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Risk to Children

Abstract

Summary: Social workers had expressed concern to their Local Safeguarding Children
Board (LSCB) about male Youths (13-18)-Who-Pose-Sexual-Risk (YWPSR) to children,
leading to this study of 36 social-history protocols, completed by the youths’ social workers,
that identified the presence of research-based factors of YWPSR who then go on to become
adult child sex offenders.

To ensure total confidentiality, no actual case-record data were available to the authors,
ensuring the LSCB, social workers and their clients remain totally anonymous.

While a small sample poses methodological difficulties, the authors believe the data is
worthy of consideration as a pilot study for a larger project that might highlight the potential
areas for early intervention.

Findings: Key findings were: Twenty-nine (80%) of thirty-six YWPSR were <14 when first
showing inappropriate sexual behaviour, whilst 25% were known to have been sexually
abused themselves, mostly <11yrs and 47% were either currently or had been, Looked-
After-Children, with 42% having been Excluded-from-School of who 36% had learning
difficulties. Their level of disturbance is shown by 11% having made a suicide attempt and
they being formally charges for sex offences against children, which was significantly higher
than that found in the adult general population. Finally 66% suffered from low self-esteem,
were socially isolated and had poor peer relationships; reflected in the high level of problems
at school.

Application: Such young people pose a challenge for all concerned and an evidence-based
debate is required to explore how to prevent further unacceptable behaviour and thereby

protect vulnerable children.
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Introduction

Children who pose a sexual threat to other children raise major practice and policy issues
(Erooga and Masson, 2002), however, most recent research in this field comes from North
America (Christiansen and Vincent, 20013; Reavis et al, 2013; Riser et al 2013; Wortley and
Smallbone, 2013). While there is a limited body of recent empirical research concerning
Youths-Who-Pose-Sexual-Risk (YWPSR) from continental Europe (Chakhssi et al 2013;
Glowacz & Born, 2013; van de Putt et 2013), there is relatively little recent empirical work
from the UK. As Riser (2013) states, practitioners need a better understanding of YWPSR,
because they represent a potentially important intervention point to prevent future abuse, as
these young people are at the full flood of their hormonal drive, and the earlier the
unchecked inappropriate sexual behaviour the more likely they are to become confirmed
paedophiles (Waite et al 2005’; Finkelhor, 2009; Whitaker et al , 2012; Glowacz and Born,
2013; Poeppl et al 2015). Thus there is every incentive for social workers to confront the
issues and understand what leads them to this situation, as this may be the optimum, or
even the last opportunity for effective prevention.

Aetiological research identifies two key themes. First, studies showing associations
with various biological and neurological links (Harrison et, 2001; Seto, 2004; James, 2006;
Becerra-Garcia, 2009; Poeppl et al, 2015); however, whether this is causal or reactive is
problematic. A “biological’ element seems to have a place, as illustrated in a recent twin-
study that found monozygotic twins having higher concordance rates for child sex abuse
than did dizygotic twins (Alanko et al, 2013).

The authors’ model of human behaviour is of a constant bio-psycho-social
interaction. Such a model acknowledges the possibility of biological interactional influence
upon psychosocial factors that in turn influences biological development (Baron-Cohen,
2009). This does not exonerate the abusers, nor diminish the vital importance of the
psychosocial and environmental features, but the interaction of the two needs to be better

understood.



Recent work by the Children's Commissioner for England has highlighted that a
proportion of young people who sexually offend have a degree of neuro-disability, opening
up the possibility of another complex interaction that may underpin offending behaviour
(Hughes et al, 2012) but offers a possible better opportunity for preventative intervention
by taking an integrated view earlier (Erooga & Masson, 2002).

Most psychosocial research emanates mainly from North America and continental
Europe (Craig et al, 2008; Finkelhor, 2009; Whitaker et al, 2012; van der Put et al 2013) and
its complexity is highlighted by Whitaker et al (2012) in their meta-analysis of 89 studies
published between 1990-2003. They identify six discernible inter-related categories: family
factors, internalising and externalising behaviour, attitudes and beliefs, social deficits and
sexual problems. The work of Strassberg et al, (2012) strongly indicates a degree of
psychopathy, what Baron-Cohen (2012) succinctly defines as ‘zero degrees of empathy’.
This suggests there are different types of young people who offend against children
(Kjellgren et al, 2006; Glowwacz and Born, 2013; Wortley and Smallbone, 2014), but what all
agree upon is that the earlier the offending starts, the more likely it is that the child sex
abuse will continue for longer (Finkelhor, 2009; Whitaker et al, 2012).

A major issue is the degree to which current child sex abusers (CSA) were
themselves victims of sex abuse as children, as there is research pointing in this direction
(Finkelhor, 2009; Witztum et al 2012), but of course not all abused children become abusers,
and, not all CSA were abused when a child. Consequently, the more we can know about this
early stage the better.

This study emerged following a request from front-line child protection social workers
who sought the guidance of the Local Safeguarding Children Board (LSCB), which oversees
child protection in their area, about their clients (13-18 years) who appeared to be Youths-
Who-Pose-Sexual-Risk (YWPSR) to other children, which led to this descriptive case
analysis.

Two important groups of young people to consider, who might be amongst YWPSR

are those with known severe psychosocial problems. The first are children who have



formally been taken into public care and are "Looked-After’ under the supervision of the
Local Authority, designated “Looked-After- Children’ (LAC) (Beilhal et al, 1995; Stein, 2006;
Parton, 2014). The second group are children who have formally been Excluded-from-
School (EFS) by the Head Teacher because of behaviour that either disrupts other children’s
education or they are unable to be educated within mainstream education which is
associated with serious psychosocial difficulties (Social Exclusion Unit, 2005; Pritchard and
Williams, 2009).

There are four main research questions, based upon anonymised information from
the Youth's social workers.
1) were these Youths who appear to be YWPSR more likely to have been Looked-After-
Children (LAC) or not?
2] were these Youths who appear to be YWPSR more likely to be or have been Excluded-
from-School children (EFS) than not?
3] are there significant differences between the Youths known to have been sexually abused
compared with those not known to be abused?
4] are there significant differences between those who have already been Formally Charged

with a child sex related offence and those who have not been charged?

Methodology

Team leaders from an English Local Safeguarding Children’s Board (LSCB) reported that
their front-line colleagues were expressing concerns about possible YWPSR. Because of
related work in this field of risk assessment (Pritchard, 2004; Pritchard and King, 2004,
Pritchard and Sayers, 2008, Pritchard et al, 2013), the LSCB confidentially and anonymously
invited the authors to undertake an audit of the cases to determine whether there were any
discernible patterns of behaviour in the background of these young people. It was not
possible to examine actual case-records because of the need to protect the anonymity of the
Youths, their social workers and the LSCB. Ethical approval for the project was given by the

LSCB as they were satisfied that clients and their social workers confidentiality were



maintained. To ensure total anonymity we agreed that the LSCB would remain anonymous in
any subsequent publication. Consequently the data we used came from a social history
protocol we designed based upon international research that identified a range of factors
that was associated with Youths (<18) who later became adult (18+) Child-Sex-Abusers, to
determine whether these Youths had similar characteristics (Pritchard, 2004; Almond et al ,
2006; Craig et al, 2008; Roe-Sepowitz and Krysik, 2008; Finkelhor, 2009; Witztum et al,
2012 Christiansen and Vincent, 20013; Reavis et al, 2013; Riser et al, 2013; Wortley and
Smallbone, 20134).

We could not find a standardised questionnaire or protocol that was indicative of
youths who posed a potential sexual risk to children. Consequently, from current research
literature, referred to throughout this paper, we extrapolated what appeared to be the
strongest statistical association of factors related to those who became a child sex abuser.
Thus the protocol, although not standardised, is of original design and proved to be internally
consistent as demonstrated by the results obtained. Nonetheless, we recognise this is a
limitation to be born in mind when considering the findings.

The questionnaires were distributed by the LSCB to the social workers and because
of the perceived sensitivity of the material, only one author had direct contact with the LSCB
and none with the social workers thus maintaining total confidentiality.

A confidential report went to the LSCB but as the results appear to have wider
relevance in an area of relative paucity of British empirical data, the outcomes are reported
here.

There are a number of inevitable limitations to the study, in part due to the small
sample size. The reliability of the data is influenced by the individual social worker’s
knowledge of factor(s) present to a specific youth. Hence, a negative score about a
particular piece of behaviour or background does not necessarily mean that it did not apply
to that youth, but simply that the social worker did not know about it. These limitations are

explored in greater detail in the discussion.



Data covered the Youths’ demographics and the problems they faced, broadly
categorised as psychological, educational and family. The total data was then separately

analysed in subgroups to compare:

1. Youths who were known to have been Sexually Abused, with those who were not

2. Youths were either former or current Looked-After-Child (LAC), or former Excluded-

from-School (EFS) with those who were not

3. Youths who had been Formally Charged with a sex offence against another child

versus those who had not been charged

This last comparison is undertaken because a formal charge of a sex offence against a
child within the general population is statistically extremely rare (Pritchard and Williams,
2009) and consequently might be considered as a serious indication that the young person
is already at risk of recidivism (Finkelhor, 2009; Whitaker et al, 2012; Christiansen and
Vincent, 20013; Reavis et al, 2013; Riser et al, 2013; Wortley and Smallbone, 2014).The
subgroups were statistically tested using the non-parametric chi square test, which is

appropriate for relatively small numbers.

Findings

We first report on the total sample in regard to the YWPSR demographics, their behaviour
and family background. Frequency scores are given in Table [1] on every item for the whole
cohort. However, rather than swamp the reader with masses of data on each identified
factor, only those showing a statistically significant difference will be commented in each of
the four comparative sub-groups.

Sample

The sample consists of a cohort of cases of young men aged 13-18 who came to the

attention of child protection social workers over the course of one year. In each case the



case-responsible social workers had expressed concern that the young people appeared to
be YWPSR to other children because of reported inappropriate sexual behaviour, invariably
against much younger children. Fifty-five young males and one female were initially
considered and 37 questionnaires were finally completed.

The main reasons for the non-return of 18 questionnaires were because the social
workers were either concerned not to inadvertently stigmatise their client, or, because the
problem appeared to have been resolved.

As only one case was female (14 yrs), it was decided that little could comparatively
be said about her, other than she had a highly disturbed background. Consequently, the
following findings refer to the 36 males for whom we have completed case-history protocols,

giving a 67% response rate.

Age

Table [1] give the demographics of the cohort and their current situation.

Of the thirty-six cases at the time of the offence 47% were aged 14 years and under, 20%
between 15-16 years, and 33% were 17-18 years old. A key aspect of YWPSR is their age.
Nearly a third (31%) had their first inappropriate sexual behaviour aged eleven and under,
more than half (55%) were aged between 12-14 and the remaining 5 (14%) were aged 15
years and over. Twenty (55%) of the Youths had been formally charged with a sexual

offence, 25% were aged <14 and 31% were aged 15+.

Links with Children’s Services
Seventeen (47%) of the YWPSR were known to the Social Services, 20% who had been
LAC whilst 28% are still LAC. The youths’ problems fall naturally into Psychological,
Educational and Familial factors.

Psychological: Major themes were: more than two-thirds (69%) had low self-esteem,
67% were socially isolated, 61% lacked appropriate peer relationships, 31% were described

as having attachment difficulties and 17% had expressed confusion about their sexual



identity. Behaviours linked to fewer than 10%, i.e. only two or less cases, are not discussed,
but are noted in the table.

Educational: Almost half (47%) had experienced bullying at school, 25% had bullied
others, 25% were frequent truants, 36% had learning difficulties 33% had Special
Educational Needs and 14% had a formal diagnosis of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity
Disorder (ADHD).Whilst fifteen (42%) of the Youths had been Excluded-from-School (EFS)
at some time, forming a separate sub-group for analysis.

Familial: The Youths came from families experiencing multiple disruption; 56% were
reported to have suffered emotional abuse, 39% neglect and 31% physical abuse. There
was a high level, 53%, of reported domestic violence and 31% within-family sexual abuse of
other children by a parent figure. 28% of families had a history of parental mental iliness, but
a relatively low level of reported parental alcohol misuse (8%) and substance abuse (6%).

However, the parents had reported 39% of the youths being violent and abusive in
the home, with 22% reporting them as violent/abusive outside the home. 17% were reported
as having run away either from home or care and 11% as being involved in fire-setting at

home. Self-evidently, with such profiles these YWPSR have a multiplicity of problems.

Insert Table [1]

The Sub-Groups

Each sub-group is compared against the rest of the cohort to determine any themes that

might emerge. Rather than give each item, only those that were statistically significant (p

<0.05) or a trend (where the chi square fell just short of significance) are shown.

Youths who themselves were Sexually Abused

25% (nine) were known to have been Sexually Abused in the home, though it must be

remembered that the referring social worker would not always know of any abuse. Despite
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the small numbers, Table [2] shows that there were some statistically significant differences
between these two groups, which indicate the particularly adverse experience of these
YWPSR in the context of their having experienced sexual abuse themselves.

Whilst it was not statistically significant, six of the nine abused Youths were also
Excluded-from-School (67%), which of course is of practical significance and would add to
any social isolation.

The "abused' group had greater contact with social services, 8 of the 9 were either
currently or previously LAC. There was a trend of witnessing more family violence;
significantly more emotional abuse, physical abuse and neglect; and six had a history of
running away from home/care. All were said to be socially isolated, lacked peer

relationships and had greater contact with mental health services.

Insert Table [2]

Previous or Current LAC
Table [3] lists the statistically significant differences between those 17 (47%) youths who
were or are currently LAC, compared with those who were not.

Of the 35 factors related to the YWPSR backgrounds and behaviour, the LAC sub-
group had significantly greater scores or showed trends on 25 of the items, indicating that
LAC young men were frequently involved in problematic situations. However, in regard to
deliberate-self-harm, violence in the home and contact with mental health services, it was
the non-LAC youths who were significantly more often involved than the LAC youths.

It is noteworthy that the LAC sub-group tended to start age-inappropriate sexual behaviour
at a much younger age; half (50%) were eleven and under.

The main differences between the two sub-groups were that the LAC youths had
greater exposure to domestic violence and were more likely to be victims of emotional and
physical abuse and neglect. They were also considerably more socially isolated, had lower

self-esteem, comparatively lacked social skills and had attachment difficulties.
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As would be expected with LAC young people, social services were significantly
more often involved in their supervision and they attended group sessions. Interestingly,

there was little difference in terms of victim awareness training.

Inset Table [3]

Excluded-from—-School

Table [4] lists the significant differences between the 42% (15) of YWPSR who had also
been Excluded-from-School (EFS) compared to the non-EFS youths. Of the 35 items
regarding background and behaviour, the EFS sub-group differed significantly on 19 items
from the non-EFS.

The EFS group contained more 15-year old YWPSR whose inappropriate sexual
behaviour started after 12 years old. Interestingly the EFS had a greater history of parental
alcohol abuse, substance abuse and mental health problems than the non-EFS.

As might be expected the EFS had significantly more school-related problems such
as truancy, bullying and being bullied. Linked to this was a lack of peer relationships.

The EFS group were more violently abusive at home, had more consensual sex and four
(27%) out of the 15 had been involved in deliberate-self-harm, which when compared to their
age peers in the general population was more than a thousand times that of the general
population. The EFS group had less contact with social services, a finding to which we shall

return. Finally, 40% (six) of the 15 EFS were either previously or currently in care.

Insert Table [4]

YWPSR & Charged with a Sex Offence
More than half (56%) of the cohort had formally been charged with a sex offence against a
child. This is a remarkable statistic as such charges are amongst the rarest in the criminal

field, because the authorities find the offence so hard to prove. However, against
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expectations, we found relatively few significant differences between the “charged’ and ‘non-
charged’; indeed there were only four significant items.

Crucially, the “charged' group were older, and 14 (70%) out of the 20 were 15+ and
were relatively later in terms of age at inappropriate sex. None had parents involved in
substance abuse, but half the group had been involved in victim awareness sessions. It
would seem the only notable difference of this sub-group was their age, suggesting the

police only become involved when YWPSR are older.

Key Findings
First, there were statistically significant differences between the Youths who themselves had
been abused and those who were not known to have been abused.

Second, of the current or former LAC, 47% (17 out of 36) had far worse backgrounds, in
terms of emotional, physical and sexual abuse, domestic violence etc. than those who had
never been LAC.

Third, the majority of these youths experienced low self-esteem, social isolation and
poor peer relationships. This suggests that achieving age-appropriate relationships may be
especially challenging, especially in view of their problems at school.

Fourth, the over-lap with the learning difficulties spills over into educational problems
and this may further impair young people’s ability to relate appropriately to their age peers.
Furthermore, many had begun their depredations very early and there is evidence that the
earlier this starts, the greater likelihood this becomes a repetitive pattern of behaviour (Erooga
& Masson; 2002; Pritchard, 2004; Cohen et al, 2010; Alison et al, 2012; Chakhssi et al, 2013;
Glowacz & Born, 2013; van de Putt et al, 2013).

The above psychosocial environmental factors reflect recent studies from continental
Europe and North America (Chakhassi et al 2013; Glowarz and B, 2013; Reavis et al, 2013;
Chakhassi et al, 2013; van dam Pultt et al 2014), which gives the authors some confidence in

the validity of the findings of this small British study.
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Fifth, against our expectations, the twenty youths (56%) formally charged with sexual
offences had few significant differences when compared to those who were not charged, other
than their age. This strongly suggests that when the police intervene the youths are a little
further along the cusp to becoming child sex abusers. Conversely, it may be they were charged
because they were more visible to children’s services and it may be their being known that
makes them more readily identified.

Finally, after accounting for the 17 LAC and the 11 EFS, there are a further 8 YMPSR
for whom biological factors, namely ADHD, might be an issue. There are studies that link
biological and environmental factors as possibly multi-causal of CSA (James and Neil, 1996;
Harrison et al, 2001; James 2006; Vizard et al, 2013; Becerra-Garcia, 2009; Alenko et al, 2013;
Poeppl et al, 2013). Indeed the Children's Commissioner Report reminds us that those on the
autistic / learning difficulties spectrum may be more prone to be YWPSR (Hart-Kerkhoffs et al,
2009; Hughes et al, 2012), possibly in part due to their inability to maintain appropriate age-

related relationships, with the resulting social isolation (Hart-Kerkhoffs et al, 2009).

Discussion and Conclusions.
Limitations
1] There was only one female in the cohort so her case was excluded from the general
analysis as little could be comparatively said about a single protocol other than her profile
indicated a highly disturbed person.
2] Paradoxically, because of the high level of previous contact with children’s services, what
about these youths only known because of this relationship. Whereas negative behaviours of
other young people is not known because they are not in contact with children’s services,
hence their behaviour passes unknown.
3] Conversely, the absence of a risk factor does not necessarily mean it was not part of the
individual's behaviour or background, but simply because it is unknown to their social

worker.
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4] There is the problem of age-span in these cases. Whilst age is a chronological fact, in
practice it is highly variable in individuals, as some 12 year olds can hormonally be virtually a
young adult.

5] A major problem in assessing this children's and adolescent’s sexual behaviour is that we
do not know the boundaries of normal child and adolescent sexual behaviour

6] Finally, these findings could be misunderstood or misinterpreted, especially in relation to
the LAC group, indicative of “failure’ of the child care system, hence the need for the
greatest caution in interpreting the data.

Despite the small numbers, it was possible to demonstrate some significant
differences between the various sub-groups, which were internally consistent. For example
in relation to those who had been abused themselves, it was possible to confirm earlier
research on former LAC and EFS young men aged 16-24, in relation to a comparatively high
rate of sex offences against children, although former LAC males had a significantly better
outcome than another disadvantaged group, former EFS young men (Pritchard and
Williams, 2009).

So despite these qualifications, the authors believe this study is worth pursuing
because of the relative paucity of British based empirical research in this area and the need

for better informed practice and policy.

Policy & Practice Implications

When informally discussing our findings with experienced front-line child protection social
workers, a frequent response was that none of the findings surprised them. Indeed, it was
felt that the problems posed by YWPSR were well known, but rarely formally discussed or
acknowledged. So, despite the earlier reports from National Children’s Home (1998) and the
Dept. of Health and the Home Office (2006), there appears to be relatively little debate,
which highlights the first key issue as, by implication, the social workers themselves are

aware that there are youths who potentially pose a sexual risk to children on their case load.
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Clearly, until a formal assessment and consequent identification has been undertaken, we
do not know the numbers or the scale of the problem at a national level.

This leads to the second key issue and this relates to the ‘deservedness’ of the
YWPSR. We would invite the reader to consider the factors that underpin the lack of
discussion, assessment and identification of YWPSR. It might be that, with such a high link
with current or former LAC young men being YWPSR, we might be ignoring what might be
happening in the young people’s care situation. We need to confront the issue of how
services treat the sexually inappropriate behaviours of their LAC charges before the young
person has left the care of the local authority.

The third issue we highlight relates to the treatment and care of the YWPSR. The
social worker’s duty is to maintain the focus upon the paramount interest of the child, which
also includes when the child poses a sexual risk to other children. This needs to achieved,
by skilfully balancing risk with the key legislative principle that the best place for children is
for them to be looked-after in their own homes. This confronts us with the need to make a
judgement of whether the child’s removal from their family is necessary to ensure their safety
and well-being. Overall, this requires balancing the ethical dilemma of how best to assist the
individual whilst ensuring the safety of other children.

To maintain the highest proportion of YWPSR in their home requires effective local
provision. We are aware of local authorities that are developing their own specialist provision
and, crucially, building the capacity and confidence of their child care social workers to
practice in this context. This fits the agenda for professional development clearly laid out so
helpfully in the Professional Capabilities Framework (The College of Social Work, 2012).
Perhaps the key practice implication is the fact that the majority of these young people were
socially isolated, with low self-esteem and few peer relationships. This core sense of their
psychosocial “inadequacy' might largely account for their inappropriate targeting of younger
children, as they are unable sustain a peer-age relationship. We need to remember that
these youths are at the first full flood of their sex drives, so it is a matter of helping them to

handle it appropriately. Hence, the practice aim should be to improve their social skills,
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equipping them to better develop more mature and age appropriate social and sexual
relationships.

Whilst the authors acknowledge the limitations of this study, they believe it has the potential
to contribute a wider debate that is required so that we are better able to respond to the
reality of YWPSR. The priority is for the victim-abuser to develop an acceptable sexual
behaviour and thereby avoid joining the next generation of child sex abusers.

Perhaps the most salient feature of this study is that social workers already know
about young people who pose a sexual risk to other children. They currently manage the risk
that they young people pose in their different placement settings e.g. residential homes,
foster homes, or is quietly ignored in case we inadvertently stigmatise these young people or
hope they will develop more mature age-appropriate relationships.

For practitioners and policy makers, evidence can and should encourage better-
informed decision-making. In the context of youths who pose a sexual risk to children. The
evidence highlighted in this study suggests that the optimal outcomes for these youths will
be by the earliest possible intervention. For these youths already on the case-load of child
care social workers a skilled assessment will identify those in greatest need of diverting as
early as possible from the path of child sexual abuse i.e. before becoming too fixated along
the road of becoming a child sex abuser.

The authors hope this study may strengthen the argument in favour of providing for
these vulnerable young people while the statutory services retain the duty of care and the

power to provide effective intervention.



17

References

Alison, L., Almond, L., Christensen, P., Waring, S., Power, N. and Villejoubert, G. (2012)
When do we believe experts? The power of the unorthodox view. Behaviour, Science & Law
30: 729-48. Doi. 10.1002/651.2030.

Alanko, K., Salo, P. and Santilla, P. (2013) Evidence for heritability of adult men’s sexual interest
in youth under age 16 from a population based extended twin design. Journal of Sexual
Medicine 10: 1090-99. D0i.10.111/jsm.12067.

Almond L., Canter, D. and Salfati, CG. (2006) Youths who sexually harm: A multivariate model
of characteristics. Journal of Sexual Aggression 12: 97-114. Doi. 10.1177/08862605135282.

Baron-Cohen, S. (2009) Zero degrees of empathy: A study of human cruelty. London, Penguin.

Becerra-Garcia, J. (2009) Aetiology of paedophilia from a neuro-developmental perspective:
Markers and brain alterations. Review Psigiatria de Salud Mental 36:190-96. Doi.
10.1016/S1888-989 (09)73237-9.

Biehel, N., Clayden, J. and Stein, M. (1995) Moving On. Young people leaving care
schemes. London, HMSO.

Chakhssi. F., dew Ruiter, C. and Bernstein, D.P. (2013) Early maladaptive cognitive scheme
in child sexual offenders compared worth sexual offenders against adults and non-violent
offenders: An exploratory study. Journal of Sexual Medicine 10: 2201-10.
D0i.10.111/jsm.12171.

Christiansen, A.K., and Vincent, J.P. (2013) Characterisation and prediction of sexual and
non-sexual recidivism among adjudicated juvenile sex offenders. Behaviour Science & Law
30: 506-29. D0i.10.1002/656.2070.

Cohen, L., Forman., H, Steinfeld, M. and Galynker, |. (2010) Comparison of childhood sexual
histories in subjects with paedophilia or opiate addiction and health controls: Is childhood
sexual abuse a risk factor for addictions? Journal of Psychiatric Practicel6; 394-404. Do.
10.1097/01.pra.0000390758.

Craig, LA., Browne, KD., Stringer., I. AND Hogue., T. (2008) Sexual re conviction rates in the
US and actuarial risk estimates. Child Abuse & Neglect 32: 121-138. PMID: 18155765.

Department of Health and Home Office (2006) The needs and effective treatment of young
people who sexually abuse: current evidence. London: Department of Health.

Dolan, M., Holloway, J., Bailey, S. and Krol,I L. (1996) The psychosocial characteristics of
juvenile sexual offenders referred to an adolescent forensic service in the UK.. Medicine
Science and Law 36: 343-52. PMID: 8918113.

Eke, AW.,, Seto, M.C. and Williams, J. (2011)Examining the criminal history and future
offending of child pornography offenders: An extended prospective follow-up study. Law nd
Human Behaviour 35: 466-78. Doi: 10.1007/s10979-010-9252-2.

Erooga, M. and Masson, H. (eds) (2002) Children and Young People Who Sexually Abuse
Others, London ,Routledge.



18

Glowacz , F. and Bron, M. (2013) Do adolescent child abusers, peer abusers and non-sex
offenders have different personality profiles? European Child and Adolescent Psychiatry 22:
117-25. D0i:10.1007/s00787-012-0333-2.

Finkelhor, D. (2009) The prevention of childhood sexual abuse. Future Children 19: 169-94.
PMID:19719027.

Harrison, LE., Clayton-Smith, J. and Bailey, S. (2001) Exploring the complex relationship
between adolescent sexual offending and sex chromosome abnormality. Psychiatric Genetics
11: 5-10. PMID: 11409702.

Hart-Kerkhoffs, LA., Jansen, LM., Doreleijers, T. and Hartman, CA .(2009) Autism spectrum
disorder symptoms in juvenile suspects of sex offences. Journal of Clinical Psychiatry 70: 266-
72. PMID:11409702.

Hughes, H., Williams, H., Citabean. C., Davies, C. and Mounc, A. (2012) Nobody made the
connection: The prevalence of neuro-disability in young people who offend. London, Children's
Commissioner.

James, A.C. and Nei, | P. (1996) Juvenile sexual offending: One-year period prevalence study
within Oxfordshire. Child Abuse & Neglect 20: 477-85.PMID: 8000522.

James, W.H. (2006) Two hypotheses on the causes of male homosexuality and paedophilia.
Journal Biological Science 38: 745-61. PMID:16202179.

Kjellgren, C., Wassberg, A., Carlberg, M. and Svedin, C.G. (2006) Adolescent sexual offending:
A total of referrals to Social Services in Sweden and sub-group characteristics. Sex Abuse 18:
357-72. PMID: 17136628.

National Children’s Home (NCH). (1992) Report of the Committee of Enquiry into Children
and Young People Who Sexually Abuse Other Young Children. National Children’s Home,
London.

Parton, N. (2014) The Politics of Child Protection: Contemporary Developments & Future
Directions. London, Palgrave McMillan.

Poeppl, T.B., Eichoff, S.B., Fox, P.T., Laird, A.R., and Bzdok, D. (2015) Connectivity and
functional profiling of abnormal brain structures in paedophilia. Human Brain Mapping doi.
10.10002/hbm.22777 [Epub ahead of print]

Pritchard C (2004) The Child Abusers: Research & Controversy Open University Press

Pritchard, C., Davey, J. and Williams, R. (2013) Who kill children? Re-examining the
evidence. British Journal of Social Work 43: 1403-38. D0i:10.1093/bjsw/bcs051.

Pritchard, C. and King, E. (2004) Comparing Child-sex-Abuse-Related and Mental-Disorder-
Related suicide in a six-year cohort of regional suicides. The importance of the child protection-
psychiatric interface. British Journal Social Work 34: 181-97. D0i10.1093/bjsw/bch021.

Pritchard, C. and Sayers, T. (2008) Exploring potential Extra-Family child homicide assailants in
the UK and estimating their homicide rate: Perception of risk and the need for debate. British
Journal of Social Work 38: 290-307. Doi: 10.1093/bjsw/bcl333.



19

Pritchard, C. and Williams, R. (2009) Did social work make things better? Former "Looked-
after-Children’ v “Excluded-from-School’ adolescents as young men [16-24] Subsequent
criminality, suicide and murder. Journal of Social Work 9:285-307. Doi:
10.1177/1468017309334903.

Pritchard, C. and Wiliams, R. (2010) Comparing possible child-abuse-related-deaths in
England & Wales with the major developed countries 1974-2006. Signs of possible progress?
British Journal of Social Work 40:1700-18. Doi: 10.1093/bjsw/bcp089.

Reavis, R.A., Looman, J., Franco, K. and Rojas, B. (2013) Adverse childhood experiences
and adult criminality: How must we live before we possess our own lives? The Permanent
Journal 17: 44-8. Doi. 10.7812/TPP/12-072.

Riser, D.K., Pegram, S.E. and Farley, J.P. (2013) Adolescent and young adult male sex
offenders: Understanding the role of recidivism. Journal of Child Sexual Abuse 22: 9-31. Doi.
10. 1080/10538712.2013.735355.

Roe-Sepowitz, D. and Krysik, J. (2008) Examining the sexual offences of female juveniles: The
relevance of childhood maltreatment. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry 78: 405-12.
D0i.10.1037/a0014310.

Social Exclusion Unit (2005) Educating Excluded Children. London, HMSO.

Stein, M. (2006) Research Review: Young people leaving care. Child and Family Social
Work 11: 273-9. D0i.1111/j.1365-2206.2006.00439x.

Strassberg, D.S., Eastvold, A., Wilson, K. and Suchy, Y. (2012) Psychopathy among paedophilic
and non-paedophilic child molesters. Child Abuse and Neglect 36: 1007-22.
D0i.10.1016/j.chiabu.2011.09.018.

The College of Social Work (2012) Professional Capabilities Framework:
http://www.tcsw.org.uk/pcf.aspx

van der Put, E., Creemers, HW. and Hoeve, M. (2014) Differences between juvenile
offenders with and without substance abuse problems in the prevalence and impact of risk
and protective factors for criminal recidivism. Drug and Alcohol Dependence 134: 267-74.
D0i.10.1016/j.drugac/cdpp.2013.10.012.

Vizard, E (2013) Practitioner review: The victims and juvenile perpetrators of child sexual
abuse- assessment and intervention. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry 54: 503-15.
Doi: 10.111/jcpp.12047.

Waite, D., Gillett, R. and Grant, G.L.(2005) Juvenile sex offender r-arrest rates for sexual,
violent non-sexual and property crimes: A 10year follow-up. Sex Abuse 17: 313-33. PMID:
16121841.

Whitaker, D.J., Le B., Hanson, K. and Rice, D.D. (2012) Risk factors for the perpetuation of
child sexual abuse: A review and meta-analysis. Child Abuse Neglect 32: 529-48.
D0i:10:1016/j.chiabu.2007.08.005

Witztum, E., Daie, N., Daie-Gabai, A. and Rosler, A. (2012) History of abuse and organic
difficulties in a convenience sample of 46 Ultra-orthodox males with paedophilia. Israel
Journal Psychiatric Research 49: 262-269. PMID: 23585463.



20

Wortley, R. and Smallbone, S. (2014) A criminal careers typology of child sex abusers. Sex
Abuse 26: 591-610. doi.10.1171/1079063211244557.



	Abstract
	Methodology
	Findings
	References


