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Abstract Amongpedophilicmen, social contactwith children

has been discussed as creating a risk situation for sexual abuse.

Also, pedophilic men searching for such contact are seen as

harboringmore beliefs legitimizing sexual contact with chil-

dren.However, social contactmayalsodecrease falsebeliefs.

We tested these competing views in an anonymous Internet

surveywith a non-forensic, non-clinical sample of 104 self-

classified pedophilic men. Results showed that both increased

social and physical contact were significantly linked to fewer

legitimizing beliefs toward sex with children, evenwhen con-

trolling for past psychotherapy, educational level, social desir-

ability, and age. Controlling for previous conviction for child

sexualoffenses reduced theeffect forphysicalcontact,butnot

forsocialcontact.Exploratoryanalysesshowedthateither type

of contact had no significant effect on total self-perceived risk

ofoffending.However, pedophilicmenwithphysical contact

with childrenperceivedahigher riskofmoredirect (i.e., child

abuse) than indirect offenses (i.e., child pornographyoffenses)

compared topedophilicmenwithoutphysical contact.Despite

limitationsof thecorrelationaldesignand theonlysmall tomod-

erate effects, the results challenge the assumption that complete

avoidanceofcontactwithchildrenisnecessaryforpersonswith

pedophilia to reduce the risk of abusive behavior.

Keywords Pedophilia � Social contact � Physical contact �
Legitimizing beliefs �DSM-5

Introduction

Peoplewithpedophilic interests (PWP)experienceanexclusive

or non-exclusive sexual attraction to prepubescent children

(Beieretal.,2009;Dombertetal.,2016).AbasicdecisionPWP

face is whether to have social contact with children in their

everyday, private life, and how to manage these contacts (Dom-

bertetal.,2016;Hanson&Bussiere,1998).Asmeaningfulstudies

concerning situational risk factors for first time offending are

currently missing (Whitaker et al., 2008), mental health pro-

fessionals or counselors lack evidence about what strategy to

advise to a client with pedophilic interests in this regard. Fre-

quent contact with extra-familial children, and in particular

non-sexual physical contactwith children (e.g., horseplayor

cuddling), are typicallyconsideredproblematic, as theymay

lead to sexual offenses. However, PWPwith sexual interest

in children, butwithout experiencewith children,may lack the

chancetolearnaboutachild’sactualemotionalneedsandinstead

harbor unrealistic anddistorted beliefs regarding child sexuality,

as itmay be‘‘easier to imagine children as sexual beingswhen

there was no real contact and distorted cognitions about chil-

drenandsexualitywerenotcontradictedbyreal life’’(Houtepen,

Sijtsema,&Bogaerts,2015,p.54).ContactbetweenaPWPanda

childinanon-offensivecontextmayhelptoformrealisticbeliefs

about a child’s emotional needs. This is especially true if the

PWPhaseithernostrongpriorbeliefs,oralreadyleanstowarda

realistic belief,whichwouldbeconfirmedandstrengthenedby

first-handexperience.Ifapersonalreadyhasformedstrongunre-

alisticpriorbeliefs,thenitismoredifficulttoadaptone’sopinion,

as people tend to shift the interpretation of the environment so
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that it is consistent with preconceived beliefs (called assimi-

lation), rather thanshiftingone’sbelief tofit theevidencefrom

theenvironment(calledaccommodation;seealsoconfirmation

bias,Nickerson,1998).Nevertheless, even in thesituationof

unrealistic prior beliefs accommodation is easier to dowhen

first-hand evidence from the environment is available. In the

present research we examined the frequency of social and phy-

sical contactswith children in a community sample of PWPand

analyzed the associations between contact and legitimizing

beliefsabout sexwithchildrenaswellas theself-perceivedrisk

of offending against children.1

Pedophilia is a distinct sexual interest in children that is only

considered pathologic in the DSM-5 (American Psychiatric

Association, 2013) if the personwhoexperiences these interests

also experiences distress or interpersonal difficulties because of

them, or commits sexual crimes involving children (American

PsychiatricAssociation,2013;Seto,2012).AlthoughPWPare

overrepresented amongchild sexual offenders (Dombert et al.,

2016; Hanson & Bussiere, 1998; Hoyer, Kunst, & Schmidt,

2001;Seto,2008), it is important tonote that onlya subgroup

ofPWPcommit child sexual offenses andonlya subgroupof

child sexual offenders are PWP.Despite this, the high stigma-

tization of PWP in the public (Feldman & Crandall, 2007;

Jahnke, Imhoff, & Hoyer, 2015a; McCartan, 2004) implies

that a vastmajority of the communitywants PWP to stay away

from their families. Jahnke et al. (2015a) found that 78%of a

German ad hoc sample preferred people with such interests to

stayout of theirneighborhoodeven if theyhavenever commit-

ted a crime.Amongparticipantswith childrenbelow the ageof

14, theeffectwasevenmorepronounced(Jahnkeetal.,2015a,b).

Nevertheless, it is to be expected thatmany PWP from the com-

munity spend timewith children in their daily lives (Berliner

Institut fürSexualwissenschaftenundSexualmedizin,2013;

Turner,Rettenberger, Lohmann, Eher,&Briken, 2014), keep-

ing their sexual interests a secret from the children andmost

other individuals, including thechildren’sparents (Freimond,

2013; Jahnke, Schmidt, Geradt, & Hoyer, 2015b).

Many researchers have suggested that PWP should have no,

or very limited, social contactwith children (Berliner Institut für

Sexualwissenschaften und Sexualmedizin, 2013; Turner et al.,

2014; see also Babchishin, Hanson, & Vanzuylen, 2015). The

mainrationalebehindthislimitedcontactpolicy isthateveryunsu-

pervised encounter betweenaPWPandachild, even if thePWP

ingeneral isactinginaresponsibleway,mayincludeariskforan

abusive situation. If this situation is repeated often, it increases

the likelihood that it may occur in combination with other cir-

cumstances that decrease the ability of the PWP to act respon-

sibly, forexample,unrelatedemotionallychallenginglifeevents.

Together, these factorsmay increase the risk to adangerous level

(Turner et al., 2014).

A counter argument, in particular for those who have not

committedcrimes, is that a lackof contactmayby itself increase

the risk of abusive behavior because the direct normative cor-

rective against irrational beliefs is removed. Thus, PWP who

lackactual contactwith childrencould also lackopportunities

tocorrect theirpossiblydistortedbeliefs concerningadult–child

sex because they are unable to get to know children and their

needs. Tomakemattersworse, the high stigmatization implies

that PWP typically have few acquaintances who know about

their sexuality andhencehave reducedpossibilities to discuss

their beliefswithothers (Jahnkeet al., 2015b). In lackof expe-

rience-based expertise for both children and acquaintances,

andconsidering theirsexualdesires,PWPwithoutcontactwith

childrenmay find it challenging to form realistic beliefs about

the needs of children. On the other hand, PWPwith frequent

contact with childrenmay apply the feedback from children

in order to develop more realistic beliefs. This effect could

potentially bemoderated (enhancedordecreased) throughnon-

abusive physical contact like horseplay and cuddling.

Researchon thepotential risksorbenefitsofnon-sexualcon-

tactwithchildren isespecially relevant forpeoplewithpedophilia

in a non-forensic and non-clinical setting since this groupmakes

upa relevant part of thepopulationofPWP,and their interactions

with children are likely to be the least restricted or controlled

byauthorities.Due to stigmatization and recruitment difficul-

ties(Okami&Goldberg,1992),veryfewresearchershaveinves-

tigated non-abusive social contacts between PWP and children

(compare,however,Vogt,2006,andcitationstherein,andrecently

Bailey,Hsu,&Bernhard, 2016). This is understandable given the

highmethodological thresholds necessary to reach the target pop-

ulation.However,theuseofInternetresearchmethodology,which

assuresamaximumlevelofanonymity,callsforrenewedeffortsto

study these questions (see also Dombert et al., 2016).

In thecurrent research,weuseddataofPWPfromthecommu-

nitycollected in theEverydayPedophiliaStudy (Jahnkeet al.,

2015b) to investigate the frequencyofnaturallyoccurring forms

of contact with children and its links to legitimizing beliefs, as

wellas several othervariables.Weprimarilycompared the two

exclusive hypotheses outlined above with Bayesian compar-

ison and classical significance testing:

H1 Moresocialandphysicalcontactswithchildrenareassoci-

ated with more or equal legitimizing beliefs.

H2 More social and physical contacts with children are asso-

ciated with less legitimizing beliefs.

Inbothhypotheses,wecomparedPWPwithsocialorphysical

contact to PWPwithout such contact. In addition,we explored

which items of the scale measuring legitimizing beliefs (the

Bumby Child Molest Scale; Bumby, 1996; German version:

Rambow, Elsner, Feelgood, &Hoyer, 2008) drive the effect of

fewer legitimizing beliefs in the contact group, and investigated

anumber of alternative explanations for the confirmatory result.
1 In the following, if we use ‘‘contact’’ without specifying social or

physical contact, we refer to both forms of contact.
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We explored the relationship between social and physical con-

tactsandseveralothervariables, includingself-perceived riskof

offending, self-confidence, loneliness, self-esteem, thewish to

undo past events, and strategies to reduce the risk of harmful

interactions.

Method

Participants

Atotal of 104men (mean age= 37.3years, SD= 11.9, 85.6%

German)were recruited in theEverydayPedophiliaStudyvia

Internet forums (www.jungsforum.net, www.krumme13.org;

all forumsoperate ona strictly legal basis andexplicitly prohibit

postingof illegal contents suchaschildpornography)andsnow-

ball sampling. Everyone in the sample self-classified himself as

a PWP. Sixteen percent of the sampleweremarried, 84%had

nobiological children. Sixty-three percent had completed the

Abitur (similar toU.S. college entry examination), and 35%had

gained a degree comparable to amaster’s degree. These num-

bers were considerably higher than the average population in

Germany, potentially due to self-selection bias because of the

Internet sampling.Themajority of theparticipants (83%)were

sexually interestedsolelyormostly inboys, 3%equally inboth

genders, and 14%solely ormostly in girls.Roughly two-thirds

(68%)were primarily attracted to children. Besides their attrac-

tiontochildren,16%hadanotablesexualattractiontowardmen,

23% toward adults of both genders, and 9% toward women.

Three quarters of the sample (73%) reported to have never been

convicted for sexual crimesagainstchildren,and68%hadnever

sought or received treatment from amental health professional.

Half (51%) of the sample had not participated in any study on

pedophilia previously. Regular interaction with children (at

leastonceaweekoveraperiodofat least3monthsduringthelast

year)was reportedby58%of the sample (Jahnkeet al., 2015b).2

Measures

Frequency of Social Contact with Children

Two items from the Everyday Pedophilia Study were used to

assess social contact of PWP with children: ‘‘During the last

12months, I frequently spent time alonewith…children (i.e.,

at leastweeklymeetings for aperiodof at least 3months)’’and

‘‘During the last 12months, I frequently spent time with…
children as part of a group (i.e., at least weeklymeetings for

aperiodofat least3months; forexample,as thecoachofasports

team).’’Forty-two percent of the participants responded‘‘zero’’

to both items,while 58% responded at least‘‘one’’to one or both

items,with an average of 9.6 children in group social contacts

and2.7children inone-to-one social contacts.Thisgroupwill

bereferredtoas‘‘frequentsocialcontactgroup’’in the following.

Note that there is a qualitative difference between the zero cat-

egoryandallothercategoriesaboveandbeyond thequantitative

difference. That is, the difference between‘‘zero contact’’and

‘‘one contact’’is of different nature compared to the difference

of‘‘one contact’’ to‘‘two contacts.’’

Frequency of Physical Contact with Children

Tocompare theeffectof frequent socialcontactwithactualphy-

sicalcontact, an itemfromtheEverydayPedophiliaStudythat

asked,‘‘whenmeetingchildren,howoftendoyoucuddleorhorse-

playwith children’’was used andwas answered on a Likert scale

from‘‘1’’(‘‘never’’)to‘‘7’’(‘‘almosteverytime’’).Threeparticipants

didnotanswerthisquestion,while40replied‘‘1’’,and61repliedat

least‘‘2’’.Thelattergroupistermedthe‘‘physicalcontact’’groupin

the following.

Legitimizing Beliefs About Sex with Children

We used a 28-item short version of the Bumby Child Molest

Scale (Bumby, 1996; Rambow et al., 2008) to measure legit-

imizingbeliefsaboutsexwithchildren. It containsa listofbeliefs

thatpeoplewhohaveoffendedagainstchildrenmightuse to legit-

imize their behavior (e.g.,‘‘Sexual activitywith children canhelp

the child learn about sex’’), ratedona4-pointLikert scale ranging

from‘‘0’’(‘‘strongly disagree’’) to‘‘3’’(‘‘strongly agree’’).

Toextractmaximal reliabilityof the items,weranaprincipal

componentanalysis(PCA)onthe28items.Weobservedthatsix

itemsshowedless thanhalfof the loadingontheprincipaleigen-

vector,potentiallyduetothedifferencesintheEverydayPedophilia

samplecomparedtoaprisonersampleforwhichtheBumbyscale

was initially designed.We therefore removed these six items,

thus improving the r2of the scale from.35 to .43 (Cronbach’s

a improvedfrom.92 to .93).Wethenused the loadingofeach

participant on the principal eigenvector.3

Self-Reported Risk of Committing a Sexual Offense

Weused threeone-itemmeasures toassesswhetherparticipants

couldconceiveof themselves as committing a sexual offense,

which are (1)‘‘canyouconceiveofyourself engaging in sexual

activitywith a child or allowing the child to engage in sexual

activitywithyourself,’’(2)‘‘canyouconceiveofyourselfinduc-

ing a child to engage in sexual activitywith a third person or to

allowa thirdperson toengage insexualactivitywith thechild,’’

2 Note thatwe have used the sample reported here previously (Jahnke et al.,

2015). Further details can be found in that article. We repeat some central

aspects here for convenience.We forgo paraphrasing for better readability.

3 Note that performing our analyses with sum scores instead of PCA scores

did not change the results qualitatively and, in fact, strengthened them

quantitatively.
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and (3) can you conceive of yourself consuming child pornog-

raphy.’’All three items closely paraphrased laws from theGer-

man criminal code penalizing these acts. Responses were on a

7-pointLikert scale ranging from1(‘‘donot agree at all’’) to7

(‘‘fully agree’’). As almost all participants strongly rejected the

seconditem,andas itshowednostrongcorrelations to theother

two, we removed it from further analysis.

UCLA Loneliness Scale

For investigatingpotentialcovariates,weused theUCLALone-

linessScaleRevised (translatedbyBilsky&Hosser,1998, from

Russell,Peplaus,&Cutronas,1980)witheleven7-pointLikert

scale items. The scale is designed tomeasure how socially iso-

lated a person feels, which is an important covariate for this

analysis.

Data Analysis

Analyses in this article were comparisons between the contact

and the non-contact groups. For all significance tests exact

p values with two valid digits were reported for p\.15, and

‘‘p= n.s.’’otherwise.When comparing the groups on a contin-

uousscale, effect sizewas reportedas themeandifference (MD)

in both groups in standard deviations (SD) of the scale. In addi-

tion, for thecentral comparisonwith legitimizingbeliefs, items

of thescalewerefitsimultaneouslywith thegroupdifferencein

anSEM.Theaposterioriprobabilitythat thevalueis largerthan

zero under an uninformative prior was reported (Gill, 2007).

When comparing the groups on nominal items (e.g., educa-

tion), a chi-square test against distribution independence in

bothgroupswasreported.OrdinalLikertscale itemswerepooled

from the lower and the higher part of the scale, ignoring answers

fromamiddlecategorywherethat ispresent,andachi-squaretest

againstdistribution independencewasreported toensureenough

participants ineachcategory.Thesame testwasused forcom-

paring binary items. Statistical control for itemswith discrete

answerswasappliedstrictly, that is,bycontrolling forall answer

options. Statistical control for continuous items and scales was

done by eliminating their linear contribution.

Note that thecomparisonofH1toH2wasaconfirmatoryanal-

ysis.All other results are exploratory in nature.We reported

p values for these results; however, these should not be inter-

pretedasconfirmatory results,but as indicationswhere follow-

up studies may find confirmatory results.

Results

Descriptive Results

Among the 104 respondents, 30 indicated tonot havehad social

or physical contactwith children in thepreviousyear. Sixty-one

reported to have at least weekly contact over a period of at least

3monthswith a child during the last year, either in a group of

children(14),alone(23),orboth(24).Sixtyparticipantsreported

to cuddle or horseplay with children if theymeet with children,

respondingwithat leasta2onaLikertscale from1(‘‘never’’) to7

(‘‘at every meeting’’). Fifty participants reported to have both

socialandphysicalcontactswithchildren.Therefore, therewere

11participants leftwithsocialcontact,butwithoutphysicalcon-

tact, and 10 participants that had no frequent social contact, but

reported to horseplay or cuddlewith children if they spend time

withchildren.For threeparticipants, the response to thequestion

about physical contact was absent.

Table 1 shows the results of the study descriptively, compar-

ing the full sample, the subgroupswith andwithout frequent

social contact, and the subgroups with and without physical

contact. Legitimizing beliefs were roughly one-sixth standard

deviations lowerfor thegroupswithsocialcontactcomparedto

the respectivegroupswithout social contact. Sumscoreofself-

perceived risks tooffendwas roughly equal for thegroupswith

andwithout social contact,witha slight tendency toward lower

self-perceived risk for thegroupswith social contact.Thediffer-

ence score describes whether participants, if perceiving them-

selves at risk to offend against children, tendmore towarddirect

offenses (i.e., abuse) than toward indirect offenses (i.e., pornog-

raphy).While therewasnotmuchassociationwithoffense types

withthesocialcontactgroup, thephysicalcontactgroupdescrip-

tivelyshowedmorephysicaloffensesifperceivingthemselvesat

risk.

PWPwith frequent social contact showedmore self-confi-

dence (note that higher values in the item correspond to lower

self-confidence), more self-esteem, less social fear, and less

desire to undoa past event. PWPwith physical contact showed

the same effects, but evenmore pronounced.While the social

contact group reportedalmost the same levelof loneliness as the

groupwithout social contact, the physical contact group overall

reported less loneliness.

Correlates of Social Contact

Figure 1 shows the distribution of howmany children PWP in

our sample had frequent social contactwith, summing up sin-

gle and group contact. The clear inflation of the zero category

demonstrates that a large amount ofPWPeither hadnooppor-

tunity tomeetwithchildren frequently, ordecided toavoid any

privatecontactwithchildren. In the following,wewilldescribe

the association of social contact with other variables.

Legitimizing Beliefs Toward Sex with Children

Mostimportantly,PWPwithsocialcontactwithchildrenshowed

less legitimizingbeliefs thanPWPwhodidnotmeetwithchil-

dren. Overall, the scale value for legitimizing beliefs toward
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sexwith children (Fig. 2) in the social contact groupwas 0.37

standarddeviations lower than in thenon-contact group, (t[102]=

1.73,p= .043,CI90% [-0.02, 0.76]) (t[102]= 2.06,p= .021,

CI90% [0.01,0.80]).To improve theestimatewesetup thegroup

difference as a confirmatory factormodel using structural equa-

tionmodeling (SEM;RMSEA=0.08).TheRMSEAvaluewas

somewhat higher than0.06,whichhas recently been reported as

apotentialcutoffvalue.However,0.06wouldratherbeexpected

for fewer indicators than themodelusedhere, forwhich reasona

range of 0.08–0.1 still seems a reasonable fit following the orig-

inal reasoningofMacCallum,Browne, andSugawara (1996).

Figure 3showsapathdiagramof themodel.Themodelwasfit-

ted to thedata andcomputed theBayesianaposteriori distribu-

tion for themeandifference assuming anuninformativeprior.

Not surprisingly, the resultwas very similar to the t test result,

butwithadditional informationdueto thesimultaneousestimate

of the factor loadings and themeandifference. The a posteriori

probability forH1(i.e., that socialcontactwasassociatedwith

more legitimizing beliefs) under equal a priori probabilities

wasP(l1-l2[0)=3.69%(Bayescoefficient, i.e., aposteriori

probability ratiounder anuninformativeprior, 0.0383).This

implies that even if one assumed an unequal prior distribution

with90%aprioriprobability forH1,H2stillwasmore likely in

the light of the current data. Note that the effect was driven com-

pletelyby thegroupmembership;within thesocial contactgroup,

the number of contacts was not related to legitimizing beliefs

(r= .05, p= n.s.)

Self-Reported Risk of Offenses Against Children

The sumscore of both items assessing howmuchparticipants

perceive themselvesat riskofcommittingoffensesagainst chil-

dren had an estimated correlation of zerowith frequent social

contact (MD=-0.08scale steps,p=n.s.,CI90%[-1.64,1.49]).

Noneof the two itemsseparately showedasignificant relation

to social contact. There was also no significant relation to the

difference score of the two items (MD= 0.03 scale steps, p=

n.s., CI90% [-0.87, 0.93]), indicating no substantial difference

betweenPWPwith andwithout frequent social contact toward

which kind of offense they report themselves at risk of, if any.

Single Bumby Scale Items

Table 2 lists all itemsof theBumbyscale togetherwith the aver-

age,median,and thedifferencebetweenthe twogroups (insteps

on the Likert scalewith four items). The list is sorted by the dif-

ference between the social contact and the non-contact groups.

Note that the percentage of overall agreement descriptively

showed a slight negative correlation to the difference between

thesocialcontactand thenon-contactgroups (r=-.30,p= .10,

CI90% [-0.07, 0.67]).

Consistently,20ofthe22itemsshowedahigherendorsement

rate in thenosocialcontactgroupthan in thefrequentsocialcon-

tact group.Oneof the twoexceptionswas close to zero.The last

item in the list, however, descriptively showeda slight tendency

Table 1 Descriptive results for the full sample and for participants with and without frequent social contact and physical contact with children,

respectively

Variable Full sample Frequent social contact Physical contact

Yes No Yes No

Number of participants 104 61 43 60 41

Legitimizing beliefsa 0 -0.15 0.21 -0.18 0.25

Sum score offensesb 9.55 9.52 9.59 9.40 9.76

Difference score offensesb -0.20 -0.18 -0.21 0.23 -0.81

Self-confidencec 2.32 (2) 2.15 (2) 2.56 (3) 2.18 (2) 2.5 (2.5)

Lonelinessa 0 -0.01 0.01 -0.14 0.19

Self-esteema 0 0.11 -0.15 0.16 -0.22

Social feara 0 -0.06 0.08 -0.13 0.18

Wish to undo past eventd 2.73 (3) 2.49 (3) 3.07 (3) 2.35 (2) 3.25 (4)

Scales are given in t scores, single items, or sum/difference scores in scale units
aMeasured by scale, values presented in t scores
bSum and difference score, respectively, of the two single items asking whether participants can conceive of themselves to commit sexual abuse and

childpornography (both7-pointLikert scales; sumvalues range from2 to14;positivevaluesondifference score indicate a tendency towardabuseover

pornography)
cMeasuredbya single 4-pointLikert scale item, lowervaluesmeanhigher self-confidence. Presented in scale steps (values inparentheses aremedians)
dMeasured by a single 5-point Likert scale item, lower valuesmean less desire to undo a past event. Presented in scale steps (values in parentheses are

medians)
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toward higher endorsement for the social contact group (MD=

.19 steps, v2½1�=1.80, p= .18). It is noteworthy that this item

(‘‘Having sexual thoughts and fantasies about a child isn’t all

thatbadbecauseat least it isnot reallyhurting thechild’’)was

potentially the one that evenpersonswithout pedophiliamight

agreewith. This itemwas also the itemwith thehighest overall

agreement;amongallparticipants,only7didnoteitheragreeor

fully agree to the item.

Other Items

Although the Everyday Pedophilia Study does not include an

explicit scale for self-confidence, one item from the Fear of

NegativeEvaluation scale (Kemper, Lutz,&Neuser, 2012;

adaptation fromWatson & Friend, 1969) reads‘‘I’m afraid

to do or say something wrong’’(4-point Likert scale). On this

item, PWPwith social contactwith children scoredonaverage

0.41 points lower than PWP in the no social contact group

(v2½1�=6.04,p= .014), suggestingthat thesocialcontactgroup

is more self-confident. The median in the social contact group

was the second lowest option (‘‘applies sometimes’’), but was

the second highest option for the non-contact group (‘‘applies

frequently’’).

In the UCLA Loneliness Scale Revised, both groups had

comparable mean values (MD= 0.004 SD, p= n.s., CI90%
[-2.10, 1.97]). The pattern for both groups within the scale

items,however,was remarkablydifferent.PWPinthe frequent

social contact group descriptively indicated less loneliness on

an item indicating isolation (‘‘I feel isolated,’’MD=-0.60

steps, v2½1�= 3.54, p= .060), but significantly more lone-

liness on items that indicate being able to talk to others con-

fidentially, e.g., ‘‘There are people I can talk to’’ (MD= 0.76

steps,v2½1�= 5.41,p= .020) and‘‘Therearepeople Ican resort

to’’(MD= 0.72 steps, v2½1�= 4.60, p= .032).

TheEverydayPedophilia Study also contained ten 5-point

Likertscale itemsfromtheRosenbergSelf-Esteemscale(Rosen-

berg, 1965) in a translation by Ferring and Filipp (1996). All ten

items indicatedhigher self-esteem for the social contact group,

although the differencewas very small inmost items and not

significant for the complete scale (MD= 0.28 SD, p= n.s.,

P(l1-l2[0)=10.3%intheposteriordistributionofaBayesian

estimatewithnon-informativeprior).Thedifferencewasmore

pronounced in the following two items,‘‘I’mafraid there is not

much I can be proud of’’(MD=-0.53 steps,v2½1�= 4.71, p=

.030)and‘‘I thinkofmyselfasavaluableperson,at least I’mnot

less valuable than others’’(MD= 0.40 steps, p= n.s.).

The difference in one item from the Coping Inventory of

Stressful Situations (CISS;Endler&Parker, 1990;modified

and translated by Källin, 1995, obtained fromNeutze, Grund-

mann,Scherner,&Beier,2012)is tobenoted.This5-pointLikert

scale item reads‘‘I wish I could undo what happened,’’which in

thecontextofthisstudycouldbeinterpretedbytheparticipantsas

measuring regret for a specific event, potentially a case of abuse

or other harm committed to a child. Following the logic that fre-

quent exposure to children increases the risk for such dramatic

events,onewouldexpectasubstantiallyhigher ratingin thesocial

contact group.However,we found thatPWPfrom the social con-

tactgroupscore0.58scalestepslower(p= .027)onthis item.The

medianchanged fromcategory3 (‘‘undecided’’) to2.5 (between

‘‘undecided’’and‘‘rather untypical’’).

The social contact group also reported significantly less pre-

viousconvictions(MD=-0.24steps,v2½1�=7.58,p= .0059).

However, it is important tonotethatPWPwhowereconvictedin

the past often get some kind of restraint thatmakes it difficult or

even impossible to be in social contact with children afterward.

TheEverydayPedophiliaStudyalsoaskedparticipantsabout

their endorsement (on a 7-point Likert scale) of 13 potential

strategies a PWP might apply to reduce the risk of harmful

Fig. 1 Distribution of the number of children PWP frequently meet.

Values for single and group contact are summed. The vertical axis gives

thenumberofparticipants for eachnumber (coincidingwithpercentages

up to small differences)

PWP without frequent
social contact to children

Le
gi

m
iz

in
g 

Be
lie

fs
 [t

-v
al

ue
s]

PWP with frequent
social contact to children

Fig. 2 Legitimizing beliefs toward sex with children for PWPwith and

without frequent social contact with children, standardized to t values.

Boxes reach from zero to the expected value, and error bars indicate

standarderrors.Notethatnegativeexpectedvaluesresult inboxespointing

downward from zero
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interactionswith a child.Consideringour result that PWPwith

frequent socialcontactwithchildrenshowed less legitimizing

beliefsaboutsexwithchildren,andmoreself-confidenceintheir

interactionswithchildren, itmaybeworthwhile to investigate

which strategies this group endorses more and which they

endorseless.Table 3lists thesestrategies togetherwithaverage,

median,andmeandifferences(inscalesteps)betweenthesocial

contact and the non-contact group.Overall, the social contact

group seemedmore critical tomost strategies, in particular to

strategies which appear fairly questionable. Remarkably, the

contactgroupendorsedthestrategytorespectwarningsignals

slightlymore (MD=-0.79steps,v2½1�= 3.54,p= .060).On

thescalefrom1(‘‘fullydisagree’’) to7(‘‘fullyagree’’), themedian

changed from category 3 in the non-contact group to 4.5 in the

socialcontactgroup.Thewarningsignalsmayincludegeneral

signals, like a particularly attractive physical appearance, but

arguably also includewarning signals emitted by the children

in the interaction (for example, a worried lookwhen the PWP

act inaway thechildfindsuncomfortable, a roll of theeye,ora

failure to react ona suggestion if thechild cannotverbalizehis

or her disagreement), again substantiating the hypothesis that

PWPwith frequent social contactwith childrenaremore expe-

rienced in evaluating such warning signals.

Correlates of Physical Contact with Children

The frequent social contact group described above is defined by

reporting frequent meetings with children, in group or alone,

during the last year. This contact does not necessarily include

physicalcontact,andat thesametimePWPthatdonotmeetchil-

dren frequently during the last yearmay still have infrequent

contactwithchildrenthatmayincludephysicalcontact.Although

thegroupsdefinedbysocial contact andphysical contact strongly

overlapped (50 participants are in both groups), therewere 21

participants who were in one group but not in the other.

Again, following the theoretical assumption that contact, and

nowinparticularphysicalcontact,mayeventually lead to situa-

tionsperceivedasriskyfor thewell-beingofchildren,onewould

predict that PWPwith fewer legitimizing beliefs would try to

avoid touching children in such situations. Following the theo-

retical assumption thatcontact,andagain inparticularphysical

contact, allowsPWPto learnsignalsandneedsofchildrenand

reduces falsebeliefs,onewouldexpect thatPWPwithphysical

contact on average showmoremainstreambeliefs. To investi-

gatewhether theaboveresultsalsoholdforphysicalcontact,we

repeated the analyses above based on a physical contact group.

Legitimizing Beliefs Toward Sex with Children

Legitimizing beliefs (Fig. 4) in the physical contact groupwas

0.42 standard deviations lower than in the group without phys-

ical contact (t[99]=2.12, p= .018, CI90% [0.04, 0.82]) (t[99]=

2.45, p= .0079, CI90% [0.10, 0.88]). In the SEM in Fig. 3, the

estimated effect of the physical contact group was 0.41 scale

steps with standard error 0.21, which amounts to an a posteriori

Fig. 3 Structural equation

model to simultaneouslyfit factor

loadings on legitimizing beliefs

toward sex with children, and

group effect of frequent social

contact. All loadings, means, and

residual errors are estimated
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probability forH1ofP(l1-l2[0)=2.43%assuminganunin-

formative prior (Bayes coefficient, i.e., a posteriori probability

ratio under an uninformative prior, 0.025).

Self-Reported Risk of Offenses Against Children

As in the social contact group, there was no significant relation

between the physical contact group and self-reported perceived

riskofcommittingoffensesagainstchildren(MD=-0.36steps,

p= n.s., CI90% [-1.92, 1.20]). However, the physical contact

grouphada significant shift in thekindofoffensesparticipants

see themselvesat riskof,demonstratedbysignificantdifferent

level of thedifference score (MD= 1.04steps,p= .010,CI90%
[0.15, 1.92]). This indicates that PWPwith physical contact

with childrenwhoperceive themselves at riskof committing

anoffenserelatedtopedophilia tendmoretowarddirectoffenses

(i.e., sexual abuse) rather than toward indirect offenses (i.e.,

pornographyuse). So, even thoughPWPwith physical contact

with children were in general not more likely to conceive of

breaking the law in our sample, those who reported a self-per-

ceived risk of breaking the lawwere significantlymore likely to

perceive a risk of physical offenses rather than offenses that

include no physical contact (i.e., child pornography).

Single Bumby Scale Items

The associations between physical touches and some of the

single itemsof theBumbyscalewerealsostronger thantheasso-

ciationswith social contact, as shown in Table 2. All 20 items

consistently showedlower ratesofendorsement in thephysical

touchinggroup.Againmorepronouncedthanin thesocialcon-

tactgroup, itemswhichweregenerallymorerejectedalsoshowed

higher group differences; the correlation between average agree-

ment and the physical contact group effect was r= .55 (p\.001,

CI90%= [0.28, 0.81]), suggesting that the physical group tends

even stronger toward socially acceptedbeliefs.The last item in

Table 2wasalso the lastwhensortingbyeffectofphysicalcon-

tact, inthiscasewithanegative,butclose tozeroeffect.Among

Table 2 Items of the legitimizing beliefs scale sorted by group difference, together with average and median over both groups and group difference

between frequent and no social contact on the 4-point Likert scale

Item Average Median Group

difference

Sometimes childmolesters suffer themost, lose themost, or are hurt themost as a result of a sexual assault

on a child more than a child suffers, loses, or is hurt

2.31 2 -0.55

Some people are not‘‘true’’child molesters—they are just out of control and made a mistake 2.07 2 -0.48

I think the main thing wrong with sexual activity with children is that it is against the law 1.93 2 -0.43

Some kids like sex with adults because it makes them feel wanted and loved 2.83 3 -0.33

If a person does not use force to have sexual activity with a child, it will not harm the child as much 2.61 3 -0.32

There is no real manipulation or threat used in a lot of sexual assaults on children 2.72 3 -0.32

Children who come into the bathroom when an adult is getting undressed or going to the bathroom are

probably just trying to see the adult’s genitals

1.72 2 -0.32

Since some victims tell the offender that it feels good when the offender touches them, the child probably

enjoys it and it probably won’t affect the child much

2.70 3 -0.27

Society makes a much bigger deal out of sexual activity with children than it really is 3.14 3 -0.23

Children can give adults more acceptance and love than other adults 2.29 2 -0.22

Sexual activity with children can help the child learn about sex 2.72 3 -0.2

Sometimes victims initiate sexual activity 2.65 3 -0.19

If a child looks at an adult’s genitals, the child is probably interested in sex 1.64 2 -0.17

I think child molesters often get longer sentences than they really should 2.80 3 -0.15

Kids who get molested by more than one person probably are doing something to attract adults to them 1.74 2 -0.13

I believe that sex with children can make the child feel closer to adults 2.26 2 -0.11

Sometimes children don’t say no to sexual activity because they are curious about sex or enjoy it 3.08 3 -0.11

Whenkidsdon’t tell that theywere involved insexual activitywithanadult it isprobablybecause they liked

it or weren’t bothered by it

2.36 2 -0.11

Sometimes, touching a child sexually is a way to show love and affection 2.51 3 -0.08

Some children are willing and eager to have sexual activity with adults 2.66 3 -0.02

Many children who are sexually assaulted do not experience any major problems because of the assaults 2.14 2 0.01

Havingsexual thoughtsandfantasiesaboutachild isn’tall thatbadbecauseat least it isnot reallyhurting the

child

3.65 4 0.12
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the six items taken out during the PCA, five also showed less

endorsement in the physical contact group. The sixth item that

slightly tended towardhigherendorsement refers toactualphys-

ical contact (‘‘To caress a child tenderlywill harm less than sex-

ual intercourse’’; MD=0.077 steps, p=n.s.).

Other Items

The associations of physical contact with the items reported

aboveare similar:PWPwithphysical toucheswere less afraid

ofdoingorsayingsomethingwrong(MD= 0.35steps,v2½1�=
3.91,p= .048).Theyalsodescriptivelyshowedless loneliness

on the item indicating isolation (‘‘I feel isolated’’,MD=-0.59

steps,v2½1�=3.74,p= .053), although theydid not reportmore

loneliness regarding people they can confide in. The positive

effect regarding the item‘‘Iwish I couldundowhathappened’’

wasmorepronounced(MD=0.99steps,v2½1�=16.6,p=4.69

10-5) than in the social contact group. Again, if interpreting this

itemas an indicator for regret over a previous substantially harm-

ful event, it is important tonote thatPWPwithphysical contact

with children reported substantially less regrets. The physical

contact group also report less previous convictions; however,

the difference was marginal and not significant (MD=-0.05

steps, v2½1�= 0.408, p= n.s.).

In addition to these associations, the physical contact group

showed a number of other positive effects that are either not

found for the frequent contact group, or not large enough to be

statistically significant. These were a significant reduction in

social fears (MD=-0.38SD, t[99]=1.90,p= .030),an increase

in self-esteem (MD= 0.41 SD, t[99]= 2.02, p= .023), and a

decrease in overall loneliness (MD=-0.37 SD, t[99]= 1.83,

p= .035). Arguably, all three scales are positive predictors of

responsiblebehavior towardchildrenandat thesametimeindi-

cate a more prosperous life for the PWP.

Alternative Explanations

Theprimaryobjective of this empirical analysis is toweigh the

theoretical assumption that interactions betweenPWPand chil-

dreneventually lead toharmful situations,whichon the long run

would drivemore consciousPWP to reduce their contactwith

children, against the opposing effect that interactions between

PWPand children act as a corrective for the PWPandhelphim

to becomemore conscientious. However, considering that the

current analysis is correlational, a final causal conclusion can-

not be drawn. TheEverydayPedophilia Study offers data that

shed light on some potential alternative explanations.

Do Legitimizing Beliefs about Sex Cause Higher Probability

for No Contact?

A possible scenario is that PWPwith more legitimizing beliefs

eventually act in an illegalway and are convicted for offenses

related to their sexuality. This experience acts as deterrence,

causing thePWP,despite his discrepantbeliefs, to refrain from

further contact with children, or at least from physical interac-

tionwith children.Thiswould alsomanifest asmore legitimiz-

ingbeliefs in thenon-contact group and could beanalternative

explanation for the effect described above.

This scenario predicts that the effect of contact on legitimiz-

ingbeliefs is inverted ifwecontrol for conviction.However,we

didnotfindsuchaninversionoftheeffect.Forthefrequentsocial

contact group the effect was almost unaltered and still statisti-

cally significant evenwhen controlling for conviction (t[102]=

Table 3 Potential strategies to reduce risk of abuse sorted by group difference, together with average and median over both groups and group

difference between frequent and no social contact with children on a 7-point Likert scale

Item Average Median Group difference

Sexual fantasies without masturbation 2.72 2 -1.12

Consuming non-pornographic images of children (e.g., in magazines or TV) 3.67 4 -0.68

Conversations with other pedophiles 3.76 4 -0.67

Outing as pedophile toward peers and parents of children 2.22 1 -0.62

Consuming child pornography 4.16 5 -0.59

Staying away from every sexual activity, including masturbation 1.37 1 -0.52

Sexual contact with adults 2.26 1 -0.42

Inform others (e.g., parents or friends) when spending time with children 2.96 2 -0.36

Sexual fantasies with masturbation 4.97 6 -0.34

Conversations with experts (e.g., doctors or therapists) 3.48 3 -0.29

Being emotionally close to children (e.g., playing together) 4.82 6 -0.01

Make sure that another adult is present when interacting with children 3.64 3 0.11

Respect warning signals to realize risk situations early (e.g., avoid beautiful children) 3.88 4 0.79
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1.76, p= .040) (t[102]=1.96, p= .026). For the physical con-

tact variable, controlling for conviction reduced the association

with legitimizing beliefs, which was no longer statistically sig-

nificantata= 0.05.Nevertheless, an inversionaspredictedby

the above scenario was also not observed; see Fig. 4b. In fact,

evenaftercontrollingforconviction,theeffectstill tendedtoward

a positive association (t[99]=1.32, p= .094) (t[99]=1.72, p=

.044). Also, PWP with physical contact had significantly lower

probability forconvictions (18of41convicted in thegroupwith-

out physical contact compared to10of 60convicted in thegroup

with physical contact, v2½1�=7.88, p= .005).

A similar argument as above can bemade for psychological

treatment insteadof conviction; potentially, PWPwithhigher

legitimizing beliefs are more likely to see a therapist and are

advised toreduceorabandoncontactwithchildren.Thiswould

again describe a possible causation chain frommore legitimiz-

ing beliefs to no contact. However, controlling for treatment

did not change the effect in either the frequent contact group

(t[102]= 1.90, p= .030) (t[102]= 2.06, p= .021), or the

physical contact group (t[99]= 2.16, p= .016) (t[99]= 2.44,

p= .0081).

Is Education a Common Cause?

Another explanation for the effect of less legitimizing beliefs

in the groupwithmore contact is that cognitive abilities cause

both. A PWPwith more cognitive resources may consequently

also show fewer legitimizing beliefs, considering that some

items intheBumbyscalearestatements inanexaggeratedform

thatarefairlyeasilyrejectedbyeducatedparticipants.Atthesame

time, a PWPwith more cognitive resources is probably more

capableof interactingwithchildren inways that areperceived

asbeneficialbypersons fromthechild’senvironment; thisholds

true no matter whether this is interpreted as deception or as an

actual beneficial behavior of the PWP.

In this scenario, we would expect the association with legit-

imizing beliefs to vanish when we control for education. How-

ever,westill foundless legitimizingbeliefs inthecontactgroups

evenwhencontrollingforeducation,bothinthefrequentcontact

group [t(102)=1.70, p= .046] [t(102)=1.88, p= .031] and in

thephysicalcontactgroup[t(99)=2.05,p= .021][t(99)=2.40,

p= .0091].

Is Social Desirability a Common Cause for Measurement

Bias?

Since the Everyday Pedophilia Study is based on self-report, the

degreetowhichtheanswerscanbetrustedmaybelimited.Partic-

ipantswith higher social desirabilitymay answer items from the

Bumbyscalemorecongruentlywithsociallyexpectedanswers

even if the answer does not adequately reflect their opinion.

While unlikely, participants with higher social desirability may

alsoover-report thenumberofchildrentheyinteractwith,poten-

tially inorder todemonstrate theirharmlessnessconsideringthat

theywereneverinconflictwiththelegalsystem.Thiswouldfeign

aneffectoffewer legitimizingbeliefs,whichwouldnotgener-

alize beyond a questionnaire setting.

Tocontrol for this, theEverydayPedophiliaStudy includesa

social desirability scale (Crowne&Marlow, 1960, adapted and

translatedbyStöber,1999).Socialdesirabilitywasnot related

to either frequent contact or physical contact.Consequently,

theassociationbetweenhavingcontactwithchildrenand legit-

imizing beliefs was mostly unaltered when controlling for

social desirability both for frequent contact (MD=-0.371

SD, v2½1�= 4.49, p= .034) and for physical contact (MD=

-0.424 SD, v2½1�= 5.50, p= .019).

Are Age or Cohort Effects Alternative Explanations?

Participants in theEverydayPedophilia Study spanned from18

to79 years of age.Thishighlyheterogeneous agepopulation

may produce all kinds of age- or cohort-related effects. For

Fig. 4 Legitimizing beliefs toward sex with children for PWPwith and

without physical contact with children, standardized to t values. Boxes

reach from zero to expected value, and error bars indicate standard

errors. Note that negative expected values result in boxes pointing

downward from zero. a Original data, b data after controlling for

conviction of offenses related to pedophilia
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example, older PWP may tend to refrain from more radical

beliefs andat the same timehavemoreopportunities to interact

withchildrenfromthenextgenerationoftheirownfamily,e.g.,

nieces or nephews, or even their own children and grandchil-

dren. Instead,weempirically found that controlling for age did

slightly increase rather than decrease the effect of both the fre-

quent contact group (MD= 0.404, v2½1�= 5.09, p= .024) and

the physical contact group (MD=-0.444, v2½1�= 5.92, p=

.015).However, it needs to bementioned that statistically con-

trolling for a variable means only controlling for linear effects

of that variable; potential nonlinear age effects may neverthe-

less go unnoticed.

Discussion

We investigated a sample of a non-forensic, non-clinical, self-

classified PWP regarding their interactionwith children in their

everyday life, and to what extent they hold legitimizing beliefs

regarding sexwith children.Many PWP (61 out of 104 in this

sample)hadfrequent social contactwithchildren; that is, at least

weekly contact over a period of at least 3months during the last

year. Also, themajority of PWP (60 out of 104 in this sample)

reported that if they interacted with children, the interaction

included at least sometimes intensive physical contact, such as

horseplay and cuddling. The two groupswere strongly overlap-

ping, with 50 out of 104 in both groups.

Thisstudyshowedthatfrequentcontactwithchildrenonaver-

ageisrelatedtofewer,ratherthanmore,legitimizingbeliefsabout

sexwithchildren, therebyadding to the evidenceofour initial

hypothesis H1 over H2. The same association was observed

for PWPwho engage in horseplay or cuddling with children,

that is, engaginginclosephysicalcontactwithchildren.At the

sametime,physicalcontactwasrelatedtolesssocialfears,higher

self-esteem, and less loneliness in PWP. Both frequent inter-

actionswith children and physical contact with childrenwere

related to higher self-confidence, and PWPwho have contact

with children agreed significantlymore thatwarning signals

from children should be respected and taken seriously to avoid

harmfulevents.PWPwithfrequentcontactwithchildrenreported

lessdesire toundoapast event,which in thecontextofpedophilia

couldlikelyrefertoapasteventthatinvolvesawrongdoingtoward

achild.This effectwasparticularlypronounced for thegroup that

engaged in physical interactionwith children.

The items of the Bumby scale that showed the strongest dif-

ference in endorsement between PWP who interact with chil-

dren and thosewho do notwere also those items that are overall

mostacceptedinthesample.Theitemwiththeleastdifferencein

endorsement refers to the opinion that fantasies about children

are less harmful than abuse, an item that likely can be endorsed

bymanypeoplewithoutpedophiliaaswell.Notsurprisingly, the

physical contact group tended to agree more with an item sug-

gesting that tenderly caressing a childmay be beneficial for the

child rather than harmful. Considering that a direct positive

effect of horseplayandcuddlingwith adults in general iswidely

accepted and that an indirect negative effect via the PWP is

challenged in the light of the current article, theymay have a

point.

Whilewe foundno correlation between contact and self-per-

ceived risk of committing anoffense against children (with zero

effect for the frequent social contact group, and descriptively

aslight tendencyin theoppositedirectionfor thephysicalcontact

group),wedidfind that the physical contact group, if conceiving

of committing an offense, also in this realm tendedmore toward

direct, physical offenses.

Note that many criminological theories (e.g., routine activi-

tiestheory;seeCohen&Felson,1979)predictthatagreaterlevel

of contact with children increases the likelihood of offenses

sincemoreopportunityispresent.Thedata inthisarticleshowed

that this line of thought does not directly transfer to legitimizing

beliefs in non-criminal PWP, where the current study showed

that more contact was related to less legitimizing beliefs.

Limitations

Multiplecaveatsneed tobeaddressedtoavoidover-interpreting

thefindingsofthisarticle.First,acorrelationalstudyisnotsuited

to prove a causal influence from contactwith children, physical

orsocial,tofewerlegitimizingbeliefs.Eventhoughweexcluded

anumberofalternativeexplanationsbystatisticalcontrolproce-

dures, an infinite number of other explanations are theoretically

viable. To name just one, empathy for children may cause both

lower legitimizingbeliefs aswell asmore contactwith children.

The results in this article only indicate that the inverse logic,

suggesting that reasonablePWPdecide to stayaway fromchil-

dren, should be questioned (see also Houtepen et al., 2015). A

conclusion on potential causal influence can only be drawn from

futureexperimentalorprospective longitudinalstudies.Although

suchexperiments are verydifficult to implement, for the com-

parisonoutlinedhereanexperimentseemspossible.Forexam-

ple, one could try to experimentally simulate the effect of non-

abusive social contactwith childrenby readingmaterials orfilm

materials with detailed description of such contact andmeasure

legitimizing beliefs in this group and a control group.

Also note that the effect sizes described in this article,

although statistically significant, are atmostmoderate.Most

effect sizes we report are not larger than 0.4 standard devia-

tions in the Bumby scale, which corresponds roughly to a pro-

portionofvariance explained around .16. It is also important to

mention that legitimizing beliefs, although related to child sex

offenses(Ward&Keenan,1999;Whitakeretal.,2008),should

not be conceived as being the same as harmful behavior.Never-

theless, harboring less legitimizing beliefs is an important indi-

cator of realistic views regarding childrens’ needs,which in turn

increasesmotivation toprotect children fromabuse. In addition,

Arch Sex Behav

123



we did find that physical contact is negatively associated with

legal convictionwith respect to child abuse or pornography.

However, other situational factors (e.g., that legal conviction

causesPWP to abandon contactwith children)may come into

play.

Another limitation is caused by the assessment for self-per-

ceived risk to commit an offense by ambiguous wording in the

Germanitem,whichcouldbeinterpretedbothas‘‘canyouimagine

yourself committing…’’andas‘‘doyouconsidercommitting…’’.

Since pedophilia was only assessed by self-report, we cannot

exclude that some participants just pretended to be pedophile.

Also,sincetheattractivenessofthechildrenwasnotassessed, it

cannot be ruled out that the effects are different for very attrac-

tive children.

Asmentionedabove, assessing features of an extremely stig-

matized group like PWP (Jahnke et al., 2015a, b) entails a num-

ber of problems.Ananonymous and confidential Internet sur-

vey, like theoneused in this study, seems toprovide themost

accurate data on the topic, but, like any self-report measure,

implies its own validity problems. Although it cannot be ruled

out that participants answered in a socially desiredmanner we

could shedsome light on the everyday interactionofPWPwith

children.

Since no causal conclusion can be drawn from the results

presented in this article, an intervention that aims at initiating

social or physical contact should not be argued for on the basis

of this article. The best that can be said for such an intervention

is that thedata in thecurrentarticledonotcontradict theassump-

tion that contactwith children causes a reduction in legitimizing

beliefs, but‘‘notcontradicting’’doesnotyetmean‘‘supporting.’’

Also, thesampleconsideredhere isclearlydifferent fromforen-

sic sampleswhich are often characterizedby self-control deficits,

comorbidmentaldisorders,andmanyotherriskfactorsforengag-

ing in child abuse. However, for clinicians who work with

pedophilicmenwhohaveneverengaged incriminalactsagainst

children andwho seek help, such as in prevention projects such

as the Dunkelfeld project (Beier et al., 2015), the data of our

studymay facilitate a rational discussion of the questionwhether

contact with children is recommendable or not in a given patient

and a given risk situation.

Conclusions

Toconclude,we found thatmore thanhalf of thePWPengage

in frequent social and non-offensive physical contacts with

children.This canhave twoopposite effects, bothactiveat the

same time in every individual: Repeated interaction between

adult andchildren increases the frequencyofa riskoccurrence,

while reducing the risk per occurrence by supporting the for-

mationof realisticbeliefs.While thefirsteffectpredictsanega-

tiveassociationbetweensocialcontact andrealisticbeliefs, the

secondpredicts a positive association.The data presented here

showed that despite the first effect, frequent interaction and

physical contact with children are associatedwith less legit-

imizing beliefs, even after controlling for several covariates.

We conclude that the positive association between contact

and more realistic beliefs, and in turn responsible behavior,

is stronger than has been assumed previously.

This finding puts unconditional calls for a limited contact

policy into perspective, in particular for PWPwhohave never

committedanoffense. It showsthe importanceof futureresearch

in this field toweigh neutral or positive outcomes against poten-

tialdangers.Thelimitationsmentionedabovecall forreplication

studies. Also, as the current study focuses primarily on associa-

tionswith legitimizingbeliefs, it is onlyafirst step intoexploring

the everyday living of PWPand their interactionswith children;

future research has to be directed at quantifying other possible

effects, both positive and negative, of non-offensive contact

between PWP and children.
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