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Abstract
Research on the link between childhood sexual abuse experiences (CSAE) and pedohe-
bephilia is limited by its focus on events that the respondents rate as abusive. We asked
199 German-speaking (Study 1) and 632 English-speaking (Study 2) men with and without
self-reported pedohebephilia to complete the Childhood TraumaQuestionnaire (CTQ) and
scales to assess perceived non-coercive childhood sexual experiences with adults (PNCSE-
A), and peers (PNCSE-P, only Study 2). A substantial number of participants with PNCSE-A
disagreed with all items of the CTQ Sexual Abuse subscale (e.g., 35% and 26% of pedo-
hebephilic men in Studies 1 and 2, 38% of teleiophilic men in Study 2). While pedohebephilic
men reported more CSAE than teleiophilic men, the effects for PNCSE-A did not con-
sistently point in the expected direction. In Study 2, conviction status for sexual offenses
among pedohebephilic men was linked to higher rates of CSAE, PNCSE-A, PNCSE-P,
physical neglect, and physical abuse. Pedohebephilic men in Study 2 also reported more
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PNCSE-P than teleiophilic men. Our results highlight the importance of assessing different
(positive or neutral) perceptions of CSAE. Better controlled designs (e.g., matched case-
control studies) are needed to substantiate whether and how perceived non-coercive
childhood sexual experiences relate to pedohebephilia and sexual offending.
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pedophilia, hebephilia, child sexual abuse, trauma, viewing time

Roughly 4% of men are estimated to be sexually attracted to prepubescent children (Bártová
et al., 2021; Dombert et al., 2016), while about 17% report some degree of sexual attraction to
pubescent children (Bártová et al., 2021). The currently predominant etiological theory of
pedohebephilia (i.e., a sexual interest in prepubescent children, usually below the age of 11,
and/or pubescent children, usually between 11 and 14; Seto, 2017) posits that it is caused by
differences in neurodevelopment, as corroborated by markers for developmental perturba-
tions in utero or childhood/adolescence (Fazio, 2018; Tenbergen et al., 2015). For instance, in
prior research among mostly samples of men who have sexually offended, pedohebephilia
has been linked to non-righthandedness, lower height, lower intelligence, and more head
injuries before age 13. Other etiological models (e.g., Araji & Finkelhor, 1985) emphasize the
importance of environmental factors like childhood sexual abuse experiences (CSAE; L.
J. Cohen et al., 2010; Freund &Kuban, 1994) for the development of pedohebephilia. Yet, if
we are to assume a causal role of CSAE in the development of pedohebephilia, important
questions remain unexplained: Why does the great majority of CSAE victims (6% of boys
and 17% of girls under 16 years in the United States; Finkelhor et al., 2014) not develop
sexual attraction to children? How come most pedohebephilic men have not been sexually
abused as children (Santtila et al., 2015)? And lastly, why would a young person elaborate a
deeply unpleasant experience into a paraphilia?

Perhaps it is not CSAE by itself, but a combination of associated biological (e.g.,
neurobiological, Tenbergen et al., 2015; genetic, Alanko et al., 2016; or parental,
Babchishin et al., 2019) or environmental (e.g., nonsexual adverse childhood ex-
periences, Alanko et al., 2017; Bagley et al., 1994) factors that leads to the emergence
of pedohebephilic attraction. Yet, it is also possible that some men who have been
sexually abused as children do not evaluate these experiences as negative and/or may
even have felt sexually aroused (Felson et al., 2019; Rind et al., 1998; Rind &Welter,
2014, 2016). Furthermore, pedohebephilic men do not only report higher rates of
CSAE and non-sexual adverse childhood experiences than nonpedohebephilic men,
but also higher rates of early sexual experiences with peers (Breiling et al., 2020;
Santtila et al., 2010). In order to get a deeper understanding of how these different
experiences might contribute to the development of a pedohebephilic attraction, the
present research sought to simultaneously test the relationship between CSAE,
nonsexual adverse childhood experiences, and positively perceived early sexual
experiences (with peers and/or adults) and pedohebephilia. Note that we will use the
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term perceived non-coercive childhood sexual experiences with adults (PNCSE-A) to
refer to participants’ subjective experience of a sexual act as having been positive and
non-coerced, not as an endorsement of adult-child sex or CSAE. Correspondingly, we
will use the acronym PNCSE-P for perceived non-coercive childhood sexual ex-
periences with peers.

The APA’s Board of Trustees has opted against the inclusion of a sexual attraction to
pubescent children in the DSM-5 (Singy, 2015). Yet, hebephilic and pedophilic men
often have similar patterns of sexual arousal to prepubescent and pubescent children
(Beier et al., 2015a; Stephens et al., 2017), which, of course, are also more similar in
appearance than prepubescent and post-pubescent individuals. Hence, irrespective of
its nosological status, we speculate that hebephilia is not a fully distinct age sexual
maturity-related erotic attraction and that hebephilia and pedophilia may have a
common etiology.

Environmental Precursors of Pedohebephilia

Childhood Sexual Abuse Experiences

Some researchers have theorized that CSAE may lead to adult sexual attraction to
children through conditioning (see Seto, 2018 for an overview). According to this view,
a person would develop a sexual attraction to children as a result of sexual arousal being
paired with cues of sexual activity between an adult and a child (Pfaus et al., 2001).
Men appear to be more susceptible to conditioning of sexual arousal compared to
women (Klucken et al., 2009), which may explain why pedohebephilia is more
common in men than women (see Bártová et al., 2021 for sex differences in prevalence
estimates).

While it is impossible to infer a causal role of CSAE or conditioning processes in the
development of pedohebephilia based on the current state of the literature, there is ample
evidence that CSAE and pedohebephilia are statistically linked.Meta-analytically combining
the results of 15 studies, Jespersen et al. (2009) found a higher prevalence of CSAE among
people who have sexually offended against children than among those who have offended
against adults (Odds ratio = 0.51, note that an upper limit of about 50% of people who have
sexually offended against children are expected to have a sexual preference for children over
adults; Seto, 2018). Although most studies rely on self-reported CSAE alone, prior research
has also found a link between CSAE and pedohebephilia for officially detected cases (Nunes
et al., 2013). The fact that research among people who are living in the community and/or
have not been convicted for sexual offenses also demonstrated a link between self-reported
CSAE and pedohebephilia in clinical or community samples further attests to the robustness
of the effect (Alanko et al., 2017; Bagley et al., 1994; Gerwinn et al., 2018; Grady &
Levenson, 2021). Yet, as discussed in the next section, CSAE often co-occur with other
potential environmental factors like nonsexual adverse childhood experiences (Alanko et al.,
2017; Craissati et al., 2002; Finkelhor et al., 2007), which may confound the relationship
between the two variables.
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Of note, Bailey et al. (2016) found that pedohebephilic men with CSAE were more
likely to have committed sexual offenses involving children than pedohebephilic
community men without CSAE. Hence, CSAE might not only be linked to pedohe-
bephilia, but also relate to a higher risk of child sexual offending among people who are
sexually attracted to children.

Nonsexual Adverse Childhood Experiences

Some theorists have proposed that attachment deficits resulting from a range of adverse
childhood experiences may be the main factor driving the development of nonnor-
mative sexual interests (Levenson et al., 2016; Ward et al., 1995). Compared to people
from the general population, individuals who have sexually offended tend to report
higher rates of adverse childhood experiences such as physical or emotional abuse and
emotional neglect (Levenson et al., 2016). Beyond CSAE, insecure anxious or avoidant
parent–child attachment, as well as emotional and physical maltreatment in the family
are related to reporting any sexual interest in children among community men and
women (Wurtele et al., 2014). Adults in a nationwide Finnish dataset who reported
emotional maltreatment were also more likely to experience higher sexual interest in
individuals below the age of 16 than study participants who did not report emotional
maltreatment (Alanko et al., 2017, Study 2). An earlier study found that childhood
emotional abuse (alongside other factors such as long duration and severity of CSAE)
relates to increased sexual interest in and activities involving children (Bagley et al.,
1994). In Gerwinn et al. (2018), nonoffending men with pedohebephilia reported more
emotional neglect and higher scores on all abuse subscales of the Childhood Trauma
Questionnaire (i.e., physical abuse and neglect, emotional abuse, and sexual abuse,
Bernstein et al., 2003), compared to nonpedohebephilic nonoffending controls. Similar
results were reported in Grady and Levenson (2021). Their online sample of men with a
sexual attraction to minors were 40 times more likely to report emotional abuse and
eight times more likely to report emotional neglect, compared to a sample of the male
general population. Finally, Marx et al. (2020) found that self-identified pedophilic men
indicated increased rates of CSAE and emotional abuse compared with nonpedophilic
controls.

Perceived Non-coercive Childhood Sexual Experiences with Adults

Individuals who report CSAE do not uniformly describe these experiences as
negative (Breiling et al., 2020; Garland & Dougher, 1990; Okami, 1991; Rind
et al., 1998). Compared to female victims (Trickett et al., 2011), male victims
may show markedly different developmental sequelae (Rind, 2021). In a large
nationally representative sample of male Finnish sixth- and ninth-graders (Felson
et al., 2019), only 14% of the boys, but 51% of the girls, rated their self-reported
CSAE as explicitly negative (Rind, 2022). This observation does not contradict
the moral status of sex between adults and children as inacceptable (see
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Finkelhor, 1979; Malón, 2017 for moral arguments that do not rely on the as-
sumption of harm).

It has been theorized from a social learning perspective that merely observing that
sexual offending was pleasurable for the person perpetrating the offense might be
sufficient for a victim to start showing similar behavior and to develop corresponding
sexual fantasies (Burton & Meezan, 2004). Nevertheless, the distinction between
different perceptions of CSA appears important, as we can expect both to be associated
with different psychological (e.g., traumatization and distress vs. sexual curiosity) and
behavioral sequelae (e.g., avoiding vs. approaching sexual experiences). In line with
this assumption, an Israeli study among boys who have allegedly been sexually abused
finds that those who reported positive reactions to the abuse (curiosity, interest, more
active engagement) were more likely to engage in sexual behavior with other children
later on (Hershkowitz, 2014). Yet overall, the relationship between adult sexual at-
traction patterns and perceived non-coercive sexual experiences with adults (PNCSE-
A), such as experiences of “seduction” (Freund & Kuban, 1994), have rarely been
investigated. Despite the importance that conditioning theories place on pleasurable
learning experiences as a mode of reinforcement, the great majority of studies studying
CSAE among pedohebephilic men focused on unwanted or coercive sexual experi-
ences (as measured by the Childhood Trauma Questionnaire, for example, in Alanko
et al., 2017).

Perceived Non-Coercive Childhood Sexual Experiences With Peers

Some studies among community men with pedohebephilia indicate differences in the
psychosexual development of pedohebephilic and teleiophilic men, particularly with
respect to earlier sexual development or earlier exposure to sexual material or activities.
Pedohebephilic men tend to report an earlier start of sexual maturation and activities like
masturbation than teleiophilic men (Gerwinn et al., 2018; Wurtele et al., 2018). In an
interview study, about half of pedohebephilic men recalled early sexual experiences with
other children, ranging from “playing doctor” to penetration, before or around age 12
(Houtepen et al., 2015). Santtila et al. (2010) detected a link between sexual interest in
below 16-year-olds and engagement in sexual acts with peers during participants’
childhood (e.g., touching or showing one’s genitals to another child or imitating in-
tercourse) in a sample of 1312 adult male twins (average age = 38; range 33–43). The
authors interpreted this finding as in line with the conditioning theory of sexual attraction
(Pfaus et al., 2001) but did not assess whether these experiences were perceived as
consensual1 and/or pleasant for the respondents or not. Breiling et al. (2020) reported
links between the presence of prepubescent sexual play or other types of sexual ex-
ploration with peers and pedophilic disorder diagnoses among men convicted for child
sexual abuse. On a descriptive level, men with an exclusive pedophilic disorder reported
the highest rate of prepubescent sexual play/sexual exploration with peers, followed by
men with a non-exclusive pedophilic disorder and men who have not been diagnosed
with pedophilic disorder. Additionally, Breiling et al. (2020) found earlier onset and
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higher frequencies of masturbation to be related to pedophilic attraction in people who
have sexually offended against children.

The Present Studies

To provide a more comprehensive test of environmental factors linked to sexual in-
terests in children, we sought to assess early sexual experiences and general adverse
childhood experiences among pedohebephilic and teleiophilic men. In contrast to
almost the entirety of the literature on pedohebephilia, we not only assessed CSAE in
general terms, but specifically asked for sexual experiences with adults that participants
retrospectively rated as positive or non-coercive (both studies), as well as childhood
engagement in sexual activities with peers (Study 2). In order to disentangle correlates
of pedohebephilia and sexual offending, which were often confounded in prior research
(Feelgood & Hoyer, 2008), we conducted two non-matched case control studies among
online community samples of German-speaking (Study 1) and English-speaking
(Study 2) pedohebephilic and teleiophilic men.

Our primary hypotheses are as follows: Pedohebephilic men are more likely than
teleiophilic men to report (a) CSAE, (b) PNCSE-A, (c) PNCSE-P (only in Study 2), and
(d) nonsexual adverse childhood experiences. Furthermore, we will explore a second
set of hypotheses regarding the link between the aforementioned variables and sexual
offending status of pedohebephilic men: Pedohebephilic participants with versus
without prior convictions for sexual offenses report more (a) CSAE, (b) PNCSE-A, and
(c) nonsexual adverse childhood experiences.

Study 1

Method

Participants and Procedure

German-speaking participants were invited to our online survey via advertisements on
websites, blogs, and web-forums. These were either directed at people with pedophilia
or hebephilia (jungsforum.de, schicksal-und-herausforderung.de, krumme13.de,
boylandonline.com, Deutsches Girlloverforum, ITP-Arcados) or science/psychology-
related (e.g., forschung-erleben.uni-mannheim.de, caz-lesen.de, psychologie-heute.de,
Facebook group “Psychologische Studien für alle”). We advertised the survey as a
study on neurological developmental problems and traumatic childhood experiences.
No compensation was offered. The research protocol was approved by the Ethics
Committee at the institutional review board at Technische Universität Dresden. The
survey was programmed with SosciSurvey (Leiner, 2014).

We removed 16 participants who reported to be female or who did not indicate their
sex. The effective dataset contained 199 participants. In total, 89 men could be
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classified as teleiophilic and 101 as pedohebephilic, while nine could not be categorized
into either group because they reported to be equally attracted to children and adults
(see section “Self-reported sexual interests and classification of participants as pe-
dohebephilic and teleiophilic” below for more information on the classification pro-
cess). Among the pedohebephilic group, 48 were categorized as hebephilic (note that
this group also includes seven participants with an equal sexual attraction to prepu-
bescents and early-to-mid pubescents), and 53 as pedophilic. The pedohebephilic group
(64% had achieved Abitur [i.e., university entrance certificates] as the highest school-
leaving certificate in Germany) was less educated than the teleiophilic group (82% with
Abitur, χ2 [1, N = 190] = 7.43, p = .006, φ = .198). Despite that, both groups were more
educated than the average German male, as the national rate of people who have
university entrance certificates is about 49% for men between age 20 and 24
(Statistisches Bundesamt, 2019). Pedohebephilic men were also about five years older
than the teleiophilic men in our sample (see Table 1). Only one person from the
teleiophilia group reported a sexual offense (relating to child pornography), while
29.7% of the pedohebephilic men had committed a prior sexual offense involving
children (22.8% child pornography offenses, 0.0% rape, 11.9% child sexual abuse).
Among the pedohebephilic men, 85.1% reported that they would have sex with a child
below age 14 if it was legal and if the child gave his or her consent, while only 11.2% of
the teleiophilic group agreed with this statement.

Measures

First, we assessed sexual interests utilizing both self-report and indirect latency-based
viewing time (VT) measures (Schmidt et al., 2017, see Appendix for a description of
procedures) followed by markers for neurodevelopmental differences (e.g., handed-
ness, note that these results are featured in Jahnke et al., 2022), the Childhood Trauma
Questionnaire (Wingenfeld et al., 2010), a measure of PNCSE-A in their own
childhood, and social desirability (Ray, 1984). At the end, we collected a limited set of
sociodemographic information, followed by questions about participants’ willingness
to have sex with children, and former criminal convictions related to child sexual abuse.

Self-Reported Sexual Interests and Classification of Participants as
Pedohebephilic and Teleiophilic

The assessment of self-reported sexual interests was based on six items from Jahnke
andMalón (2019) describing male and female individuals at different stages of physical
maturation (before puberty, in early-to-mid puberty, after puberty). Participants were
asked to rate the degree of sexual attraction to each category (e.g., “Girls before puberty
[i.e., girls who show no signs of physical maturity like pubic hair or budding breasts]")
on a 10-point, Likert-type scale with response options ranging from 1 (no sexual
attraction) to 10 (maximum sexual attraction). We determined relative sexual pref-
erence for children by subtracting maximum sexual attraction scores to adults from
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maximum sexual attraction scores to children and adolescents. Scores could range
from �9 (no sexual attraction to children, maximum sexual attraction to adults) to +9
(maximum sexual attraction to children, no sexual attraction to adults).

We categorized participants based on their self-reported sexual interests as pedo-
hebephilic (relative sexual preference for children >0, i.e., when their maximum sexual
interest in children or adolescents was stronger than their maximum sexual interest in
adults) or teleiophilic (relative sexual preference for children <0, i.e., when their
maximum sexual interest in adults was stronger than their maximum sexual interest in
children or adolescents, note that participants with a relative sexual preference for
children = 0 could not be categorized into either group). The pedohebephilic group was
then further subdivided into pedophilic participants (who reported a stronger sexual
attraction to prepubescents compared to pubescents) and hebephilic participants (who
had a stronger sexual interest in pubescent compared to prepubescent individuals or an
equally strong attraction to members of both groups). While a difference of one scale
point between sexual attraction to prepubescent/pubescent children and physically
mature adults was enough to justify the classification of a participant as either pe-
dohebephilic or teleiophilic, people in both groups differed considerably in their
average sexual attraction to people at different stages of sexual maturity (see Table 1).

Classification based on reaction time data from the embedded VT task led to
matching classifications as either pedohebephilic or teleiophilic for 127 out of
150 participants (85%), for which both indirect and direct sexual attraction scores were
available (see Jahnke et al., 2022 and appendix for more information on VT procedures
in the present studies). Cohen’s kappa (κ = .69) also indicated substantial agreement
between the two classification procedures, according to common conventions. The
point-biserial correlation between the self-report based classification and the VT
difference index was r = .61 (N = 150, p < .001), which is noticeably higher than the
agreement that recent meta-analyses find between self-reported sexual interests and VT-
based scores in forensic settings (ranging between r = .38 and .43; Pedneault et al.,
2021; Schmidt et al., 2017).

Childhood Trauma Questionnaire. The German short form of the Childhood Trauma
Questionnaire (CTQ;Wingenfeld et al., 2010) assesses emotional abuse (e.g., “I believe
that I was emotionally abused.”), physical abuse (e.g., “I was punished with a belt, a
board, a cord, or some other hard object”), and sexual abuse (e.g., “Someone tried to
make me do sexual things or watch sexual things”), as well as emotional neglect (e.g., "
I knew there was someone to take care of me and protect me” [inversely scored]), and
physical neglect (e.g., “I didn’t have enough to eat”) as a child or teenager with five
statements each. All items are rated on a five-point Likert-type scale (1-never true, 2–
rarely true, 3–sometimes true, 4–often true, 5-very often true). We calculated scale
means for all abuse/neglect subscales instead of sum scores, as these allow for a more
intuitive interpretation. Hence, to compare scores from this research with those reported
by some other researchers (e.g., Gerwinn et al., 2018), our values have to be multiplied
by five. The CTQ has an additional three-item scale to assess underreporting
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(Minimization/Denial) of childhood trauma. Because the utility of the CTQ
Minimization/Denial subscale as a response bias index is not empirically supported
(MacDonald et al., 2015), we will not analyze the corresponding results. All subscales
showed internal consistencies ranging from acceptable to excellent, with the exception
of the CTQ Physical Neglect scale (see Table 1).

Perceived Non-Coercive Childhood Sexual Experiences with Adults Scale. We developed two
items to assess PNCSE-A during childhood, using a similar response format as for the
CTQ. Items read: “When I was 13 years old or younger… (1) I had positive sexual
experiences with an adult, (2) I engaged in sexual acts with an adult without having
been coerced or forced to do so.” Note that we specified a maximum age of 13, as this
corresponds with the German legal age of consent and because older children are more
likely to be in later stages of puberty or to have completed puberty. Given their excellent
internal consistency (see Table 1) both items were combined into one scale. It is
important to note that positive and non-coerced sexual experiences are conceptually
distinct, meaning that it is possible that a childhood sexual experience with an adult is
experienced as coerced but positive, or as non-coerced but negative. Yet, as indicated
by the high level of correlation (r = .94), the two concepts seem to converge in most
participants’ minds or experiences in the context of adult-child sex.

Sociodemographic Information, Previous Convictions, and General Willingness to Engage in
Sex with a Child. We assessed participant sex (male, female, other), age, and educational
achievement. Previous convictions for sexual offenses were assessed on a binary scale
(yes/no) with three items (“I have been convicted for child sexual abuse,” “I have been
convicted for rape,” “I have been convicted for child pornography offenses”). Par-
ticipants were also asked to respond with “yes” or “no” to the item “If it was legal I
would have sex with a child below 14 if the child gives his or her consent” (note that this
statement is again referring to simple consent to sexual activities, which is different
from informed consent as described in footnote 1).

Planned Analyses

We dichotomized both the CTQ Sexual Abuse score and the PNCSE-A score to
separate between participants who report no incidence (e.g., responding “never true” to
every item) versus some degree of child sexual abuse experiences (e.g., responding
something other than “never true” on at least one item). We then cross-tabulated the
results to find out if there were participants who reported CSAE on only one of the two
scales.

For our main analyses, we compared results for pedohebephilic and teleiophilic
men, and pedohebephilic men with and without convictions for sexual offenses for each
dependent variable (CTQ Sexual Abuse, Emotional Abuse, Emotional Neglect,
Physical Abuse, Physical Neglect, and PNCSE-A). As childhood adverse experiences
are expected to be rare in the population, we assumed that the data will contain outliers
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and be skewed to the right. To account for potential bias due to non-normality and the
presence of outliers, we supplemented traditional t-tests results with two sensitivity
tests: (1) bootstrapping procedures to generate bias-corrected and accelerated (BCa)
confidence intervals and (2) Mann-Whitney U-tests. To estimate the strength of the
effect, we provided Cohen’s d (with 95% bootstrap confidence intervals calculated with
the R package bootES (Kirby &Gerlanc, 2013). Note that multiple testing increases the
risks for erroneous rejection of the null hypothesis. Correcting for multiple testing, on
the other hand, runs the risk of discarding potentially relevant effects (Streiner, 2015).
Therefore, the present study did not correct for multiple testing. While we did not
conduct a priori power analyses, a posteriori power analyses indicated that t-tests could
detect effect sizes as small as d = 0.20 with α = .05, 1 – β = .80 with a sample of
190 participants (counting only participants who could be classified as teleiophilic or
pedohebephilic).

Results

Descriptive Results

A distribution of responses to each item of the PNCSE-A is provided in Supplemental
Material C, Table S7. We assessed the percentage of those who responded with
anything other than “never” to any item of the CTQ Sexual Abuse subscale or PNCSE-
A. On a descriptive level, pedohebephilic men were about three times as likely to report
any CTQ Sexual Abuse (39% or 39 out of 101) than teleiophilic men (13% or 12 out of
89). Note that 9.3% of German men in a representative study reported any degree of
CSAE on the CTQ Sexual Abuse subscale (Witt et al., 2017). Pedohebephilic men were
also about four times as likely to report any PNCSE-A (20% or 20 out of 100) compared
to teleiophilic men (5% or four out of 89). Nevertheless, more than half of our pe-
dohebephilic participants (54%) and the large majority of our teleiophilic participants
(85%) fully denied any involvement in sexual acts with adults while they were young,
irrespective of whether these experiences were rated as positive/consensual and/or
abusive. Among the pedohebephilic sample, 20% reported PNCSE-A. Strikingly, about
a third of the pedohebephilic men who indicated PNCSE-A completely denied CSAE
on all items of the CTQ Sexual Abuse items (seven out of 20, in absolute values).
Among the four teleiophilic men who reported PNCSE-A, one denied having been
sexually abused on all items of the CTQ Sexual Abuse subscale.

Comparison of Pedohebephilic and Teleiophilic Men

Pedohebephilic participants were significantly more likely to report PNCSE-A and
scored higher on every CTQ Abuse/Neglect subscale (see Table 1 for t-test results, BCa
95% CIs, and bootstrap estimates of Cohen’s d). Effect sizes in the present study ranged
from d = 0.30 to d = 0.49, indicating conventionally small effect sizes (J. Cohen, 1992).
The results of non-parametric tests (Mann-Whitney U-test), which are also included in
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Table 1, are in line with those obtained via parametric tests. Correlational analyses
between all variables showed conventionally small to large intercorrelations between
PNCSE-A on one side and age and the five CTQ subscales on the other side (see
Table 2). Relative sexual preference for children remained positively related to all
traumatic and nontraumatic childhood experiences when controlling for age as a
potential confound [partial correlations are displayed in Table 2, above the diagonal]).
For exploratory comparisons between pedophilic, hebephilic, and teleiophilic men, see
Table S1 in the Supplemental Material A.

Comparison of Pedohebephilic Men With and Without Convictions for
Sexual Offenses

Besides the pedohebephilic group with convictions for sexual offenses being more than
10 years older, we found no significant differences between pedohebephilic men who
have and have not been convicted for sexual offenses (see Table 3, but note that the
sample size is likely to be too small to detect significant effects). The findings were
confirmed in two sensitivity tests (based on BCa confidence intervals and Mann-
Whitney U-tests, see Table 3). Descriptively, effects are pointing in the hypothesized
direction of people with convictions reporting higher rates of physical abuse and
emotional neglect (all ns., and |ds| ∼ 0.30), as well as a marginally stronger relative
sexual preference for children (|d| = 0.11, ns.). Contrary to expectations, men with
convictions for sexual offenses reported marginally lower rates of CTQ Sexual Abuse
and PNCSE-A (all ns. and |ds| ∼ 0.10).

Alternative Classification Procedure

While the two methods of classifying participants as pedohebephilic or teleiophilic (VT
and self-report) showed substantial agreement, results of the VT task, when available,
did not always agree with self-reports. We focused our previous analyses on self-
reports, which we believed to be reliable in an anonymous, non-forensic setting.
Nevertheless, to assess the robustness of the results based on self-report, we re-
conducted the analyses using only those participants who had agreement on the implicit
and explicit classification procedures (N = 127). Findings are presented in
Supplemental Material B (Table S3 for group comparisons, Table S4 for correlational
analyses). Despite reduced analytic power, we again found that the teleiophilic sample
was significantly less likely to report PNCSE-A, sexual abuse, emotional neglect and
abuse and physical neglect than pedohebephilic men. Although the effect sizes were
highly similar (d = 0.35 for self-report based classifications, d = 0.37 for concordant
classification based on self-report and VT), differences between the groups on CTQ
Physical Abuse did not reach significance in the test based on only those with con-
cordant self-report and VT measures (with the exception of BCa 95% CIs). Hence, we
were able to corroborate our previous test strategy based on self-reports with a sub-
stantially more conservative classification and test procedure.

12 Sexual Abuse 0(0)

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/10790632221098341
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/10790632221098341
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/10790632221098341


T
ab

le
2.

In
te
rc
or
re
la
tio

ns
am

on
g
st
ud

y
va
ri
ab
le
s
(S
tu
dy

1,
N

=
19

9)
.

V
ar
ia
bl
es

PN
C
SE
-A

C
T
Q

SA
C
T
Q

EN
C
T
Q

EA
C
T
Q

PN
C
T
Q

PA
A
ge

R
SP
C

PN
C
SE
-A

—
.3
7*
**

.1
0

.1
1

.0
7

.0
6

—
.2
5*
**

C
T
Q

Se
xu

al
A
bu

se
(S
A
)

.3
9*
**

—
.2
4*
**

.3
3*
**

.2
3*
*

.4
6*
**

—
.2
2*
*

C
T
Q

Em
ot
io
na
lN

eg
le
ct

(E
N
)

.1
6*

.2
8*
**

—
.5
5*
**

.6
4*
**

.3
7*
**

—
.1
4

C
T
Q

Em
ot
io
na
lA

bu
se

(E
A
)

.1
1

.3
3*
**

.5
3*
**

—
.3
9*
**

.5
1*
**

—
.1
4

C
T
Q

Ph
ys
ic
al
N
eg
le
ct

(P
N
)

.1
0

.2
5*
**

.6
6*
**

.3
9*
**

—
.4
1*
**

—
.1
3

C
T
Q

Ph
ys
ic
al
A
bu

se
(P
A
)

.0
9

.4
8*
**

.4
1*
**

.5
1*
**

.4
3*
**

—
—

.1
2

A
ge

.1
8*

.1
6*

.3
5*
**

.0
4

.2
0*
*

.1
9*
*

—
—

R
SP
C

.2
8*
**

.2
5*
**

.1
9*
*

.1
4*

.1
7*

.1
5*

.2
0*

—

N
ot
e.
V
ar
ia
bl
es

be
lo
w

th
e
di
ag
on

al
ar
e
bi
va
ri
at
e
co
rr
el
at
io
ns
,v
ar
ia
bl
es

ab
ov
e
th
e
di
ag
on

al
ar
e
pa
rt
ia
lc
or
re
la
tio

ns
(c
on

tr
ol
lin
g
fo
r
th
e
ef
fe
ct

of
ag
e)
.P

N
C
SE
-A

=
Pe
rc
ei
ve
d
N
on

-c
oe

rc
iv
e
C
hi
ld
ho

od
Se
xu
al
Ex

pe
ri
en
ce
s
w
ith

A
du
lts
.C

T
Q

=
C
hi
ld
ho

od
T
ra
um

a
Q
ue
st
io
nn

ai
re
.R

SP
C
=
R
el
at
iv
e
Se
xu

al
Pr
ef
er
en
ce

fo
r
C
hi
ld
re
n

(i.
e.
,s
el
f-r
ep
or
te
d
m
ax
im
um

se
xu
al
at
tr
ac
tio

n
to

pr
ep
ub
es
ce
nt

an
d
ea
rl
y/
m
id
pu
be
sc
en
tc
hi
ld
re
n
-s
el
f-r
ep
or
te
d
m
ax
im
um

se
xu
al
at
tr
ac
tio

n
to

m
at
ur
e
ad
ul
ts
).
*p

<
.0
5,

**
p
<
.0
1,

**
*p

<
.0
01

.

Jahnke et al. 13



T
ab

le
3.

C
om

pa
ri
so
n
of

se
lf-
re
po

rt
ed

pe
do

he
be
ph

ili
c
pa
rt
ic
ip
an
ts

w
ith

an
d
w
ith

ou
t
co
nv
ic
tio

ns
fo
r
se
xu

al
of
fe
nd

in
g
(S
tu
dy

1)
.

V
ar
ia
bl
es

N
o
hi
st
or
y
of

se
xu

al
of
fe
ns
es

(n
=
71

)

H
is
to
ry

of
se
xu

al
of
fe
ns
es

(n
=
30

)
M
ea
n
di
ffe
re
nc
e

95
%

CI
a

M
an
n-
W

hi
tn
ey

U
d,

95
%

CI
d

M
SD

M
SD

t(
df
)

Lo
w
er

bo
un

d
U
pp

er
bo

un
d

R
SP
C

5.
58

2.
59

5.
87

2.
75

�0
.5
0
(9
9)

�1
.5
5

1.
02

98
2.
50

�0
.1
1
[-
0.
56

,0
.3
4]

A
ge

34
.0
3

10
.0
9

45
.8
0

13
.6
9

�4
.2
5*
**

(4
2.
90

)
�1

7.
67

�6
.4
8

52
4.
50

**
*

�1
.0
5
[-
1.
56

,
�0

.5
2]

PN
C
SE
-A

1.
47

b
1.
02

1.
37

1.
06

0.
47

(9
8)

�0
.4
1

0.
53

99
8.
50

0.
10

[-
0.
35

,0
.5
0]

C
T
Q

Se
xu

al
A
bu

se
1.
40

0.
87

1.
30

0.
48

0.
58

(9
9)

�0
.1
7

0.
34

95
6.
50

0.
13

[-
0.
25

,0
.4
1]

C
T
Q

Em
ot
io
na
l

N
eg
le
ct

2.
21

0.
96

2.
55

1.
12

�1
.5
4
(9
9)

�0
.8
1

0.
13

88
5.
00

�0
.3
4
[-
0.
77

,0
.1
2]

C
T
Q

Em
ot
io
na
lA

bu
se

1.
79

0.
88

1.
75

0.
69

0.
22

(9
9)

�0
.2
9

0.
37

99
7.
50

0.
05

[-
0.
37

,0
.4
1]

C
T
Q

Ph
ys
ic
al
N
eg
le
ct

1.
58

0.
57

1.
55

0.
66

0.
18

(9
9)

�0
.3
0

0.
30

99
4.
00

0.
04

[-
0.
41

,0
.4
7]

C
T
Q

Ph
ys
ic
al
A
bu

se
1.
26

0.
62

1.
47

c
0.
91

�1
.2
9
(9
8)

�0
.6
5

0.
14

85
7.
50

�0
.2
8
[-
0.
74

,0
.2
0]

R
SP
C
=
R
el
at
iv
e
Se
xu

al
Pr
ef
er
en
ce

fo
r
C
hi
ld
re
n
(i.
e.
,s
el
f-r
ep
or
te
d
m
ax
im
um

se
xu

al
at
tr
ac
tio

n
to

pr
ep
ub

es
ce
nt

an
d
ea
rl
y/
m
id
pu

be
sc
en
tc

hi
ld
re
n
-
se
lf-
re
po

rt
ed

m
ax
im
um

se
xu
al

at
tr
ac
tio

n
to

m
at
ur
e
ad
ul
ts
).
PN

C
SE
-A

=
Pe
rc
ei
ve
d
N
on

-c
oe

rc
iv
e
C
hi
ld
ho

od
Se
xu
al

Ex
pe
ri
en
ce
s
w
ith

A
du
lts
.
C
T
Q

=
C
hi
ld
ho

od
T
ra
um

a
Q
ue
st
io
nn
ai
re
.*
p
<
.0
5,

**
p
<
.0
1,

**
*p

<
.0
01

.
a =

ba
se
d
on

10
00

bo
ot
st
ra
p
sa
m
pl
es
,b

ia
s
co
rr
ec
te
d
an
d
ac
ce
le
ra
te
d
(B
C
a)

in
te
rv
al
s.

b n
=
70

.
c n

=
29

.
d b
oo

ts
tr
ap

co
nfi
de
nc
e
in
te
rv
al
s
fo
r
C
oh

en
’s
d
ca
lc
ul
at
ed

w
ith

th
e
R
pa
ck
ag
e
bo

ot
SE

ba
se
d
on

20
00

bo
ot
st
ra
p
re
sa
m
pl
es
.

14 Sexual Abuse 0(0)



Study 2

Method

Participants and Procedure

To recruit sufficient numbers of participants with pedohebephilic and teleiophilic
interests, data were collected via B4U-ACT and MTurk. B4U-ACT (www.b4uact.org)
is an advocacy group for minor-attracted people, which posted the link to the survey in
their support group between July, 2018 and March, 2019. Participation was incen-
tivized by offering a donation of US$1.50 to B4U-ACT for each participant (with a
maximum sum of US$300). Mturk is a marketplace for recruiting workers to conduct
any online tasks that require human intelligence, which has gained popularity as a
means to recruit participants for online surveys (Buhrmester et al., 2011). Mturk
workers were eligible for participation if they had been approved for 100 to
5000 human intelligence tasks with an overall approval rate of at least 80%. They
received US$2.00 for participation. While the survey language was English, we
accepted Mturk workers from Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain,
Sweden, United Kingdom, and the United States. The study was advertised as a
survey on “wanted and unwanted childhood sexual experiences, cognitive devel-
opment, and sexual interests in children or adults among men from the community”.
As in Study 1, we used SosciSurvey (Leiner, 2014) to collect data. In total, we
recruited 329 participants on B4U-ACT and 320 on Mturk. 17 people were excluded
because they skipped the question about their sex or stated “female” or “other”.
Hence, the final sample included 632 participants.

We categorized 141 men as pedophilic, 137 as hebephilic, and 317 as teleiophilic.
Thirty-seven participants reported an equally strong pedohebephilic and teleiophilic
attraction and therefore could not be classified as teleiophilic or pedohebephilic. Thirty-
one participants in the hebephilic group reported an equally strong sexual attraction to
prepubescent and pubescent children.

In the pedohebephilic group, 53% had achieved an Associate degree, BA degree or
higher, compared to 62% in the teleiophilic group (χ2 [1, N = 593] = 5.58, p = .018, φ =
10). There was no significant group difference with respect to age (see Table 4). Among
the pedohebephilic group, 14% reported convictions for sexual offenses (1.4% rape,
6.8% child sexual abuse, 10.1% child pornography offenses), while only 1.3% of the
teleiophilic men reported previous convictions for sexual offenses (0.0% rape, 0.9%
child sexual abuse, 0.3% child pornography offenses). In the pedohebephilic group,
86% (compared to 7% in the teleiophilic group) agreed that if it was legal, they would
have sex with a child below 14 if the child gives his or her consent.

Sample size was a priori planned to detect differences as small as d = 0.21 for
reasons unrelated to the current research (Jahnke et al., 2022), using G*Power (Faul
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et al., 2007). Hence, the current survey is sufficiently powered for the planned
comparisons of pedohebephilic and teleiophilic men on sexual abuse histories for small
effects down to d = 0.31, as detected in Study 1 (1 - β = .98). The study was greenlighted
by the university ethics board of the MSH Medical School Hamburg, Germany, where
the second author was employed during the planning and launch phase of this survey.

Measures

The scales were presented in the same order in that they are listed below. Note that we
additionally assessed markers for neurodevelopmental differences (e.g., IQ), which are
featured in a separate publication (Jahnke et al., 2022).

Self-Reported Sexual Interests and Classification of Participants as Pedohebephilic or
Teleiophilic. We used the English version of the scale from Study 1, and classified
participants following the same procedures. The VT measures corroborated the validity
of the self-reports for 381 (77%) of those participants, for which direct and indirect
measures of sexual maturity interests were available (n = 493). That means that the
great majority of participants was categorized as teleiophilic or pedohebephilic ac-
cording to both procedures (see Jahnke et al., 2022 and the Appendix for more in-
formation on the VT measure). This indicates a moderate agreement according to
common standards (Cohen’s κ = .50). The point-biserial correlation between the self-
report based classification and the VT difference index was r = .50, again surpassing the
agreement between self-report and VT-based scores in forensic samples (Pedneault
et al., 2021; Schmidt et al., 2017).

Childhood Trauma Questionnaire. We used the English original version of the CTQ
scales employed in Study 1 (Bernstein et al., 2003). In Study 2, internal consistencies
were acceptable for all subscales (see Table 4).

Perceived Non-Coercive Childhood Sexual Experiences with Adults and Peers Scales. We used
the two items from Study 1 to assess PNCSE-A. Additionally, we added two similar
items to tap into corresponding sexual experiences with peers (PNCSE-P; “I had
positive sexual experiences with same-aged peers (not older or younger than 2 years of
age compared to myself)” and “I engaged in sexual acts with same-aged peers (not older
or younger than 2 years of age compared to myself) without having been coerced or
forced to do so.”). We averaged the results of these two peer-related items to create the
PNCSE-P score. Cronbach’s α indicated excellent internal consistency for both scales
(Table 4).

Sociodemographic Information, Previous Convictions, and General Willingness to Engage in
Sex with a Child. We used the same items as in Study 1.
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Planned Analyses

See Study 1 (adding PNCSE-P as an additional factor in the analyses).

Results

Descriptive Results

A distribution of responses to each item of the PNCSE-A and PNCSE-P is provided in
Supplemental Material C, Table S7. We assessed the percentage of those who re-
sponded with anything other than “never” to any item of the CTQ Sexual Abuse
subscale, PNCSE-A, or PNCSE-P. On a descriptive level, 44% (122 out of 278) of the
pedohebephilic men and 25% (78 out of 316) of the teleiophilic men reported any
instances of CSAE on the respective CTQ subscale. Twenty-two percent (62 out of 278)
of the pedohebephilic and 21% (65 out of 316) of the teleiophilic group self-reported
PNCSE-A. When both scales were taken together, 33% (103 out of 316) of teleiophilic
men and 50% (138 out of 278) of pedohebephilic men reported CSAE, irrespective of
whether they themselves perceived these experiences as abusive, positive/consensual,
or both. Among the pedohebephilic men, 26% (or 16 out of 62) of those who indicated
PNCSE-A did not endorse any sexual abuse on the respective CTQ subscale (38% or
25 out of 65 in the teleiophilic group). A significant proportion of both groups recalled
PNCSE-P (64% [177 out of 278] and 41% [131 out of 316] in the pedohebephilic and
the teleiophilic group, respectively).

Comparison of Pedohebephilic and Teleiophilic Men

Again, we conducted t-tests to compare test scores in the pedohebephilic and the
teleiophilic group. In contrast to Study 1 (d = 0.46), results from Study 2 did not show
that pedohebephilic men reported more PNCSE-A during their childhood (d = 0.08).
Yet, pedohebephilic men were more likely than teleiophilic men to report PNCSE-P
(d = 0.52; see Table 4 for t-test results, BCa 95% CIs, and bootstrap estimates for
Cohen’s d). As in Study 1, we found that effect sizes were generally small for dif-
ferences between pedohebephilic and teleiophilic men on the four nonsexual CTQ
subscales (Table 4). However, note that some of these effects in Study 2 are in the
opposite direction of the effects in Study 1. Specifically, for CTQ Physical Abuse and
CTQ Physical Neglect, pedohebephilic men were less likely to have experienced these
types of maltreatment than teleiophilic men (d = �0.17 for physical abuse,
d =�0.19 for physical neglect), while the effects were in the expected positive direction
for CTQ Emotional Abuse (d = 0.09) and CTQ Emotional Neglect (d = 0.18). Overall,
sensitivity tests corroborated the findings based on conventional t-tests, with the
exception of CTQ Physical Neglect (95% BCa ns.) and CTQ Physical Abuse (Mann-
Whitney Test ns.).
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Correlational analyses indicated small to medium-sized associations between
PNCSE-A, CTQ Sexual Abuse, and PNCSE-P (Table 5). Self-reported PNCSE-P was
also positively related to age. The relative sexual preference for children was (weakly)
related only to PNCSE-P, CTQ Sexual Abuse, CTQ Emotional Neglect, and CTQ
Physical Neglect (note that all correlations were positive with the exception of the link
to CTQ Physical Neglect). Exploratory comparisons between pedophilic, hebephilic,
and teleiophilic men are presented in Table S2 in the Supplemental Material A.

Comparison of Pedohebephilic Men with and Without Convictions for
Sexual Offenses

We found that pedohebephilic men who reported prior convictions indicated a sig-
nificantly higher relative sexual preference for children, higher age, and more PNCSE-
A, PNCSE-P, CTQ Sexual Abuse, CTQ Physical Neglect, and CTQ Physical Abuse
compared to pedohebephilic men without prior convictions (see Table 6). The findings
were robust across two sensitivity tests (95% BCa CI, Mann-Whitney U-test). With
effect sizes between |d| = 0.46 and |d| = 0.57, effects can be classified as small to
medium, according to Cohen’s (1992) conventions.

Alternative Classification Procedure

As in Study 1, we conducted additional robustness checks by repeating our analyses
with a subsample of participants, for whom self-reported and VT-inferred sexual at-
tractions (to pre/peripubescent children vs. postpubescent adults) were in alignment
(N = 381). Findings are presented in Supplemental Material B (Table S5 for group
comparisons, Table S6 for correlational analyses). Again, despite the lowered sample
size, we replicated that pedohebephilic men reported more PNCSE-P and CTQ Sexual
Abuse and less CTQ Physical Neglect and CTQ Physical Abuse. No significant
differences emerged for the remaining scales. Note that one effect (lower rates of CTQ
Physical Neglect among pedohebephilic men) was insignificant in the the rank-based
Mann-Whitney-U-test and based on the 95% BCa CIs, even though Cohen’s d was
higher than in the sample based on self-reported sexual attraction only. Hence, sen-
sitivity tests based on a more conservative classification strategy largely confirmed our
previous results based on self-reports.

Discussion

Early Sexual Experiences and Pedophebephilic Attraction

While results were generally in line with our expectation (and prior research in forensic
and non-forensic settings, see Alanko et al., 2017; Jespersen et al., 2009) that pe-
dohebephilic men report more CSAE than teleiophilic men, we did not find consistent
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evidence for our hypothesis that they would also report more PNCSE-A. While pe-
dohebephilic men in Study 1 reported more PNCSE-A than teleiophilic men in Study 1,
Study 2 revealed an opposite pattern of results. On the one hand, one may argue that
Study 2 should be given more weight because of its larger sample size and more diverse
teleiophilic sample. On the other hand, it is interesting to note that while pedohebephilic
participants in both studies achieved similar scores on the PNCSE-A, teleiophilic
participants in Study 2 reported more PNCSE-A than teleiophilic participants in Study
1. Because of the lack of data on the prevalence of PNCSE-A among community adults,
it is difficult to know whether or not the Study 2 teleiophilic sample contained an
atypically high number of people who have experienced PNCSE-A. Hence, more
research is needed to increase our evidence base regarding PNCSE-A and their link to
adult sexual attraction.

Study 2 furthermore detected strong differences between pedohebephilic and tel-
eiophilic men regarding the frequency with which they reported to have engaged in
PNCSE-P before age 14. This corresponds with previous research showing that pe-
dohebephilic men recall a higher frequency of sexual engagement with peers during
their childhood compared to nonpedophilic men (Santtila et al., 2010). Combined with
the prior findings that pedohebephilic men recall an earlier age of first ejaculation and
masturbation than teleiophilic men (Breiling et al., 2020; Gerwinn et al., 2018) and our
result that CSAE is associated with higher rates of reported sexual peer-type activities,
Study 2 suggests that early PNCSE-P could be an important etiological precursor of
pedohebephilic attraction. This would arguably also correspond better with condi-
tioning theory than the idea that a child “learns” to become sexually aroused in the
presence of child bodies through sexual activities with an adult, as a physically mature
adult body then would become the conditioned stimulus (see also Santtila et al., 2010).
More research based on stronger (e.g., longitudinal) designs is needed to help dif-
ferentiate whether these early sexual peer activities present a) behavioral expressions of
accelerated sexual development that is lived out among peers, b) genuine develop-
mental precursors of pedohebephilia, or c) early signs of already formed sexual interest
in prepubescent children among pubescent or post-pubescent sexually precocious boys.

Non-Sexual Adverse Childhood Experiences and
Pedohebephilic Attraction

Regarding other types of maltreatment within the family, the two studies produced
mixed results. While Study 1 and 2 found differences between teleiophilic and pe-
dohebephilic men regarding instances of different types of sexual and nonsexual
maltreatment, these were usually small or, as in the case of physical neglect or abuse in
Study 2, even in the opposite direction from what was expected (and again small).
Hence, in the present studies, pedohebephilic men’s early adverse family experiences
did not differ markedly from those of teleiophilic men (but note that results based on the
CTQ Physical Neglect scale in Study 1 need to be interpreted cautiously due to its
insufficient reliability). In the present studies, the effect sizes for the different types of
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nonsexual childhood adverse experiences were all considerably smaller than those in
Gerwinn et al. (2018, emotional abuse: d = 0.62, physical abuse: d = 0.49, sexual abuse:
d = 0.50, emotional neglect: d = 0.60), with the exception of physical neglect (d =
0.26)2. Instead, they were more in line with the smaller effect sizes reported in Alanko
et al. (2017, Study 2). Of note, Alanko et al. (2017), like us, have studied men outside of
a clinical and forensic setting. Gerwinn et al.’s (2018) and Marx et al.’s (2020) par-
ticipants, however, were recruited predominantly or exclusively from the clinical
secondary prevention project network “Don’t offend” (Beier, et al., 2015b) and, hence,
must have suffered from relevant impairment due to their sexual interests. Clinical
samples of pedohebephilic men can be expected to experience higher rates of distress
and mental health problems compared to community samples (Jahnke et al., 2015).
These mental health problems may in turn be associated with (and retraced to)
childhood maltreatment. Hence, the practice of comparing clinical samples of pedo-
hebephilic men and nonclinical samples in case-control designs may have inadvertently
created or exacerbated associations between factors associated with general mental
health problems (e.g., childhood adverse experiences) and sexual maturity interests.

Differences Between Offending and Nonoffending
Pedohebephilic Men

We find in both studies that pedohebephilic participants with prior convictions report
higher rates of CSAE than teleiophilic men, which is in line with our hypothesis and
previous research in online samples of pedohebephilic men (Alanko et al., 2017 Study
1; Bailey et al., 2016). However, results are inconsistent with respect to PNCSE-A,
whereby Study 2 finds higher rates and Study 1 lower rates (albeit only descriptively)
among pedohebephilic men with as opposed to without prior convictions for child
sexual offending. Both studies confirmed that pedohebephilic men who have been
convicted for sexual offenses show higher rates of some type of nonsexual childhood
adverse experience compared to pedohebephilic participants without convictions
(physical neglect and physical abuse in Study 2, and, albeit nonsignificant, physical
abuse and emotional neglect in Study 1). The interpretation of these results is com-
plicated by the presence of confounds, namely age and relative sexual preference for
children, which vary between the groups (as well as the rate of convictions for sexual
offenses which is roughly twice as high in Study 1 as in Study 2).

Limitations

In the current survey, we asked adults to report experiences dating back many years.
Hence, it is to be expected that participants’ memories will be biased, vague, or in-
complete. People from both the pedohebephilic and the teleiophilic group may also
have underreported experiences of adverse childhood experiences. For example,
Williams (1994) found that when surveyed as adults, many women cannot recall having
experienced the sexual abuse that was, at that time, documented in medical files (but see
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Korkman et al., 2019 for a reversed potential for biases when relying on third-party
reports). Future studies may consider assessing more “objective” information about
CSAE alongside subjective measures, such as whether police reports have been filed or
whether medical records have documented genital trauma (as in Danese & Widom,
2020). We furthermore recommend that large-scale prospective studies on the effects of
childhood trauma (e.g., Fergusson et al., 2013) should inquire about adult sexual
attractions of former child victims. Yet, note that PNCSE-A may be less likely to
involve acts that physically harm the child (such as penetrative intercourse) and/or that
could be detected by medical staff. Moreover, many children do not report CSAE to the
authorities (Lahtinen et al., 2018).

Participants’ present sexual attraction patterns may also influence their recollection
of past events. As people with pedohebephilia are probably aware of lay theories
linking childhood adverse experiences to the development of sexual attraction to
children (Furnham & Haraldsen, 1998), they may overestimate the frequency of such
experiences. Furthermore, not wanting to cause harm while also desiring or engaging in
sexual activities with a child may elicit an intense internal conflict, if the adult has
experienced similar activities as harmful or unpleasant in his own childhood. This
cognitive dissonance could in turn have led some participants to reframe their own
CSAE as PNCSE-A. Albeit highly speculative, the mixed results we find for the link
between PNCSE-A and pedohebephilia might be due to the sample in Study 2 including
a lower rate of men who have been convicted for sexual offenses compared to Study 1
(14% vs. 30%). Yet, note that in theory, cognitive dissonance could also work in
opposite ways, and motivate people to re-frame PNCSE-A as CSAE in line with the
more predominant idea that child sexual abuse is always experienced as negative or
coercive.

Furthermore, although we were mindful of potential confounds in our analyses,
causality cannot be inferred from retrospective cross-sectional data. For instance, as
sexual activities are more frequent among older (postpubescent) minors, it cannot be
ruled out that some of the adverse experiences, as assessed by the CTQ, occurred after
sexual attraction to adults or children had already been formed. The same limitation
does, of course, also apply to the other subtypes of maltreatment that the CTQ assesses.
If adolescents do not develop a sexual attraction to age-appropriate partners, they may
become more sensitive to rejection or feel a greater emotional distance from their
family. In that case, reported emotional neglect or abuse would be a consequence of
emerging pedohebephilic interests, not a causal factor.

Lastly, readers need to keep in mind that we did not assess a representative sample of
community men and that our results are therefore tainted by biases associated with
convenience sampling. On the one hand, members of the forums or platforms that we
included are likely to differ from the general male population on variables of interest.
This includes educational achievement, as online samples, including the MTurk
workforce, tend to be more educated than the norm population (Paolacci et al., 2010).
This has consequences for the generalizability and validity of the present findings, as
people with a higher education may be less likely to have been exposed to negative
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economic or social conditions associated with neglect, abuse, and early sexual behavior
(Drake & Pandey, 1996). Particularly users of science or psychology-related forums (as
the teleiophilic group in Study 1) can be expected to have higher socioeconomic status
and education than people from the general population. This could provide an al-
ternative explanation why teleiophilic participants in Study 1 reported lower rates of
abuse or neglect than pedohebephilic participants.

On a related note, people with specific characteristics may also be more motivated to
take part in the research than others, which further limits the generalizability of the
findings. For instance, it is possible that people who have experienced PNCSE-A or
CSAE were more likely to participate because they could relate more to the topics that
were studied. Because of these different sources of bias in self-selected samples, it is
difficult to reason whether the present studies over- or underestimate the rates of
recalled PNCSE-A, PNCSE-P, or adverse childhood experiences in the general
population or subgroups of interest.

Given the limited number of forums/support groups for pedohebephilic men, it is
also possible that pedohebephilic men with high German and English language
proficiency have participated in both B4U-ACTand German language forums and have
participated in Study 1 and 2. To handle potential overlap, future research on online
samples of pedohebephilic men may include items to detect participants from previous
studies on similar topics.

Implications for Clinical and Research Practice

Between a fifth and a third of the pedohebephilic participants who self-reported
PNCSE-A disagreed with every item of the CTQ Sexual Abuse subscale. This
noteworthy clinical observation indicates that trauma-focused questionnaires might not
be sufficient to detect instances of CSAE in community samples of pedohebephilic men
(and also some teleiophilic men, particularly in Study 2). We suppose that this is the
case because not all of our male participants feel that the statements about CSAE with
adults that imply coercion, exploitation, or unpleasantness do indeed apply to their case.
This could result in underreporting of CSAE (that the child may or may not have
experienced as coerced and that may or may not have been unpleasant). Memories of
PNCSE-A may also explain why pedohebephilic men often express permissive atti-
tudes towards adult-child sex, as long as they assume that the child has not been coerced
(Jahnke et al., 2018; Spriggs et al., 2018, but note that Study 2 did not detect significant
differences between pedohebephilic and teleiophilic men regarding the frequency of
PNCSE-A).

Only a minority of studies besides ours (Felson et al., 2019; Rind & Welter, 2014,
2016) included measures assessing positive memories of CSAE among adolescents or
adults from the general population. All of these studies revealed that perceptions of
positive or non-coerced CSAEwere common (relative to CSAE recalled as having been
negative or coerced), at least among boys. Therefore, people conducting clinical in-
terviews in forensic or non-forensic settings should take care to assess these events in a
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way that allows participants to indicate any experiences they might have had. Interview
questions need to be framed in a way to not only elicit reports of explicitly negative
experiences, but also those which are remembered as positive or as neutral, ambivalent,
or indifferent. While legally correct and justifiable based on children’s lack of ability to
give informed consent, using terminology such as “sexual abuse” might be misleading
for research participants or clients who do not judge these acts to have been abusive,
leading them to therefore under-report CSAE.

Implications for Theory

From a theoretical perspective, the idea that CSAE in itself causes pedohebephilia is
recognized as being too simplistic (Garland & Dougher, 1990). The results of the
present studies should not let us forget that a large number of pedohebephilic men in
both studies did not report any CSAE, irrespective of whether these were framed as
coercive and unpleasant or not. Moreover, the fact that a non-negligible rate of tel-
eiophilic men (particularly in Study 2) also report CSAE casts further doubt on the
simplistic idea that CSAE cause sexual attraction to children. There are likely multiple
(i.e., genetic, parental, neurobiological, see Tenbergen et al., 2015) factors that lead to
all possible configurations of developing pedohebephilic or teleiophilic sexual at-
traction and committing sexual offenses against children (or not; Papalia et al., 2018).
Even though it seems fair to suppose a multifactorial biopsychosocial etiology model,
drawing any conclusions in terms of the relative importance of potential biological and
environmental factors to the development of teleiophilic versus pedohebephilic at-
traction seems premature, based on the present state of knowledge. Nevertheless, even
though present effect sizes tend to be small, they are similar to effect sizes reported for
biological or cognitive differences between pedohebephilic and teleiophilic men (e.g.,
d = 0.20 for differences in height, d = 0.25 for differences in handedness, and d =
0.32 for IQ, Cantor et al., 2004; McPhail & Cantor, 2015).

Outlook

Studying the prevalence, time-lines, characteristics, and correlates of childhood sexual
experiences with adults and peers appears to be the next logical step for future research
on the developmental origins of sexual attraction to children (as well as the abused-
abuser hypothesis; Papalia et al., 2018). Our current studies leave ample room for future
research to tackle follow-up questions that we can only speculate about at this pre-
liminary stage: Do pedohebephilic men start masturbating to (selective) memories of
CSAE or sexual experiences with others? Did peer-type sexual activities involve others
that were younger and/or less physically developed based on preference or on op-
portunity (indicating attempts to compensate for lacking access to elder partners of
choice)? What role does sibling-incest play that is not always experienced as abusive
(Tener et al., 2020)? Are there differential effects depending on the sex of the adult
involved in PNCSE-A? How do PNCSE-A interact with adult attitudes towards adult-
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child sex? Does emotional neglect or abuse in the family make children more sus-
ceptible to perceive “sexual interaction with an adult an exceptionally positive ex-
perience, inasmuch as the child or adolescent may experience needed affection in such a
relationship” (Garland & Dougher, 1990, p. 501)? Or do early sexual or non-sexual
adverse experiences lead to an earlier onset of sexual activities with (physically less
mature) peers because of accelerated pubertal development (Belsky, 2019; Brown et al.,
2004)? Only a more fine-grained analysis that is open to different adult interpretations
of childhood sexual acts with peers and adults will be conducive to elucidate our
understanding of the boundary conditions that may contribute to developing pedo-
hebephilic interest.

Appendix A

Viewing time measure of sexual interest in Study 1

For Study 1, we presented a randomized set of five male and five female pictures of
prepubescent children (Tanner stage 1; Tanner, 1990) and postpubescent adults each
(Tanner stage 5) from the Not Real People Set (i.e., computer-generated pictures of
Caucasian individuals in bathing suits provided by the Pacific Psychological
Assessment Cooperation, 2004). Participants rated their attraction to each depicted
person in a forced choice format. They were furthermore instructed to respond by
clicking on either: “Yes, this is a potential sexual partner for me” versus “No, this is not
a potential sexual partner for me” within one second (i.e., speeded VT task, Imhoff
et al., 2010, Study 3, but note that we did not exclude trials with longer reaction times).
We unobtrusively recorded participants’ reaction times based on the build-in option in
SosciSurvey.3

We could not record response latencies for 42 participants, which is most likely due
to anonymity software preventing the recording of reaction times. We then screened
response latency outliers for each single trial with the adjbox function from the R
package robustbase (Maechler et al., 2019). All outliers were set to missing values (6%
of the trials).

For each combination of stimulus Tanner stage (T1 and T5) and sex (male and
female), we calculated the average response latency. We then subtracted the maximum
average response latency to either male or female Tanner five stimuli from the
maximum average response latency to either male or female stimuli Tanner 1 stimuli.
Positive differences indicate pedohebephilia, and all participants with difference
scores >0 were categorized as pedohebephilic (although technically reflecting pedo-
philic preferences for prepubescent children). All participants with difference
scores <0 were categorized as teleiophilic. Following these steps, we were able to
classify 67 men as pedohebephilic and 90 men as teleiophilic.
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Viewing time measure of sexual interest in Study 2

In Study 2, we used pictures of people from all Tanner stages (i.e., Tanner stages 1–5)
from the Not Real People set (Pacific Psychological Assessment Cooperation, 2004).
To shorten test duration based on the larger stimulus set compared to Study 1, we
showed four (instead of 5) pictures for each combination of stimulus sex (male/female)
and Tanner stage (T1, T2, T3, T4, T5).

For 110 participants, it was not possible to record response latency data. Following
procedures in Study 1, we deleted 4% of recorded trials because the adjbox function
marked them as outliers. We calculated difference scores between maximum response
latencies to either male or female stimuli for each of the five Tanner stages. Hence, we
subtracted maximum average response latencies to pictures Tanner stages 4 and 5 (late
stages of puberty and post-puberty) from Tanner stages 1, 2 and 3 (pre-puberty and
early to medium stages of puberty). Again, positive scores indicated pedohebephilia,
and all participants with difference scores >0 were categorized as pedohebephilic.
Mean difference scores <0 were classified as teleiophilic. This led to the categorization
of 60 participants as pedophilic (who showed higher response latencies for stimuli in
Tanner stage 1 than in Tanner stages 2–5) and 119 as hebephilic (who showed higher
response latencies for stimuli in Tanner stages 2 and 3 than for Tanner stages 1, 4, and
5). A total of 326 men was classified as teleiophilic (who showed higher values for
stimuli in Tanner stages 4 and 5 than stimuli in Tanner stages 1–3).
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Notes

1. Note that there is a distinction between the individual perception of consent and informed
consent. Informed consent to sexual acts would imply that a child does not only agree to
engage in sex but also has a deeper understanding of sexual acts and relationships, as well as
the freedom to say no (Finkelhor, 1979). In the present paper, when we assess or discuss the
retrospective perception of childhood consent when engaging in sex with adults, we are not
implying that children can give true or meaningful informed consent to sexual acts with adults.

2. Formula: d ¼ M1 þM2=SDpooled, Ms and SDs for the comparison between nonoffending
pedohebephilic men (n = 76) and control participants without pedohebephilia and no history
of sexual offending (n = 144) retrieved from Gerwinn et al. (2018).

3. The reported effects and convergent validity results speak to the feasibility of these proof-of-
concept studies with VTmeasures used in freely available survey software (i.e., SosciSurvey).
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