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Abstract
A preparatory process is widely accepted to be a common feature in the perpetration of sexual offenses. Numerous com-
mentators, however, have documented the difficulties in defining and understanding this process, given its transient nature and its
specificity to this one form of criminal behavior. This theoretical review aims to provide a universal model of a grooming process
for the achievement of illicit or illegal goals in which achievement requires the compliance or submission of another individual—
one that can be applied both to the sexual offending process and beyond. First, an evaluation of three process models of grooming
is conducted. Second, using a process of theory knitting, an integrated universal model of illicit grooming is developed. This model
unites salient elements of the previous models while seeking to address their limitations. It is founded in control theory and self-
regulation approaches to behavior, assumes a goal-directed protagonist, and comprises two distinct phases, namely, (1) a
potentiality phase of rapport-building, incentivization, disinhibition, and security-management and (2) a disclosure phase in which
goal-relevant information is introduced in a systematic and controlled manner in order to desensitize the target. Finally, the
theoretical quality of the model is appraised, and its clinical implications are discussed.
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Key Points of the Research Review

� Descriptions of a preparatory grooming process are

pervasive in theories of the sexual offense process.

� Using a process of theory knitting, a universal self-

regulation model of grooming is developed.

� An initial potentiality phase involves rapport building,

incentivization, disinhibition, and security management.

� A later disclosure phase systematically introduces goal-

relevant information to desensitize the target.

� Removing sexually deviant motivation as a prerequisite

makes this model more applicable in other areas of crim-

inal behavior.

A preparatory process has been widely accepted to be a com-

mon feature in the sexual offending process (Beauregard,

Proulx, Rossmo, Leclerc, & Allaire, 2007; Finkelhor, 1984;

Kaufman, Hilliker, & Daleiden, 1996; Smallbone & Wortley,

2000; Wolf, 1984). Although not all sex offenses involve pre-

paratory processes, it has been said that sexual assaults rarely

occur spontaneously, and many studies have found that a

majority of sexual offenders self-report engaging in behaviors

designed to develop a relationship with their victim prior to the

initiation of sexual contact (see table 1 in Leclerc, Proulx, &

Beauregard, 2009). Furthermore, sex offenders may attempt

(or may be required) to engage in the same types of behavior

to develop relationships with caregivers, guardians, and others

in the wider community in order to gain access to children

(McAlinden, 2006; Ost, 2004).

Most criminal justice and mental health professionals, likely

also the lay public in general, may demonstrate a basic under-

standing of ‘‘grooming’’ and be able to provide a broad defini-

tion of the concept. Despite this, a number of commentators

(e.g., Craven, Brown, & Gilchrist, 2007; Gillespie, 2004; Ost,

2004) have highlighted that difficulties in establishing consis-

tent legislation targeting the grooming of children for sexual

abuse may be due to the lack of a coherent definition of groom-

ing in the context of sexual abuse. Craven et al. (2006), follow-

ing a review of the literature, defined sexual grooming as ‘‘a

process by which a person prepares a child, significant adults

and the environment for the abuse of this child . . . [including]

gaining access to the child, gaining the child’s compliance and

maintaining the child’s secrecy’’ (p. 297).

It is equally important to define what grooming, as it relates

to sexual offending, is not.1 The grooming process has been
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described as transient, for which it is difficult to locate the start

and end points (Gillespie, 2002), but any definition of groom-

ing should distinguish it from other processes in the commis-

sion of a sexual offense. A useful illustration comes from

Polaschek and Hudson’s (2004) descriptive model of rape,

which locates a preparation phase between that of an approach
phase and an offense phase. It can certainly be argued that tar-

geting/approach and offense/maintenance phases are part of a

wider sexual offending process (e.g., Polaschek & Hudson,

2004; Ward & Gannon, 2006; Ward, Hudson, & Keenan,

1998; Ward, Louden, Hudson, & Marshall, 1995). The groom-

ing process, however, should be distinct from any targeting or

solicitation phase, since a person can only be groomed after
that person has been targeted for approach and contact has been

made. Similarly, distinction should be drawn from any postof-

fense maintenance phase. McAlinden (2006) reminds us that

the literal term ‘‘to groom’’ means to ‘‘‘prepare, as for a spe-

cific position or purpose’ or ‘to prepare for a future role or

function’’’ (p. 4). The grooming process ceases to be prepara-
tory once the chosen goal has been achieved. Distinctions

should also be drawn between this form of grooming and

grooming processes that are referred to in, for example, busi-

ness and organizational literatures. Their conceptualization of

grooming typically describes processes of employee succes-

sion, career progression, and talent development (e.g., Cohn,

Katzenbach, & Vlak, 2008; Zhang & Rajagopalan, 2006).

Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist (2007) conclude their review

of sexual grooming by stating, ‘‘the phenomenon of sexual

grooming needs to be considered and combated as a whole’’

(p. 64). They continue, ‘‘[in] reality, the identification of sexual

grooming is plagued by the difficulty of distinguishing sexually

motivated behavior from non-sexually motivated behavior,

because essentially these behaviors can be the same, despite the

differing motivation’’ (p. 66). These behaviors are likely to be

maladaptive manifestations of those utilized in any context

where an individual has a vested interest in achieving a per-

sonal goal, the achievement of which requires the compliance

of or action from another person. Howitt (1995), for example,

suggests that similarities exist between those behaviors attrib-

uted to sexual grooming and seductive behaviors in the adult

courtship process.

In sum, many—but not all—sex offenders demonstrate beha-

viors that could be defined as grooming. However, an understand-

ing of grooming is required that not only explains those behaviors

attributable to a grooming phase in the sexual offending literature

(e.g., online and off-line grooming of a child, grooming parents/

caregivers to gain access to children, grooming of adults in sexual

assault and exploitation, grooming of professionals, etc.) but also

the same processes as they manifest in other illicit or illegal activ-

ity (e.g., for engagement in terrorism, for drug or weapons traf-

ficking, or for the trafficking of humans).

Models of Sexual Grooming

The following sections provide a brief overview of three con-

temporary models of the grooming process as they relate to

sexual offense processes. It is recognized that many models

of the larger sexual offense process and perpetrator modus

operandi include discussion of preparatory processes, but this

initial analysis will focus on these models intended to specifi-

cally describe a grooming process.

Olson et al.’s theory of luring communications. Olson, Daggs, Elle-

vold, and Rogers (2007) developed a theory of child sexual pre-

dators’ luring communications that aimed to emphasize the

communicative processes involved in child sexual abuse.

Olson et al. separate four factors sequenced over a period of

time: (1) gaining access—the causal factor that predicts action;

(2) the cycle of entrapment—the action factor; (3) communica-

tive responses to sexual acts—the intervening factor; and (4)

ongoing sexual abuse—the outcome factor. Each of these fac-

tors is indirectly influenced by the contextual environment:

time, culture, and issues around power and control. The action

factor has at its core the phenomenon of ‘‘deceptive trust devel-

opment,’’ described as the phenomenon that enables the prota-

gonist to groom, isolate, and approach the child. Olson et al.

define grooming as ‘‘the subtle communication strategies that

child sexual abusers use to prepare their potential victims to

accept the sexual contact’’ (p. 241). The success of the

approach is dependent on the strategy used and the response

of the victim.

Olson et al.’s (2007) model has many positive features. It is

constructed as a framework of cause, action, and intervention,

explaining—to some degree—the functional mechanisms

behind the processes, and presents the protagonist as goal moti-

vated. It also acknowledges the influence of external factors on

those mechanisms. Olson et al.’s descriptions of communica-

tive desensitization and reframing are particularly strong. In

this process, the perpetrator desensitizes the target both to their

physical and emotional presence and closeness and to concep-

tual (goal related) topics, such as inappropriate touch or sexua-

lized imagery and conversation. Their descriptions of

assessment of feedback and the creation of circumstances that

are favorable to goal success are strong theoretical elements as

too is the notion that goal success is dependent on that feed-

back. Olson et al. also cite examples of protagonists’ use of

what can be described as incentives: moral incentives impli-

citly communicating the notion that sexual contact is beneficial

or healthy and coercive incentives in the form of threats, blame,

and detrimental outcomes of noncompliance.

Nonetheless, the model also has limitations. It is a bottom-

up, qualitatively driven analysis with a highly specific focus:

offenses committed by male adults against prepubescent and

early pubescent victims, where the perpetrator and victim are

acquainted but not related, and where the ultimate goal is sex-

ual contact. This could limit its generalizability to grooming

processes under other circumstances and in other forms of illi-

cit behavior. It is a model of a ‘‘luring’’ process and includes

processes and behaviors that occur before, during, and after

contact and thus is perhaps too broad to be considered an expla-

nation of grooming alone. Also, some concepts overlap making

it difficult to conceptualize the model as a continual process.
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The model is not clear on the transition between grooming, iso-

lation, and approach—for example, indicating a route from

both grooming and isolation to approach that seems implausi-

ble before an approach phase has occurred. Although trust

development is posited as central to the entire process, the

actual mechanism/mechanisms by which trust is developed is

not described in detail, only as an intangible substance pro-

duced as a side effect of grooming, isolation, and approach.

Some of the behaviors provided as examples of approaches

may actually represent goals such as sexual conversation with

a child (e.g., Briggs, Simon, & Simonsen, 2011), and Olson

et al. (2007) do not account for the various goals a protago-

nist may wish to achieve. The model also makes etiological

assumptions, viewing the protagonist as likely having low

self-esteem, interpersonal inadequacy, lack of empathy, fear

of intimacy, lack of impulse control, and so forth, making it less

generalizable to offenders who report acquisitive approach

goals related to maintaining or heightening positive emotions

and who instrumentally plan their activities (Ward, Hudson,

et al., 1998). This focus on negative behaviors is also demon-

strated by the emphasis on coercion and secrecy as strategies.

Grooming is as likely to involve positive behaviors such as

flattery and affability. Similarly, the victim’s responses are

assumed to be negative, passive, and/or dismissive, which

research indicates is not always the case (Webster et al., 2012).

O’Connell’s model of cybersexploitation. O’Connell (2003) was

among the first to examine Internet sexual grooming strategies,

using observation methods involving undercover researchers

posing as young, isolated females, and created a model of

‘‘cybersexploitation.’’ O’Connell’s model appears to contain

three phases that, for the purpose of this review, are labeled

as targeting, grooming, and exploitation. Focusing on the

grooming phase, O’Connell (2003) outlines seven stages that

typically occur in sequence: (1) friendship forming, (2) rela-

tionship forming, (3) risk assessment, (4) exclusivity, (5) sex-

ual, (6) fantasy reenactment, and (7) damage limitation.

In Stages 1 and 2, the protagonist seeks information about

the target as a means of assessing aspects of their circumstances

that may make them more amenable to manipulation as well as

gaining insight into the target’s life (in order to relate to them).

In Stages 3 and 4, the protagonist builds the relationship, estab-

lishing secretiveness and assessing the potential for detection

(e.g., the whereabouts of caregivers, or surveillance over com-

puter use). After establishing that it is safe to do so, the prota-

gonist seeks to isolate the target and create exclusivity between

themselves and the target. The protagonist seeks constant feed-

back from the target allowing them to assess levels of trust.

Once the protagonist feels they have gained the child’s trust,

Stages 5, 6, and 7 involve introducing sexual topics into con-

versation and gauging the target’s responses. Three tactics are

hypothesized for introducing sexual topics: (1) gentle boundary

pressing, (2) reducing inhibitions through exposing the child to

pornography or sending/requesting sexual images, and (3) fan-

tasy reenactment, either through mutuality (encouraging the

child to participate in fantasy) or through coercion.

O’Connell’s (2003) model has a number of strengths. The

model clearly demonstrates a mechanism for relationship form-

ing and the generation of mutuality and trust between the pro-

tagonist and the target. It also emphasizes risk assessment and

management and the protagonist’s safety from detection. The

model outlines a mechanism whereby initial phases of relation-

ship building and risk assessment are systematically regulated

and assessed for adverse effects that the protagonist’s strategies

may have had on those processes. A coherent mechanism is

provided for the introduction of goal-relevant information in

the sexual stage as well as the assessment of the effects of dis-

closures on the target along with strategies to amplify positive

or mitigate negative (or null) effects. Gentle boundary pushing

as a mechanism for goal-achievement proficiently charac-

terizes purposeful, controlled goal disclosure—particularly the

use of sexual imagery to reduce inhibitions. O’Connell also

notes that protagonists can ‘‘modify their approach in a manner

that affords them the greatest amount of leverage with a child.’’

(p. 10). Finally, O’Connell describes the use of incentives to

motivate the target toward mutual goal achievement: moral

incentives, such as appealing to a shared sense of mutuality

or closeness; natural incentives, such as appealing to the tar-

get’s sense of curiosity, agency, or mastery (e.g., framing it

as beneficial or educational); and/or coercive incentives, such

as emotional blackmail and threats.

O’Connell’s (2003) model also has limitations. The model

does not confine its definition of grooming to the preparatory

phase and overlaps with behaviors related to targeting and

exploitation. Like Olson et al.’s (2007) model, it is highly spe-

cific to sex offenders who target children, specifically female

children, and even more specifically children online, which

limits its generalizability. It illustrates what Taylor and Quayle

(2006) call the constrained behavioral repertoire—those lim-

itations on behavior determined by one’s external environment.

The online environment is not the same as the off-line environ-

ment and is bounded by technical limitations that are deter-

mined by the structure of the Internet (Taylor & Quayle,

2006). Thus, there are some elements of grooming processes

described off-line that are not possible online because of the

nature of that form of communication (e.g., supplying alcohol

or drugs).

The model is based on data generated from the use of man-

ufactured vulnerable, socially isolated personas to lure poten-

tial offenders, limiting the generalizability of the model to

circumstances where the protagonist isn’t assumed to be inter-

ested in socially isolated targets or skilled in proactively iden-

tifying this vulnerability in the target. It also makes it difficult

to generalize to those targets that do not initially respond

negatively to the protagonist’s goal (e.g., Webster et al.,

2012). The model is simple, but the deeper mechanisms for

behaviors and strategies utilized are not unpacked in detail.

For example, the explanation of relationship forming lacks

detail on the psychological processes by which these relation-

ships are formed and maintained. Also, despite arguably being

elements of the same process, relationship forming is sepa-

rated into constituent parts (friendship, exclusivity) that seem
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to need to occur in sequence, and it is not explained how esca-

lating this process leads to ‘‘exclusivity’’ or why exclusivity is

necessary to goal achievement.

European online grooming project. The European Online Groom-

ing Project (EOGP; Webster et al., 2012) was a large-scale

mixed-methods project utilizing police records as well as inter-

views and focus groups with offenders, young people, and sta-

keholders. Webster et al. developed a model containing six key

features of grooming as it manifests on the Internet. These fea-

tures are presented as cyclical and whereby individuals incor-

porate features for various lengths of time ‘‘according to a

dynamic inter-relationship between their goals and needs and

the style or reactions of the young person’’ (p. 42).

The six features are (1) offender vulnerability—situational

factors (i.e., challenging life events) or the breakdown of inter-

personal relationships; (2) scanning—mapping the online terri-

tory and appraising the characteristics of potential online

targets; (3) identity—making either major, minor, or no

changes to the way in which they self-represent; (4) con-

tact—in terms of the mode of contact, the number of targets

contacted, the style of contact, and the time point within the

process at which contact was attempted; (5) intensity—desen-

sitization through visual images, language, and use of incen-

tives; and (6) outcome—collecting images, sexualized

discussion, meeting, and so on. The authors also note that the

various pathways through these features can be either main-

tained and/or managed through the process of deindividuation,

through the online environment, cognitive dissonance and dis-

torted beliefs about the target, and perceptions of how young

people look and how they behave.

The EOGP model has a number of strengths. It highlights

the role of risk management, identifying and dealing with risk

related to Internet communication technology logistics (i.e.,

covering one’s technical tracks), conversation management

(essentially damage limitation), and location. The concept

of ‘‘gentle socialization’’ is a well-articulated mechanism for

relationship building involving explicitly flattering language,

mentoring, shared interests and life experience, and present-

ing favorably. Three techniques for desensitization are

described—visual images, language, and incentives (e.g.,

gifts/threats)—and a gradual process of offence intensity and

escalation. Also of theoretical strength is their conceptualiza-

tion of this process as a ‘‘sexual test’’—an explicit or subtle

introduction of sexual discussion—and the common use of

incentives to motivate compliance. Efforts to mitigate the risk

of detection is described explicitly in terms of concealing per-

sonal information, proactively managing potential evidence

of wrongdoing, managing conversations to minimize detec-

tion, and discourage disclosure by the target.

Importantly, in contrast to the other models, the EOGP

explicitly discusses the fact that not all targets will behave in

the same way—the baseline extent to which targets will be

willing to engage in goal-relevant activities will differ from tar-

get to target. Webster et al. (2012) describe targets not as pas-

sive but as active, complex, resilient, and purposeful agents

who can react positively to goal-related information, even

when it is perhaps not in their interest and even engage in beha-

viors that can place them at personal risk. This necessitates a

model that accounts for external factors related to the target,

as these will affect the likelihood of goal achievement either

favorably or unfavorably. As Webster et al. (2012) note, targets

who engage in goal-related behaviors (e.g., sending sexual

images, using sexual language, etc.) were viewed positively

by protagonists. Thus, the model would also need to account

for the fact that not all targets will need to be desensitized to

the same extent and a mechanism to assess the extent of desen-

sitization and to modify behavioral strategies based on that

feedback is required.

The EOGP model also has limitations. Like Olson et al.

(2007) and O’Connell’s (2003) models, it is highly specific

to both sexual offending and how sex offenses manifest online.

The behaviors it describes are also bounded by those behavioral

constraints particular to Internet technology—although it

should be acknowledged that the model accounts for various

sexual motivations. Like Olson et al.’s model, the EOGP model

mixes etiology (the ‘‘why’’) and process (the ‘‘how’’) and

incorporates assumptions about the personal characteristics of

protagonists—taking their lead from Ward and Hudson

(1998) who state that models of the sexual offense process

should include cognitive, affective, and behavioral factors. The

EOGP model categorizes protagonists on factors such as self-

efficacy, confidence, stimulation, addiction, cognitive disso-

nance, and offense-supportive beliefs and also tries to explain

the nature and genesis of the goals those traversing the model

have established. Understanding that protagonists will have

different goals is important but including explicit assumptions

about etiology makes it difficult to apply the model beyond

individuals with these particular characteristics.

Furthermore, the purpose and mechanisms underlying these

elements and behaviors are not made explicit. For example, the

process of desensitization is described but the underlying

mechanism whereby desensitization allows protagonists to

achieve a specific goal (e.g., obtain a sexualized image of the

target) or why and how the different techniques would interact

to result in goal achievement are not explained. Also, the

mechanism is assumedly a cyclical gradual process of intensity

and escalation, and an assumption can be made that the results

of the ‘‘sexual test’’ are fed into some feedback process, but this

is not unpacked in the model.

The Rationale for an Integrated Model

The models evaluated in the previous sections are notable for

the vast range of phenomena for which they account and their

contribution to our understanding of grooming. Together, they

contain a variety of novel and complementary theoretical

strengths but also some individual and shared limitations. In

this review, it is argued that it is theoretically both possible and

useful to integrate these models into one comprehensive model

of grooming—one that is also generalizable to the widest pos-

sible range of related phenomena. In an attempt to provide a
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more universal model, this review defines grooming as a series

of explicit or implicit goal-directed behaviors that together

share the intention of preparing a target individual, where his

or her compliance and/or submission is advantageous and/or

necessary for the specific purpose of achieving an unlawful

or exploitative goal.

Using a process of theory knitting (Kalmar & Sternberg,

1988; Ward & Hudson, 1998), the aim of the following sections

is to introduce a motivational and behavioral micro-model of

grooming for illicit goals as it develops over time. This model

draws together the valid, relevant, and novel elements of Olson

et al. (2007), O’Connell (2003), and Webster et al.’s (2012)

models while addressing their limitations where possible.

Those salient features are (1) a cause/action/effect goal-

motivated framework, (2) self-regulatory feedback systems,

(3) the effects of external influences—most notably an active

and sentient target, (4) relationship forming, (5) the effect of

reinforcing/coercive incentives in all models, (6) the use and

effect of risk-management strategies, and (7) a discrete desen-

sitization process that controls the introduction of goal-related

information/activities.

This model does not seek to explain the psychological value

humans assign to goals (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 2000; Kasser &

Ryan, 1996; Vroom, 1964) nor to explain expectations about

the likelihood of attaining goals (e.g., Abramson, Seligman, &

Teasdale, 1978; Bandura, 1989; Rotter, 1966). It seeks simply

to apply the mechanisms that transfer people from a state of goal

formation to one of goal achievement (e.g., Carver & Scheier,

2001) and to represent the process of grooming over time.

Control theory and self-regulation. Self-regulation theories of

human behavior (e.g., Baumeister & Vohs, 2007; Carver &

Scheier, 1981, 2001) are founded in control theory and the

notion of homeostasis—systems in which the elements are

regulated in such a manner that internal conditions remain

as stable and constant as possible. Self-regulatory feedback

systems (see Figure 1) can be illustrated using the example

of the thermostat in centrally heated homes. Its goal is to

achieve a stable equilibrium between the ambient temperature

and a desired temperature. The thermostat executes a com-

parative test between the ambient and the desired tempera-

ture: if a discrepancy is found it instigates an action

(heating on) and if equilibrium is found it does not (no heat-

ing). The combination of that action and any relevant external

influences (e.g., an open window) has a tangible effect on the

environment and generates a new ambient temperature for

comparison to the desired value. A cycle of test-operate-test

continues until the ambient temperature matches or exceeds

the desired value, the comparisons detect no discrepancy, and

no further action is required.

Carver and Scheier (1981, 2001) applied these concepts to

human behavior. Their control-theory approach to behavior uti-

lizes feedback loops to explain the process of goal achievement

through a cyclical process of comparing, adjusting, operating,

and testing behavior until there is equilibrium between a cur-

rent experiential state and a desired one.

Having established a goal to achieve, this system of beha-

vior is presented with both an input value (our current experi-

ential state) and a reference value (a desired experiential state).

The self-regulation process compares the input and the refer-

ence. If no discrepancy is found, then no further action is nec-

essary, as circumstances are as we desire.

If a discrepancy is found, then goal achievement requires

one of three actions. First, the individual can instigate a beha-

vioral strategy that brings about an effect on the external envi-

ronment and consequently generates a new input value for

comparison with the reference value. If, after the strategy has

been executed and tested, the discrepancy remains, then this

cyclical process can be repeated with other behavioral strate-

gies. Second, an individual can change the reference value by

which the success or achievability of the goal is measured

(e.g., reducing the standard required). This ‘‘self-referential’’

change in standards is more gradual and effortful and is likely

to occur only after many attempted behavioral changes have

failed (Carver & Scheier, 2001). Third, individuals can simply

abandon the goal altogether.

Self-regulation in sex offender theory. It is important to recognize

existing applications of self-regulation in theories of the wider

sexual offending process. The aim here is not to provide an

in-depth evaluation of those process models but simply to high-

light the fact that the use of self-regulatory mechanisms in the

field of sexual offending research is well established. Finkelhor

(1984) first introduced the notion of a grooming process that

involves a series of goal-directed behaviors to gain the trust

of another. Both Wolf’s (1984, 1985) addition cycle and Salt-

er’s (1995) deviant cycle model of offending include surface

descriptions of grooming and control over a victim and can

be viewed as self-regulatory, whereby sexual fantasy and

offending is used to alleviate negative mood states (Ward,

Polaschek, & Beech, 2006). Similarly, the relapse prevention

Figure 1. A self-regulation feedback loop (adapted from Carver &
Scheier, 2001). C ¼ comparator; EOE ¼ effect on the environment;
EXT ¼ external factors.
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model of offender treatment (Pithers, 1990; Pithers, Marques,

Gibat, & Marlatt, 1983) involves the formation and mainte-

nance of an abstinence goal through self-monitoring of cogni-

tive and behavioral responses, particularly when presented with

high-risk situations and the use of efficacy-enhancing strategies

and coping skills.

Later, Ward and colleagues (e.g., Ward & Hudson, 2000;

Ward, Hudson, et al., 1998, Ward, Louden, et al., 1995) used

self-regulation models to explain both acquisitory and avoid-

ance behaviors in the sexual offence relapse process, empha-

sizing their relevance to processes of etiology, relapse, and

treatment. Their good lives model of offender treatment also

theorizes that sexual offending reflects socially unacceptable

attempts to pursue goals (primary and secondary ‘‘goods’’)

and the use of self-regulation strategies to achieve these

goals (Ward & Gannon, 2006; Ward, Mann, & Gannon,

2007). In fact, Webster et al. (2012) explicitly aligned their

grooming model, on both a philosophical and practical level,

with Ward and Hudson’s self-regulation theory of the sexual

offense process.

How and why these goals are formed and the various ways

in which goals and strategies for their achievement can become

dysfunctional is explained in integrated etiological theories of

criminal behavior (for sex offending see, e.g., Seto, 2008;

Smallbone & Cale, in press; Ward & Beech, 2006). For exam-

ple, pedophilic disorder may represent the psychological dia-

thesis for the genesis of aberrant goals and values related to

forms of sexual offending (Seto, 2008). Furthermore, such etio-

logical processes can lead to the formation of exploitative or

criminal goals or make certain goals more salient and impera-

tive (Ward & Gannon, 2006).

These same etiological factors, however, may not apply to

other instances in which we see the same grooming behaviors

(e.g., terrorism and human trafficking), and thus it is impor-

tant to extract the behavioral processes from etiological

explanations. As Ward, Polaschek, and Beech (2006) note,

process models are not intended to unpack the underlying vul-

nerabilities or establish criminogenic needs—these are left in

a ‘‘black box’’ at the top of the model to be explained by mul-

tifactorial etiological theories. For the purpose of this model,

it is enough to say that psychological systems can lead to dys-

function in the goal-directed nature of humans and their task

of achieving primary and secondary human goods. The model

is conceptualized as a contributory mechanism in larger self-

regulatory processes related to higher order goals related to

sexual behavior in general. Grooming a target for sexual pur-

poses is likely to represent an instrumental goal nested within

a higher order goal (perhaps sexual contact more broadly) and

represents a maladaptive strategy for attaining the universal

good of relatedness.

A Self-Regulation Model of Illicit Grooming

The following sections outline a self-regulation model of a

grooming process that is applicable to the sexual offending

process. This model is founded in the following assumptions:

(1) grooming is an example of goal-directed behavior; (2)

goals can be varied, multiple, and hierarchical; (3) progres-

sion toward goals is self-regulated; and (4) the mechanics of

self-regulation are described by control theory in the form

of feedback systems. It describes a process that begins at the

initiation of communication (contact) between the protagonist

and the target and ends at the first instance of goal achieve-

ment. It includes two distinct phases (see Figure 2). The first

is an initial potentiality phase that involves four behavioral

processes (rapport building, incentivization, disinhibition,

and security management) to construct an environment favor-

able to the likelihood of goal achievement (or at least reaches

some desired level). The second is a later reactive disclosure2

phase that seeks to capitalize on the favorable circumstances

created in Phase 1 and introduces goal-relevant information in

a systematic and controlled manner designed to desensitize

the target to the goal.

In Figure 2, each of the cogs represents a self-regulatory

feedback loop, the purpose of which is to accumulate a

desired level of capital in that component: an amount judged

by the protagonist to be enough to achieve their goal. As

noted, the protagonist is also able to change the reference if

initially desired levels standards are found to be unnecessa-

rily/unfeasibly high—for example, if the target’s baseline

level of willingness to engage is higher than anticipated. The

predicted optimal strategy for grooming in this model is for

the protagonist to accumulate considerable levels of rapport,

incentive, disinhibition, and security in order to develop a

level of perceived efficacy in divulging goal-related informa-

tion without goal-compromising responses from the target.

Ultimately, the target’s accommodation of, tolerance for, and

participation in goal-relevant activity represent the achieve-

ment of a ‘‘groomed’’ status.

Each of the previous models of grooming describes exam-

ples in which the protagonist invests time and effort to develop

trust and desensitize the target. Nonetheless, all note that dura-

tion of effort ranges from a matter of minutes to a number of

years. O’Connell (2003) and Webster et al. (2012) describe

examples of individuals moving directly to the disclosure of

goal-related information (the ‘‘hit and run’’ strategy). The dura-

tion of time a protagonist invests in the grooming process is

likely to be determined by the varying amounts of potentiality

and desensitization in the target—the ‘‘dynamic inter-

relationship between goals and needs’’ described by Webster

et al. (p. 42)—and the increased risk of detection the longer the

process continues.

Phase 1: Potentiality. In their integrated theory of sexual offend-

ing, Ward and Beech (2006) introduce the concept of the eco-

logical niche to explain the reciprocal interaction between

those individuals who engage in sexually exploitative behavior

and their environment. Their ecological niche describes a pro-

cess, whereby organisms (including humans) are not simply

passively impacted upon by their environment and engage in

active choices, activities, and physical processes that change

the environment around them to suit their ecological needs
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(Lewontin, 1982, 2000; Odling-Smee, Laland, & Feldman,

2003). The overall purpose of Phase 1 is to increase potential-

ity: to create and maintain an environment conducive to goal

achievement and favorable to the process of desensitization

in Phase 2. This is achieved through four mechanisms. The first

is rapport—that creates and regulates the quality of the rela-

tionship between the protagonist and target. The second is

incentive—that creates and regulates the motivational devices

provided to the target to engage in goal-relevant activities. The

third is disinhibition—that seeks to reduce the target’s ability to

respond genuinely, accurately, cogently, and convincingly. The

fourth is security—that minimizes and regulates the potential

for uncontrolled or untimely exposure of goal-relevant or per-

sonally identifiable information.

The protagonist utilizes each of these mechanisms to what-

ever extent they believe is necessary to achieve their goal. Each

of the components is self-regulated in terms of their level of

capital when compared to a desired amount. What constitutes

adequate capital in each of these mechanisms may differ

between individuals and may also differ within the same indi-

vidual on different occasions and/or under different circum-

stances, through self-referential change. For example, the

same individual may change the desired levels for potentiality

mechanisms and switch from a high-rapport, high-incentive

strategy to a high-disinhibition, high-security strategy, perhaps

when encountering a reluctant target.

Figure 3 uses rapport as an example to illustrate these

self-regulatory potentiality systems in action. In order to attain

equilibrium between current and desired levels of rapport, the

protagonist engages in rapport building (for incentive, incenti-

vization; for disinhibition, disinhibitors; and for security, secu-

rity-management). Rapport building, along with any external

influences (e.g., the target as an active and sentient agent, the

quality of communicative devices, other individuals in the vici-

nity, etc.), has the effect of changing levels of experiential rap-

port. This new value is compared again to the desired level in a

cycle of test-operate-test that continues until the desired level

of rapport is achieved. Each of the potentiality systems is reli-

ant on the achievement of subordinate goals nested within

them, each with the same feedback mechanisms and currency

of capital for goal achievement. Rapport, for example, has sub-

ordinate goals of mutual attentiveness, positivity, and coordi-

nation, the combined stock of which represent the overall

capital of rapport. Each of the potentiality systems described

subsequently is formed of a self-regulatory feedback system.

Rapport. Tickle-Degnen (2006) defines rapport as the signifi-

cant human experience of close and harmonious connection

Figure 2. A self-regulation model of illicit grooming. Black solid lines/arrows indicate progress through the model; gray dashed lines/arrows
indicate feedback loops.

Elliott 7

 at NATIONAL CHILDRENS ADVOC CTR on July 23, 2015tva.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tva.sagepub.com/


that aids the experiential bonding of individuals into relation-

ship with one another, in single, short interactions or across

repeated, extended interactions, and from which new acquain-

tances can predict the future of a relationship. Individuals who

demonstrate rapport ‘‘develop, maintain, and indicate their rap-

port through a stream of interlinked signals and responses that

are shaped by their personal physical and psychological prop-

erties, the parameters of the task in which they are engaged, and

the physical and social environment of their actions’’ (Tickle-

Degnan, 2006, p. 382).

Tickle-Degnen and Rosenthal (1987, 1990) developed a

model of the experiential nature of rapport and its behavioral

expression. The experience of rapport is dependent on three

essential components: (1) mutual attentiveness—the focus of

each being directed toward the other, creating a sense of mutual

interest, (2) positivity—an atmosphere of mutual friendliness

and caring, and (3) coordination—the experience of regularity,

predictability, and consequently refined interaction. Tickle-

Degnen and Rosenthal (1990) note that rapport is dynamic

and temporal and that although the structural components of

rapport do not change over time, their relative importance

in maintaining rapport will change.

Tickle-Degnen and Rosenthal (1987, 1990) suggest that

although positivity and mutual attentiveness are constant

throughout, in earlier interactions, participants place a greater

weighting on positivity, warmth, and friendliness rather than

cooperation, since cooperation would not be expected to be

high at such an early stage. As participants gain knowledge and

experience of the other, however, they may feel less need to

present themselves in such a favorable light and introduce

variability (‘‘character’’) into the relationship, for example,

by expressing negative behaviors (e.g., dissent). The way in

which protagonists present themselves to the target was exam-

ined by Webster et al. (2012) who found that some sex offen-

ders present themselves—to varying degrees—in ways they

believe would appeal to the target and continually refine that

presentation based on target feedback. McAlinden (2006), in

reviewing grooming techniques, notes that trust allows an

environment of confidence and predictability, in which

demonstrating vulnerability and taking risks becomes more

permissible. In later interactions, however, individuals place

a greater weighting on coordination, as there is an expectation

for interaction to be less awkward and to flow more smoothly,

and as interaction develops communication styles become

more relaxed, stable, and predictable (Tickle-Degnen &

Rosenthal, 1987, 1990).

These processes encapsulate what O’Connell (2003)

described as the friendship and relationship-forming stages of

the grooming process and the ‘‘gentle socialization’’ outlined

by Webster et al. (2012). In fact, gentle socialization overlaps

significantly with the three elements of rapport, with compli-

mentary behaviors and presenting favorably constituting positiv-

ity, mentoring suggesting mutual attentiveness/coordination, and

experience congruence constituting mutual attentiveness. Wil-

liams, Elliott, and Beech (2014) also applied the concept of rap-

port specifically to explain a distinct friendship-building theme

identified in online grooming conversations.

Incentive. Incentives are stimuli that create motivation to

action in their recipient, particularly to favor one decision

over another. Callahan (2004) provides a useful taxonomy

that divides incentives into three broad categories, based on

the different ways in which they motivate agents into action.

The first are remunerative (or financial) incentives, in which

the recipient can expect some form of material reward in

exchange for acting in a particular way. The second are moral

incentives that appeal to the recipient’s sense of self-esteem

or need for approval, present a particular action as a right or

admirable thing to do, or imply that the failure to act in a cer-

tain way may lead to a negative view of the protagonist. The

third are coercive incentives, in which the recipient can expect

that the failure to act in a particular way will result in direct

negative material consequences, such as punishment or phys-

ical violence. Coercion occurs when a protagonist (1) delivers

a threat of some consequence, (2) attempts to induce the reci-

pient to act contrary to their preferences, and (3) deprives the

recipient of some freedom or autonomy (Feinberg, 1998; Perl-

off, 2010). McClelland (1987) also describes four types of

natural incentives or subconscious motives that are universal

and innate (1) variety—the motivation to seek at least moder-

ate amounts of novelty and complexity; (2) impact—motiva-

tion provided by opportunities to demonstrate agency and

mastery through exploration, physical manipulation, and

play; (3) contact/sexual—the motivation to seek physical,

emotional, and intimate closeness with others; and (4) consis-

tency—the motivation to avoid tension and conflict arising

from uncertainty and discrepancy.

Incentives not only motivate to action but also serve to

reward or punish specific behaviors that we seek to promote

or deter. Thus, the mechanism of incentivization invokes

notions of operant conditioning, and instrumental and social

learning (Bandura, 1977; Skinner, 1953; Thorndike, 1933).

Figure 3. A self-regulatory feedback loop for the goal of achieving and
maintaining a desired level of rapport. C ¼ comparator; EOE ¼ effect
on the environment; EXT ¼ external factors.
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Money and material gifts (remunerative incentives) act to rein-

force behaviors that increase the likelihood of goal achieve-

ment, whereas coercive incentives such as physical violence

or threats are designed as punishments for behaviors that are

detrimental to goal achievement. Coercive incentive strategies

may also involve the removal of (or indicate removal of) punish-

ment to negatively reinforce goal-positive behavior, producing

goal-positive behaviors designed to escape or avoid punishment.

Conversely, threatening to remove certain appetitive incen-

tives (e.g., threatening to remove financial incentives) works

as a negative punishment for goal-negative behaviors.

Research into sexually exploitative behavior is replete with

descriptions of the use of remunerative, moral, coercive, and

natural incentives in the sexual abuse process, including brib-

ery, gifts, money, flattery, sexualized games, emotional black-

mail, force, and threats against the target, their family, or their

pets (e.g., Brackenridge, 1997; Elliott, Browne, & Kilcoyne,

1995; Finkelhor, 1984; Finkelhor & Yllo, 1985; Lang &

Frenzel, 1988; Lovett, 2004; Mitchell, Finkelhor, & Wolak,

2005). Beauregard, Proulx, Rossmo, Leclerc, and Allaire

(2007) discuss the use of incentives in the offense process, such

as money and gifts. Kaufman, Hilliker, and Daleiden (1996),

too, found that offenders (particularly intrafamilial offenders)

adopted strategies that involve giving gifts, love/attention,

threatening to withdraw benefits, and threatening to alter the

target/perpetrator relationship to gain the target’s compliance.

The process is also likely to involve exploiting the target’s

natural incentives, such as curiosity, exploration, mastery, clo-

seness, intimacy, and the avoidance of conflict. Webster et al.

(2012) discuss the ‘‘active’’ target, with their own needs and

goals, in greater detail. All three models of grooming evaluated

previously include some description of incentives being used to

motivate the target to engage in goal-relevant activities as do

analyses of online grooming transcripts (e.g., Kloess, Beech,

Hamilton-Giachristis, Seymour-Smith, Long, & Shipley, in

press; Williams, Elliott, & Beech, 2014)

Disinhibition. Inhibition, as it relates to psychological pro-

cesses, is the process of placing voluntary or involuntary

restraints on the direct expression of our inclinations. Con-

versely, disinhibition refers to the use of physical or psycho-

logical entities to lessen one’s own inhibitions or the

inhibitions of another. Individuals with greater levels of dis-

inhibition are thought to act more impulsively, be more thrill

seeking, and not consider as deeply the long-term conse-

quences of their actions (Vrieze, McGue, Miller, Hicks, &

Iacono, 2013). One such form of disinhibitor is drug intoxica-

tion, notably (given its availability and legality) alcohol.

Alcohol intoxication has been shown to disrupt performance

on a wide range of activities and is believed to selectively

impair mechanisms fundamental to behavioral control (for

a review, see Fillmore, 2003). In this model, the goal is

defined as diminishing the target’s ability to respond genu-

inely, accurately, cogently, and convincingly during Phase 2.

Although not specifically related to the deliberate use of dis-

inhibitors as a strategy by a protagonist, a number of studies

have demonstrated a positive association between alcohol use

and experiences of sexual victimization and a substantial

proportion of sexual assaults occur when the victim has been

drinking (Testa & Livingston, 2009). As well as the role

of disinhibitors in vulnerability to victimization, artificially

decreasing levels of inhibition in a target, is also recognized

as a strategy in the sex offending process as a means to

increase the likelihood of compliance in a target. For exam-

ple, Kaufman et al.’s work on the modus operandi of adult and

juvenile sex offenders includes, in their Modus Operandi

Questionnaire, ‘‘alcohol/drugs’’ in their subscale of threats

and coercion as a strategy to gain compliance. Similarly,

Beauregard et al. (2007) also include the provision of drugs

or alcohol as a noncoercive strategy to lure the target and

incite them to participate.

This concept is not well articulated in previous models of

grooming. Olson’s et al.’s (2007) model focuses on communi-

cative rather than physical processes, and both O’Connell

(2003) and Webster et al. (2012) focus specifically on online

grooming where behaviors are bounded by the nature of online

communication, where protagonist and target are physically

separated from one another. However, the Internet itself may

be a disinhibitor. Webster et al. (2012) cite Suler’s (2004)

online disinhibition effect and the reduction in inhibitions

caused by three interacting factors (1) dissociative anonym-

ity—separating one’s online actions from one’s real world

identity, (2) invisibility—feeling less self-conscious as a result

of not being physically seen, and (3) dissociative imagina-

tion—believing that off-line rules and norms do not apply in

the online ‘‘dimension.’’ Consequently, choosing to groom

someone online—a place where risk-taking behavior is per-

ceived as more acceptable—may perhaps be a modern, techno-

logical strategy for target disinhibition (Taylor & Quayle,

2006).

Security. The protagonist also needs to protect themselves from

exposure or detection, particularly in this context of illicit and

illegal goals. The protagonist will seek to mitigate any risk of

detection from both detection of their identity (should they

wish to conceal it) and untimely and uncontrolled detection

of their super-ordinate goal, either by the target or by some

other non-goal-related individual. This mitigation is likely

to encompass two subordinate goals: (1) controlling disclo-

sure of personal information, such as not revealing one’s

name or location and (2) identifying the potential hazards

related to the target, such as seeking relevant information

about the target’s location, supervision, modes of communi-

cation, and so on. This is conceptually similar to the prepara-

tion phase in Polaschek and Hudson’s (2004) descriptive

model of rape, whereby the protagonist appraises the expres-

sive potential of the situation before deciding whether they

can achieve their goal or if constraints accorded by the cir-

cumstances are too excessive for goal achievement.

O’Connell’s (2003) model clearly emphasizes environ-

mental risk assessment and management and the protagonist’s

safety from detection. Both O’Connell and Olson et al. (2007)
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also stress the importance of isolating the target (physically

and psychologically) that not only mitigates for risk of

detection by or disclosure to those in the support network but

also strengthens coordination in rapport—the protagonist

positions themselves as the target’s confidante. O’Connell

described protagonists preventing detection, assessing their

own and the target’s environments, and the continual assess-

ment of trust, comfort, and vulnerability within the target:

ultimately their ‘‘receptiveness.’’ Similarly, Both Williams

et al. (2014) and Kloess, Beech, Hamilton-Giachristis,

Seymour-Smith, Long, and Shipley’s (in press) analyses of

sex offender–child dyads include themes describing self-

preserving enquiries from offenders to victims about the

secrecy of their relationship and the environment in which the

relationship is being built.

Phase 2: Disclosure. Phase 2 seeks to capitalize on the favorable

circumstances established in Phase 1 and involves a series of

behavioral strategies directly related to goal achievement. It

involves the controlled disclosure of information related to the

ultimate goal, assessing feedback, and regulating the whole

system accordingly. Once the protagonist has established satis-

factory levels of rapport, incentive, disinhibition, and security,

the next stage introduces goal-relevant information. This does

not, however, mean that the machinations in Phase 1 terminate.

Phase 2 is reactive in terms of overall goal achievement in the

sense that as the four potentiality systems continue to test-oper-

ate-test based on feedback it receives from Phase 2 activities.

Sensitivity. In this model, sensitivity is defined as the responsive-

ness of the target to goal-relevant stimuli and is regulated by

the protagonist through a process of controlled and timely

exposure—a process described by Cornish (1994) as ‘‘instru-

mental initiation.’’ In contrast to the mechanisms in Phase 1,

sensitivity is a capital stock that the protagonist seeks to reduce

to a desired level. This model hypothesizes that reducing sen-

sitivity and moving an individual from a state of goal nonactiv-

ity to a state of goal activity requires a process of systematic

desensitization similar to that originally proposed by Wolpe

(1968).

In this process, the protagonist takes on the role of an

amateur behavioral therapist engaging in a maladaptive

form of exposure therapy (see Spiegler (2015) for a review

of contemporary behavior therapy). The process involves

counter-conditioning, beginning with controlled exposure to less

potentially goal-compromising information (i.e., least likely to

lead to an extreme emotional response) and progressing to the

introduction of more potentially goal-compromising informa-

tion. The protagonist needs to eventually reveal their inten-

tions—through either direct communication (e.g., verbal) or

indirect communication (i.e., behavioral cues)—to the target

in order to achieve their goal. To do this, the protagonist gra-

dually introduces small exposures to increasingly overt goal-

relevant information. Throughout, the protagonist assesses

positive feedback in the form of active (voluntary) or passive

(compelled) behaviors executed by the target. Once

sensitivity has been reduced to a desired level, the protagonist

can introduce—either directly or indirectly—information

about the primary goal and the role(s) required of the target

to achieve that goal.

The notion that the sexual abuse of children involves a gra-

dual, progressive process of physical, and psychological sexua-

lization has been expressed in many descriptions of offender

modus operandi (e.g., Beauregard et al., 2007, Berliner &

Conte, 1990; Christiansen & Blake, 1990; Kaufman et al.,

1996; Singer, Hussey, & Strom, 1992). The three models of

grooming evaluated previously all accounted for some process

of desensitization in the grooming process. Olson et al. (2007)

describe communicative desensitization, whereby the protago-

nist desensitizes the target to both their physical presence and

closeness and conceptual (goal related) topics through beha-

viors such as inappropriate touching, sexualized imagery, sex-

ualized conversation, and so on. Olson et al. also introduce the

notion of feedback, in that the target’s response to initial infor-

mation and activity will considerably impact whether or not

further goal-related activity will follow. O’Connell’s (2003)

model, too, clearly distinguishes this process as sequential, the

commencement of which is qualified to some extent by success

in those prior stages. In the latter stages of O’Connell’s model,

protagonists introduce sexual themes and references into the

conversation and assess responses, with three tactics employed:

gentle boundary pressing, reducing inhibitions through expo-

sure to goal-relevant information or activities (e.g., viewing

pornography), and mutual fantasy reenactment. Webster

et al.’s (2012) model presents this process as the ‘‘sexual

test’’—techniques for desensitization, such as the use of visual

images or goal-relevant language—an explicit or subtle intro-

duction sexual discussion.

Distinct from the feedback loops in Phase 1, however, is that

here a discrepancy detected by the comparator activates two

feedback loops. If the effect on the target is positive (or at least

negligible), then the protagonist can continue to escalate goal-

related disclosures and maintain the desensitization process.

However, there is also potential for the effect of goal-related

disclosures to have secondary effects on the protagonist’s cap-

ital stocks of rapport, incentive, disinhibition, and security. The

primary purpose of Phase 1 is to mitigate and limit, proactively

and in advance, these secondary effects in Phase 2. For exam-

ple, high rapport, built proactively, has been found to ‘‘inocu-

late’’ targets to negative experiences—positive antecedents

mitigate the negative effects of dissatisfaction (DeWitt &

Brady, 2003) and lower compensation is required to maintain

a high-rapport relationship after a negative response (Worsfold,

Worsfold, & Bradley, 2007). The secondary feedback loop (see

Figure 4) allows for strategies of damage-limitation in response

to negative target response in Phase 2. This feedback process

allows the protagonist to reemphasize, reassess, and reinforce

the potentiality mechanisms and engage in any necessary

reparatory behaviors.

This is not to suggest that goal disclosure cannot continue in

instances where feedback is perceived as negative—the prota-

gonist may choose to escalate anyway. O’Connell (2003) calls
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this the ‘‘hit and run’’ tactic—found to be very common in their

sample—whereby aggressive protagonists were rarely inter-

ested in damage limitation or extended/repeat contact and

would swiftly disclose their intentions, assess the immediate

effect of disclosure on their target, and, when detecting little

evidence of compliance or submission, choose to either or

abandon the grooming process and resort to a purely coercive

strategy or abandon their goal entirely. In this model, the latter

strategy is accounted for as the protagonist can self-referentially

recalibrate the relative salience of each mechanism for goal

achievement, increasing the salience of incentivization (par-

ticularly the use of coercive incentives) at the expense of

rapport, disinhibition, and/or security. It is arguable, how-

ever, as to whether such a highly coercive strategy would still

constitute grooming per se.

Theory Appraisal and Clinical Application

The preceding sections present an integrated model to represent

the process of illicit grooming. It includes two distinct phases:

(1) an initial potentiality phase that involves four behavioral

processes (rapport building, incentivization, disinhibition, and

security management) intended to construct an environment

favorable to goal achievement, and (2) a later disclosure phase

that seeks to capitalize on those favorable circumstances and

introduces goal-relevant information in a systematic and con-

trolled manner designed to desensitize the target to the goal.

It is important to reiterate that not all offenders will engage

in grooming and not all instances whereby contact is estab-

lished with a target and an illicit goal is initiated will necessa-

rily involve grooming behaviors. This model is designed to

apply in those cases in which these forms of preparatory beha-

vior are observed.

The model is explicit and consistent in the way in which

the grooming process is defined as a strictly preparatory

process and distinct from targeting and maintenance phases.

It is intended as an offense process model and as such makes

few, if any, etiological assumptions about the formation of

the illicit goal (or goals), only that the goal exists and

requires at least one other individual’s compliance or submis-

sion to be achieved. It was a principal aim to produce a model

that progresses from a focus on grooming as unique to sex

offenders and in need of specialist explanation. It aims to

be as universal as possible and applicable to preparatory pro-

cesses in any forms of illicit behavior that require one indi-

vidual to gain the compliance/submission of another in

order to achieve a goal, such as gaining the compliance of

people for human trafficking or preparing vulnerable people

to carry out acts of political violence.

The model is consistent with established theories of gen-

eral human goal-seeking behavior. It draws from a variety

of domains and adequately explains the various phenomena

previously described as grooming (within the sexual offense

process), unifying concepts of self-regulation, systematic

desensitization, operant conditioning—among others—and

provides a rationale for their application in explaining the

grooming process. It also draws on specific concepts from

previous models of grooming, defines, decodes, and expounds

them, and the emphasis on explaining underlying behavioral

machinations in greater detail represents an advance on those

models. It also represents a reduction in the number of stages

in the previous theories that require explanation. The model is

also designed to be parsimonious with existing process the-

ories of sex offending behavior (e.g., Ward, Hudson, et al.,

1998; Ward & Hudson, 2000), research into offense scripts

and modus operandi (e.g., Beauregard et al., 2007; Kaufman

et al., 1996), and theories of offender relapse (Pithers, 1990;

Pithers et al., 1983; Ward & Gannon, 2006; Ward, Mann,

et al., 2007). Thus, it can be thought of as an example of the-

oretical pluralism (Ward, 2014) in that the model is intended

to be viewed as a contributory mechanism within larger illicit

goal-related processes (e.g., multifactorial etiological theories

of sexual offending).

It is important to acknowledge that this model is intended to

be provisional and requires further empirical support. The var-

ious mechanisms remain theoretical in that the model sought

only to unite previously accepted models of the grooming pro-

cess. However, it is anticipated that the model has potential to

lead to new, novel methods for understanding, assessing, and

intervening in grooming and its related behaviors. Certainly,

there should be rich data available with which to test various

hypotheses that this model generates—especially in the field

of sexual abuse, where, for example, the phenomenon of online

grooming generates its own data. Furthermore, having outlined

a mechanism of desensitization in the grooming process,

experimental paradigms can be developed that can measure this

process directly. Since the model is designed as a universal the-

ory of grooming, it is hoped that those with an interest in other

forms of illicit grooming utilize this model to understand and

explain the behaviors of individuals of interest. For example,

Charvat (2009, 2010) discusses the use of ‘‘groomers’’ in

Figure 4. A self-regulatory feedback loop for the goal of achieving and
maintaining a desired level of sensitivity. C¼ comparator; EOE¼ effect
on the environment; EXT ¼ external factors.
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terrorism offenses—highly knowledgeable individuals who

‘‘start to feed strong propaganda’’ (p. 82) to an identified target,

a process that ‘‘can take a long time, as the groomer has to be

certain they have the right people and the potential recruit is not

going to be made aware that he or she is in contact with a ter-

rorist until they are ready’’ (p. 82).

In terms of implications for the treatment of sex offenders, it

is first important to outline that such treatment is primarily cog-

nitive–behavioral and skills-oriented in nature. As Ward,

Mann, and Gannon (2007) note, a key therapeutic task is to bal-

ance the promotion of positive, nonoffending client goals (i.e.,

good lives) while also promoting the identification and reduc-

tion in risk (i.e., relapse prevention). Such treatment practices

are typically assessment driven and will involve a detailed psy-

chosexual evaluation, which includes gaining insight into con-

textual elements of the client’s offense, such as interpersonal

dynamics, behavioral patterns, and personal and environmental

circumstances. This model of grooming provides a framework

on which to assess these concepts in clients for whom groom-

ing was significant element of their offense and subsequently

formulate appropriate and specific treatment plans and targets.

For example, understanding the role of moral incentivization

arguably provides a more practical understanding of instrumen-

tal manifestations of offense-supportive cognitions (e.g., how

pro-offending beliefs about sexual contact between adults and

children are communicated to the victim in order to encourage

them to engage). The model also has implications for clinicians

required to judge the applicability of mens rea in the prepara-

tion of criminal behavior—what Ost (2004) referred to as the

‘‘crucial question of intent’’ (p. 151). In being better able to

define and explain the extent and nature of a client’s grooming

behaviors, the clinician is better able to place this behavior in a

wider meaningful context of criminal engagement.

That the model is able to accommodate a range of higher

order goals and strategies related to clients’ offending beha-

viors also makes it particularly useful for group work therapy,

which often includes clients with a variety of offense types for

whom each may demonstrate grooming behaviors manifesting

in different ways. On a practical level, providing a translata-

ble model of the grooming process also assists clinicians in

better communicating these offense process concepts to rele-

vant clients. Indeed, the model’s universality and the potential

for multiple pathways means relevant clients may also be bet-

ter able to relate their own experiences of these concepts with-

out needing to bend their experience to the model or vice

versa, providing a personalized behavioral context to which

clients can relate the cognitive aspect of treatment. Such an

understanding allows clients to identify any subsequent lapses

into grooming behaviors, whether that be developing rapport

with an inappropriate target or escalating the sexual nature of

a conversation, and to develop and rehearse strategies to ade-

quately cope with such instances.

As it is maintained that all of the mechanisms will be

involved in the grooming process to some degree, and that

protagonists with varying goals simply accord different rela-

tive salience to each mechanism, there is the potential for the

development of multiple clinical pathways for grooming

behaviors, allowing for more individualized case formulation.

Three candidate pathways appear to have preliminary theore-

tical support: mentor, coercive, and expeditious. The mentor

pathway is one in which the protagonist seeks to connect with

the target in a meaningful (yet instrumental) way and is char-

acterized by high rapport, high incentive, and low security. It

is similar to ‘‘manipulative’’ (e.g., Beauregard et al., 2007),

‘‘pseudo-intimacy’’ (e.g., Lehmann, Goodwill, Hanson, &

Dahle, 2015), and ‘‘intimacy-seeking’’ (e.g., Webster et al.,

2012) offense strategies and is more likely to involve high

investment in desensitization over a long duration. The coer-

cive pathway is one in which the protagonist seeks to pressur-

ize or intimidate the target and is characterized by low

rapport, high incentivization, and high security. It is similar

to ‘‘coercive’’ (e.g., Beauregard et al., 2007) or high ‘‘crimin-

ality’’ offense strategies (e.g., Lehmann et al., 2015) and

involves moderate investment in desensitization over shorter

durations. The expeditious pathway is one in which the prota-

gonist is predominantly focused on the goal, involves as little

or no investment in desensitization, and is solely concerned

with rapid advance through Phase 2. It is characterized by

high security only and, in the context of sex offenders, is

likely to describe ‘‘hypersexual’’ individuals (Webster et al.,

2012) and the ‘‘hit-and-run’’ technique (O’Connell, 2003).

This pathway may also describe individuals who abandon the

grooming process and resort to high levels of coercion.

Alongside these forms of tertiary postoffense treatment, the

model can also contribute to primary and secondary prevention

practices (see Dahlberg & Krug, 2002). To illustrate this, we

focus on three prevention targets: interpersonal mechanisms,

desensitization, and security. The first target for prevention

would be the interpersonal mechanisms (rapport, incentiviza-

tion, and disinhibition)–the education of the general public

about the nature of the relationships between protagonists and

targets and promoting widespread societal and community

awareness and vigilance for grooming behaviors. The second

target would be the desensitization process–educating potential

targets about appropriate physical and emotional boundaries

and promoting personal safety and resilience. This could also

be a target for bystander intervention, seeking to educate,

equip, and empower those around a target (e.g., families peers

and community members) to intervene in instances where there

is evidence of potential grooming. The third target is that of

security. This would involve the use of situational prevention

techniques to increase both the effort, the difficulty in carrying

out the behavior, and the risk, the likelihood of detection, for

protagonists, and thus increasing the costs of engagement while

decreasing the benefit (e.g., Cornish & Clarke, 1986; Small-

bone & Wortley, 2006).

In conclusion, previous descriptions of sexual grooming

have focused so specifically on the sex offense process as to

adversely limit the application of what is a tremendous wealth

of knowledge to a wider range of comparable phenomena. The

above-mentioned model is presented as a novel reinterpretation

of the salient and innovative features that have been developed
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over the previous decades in the field of sexual offending

research, one that is grounded in well-established and more

general—and thus more widely applicable—theories of human

behavior and goal-directed processes.
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Notes

1. It is also worth noting that this is not ‘‘social grooming,’’ an activity

in which social animals (including humans) clean or maintain one

another’s body or appearance.

2. The term ‘‘disclosure’’ in this model refers to the revelation of

goal-related information, either through direct communication

(e.g., verbally) or through indirect communication (e.g., through

behavioral cues).

References

Abramson, L. Y., Seligman, M. E. P., & Teasdale, J. D. (1978).

Learned helplessness in humans: Critique and reformulation.

Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 87, 49–74.

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:

Prentice-Hall.

Bandura, A. (1989). Human agency in social cognitive theory.

American Psychologist, 44, 1175–1184.

Baumeister, R. F., & Vohs, K. D. (2007). Self-regulation, ego deple-

tion, and motivation. Social and Personality Psychology Compass,

1, 115–128. doi:10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00001.x

Beauregard, E., Proulx, J., Rossmo, D. K., Leclerc, B., & Allaire, J. F.

(2007). A script analysis of patterns in the hunting process of serial

sex offenders. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 34, 1069�1084.

Berliner, L., & Conte, J. R. (1990). The process of victimization: A

victims’ perspective. Child Abuse and Neglect, 14, 29–40. doi:

10.1177/088626090005001008

Brackenridge, C. (1997). ‘‘He owned me basically . . . ’’: Women’s

experience of sexual abuse in sport. International Review for the

Sociology of Sport, 32, 115–130.

Briggs, P., Simon, W. T., & Simonsen, S. (2011). An exploratory

study of internet-initiated sexual offenses and the chat room sex

offender: Has the internet enabled a new typology of sex offender?

Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 23, 72–91.

doi:10.1177/1079063210384275

Callahan, D. (2004). The cheating culture: Why more Americans are

doing wrong to get ahead. Orlando, FL: Harcourt.

Carver, C. S., & Scheier, M. F. (1981). Attention and self-regulation:

A control-theory approach to human behavior. New York, NY:

Springer-Verlag.

Carver, C. S., & Scheier, M. F. (2001). On the self-regulation of beha-

vior. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Charvat, J. (2009). Cyber terrorism: A new dimension in battlespace.

In C. Czosseck & K. Geers (Eds), The virtual battlefield: Perspec-

tives on cyber warfare (pp. 77–87). Amsterdam, the Netherlands:

IOS Press.

Charvat, J. (2010). Radicalization on the internet. Defence Against

Terrorism Review, 3, 75–85.

Christiansen, J. R., & Blake, R. H. (1990). The grooming process in

father–daughter incest. In A. L. Horton, B. L. Johnson, L. M.

Roundey, & D. Williams (Eds.), The incest perpetrator: A family

member no one wants to treat (pp. 88–98). Newbury Park, CA:

Sage.

Cohn, J., Katzenbach, J., & Vlak, G. (2008). Finding and grooming

breakthrough innovators. Harvard Business Review, 86, 63–69.

Cornish, D. B. (1994). The procedural analysis of offending and its

relevance for situational prevention. In R. V. Clarke (Ed.), Crime

prevention studies (Vol. 3, pp. 151–196). Monsey, NY: Criminal

Justice Press.

Cornish, D. B., & Clarke, R. V. G. (1986). The reasoning criminal:

Rational choice perspectives on offending. New York, NY:

Springer-Verlag.

Craven, S., Brown, S., & Gilchrist, E. (2006). Sexual grooming of

children: Review of literature and theoretical considerations. Jour-

nal of Sexual Aggression, 12, 287–299.

Craven, S., Brown, S., & Gilchrist, E. (2007). Current responses to

sexual grooming: Implication for prevention. The Howard Journal,

46, 60–71.

Dahlberg, L. L., & Krug, E. G. (2002). Violence: A global public

health problem. In E. Krug, L. L. Dahlberg, J. A. Mercy, A. B.

Zwi, & R. Lozano (Eds.), World report on violence and health

(pp. 1–56). Geneva, Switzerland: World Health Organization.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The ‘‘what’’ and ‘‘why’’ of goal

pursuits: Human needs and the self-determination of behavior.

Psychological Inquiry, 11, 227–268.

DeWitt, T., & Brady, M. K. (2003). Rethinking service recovery

strategies: The effect of rapport on customer responses to service

failure. Journal of Service Research, 6, 193–207. doi:10.1177/

1094670503257048

Elliott, M., Browne, K., & Kilcoyne, J. (1995). Child sexual abuse

prevention: What offenders tell us. Child Abuse and Neglect,

19, 579–594. doi:10.1016/0145-2134(95)00017-3

Feinberg, J. (1998). Coercion. In E. Craig (Ed.), Routledge encyclo-

paedia of philosophy (pp. 387–390) London, England: Routledge.

Fillmore, M. T. (2003). Drug abuse as a problem of impaired control:

Current approaches and findings. Behavioral and Cognitive Neu-

roscience Reviews, 2, 179–197. doi:10.1177/1534582303257007

Finkelhor, D. (1984). Child sexual abuse: New theory and research.

New York, NY: Free Press.

Finkelhor, D., & Yllo, K. (1985). License to rape: Sexual abuse of

wives. New York, NY: Free Press.

Gillespie, A. (2002). Child protection on the internet: Challenges for

criminal law. Child and Family Law Quarterly, 14, 411–426.

Elliott 13

 at NATIONAL CHILDRENS ADVOC CTR on July 23, 2015tva.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tva.sagepub.com/


Gillespie, A. (2004). ‘‘Grooming’’: Definitions and the law. New Law

Journal, 154, 586–587.

Howitt, D. (1995). Paedophiles and sexual offences against children.

Chichester, England: John Wiley & Sons.

Kalmar, D. A., & Sternberg, R. J. (1988). Theory knitting: An integra-

tive approach to theory development. Philosophical Psychology, 1,

153–170. doi:10.1080/09515088808572934

Kasser, T., & Ryan, R. M. (1996). Further examining the American

dream: Differential correlates of intrinsic and extrinsic goals. Per-

sonality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22, 80–87.

Kaufman, K. L., Hilliker, D. R., & Daleiden, E. L. (1996). Subgroup

differences in the modus operandi of adolescent sexual offenders.

Child Maltreatment, 1, 17�24.

Kloess, J. A., Beech, A. R., Hamilton-Giachritsis, C. E., Seymour-

Smith, S., Long, M. L., & Shipley, D. (in press). Qualitative anal-

ysis of offenders’ modus operandi in sexually exploitative interac-

tions with children online. International Journal on Recent and

Innovation Trends in Computing and Communication.

Lang, R., & Frenzel, R. (1988). How sex offenders lure children.

Annals of Sex Research, 1, 303–317.

Leclerc, B., Proulx, J., & Beauregard, E. (2009). Examining the modus

operandi of sexual offenders against children and its practical

implications. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 14, 5–12. doi:10.

1016/j.avb.2008.08.001

Lehmann, R. J. B., Goodwill, A. M., Hanson, R. K., & Dahle, K.-P.

(2015). Acquaintance rape: Applying crime scene analysis to the

prediction of sexual recidivism. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of

Research and Treatment. (Online ahead of print). doi:10.1177/

1079063215569542

Lewontin, R. C. (1982). Organism and environment. In C. Plotkin

(Ed.), Learning, development and culture (pp. 151–170). New York,

NY: John Wiley.

Lewontin, R. C. (2000). The triple helix: Gene, organism, and envi-

ronment. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Lovett, B. B. (2004). Child sexual abuse disclosure: Maternal response

and other variables impacting the victim. Child and Adolescent

Social Work, 21, 355–371.

McAlinden, A.-M. (2006). ‘‘Setting ‘em up’’: Personal, familial and

institutional grooming in the sexual abuse of children. Social and

Legal Studies, 15, 339–362. doi:10.1177/0964663906066613

McClelland, D. C. (1987). Human motivation. Cambridge, England:

Cambridge University Press.

Mitchell, K. J., Finkelhor, D., & Wolak, J. (2005). The internet and

family and acquaintance sexual abuse. Child Maltreatment, 10,

49–60. doi:10.1177/1077559504271917

O’Connell, R. (2003). A typology of cybersexploitation and online

grooming practices. Preston, England: Cyberspace Research Unit,

University of Central Lancashire. Retrieved September 6, 2009,

from http://netsafe.org.nz/Doc_Library/racheloconnell1.pdf

Odling-Smee, F. J., Laland, K. N., & Feldman, M. W. (2003). Niche

construction: The neglected process in evolution. Princeton, NJ:

Princeton University Press.

Olson, L. N., Daggs, J. L., Ellevold, B. L., & Rogers, T. K. K.

(2007). Entrapping the innocent: Toward a theory of child sexual

predators’ luring communication. Communication Theory, 17,

231–251. doi:10.1111/j.1468-2885.2007.00294.x

Ost, S. (2004). Getting to grips with sexual grooming? The new

offense under the Sexual Offenses Act 2003. Journal of Social

Welfare and Family Law, 26, 147–159.

Perloff, R. M. (2010). The dynamics of persuasion: Communications

and attitudes in the 21st Century (4th ed.). New York, NY:

Routledge.

Pithers, W. D. (1990). Relapse prevention with sexual aggressors. In

W. L. Marshall, D. R. Laws, & H. E. Barbaree (Eds.), Handbook

of sexual assault (pp. 343�361). New York, NY: Plenum Press.

Pithers, W. D., Marques, J. K., Gibat, C. C., & Marlatt, G. A. (1983).

Relapse prevention with sexual aggressives: A self-control model

of treatment and maintenance change. In J. G. Greer & I. R. Stuart

(Eds.), The sexual aggressor: Current perspectives on treatment

(pp. 214�239). New York, NY: Van Nostrand Reinhold.

Polaschek, D. L. L., & Hudson, S. M. (2004). Pathways to rape: Pre-

liminary examination of patterns in the offence processes of rapists

and their rehabilitation implications. Journal of Sexual Aggression,

10, 7–20. doi:10.1080/13552600410001667779

Rotter, J. (1966). Generalized expectancies for internal versus external

control of reinforcement. Psychological Monographs, 80, 1–28.

Salter, A. C. (1995). Transforming trauma: A guide to understanding

and treating adult survivors of child sexual abuse. Thousand Oaks,

CA: Sage.

Seto, M. C. (2008). Pedophilia and sexual offending against children:

Theory, assessment, and intervention. Washington, DC: American

Psychological Association.

Singer, M. I., Hussey, D., & Strom, K. J. (1992). Grooming the victim:

An analysis of a perpetrator’s seduction letter. Child Abuse and

Neglect, 16, 877–886.

Skinner, B. F. (1953). Science and human behavior. New York, NY:

Macmillan.

Smallbone, S., & Cale, J. (in press). An integrated life-course develop-

mental theory of sexual offending. In T. Ward, D. Polaschek, & A.

R. Beech (Eds.), Theories of sexual offending (Vol. 2). Chichester,

England: John Wiley and Sons Ltd.

Smallbone, S., & Wortley, R. (2000). Child sexual abuse in Queens-

land: Offender characteristics and modus operandi: Full report.

Brisbane, Australia: Queensland Crime Commission.

Smallbone, S., & Wortley, R. (2006). Applying situational principles

to sexual offenses against children. In S. Smallbone, & R. Wortley

(Eds.), Situational prevention of child sexual abuse (Crime Preven-

tion Studies, Vol. 19, pp. 7–36). Cullompton, UK: Willan

Publishing.

Spiegler, M. (2015). Contemporary behavior therapy (6th ed.). Bos-

ton, MA: Cengage Learning.

Suler, J. (2004). Online disinhibition effect. CyberPsychology and

Behavior, 7, 321–326.

Taylor, M., & Quayle, E. (2006). The Internet and abuse images of

children: Search, precriminal situations and opportunity. In R.

Wortley & S. Smallbone (Eds.), Situational prevention of child

sexual abuse (pp. 169�196). New York, NY: Criminal Justice

Press/Willan Publishing.

Testa, M., & Livingston, J. A. (2009). Alcohol consumption and

women’s vulnerability to sexual victimization: Can reducing

women’s drinking prevent rape? Substance Use and Misuse, 44,

1349–1376.

14 TRAUMA, VIOLENCE, & ABUSE

 at NATIONAL CHILDRENS ADVOC CTR on July 23, 2015tva.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://netsafe.org.nz/Doc_Library/racheloconnell1.pdf
http://tva.sagepub.com/


Thorndike, E. L. (1933). A proof of the law of effect. Science, 77,

173–175. doi:10.1126/science.77.1989.173-a

Tickle-Degnen, L. (2006). Nonverbal behavior and its functions in the

ecosystem of rapport. In V. Manusov & M. Patterson (Eds.), The

SAGE handbook of nonverbal communication (pp. 381–402).

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Tickle-Degnen, L., & Rosenthal, R. (1987). Group rapport

and nonverbal behavior. In C. Hendrick (Ed.), Review of

personality and social psychology (Vol. 9): Group processes

and intergroup relations (pp. 113–136). Newbury Park, CA:

Sage.

Tickle-Degnen, L., & Rosenthal, R. (1990). The nature of rapport and

its nonverbal correlates. Psychology Inquiry, 1, 285–293.

Vrieze, S. I., McGue, M., Miller, M. B., Hicks, B. M., & Iacono,

W. G. (2013). Three mutually informative ways to understand

the genetic relationships among alcohol use, drug use, nicotine

use/dependence, and their co-occurrence: Twin biometry, GCTA,

and genome-wide scoring. Behavioral Genetics, 43, 97–107.

doi:10.1007/s10519-013-9584-z

Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and motivation. New York, NY: John

Wiley.

Ward, T. (2014). The explanation of sexual offending: From single

factor theories to integrative pluralism. Journal of Sexual Aggres-

sion, 20, 130–141. doi:10.1080/13552600.2013.870242

Ward, T., & Beech, A. R. (2006). An integrated theory of sexual

offending. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 11, 44–63. doi:10.

1016/j.avb.2005.05.002

Ward, T., & Gannon, T. A. (2006). Rehabilitation, etiology, and self-

regulation: The comprehensive good lives model of treatment for

sexual offenders. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 11, 77–94.

doi:10.1016/j.avb.2005.06.001

Ward, T., & Hudson, S. M. (1998). The construction and development

of theory in the sexual offending area: A meta-theoretical frame-

work. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 10,

47–63. doi:10.1177/107906329801000106

Ward, T., & Hudson, S. M. (2000). A self-regulation model of relapse

prevention. In D. R. Laws, S. M. Hudson, & T. Ward (Eds.),

Remaking relapse prevention with sex offenders: A sourcebook

(pp. 79–101). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Ward, T., Hudson, S. M., & Keenan, T. (1998). A self-regulation

model of the sexual offence process. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of

Research and Treatment, 10, 141–157. doi:10.1023/A:10220715

16644

Ward, T., Mann, R. E., & Gannon, T. A. (2007). The good

lives model of offender rehabilitation: Clinical implications.

Aggression and Violent Behavior, 12, 87–107. doi:10.1016/j.

avb.2006.03.004

Ward, T., Louden, K., Hudson, S. M., & Marshall, W. L. (1995). A

descriptive model of the offense chain for child molesters. Journal

of Interpersonal Violence, 10, 452–472.

Ward, T., Polaschek, D., & Beech, A. R. (2006). Theories of sexual

offending. Chichester, England: John Wiley.

Webster, S., Davidson, J., Bifulco, A., Gottschalk, P., Caretti, V.,

Pham, T., . . . Craparo, O. (2012). European online grooming

project: Final report. London, England: European Online

Grooming Project. Retrieved April 3, 2012, from http://www.

natcen.ac.uk/media/843993/european-online-grooming-project-

final-report.pdf

Williams, R., Elliott, I. A., & Beech, A. R. (2014). Identifying sexual

grooming themes used by internet sex offenders. Deviant Beha-

vior, 34, 135–152. doi:10.1080/01639625.2012.707550

Wolf, S. C. (1984). A model of sexual aggression/addiction. Journal

of Social Work and Human Sexuality, 7, 131�148.

Wolf, S. C. (1985). A multi-factor model of deviant sexuality. Victi-

mology, 10, 359�374.

Wolpe, J. (1968). Psychotherapy by reciprocal inhibition. Conditional

Reflex: A Pavlovian Journal of Research & Therapy, 3, 234–240.

doi:10.1007/BF03000093

Worsfold, K., Worsfold, J., & Bradley, G. (2007). Interactive effects

of proactive and reactive service recovery strategies: The case of

rapport and compensation. Journal of Applied Social Psychology,

37, 2495–2517. doi:10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00267.x

Zhang, Y., & Rajagopalan, N. (2006). Grooming for the top post and

ending the CEO succession crisis. Organizational Dynamics, 35,

96–105.

Author Biography

Ian A. Elliott is a visiting assistant professor in criminal justice and

forensic psychology at the University of Massachusetts Lowell. His

primary research interests are related to the processes of sexual

offending as it manifests online, such as in grooming behaviors or

accessing sexually explicit material of children, and the psychological

and criminological characteristics of the perpetrators of these crimes.

He has published a number of peer-reviewed articles, book chapters,

and practical reports on sex offender behavior, assessment, and commu-

nity management for adult male, adult female, and online sex offenders

and is a founding editor of the NextGenForensic community blog, a

venue for new ideas on research and practice in sexual offending. Twit-

ter: @ianaelliott.

Elliott 15

 at NATIONAL CHILDRENS ADVOC CTR on July 23, 2015tva.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://www.natcen.ac.uk/media/843993/european-online-grooming-project-final-report.pdf
http://www.natcen.ac.uk/media/843993/european-online-grooming-project-final-report.pdf
http://www.natcen.ac.uk/media/843993/european-online-grooming-project-final-report.pdf
http://tva.sagepub.com/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


