated using the
Maplnfo software package. Data analysis was conducted using SAS and SPSS statistical

packages.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

VICTIM STATEMENT DATA SET (DATA SET I): RAPE CHARACTERISTICS

BY GROTH RAPE TYPE

Tables 1 through 5 summarize information regarding the ..565 rapes that were perpetrated
the 108 serial rapists. Both the nominal data from Section A of the protocol and the interval
a from Section B of the report are summarized according to the rape type (Groth) that was
ribed to each rape by the coders. These data help to describe the nature of rape and, in
ticular, the nature of rape perpetrated by serial rapists. These statistics, being rape-wise
listics, do not address characteristics of the rapist or characteristics of the rapist's behavior over
e (for these statistics see the following sections).

Table 1 summarizes information regarding the location and timing of the rapes perpetrated
the 108 serial rapists (i.e. the general context in which the rapist encountered the victim, the
nner of approach used in gaining access to the victim, and the timing of the rapes in terms of
ir day of the week and time of the day). Table 2 summarizes the types of sexual acts
formed during each of the rapes, the presence of perceived sexual dysfunctions experienced by
rapist during the sexual assault, and the presence of any fetishistic, ritualistic, sadistic, and/or
sochistic behavior. Table 3 summarizes information regarding the presence or use of a
apon, the use of restraints, the use of a vehicle in the offense, and the removal of articles from

scene of the rape. Table 4 describes the characteristics of the victims raped by these 108 serial

ists (i.e., their total numbers, average age, race, similarity of race with race of perpetrator, and
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living circumstances at the time of the rape). Table 5 describes the scaled items or variables that
quantify the interaction occurring between the rapist and his victim during each rape. As
indicated, 49 revised scales and nine original scales were used in coding the data.

Interesting observations regarding rapes perpetrated by serial rapists can be gleaned from
Tables 1 through 5. To begin, it is clear that serial rapists tend to rape strangers, and that in the
majority of these assaults, the victim is raped in the confines of her own home (this is most true m
the Anger-Excitation rape and least true in the Anger-Retaliatory rape). The victim is most often
taken by surprise, in the early hours of the moming, withv greatest frequency on Thursday and
Friday nights. (See Table 1.) .

The most common sexual acts are fellatio and vaginal intercourse. The Anger-Excitation
rape, however, more often than not involves either anal intercourse or inanimate penetration (this
pattern has also been noted by Dietz, Hazelwood, and Warren, 1990, and Warren, Reboussiix,
Hazelwood, and Wright, 1991). Sexual dysfunction (erectile insufficiency and retarded
ejaculation) is also most often found among this group. Ritualistic aspects of the rape behavior
not directly tied to the modus operandi (i.e., behavior not necessary to obtain a victim, complete
the rape, and avoid detection) was observed more often than not in the 565 rapes. It is the
impression of the authors that this ritualistic behavior emanates from some fantasy underpinnings
to the rape and, as such, represents the "signature” aspect of the crime which remains more
consistent across rapes by the same offender. (See discussion of Douglas and Munn, 1992, on pp.
9-10.)

Knives were the most common weapon used in these sexual assaults both to threaten the

victim and to inflict injury. Here again, the Anger-Excitation rape involved the highest incidence
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RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: RELATIONSHIP OF OFFENDER TO

TABLE 1

VICTIM, ENCOUNTER SITUATION, INDOOR/OUTDOOR,
LOCATION OF CONTACT SITE, METHOD OF APPROACH,
TIMING: BY RAPE TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

E
\RACTERISTICS

\elationship of
ffender to
ictim:

Stranger
Acquaintance
Friend
Relative
Missing

ituation Offender
ncountered Victim:

Date Rape

Social Context
Hitchhiking
Business Context
Jogging/Bike-Riding
Babysitting
Other/Outside
Victim's Home
Other/Missing

POWER-
REASSR.
(n=259)

236 (91%)
3 (1%)

0 ( 0%)

0 ( 0%)
20 ( 8%)

1(0%)
0 (0%)

0 ( 0%)
7(3%)
1(0%)
1(0%)
56 (22%)
175 (68%)
18 ( 7%)

POWER-
ASSERT.
(2=271)

252 (93%)
11 (4%)

0 ( 0%)
1(0%)
7(3%)

1(0%)
5(2%)

0 ( 0%)
10 ( 4%)
1(0%)
2 (1%)
85 (31%)
138 (51%)
29 (11%)

61

ANGER-
RETAL.
(n=24)

22 (92%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
2 (8%)

0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 ( 0%)

12 (50%)

11 (46%)
1(4%)

ANGER-
- EXCITN.
(n=11)

10 (91%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
0 (0%)
1(9%)

0 (0%)

0(0%)

0 (0%)
0 ( 0%)
0 (0%)
0 ( 0%)
1(9%)

10 (91%)
0 (0%)

TOTAL
(n=565)

520(92%)
14 (3%)
0 ( 0%)
1(0%)
30 ( 5%)

2 (0%)
5(1%)

0 ( 0%)

17 (3%)

2 (0%)

3 (1%)
154 (27%)
334 (59%)
48 (9%)



RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: RELATIONSHIP OF OFFENDER TO

TABLE 1 (cont'd)

VICTIM, ENCOUNTER SITUATION, INDOOR/OUTDOOR,
LOCATION OF CONTACT SITE, METHOD OF APPROACH,
TIMING: BY RAPE TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

RAPE
CHARACTERISTICS

3. Indoor/QOutdoor
Contact Site:

Inside
Outside
Missing

4. Location of Initial
Contact Site:

Victim's Home
Victim's Workplace
Shopping Area
School/Playground
Public Street
Parking Lot
Vehicle
Open/Wooded Area
Hotel

Jogging Trail
Other/Missing

POWER-
REASSR
(n=259)

198 (76%)
61 (24%)
0 ( 0%)

181 (70%)
7(3%)
3 (1%)
2 (1%)

32 (12%)
6 (2%)
4 (2%)
1(0%)
3 (1%)
3 (1%)

17 ( 7%)

POWER-
ASSERT.
(n=271)

175 (65%)
95 (35%)
1(0%)

138 (51%)
11 (4%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
72 (27%)
2 (1%)
4 (2%)
2 (1%)
4 (2%)
1(0%)
37 (14%)
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ANGER-
RETAL.
(o= 24)

12 (50%)
12 (50%)
0 (0%)

11 (46%)
1(4%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)

10 (42%)
1(4%)
0 ( 0%)
1(4%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
1(4%)

ANGER-
EXCITN.
(n=11)

10 (91%)
1(9%)
0 (0%)

10 (91%)
0 ( 0%)
0( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
1(9%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
0 (0%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)

TOTAL
(n=565)

395 (70%)
169 (30%)
1(0%)

340 (60.2)
19 ( 3.4)
3(0.5)
2(0.4)
115 (20.4)
9(1.6)
8(1.4)
3(0.5)
7(1.2)
4(0.7)
55(9.8)



TABLE 1 (cont'd)

RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: RELATIONSHIP OF OFFENDER TO

VICTIM, ENCOUNTER SITUATION, INDOOR/OUTDOOR,
LOCATION OF CONTACT SITE, METHOD OF APPROACH,
TIMING: BY RAPE TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER-
PE REASSR.
ARACTERISTICS (n=259)
Method of Approach:
Deceptive 36 (14%)
Surprise 218 (84%)
Direct Assault 5(2%)
Missing 0(0%)
Day of the Week: (p <.01)
Monday 38 (15%)
Tuesday 34 (13%)
Wednesday 43 (17%)
Thursday 44 (17%)
Friday 34 (13%)
Saturday 29 (11%)
Sunday 37 (14%)
Time of the Day:
0000 - 0559 140 (54%)
0600 - 1159 28 (11%)
1200 - 1759 20 ( 7%)
1800 - 2359 71 (28%)

POWER-
ASSERT.
(n=271)

62 (23%)
200 (74%)
9 (3%)

0 ( 0%)

34 (13%)

40 (15%)
21 ( 8%)
36 (13%)
56 (21%)
45 (17%)
37 (14%)

137 (51%)
20 ( 7%)
27 (10%)
87 (32%)

63

ANGER-
RETAL.
(n=24)

6 (25%)
11 (46%)
7 (29%)
0 (0%)

0 ( 0%)

3 (13%)
4 (17%)
4 (17%)
5(21%)
4 (17%)
4 (17%)

7 (29%)
1(4%)
1(4%)

15 (63%)

ANGER-
EXCITN.
(n=11)

1(9%)
10 (91%)
0 (0%)
0 ( 0%)

0 ( 0%)

0 (0%)
3 (27%)
3 (27%)
1(9%)
1(9%)
3 (27%)

7 (64%)
0 (0%)
1(9%)

2 (27%)

TOTAL
(n=565)

105 (19%)
439 (78%)
21 (4%)
0 (0%)

72 (13%)

77 (14%)
71 (13%)
87 (16%)
96 (17%)
79 (14%)
81 (14%)

291 (52%)
49 (9%)
47 ( 8%)

178 (32%)



TABLE 2

RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: SEXUAL ASPECTS OF RAPE BY RAPE TYPE

RAPE
CHARACTERISTICS

1. Sexual Activities:

Kissing/Nuzzling
Fondling
Cunnilingus

_ Fellatio
Vaginal Intercourse
Anal Intercourse

Inanimate Penetration:

Vaginal
Anal
Digital Penetration

Missing/Not Applicable

2. Fetishistic Activity:

Yes
No
Missing

3. Ritualistic Behavior:

Yes
No
Missing

(GROTH MODIFIED)
POWER- POWER- ANGER-
REASSR. ASSERT. RETAL.
(@=259) (@=271) (n=24)
81(31%) 40(15%)  1(4%)
111 (43%) 58(21%)  4(17%)
51(20%) 23(9%)  2(8%)
99 (38%) 124 (46%) 4 (17%)
213 (82%) 231(85%) 16 (67%)
26 (10%) 53(20%)  2(8%)
4(2%) 3(1%)  0(0%)
1(0%)  3(1%)  0(0%)
51(19%) 39(14%) 4 (17%)
6(2%) 3(1%)  6(25%)
9(4%)  2(1%)  0(0%)
249 (96%) 269 (99%) 23 (96%)
1(0%)  0(0%)  1(4%)
165 (64%) 122 (45%) 4 (17%)
93 (36%) 149 (55%) 19 (79%)
1(0%)  0(0%)  1(4%)
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ANGER-
EXCITN.
(n=11)

3 (27%)
5 (45%)
1(9%)
6 (55%)
10 (91%)
6 (55%)

6 (55%)
3 (27%)
5 (45%)
0 (0%)

1(9%)
10 (92%)
0 (0%)

11 (100%)
0 ( 0%)
0 (0%)

TOTAL
(n=565)

125 (22%)
178 (32%)
77 (14%)
233 (41%)
470 (83%)
87 (15%)

13 (2%)

7(1%)
99 (18%)
15 ( 3%)

12 ( 2%)
551 (98%)
2 (0%)

302 (54%)
261 (46%)
2 (0%)



TABLE 2 (cont'd)

RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: SEXUAL ASPECTS OF RAPE BY RAPE TYPE

APE
‘HARACTERISTICS

. Sadistic Stimulation:

Yes
No
Missing

. Sexual Dysfunction:

No Sexual Dysfunction
Erectile Insufficiency
Premature Ejaculation
Retarded Ejaculation
Conditional Impotence

(GROTH MODIFIED)
POWER- POWER- ANGER-
REASSR. ASSERT. RETAL.
(n=259) (n=271) (n=24)

6 (2%) 13 (5%) 7 (29%)
253 (98%) 258 (95%) 16 (67%)
0 ( 0%) 0(0%) 1(4%)
179 (69%) 218 (80%) 19 (79%)
52(20%) 24 (9%) 4 (17%)
6 (2%) 3(1%) 1(4%)
12 (5%) 18 ( 7%) 0(0%)
12 ( 5%) 14 ( 5%) 0(0%)
65

ANGER-
EXCITN.
(n=11)

10 (91%)
1(9%)
0 ( 0%)

5 (46%)
4 (36%)
0 ( 0%)
3 (27%)
0 ( 0%)

TOTAL
(0=565)

36 (6%)
528 (94%)
1(0%)

421 (75%)
84 (15%)
10 ( 2%)
33 ( 6%)
26 ( 5%)



TABLE 3

RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: CONTROL TECHNIQUES AND OTHER ASPECTS
OF THE RAPE BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER-
RAPE REASSR.
CHARACTERISTICS (n=259)
1. Weapons Presence Only
(Weapon Not Used,
Except to Threaten):
Gun/Rifle 34 (13%)
Kanife 53 (21%)
Screwdriver 4 (2%)
Blunt Instrument 2 (1%)
Other 5(2%)
Missing/No Data/
Victim Unsure 11 (4%)
Ligature (NOT APPLICABLE)
2. Weapon Used:
Gun/Rifle 0( 1%)
Kanife 70 (27%)
Screwdriver 1 ( 0%)
Blunt Instrument 0(0%)
Ligature 3(1%)
Other 0(0%)
Missing 11 (4%)
3. Restraints Obtained:
No Restraints 174 (67%)
Auvailable at Scene 39 (15%)
Restraints Brought
to Scene 34 (13%)
Missing 12 ( 5%)

POWER-
ASSERT.
(n=271)

57 (21%)
47 (17%)
3 (1%)
1(0%)
3 (1%)

19 ( 7%)

2 (1%)
90 (33%)
2 (1%)
3 (1%)
2 (1%)
0 ( 0%)
19 ( 7%)

201 (74%)
40 (15%)

21 (8%)
9 (3%)

66

ANGER-
RETAL.
(n=24)

1(4%)
4 (17%)
0 (0%)
0 ( 0%)
1(4%)

3 (13%)

1(4%)
6 (25%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
1(4%)
0 ( 0%)
3 (13%)

23 (96%)
0 ( 0%)

1(4%)
0 ( 0%)

ANGER-
EXCITN.
(n=11)

1(9%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)

0 ( 0%)

1(9%)
10 (91%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
2 (18%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)

4 (36%)
4 (36%)

3 (27%)
0 ( 0%)

TOTAL
(n=565)

93 (17%)
104 (18%)
7(1%)
3 (1%)
9 (2%)

32 (6%)

3 (1%)
176 (31%)
3 (1%)
3(1%)

8 (1%)

0 ( 0%)
32 (6%)

402 (71%)
83 (15%)

59 (10%)
21 (4%)



TABLE 3 (cont'd)

RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: CONTROL TECHNIQUES AND OTHER ASPECTS
OF THE RAPE BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

APE
JARACTERISTICS

Vehicle Used In
Assault:

Yes
No
Missing

Types of Articles
Stolen:

No Articles Stolen

Money/Credit Cards

Clothing of Victim

Personal Item of
Victim

Jewelry

Valuables (Other)

Other

Missing

Substance Use:
Yes

No
Missing

POWER-
REASSR.
(n=259)

.32 (12%)
226 (87%)
1(0%)

127 (49%)
106 (41%)
10 ( 4%)

17 ( 7%)
20 ( 8%)
10 ( 4%)
22 (9%)

5 (2%)

33 (13%)
224 (87%)
2 (1%)

POWER-
ASSERT.
(n=271)

45 (17%)
222 (82%)
4 (2%)

117 (43%)
122 (45%)
24 (9%)

20 ( 7%)
45 (17%)
21 ( 8%)
31(11%)

4 (3%)

34 (13%)
235 (87%)
2 (1%)

67

ANGER-
RETAL.
(n=24)

5(21%)
19 (79%)
0 ( 0%)

16 (67%)
7 (29%)
0 ( 0%)

2 (8%)
1(4%)
0 ( 0%)
2 (8%)
0 ( 0%)

1(4%)
22 (92%)
1(4%)

ANGER-
EXCITN.
(n=11)

2 (18%)
9 (82%)
0 (0%)

6 (55%)
3 (27%)
0 ( 0%)

-1(9%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
0 ( 0%)
1(9%)

4 (36%)
7 (64%)
0 (0%)

TOTAL
(n=565)

84 (15%)
476 (84%)
5(1%)

266 (47%)
238 (43%)
34 (6%)

40 ( 7%)
66 (12%)
31 (6%)
55 (10%)
15 (3%)

72 (13%)
488 (86%)
5(1%)



TABLE 4

RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: VICTIM ATTRIBUTES BY RAPE TYPE

(GROTH MODIFIED)
POWER- POWER- ANGER- ANGER-
VICTIM REASSR. ASSERT. RETAL. EXCITN. TOTAL
CHARACTERISTICS (n=259) (n=271) (n=24) (n=11) (n=565)
1. Age of Victims: |
Up to 13 11 (4%) 11 (4%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 23 (4%)
14-20 51(20%) 66 (24%) 6 (25%) 2(18%) 125 (22%)
21-27 64 (25%) 78 (29%) 5(21%) 5(45%) 152 (27%)
28-35 52(20%) 54 (20%) 3(13%) 1(9%) 110 (20%)
36-42 18 ( 7%) 18 ( 7%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 37 (7%)
43 -50 5(2%) 8(3%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 14 (3%)
51-58 7(3%) 6(2%) 2(8%) 0(0%) 15 (3%)
59 - 66 7 (3%) 5(2%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 13 (2%)
67+ 17 ( 6%) 5(2%) 3 (13%) 1(9%) 26 ( 5%)
Missing 27(10%)  20(7%) 1(4%) 2 (18%) 50 (9%)
2. Race of Victims:
White 187 (72%) 169 (62%) 13 (54%) 9(82%) 378 (67%)
Black 22(9%) 66 (24%) 4 (17%) 0(0%) 92(16%)
Hispanic 4 (2%) 6 (2%) 3(13%) 0(0%) 13(2%)
Asian 3(1%) 2(1%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 5(1%)
Native American 0(0%) 1(0%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 2(0%)
Other 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%)
Missing 43 (17%) 27 (10%) 3(13%) 2(18%) 75(13%)
3. Racial Cross-Over: (p=.03)
V/P Same Race 101 39%) 121 (45%) 6 (25%) 7(64%) 235 (42%)
V/P Different Race 55(21%)  71(26%) 10 (42%) 1(9%) 137 (24%)
Missing 103 (40%) 79 (30%) 8 (33%) 3(27%) 193 (34%)
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RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: VICTIM ATTRIBUTES BY RAPE TYPE

TIM

ARACTERISTICS

Living Situation:

Alone
Group
Family
Roommate
Other
Missing

ndication of
specific Victim
selection:

Yes
No
Missing

TABLE 4 (cont'd)

(GROTH MODIFIED)
POWER- POWER- ANGER-
REASSR. ASSERT. RETAL.
(n=259) (n=271) (n=24)

50(19%) 27 (10%) 4 (17%)
4 (2%) 3(1%) 0 ( 0%)
96 (37%) 104 (38%) 6 (25%)
18(7%)  25(9%) 1(4%)
0(0%) 2(1%) 0(0%)
91 (35%) 110(41%) 13 (54%)
43 (17%) 37 (14%) 3 (13%)
215(83%) 233 (86%) 21 (88%)
1(0%) 1(0%) 0(0%)
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ANGER-
EXCITN.
(n=11)

2 (18%)
1(9%)
5 (45%)
2 (18%)
0 (0%)
1(9%)

6 (55%)
-5 (45%)
0 ( 0%)

TOTAL
(n=565)

83 (15%)
8 (1%)
211 (37%)
46 ( 8%)
2 (0%)
215 (38%)

89 (16%)
474 (84%)
2 (0%)



TABLE §

RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES
BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER- POWER- ANGER- ANGER-
REASSR. ASSERT. RETAL. EXCITN. TOTAL
RAPE SCALE 0=259) (@=271) (@=24) (=11)  (2=565)

1. Verbal Scales:

Personal Information
(p =.0004)
Mean 1.7 14 1.2 1.9 1.68
S.D. (1.1) (0.8) (0.5) (1.0) (0.9)
Excuses (p =.007)
Mean 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.4 1.2
S.D. (0.5) (0.4) (0.3) (0.7) (0.5)
"Self-Promotion (p = .7253)
Mean 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.2 1.1
S.D. (0.4) (0.4) (0.2) (0.4) (0.4)
Self-Deprecating (p = .002)
Mean 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1
S.D. (0.5) 0.2) (0.0) (0.0) (0.4)
Sensitivity to
Victim (p = .0001)
Mean 23 . 14 1.1 1.6 1.8
S.D. (1.0) (0.6) (0.3) 0.7) (1.0)
Inquisitive (p = .0001)
Mean 1.7 1.3 1.1 1.6 1.5
S.D. (1.0) (0.8) (0.3) (0.9) (0.9)
Complimentary to
Victim (p = .0001)
Mean 1.2 1.0 1.00 1.3 1.1
S.D. (0.6) (0.3) (0.0) (0.7) (0.5)
Hostility/Women (p = .0001)
Mean 1.1 1.5 1.8 2.6 1.4
S.D. (0.4) (0.9) (1.3) (1.4) (0.8)
Hostility/General (p = .56)
Mean 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.1
S.D. (0.2) (0.4) (0.4) (0.0) (0.3)
Reassuring (p = .0001)
Mean 2.1 1.3 1.1 1.6 1.7
S.D. (1.0) (0.6) (0.3) (0.7) (0.9)
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TABLE 5 (cont'd)
RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES
BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER- POWER- ANGER- ANGER-
REASSR. ASSERT. RETAL. EXCITN. TOTAL

PE SCALE (n=259) (n=271) (n=24) (n=11) (n=565)
Verbal Scales (cont'd):
Apologetic (p = .0002)
Mean 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.1
S.D. (0.5) (0.2) (0.0) (0.6) (0.4)
Demands (p = .0001)
Mean 3.1 33 2.5 3.5 3.2
S.D. (0.8) (0.9) (1.1) (0.7) (0.9)
" Threats (p = .0001)
Mean 2.0 24 2.0 28 . 22
S.D. (0.9) (1.1) (1.0) (1.7) (1.0)
Sexually-Oriented
Speech (p = .0007)
Mean 1.7 1.6 1.5 2.8 1.7
S.D. (1.0) (0.9) (0.7) (1.3) (1.0)
Verbal
Scripting (p = .0002) ) :
Mean 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.6 1.1
S.D. (0.3) (0.5) (0.2) (1.2) (0.4)
Demeaning
Scripting (p = .0007) :
Mean 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.3 1.1
S.D. (0.1) (0.4) (0.2) (0.7) (0.3)
Scripting to Compliment
Rapist (p = .15) _
Mean 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.2 1.0
S.D. (0.2) 0.3) (0.0) (0.6) (0.3)
Behavioral
Scripting (p =.02)
Mean 1.6 1.6 1.2 23 1.6
S.D. (0.9) (0.9) (0.5) (1.7) (0.9)
Verbal
Negotiation (p = .0007)
Mean 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.1
S.D. (0.5) (0.3) (0.0) (0.3) (0.4)
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TABLE 5 (cont'd)
RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES
BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER- POWER- ANGER- ANGER-

REASSR. ASSERT. RETAL. EXCITN. TOTAL
RAPE SCALE (n=259) (n=271) (n=24) (n=11) (n=565)
2. Physical Scales:

Blunt Force (p =.0001)

Mean 1.1 1.3 3.1 2.5 1.4
S.D. (0.4) (0.7) (1.0) (0.9) (0.8)
Victim Injury/Blunt
Force (p =.0001)
Mean 1.1 1.2 2.5 2.1 1.3
S.D. (0.4) (0.5) (0.8) (0.7) (0.6)
Victim Injury/Other than
Blunt Force (p =.0001)
Mean 1.7 1.8 2.5 2.7 1.8
S.D. (0.6) (0.6) (1.4) (0.9) 0.7) .
Total Victim
Injury (p =.0001)
Mean 1.3 1.5 3.0 2.5 1.5
S.D. (0.5) (0.7) (0.9) (0.7) (0.7)
Bindings (p = .004)
Mean 1.6 1.5 1.1 2.2 1.5
S.D. (0.9) (0.9) (0.4) (1.1) (0.9)
Binding
Materials (p = .0008)
Mean 1.6 1.4 1.1 23 1.5
S.D. (1.0) (0.8) (0.6) (1.5) (0.9)
Sadistic Infliction of
Pain (p =.0001)
Mean 1.1 1.1 22 3.4 1.2
S.D. (0.3) (0.5) (1.4) (1.0) (0.6)
Function of
Force (p =.0001)
Mean 1.2 14 4.0 2.3 1.4
S.D. (0.4) (0.8) (1.1) (1.1) (0.9)
Captivity (NS)
Mean 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
S.D. (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)
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TABLE 5 (cont'd) ;
RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES
BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER- POWER- ANGER- ANGER-
REASSR. ASSERT. RETAL. EXCITN. TOTAL
'E SCALE (@=259) (@=271) (=24) (a=11)  (n=565)

hysical Scales (cont'd):

Effort Not to
Harm (p =.0001)
Mean 1.5 1.2 1.0 1.4 1.3
S.D. (0.8) (0.4) (0.0) (0.5) (1.0)
Transportation of
Victim (p =.78)
Mean 1.3 14 1.3 1.6 14
S.D. (1.0) (1.0) (0.9) (1.4) (0.9)
Rapist's Efforts to Protect
Identity (p = .0001)
Mean 22 2.0 1.5 2.6 2.0
S.D. (0.9) (0.8) (0.6) (0.8) (0.9)
Duration of
Assault (p = .05)
Mean 2.2 2.1 1.8 2.6 2.1
S.D. (1.0) (0.9) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0)
Macho
Behavior (p =.0001)
Mean 23 3.7 3.9 3.7 3.1
S.D. (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (0.9) (1.2)
Planning of
Rape (p =.0001)
Mean 3.2 3.0 2.7 3.8 3.1
S.D. (0.7) (0.8) (0.9) (0.6) (0.7)
Humiliation of
Victim (p = .0001)
Mean 1.2 1.7 1.8 3.8 1.5
S.D. (0.4) (1.0) (1.3) (0.8) (0.9)
Enjoyment (p =.0001)
Mean 1.3 1.2 1.0 2.0 1.2
S.D. (0.7) (0.5) (0.2) (1.2) (0.6)
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TABLE 5 (cont'd)

RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES
BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER- POWER- ANGER- ANGER-
| REASSR. ASSERT. RETAL. EXCITN. TOTAL
RAPE SCALE (0=259) (@=271) (@=24) (=11)  (n=565)

3. Sexual Behavior:

Kissing (p = .005)

Mean 1.3 1.2 1.0 1.5 1.2
S.D. (0.7) (0.6) (0.0) (1.0) (0.6)
Nuzzling (p =.0001)
Mean 1.4 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.2
S.D. (0.7) (0.5) 0.2) (0.3) (0.6)
Fondling (p = .0001)
Mean 1.7 1.3 1.4 1.8 1.5
S.D. (1.0) (0.7) (1.0) (0.9) (0.9)
Fellatio (p = .05)
Mean 1.5 1.6 1.3 2.0 1.6
S.D. (0.8) (0.8) 0.7) (1.3) (0.8)
Cunnilingus (p = .002)
Mean 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2
S.D. (0.6) (0.3) (0.3) (0.4) (0.5)
Anal Sex (p =.0001)
Mean 1.1 1.3 1.1 1.8 - 12
S.D. (0.3) (0.6) (0.3) (1.0) (0.5)
Vaginal Sex (p =.02)
Mean 23 22 1.9 29 23
S.D. (1.0) (0.9) (0.7) (1.3) (0.9)
Foreign Object
Penetration (p = .0001)
Mean 1.0 1.0 1.0 22 1.1
S.D. (0.2) (0.2) (0.0) (L.1) (0.3)
Digital
Penetration (p = .12)
Mean 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.6 1.2
S.D. (0.6) (0.6) (0.7) (0.8) (0.6)
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TABLE 5 (cont'd)
RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES
BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER- POWER- ANGER- ANGER-
REASSR. ASSERT. RETAL. EXCITN. TOTAL
E SCALE (@=259) (@=271) (@=24) (p=11)  (0=565)

\esistance Scales:

Verbal

Resistance (p = .004)
Mean 24 2.1 2.1 2.8 23
S.D. (1.2) (1.2) (1.4) (1.2) (1.3)

Non-Confrontative
Resistance (p = .09)

Mean 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.6 1.3
S.D. (0.6) (0.6) (0.7) (0.8) (0.6)
Physical
Resistance (p =.12)
Mean 1.6 1.6 2.1 1.7 1.6
S.D. (0.9) (L.1) (1.2) (1.0) (1.0)
Rapist Response to Victim
Resistance (p =.0001)
Mean 1.8 2.0 3.2 2.8 2.0
S.D. (0.8) (1.1) (1.5) (1.3) (1.1)

revious Scales:

Complimentary/Demeaning
About Self (p =.03)
Mean 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0
S.D. (0.4) (0.4) (0.2) (0.3) (0.4)
Anger (p =.0001)
Mean 1.8 29 44 3.8 25
S.D. (0.8) (1.0) (0.7) (1.0) (1.1)
Complimentary/Demeaning
About Victim (p =.0001)
Mean 2.8 34 3.8 44 3.2
S.D. (0.6) (0.6) (0.7) (0.5) 0.7)
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TABLE 5 (cont'd)
) RAPE CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES
BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER- POWER- ANGER- ANGER-
REASSR. ASSERT. RETAL. EXCITN. TOTAL
RAPE SCALE (@=259) (@=271) (@=24) (p=11)  (0=565)

S. Previous Scales (cont'd):

Apologetic/
Demanding (p =.0001)
Mean 3.6 4.0 3.6 4.0 3.8
S.D. (0.7) (0.5) (0.7) (0.5) (0.6)
Profanity (p =.0001)
Mean 1.3 1.9 2.3 29 1.7
S.D. (0.7) (1.2) (1.2) (1.6) (1.1)
Victim
Selection (p = .0001)
Mean 29 2.6 2.5 3.6 2.7
S.D. (1.0) (1.1) (1.2) (0.8) (1.1)
Planning of
Rape (p = .0001)
Mean 3.2 3.0 2.8 4.0 3.1
S.D. 0.7) (0.8) (1.0) (0.5) (0.8)
Injuries (p = .0001)
Mean 1.7 2.1 4.8 4.6 2.1
S.D. (1.1) (1.4) (0.5) (0.5) (1.9)
Sensitive/
Macho (p =.0001)
Mean 24 3.8 4.3 3.7 3.2
S.D. (0.7) (0.7) (1.3) (0.8) (1.0)
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ictual use of a knife. Guns were used by a significant minority of the ral;ists, but only to
:aten the victim; in only three rapes was a gun actually used on the victim. In about one-
rter of the rapes, restraints were used to control the victim; in a minority of instances, the
raints were brought to the scene of the crime by the rapist. More often the restraints were
ained at the scene of the crime. No articles were stolen in almost half of the rapes. In the
er half of the rapes, money, credit cards and jewelry were the most common type of articles
en. Personal items of the victim (i.e., souvenirs) were taken in‘.less than ten percent of the
es. Substance use during the rape was uncommon, although almost one-third of the Anger-
sitation rapes involved levels of substance use perceivable by the victim. (See Table 3.)

The majority of women raped by this particular group of rapists were aged fourteen
>ugh thirty-five (the modal age range was 21 through 27 years). White women represented
iost two-thirds of the victims, with racial cross-overs (between the victim and perpetrator)
urring in one-third of the rapes. In only a minority of instances did the rapist give any
ication to his victim that he had selected her with any specificity. (See Table 4.)

The majority of the 58 behavioral scales used to quantify the interaction occurring
ween the victim and the perpetrator demonstrated significant differences across the various
e types. These differences suggest that rapes can be differentiated according to certain key
icepts and that resultant differences appear on many of the quantifiable behavioral dimensions.
particular relevance to those interested in advising women about resistence strategies was the
ling that the different types of rape encapsulated significant differences in the rapist's response
esistence by the victim. The Power-Reassurance rape was characterized by more sensitivity

sard the victim, more attempts to be reassuring, a greater sense of inquisitiveness and
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negotiation, more "nuzzling," and a greater interest in cunnilingus. The A;ger-Retaliatory rape
was characterized by elevated levels of blunt force, blunt force injury, overall victim injury, the
expressive use of force, "macho" behavior, a more exaggerated response to physical resistance,
and general anger. The Anger-Excitation rape involved more self-disclosure by the perpetrator,
more excuses, more hostility toward women, more demands, more threats, more sexually oriented
speech, more verbal scripting, more demeaning scripting, more scripting designed to compliment
the rapist, more behavioral scripting, more victim injury from non-blunt force, greater use of
bindings, more sadistic infliction of pain, more frequent transportation of a victim, more attempts
to protect identity, greater duration of the assault, more planning of the rape, more humiliation of
the victim, more enjoyment by the perpetrator, more fellatio, more anal intercourse, more foreign
object penetration, more digital penetration, more response to verbal and non-confrontative
resistance, more demeaning statements about the victim, more demands, more profanity, and
more planning. Interestingly, the Power-Assertive rape showed no distinct behavior
characteristics, suggesting that it is defined more by its position between the other types of rape
than by its unique characteristics per se. (See Table 5.)

Many of the original assertions made by Hazelwood (1987) based upon his investigatory
experience were determined using quatifiable scales in the current data. The Power-Reassurance
rape contained minimal levels of force, more pre-selected victims, apologies to the victim, and the
assault of women in the vicinity of their own homes. The Power-Assertive rape was characterized
by a deceptive form of approach and higher levels of violence. The Anger-Retaliatory (n=4) rape
contained the most extreme forms of violence, the least amount of planning, and the shortest

duration. The Anger-Excitation (n=7) rape was carefully planned, more frequently used bindings,
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longer duration, and was organized by more sexual acts designed to mﬂlct pain.

The reliability of the coding and the differences on crime scene variables observed across
ifferent rape types suggests: 1) that crime scene information obtained from the text of the
a statement can be used to sort rapes into a number of minimally homogeneous groups; and
it these groups can be arranged according to certain themes that emanate from the Groth
ogy that seeks to describe rapist characteristics or motivations. In this regard, it is important
iphasize, however, that the two systems of sorting (i.e., type“of rape as contrasted to type of
) are not necessarily the same, as one predominant type of rapist may commit different types
yes over the course of his rape career. This topic is explored further in Chapter VII, which
. at the consistency and change manifest by a rapist across a number of offenses. The
ince of these differences in rape behavior as they may help to inform, predict or identify
mible differences among rapists is also explored further below.

VICTIM STATEMENT DATA SET (DATA SET I): RAPIST CLASSIFICATION

Table 6 summarizes the numerous types of rapist classification used in the current study.
: include:

1. the Groth composite classification that derived from a "clinical" assessment of the

various offenses perpetrated by a single offender in both Data Set I (VSDS) and

Data Set I (OIDS);

2. determination of the MTC:3 classification by Prentky and Knight on theoriginal
sample of 41 serial rapists (i.e., Data Set II, OIDS);

3. the offender's "Increaser/Non-Increaser” status determined by regressing the
sequence number of the rape against the Blunt Force Scale only and the Blunt
Force composite factor (i.e., factor analytically derived) in Data Set I and Data Set
II;

4. designation of each rapist as being primarily an indoor or outdoor offender;
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TABLE 6

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: TYPING ACCORDING TO THE GROTH,

MTC:3, INCREASER/NON-INCREASER, INDOOR/OUTDOOR, INSIDE/OUTSIDE
CONVEX HULL, GEOGRAPHICAL MODELS,

AND COMMUTER/MARAUDER CLASSIFICATIONS

CLINICAL TYPE:

Power-Reassurance
Power-Assertive
Anger-Retaliatory
Anger-Excitation

Opportunistic/High Comp
Opportunistic/Low Comp
Pervasively Angry
Sadistic Overt

Sadistic Muted
Sexual/High Comp
Sexual/Low Comp
Vindictive/High Comp
Vindictive/Low Comp

Blunt Force Scale Regression

Increasers
Non-Increasers

Force Composite Regression

Increasers
Non-Increasers

DATA SET1 DATA SETII

(VSDS) (OIDS 1)
(n=108) (0=24)
43 (40%) 8 (33%)
54 (50%) 14 (58%)
4 (4%) 0 (0%)

7 (6%) 2 (8%)

MTC:3 CLASSIFICATION: (n=41)*

27 (25%)
81 (75%)

54 (50%)
54 (50%)

INCREASER/NON-INCREASER STATUS: (n=108)

8 (33%)
16 (67%)

11 (46%)
13 (54%)
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DATA SET Il

(OIDS 2)
(n=41)

5 (12%)
5 (12%)
2 (5%)
5 (12%)
4 (10%)
12 (29%)
4 (10%)
3 (7%)
1(3%)

*Categories 1, 2, 3, and 8 also include cases with more sexualized behavior than was anticipated.
Categories 1, 2, 4, and 6 include cases matched to the "nearest type."



TABLE 6 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: TYPING ACCORDING TO THE GROTH,
MTC:3, INCREASER/NON-INCREASER, INDOOR/OUTDOOR, INSIDE/OUTSIDE
CONVEX HULL, GEOGRAPHICAL MODELS,

AND COMMUTER/MARAUDER CLASSIFICATIONS

DATA SET1 DATA SETII DATA SET Il
" (VSDS) (OIDS 1) (OIDS 2)
(n=108) (n=24) - (n=41)

OOR/OUTDOOR RAPES: (n=108)

>redominantly Indoor 66 (61%) --- -
>redominantly Outdoor 42 (39%) --- -
[DE/OUTSIDE CONVEX HULL: (n=76)

nside 18 (24%)

Jutside : 58 (76%)

JGRAPHICAL MODEL: (n=76)

viodel 1 10 (13%) -—- ——
viodel 2 8 (11%) -- -
vodel 3 28 (37%)
vodel 4 30 (39%)

MUIMUTERS/MARAUDERS: (n=76)

~ommuters 39 (51%) - --
viarauders 37 (49%) --- -
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- residence);

7. the designation of the rapist as being either a "Commuter” or "Marauder” as
defined by Canter and Larkin (1993).

A number of general observations can be made about these different classification

. schemes. As found in earlier research, the majority of rapists fell in the Power category (90
percent) of rape (i.e., Power-Reassurance and Power-Assertive), with only 10 percent falling
within the two Anger categories (i.e., Anger-Retaliatory and Anger-Excitation). It can be seen
that the majority of rapists also did not escalate in their use of violence; using the Blunt Force
Scale Regression method, only 25 percent of the rapists were determined to be Increasers.
Interestingly, the Convex Hull Polygon and Canter Circle resulted in different relational
descriptions of the 76 geographical cases. The Convex Hull covers a substantially smaller area
than that covered by the Canter Circle and resulted in a breakdown according to which 24 percent
of the rapists lived inside this area and 76 percent outside of the area created by their offense
pattern. In striking contrast to the data published by Canter and Larkin (1993), only one-half of
the rapists in the current sample lived inside the larger Canter Circle (Marauders), while one-half
lived outside this particularly spatial area (Commuters).

As discussed on page 51, one exploratory part of this study involved having the 41
original serial rape cases (OIDS 2) coded by Knight and Prentky using the MTC:3 classification.
This coding could only be conducted on this particular data set, as it alone contained the offender
information required to complete the MTC:3 coding as currently defined. It was anticipated that
this coding might help to inform the bootstrapping from the Groth to the MTC:3 system discussed

in detail in Appendix D. As can be seen, this identified the sexualized, high competency rapist as
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g the m(;st frequent rapist type in the original sample of 41 serial rapist_s. Interestingly,
tky and Knight found the entire sample to be more highly sexualized than the rapists coded at
Massachusetts Treatment Center, and had to create a new designation to reflect this unique
acteristic of the current sample. This difference suggests that serial rapists who have
mitted 10 or more rapes manifest different rapist types, but are alike in the more extreme
re of their sexualizing behavior. This observation may have etiological significance in
arstanding the highly repetitive form of sexual offending. ”
VICTIM STATEMENT DATA SET (DATA SET I): CLASSIFICATION OF
RAPISTS ACCORDING TO GROTH TYPOLOGY, INCREASER/NON-
INCREASER STATUS, INDOOR/OUTDOOR, CONVEX HULL POLYGON,
GEOGRAPHICAL MODELS, AND COMMUTER/MARAUDER
DISTINICTIONS
Table 7 summarizes modal variable values and Table 8 summarizes mean scale scores for
108 serial rapists according to their clinical type as defined by the Groth fypology. As
cated earlier, rapist clinical type was derived from a review of all the rapes perpetrated by a
le offender and was coded both to capture the most common and/or progressively apparent
» of rape being manifest by the offender (see page 57 for a full explanation of this variable).
As indicated in Table 7, the majority of the demographic and modal variables are not
ificantly different across the three categories of rapists. The three groups (i.e., the Power-
ssurance, Power-Assertive, and Anger-Combined) did not differ significantly in terms of their
, criminal history, total number of rapes, timing of their offenses (daytime/nighttime or

’kday/weekend), location of their offenses (indoor/outdoor), or in terms of their victim
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TABLE 7

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHICS AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF RAPES BY RAPIST TYPE

POWER- POWER- ANGER
REASSR. ASSERT.COMBINED TOTAL
MODAL VARIABLES (0=43) (0=54) (@=11)  (2=108)
1. Rapist Age™: (p=.71)
Under 26 15(41%) 20(43%)  6(54%) 41 (43%)
26 + 22(60%) 27(57%)  5(46%) 54 (57%)
2. Rapist Race™: (p=.02)
White 21(62%) 14(33%)  7(70%) 42 (49%)
Minority 13(38%) 28(67%)  3(30%) 44 (51%)
3. Total Rapes: (p = .44)
2-4 22(51%) 30(56%)  8(73%) 60 (73%)
>4 21(49%) 24 (44%) 3 (27%) 48 (27%)

4. Criminal History:

Criminal History
Index (p = .91)
Mean 866.62 795.48 768.27 820.84
S.D. , (607.49)  (1049.68) (431.09) (829.79)
Total Violent
Crimes (p = .91)
Mean 1.22 1.28 1.00 1.22
S.D. (1.65) (2.21) (1.41) (1.91)
Total Potentially
Violent Crimes (p = .61)
Mean 2.08 2.26 1.18 2.06
S.D. (2.31) (4.01) (1.25) (3.20)
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TABLE 7 (cont'd)

APIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHICS AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF RAPES BY RAPIST TYPE

POWER- POWER- ANGER
REASSR. ASSERT. COMBINED TOTAL

DAL VARIABLES (n=43) (n=54) (n=11) (n=108)
Criminal History (cont'd):
lotal Other Crimes
Against Person (p = .38)
Mean ‘ 1.51 0.51 1.18 0.98
S.D. (5.08) (0.88) (1.66) (3.28)
lotal Sexual Crimes (p = .60)
Mean 6.14 491 5.00 5.40
S.D. (5.05) (6.51) (2.24) (5.60)
lotal Property Crimes (p = .18)
Mean 5.12 3.34 6.09 438
S.D. (5.01) (0.50) (9.74) (5.45)
[otal Drug Crimes (p = .96)
Mean 0.41 034 0.36 0.37
S.D. (1.07) (0.87) (1.21) (0.98)
lotal Minor Crimes (p = .98)
Mean 1.35 1.25 1.18 1.28
S.D. (2.50) (0.50) (1.94) (2.80)
[otal Charges (p = .49)
Mean 18.08 14.11 16.00 15.87
S.D. (15.69) (14.68) (13.92) (14.96)
Modus Operandi:
Contact Site’ (p = .42)
Victim's Residence
or Workplace 29 (67%) 30 (57%) 8(73%) 67(63%)
Other 14 (33%) 23 (43%) 3(27%) 40 (37%)
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TABLE 7 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHICS AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF RAPES BY RAPIST TYPE

POWER- POWER- ANGER

REASSR. ASSERT. COMBINED TOTAL
MODAL VARIABLES (n=43) (n=54) (n=11) (n=108)
5. Modus Operandi (cont'd):

Location (p = .73) -
Indoors 28(65%) 31(57%) 7(64%) 66 (61%)

Outdoors/Variable 15(35%) 23 (43%) 4 (36%) 42 (39%)
Approach Method (p =.07)
Surprise 36 (84%) 36 (67%) 6 (55%) 78 (72%)
Other 7(16%) 18 (33%) 5(45%) 30 (28%)
Bindings (p = .25)
Bindings Used 8 (19%) 8 (15%) 4(36%) 20(19%)
Bindings Not Used 35(81%) 46 (85%)  7(64%) 88 (81%)
Kaife Used/Displayed (p = .08)
Yes 19 (44%) 29 (54%) 9(82%) 57 (53%)
No 24 (56%) 25 (46%) 2(18%) 51(47%)
Gun Used/Displayed (p = .82)
Yes 4 5(12%) 8 (15%) 2(18%) 15(14%)
No 38(88%) 46 (85%) 9(82%) 93 (86%)
Sexual Ritual (p = .28)
Yes 30 (70%) 32(59%)  9(82%) 71 (66%)
No 13(30%) 22 (41%) 2(18%) 37 (34%)
Victim Race” (p = .56)
White 34(81%) 40(77%) 10(91%) 84 (80%)
Minority 8(19%) 12(23%) 1(9%) 21(9%)
Day/Night (p = .54)
Daytime/Variable 9(21%) 12 (22%) 4(36%) 25(23%)
Nighttime 34 (79%) 42 (78%) 7(64%) 83 (77%)
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TABLE 7 (cont'd)

APIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHICS AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF RAPES BY RAPIST TYPE

POWER- POWER- ANGER

REASSR. ASSERT. COMBINED TOTAL
DAL VARIABLES (n=43) (n=54) (n=11) (n=108)
f1odus Operandi (cont'd):

Veekday/Weekend (p = .81) .
Weekdays 24 (56%) 30 (56%) 5(46%) 59 (55%)

Weekends/Variable 19 (44%) 24 (44%) 6 (54%) 49 (45%)
wrticles Taken (p = .70)

Yes 18 (42%) 26 (48%) 4 (36%) 48 (44%)
No 25(58%) 28(52%) 7(64%) 60 (56%)
Tansportation (p = .43)

Yes 5 (12%) 8 (15%) 3(27%) 16 (15%)
No 38(88%) 46 (85%) 8(73%) 92(85%)
exual Dysfunction (p = .07)

Yes 11 (26%) 8 (15%) 5(46%) 24 (22%)
No 32(74%) 46 (85%) 6 (54%) 84 (78%)
ubstance Use (p = .83)

Yes : 5(12%) 8 (15%) 1(9%) - 14 (13%)
No " 38(88%) 46(85%) 10(91%) 94 (87%)
ercent Rapes With Anal

1itercourse/Inanimate Object
enetration (p = .00001)

Mean 10.72 16.20 50.45 17.51
S.D. (19.81)  (19.83)  (30.16)  (23.77)
"ictim Age (p = .26)

Mean 31.02 28.24 26.00 29.46
S.D. (13.68)  (10.44)  (11.50)  (12.19)
Mdest Victim® (p = .69)

Under 40 25(60%) 32(59%)  8(73%) 65 (61%)
40 + 17 (40%) 22(41%)  3(27%) 42 (39%)
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- TABLE 7 (cont'd)
RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHICS AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF RAPES BY RAPIST TYPE

POWER- POWER- ANGER

REASSR. ASSERT. COMBINED TOTAL
MODAL VARIABLES (n=43) (n=54) (=11) (n=108)

5. Modus Operandi (cont'd):

Youngest Victim' (p = .42)

Under 19 24(57%) 25(46%)  7(64%) 56 (52%)
19 + 18 (43%) 29(54%)  4(36%) 51(48%)
Victim Age Range” (p = .21)
0-16 18 (43%) 26 (48%)  8(73%) 52 (49%)
17 + 24(57%) 28(52%)  3(27%) 55(51%)

Note: " indicates missing data for that variable.
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2 percent) and the Anger-Combined (70 percent) rapists were white, while the majority of the
ywer-Assertive rapists were non-white' (67 percent). These differences do not reflect
fferences in the number of whites (n=42) and minorities (n=44) in the sample, as the two groups
ere almost equally represented. They also do not reflect coding biases as the two coders coded
e rapes while ignorant as to the race of the perpetrator. The finding that the majority of the
nger-Combined rapists were white parallels an earlier study by mo of the authors (Dietz,
azelwood, and Warren, 1990) which found that 29 of the 30 sexually sadistic criminal offenders
ho were studied were white.

The second significant difference involves the frequency with which the perpetrator
)mmitted anal intercourse. As indicated in Table 7, the Anger-Combined rapist perpetrated
pes that included anal penetration 50 percent of the time, while the other two groups
'petrated anal rapes in only 10 to 16 percent of their offenses. This finding also brings to mind
e Dietz et al. study referenced above, which found that the majority of sexually sadistic
Yenders showed a preference for anal intercourse. The authors hypothesized that this preference
nbodied the control (through the infliction of pain) and degradation that seemed to fie at the
ire of the sexually sadistic arousal pattern. |

Table 7 also reflects certain trends in terms of the manner of approach, the use of a knife,
d the presence of a sexual dysfunction across the three groups. Once again, the Anger-
ombined group demonstrated the significant differences (i.e., approach strategies beyond that of
uprise, the presence or display of a knife during the rape, and the manifestation of some type of

yservable sexual dysfunction).

The non-white rapists consisted of three Hispanics (6 percent) and forty-one African American
ales (94 percent).
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These findings suggest, as mentioned in the description of the rape-wise analysés (in which
the unit of analyses are the individual rapes perpetrated by the rapists, and not characteristics of
the rapists thgmselves), that the Anger-Combined rapist is quite distinctive in his behavior and
more easily distinguishable from the Power-Reassurance and Power-Assertive rapists than they
are from each other. The Power-Reassurance and Power-Assertive categorizations, at least in the
current sample, seem to be significantly influenced by socio-cultural influences associated with
race.

The overall nature (or lac‘zk thereof) of these findings also suggests that the Groth typology
might be somewhat limited in terms of its usefulness in organizing observations regarding aspects
of a rapist's history or behavior. The three groups were not found to be significantly different in
terms of the perpetrator's age, the victim's age, the perpetrator’s criminal history, or the total
number of rapes perpetrated by each offender--characteristics that are important in the
construction of a criminal investigative profile. This finding may be an artifact of having to
collapse many of the variables into dichotomous categories in order to test for significance, a
statistical maneuver that may camouflage more subtle behavioral distinctions in the data. More
likely, it reflects the difficulty of finding relevant distinctions when attempting to characterize
individuals according to fairly simplistic paradigms. It would seem more likely that certain
behaviors or dimensions of behaviors encapsulated in these classifications (i.e., the amount of
gratuitous violence, the sophistication of the planning, and the use of bindings) may hold the
greatest potential for discovering empirical links between the characteristics of an offender and his
crime scene behavior. Interestingly, this type of approach would, however, circumvent the "why"

of the "what-why-who" process of deduction (see discussion of Pinizzotto and Finkel, 1990, on p.
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1d, in bypassing the motivational level of meta-analysis, seek to discover singular correlations
might ultimately be of more limited use to law enforcement in trying to determine a yet
entified individual.

Table 8 highlights 22 scales that demonstrate significant differences across the three rapist
s. These scales are not dissimilar to those reported in the previous section that looked at
rences in rape type as contrasted to rapist type. As indicated, the Power-Reassurance rapist
aracterized by greater sensitivity, inquisitiveness, and reassurance towards his victim; a
ngness to engage in verbal negotiation with the victim; and more extensive efforts to protect
dentity. Upon review, these dynamics do seem to suggest a less hostile motivation for the
al assault and the potential for a less aggressive outcome. Unexpectedly, the Power-
ssurance rapist also manifested more extensive efforts to protect his identity. This may reflect
s impulsive manner of attack, a desire for more prolonged interaction with the victim, ora
ency to select victims that are more familiar and, therefore, more likely to identify the rapist.

As in the earlier analyses, the Power-Assertive rapist is the least unique in terms of his
all behavioral pattern. He is perceived as being particularly "macho" and demanding and,

e more violent than the Power-Reassurance rapist, he mflicts fewer injuries and uses lower
ls of violence than the Anger category of rapists.

As mentioned above, the Anger category of rapists demonstrates the most unique set of
ung characteristics. As a group, they present as being more hostile and are involved in both
al scripting and scripting designed to humiliate the victim. This type of rapist also uses higher
s of force; nflicts more injury both generally and in terms of non-blunt force injury; and is

e frequently involved in the sadistic infliction of pain. The Anger rapists tend to more often
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TABLE 8

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF RAPES BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER-
REASSR.
INTERACTIONAL (n=43)
SCALES
1. Verbal Scales:
Personal Information (p = .54)
Mean 1.59
S.D. ' (.63)
Excuses (p = .14)
Mean 1.19
S.D. (.23)
Self-Promotion (p = .73)
Mean 1.09
S.D. (.19)
Self-Deprecating (p = .17)
Mean 1.12
S.D. (.27)
Sensitivity to
Victim (p =.0001) )
Mean 2.17
S.D. (.58)
Inquisitive (p = .07)
Mean 1.69
S.D. (.74)
Complimentary to
Victim (p = .41)
Mean 1.21
S.D. (.49)
Hostility/Women (p = .0001)
Mean 1.15
S.D. (.21)
Hostility/General (p = .41)
Mean 1.02
S.D. (.08)
Reassuring (p = .0001)
Mean 1.94
S.D. (.59)
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POWER-
ASSERT.
(n=54)

1.54
(.52)

1.15
(24)

1.10
(:25)

1.04
(.14)
1.60
(.47)
1.43
(.48)
1.11
(.25)

1.48
(.55)

1.05
(.13)

1.48
(.45)

ANGER
COMB.
(n=11)

1.75
(.74)

1.33
(.50)

1.15
(22)

1.06
(.13)
1.68
(.43)
1.37
(.38)
1.16

(32)

1.74
(.63)

1.05
(.12)

1.50
(37)

GRAND
MEAN
(n=108)

1.58
(.58)

1.18
(:28)

1.10
(.23)

1.07
(.20)
1.84
(.58)
1.53
(.60)
1.15
(37)

1.37
(.49)

1.04
(.11)

1.67
(.55)



TABLE 8 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF RAPES BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER- POWER- ANGER GRAND

TERACTIONAL REASSR. ASSERT. COMB. MEAN
ALES (n=43) (n=54) (n=11) (n=108)
Verbal Scales (cont'd):
Apologetic (p = .61)
Mean 1.11 1.11 1.18 1.11
S.D. (.21) (.24) (.35) (.24)
Demands (p =.77)
Mean 3.07 3.11 3.00 3.09
S.D. (.44) (.62) (.40) (.53)
Threats (p =.11)
Mean 2.09 2.31 2.39 2.23
S.D. (.54) (.58) (.72) (.58)

Sexually-Oriented
Speech (p = .65)

Mean 1.62 1.61 1.79 1.63

S.D. (.71) (.52) (.62) (.61)
Verbal Scripting (p = .009)

Mean 1.07 1.11 1.38 1.12

S.D. (.21) (.22) (.67) (.30)
Demeaning
Scripting (p = .05)

Mean 1.04 1.06 1.20 1.06

S.D. (.12) (.16) (.43) (.19)
Scripting to Compliment

Rapist (p = .48)

Mean 1.04 1.06 1.11 1.06

S.D. (.17) (.15) (.22) (.17)
Behavioral Scripting (p = .32)

Mean 1.70 1.52 1.55 1.59

S.D. (.75) (.47) (.69) (.62)
Verbal Negotiation (p = .01)

Mean 1.22 1.07 1.08 1.13

S.D. (.33) (.19) (.14) (.26)
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TABLE 8 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF RAPES BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

INTERACTIONAL
SCALES

2. Physical Scales:

Blunt Force (p =.0001)
Mean
S.D.

Victim Injury/Blunt
Force (p =.0001)
Mean
S.D.

Victim Injury/Other than
Blunt Force (p = .0001)
Mean
S.D.

Total Victim

Injury (p =.0001)

Mean
S.D.

Bindings (p = .14)
Mean
S.D. :

Binding Materials (p = .08)
Mean
S.D.

Sadistic Infliction of
Pain (p =.0001)
Mean
S.D.

Function of Force (p = .0001)
Mean
S.D.

Captivity
Mean
S.D.

POWER-
REASSR.
(n=43)

1.19
(.30)

1.15
(22)

1.63
(.39)

1.32
(.30)

1.55
(.75)

1.55
(.80)
1.05
(.16)

1.23
(.38)

1.00
(.00)
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POWER-
ASSERT.
(n=54)

1.41
(-49)

1.30
(:36)

1.79
(:38)

1.51
(.39)

1.44
(.65)

1.40
(.70)
1.22
(.40)

1.51
(.48)

1.00
(.00)

ANGER
COMB.
(n=11)

1.91
(44)

1.71
(.39)

2.28
(.73)

2.17
(.62)

1.90
(.79)

2.01
(1.21)
1.95
(.75)

2.22
(.68)

1.00
(.00)

GRAND
MEAN
(n=108)

1.37
(-47)

1.28
(:35)

1.78
(.46)

1.50
(.45)

1.53
(.71)
1.52
(.82)

1.22
(.46)

1.47
(.54)

1.00
(.00)



TABLE 8 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF RAPES BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER- POWER- ANGER GRAND
INTERACTIONAL REASSR. ASSERT. COMB. MEAN
SCALES (n=43) (n=54) (n=11) (n=108)
). Physical Scales (cont'd):

Effort Not to Harm (p = .0006) :
Mean 1.50 1.20 1.25 1.33

S.D. , (.48) (:26) (.33) (:39)
Transportation of

Victim (p =.57)

Mean 1.28 1.44 1.55 1.39

S.D. (.83) (.96) (1.04) (.92)
Rapist's Efforts to

Protect Identity (p = .03)

Mean 2.14 1.80 1.98 1.95

S.D. (.58) (.62) (.79) (.64)
Duration of Assault (p =.67)

Mean 2.14 2.14 2.35 2.16

S.D. (.76) (.71) (.82) (.74)
Macho Behavior (p =.0001) .

Mean 2.49 3.35 3.26 3.00

S.D. (.66) (.65) (.42) (.75)
Planning of Rape (p = .36)

Mean 3.07 2.96 3.22 3.03

S.D. (.63) (.60) (.64) (.62)
Humiliation of
Victim (p = .0001)

Mean 1.20 1.54 2.36 1.49

S.D. (:29) (.53) (1.08) (.63)
Enjoyment (p = .97)

Mean 1.24 1.25 1.22 1.24

S.D. (.37) (.36) (:27) (.35)

3. Sexual Behavior:

Kissing (p = .28)
Mean 1.37 1.23 1.27 1.29
S.D. (.46) (.37) (.52) (.42)
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TABLE 8 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF RAPES BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER- POWER- ANGER GRAND
INTERACTIONAL REASSR. ASSERT. COMB. MEAN
SCALES (n=43) (n=54) (x=11) (n=108)

3. Sexual Behavior (cont'd):

Nuzzling (p = .21)

Mean 1.37 1.21 1.23 1.28

S.D. (.60) (.31) (.35) (.45)
Fondling (p = .65)

Mean 1.57 1.50 1.41 1.52

S.D. (.52) (.60) (.32) (.54)
Fellatio (p = .98)

Mean 1.53 1.55 1.56 1.54

S.D. (.61) (-53) (.79) (.58)
Cunnilingus (p = .46)

Mean 1.22 1.15 1.08 1.17

S.D. (.49) (.23) (:23) (.36)
Anal Sex (p =.0001)

Mean 1.13 1.19 1.69 1.22

S.D. (.29) (.30) (.76) (.40)
Vaginal Sex (p = .60)

Mean 2.28 221 241 2.26

S.D. : . (72) (.56) (.60) " (.63)
Foreign Object '

Penetration (p = .0001)

Mean 1.02 1.02 1.25 1.04

S.D. (.08) (.08) (.42) (.16)
Digital Penetration (p = .22)

Mean 1.22 1.25 1.43 1.25

S.D. (.28) (.37) (.57) (.36)

4. Resistance Scales:
Verbal Resistance (p = .82)

Mean 2.40 2.30 2.31 2.34
S.D. (.68) (.82) (1.10) (.79)
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TABLE 8 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF RAPES BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER- POWER- ANGER GRAND
TERACTIONAL REASSR. ASSERT. COMB. MEAN
'ALES (n=43) (0=54) (0=11) (n=108)

Resistance Scales (cont'd):

Non-Confrontative
Resistance (p = .34)

Mean 1.25 1.31 1.41 1.30

S.D. (.26) (.38) (.53) (.35)
Physical Resistance (p = .61)

Mean 1.64 1.71 1.52 1.66

S.D. (.61) (.66) (.33) (.61)
Rapist Response to Victim

Resistance (p =.19)

Mean 1.97 2.07 2.39 2.07

S.D. (.54) (.73) (.83) (.68)

Previous Scales:

Complimentary/Demeaning
About Self (p =.09)
Mean 3.05 2.96 2.97 3.00
S.D. (.19) (.19) (.10) (.19)
Anger (p =.0001)
Mean 2.00 2.72 3.36 2.50
S.D. (.57) (.50) (.48) (.69)
Complimentary/Demeaning
About Victim (p = .0001)
Mean 2.93 3.28 3.66 3.18
S.D. (.41) (.31) (.47) (.43)
Apologetic/Demanding
(=.03)
Mean 3.62 3.81 3.81 3.73
S.D. (.34) (.32) (.50) (.36)
Profanity (p = .0001)
Mean 1.31 1.83 2.03 1.64
S.D. (.40) (.67) (.79) (.64)
Victim Selection (p = .12)
Mean 2.75 2.50 3.01 2.65
S.D. (.90) (.84) (.61) (.85)

97



TABLE 8 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF RAPES BY RAPIST TYPE (GROTH MODIFIED)

POWER- POWER- ANGER GRAND
INTERACTIONAL REASSR. ASSERT. COMB. MEAN
SCALES . (n=43) (n=54) (n=11) (n=108)
5. Previous Scales (cont'd): :

Planning of Rape (p = .27)

Mean 3.00 292~ 3.25 2.99

S.D. (.57) (.90) (.71) (.93)
Injuries (p = .0001)

Mean 1.67 2.26 3.52 2.15

S.D. (.57) (.90) (.66) (.93)
Sensitive/Macho (p = .0001)

Mean 2.56 3.47 3.49 3.11

S.D. (.51) (.54) (.46) (.68)
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1se bindings in their rapes; they are significantly more interested in anal in;ercourse and
senetration with an inanimate object; and they seem intent upon expressing anger, humiliating
their victims, and demanding certain behaviors and responses from them.

These results do suggest varying types of motivations for the common crime of rape.
Some rapists seem to be interested in creating a fairly mutual interaction with their victim; others
in expressing certain "macho" forms of behavior; and others in humiliating and physically and
sexually endangering their victim. As noted above, these diﬁ'ere;mces do not, however, correlate
with the offender's criminal history variables nor with the overall number of rapes perpetrated by
the rapist. Some preliminary work by Prentky, Knight, Lee, and Cerce (1995) does suggest,
however, that some dimensions of rape type (e.g. level of impulsivity) are correlated with different
rates of recidivism, a possibility that suggests that dimensions of rape type rather than rape type
per se might prove useful for these correlational and predictive inquiries.

Table 9 summarizes the demographic and modal variables for the Increasers and Non-
Increasers. As detailed on page 55, the Increaser/Non-Increaser status of a rapist was determined
by regressing changes in the score on the Blunt Force Scale for each rape by the sequence number
of the rape for each offender. As indicated, this resulted in 27 of the rapists being desigﬁated as
[ncreasers and 81 as Non-Increasers in the current study.

The Increaser/Non-Increaser distinction resulted in a number of significant differences on
the demographic and modal variables. To begin, the Increasers were found to be predominantly
white; of 19 Increasers for whom racial information was known, only 4 (21 percent) were
Hispanic or African-American. Given this finding, the original sample of 41 serial rapists on

which this distinction was first derived was reexamined in terms of its racial make-up, and a
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- TABLE 9

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF RAPES BY INCREASER STATUS

INCREASE IN BLUNT FORCE
NO YES
MODAL VARIABLES (n=81) (n=27)
. Rapist Age™: (p=.76)
Under 26 30 (42%) 11 (46%)
26 + 41 (58%) 13 (54%)
. Rapist Race’: (p =.003)
White 27 (40%) 15(79%)
Minority 40 (60%) 4 (21%)
. Total Rapes: (p =.002)
2-4 51(63%) 9(33%)
>4 30(37%) 18 (67%)
. Criminal History:
Criminal History
Index (p = .26)
Mean 876.06 645.14
S.D. (912.34)  (454.20)
Total Violent
Crimes (p =.10)
Mean 1.41 0.67
S.D. (2.10) (1.05)
Total Potentially
Violent Crimes (p = .08)
Mean 2.39 1.08
S.D. (3.52) (1.67)
100

TOTAL
(n=108)

41 (43%)
54 (57%)

42 (49%)
44 (51%)

60 (73%)
48 (27%)

820.84

(829.79)

1.22
(1.91)

2.06
(3.20)



TABLE 9 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF RAPES BY INCREASER STATUS

INCREASE IN BLUNT FORCE
NO YES
MODAL VARIABLES (n=81) (n=27)
Criminal History (cont'd):
Total Other Crimes
Against Person (p = .54)
Mean 1.10 0.63
S.D. (3.73) (1.29)
Total Sexual Crimes (p = .60)
Mean 5.58 4.88
S.D. (5.88) (4.78)
Total Property Crimes (p = .46)
Mean : 4.59 3.63
S.D. (4.89) (6.92)
Total Drug Crimes (p = .10)
Mean 0.46 0.08
S.D. (1.09) (.41)
Total Minor Crimes (p = .09)
Mean 1.56 0.46
S.D. (3.11) (1.28)
Total Charges (p = .09)
Mean 17.41 11.33
S.D. (15.72) (11.59)
Modus Operandi:
Contact Site” (p = .34)
Victim's Residence
or Workplace 48 (60%) 19 (70%)
Other 32 (40%) 8 (30%)
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TOTAL
(n=108)

0.98
(3.28)

5.40
(5.60)

4.38
(5.45)

0.37
(0.98)

1.28
(2.80)

15.87
(14.96)

67 (63%)
40 (37%)



TABLE 9 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF RAPES BY INCREASER STATUS

INCREASE IN BLUNT FORCE
NO YES TOTAL
MODAL VARIABLES (n=81) (n=27) (n=108)
5. Modus Operandi (cont'd):
Location (p = .04)
Indoors 45 (56%) 21 (78%) 66 (61%)
Outdoors/Variable 36 (44%) 6 (22%) 42 (39%)
Approach Method (p = .08)
Surprise 55(68%) 23 (85%) 78 (72%)
Other 26 (32%) 4 (15%) 30 (28%)
Bindings (p = 1.00)
Bindings Used 15(19%)  5(19%) 20 (19%)
Bindings Not Used 66 (81%) 22 (81%) 88 (81%)
Knife Used/Displayed (p = .58)
Yes 37 (46%) 14 (52%) 57 (53%)
No 44 (54%) 13 (48%) 51 (47%)
Gun Used/Displayed (p = .26) |
Yes 13 (16%) 2 (7%) 15 (14%)
No 68 (84%) 25 (93%) 93 (86%)
Sexual Ritual (p = .73)
Yes 54 (67%) 17 (63%) 71 (66%)
No 27(33%) 10 (37%) 37 (34%)
Victim Race’ (p = .09)
White 61(76%) 23 (92%) 84 (80%)
Minority 19(24%) 2(8%) 21 (9%)
Day/Night (p = .09)
Daytime/Variable 22 (27%) 3 (12%) 25 (23%)
Nighttime 59 (73%) 24 (88%) 83 (77%)
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TABLE 9 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF RAPES BY INCREASER STATUS

INCREASE IN BLUNT FORCE
NO YES TOTAL

MODAL VARIABLES (n=81) (n=27) (n=108)
Modus Operandi (cont'd):
Weekday/Weekend (p = .91)

Weekdays 44 (54%) 15(56%) 59 (55%)

Weekends/Variable 37 (46%) 12 (44%) 49 (45%)
Articles Taken (p =.07)

Yes 40 (49%) 8 (30%) 48 (44%)

No 41 (51%) 19 (70%) 60 (56%)
Transportation (p = .53)

Yes 70 (86%) 22 (82%) 16 (15%)

No : 11 (14%) 5 (18%) 92 (85%)
Sexual Dysfunction (p = .59)

Yes 19 (24%) 5(19%) 24 (22%)

No 62 (76%) 22 (81%) 84 (78%)
Substance Use (p = .74)

Yes 11 (14%) 3(11%) 14 (13%)

No 70 (86%) 24 (89%) 94 (87%)
Percent Rapes With Anal
Intercourse/Inanimate Object
Penetration (p = .23)

Mean 15.93% 22.26% 17.51%

S.D. (22.49) (27.15) (23.77)
Victim Age (p = .96)

Mean 28.56 28.72 29.46

S.D. (14.88) (15.18) (12.19)
Oldest Victim® (p = .007)

Under 40 55(68%) 10 (38%) 65 (61%)

40 + 26 (32%) 16 (62%) 42 (39%)
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. TABLE 9 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF RAPES BY INCREASER STATUS

INCREASE IN BLUNT FORCE
NO YES
MODAL VARIABLES (n=81) (n=27)

5. Modus Operandi (cont'd):

Youngest Victim® (p = .78)

Under 19 | 43 (53%)

19 + 38 (47%)
Victim Age Range” (p = .23)

0-16 42 (52%)

17+ 39 (48%)

Note: " indicates missing data for that variable.
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13 (50%)
13 (50%)

10 (39%)
16 (62%)

TOTAL
(n=108)

56 (52%)

51 (48%)

52 (49%)
55 (51%)



ilar racia‘l pattern was observed. In the original study of 41 serial rapisfé, 35 of the rapists

‘e white, 5 were black, and 1 was Hispanic. The 10 Increasers identified in this sample were
te. This finding suggests a fundamental difference in the rape behavior of white and minority
ists, with the white rapists more often escalating in the amount of blunt force used from first to
rape. White and minority rapists do not, however, differ on the amount of blunt force used at
time of the first rape, thereby suggesting that changes across the series of rapes rather than
erences in static levels of blunt force are responsible for these; aiﬁaences.

As indicated in Table 9, Increasers also committed significantly more rapes (67 percent of
Increasers had more than four victims), but surprisingly showed a trend toward having less
ansive general criminal histories. They demonstrated a trend towards fewer minor, drug-
ted, violent, potentially violent, and total number of crimes when compared to the Non-
reasers. While one cannot conclude, definitively, the meaning of this trend, it would seeﬁ to
gest that the Increasers are not generic criminals per se but offenders who are particularly
rested in various forms of sexual violence. The Non-Increasers appear to be more diversified

more consistently involved in the full spectrum of criminal offending. Certain aspects of the
ist's modus operandi also differentiate between the two groups. Increasers routinely rape their
ims indoors (78 percent of Increasers rape predominantly indoors) and rape more victims over
age of 40 years (62 percent), despite no difference in their own age when compared to the
a-Increasers. The data also demonstrate trends which suggest that the Increasers more often

a surprise approach, rape more exclusively during the nighttime, predominantly rape white
ims, and more often do not take items from their victims. These differences, again, point to

specificity of the Increasers' rape behavior and argue against a more impulsive and more

105



generic type of criminal offending.

Table 10 summarizes differences between the Increasers and Non-Increasers at the time of
the first rape on the 58 behavioral scales that quantify the interaction occurring between the rapist
and his victim during the rape. As indicated, 19 of the scales resulted in significant differences
between the two groups. Specifically, the Increasers conveyed more personal information about
themselves to the victim, made more excuses, .expressed more hostility in general and toward
women in particular, manifested an interest in verbal scripting and scripting designed to
compliment the rapist, used more blunt force, inflicted more injuries on the victim, used more
force than necessary to complete the rape, perpetrated assaults that lasted longer and involved
more planning, behaved in ways that appeared to be designed to humiliate the victim,
demonstrated a preference for penetration with a foreign object, expressed more profanity, and
were more specific in their selection of their victims. These differences again suggest greater
hostility among the Increasers, a more planned and possibly fantasy-based substrate to the offense,
and a focus on the specificity of the sexual assault that argues against a more generic criminal
motivation. These differences were apparent at the time of the first rape, suggesting that these
differences in behavior or motivation actually preceded the escalation of violence that
subsequently led to a rapist being designated an Increaser.

Table 11 summarizes differences between rapists who rape predominantly indoors and
those who rape predominantly outdoors. As indicated, the majority of rapists (61 percent) tend to
rape predominantly indoors. Those who rape predominantly outdoors, however, have fewer rape
victims but are characterized by criminal histories that have more total violent crimes than the

indoor rapists. There is also a trend for the outdoor rapists to have more potentially violent and
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TABLE 10

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST

RAPE BY INCREASER STATUS
INCREASE IN BLUNT FORCE
GRAND
NO YES MEAN
ERACTIONAL (n=81) (n=27) (n=108)
\LES
/Yerbal Scales:
Personal Information (p = .05)
Mean ) 1.52 1.77 1.58
S.D. (.50) (.76) (.58)
Excuses (p = 06)
Mean 1.15 1.27 1.18
S.D. (:21) (.42) (.28)
Self-Promotion (p = .30)
Mean 1.07 1.18 1.10
S.D. (.18) (.32) (:23)
Self-Deprecating (p = .30)
Mean 1.06 1.11 1.07
S.D. (:20) (.22) (.20)
Sensitivity to
Victim (p = .43) . , .
Mean 1.81 1.91 1.84
S.D. (.59) (.55) (.58)
Inquisitive (p = .26)
Mean 1.49 1.64 1.53
S.D. (.57) (.68) (.60)
Complimentary to
Victim (p = .08) '
Mean 1.12 1.26 1.15
S.D. (.37) (.35) (.37)
Hostility/Women (p = .007)
Mean 1.30 1.59 1.37
S.D. (.45) (.57) (.49)
Hostility/General (p = .04)
Mean 1.03 1.08 1.04
S.D. (.08) (.17) (.11)
Reassuring (p = .68)
Mean 1.65 1.70 1.67
S.D. (.55) (.53) (.55)
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TABLE 10 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST

RAPE BY INCREASER STATUS
INCREASE IN BLUNT FORCE
GRAND
NO YES MEAN
INTERACTIONAL (n=81) (0=27) (n=108)
SCALES
1. Verbal Scales (cont'd):
Apologetic (p = .41)
Mean 1.10 1.15 1.11
S.D. (.23) (.25) (.24)
Demands (p = .83)
Mean 3.08 3.10 3.09
S.D. (.57) (.38) (.53)
Threats (p = .25)
Mean 2.19 2.34 2.23
S.D. (.59) (.55) (.58)
Sexually-Oriented .
Speech (p =.15)
Mean 1.58 1.78 1.63
S.D. (.59) (.64) (.61)
Verbal Scripting (p = .02)
Mean 1.08 1.23 1.12
S.D. . (.24) (.43) (.30)
Demeaning
Scripting (p = .48)
Mean 1.06 1.09 1.06
S.D. (.17) (.26) (.19)
Scripting to Compliment
Rapist (p = .04)
Mean 1.03 1.11 1.06
S.D. (.14) (.22) (.17)
Behavioral Scripting (p = .65)
Mean 1.58 1.64 1.59
S.D. (.65) (.54) (.62)
Verbal Negotiation (p = .27)
Mean 1.12 1.18 1.13
S.D. (.26) (.27) (.26)
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TABLE 10 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST

RAPE BY INCREASER STATUS
INCREASE IN BLUNT FORCE
GRAND
NO YES MEAN
[ERACTIONAL (n=81) (n=27) (n=108)
ALES
Physical Scales:
Blunt Force (p = .0002)
Mean 1.28 1.65 1.37
S.D. (.46) (.36) (.47)
Victim Injury/Blunt
Force (p =.0002)
Mean 1.21 1.50 1.28
S.D. (.34) (.27) (.35)
Victim Injury/Other than
Blunt Force (p = .33)
Mean 1.75 1.85 1.78
S.D. (.47) (.45) (.46)
Total Victim
Injury (p = .01)

Mean 1.44 1.69 1.50
S.D. (.46) (.37) (.45)
Bindings (p = .70) ;
Mean - 1.51 1.57 1.53
S.D. (.73) (.66) (.71)

Binding Materials (p = .48)
Mean 1.49 1.62 1.52
S.D. (.80) (.86) (.82)
Sadistic Infliction of
Pain (p = .15)
Mean 1.19 1.33 1.22
S.D. (.44) (.49) (.46)
Function of Force (p = .04)
Mean 1.41 1.66 1.47
S.D. (.55) (.49) (.54)
Captivity
Mean 1.00 1.00 1.00
S.D. (.00) (.00) (.00)
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TABLE 10 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST

RAPE BY INCREASER STATUS
INCREASE IN BLUNT FORCE
GRAND
NO YES MEAN
INTERACTIONAL (n=81) (n=27) (n=108)
SCALES
2. Physical Scales (cont'd):
Effort Not to Harm (p = .52)
Mean 1.31 1.37 1.33
S.D. (.40) (.38) (.39)
Transportation of
Victim (p = .55)
Mean 1.36 1.48 1.39
S.D. (.88) (1.01) (.92)
Rapist's Efforts to
Protect Identity (p =.17)
Mean 1.91 2.10 1.95
S.D. : (.62) (.67) (.64)
Duration of Assault (p =.01)
Mean 2.05 247 2.16
S.D. (.66) (.89) (.74)
Macho Behavior (p = .46)
Mean 2.96 3.09 3.00
S.D. (.79) (.62) (.75)
Planning of Rape (p =.02)
Mean 2.95 3.26 3.03
S.D. (.63) (.50) (.62)
Humiliation of
Victim (p = .001)
Mean 1.37 1.82 1.49
S.D. (.47) (.88) (.63)
Enjoyment (p = .07)
Mean 1.21 1.35 1.24
S.D. (.35) (.35) (.35)
3. Sexual Behavior:
Kissing (p = .93)
Mean 1.29 1.30 1.29
S.D. (.43) (.40) (.42)
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TABLE 10 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST

RAPE BY INCREASER STATUS
INCREASE IN BLUNT FORCE
GRAND
NO YES MEAN
TERACTIONAL (n=81) (n=27) (n=108)
"ALES
Sexual Behavior (cont'd):
Nuzzling (p = .88)
Mean 1.28 1.27 1.28
S.D. (.49) (.32) (.45)
Fondling (p = .05)
Mean 1.46 1.69 1.52
S.D. (.53) (.56) (.54)
Fellatio (p = .35)
Mean 1.51 1.63 1.54
S.D. (.56) (.64) (.58)
Cunnilingus (p = .99)
Mean 1.17 1.17 1.17
S.D. (.38) (.29) (.36)
Anal Sex (p = .22)
Mean 1.19 1.30 1.22
S.D. (.34) (.54) (.40)
Vaginal Sex (p = .15)
Mean : ) 221 241 226 -
S.D. (.64) (.58) (.63)
Foreign Object
Penetration (p = .03)
Mean 1.02 1.10 1.04
S.D. (.09) (.28) (.16)
Digital Penetration (p = .18)
Mean 1.23 1.34 1.25
S.D. (.33) (.44) (.36)
Resistance Scales:
Verbal Resistance (p = .49)
Mean 2.31 2.44 2.34
S.D. (.81) (.74) (.79)

111



TABLE 10 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST

RAPE BY INCREASER STATUS
INCREASE IN BLUNT FORCE
GRAND
NO YES MEAN
INTERACTIONAL (n=81) (n=27) (n=108)
SCALES :
4. Resistance Scales (cont'd):
Non-Confrontative Resistance (p = .72)
Mean 1.30 1.28 1.30
S.D. ' (.36) (.35) (.35)
Physical Resistance (p = .84)
Mean 1.67 1.64 1.66
S.D. (.65) (.49) (.61)
Rapist Response to Victim
Resistance (p = .31)
Mean 2.03 2.18 2.07
S.D. (.70) (.62) (.68)
S. Previous Scales:
Complimentary/Demeaning
About Self (p =.23)
Mean 3.01 2.96 3.00
S.D. _ (.16) (.26) (.19)
Anger (p=.17)
Mean 2.44 2.65 2.50
S.D. (.74) (.48) (.69)
Complimentary/Demeaning
About Victim (p = .44)
Mean 3.16 3.24 3.18
S.D. (.38) (.57) (.43)
Apologetic/Demanding (p = .59)
Mean 3.72 3.76 3.73
S.D. (.35) (.37) (.36)
Profanity (p = .002)
Mean 1.53 1.98 1.64
S.D. (.57) (.74) (.64)
Victim Selection (p = .02)
Mean 2.55 2.97 2.65
S.D. (.88) (.71) (.85)
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TABLE 10 (cont'd) -

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST

RAPE BY INCREASER STATUS
INCREASE IN BLUNT FORCE
GRAND
NO YES MEAN
TERACTIONAL (n=81) (n=27) (n=108)
ALES
Previous Scales (cont'd):
Planning of Rape (p = .01)
Mean ' 2.90 3.25 2.99
S.D. (.64) (.48) (.93)
Injuries (p = .01)
Mean 2.02 2.54 2.15
S.D. (.95) (.75) (.93)
Sensitive/Macho (p = .36)
Mean 3.07 3.21 3.11
S.D. (.71) (.60) (.68)
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TABLE 11

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS

OF RAPES OF INDOOR VS. OUTDOOR RAPISTS

MODAL VARIABLES
1. Rapist Age”: (p = .66)

Under 26
26 +

2. Rapist Race”: (p = .36)

- White
Minority

3. Total Rapes: (p =.008)

2-4
>4

4. Criminal History:

Criminal History
Index (p = .30)
Mean
S.D.

Total Violent
Crimes (p = .003)
Mean
S.D.

Total Potentially
Violent Crimes (p = .09)
Mean
S.D.

INDOOR OUTDOOR

(n=66)

24 (41%)
34 (59%)

27 (53%)
24 (47%)

30 (46%)
36 (54%)

749.16
(455.68)

0.76
(1.95)

1.62
(2.41)
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(n=42)

17 (46%)
20 (54%)

15 (43%)
20 (57%)

30 (71%)
12 (29%)

932.33

(1201.22)

1.95
(2.54)

2.76
(4.07)

TOTAL
(n=108)

41 (43%)
54 (57%)

42 (49%)
44 (51%)

60 (73%)
48 (27%)

820.84

(829.79)

1.22
(1.91)

2.06
(3.20)



TABLE 11 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS

OF RAPES OF INDOOR VS. OUTDOOR RAPISTS

INDOOR OUTDOOR

DAL VARIABLES (n=66) (n=42)
riminal History (cont'd):
[otal Other Crimes
\gainst Person (p = .18)
Mean 0.62 1.54
S.D. (.95) (5.12)
[otal Sexual Crimes (p = .52)
Mean 5.10 5.86
S.D. (4.20) (7.33)
[otal Property Crimes (p = .34)
Mean 4.78 3.68
S.D. : (4.57) (6.17)
[otal Drug Crimes (p = .07)
Mean 0.22 0.59
S.D. (.73) (1.26)
[otal Minor Crimes (p = .85)
Mean 1.24 1.35
S.D. (2.28) (3.50)
[otal Charges (p = .28)
Mean 14.55 17.95
S.D. (11.04) (19.61)
Viodus Operandi:

“ontact Site” (p =.00001)
Victim's Residence

or Workplace 62 (94%) 5(12%)
Other 4(6%) 36 (88%)
115

TOTAL
(n=108)

0.98
(3.28)

5.40
(5.60)

4.38
(5.45)

0.37
(0.98)

1.28
(2.80)

15.87
(14.96)

67 (63%)
40 (37%)



- TABLE 11 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF RAPES OF INDOOR VS. OUTDOOR RAPISTS

INDOOR OUTDOOR TOTAL
MODAL VARIABLES (n=66) (n=42) (n=108)
5. Modus Operandi (cont'd):
Approach Method (p = .0002)
Surprise 56 (85%) 22 (52%) 78 (72%)
Other 10 (15%) 20 (48%) 30 (28%)
Bindings (p = .05)
Bindings Used 16 (24%) 4 (10%) 20 (19%)
Bindings Not Used 50 (76%) 38 (90%) 88 (81%)
Knife Used/Displayed (p = .21) _
Yes 38(58%) 19 (45%) 57 (53%)
No 28 (42%) 23 (55%) 51 (47%)
Gun Used/Displayed (p = .02)
Yes 5(8%) 10(24%) 15 (14%)
No 61(92%) 32 (76%) 93 (86%)
Sexual Ritual (p = .28)
Yes 46 (70%) 25 (60%) 71 (66%)
No : 20(30%) 17 (40%) 37 (34%)
Victim Race” (p = .005)
White 56 (89%) 28 (67%) 84 (80%)
Minority 7(11%) 14 (33%) 21 (9%)
Day/Night (p = .0007)
Daytime/Variable 8(12%) 17 (41%) 25 (23%)
Nighttime 58 (88%) 25(59%) 83 (77%)
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TABLE 11 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF RAPES OF INDOOR VS. OUTDOOR RAPISTS

INDOOR OUTDOOR TOTAL

DAL VARIABLES (n=66) (n=42) (n=108)
Modus Operandi (cont'd):
Weekday/Weekend (p = .11)

Weekdays 32(49%) 27 (64%) 59 (55%)

Weekends/Variable 34(51%) 15 (36%) 49 (45%)
Articles Taken (p = .06)

Yes 34(52%) 14 (33%) 48 (44%)

No 32(48%) 28 (67%) 60 (56%)
Transportation (p = .00002)

Yes 2(3%) 14 (33%) 16 (15%)

No 64 (97%) 28 (67%) 92 (85%)
Sexual Dysfunction (p = .27)

Yes 17 (26%) 7 (17%) 24 (22%)

No 49 (74%) 35(83%) 84 (78%)
Substance Use (p = .13)

Yes 6 (9%) 8 (19%) 14 (13%)

No 60(91%) 34 (81%) 94 (87%)
Percent Rapes With Anal
[ntercourse/Inanimate Object
Penetration (p = .29)

Mean 19.44% 14.48% 17.51%

S.D. (25.12) (21.39) (23.77)
Victim Age (p = .04)

Mean 31.20 24.98 29.46

S.D. (15.52) (13.29) (12.19)
Oldest Victim® (p = .03)

Under 40 34 (52%) 31(74%) 65 (61%)

40 + 31(48%) 11(26%) 42 (39%)
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TABLE 11 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS

OF RAPES OF INDOOR VS. OUTDOOR RAPISTS

MODAL VARIABLES

5. Modus Operandi (cont'd):

Youngest Victim' (p = .69)
Under 19
19 +

Victim Age Range” (p = .009)

0-16
17 +

Note: * indicates missing data for that variable.

INDOOR
(n=66)

33 (51%)
32 (49%)

25 (39%)
40 (61%)
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OUTDOOR
(n=42)

23 (55%)
19 (45%)

27 (64%)
15 (36%)

TOTAL
(n=108)

56 (52%)
51 (48%)

52 (49%)
55 (51%)



-related crimes than the indoor rapists. Not surprisingly, the outdoor rapists use both the
rise and other forms of approach (e.g., direct assault), rape both at night and during the

ime (unlike the indoor rapists who rape predominantly at night), and tend not to use bindings.
¢ do, however, more often than the indoor rapists display or use a gun (24 percent of the

s) in the context of their assaults.

Of particular interest was the finding regarding the race of the victim. As indicated, while
ndoor and outdoor rapists are not different in terms of their own racial composition, they are
ficantly different in terms of the race of their victims. Specifically, those rapists who rape
ors tend to rape white victims regardless of whether they are black or white. Those rapists
rape outdoors tend to also rape white victims, but they are more likely to rape minority
ms than the indoor rapists.

Finally, the two ‘groups also differed in terms of the frequency with which articles were
n from the scene of the crime, average victim age, and victim age range. The outdoor rapists
ed not to take articles belonging to their victim, a finding that was not as expectable as it
it seem on first glance given the availability of money and credit cards, the two most popular
s taken by rapists. The outdoor rapists also tended to rape younger victims, to have fewer
ms over the age of 40 years, and to have fewer victims outside of a 16-year age range. This
ng is not explained by any differences in the average age of the indoor and outdoor rapists,
resting that it implies a difference in victim preference, impulsivity, and/or the manner of
m selection used by the two types.

Table 12 summarizes differences between the indoor and outdoor rapist on the 58

vioral scales that quantify the interaction occurring between the rapist and his victim. As
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TABLE 12

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF INDOOR VS. OUTDOOR RAPISTS

GRAND
INDOOR OUTDOOR MEAN
ERACTIONAL (n=66) (n=42) (n=108)
\LES
Verbal Scales:
Personal Information (p = .55) .

Mean 1.55 1.62 1.58
S.D. (.56) (.62) (.58)
Excuses (p = .72) '

Mean 1.17 1.19 1.18

S.D. (.24) (.34) (.28)
Self-Promotion (p = .35)

Mean 1.12 1.07 1.10

S.D. (.25) (.17) (.23)
Self-Deprecating (p = .57)

Mean 1.07 1.09 1.07

S.D. (.15) (.27) (.20)
Sensitivity to
Victim (p = .24)

Mean 1.89 1.75 1.84

S.D. (:57) (.59)" (.58)
Inquisitive (p = .02)

Mean . 1.42 1.69 1.53

S.D. (.47) (.73) (.60)
Complimentary to
Victim (p = .77)

Mean 1.15 1.17 1.15

S.D. (.25) (.50) (.37)
Hostility/Women (p = .64)

Mean 1.39 1.34 1.37

S.D. (.52) (.46) (.49)
Hostility/General (p = .09)

Mean 1.05 1.02 1.04

S.D. (.13) (.07) (.11)
Reassuring (p = .29)

Mean 1.71 1.60 1.67

S.D. (.53) (.57) (.55)



TABLE 12 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF INDOOR VS. OUTDOOR RAPISTS

GRAND
INDOOR OUTDOOR MEAN
INTERACTIONAL (n=66) (n=42) (n=108)
SCALES
1. Verbal Scales (cont'd):
Apologetic (p = .64) .
Mean 1.11 1.13 1.11
S.D. (-20) (:29) (.24)
Demands (p = .03)
Mean 3.18 2.94 3.09
S.D. (.45) (.61) (.53)
Threats (p = .45)
Mean 2.20 2.28 2.23
S.D. (.53) (.67) (.58)
Sexually-Oriented
Speech (p =.75)
Mean 1.62 1.65 1.63
S.D. (.56) (.69) (.61)
Verbal Scripting (p = .58)
Mean 1.11 1.14 1.12
S.D. (.24) (.39) (.30)
Demeaning
Scripting (p = .18)
Mean - 1.04 1.09 1.06
S.D. (.12) (:27) (.19)
Scripting to Compliment
Rapist (p = .31)
Mean 1.04 1.07 1.06
S.D. (.13) (.21) (.17)
Behavioral Scripting (p =.99)
Mean 1.60 1.59 1.59
S.D. (.50) (.78) (.62)
Verbal Negotiation (p = .98)
Mean 1.13 1.13 1.13

S.D. (.23) (.30) (.26)



TABLE 12 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF INDOOR VS. OUTDOOR RAPISTS

GRAND
INDOOR OUTDOOR MEAN
ERACTIONAL (n=66) (n=42) (n=108)
ALES .
Physical Scales:
Blunt Force (p = .61) .
Mean 1.35 1.40 1.37
S.D. (.41) (.55) (.47)
Victim Injury/Blunt
Force (p = .47)
Mean 1.27 1.31 1.28
S.D. (.29) (.42) (.35)
Victim Injury/Other than
Blunt Force (p =.79)
Mean 1.79 1.76 1.78
S.D. (.42) (.53) (.46)
Total Victim
Injury (p = .47)
Mean 1.48 1.54 1.50
S.D. (.44) (.48) (.45)
Bindings (p = .01)
Mean 1.66 1.31 1.53
S.D. (.74) (.62) (.71)
Binding Materials (p = .14) -
Mean 1.62 1.38 1.52
S.D. (.82) (.80) (.82)
Sadistic Infliction of
Pain (p =.70)
Mean 1.24 1.20 1.22
S.D. (.47) (.44) (.46)
Function of Force (p = .45)
Mean 1.44 1.52 1.47
S.D. (.55) (.54) (.54)
Captivity
Mean 1.00 1.00 1.00
S.D. (.00) (.00) (.00)
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TABLE 12 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF INDOOR VS. OUTDOOR RAPISTS

GRAND
INDOOR OUTDOOR MEAN
INTERACTIONAL (n=66) (n=42) (n=108)
SCALES _
2. Physical Scales (cont'd):
Effort Not to Harm (p = .90)
Mean 1.33 1.32. 1.33
S.D. (.37) (.43) (.39)
Transportation of
Victim (p =.00001)
Mean 1.08 1.88 1.39
S.D. (.32) (1.27) (.92)
Rapist's Efforts to
Protect Identity (p = .0001)
Mean 2.20 1.57 1.95
S.D. (.58) (.53) (.64)
Duration of Assault (p =.21)
Mean 2.09 2.27 2.16
S.D. (.61) (.91) (.74)
Macho Behavior (p = .03)
Mean 2.87 3.19 3.00
S.D. (.66) (.86) (.75)
Planning of Rape (p =.0001)
Mean 3.25 2.68 3.03
S.D. (.41) (.72) (.62)
Humiliation of
Victim (p = .42)
Mean 1.53 1.43 1.49
S.D. (.65) (.59) (.63)
Enjoyment (p = .29)
Mean 1.27 1.20 1.24
S.D. (.36) (.34) (.35)
3. Sexual Behavior:
Kissing (p = .44)
Mean 1.26 1.33 1.29
S.D. (.41) (.44) (.42)
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TABLE 12 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF INDOOR VS. OUTDOOR RAPISTS

GRAND
INDOOR OUTDOOR MEAN
INTERACTIONAL (n=66) (n=42) (n=108)
SCALES
3. Sexual Behavior (cont'd):
Nuzzling (p = :15)
Mean 1.23 1.36. 1.28
S.D. (.28) (.63) (.45)
Fondling (p =.77)
Mean 1.53 1.50 1.52
S.D. (.49) (.62) (.54)
Fellatio (p = .84)
Mean 1.53 1.56 1.54
S.D. (.57) (.61) (.58)
Cunnilingus (p = .05)
Mean 1.23 1.09 1.17
S.D. (.42) (.19) (.36)
Anal Sex (p = .23)
Mean 1.25 1.16 1.22
S.D. (.46) (.26) (.40)
Vaginal Sex (p = .05)
Mean 2.35 2.11 2.26
S.D. (.65) (.57) (.63)
Foreign Object
Penetration (p = .05)
Mean 1.07 1.00 1.04
S.D. (.21) (.02) (.16)
Digital Penetration (p = .04)
Mean 1.31 1.16 1.25
S.D. (.41) (.26) (.36)
4. Resistance Scales:
Verbal Resistance (p = .50)
Mean 2.38 2.28 2.34
S.D. (.67) (.96) (.79)
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TABLE 12 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF INDOOR VS. OUTDOOR RAPISTS

GRAND
INDOOR OUTDOOR MEAN
INTERACTIONAL (n=66) (n=42) (n=108)
SCALES
4. Resistance Scales (cont'd):
Non-Confrontative Resistance (p = .64) .
Mean 1.28 1.32 1.30
S.D. (.33) (.40) (.35)
Physical Resistance (p = .70)
Mean 1.64 1.69 1.66
S.D. (.58) (.67) (.61)
. Rapist Response to Victim
Resistance (p = .23)
Mean 2.00 2.16 2.07
S.D. (.66) (.71) (.68)
S. Previous Scales:
Complimentary/Demeaning
About Self (p = .25)
Mean 298 3.02 - 3.00
S.D. (.20) (.17) (.19)
Anger (p = .89)
Mean 2.49 2.51 2.50
S.D. (.68) (.72) (.69)
Complimentary/Demeaning
About Victim (p = .64)
Mean 3.20 3.16 3.18
S.D. (.38) (.51) (.43)
Apologetic/Demanding (p = .66)
Mean 3.74 3.71 3.73
S.D. (.34) (.38) (.36)
Profanity (p = .97)
Mean 1.65 1.64 1.64
S.D. (.64) (.66) (.64)
Victim Selection (p = .0001)
Mean 3.16 1.86 2.65
S.D. (.49) (.68) (.85)
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TABLE 12 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF INDOOR VS. OUTDOOR RAPISTS

GRAND
INDOOR OUTDOOR MEAN
[ERACTIONAL (n=66) (n=42) (n=108)
ALES
Previous Scales (cont'd):
Planning of Rape (p =.0001) .
Mean 3.23 2.59 2.99
S.D. (.42) (.69) (.93)
Injuries (p = .93)
Mean 2.15 2.16 2.15
S.D. (.91) (.98) (.93)
Sensitive/Macho (p = .22)
Mean 3.04 3.21 3.11
S.D. (.59) (.81) (.68)
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indicated, the outdoor rapists demonstrated: a more inquisitive attitude toward the victim; fewer
demands; less frequent use of bindings; more extensive transportation of the victim,; less effort to
protect identity; more "macho" behavior; less perceived planning of the rape; less interest in
cunnilingus, foreign object penetration, and digital penetration; and less specificity in terms of
victim selection. All of these behaviors suggest a more impulsive form of rape with little
ritualistic behavior. Interestingly, there are no differences in the duration of the assault,
suggesting that this impulsivity and lack of planning do not neceégarﬂy correlate with a shorter
assault.

Table 13 examines differences in the demographic and modal variables as they relate to
ra-pists who live inside (ICH) and outside the Convex Hull Polygon (OCH). In contrast to the
distinctions examined above, there are only two variables that approached statistical significance
(i.e., p=.06) in this particular constellation of analyses: the number of victims and victim age
range. As indicated, there appears to be a trend in which rapists with fewer offenses live inside
the Convex Hull, while rapists with more than four offenses tend to live outside the Convex Hull.
This difference may reflect an organizing theme of the rapists such that they move further away
from the vicinity of their home as the number of their rapes increase. (For further discussion of
this trend, see page 218.) Altematively, it may represent an artifact of the identification processs,
wherein those who live inside the Convex Hull have a higher probablility of being identified and
hence of being apprehended before they are able to perpetrate a large number of rapes.

The second trend involves the age range of the victims. Those who live inside the Convex
Hull tend to have a larger age range among their victims, while those who live outside the Convex
Hull tend to have sixteen years or less age range among their victims. This difference may reflect

differences in victim specificity that determine the amount of distance which needs to be traversed



TABLE 13

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

MODAL VARIABLES
L. Rapist Age™: (p =.69)

Under 26
26 +

2. Rapist Race’: (p = .80)

White
Minority

3. Total Rapes: (p =.06)

2-4
>4

t. Criminal History:

Criminal History
Index (p =.74)
Mean
S.D.

Total Violent
Crimes (p = .31)
Mean
S.D.

Total Potentially

Violent Crimes (p = .41)
Mean
S.D.

THE CONVEX HULL POLYGON

RESIDENCE LOCATION
INSIDE OUTSIDE

(n=18) = (n=58)

5(36%) 22 (42%)
9(64%) 31 (58%)

6(50%) 22 (46%)
6(50%) 26 (54%)

5(28%)  31(53%)
13(72%) 27 (47%)

757.46 850.02
(459.51)  (1010.80)

0.71 1.30
(.99) (2.06)
1.21 3.15

(1.48) (8.68)

TOTAL

(n=76)

27 (40%)
40 (60%)

28 (47%)
32 (53%)

36 (47%)
40 (53%)

831.51
(924.84)

1.18
(1.90)

2.75
(7.78)



TABLE 13 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CONVEX HULL POLYGON
RESIDENCE LOCATION
INSIDE  OUTSIDE TOTAL
MODAL VARIABLES (=18) (0=58) (n=76)

4. Criminal History (cont'd):

Total Other Crimes
Against Person (p = .59)
Mean 0.86 0.62 0.67
S.D. (.95) (1.56) (1.45)
Total Sexual Crimes (p = .89)
Mean 5.86 6.30 6.21
S.D. (6.36) (11.80) (10.85)
Total Property Crimes (p = .81)
Mean 3.71 4.04 3.97
S.D. (4.43) (4.41) _ (4.38)
Total Drug Crimes (p = .48)
Mean 0.50 0.28 - 0.33
S.D. T (1.16) (.97) (1.01)
Total Minor Crimes (p = .46)
Mean 1.14 0.75 0.84
S.D. (1.75) (1.73) (1.73)
Total Charges (p = .66)
Mean 13.86 16.83 16.21
S.D. (10.78) (24.29) (22.12)

5. Modus Operandi:

Contact Site’ (p = .27)
Victim's Residence
or Workplace 14 (78%) 37 (64%) 51 (67%)
Other 4(22%) 21(36%) 25 (32%)



TABLE 13 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CONVEX HULL POLYGON

RESIDENCE LOCATION

INSIDE OUTSIDE

)'DAL VARIABLES (n=18) (n=58)
Modus Operandi (cont'd):

Location (p =.19)

Indoors 15(83%) 39 (67%)
Outdoors/Variable 3(17%) 19 (33%)
Approach Method (p =.71)
Surprise 15(83%) 46 (79%)
Other 3(17%) 12 (21%)
Bindings (p = .33)
Bindings Used 5(28%) 10(17%)
Bindings Not Used 13 (72%) 48 (83%)
Knife Used/Displayed (p = .50)
Yes 8(44%) 31(53%)
No 10 (56%) 27 (47%)
Gun Used/Displayed (p = .39)
Yes 4 (22%) 8 (14%)
No 14 (77%) 50 (86%)
Sexual Ritual (p = .63)
Yes 11(61%) 39 (67%)
No 7(39%) 19 (33%)
Victim Race’ (p = .15)
White 16 (89%) 42 (72%)
Minority 2(11%) 16 (28%)
Day/Night (p = .71)
Daytime/Variable 3(17%) 12 (21%)
Nighttime 15(83%) 46 (79%)

TOTAL

(n=76)

54 (71%)

22 (29%)

61 (80%)
15 (20%)

15 (20%)
61 (80%)

39 (51%)
37 (49%)

12 (16%)
64 (84%)

50 (66%)
26 (34%)

58 (76%)
18 (24%)

15 (20%)
61 (80%)



. TABLE 13 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CONVEX HULL POLYGON
RESIDENCE LOCATION
INSIDE  OUTSIDE TOTAL

MODAL VARIABLES ‘ (n=18) (n=58) (n=76)
5. Modus Operandi (cont'd):

Weekday/Weekend (p = .90)

Weekdays 9 (50%) 30 (52%) 39 (51%)

Weekends/Variable 9 (50%) 28 (48%) 37 (49%)
Articles Taken (p =.17)

Yes 6(33%) 30(52%) 36 (47%)

No 12(67%) 28 (48%) 40 (53%)
Transportation (p = .77)

Yes 16 (89%) 50 (86%) 66 (87%)

No 2(11%) 8 (14%) 10 (13%)
Sexual Dysfunction (p = .63)

Yes 4 (22%) 10 (17%) 14 (12%)

No 14 (78%) 48 (83%) - 62(82%)
Substance Use (p = .43)

Yes 1(6%) 7 (12%) 8 (11%)

No 17 (94%) 51 (88%) 68 (89%)

Percent Rapes With Anal Intercourse
Inanimate Object Penetration (p = .36)

Mean 20.11% 14 93% 16.16%

S.D. (23.82) (20.12) (21.00)
Victim Age (p = .56)

Mean 29.94 27.63 28.23

S.D. (12.11) (14.53) (13.89)
Oldest Victim’ (p = .39)

Under 40 9 (50%) 35 (61%) 44 (59%)

40 + 9 (50%) 22 (39%) 31(41%)



TABLE 13 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CONVEX HULL POLYGON
RESIDENCE LOCATION
INSIDE  OUTSIDE TOTAL
VIODAL VARIABLES " (@=18) (n=58) (0=76)

5. Modus Operandi (cont'd):

Youngest Victim® (p = .53)

. Under 19 11(61%) 30 (53%) 41 (55%)
19 + 7(39%) 27 (47%) 34 (45%)
Victim Age Range” (p = .06)
0-16 4(22%) 27 (47%) 31 (41%)
17 + 14 (78%) 30 (53%) 44 (59%)

Vote: * indicates missing data for that variable.



in order to procure a desirable victim (i.e., rapists that want a more speciﬁcg type of victim may
have to travel further to locate her).

Also of interest is the large number of similarities between the two types of rapists on
many of the demographic and modal variables. As summarized, there were no differences in
terms of the rapist's age, race, criminal history, and many aspects of the offender's modus
operandi. This suggests that this type of spatial distribution, devoid of distance parameters, is not
particularly useful in criminal investigative efforts to ascertain the locatlon of the perpetrator's
residence from generic descriptions of the offender.

Table 14 summarizes the 58 behavioral scales that differentiate the inside Convex Hull
(ICH) rapist from the outside Convex Hull (OCH) rapist. The majority of differences are
reported on the verbal scales that quantify the verbal interaction occurring between the rapist and
his victim. As indicated, the ICH rapist is more self-deprecating and more complimentary toward
the victim. There also appear to be trends with the ICH rapist being less hostile and angry, and
more reassuring in his interactions. Table 14 also indicates significant differences in the preferred
sexual acts, with the ICH rapist showing a more sustained interest in fellatio and vaginal sex.
These differences suggest that the ICH rapist is in search of what might be termed a more |
"generic" rape, while those who travel outside the Convex Hull seem more hostile and angry and
more intent on sexual contact that is less specific in terms of vaginal intercourse and fellatio.

Table 15 summarizes differences on the demographic and modal variables for the four
geographical models (see page 49 for a description of the four models). The two significant
differences involve the total number of property crimes on the rapist's criminal record and the
presence of a gun during the assault. Specifically, those rapists who travel further either inside or

outside the Convex Hull Polygon have more extensive histories of property crime. Similarly,



TABLE 14

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
\APE OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CONVEX HULL POLYGON
RESIDENCE LOCATION
GRAND
- INSIDE OUTSIDE MEAN

ERACTIONAL »=18)  (n=58) (n=76)
LES :
‘erbal Scales:
Personal Information (p = .46)

Mean 1.68 1.56 1.58

S.D. (.56) (.61) (.60)
Excuses (p =.10)

Mean 1.24 1.15 1.17

S.D. (.29) (.20) (.23)
Self-Promotion (p =.11)

Mean 1.03 1.12 1.10

S.D. (.08) (.23) (.21
Self-Deprecating (p = .002)

Mean 1.23 1.04 1.09

S.D. (.40) (.11) (:23)
Sensitivity to Victim (p = .24)

Mean 2.00 1.81 1.86

S.D. . (.55) (.61) - (.60)
Inquisitive (p = .43) ; :

Mean 1.42 1.55 1.52

S.D. (.48) (.59) (.57)
Complimentary to
Victim (p = .04)

Mean 1.20 1.09 1.12

S.D. (.24) (.18) (.20)
Hostility/Women (p = .08)

Mean 1.20 1.40 1.35

S.D. (.34) (.44) (42)
Hostility/General (p = .07)

Mean 1.09 1.03 1.05

S.D. (.18) (.09) (.12)
Reassuring (p = .08)

Mean 1.86 1.62 1.67

S.D. (.49) (.53) (.53)



TABLE 14 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CONVEX HULL POLYGON
RESIDENCE LOCATION
GRAND
_ INSIDE OUTSIDE MEAN
INTERACTIONAL (n=18) (n=58) (n=76)
SCALES :
1. Verbal Scales (cont'd):
Apologetic (p = .01)
Mean 1.21 1.07 1.10
S.D. (.32) (.16) (.21)
Demands (p = .79)
Mean 3.11 3.14 3.13
S.D. (.44) (.50) (.48)
Threats (p = .84)
Mean 2.22 2.25 224
S.D. (.51) (.57) (.55)
Sexually-Oriented )
Speech (p = .82)
Mean 1.58 1.61 1.61
S.D. (.56) (.60) (.59)
Verbal Scripting (p = .83)
Mean 1.10 1.09 1.09
S.D. (.22) (.24) (.23)
Demeaning
Scripting (p = .96)
Mean 1.05 1.06 1.06
S.D. (.10) (.14) (.13)
Scripting to Compliment
Rapist (p =.75)
Mean 1.04 1.05 1.05
S.D. (.16) (.14) (.14)
Behavioral Scripting (p = .85)
Mean 1.57 1.54 1.55
S.D. (.44) (.49) (.48)
Verbal Negotiation (p = .17)
Mean 1.06 1.14 1.12
S.D. (.11) (.22) (.26)
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TABLE 14 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CONVEX HULL POLYGON
RESIDENCE L OCATION
GRAND
INSIDE OUTSIDE MEAN
TERACTIONAL (n=18) (n=58) (n=76)
‘ALES
Physical Scales:
Blunt Force (p = .64)
Mean 1.33 1.39 1.37
S.D. (.32) (.49) (.45)
Victim Injury/Blunt
Force (p = .68)
Mean . 1.25 1.29 1.28
S.D. (.24) (.34) (.32)
Victim Injury/Other than
Blunt Force (p = .78)
Mean 1.82 1.78 1.79
S.D. (.40) (.43) (.42)
Total Victim
Injury (p = .85)
Mean 1.51 1.49 1.50
S.D. (.30) (.42) (.40)
Bindings (p = .85) -
Mean T 1.56 1.60 1.59
S.D. (.71) (.76) (.74)
Binding Materials (p = .74)
Mean 1.50 1.57 1.55
S.D. (.69) (.84) (.81)
Sadistic Infliction of
Pain (p = .12)
Mean 1.07 1.24 1.20
S.D. (.10) (.46) (.41)
Function of Force (p =.57)
Mean 1.39 1.48 1.46
S.D. (.36) (.58) (.53)
Captivity
Mean 1.00 1.00 1.00
S.D. (.00) (.00) (.00)

136



TABLE 14 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CONVEX HULL POLYGON
RESIDENCE LOCATION
GRAND
INSIDE OUTSIDE MEAN
INTERACTIONAL (n=18) (n=58) (n=76)
SCALES
2. Physical Scales (cont'd):
Effort Not to Harm (p = .76)
Mean 1.31 1.34 1.34
S.D. ' (.39) (.39) (.39)
Transportation of
Victim (p = .48)
Mean 1.17 1.31 1.28
S.D. (.38) (.82) (.74)
Rapist's Efforts to
Protect Identity (p = .85)
Mean 2.13 2.09 2.10.
S.D. (.58) (.65) (.63)
Duration of Assault (p =.55)
Mean 2.19 2.08 2.11
S.D. (.89) (.58) _ (.66)
Macho Behavior (p = .15)
Mean 2.76 3.03 2.97
S.D. (.70) (.68) (.69)
Planning of Rape (p = .33)
Mean 3.21 3.06 3.10
S.D. (.29) (.60) (.55)
Humiliation of Victim (p = .46)
Mean 1.37 1.47 1.45
S.D. (.44) (.52) (.50)
Enjoyment (p = .60)
Mean 1.21 1.26 1.25
S.D. (.30) (.37) (.35)
3. Sexual Behavior:
Kissing (p = .93)
Mean 1.24 1.24 1.24
S.D. (.28) (.40) (.37)



TABLE 14 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CONVEX HULL POLYGON
RESIDENCE LOCATION
GRAND
INSIDE OUTSIDE MEAN
ERACTIONAL (n=18) (n=58) (n=76)
ALES
sexual Behavior (cont'd):
Nuzzling (p =.57)
Mean 1.20 1.25 1.24
S.D. (.19) (.35) (.32)
Fondling (p = .96)
Mean 1.49 1.49 1.49
S.D. (.30) (.57) (.52)
Fellatio (p = .05)
Mean 1.72 1.44 1.50
S.D. (.76) (.44) (.54)
Cunnilingus (p =.17) .
Mean 1.29 1.15 1.18
S.D. (.65) (.26) (:39)
Anal Sex (p = .80)
Mean 1.23 1.20 1.21
S.D. (.31) (.36) (:34)
Vaginal Sex (p =.02)
Mean 2.51 2.16 2.24
S.D. (.74) (.47) (.56)
Foreign Object .
Penetration (p = .84)
Mean 1.04 1.05 1.05
S.D. (-.10) (.20) (.18)
Digital Penetration (p = .58)
Mean 1.30 1.25 1.26
S.D. (.39) (.34) (.35)
esistance Scales:
Verbal Resistance (p = .98)
Mean 2.34 2.34 2.34
S.D. (.39) (.72) (.66)
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TABLE 14 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CONVEX HULL POLYGON
RESIDENCE LOCATION
GRAND
INSIDE OUTSIDE MEAN
INTERACTIONAL (n=18) (n=58) (n=76)
SCALES
4. Resistance Scales (cont'd):
Non-Confrontative Resistance (p = .35)
Mean ' 1.23 1.30 1.29
S.D. (.23) (.32) (.30)
Physical Resistance (p = .63)
Mean 1.70 1.63 1.65
S.D. (.44) (.56) (.54)
Rapist Response to Victim
Resistance (p =.51)
Mean 1.95 2.06 2.03
S.D. (.37) (.65) (.60)
5. Previous Scales:
Complimentary/Demeaning
About Self (p =.0002)
Mean 3.15 2.96 3.01
S.D. (.20) (.18) (.20)
Anger (p =.06)
Mean 2.25 2.56 2.49
S.D. (.49) (.65) (.62)
Complimentary/Demeaning
About Victim (p = .34)
Mean 3.11 3.20 3.17
S.D. (.36) (.35) (.35)
Apologetic/Demanding (p = .17)
Mean 3.68 3.80 3.77
S.D. (.32) (:31) (.31)
Profanity (p = .30)
Mean 1.49 1.65 1.61
S.D. (.60) (.58) (.59)
Victim Selection (p = .20)
Mean 2.99 2.70 2.77
S.D. (.67) (.84) (.81)
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TABLE 14 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CONVEX HULL POLYGON
RESIDENCE LOCATION
GRAND
INSIDE OUTSIDE MEAN
ERACTIONAL (n=18) (n=58) (n=76)
LES
‘revious Scales (cont'd):
Planning of Rape (p = .38)
Mean _ 3.17 3.04 3.07
S.D. (.31) (.58) (.53)
Injuries (p = .54)
Mean 2.03 2.17 2.15
S.D. (.63) (.87) (.81)
Sensitive/Macho (p = .31)
Mean 297 3.13 3.10

S.D. (.54) (.61) (:59)
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TABLE 15

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS

MODAL VARIABLES
1. Rapist Age”: (p =.09)

Under 26

26 +

2. Rapist Race™: (p =.07)

White
Black

3. Total Rapes: (p =.05)

2-4
>4

4. Criminal History:

Criminal History
Index (p = .80)

Mean
S.D.

Total Violent
Crimes (p = .13)

Mean
S.D.

Total Potentially
Violent Crimes (p = .78)

Mean
S.D.

MODEL 1

(n=10)

2 (22%)
7 (78%)

2 (29%)
5 (71%)

1(10%)
9 (90%)

667.88

(427.18)

1.00
(1.11)

0.67
(0.87)

MODEL2 MODEL3 MODEL 4

(0=8)

3 (60%)
2 (40%)

4 (80%)
1(20%)

4 (50%)
4 (50%)

900.80
(521.89)

0.20
(0.44)

2.20
(1.92)
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(n=28)

15 (56%)
12 (44%)

8 (32%)
17 (68%)

17 (61%)
11 (39%)

959.46
(1347.14)

1.81
(2.47)

3.74
(11.82)

OF SERIAL RAPISTS BY GEOGRAPHICAL MODELS

(n=30)

7 (27%)
19 (73%)

14 (61%)
9 (39%)

14 (47%)
16 (53%)

740.58

(494.98)

0.77
(1.39)

2.54
(3.28)

TOTAL

(n=76)

27 (40%)
40 (60%)

28 (47%)
32 (53%)

36 (47%)
40 (53%)

831.51

(924.84)

1.18
(1.90)

2.75
(7.78)



TABLE 15 (cont'd)

{APIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SERIAL RAPISTS BY GEOGRAPHICAL MODELS

MODEL1 MODEL2 MODEL3 MODEL4 TOTAL

DAL VARIABLES (n=10) (n=8) (n=28) (n=30) (n=76)
“riminal History (cont'd):
"otal Other Crimes
\gainst Person (p = .88)
Mean 1.00 0.60 0.70- 0.54 0.67
S.D. (1.12) (0.55) (2.00) (0.95) (1.45)
‘otal Sexual Crimes
(p=.54)
Mean 3.67 9.80 7.89 4.65 6.21
S.D. (3.71) (8.58) (16.21) (3.29) (10.85)
‘otal Property Crimes
(p=.01)
Mean 2.56 5.80 2.30 5.85 3.97.
S.D. (2.46) (6.57) (2.43) (5.25) (4.38)
‘otal Drug Crimes
(p=.66) :
Mean 0.67 0.20 0.37 0.19 0.33
S.D. (1.41) (0.45) (1.21) (0.63) (1.01)
otal Minor Crimes
(=.55)
Mean _ 1.56 0.40 0.67 0.85 0.84
S.D. (2.07) (0.55) (1.98) (1.46) (1.73)
otal Charges (p = .88)
Mean 11.11 18.80 17.85 15.77 16.21
S.D. (7.83) (14.39) (32.09) (12.38) (22.12)
Iodus Operandi:
ontact Site” (p = .28)
Victim's Residence
or Workplace 8 (80%) 6 (75%) 15(54%) 22(73%) 51(67%)
Other 2 (20%) 2(25%) 13 (46%) 8(27%)  25(33%)
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TABLE 15 (cont'd)

-

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS

OF SERIAL RAPISTS BY GEOGRAPHICAL MODELS

MODEL1 MODEL2 MODEL3 MODEL 4
MODAL VARIABLES (n=10) (n=8) (n=28) (n=30)
5. Modus Operandi (cont'd):

Location (p = .08)

Indoors 8 (80%) 7 (88%) 15 (54%) 24 (80%)
Outdoors/Variable 2 (20%) 1(12%) 13 (46%) 6 (20%)
Approach Method (p =.10)
Surprise 10 (100%) 5(63%) 20(71%) 26 (87%)
Other 0 (0%) 3(37%) 8 (29%) 4 (13%)
Bindings (p = .15)
Bindings Used 2 (20%) 3 (38%) 2 (%) 8 (27%)
Bindings Not Used 8 (80%) 5(62%) 26(93%) 22 (73%)
Knife Used/Displayed
(p=.07)
Yes 6 (60%) 2(25%) 11(39%) 20(67%)
No 4 (40%) 6(75%) 17(61%) 10(33%)
Gun Used/Displayed
(p=.02)
Yes 0 (0%) 4 (50%) 3(11%) 5(17%)
No 10 (100%) 4(50%) 25(89%) 25(83%)
Sexual Ritual (p =.13)
Yes 4 (40%) 7(88%) 17(61%) 22(73%)
No 6 (60%) 1(12%) 11 (39%) 8 (27%)
Victim Race’ (p =.17)
White 8(80%) 8(100%) 18(64%) 24 (80%)
Other 2 (20%) 0 (0%) 10(36%) 6 (20%)
Day/Night (p = .25)
Daytime/Variable 0 (0%) 3 (38%) 6 (21%) 6 (20%)
Nighttime 10 (100%) 5(62%) 22(79%) 24 (80%)
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TOTAL
(n=76)

54 (71%)
22 (29%)

61 (80%)

15 (20%)

15 (20%)
61 (80%)

39 (51%)
37 (49%)

12 (16%)
64 (84%)

50 (66%)
26 (34%)

58 (76%)
18 (24%)

15 (20%)
61 (80%)



TABLE 15 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SERIAL RAPISTS BY GEOGRAPHICAL MODELS

MODEL1 MODEL2 MODEL3 MODEL4 TOTAL

DAL VARIABLES (n=10) (n=8) (n=28) (n=30) (n=76)
Modus Operandi (cont'd):
Weekday/Weekend (p =.24) ‘
Weekdays 7 (70%) 2 (25%) 13(46%) 17(57%) 39(51%)
Weekends/Variable 3 (30%) 6 (75%) 15(54%) 13 (43%) 37 (49%)
Articles Taken (p = .57)
Yes 3 (30%) 3 (38%) 14 (50%) 16(53%) 36 (47%)
No 7 (70%) 5 (62%) 14 (50%) 14 (47%) 40 (53%)
lransportation (p = .40)
Yes 0 (0%) 2 (25%) 3(11%) 5(17%) 10 (13%)
No 10 (100%) 6 (75%) 25(89%) 25(83%) 66 (87%)
sexual Dysfunction
(p=.43)
Yes 1 (10%) 3 (38%) 4 (14%) 6 (20%) 14 (18%)
No 9 (90%) 5 (62%) 24 (86%) 24.(80%) 62 (82%)
substance Use (p = .75)
Yes 1(10%) 0 (0%) 3(11%) 4 (13%) 8(11%)
No 9 (90%) 8(100%) 25(89%) 26(87%) 68 (89%)
>ercent Rapes With Anal

ntercourse/Inanimate Object
denetration (p = .44)

Mean 20.20% 20.00% 11.00% 18.60% 16.16%

S.D. (28.85) (17.53) (17.75) (21.77) (21.04)
Victim Age (p = .90)

Mean 28.50 32.00 27.50 27.78 28.23

S.D. (12.98) (11.39) (15.67) (13.48) (14.16)
Dldest Victim™ (p = .25)

Under 40 5(50%) 4 (50%) 20(74%) 15(50%) 44 (59%)

40 + 5(50%) 4 (50%) 7 (26%) 15 (50%) 31 (41%)
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TABLE 15 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SERIAL RAPISTS BY GEOGRAPHICAL MODELS

MODEL 1
MODAL VARIABLES (n=10)
S. Modus Operandi (cont'd):
Youngest Victim® (p = .94)
Under 19 6 (60%)
19 + 4 (40%)
Victim Age Range” (p = .09)
0-16 2 (20%)
17 + 8 (80%)

Note: " indicates missing data for that variable.

MODEL2 MODEL 3

(@=3)

5 (63%)
3 (37%)

2 (25%)
6 (75%)
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(n=28)
14 (5“2%)
13 (48%)

16 (59%)
11 (41%)

MODEL 4
(n=30)

16 (53%)

14 (47%)

11 (37%)
19 (63%)

TOTAL
(n=76)

41 (55%)

34 (45%)

31 (41%)
44 (59%)



se who travel further tend more often to have a gun present during the ;lssauh, when compared
he other rapists. The data also suggest trends wherein younger offenders rape either close to
ae or far from home, whereas older offenders rape in the interim area; that black offenders
e often live inside the Convex Hull Polygon, while white offenders more often live outside the
ivex Hull Polygon; that those who rape in the vicinity of their home generally have more than
r sexual assaults in their series; that outdoor rapists tend to live outside the Convex Hull
ygon, but at moderate distances; that those who rape in the vwmxty of their home consistently
a surprise manner of approach; and that those who rape closest to home and furthest away
1to have a knife present during the assault.

Table 16 summarizes differences between the four geographical models on the 58
avioral scales that quantify the interaction occurring between the victim and the rapist.
aificant differences were found on ten of these behavioral scales (i.e., Self-Deprecating,
ieral Hostility, Apologetic, Bindings, Duration of Assault, Planning of Rape, Fellatio, Digital
etration, and Complimentary and Demeaning Behavior). The nature of these differences vary
»ss the scales and across the four models. For example, ICH rapists appear to be more self-
recating and apologetic than OCH rapists, whereas the uses of bindings and the pem&ration
onger assaults are manifest by both the ICH and OCH rapists, but only those who travel
siderable distances. In contrast to these patterns determined by both the cluster and distance,
ird pattern emerges in which one model is unique in its behavioral manifestations. For
mple, fellatio appears to be a preferred form of sexual behavior primarily for the Model I
sts. The classificatory and interactional effects of these models as they pertain to the

graphical patterning of rape is discussed further in Chapter VI of the report.
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TABLE 16

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF SERIAL RAPISTS BY GEOGRAPHICAL MODEL

GRAND
MODEL1 MODEL2 MODEL3 MODEL4 MEAN
INTERACTIONAL SCALE (p=10) .- (n=8) (n=28) (n=30) (n=76)
1. Verbal Scales: -
Personal Information
(@=.91)
Mean 1.68 1.67 1.56- 1.55 1.58
S.D. (.52) (.64) (.52) (.70) (.60)
Excuses (p = .25)
Mean 1.19 1.31 1.13 1.16 1.17
S.D. (.17) (.39) (.21) (.20) (-23)
Self-Promotion (p = .46)
Mean 1.02 1.04 1.13 1.11 1.10
S.D. (.05) (.12) (.26) (.19) (.21)
Self-Deprecating (p = .01)
Mean 1.16 1.32 1.05 1.04 1.09
S.D. (.22) (.56) (.12) (.10) (:23)
Sensitivity to )
Victim (p = .31) :
Mean 2.17 1.79 1.75 1.86 1.86
S.D. (.61) (.42) (.70) (.51) (.60)
Inquisitive (p = .81)
Mean 1.50 1.34 1.55 1.55 1.52
S.D. (.40) (.59) (.59) (.61) (.57)
Complimentary to
Victim (p = .25)
Mean 1.20 1.21 1.10 1.09 1.12
S.D. (:22) (:29) (.20) (.16) (.20)
Hostility/Women
(p=.39)
Mean 1.18 1.23 1.40 1.41 1.35
S.D. (.23) (.45) (.47) (.41) (.42)
Hostility/General
(p=.06)
Mean 1.05 1.15 1.02 1.05 1.05
S.D. (.11) (.24) (.06) (-12) (.12)
Reassuring (p =.18)
Mean 2.01 1.68 1.59 1.64 1.10
S.D. (.59) (.27) (.62) (.43) (:21)
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TABLE 16 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF SERIAL RAPISTS BY GEOGRAPHICAL MODEL

GRAND
MODEL1 MODEL2 MODEL3 MODEL4 MEAN
T[ERACTIONAL SCALE (n=10) (n=8) (n=28) (n=30) (n=76)
Verbal Scales (cont'd):
Apologetic (p =.01) -
Mean 1.11 1.34 1.06 1.07 1.10
S.D. (-13) (.44) (.16) (.16) (.48)
Demands (p = .53)
Mean 3.10 3.11 3.04 3.23 3.13
S.D. (.41) (.50) (.52) (.46) (.48)
Threats (p = .37)
Mean 2.08 2.39 2.15 2.34 2.24
S.D. (.58) (.37) (.63) (.49) (.55)
Sexually-Oriented
Speech (p = .95)
Mean 1.53 1.63 1.65 1.58 1.61
S.D. (.53) (.63) (.65) (.56) (.59)
Verbal Scripting (p = .23)
Mean 1.03 1.20 1.05 1.13 1.09
S.D. (.09) (.30) (.16) (.29) (.23)
Demeaning
Scripting (p = .97)
Mean 1.06 1.04 1.05 1.06 1.06
S.D. (.12) (.09) (.14) (.15) (.13)
Scripting to Compliment
Rapist (p =.14)
Mean 1.00 1.08 1.03 1.07 1.05
S.D. (.00) (:24) (.11) (.16) (.14)
Behavioral
Scripting (p = .41)
Mean 1.47 1.69 1.63 1.46 1.55
S.D. (.51) (.31) (.50) (.47) (.48)
Verbal Negotiation
(p=.55)
Mean 1.08 1.05 1.13 1.15 1.12
S.D. (.13) (.09) (.25) (.20) (.20)
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. TABLE 16 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF SERIAL RAPISTS BY GEOGRAPHICAL MODEL

GRAND
MODEL1 MODEL2 MODEL3 MODEL4 MEAN
INTERACTIONAL SCALE  (n=10) (n=8) (n=28) (n=30) (n=76)
2. Physical Scales:
Blunt Force (p = .84) -
Mean 1.27 1.40 1.42 1.36 1.37
S.D. (.36) (:27) (.45) (.53) (.45)
Victim Injury/Blunt
Force (p =.78)
Mean 1.19 1.33 1.30 1.27 1.28
S.D. (.20) (.27) (.30) (.38) (.32)
Victim Injury/Other than
Blunt Force (p = .83)
Mean 1.80 1.84 1.73 1.83 1.79
S.D. (.45) (.34) (.48) (.38) (.42)
Victim Injury (p = .56)
Mean 1.41 1.65 1.53 1.46 1.50
S.D. (:29) (.26) (.45) (.40) (.40)
Bindings (p = .03)
Mean 1.44 1.71 1.31 1.86 1.59
S.D. (.80) (.60) (.50) (.87) (.74)
Binding -
Materials (p = .10)
Mean 1.25 1.81 1.35 1.77 1.55
S.D. (.37) (.89) (.65) (.95) (.81)
Sadistic Infliction of
Pain (p = .50)
Mean 1.06 1.08 1.25 1.23 1.20
S.D. (.09) (.12) (.43) (.50) (.41)
Function of
Force (p = .43)
Mean 1.32 1.48 1.58 1.38 1.46
S.D. (.34) (.39) (.67) (.47) (.53)
Captivity
Mean 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
S.D. (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
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TABLE 16 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF SERIAL RAPISTS BY GEOGRAPHICAL MODEL

GRAND
MODEL1 MODEL2 MODEL3 MODEL4 MEAN
TERACTIONAL SCALE  (n=10) (n=8) (n=28) (n=30) (n=76)
Physical Scales (cont'd):
Effort Not to Harm (p = .46)
Mean ' 1.35 © 127 1.26 1.42 1.34
S.D. (.51 (.21) (.35) (.42) (.39)
Transportation of
Victim (p = .47)
Mean 1.00 1.38 1.21 1.40 1.28
S.D. (.00) (.52) (.57 (1.00) (.74)
Rapist's Efforts to
Protect Identity (p = .34)
Mean 2.22 2.01 1.95 2.23 2.10
S.D. (.49) (.70) (.65) (.62) (.63)
Duration of
Assault (p =.05)
Mean 1.96 2.48 1.89 2.26 2.11
S.D. (.66) (1.09) (.43) (.64) (.66)
Macho Behavior
(p=.25)
Mean 2.68 2.87 3.16 2.92 2.97
S.D. (.73) (.68) (.72) (.64) (.69)
Planning of Rape :
(p=.09)
Mean 3.23 3.18 2.89 3.22 3.10
S.D. (.33) (.25) (.64) (.53) (.55)
Humiliation of
Victim (p = .59)
Mean 1.30 1.46 1.40 1.53 1.45
S.D. (.33) (.57) (.52) (.52) (.50)
Enjoyment (p = .58)
Mean 1.12 1.34 1.27 1.26 1.25
S.D. (.14) (.40) (.40) (.33) (.35)
Sexual Behavior:
Kissing (p =.97)
Mean 1.21 1.29 1.23 1.24 1.24
S.D. (.33) (.23) (.39) (.41) (.37)
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TABLE 16 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF SERIAL RAPISTS BY GEOGRAPHICAL MODEL

GRAND
MODEL1 MODEL2 MODEL3 MODEL4 MEAN
INTERACTIONAL SCALE (n=10) (n=8) (n=28) (n=30) (n=76)
3. Sexual Behavior (cont'd):
Nuzzling (p =.73) -
Mean 1.26 1.13 1.27 1.23 1.24
S.D. (.22) (-12) (.40) (.30) (.32)
Fondling (p = .45) '
Mean 1.55 1.40 1.39 1.59 1.49
S.D. (.28) (.32) (.56) (.57) (.58)
Fellatio (p = .05)
Mean 1.54 1.94 1.34 1.53 1.50
S.D. (.75) (.76) (.37) (.48) (.54)
Cunnilingus (p = .18)
Mean 1.43 1.12 1.13 1.16 1.18
S.D. (.86) (.15) (.30) (.23) (.39)
Anal Sex (p = .48)
Mean 1.25 1.20 1.13 1.27 1.21
S.D. (.39) (.19) (.19) (.45) (.34)
Vaginal Sex (p = .14)
Mean 2.51 2.51 2.20 2.13 2.24
S.D. (.74) (.79) (.39) (.54) (.56)
Foreign Object
Penetration (p = .83)
Mean 1.08 1.00 1.05 1.06 1.05
S.D. (.13) (.00) (.24) (.16) (.18)
Digital
Penetration (p = .05)
Mean 1.38 1.20 1.13 1.36 1.26
S.D. (.45) (.31) (.18) (.42) (.35)
4. Resistance Scales:
Verbal
Resistance (p = .98)
Mean 2.32 2.37 2.30 2.37 2.34
S.D. (.41) (.39) (.77) (.69) (.66)
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TABLE 16 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF SERIAL RAPISTS BY GEOGRAPHICAL MODEL

‘ERACTIONAL SCALE
Resistance Scales (cont'd):

Non-Confrontative
Resistance (p = .70)
Mean
S.D.
Physical Resistance
p=.22)
Mean
S.D.
Rapist Response to Victim
Resistance (p = .29)
Mean
S.D.

Previous Scales:

Complimentary/Demeaning
About Self (p =.002)

Mean

S.D.
Anger (p =.11)

Mean

S.D.
Complimentary/Demeaning
About Victim (p = .65)

Mean

S.D.
Apologetic/Demanding
p=.45)

Mean

S.D.
Profanity (p =.71)

Mean

S.D.
Victim Selection (p = .35)

Mean

S.D.

MODEL 1
(n=10)

1.18
(.17)

1.94
(32)

1.88
(.30)

3.13
(.14)

2.15
(.56)

3.04
(.43)

3.64
(:26)

1.50
(.54)

3.08
(.75)

MODEL2 MODEL3 MODEL 4

(=8)

1.28
(:28)

1.41
(.39)

2.05
(.44)

3.18
(.26)

2.37
(.37)

3.18
(:23)

3.73
(.:39)

1.48
(.71)

2.87
(.59)
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(n=28)

1.29.
(.30)

1.64
(.51)

2.20

. (.67)

2.96
(:20)

2.68
(.58)

3.18
(.44)

3.77
(:33)

1.70
(.65)

2.58
(.93)

(n=30)

1.32
(.35)

1.63
(.63)

1.93
(.62)

2.96
(.16)

2.46
(.70)

3.21
(.25)

3.82
(:29)

1.61
(.52)

2.82
(.73)

GRAND
MEAN
(n=76)

1.29
(.30)

1.65
(.54)

2.03
(.60)

3.01
(.20)
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(.62)

3.17
(.35)

3.77
(:31)

1.61
(.59)

2.77
(.81)



TABLE 16 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: MEAN BEHAVIORAL SCALE SCORES AT FIRST
RAPE OF SERIAL RAPISTS BY GEOGRAPHICAL MODEL

GRAND
MODEL1 MODEL2 MODEL3 MODEL4 MEAN
INTERACTIONAL SCALE (n=10) (n=8) (n=28) (n=30) (n=76)
5. Previous Scales (cont'd):
Planning of Rape (p = .06)
Mean 3.21 3.12 2.86 3.21 3.07
S.D. (.35) (.26) (.56) (.55) (.53)
Injuries (p = .54)
Mean 1.88 2.23 2.28 2.07 2.14
S.D. (.60) (.65) (.81) (.92) (.81)
Sensitive/Macho (p = .39) . '
Mean 291 3.05 3.24 3.03 3.10
S.D. (.59) (.49) (.72) (.47) (.59)
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These findings highlight the greater conceptual and investigative clhrity that can be
ained by combining distances with the cluster pattem of the rapes perpetrated by each
:nder. As noted earlier regarding Table 13 and Table 14, the cluster pattern alone offered little
dance in terms of associating demographic and crime scene information with the location of the
petrator's residence. When the distance variable is added to the measure, more differences are
ierved across the four groups (or models) both on the demographic and modal variables, as
l as the mean scores on the various behavioral scales. Directionality, a third geographic
asure, might enhance these models further. Directionality, however, seems to be a factor that
o some degree determined by the actual characteristics of the city or region in which the
petrator resides. Therefore, it will require further study within particular geographical areas so
t details relevant to racial and socio-economic distributions, traffic pattems, clusterings of
ticular victims, and security factors can be understood.

Table 17 summarizes differences between rapists who live inside the Canter Circle (i.e.,
rauders) and those who live outside the Canter Circle (Commuters) on the demographic and
dal variables (for complete background on the Canter Circle, see page 33). As indicated, the
ite rapisis in the current sample tended to live outside the Canter Circle, while the minority
ists more often lived inside the Canter Circle. This difference between the geographical
ternings of white and minority rapists is also observed on the distance measures summarized on
re 215, suggesting that these movement patterns are influenced by factors associated with
nicity. As such, they may reflect different access to vehicles, different densities of race-specific
tims, and/or different cognitive structuring in crime pattemns.

Table 17 also indicates a difference in terms of the number of Other Crimes Against
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TABLE 17

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

MODAL VARIABLES
1. Rapist Age™: (p=.15)

Under 26
26 +

2. Rapist Race”: (p =.04)

White
Minority

3. Total Rapes: (p = .83)

2-4
>4

4. Criminal History:

Criminal History
Index (p = .38)
Mean
S.D.

Total Violent
Crimes (p = .87)
Mean
S.D.

Total Potentially

Violent Crimes (p = .35)
Mean
S.D.

THE CANTER CIRCLE
RESIDENCE LOCATION
Marauders Commuters
(n=39) (n=37)

17 (49%) 10 (31%)
18 (51%) 22 (69%)
11 (34%) 17 (61%)
21 (65%) 11 (39%)
18 (46%) 18 (49%)
21 (54%) 19 (5_1%)
927.76 725.94
(1197.65) (474.21)
1.14 1.22
(2.07) (1.72)
3.60 1.81
(10.43) (2.78)

155

TOTAL
(n=76)

27 (40%)
40 (60%)

28 (47%)
32 (53%)

36 (47%)
40 (53%)

831.51

(924.84)

1.18
(1.90)

2.75
(7.78)



TABLE 17 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CANTER CIRCLE
RESIDENCE LOCATION
Marauders Commuters TOTAL

ODAL VARIABLES (n=39) (n=37) (n=76)
Criminal History (cont'd):
Total Other Crimes
Against Person (p = .01)

Mean 1.08 0.22 0.67

S.D. (1.84) (.61) (1.45)
Total Sexual Crimes (p = .48)

Mean 7.11 5.22 6.21

S.D. (14.57) (3.98) (10.85)
Total Property Crimes (p = .87)

Mean : 4.06 3.88 3.97

S.D. (4.72) (4.05) (4.38)
Total Drug Crimes (p = .18)

Mean 0.49 0.16 0.33

S.D. (1.20) (.72) (1.01)
Total Minor Crimes (p = .60)

Mean 0.94 0.72 0.84

S.D. (2.03) (1.35) (1.73)
Total Charges (p = .38)

Mean 18.49 13.72 16.21

S.D. (28.84) (10.82) (22.12)
Modus Operandi:
Contact Site” (p = .29)

Victim's Residence

or Workplace 24 (62%) 37 (73%) 51 (67%)
Other 15(38%) 21(27%) 25 (32%)
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TABLE 17 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CANTER CIRCLE
RESIDENCE LOCATION
Marauders Commuters TOTAL
MODAL VARIABLES (n=39) (n=37) (n=76)
5. Modus Operandi (cont'd):
Location (p = .39)
Indoors 26 (67%) 28 (76%) 54 (71%)
Outdoors/Variable ' 13(33%) 9(24%) 22 (29%)
Approach Method (p = .69)
Surprise 32(82%) 29 (78%) 61 (80%)
Other 7 (18%) 8 (22%) 15 (20%)
Bindings (p = .69)
Bindings Used 7 (18%) 8 (22%) 15 (20%)
Bindings Not Used 32(82%) 29 (78%) 61 (80%)
Knife Used/Displayed (p = .36)
Yes 18 (46%) 21 (57%) ' 39 (51%)
No 21(54%) 16 (43%) 37 (49%)
Gun Used/Displayed (p = .07) -
Yes T 9(23%) 3(8%) 12 (16%)
No 30 (77%) 34 (92%) 64 (84%)
Sexual Ritual (p =.08)
Yes 22 (56%) 28 (76%) 50 (66%)
No 17 (44%) 9 (24%) 26 (34%)
Victim Race’ (p = .90)
White 30(77%) 28 (76%) 58 (76%)
Other 9 (23%) 9 (24%) 18 (24%)
Day/Night (p =.03)
Daytime/Variable 4 (10%) 11 (30%) 15 (20%)
Nighttime 35(90%) 26 (70%) 61 (80%)
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TABLE 17 (cont'd) -

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CANTER CIRCLE
RESIDENCE LOCATION
Marauders Commuters TOTAL

JDAL VARIABLES (n=39) (n=37) (n=76)
Modus Operandi (cont'd):
Weekday/Weekend (p =.17)

Weekdays ‘ 17 (44%) 22 (60%) 39 (51%)

Weekends/Variable 22 (56%) 15 (40%) 37 (49%)
Articles Taken (p = .83)

Yes 18 (46%) 18 (49%) 36 (47%)

No 21(54%) 19(51%) 40 (53%)
Transportation (p = .93)

Yes 34 (87%) 32 (87%) 66 (87%)

No 5(13%)  5(13%) 10 (13%)
Sexual Dysfunction (p = .10)

Yes 10(26%) 4 (11%) , 14 (12%)

No 29(74%) 33 (89%) 62 (82%)
Substance Use (p = .12)

Yes 2(5%) 6 (16%) 8 (11%)

No 37(95%) 31 (84%) 68 (89%)

Percent Rapes With Anal Intercourse
[nanimate Object Penetration (p = .42)

Mean 18.08% 14.14% 16.16%

S.D. (22.37) (19.56) (21.00)
Victim Age (p = .23)

Mean 30.11 25.97 28.23

S.D. (14.30) (13.27) (13.89)
Oldest Victim™ (p = .32)

Under 40 25 (64%) 19 (53%) 44 (59%)

40 + 14 (36%) 17 (47%) 31 (41%)
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TABLE 17 (cont'd)

RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MODAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SERIAL RAPISTS WITH RESIDENCES LOCATED INSIDE VS. OUTSIDE

THE CANTER CIRCLE
RESIDENCE LOCATION
Marauders Commuters TOTAL
MODAL VARIABLES (n=39) (n=37) (n=76)
S. Modus Operandi (cont'd):
Youngest Victim’ (p = .88)
Under 19 21(54%) 20 (56%) 41 (55%)
19 + 18 (46%) 16 (44%) 34 (45%)
Victim Age Range” (p = .32)
0-16 14 (36%) 17 (47%) 31 (41%)
17 + 25(64%) 19 (53%) 44 (59%)

Note: " indicates missing data for that variable.
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rsons rel;orted on the rapist's NCIC criminal record. This category of cﬁmes is made up of
enses such as criminally negligent homicide, unlawful restraints, harassment, simple assault,
nacing, and reckless endangerment. Interestingly, while the Commuters had fewer Other
imes Against Persons, the two grou<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>