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Toward a Universal Definition of Child Sexual Grooming
Georgia M. Wintersa, Leah E. Kaylorb, and Elizabeth L. Jeglicc

aFairleigh Dickinson University Teaneck United States; bSaint Louis University St Louis United States; cJohn Jay College 
of Criminal Justice New York United States

ABSTRACT
It is estimated that 30–45% of child sexual abusers use sexual grooming 
tactics. While sexual grooming is considered integral to the child sexual 
abuse process, there has yet to be a universally accepted definition of the 
construct that condenses and summarizes this complex process. Based upon 
a thorough evaluation and critique of prior definitions and research on 
a content validated model of sexual grooming, a new operational definition 
of sexual grooming is proposed. An easily understood and applied definition 
of sexual grooming is needed for measurement of the construct. Further, 
having a common language to describe sexual grooming is necessary for 
research, communication, detection, prevention, and intervention of child 
sexual abuse.
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Toward a Universal Definition of Child Sexual Grooming
Sexual grooming is a relatively new construct, having first been identified in the early 1980s when 

law enforcement agencies observed that extrafamilial child sexual abusers gravitated to child-serving 
organizations to gain access to victims and engaged in pre-offense behaviors prior to the commission 
of the abuse (Lanning 2018). Given the nonviolent nature of these patterns of behavior, the term 
“sexual grooming” has been used interchangeably in the literature with “entrapment,” “engagement,” 
“subjection,” “emotional seduction,” or “enticement” (Bennett and O’Donohue 2014; Gallagher 1998; 
Howitt 1995; Kierkegaard 2008; Lanning 2018; Salter 1995). Research on sexual grooming started to 
proliferate in the 2000s (Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006; McAlinden 2007), but it was not until 
2011 following the arrest of Pennsylvania State University assistant football coach, Jerry Sandusky, for 
numerous counts of child sexual abuse (CSA) that the concept of sexual grooming gained widespread 
public notoriety (Coburn et al. 2019; Gladwell 2012). Subsequently, sexual grooming has been 
implicated in numerous other high-profile cases of sexual abuse, such as those involving the 
Catholic Church (Spraitz and Bowen, 2018; Terry 2008), the Boy Scouts of America (Shon and Jihee 
2016), and, most recently, the case of the USA Gymnastics doctor, Larry Nassar (Mountjoy 2019).

While there have been significant developments in the field of sexual grooming research in the past 
20 years, the construct still remains somewhat nebulous. Generally speaking, sexual grooming refers to 
a process by which an offender skillfully manipulates a potential victim into situations in which abuse 
can be more readily committed, while simultaneously preventing disclosure. Importantly, however, 
within the literature there are numerous definitions for the term – none of which have been universally 
accepted. An operational definition of sexual grooming is necessary for researchers to better under-
stand the construct and its relation to CSA, as well as to inform prevention, detection, assessment, and 
treatment efforts (Bennett and O’Donohue 2014; Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006; McAlinden 2013; 
Orrill and Cohen 2016). To this end, we thoroughly reviewed the extant literature on sexual grooming 
behaviors in order to critically evaluate the commonalities and limitations of existing definitions. 
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Ultimately, we will then propose a new definition based on this critique, and further informed by 
a model of sexual grooming which has established content validity (Winters, Jeglic, and Kaylor 2020).

The complexities of sexual grooming

Experts agree that sexual grooming has been deemed a significant component of the cycle of CSA, 
(Finkelhor 1984; Hall and Hirschman 1992; Ward 2002; Ward and Siegert 2002; Williams 2015), as the 
few empirical studies that have examined the use of sexual grooming tactics found these were used by 
approximately 30–45% of child sexual abusers (Canter, Hughes, and Kirby 1998; Groth and Birnbaum, 
1978). The goals of sexual grooming are to gain initial cooperation by the victim, decrease the 
likelihood of discovery, and increase the likelihood of future sexual contact (Lanning and Dietz 
2014; Plummer, 2018). Sexual grooming has been thought of as a ubiquitous process in CSA (Salter 
1995; Thornton 2003), that is complex and nuanced (McAlinden 2013). Indeed, it is often difficult to 
differentiate normal adult/child interactions from those that are sexually motivated, as the behaviors 
may appear similar on the surface, but the underlying purpose of sexual grooming is deviant in nature. 
For example, buying a child gifts or playing child-like games are not overtly worrisome or exclusively 
precursors to sexual abuse, though these are examples of common behaviors child sexual abusers who 
are engaged in sexual grooming may employ.

One of the complexities of identifying and assessing sexual grooming results from varied behaviors 
that can comprise sexual grooming and that these behaviors may differ by offender or by context. 
Patterns of sexual grooming behaviors are thought to vary based on the age and gender of the offender 
and victim, the relationship between the victim and offender, and contextual factors (e.g., cultural 
elements, “effectiveness” of the sexual grooming strategies; Kaufman et al. 2006). For example, while 
most sexual grooming literature is based on male offenders, there may be differences in the tactics used 
by male and female offenders who sexually groom their victims (Johansson-Love and Fremouw 2009). 
Additionally, it has been suggested that sexual grooming would vary depending on whether these 
behaviors were enacted in-person versus online (Davidson and Gottschalk 2011). Not only is there 
variation in the behaviors employed, but there also appears to be variability in the length of time used 
to groom a victim (i.e., days, weeks, or years; Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2007; McAlinden 2006). 
Given that sexual grooming behaviors can look different depending upon the offenders and type of 
situation (i.e., in-person, online, child sex trafficking; Elliott 2017), this paper will specifically focus on 
in-person sexual grooming. Taken together, it is evident that sexual grooming is a highly nuanced 
process involving varying types of behaviors and lengths of time depending on the offender and the 
context.

Research has shown that sexual grooming is not limited to the behavior of the perpetrator directed 
toward the child. Four broad categories of sexual grooming have been introduced in the literature: 
child, self, family, and community/institutional. The term child sexual grooming refers to the typical 
conceptualization of sexual grooming, in which the offender grooms the potential victim (Craven, 
Brown, and Gilchrist 2006). Self-grooming involves the process whereby offenders cognitively/psy-
chologically groom themselves in order to justify, minimize, or deny their behaviors (Craven, Brown, 
and Gilchrist 2006; Katz and Field 2020; McAlinden 2006). Familial grooming involves gaining the 
trust of caregivers in order to increase access to the victim and decrease the likelihood of disclosure 
(Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006; Katz and Barnetz 2016; Leberg 1997; McAlinden 2006; 
McElvaney 2019). Lastly, an offender may groom the community by becoming a respected and 
established member of the community before sexually abusing children (Van Dam 2001, 2006; 
Winters and Jeglic 2017). Offenders may also engage in institutional grooming whereby they seek 
careers or volunteer positions that provide access to children (e.g., Catholic Church, Boy Scouts of 
America, schools, foster care, sports teams, babysitting; Lanning and Burgess 1984; Leclerc and Felson 
2016; McAlinden 2006; Sullivan and Beech, 2002) thus circumventing the need to gain access to or 
groom the child’s family, or exploiting organizational weaknesses to facilitate child sexual abuse 
(O’Leary, Koh, and Dare 2017).
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Given that sexual grooming is a multifaceted process in which many of the behaviors in and of 
themselves are harmless or appropriate adult/child interactions, it is unlikely that law enforcement 
would detect many of the sexual grooming behaviors prior to the commission of the sexual abuse, 
especially in intrafamilial and institutional cases (Gillespie 2002; Ost 2004; Seto et al. 2015). Indeed, 
recognizing sexual grooming behaviors following the disclosure of the sexual offense is much easier 
than prospective identification (Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006; Winters and Jeglic 2017). There is 
empirical evidence to suggest that there is a hindsight bias associated with child sexual grooming, in 
that individuals had a tendency to overestimate the likelihood that they could have predicted these 
sexual grooming behaviors were taking place after they learned CSA has occurred (Winters and Jeglic 
2016). Building upon this literature, Winters and Jeglic (2017) found the individuals have difficulty 
identifying potentially predatory sexual grooming behaviors, as to be expected given the similarity to 
normal adult/child interactions. The inability to differentiate sexually versus non-sexually driven 
behaviors with children poses a significant limitation to understanding and researching sexual 
grooming. And thus, it is imperative that models and definitions of sexual grooming identify behaviors 
and tactics that are more easily measurable and observable in order to facilitate prevention and 
intervention efforts.

Development of a validated model of sexual grooming

A good definition of sexual grooming should be based on a model of sexual grooming that has some 
support for its validity. While there had been numerous previous models of sexual grooming proposed 
(i.e., Berliner and Conte 1990; Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2007; Harms and Dam 1992; Lanning 
2010; Leclerc, Proulx, and Beauregard 2009; McAlinden 2006; Olson et al. 2007; Sgroi 1982; Van Dam 
2001), most focusing on male offenders, there were none that were validated until recently. Based on 
the similarities and limitations of prior models, Winters, Jeglic, and Kaylor (2020) developed 
a comprehensive model of sexual grooming that is comprised of observable and measurable behaviors. 
The Sexual Grooming Model (SGM) proposed five overarching stages: 1) victim selection, 2) gaining 
access and isolating a child, 3) trust development, 4) desensitization to sexual content and physical 
contact, and 5) maintenance following the abuse. The first step involves the potential offender seeking 
out a vulnerable victim, which may be based on the child’s emotional or environmental vulnerabilities. 
Second, the individual attempts to gain access to the child and isolate him/her from others. Next, in the 
third stage, the would-be offender seeks to deceptively develop the trust and cooperation with the 
child, resulting in the formation of an emotional attachment. Fourth, sexual content and contact are 
introduced to the child over time, with the goal of gradually desensitizing them to sexualized 
behaviors. Finally, in the fifth stage, the offender may continue to groom the child after the initial 
abuse in order to avoid disclosure and/or continue abusing the victim. Please see Winters, Jeglic, and 
Kaylor, 2020 for further explanation for the five stages and behaviors.

In their validation study, Winters, Jeglic, and Kaylor (2020) conducted a thorough review of the 
literature to identify these overarching stages, as well as develop a comprehensive list of specific 
behaviors (n = 77). Then, 18 experts in the field completed a survey which asked them to rate the 
extent to which each of the stages and potential sexual grooming behaviors were relevant to the sexual 
grooming process. The results supported the SGM stages and select behaviors (n = 42; see Winters, 
Jeglic, and Kaylor 2020) considered to be identifiable grooming tactics used in CSA. The SGM is the 
first model of sexual grooming to have received empirical support for its content validity and serves as 
the foundation in the formulation of a new operational definition of the construct.

Definitions of sexual grooming

The majority of the literature on in-person sexual grooming tends to include theoretical reviews (e.g., 
Bennett and O’Donohue 2014; Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006), with only a few empirical studies 
of convicted offenders (e.g., Christiansen et al. 1990; Conte, Wolf, and Smith 1989; Elliott, Browne, and 
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Kilcoyne 1995) and victims of CSA (e.g., Berliner and Conte 1990). While these reviews and empirical 
studies provide vital information, there is still great variation within the field on how to define the 
sexual grooming process and much of the literature is outdated. To move the research forward in 
a cohesive and systematic way, it is necessary to develop a common language of sexual grooming to 
further our empirical knowledge of these behaviors. There have been several attempts to define sexual 
grooming in past literature (See Table 1), none of which have ultimately been widely accepted.

Limitations of past definitions

Drawing upon past definitions of sexual grooming is an important step in accurately defining the 
construct. An examination of the long history of attempts to define sexual grooming has highlighted 
some problems with defining the term which are summarized below and contributed to the formula-
tion of the new definition proposed in this manuscript that seeks to properly operationalize the 
construct of sexual grooming.

Lack of specification of child sexual abuse. A definition of sexual grooming should include that the 
intended outcome of sexual grooming behaviors is child sexual abuse (regardless of whether the 
abuse is ultimately committed or not). Some definitions failed to state the intended goal of the 
sexual grooming behaviors is to enact sexual abuse (e.g., Brackenridge 2001; Howitt 1995; Leberg 
1997; Salter 1995; Spiegel 2003). Similarly, some definitions stated grooming facilitates “abusive” 
activities or situations (e.g., Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006; Gallagher 1999; Gillespie 2002), 
which fails to stipulate that sexual grooming is used in cases of potential sexual abuse, not child 
abuse in general. In order to have a clear definition that can be easily understood by those not 
familiar with sexual grooming, the definition must stipulate that the desired outcome of the 
behavior is child sexual abuse.

Sexual grooming as a conscious process. Some of the definitions of sexual grooming state that sexual 
grooming is a conscious process. These definitions describe that the offender “skillfully manipulates 
a child” (McAlinden 2007), engages in a “conscious, deliberate, and carefully orchestrated approach” 
(Knoll 2010), or enacts a “plan” (Leberg 1997). While it is generally understood that sexual grooming does 
involve purposeful actions, there is a lack of empirical research to support this notion. It may be that 
sexual grooming is not an overtly and entirely conscious decision. For example, a would-be offender may 
select a vulnerable victim, but not fully understand their reasons for doing so. Indeed, Craven, Brown, and 
Gilchrist (2006) note that offenders may act out offense-related scripts without any conscious awareness. 
It has also been suggested that an offender may not be cognizant of their sexual motivations until late in 
the process, possibly immediately before the sexual abuse (Smallbone n.d.). This may be partly attribu-
table to an offender’s self-grooming process, whereby they justify or deny their offending behaviors to 
themselves to overcome any inhibitions (McAlinden 2006). Thus, a definition not explicitly denote this as 
a completely conscious process for every offender, as there is a lack of empirical evidence thus far to 
support the notion that offenders act in a completely conscious manner in all sexual grooming cases.

Restricting the type of offender and victim. Some of the prior definitions have narrowly defined the 
type of offender or victim involved in the sexual grooming process. For example, Howitt (1995) used 
the term “pedophile,” which typically refers to individuals who are primarily or exclusively sexually 
attracted to prepubescent children (Hall and Hall 2007). Using this term in a definition for sexual 
grooming is not accurate as not all offenders have deviant sexual arousal to children; for example, 
some cases of CSA may be opportunistic or situational (e.g., easy access to child, offender is 
intoxicated; Nicholas, Hobson, and Gary 1982) and not driven by pedophilic interests. Another 
concern is using outdated terminology, such as “child molester,” (e.g., Salter 1995), as there has 
been a shift toward using alternative words, such as child sexual abuser (Darkness to Light 2019). 
Definitions should not limit the victim gender, as was done by Spiegel (2003) who specifically noted 
the victim of sexual grooming is a “boy.” Similarly, sexual grooming can also take place with older 
children and young adults (McAlinden 2013). Given that sexual offenders are a heterogeneous group 
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and any child or adolescent may be at risk to be victimized, a definition should not specify the exact 
type of offender or victim so as to limit the application of the term.

Compliance terminology. Another point of concern with some of the definitions of sexual grooming is 
the implication that grooming somehow creates a situation in which the victim complies with the abuse. 
For example, Howitt (1995) suggested grooming is analogous to “adult courtship,” which we believe 
implies a mutual desire and consent for the relationship. Similarly, phrases like “gaining the child’s 
compliance” (Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006) and “get the child to acquiesce to abusive activity” 
(Gillespie 2002), as the definitions of these terms refer to voluntary participation (i.e., complying is “to 
conform, submit, or adapt;” Merriam-Webster 2021a; acquiesce is “to accept, comply, or submit tacitly or 
passively;”, 2021b). Likewise, phrases such as “permit a sexual encounter” (Knoll 2010) implies the child 
authorized or consented to the abuse (i.e., permit is “to consent to expressly or formally;” Merriam-Webster 
2021c). Research has shown that victims may experience guilt or shame following their sexual abuse due to 
feeling they should have stopped it or were somehow compliant (MacGinley, Breckenridge, and Mowell, 
2019); however, the sexual grooming process itself is utilized to deceptively, manipulatively, and coercively 
facilitate the sexual abuse and thus, a definition should reflect this notion rather than using language that 
may place the blame on the victim. While grooming does increase the likelihood of abuse, the definition 
needs to highlight that the process is deceptively creating situations in which abuse may be more readily 
committed.

Specifying particular sexual grooming behaviors. Some definitions of sexual grooming have tried to 
specify the exact behaviors that are used in sexual grooming, which can be problematic given that 
sexual grooming strategies can change between different offenders and varying contexts. As Bennett 
and O’Donohue (2014) noted, a definition must be specific, but not overly inclusive, in order to 
minimize false negatives and false positives. Some specific behaviors that have been noted in defini-
tions include showing affection (Salter 1995), use of inducements (Gallagher 1999), and befriending 
a child (Gillespie 2002). It is problematic to include specific behaviors in a definition given that the 
sexual grooming behaviors used may vary by offender and victim characteristics, and the context in 
which the sexual grooming occurs (e.g., the “effectiveness” of the tactics used, relationship between the 
adult and child, cultural differences; Kaufman et al. 2006). While these tactics may be commonly used, 
a definition of sexual grooming should avoid making specific behavioral statements, but rather focus 
on the overarching stages that may be involved in the process for all offenders.

Sexual grooming of caretakers and the community. There appears to be inconsistencies across 
definitions of sexual grooming regarding the incorporation of the sexual grooming of caregivers 
and the community (i.e., Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006; Leberg 1997). For example, the 
definition of sexual grooming put forth by Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist (2006: 297) appeared to 
require the grooming of others, noting the process involves preparing “a child, significant adults, 
and the environment”. Though many offenders may groom the child’s family and the community, 
this is not necessary in the sexual grooming process. A definition of sexual grooming should be sure 
to note others may be brought into the grooming process, though it is not necessary in all 
situations.

Omitting post-abuse victim maintenance. Many definitions of sexual grooming exclude the possi-
bility that sexual grooming involves maintenance behaviors following the sexual abuse (e.g., telling the 
victim to not disclose, making the victim feel responsible for the abuse). While some definitions 
incorporated the maintenance of victims post-abuse (e.g., Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006; Knoll 
2010), which has been deemed a significant aspect of the sexual grooming process (Plummer, 2018; 
Van Dam 2001; Wyre 2000), others described sexual grooming behaviors as solely pre-offense actions 
thereby limiting the scope of sexual grooming tactics employed by offenders (e.g., Brackenridge 2001; 
Howitt and Sheldon 2007). Therefore, a definition of sexual grooming should note that maintenance 
behaviors may be enacted after the sexual abuse has occurred.
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Common themes in past definitions

Just as the definitions can assist in identifying points for improvement, they have also been useful in 
identifying underlying themes when conceptualizing sexual grooming. Examining these similarities is 
useful in developing a new, comprehensive definition.

Sexual grooming as a process. Existing definitions of sexual grooming have identified that sexual 
grooming involves “steps” (Howitt 1995) or a “sequence” of behaviors (Howitt and Sheldon 2007). 
Therefore, there is general agreement that sexual grooming is a “process” (Brackenridge, 1999; 
Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006; Gillespie 2002; Knoll 2010; McAlinden 2007; Spiegel 2003), 
which refers to “a systematic series of actions directed to some end” (Dictionary.com n.d.). 
Designating sexual grooming as a process accurately describes the overarching structure of sexual 
grooming.

Specifying stages involved in sexual grooming. Current definitions of sexual grooming have speci-
fically outlined some of the important steps that may be involved in the process. In particular, some of 
definitions elucidated the importance of the sexual offender selecting a victim (McAlinden 2013), 
isolating and gaining access to the child (Brackenridge 2001; Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006), 
developing trust with the victim (Gillespie 2002; McAlinden 2013; Salter 1995), and maintaining 
secrecy after the abuse (Bennett and O’Donohue 2014; Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006; Knoll 
2010). These overarching stages were subsequently supported in a content validation study of experts 
in the field by Winters, Jeglic, and Kaylor (2020) and thus, are important to help conceptualize the 
process given it is founded in empirical data.

Sexual grooming as deception. There is a theme across the definitions that sexual grooming involves 
a form of deception. The deception has been described using terms such as “entrapment” (Gallagher 
1999: 359), “betrayal of affection and trust” (Salter 1995: 74), and “manipulates” (McAlinden 2007:86; 
2013). The use of manipulative tactics has been outlined by various definitions as an important and 
central facet of sexual grooming. Thus, it can be concluded that sexual grooming is a deceptive process 
used to manipulate the victim.

Goals of sexual grooming. Definitions of sexual grooming have largely supported there being three 
main goals of the sexual grooming process. First, grooming is used to create a situation in which the 
sexual abuse can be more easily enacted, with the goal being to reduce the resistance of the child in the 
enactment of the sexual abuse (Bennet and O’Donohue, 2014; Howitt and Sheldon 2007; Knoll 2010; 
Leberg 1997; McAlinden 2007, 2013). The second aim of the sexual grooming process is to facilitate 
future sexual acts against the child, in that the offender seeks to engage in repeated sexual behaviors 
with the child (Bennett and O’Donohue 2014; Knoll 2010). Lastly, sexual grooming aims to decrease 
the likelihood of disclosure following the perpetration of sexual abuse (Bennett and O’Donohue 2014; 
Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006; Gallagher 1999; Knoll 2010; Leberg 1997; McAlinden 2007, 2013), 
such as encouraging secrecy or suggesting the abuse is normal or accepted (Craven, Brown, and 
Gilchrist 2006; McAlinden 2006).

Toward a new definition of sexual grooming

A critique of the previous attempts at defining sexual grooming provided a framework by which to 
establish a new operational definition of the term. Taking the concerns of past definitions together, 
a definition should: 1) specify that sexual grooming is used to facilitate child sexual abuse; 2) avoid 
stating sexual grooming is strictly a “conscious” process; 3) apply to a broad range of offenders and 
victims; 4) avoid terminology that blames the victim; 5) avoid stating specific sexual grooming 
behaviors; 6) specify that sexual grooming may or may not include sexual grooming of caretakers or 
the community; and 7) specify that sexual grooming can be used post-abuse to maintain victims. 
Furthermore, an examination of common themes suggests a definition of sexual grooming should 
address that: 1) grooming is a “process”; 2) which utilizes various steps; 3) that are deceptive in 
nature; 4) with the aim of more easily enacting sexual abuse, facilitating future sexual abuse, and 
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avoiding disclosure. These various guidelines are helpful in forming a new definition of sexual 
grooming.

A major obstacle in operationalizing sexual grooming is that it is difficult to precisely pinpoint 
when the sexual grooming process starts and finishes and, as noted earlier, the process and behaviors 
may vary across individuals and contexts (Gillespie 2002). McAlinden (2013) argued that sexual 
grooming is a term that deserves a place in the lexicon of CSA. However, she cautions against the 
term being a “catch-all” category that undermines the complex nature of sexual grooming. The 
development an operational definition of sexual grooming is necessary in order to have 
a measurable and well-defined construct, which can inform research, prevention, policy, and clinical 
work (Bennett and O’Donohue 2014; Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2006; McAlinden 2013; Orrill and 
Cohen 2016). A definition of sexual grooming must encapsulate the nuances (or complexities) of the 
construct of sexual grooming; the process is a multidimensional construct as there are various 
underlying behaviors that come together to constitute sexual grooming. Ultimately, the process of 
operationalizing involves defining the construct and associated components in concrete, precise terms, 
in order to guide what may be included and excluded within this definition (Pelz n.d.; Strauss and 
Smith 2009). In the case of sexual grooming, a definition should therefore not be overly inclusive (i.e., 
a definition that fails to include broad categories of behavior that may be involved in the sexual 
grooming process) as to produce false positives, but not unduly narrow (i.e., a definition that requires 
that specific behaviors be met in order to constitute grooming) that it results in false negatives (Bennett 
and O’Donohue 2014). As noted above, in an effort to conceptualize sexual grooming, Winters, Jeglic, 
and Kaylor (2020) reviewed the literature and surveyed experts to create a comprehensive model, thus 
identifying observable and measurable behaviors and tactics that are encompassed under the construct 
of sexual grooming. This recently content validated model, along with the critique of prior definitions, 
should serve as the foundation of a universal definition of sexual grooming.

Of note, Bennett and O’Donohue (2014) highlighted the conceptual and measurement issues 
associated with the construct of sexual grooming of children. The authors outline valuable definitional 
meta-criteria that should be included in the construct of sexual grooming. According to Bennett and 
O’Donohue (2014) a definition must minimize false negatives to ensure sensitivity to all instances of 
sexual grooming, although the definition must also be specific and not overly inclusive, thereby 
minimizing false positives. Further the definition should be nonjudgmental and precisely worded, 
and form the basis of the development of instruments to validly and reliably assess the construct; 
however, any definition should be sufficiently flexible to allow for the nuances and complexity of 
sexual grooming. Based on these recommendations, our proposed definition seeks to be broad, yet 
cover the specific components essential to the sexual grooming process. Moreover, this definition is 
informed by the only content validated, comprehensive model of in-person sexual grooming – the 
SGM – which is an evidence-based framework grounded in expert content validation and meets the 
criteria set forth by Bennett and O’Donohue (2014). To this end, we propose the following definition 
of child sexual grooming:

“Sexual grooming is the deceptive process used by sexual abusers to facilitate sexual contact with a minor while 
simultaneously avoiding detection. Prior to the commission of the sexual abuse, the would-be sexual abuser may 
select a victim, gain access to and isolate the minor, develop trust with the minor and often their guardians, 
community, and youth-serving institutions, and desensitize the minor to sexual content and physical contact. 
Post-abuse, the offender may use maintenance strategies on the victim to facilitate future sexual abuse and/or to 
prevent disclosure.”

Implications

Our definition of child sexual grooming is based upon the commonalities and limitations of prior 
definitions, as well as the clear and observable stages of the SGM in order to operationally describe the 
construct of child sexual grooming. Ultimately, this new definition can facilitate a common language 
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between researchers, clinicians, law enforcement, and community members, given knowledge of 
sexual grooming has important implications for all of these stakeholders. Of note, a limitation of 
the present definition is that further support and validation would be needed to ensure its applicability 
across a broad range of sexual grooming cases; nonetheless, we believe this definition provides an 
important next step toward a more universal understanding of sexual grooming that is based on 
a content validated model and critical analysis of prior definitions.

Given the prevalence of sexual grooming in cases of CSA having both a validated model and 
operational definition is imperative for research. With the development of an operational definition of 
sexual grooming based upon a model that has established content validity, the next step is to 
empirically examine the proposed definition for construct validity by conducting a survey of experts 
in the field of CSA. Additionally, the field should direct research toward continued validation of the 
newly proposed definition and the SGM to support the use of these in research and prevention. For 
example, the definition and model should be empirically validated through the examination of pre- 
offense behaviors from a sample of child sexual abusers and victims. These types of research endeavors 
would assist in further establishing reliability and validity for the SGM, and in turn its associated 
definition, beyond the findings from the content validation study involving expert feedback. 
Moreover, one important research endeavor is utilizing the proposed definition as the foundation 
for the development of a valid and reliable assessment instrument. As such, these authors have 
developed a standardized measure of sexual grooming based upon the newly proposed definition in 
combination with the behaviors and stages outline in the SGM which is currently in the process of 
being validated on a sample of child sexual abusers. Ultimately, we seek to examine the psychometric 
properties of this measure to provide empirical support for the definition and model. We hope that 
a valid and reliable assessment instrument developed to measure sexual grooming can allow for the 
quantification of sexual grooming behaviors, consequently aiding in the understanding of sexual 
grooming as well as efforts toward prevention and risk assessment.

A definition of sexual grooming is required to create a universal understanding of the topic not 
only for researchers, but also for criminal justice professionals and policy-makers, clinicians, 
organizations/institutions, and parents/community members. This information can be used by 
criminal justice professionals for investigating and prosecuting child sexual abusers. Law enforce-
ment can better identify sexual grooming behaviors in investigations of CSA, while attorneys can 
use evidence of these tactics when prosecuting defendants. Should CSA be disclosed, knowledge of 
sexual grooming may assist in substantiating the claims by examining evidence of these predatory 
behaviors (Bennett and O’Donohue 2014). If a person’s deviant intentions behind their interactions 
with children could be established, it may provide evidence of possible guilt, especially if an offender 
has a prior history of sexual offenses with similar patterns of behaviors (Williams 2015). Having 
a common understanding of sexual grooming can also inform decisions post-conviction, such as 
sentencing, protection applications, or supervision (e.g., parole or probation) of those who have 
committed CSA.

Regarding policy and laws, as of 2017, there were 63 countries who had sexual grooming legislation 
(International Centre for Missing and Exploited Children 2017); however, many of these focus on 
online offending behaviors or sex trafficking, and neglect to account for the in-person sexual grooming 
in the absence of committed abuse. Bennett and O’Donohue (2014) noted that “legal definitions of 
grooming are both varied and limited” (p. 958), and argued these laws generally fail to accurately 
capture these behaviors. While beyond the scope of the present article, which is focused on a definition 
based on theoretical and empirical literature, an important area for future examination is the notable 
differences across legal definitions of sexual grooming. Further down the line, with additional 
empirical support, a definition such as the one proposed above could potentially inform policy- 
makers in the creation of legislation that would deem these pre-offense sexual grooming behaviors 
as an offense, even if a contact sexual offense was not committed. Indeed, Bennett and O’Donohue 
(2014) suggest a key to moving toward more clear and applicable laws related to sexual grooming is to 
first clarify the definition of this construct more generally.
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Treatment providers working with child sexual abusers who groomed their victims can use the 
proposed definition of sexual grooming to identify sexual grooming behaviors to prevent future 
offending (Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2007). Given that there is evidence that offenders plan 
their offenses (Colton, Roberts, and Vanstone 2010; Laws 1989) and engage in consistent patterns of 
offense-related behaviors with multiple victims (Abel et al. 1987), it is necessary to target these pre- 
offense sexual grooming behaviors in treatment. Furthermore, the presence of sexual grooming 
behaviors in the offense process can impact survivors, by causing feelings of betrayal and manipula-
tion. This definition can be used in treating victims of CSA, as a means of providing psychoeducation 
about CSA and possibly reducing the self-blame a victim may experience (Briere and Eliott 2003; 
Dorahy and Clearwater 2012).

Youth-serving organizations and institutions strive to provide a safe environment for minors to 
grow, learn, and have fun. Institutions must create a culture where CSA is discussed, addressed, and 
prevented (Saul 2007). The newly proposed definition, along with the SGM, can serve as the founda-
tion for staff trainings to educate employees and volunteers to recognize behaviors and tactics 
employed by those who engage in sexual grooming. Guidelines for interactions between staff and 
children during one-on-one, as well as group activities, can utilize the definition to discourage 
behaviors associated with sexual grooming and implement prevention efforts. Specifically, sexual 
grooming behaviors and tactics from the SGM can be outlined in the organization’s or institution’s 
code of conduct as behaviors that are inappropriate or harmful (Saul 2007). Institutions can use this 
universal language to develop policies and procedures and incorporate it into their overall risk 
management plan.

A greater understanding of sexual grooming behaviors can educate parents and community 
members on how to recognize sexual grooming behaviors and contribute to efforts to identify the 
abuse before it has occurred (Bennett and O’Donohue 2014). While this can be challenging as many 
of the behaviors on their own can be innocuous and indicative of a caring individual, identifying 
multiple behaviors that cluster together in stages or recognize especially concerning acts (e.g., 
watching a child undressing, talking about sexual content with a child, showing a child pornogra-
phy) can help to identify high risk situations or potential abusers before the abuse occurs (Craven, 
Brown, and Gilchrist 2007). The development of educational materials can be important in 
informing potential victims, parents, and communities about sexual grooming in efforts toward 
prevention.

Overall, there is a clear need to increase knowledge of sexual grooming for victims, caregivers, 
community members, law enforcement, and treatment providers. This knowledge can have important 
implications for prevention, investigations, punishment, and treatment. The first step in gaining 
a more comprehensive understanding of sexual grooming is developing an operational definition of 
sexual grooming and, as such, the newly proposed definition of sexual grooming can be valuable in 
forwarding knowledge regarding the CSA offense process.

Notes on contributor

Author Note
Georgia M. Winters, School of Psychology and Counseling, Fairleigh Dickinson University; Leah E. Kaylor, 

Psychology Department, Saint Louis University; and Elizabeth L. Jeglic, Psychology Department, Jay College of 
Criminal Justice. Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Georgia M. Winters, School of 
Psychology and Counseling, Fairleigh Dickinson University; 1000 River Road, Teaneck, New Jersey 07666; Phone: 
(201) 692-2303; Email: georgiawinters82@gmail.com

References

Abel, Gene G., Judith V. Becker, Mary Mittelman, Jerry Cunningham-Rathner, Joanne L. Rouleau, and William 
D. Murphy. 1987. “Self-reported Sex Crimes of Nonincarcerated Paraphiliacs.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 2 
(1):3–25. doi: 10.1177/088626087002001001

DEVIANT BEHAVIOR 9

https://doi.org/10.1177/088626087002001001


Bennett, Natalie and William O’Donohue. 2014. “The Construct of Grooming in Child Sexual Abuse: Conceptual and 
Measurement Issues.” Journal of Child Sexual Abuse 23 (8):957–76. doi: 10.1080/10538712.2014.960632

Berliner, Lucy and Jon R. Conte. 1990. “The Process of Victimization: The Victims’ Perspective.” Child Abuse & Neglect 
14 (1):29–40. doi: 10.1016/0145-2134(90)90078-8

Brackenridge, Celia. 2001. Spoilsports: Understanding and Preventing Sexual Exploitation in Sport. London, England: 
Routledge.

Briere, John and Diana M. Eliott. 2003. “Prevalence and Psychological Sequence of Self-Reported Childhood Physical 
and Sexual Abuse in the General Population.” Child Abuse & Neglect 27 (10):1205–22. doi: 10.1016/j. 
chiabu.2003.09.008

Canter, David, Derek Hughes, and Stuart Kirby. 1998. “Paedophilia: Pathology, Criminality, or Both? the Development 
of a Multivariate Model of Offence Behaviour in Child Sexual Abuse.” Journal of Forensic Psychiatry 9 (3):532–55. doi:  
10.1080/09585189808405372

Christiansen, John R., Reed H. Blake, L. Horton, B. L. Johnson, L. M. Roundy, D. Williams, A. L. Horton, and 
B. L. Johnson. 1990. ““The Grooming Process in Father-Daughter Incest.”.” Pp. 88–98. edited by, A and 
D. Williams. Thousand Oaks, CA, US: Sage Publications, Inc.

Coburn, Patricia I., Madison B. Harvey, Shelbie F. Anderson, Heather L. Price, Kristin Chong, and Deborah A. Connolly. 
2019. “Boys Abused in a Community Setting: An Analysis of Gender, Relationship, and Delayed Prosecutions in 
Cases of Child Sexual Abuse.” Journal of Child Sexual Abuse 28 (5):586–607. doi: 10.1080/10538712.2019.1580329

Colton, Matthew, Susan Roberts, and Maurice Vanstone. 2010. “Sexual Abuse by Men Who Work with Children.” 
Journal of Child Sexual Abuse 19 (3):345–64. doi: 10.1080/10538711003775824

Conte, Jon R., Steven Wolf, and Tim Smith. 1989. “What Sexual Offenders Tell Us about Prevention Strategies.” Child 
Abuse & Neglect 13 (2):293–301. doi: 10.1016/0145-2134(89)90016-1

Craven, Samantha, Sarah Brown, and Elizabeth Gilchrist. 2006. “Sexual Grooming of Children: Review of Literature and 
Theoretical Considerations.” The Journal of Sexual Aggression 12 (3):287–99. doi: 10.1080/13552600601069414

Craven, Samantha, Sarah Brown, and Elizabeth Gilchrist. 2007. “Current Responses to Sexual Grooming: Implication for 
Prevention.” The Howard Journal of Criminal Justice 46 (1):60–71. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2311.2007.00454.x

Darkness to Light. 2019. “Child Molestation versus Child Sexual Abuse - Why Is Language Important?” Retrieved 
November 7, 2020 (https://www.d2l.org/child-molestation-versus-child-sexual-abuse/ ).

Davidson, Julia and Petter Gottschalk. 2011. “Characteristics of the Internet for Criminal Child Sexual Abuse by Online 
Groomers.” Criminal Justice Studies: A Critical Journal of Crime, Law & Society 24(1):23–36. https://doi-org.ez.lib. 
jjay.cuny.edu/10.1080/1478601X.2011.544188 doi:10.1080/1478601X.2011.544188.

Dictionary.com. n.d.. The Definition of Process. Retrieved November 7, 2020 (http://www.dictionary.com/browse/ 
process ).

Dorahy, Martin J. and Ken Clearwater. 2012. “Shame and Guilt in Men Exposed to Childhood Sexual Abuse: 
A Qualitative Investigation.” Journal of Child Sexual Abuse 21 (2):155–75. doi: 10.1080/10538712.2012.659803

Elliott, Ian A. 2017. “A Self-Regulation Model of Sexual Grooming.” Trauma, Violence & Abuse 18 (1):83–97. doi:  
10.1177/1524838015591573

Elliott, Michele, Kevin Browne, and Jennifer Kilcoyne. 1995. “Child Sexual Abuse Prevention - What Offenders Tell Us.” 
Child Abuse & Neglect 19 (5):579–94. doi: 10.1016/0145-2134(95)00017-3

Finkelhor, David. 1984. Child Sexual Abuse: New Theory and Research. London, England: Macmillan.
Gallagher, Bernard. 1998. Grappling with Smoke: Investigating and Managing Organised Abuse – A Good Practice Guide. 

London: NSPCC.
Gallagher, Bernard. 1999. “The Abuse of Children in Public Care.” Child Abuse Review 8 (6):357–65. doi: 10.1002/(SICI) 

1099-0852(199911/12)8:6<357::AID-CAR580>3.0.CO;2-K
Gillespie, Alisdair A. 2002. “Child Protection on the Internet- Challenges for Criminal Law.” Child and Family Law 

Quarterly 14:41–425.
Gladwell, Malcolm. 2012. “In Plain View: How Child Molesters Get Away with It. The New Yorker. Retrieved Accessed 

May 27, 2021 (http://www.newyorker.com/arts/critics/atlarge/2012/09/24/120924crat_atlarge_gladwell? 
currentPage=all ).

Groth, A. Nicholas and H. Jean Birnbaum. 1978. “Adult Sexual Orientation and Attraction to Underage Persons.” 
Archives of Sexual Behavior : The Official Publication of the International Academy of Sex Research 7(3):175–81

Hall, G. N. and R. Hirschman. 1992. “Sexual Aggression against Children: A Conceptual Perspective of Etiology.” 
Criminal Justice and Behavior 19 (1):8–23. doi: 10.1177/0093854892019001003

Hall, Ryan C. W. and Richard C. W. Hall. 2007. “A Profile of Pedophilia: Definition, Characteristics of Offenders, 
Recidivism, Treatment Outcomes, and Forensic Issues.” Mayo Clinic Proceedings. Mayo Clinic 82 (4):457–71. doi:  
10.4065/82.4.457

Harms, R. and C. Dam. 1992. Child Abuse Prevention: What the Educator Needs to Know. Olympia, WA: Office of the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction.

Howitt, Dennis. 1995. Paedophiles and Sexual Offences against Children. Oxford, UK: John Wiley and Sons.
Howitt, Dennis and Kerry Sheldon. 2007. “Sex Offenders and the Internet.” in 1st Ed Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell.

10 G. M. WINTERS ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2014.960632
https://doi.org/10.1016/0145-2134(90)90078-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2003.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2003.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585189808405372
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585189808405372
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2019.1580329
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538711003775824
https://doi.org/10.1016/0145-2134(89)90016-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600601069414
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2311.2007.00454.x
https://www.d2l.org/child-molestation-versus-child-sexual-abuse/
https://doi-org.ez.lib.jjay.cuny.edu/10.1080/1478601X.2011.544188
https://doi-org.ez.lib.jjay.cuny.edu/10.1080/1478601X.2011.544188
https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2011.544188
http://www.dictionary.com/browse/process
http://www.dictionary.com/browse/process
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2012.659803
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838015591573
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838015591573
https://doi.org/10.1016/0145-2134(95)00017-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0852(199911/12)8:6%3C357::AID-CAR580%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0852(199911/12)8:6%3C357::AID-CAR580%3E3.0.CO;2-K
http://www.newyorker.com/arts/critics/atlarge/2012/09/24/120924crat_atlarge_gladwell?currentPage=all
http://www.newyorker.com/arts/critics/atlarge/2012/09/24/120924crat_atlarge_gladwell?currentPage=all
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854892019001003
https://doi.org/10.4065/82.4.457
https://doi.org/10.4065/82.4.457


International Centre for Missing and Exploited Children. 2017. Online Grooming of Children for Sexual Purposes: Model 
Legislation & Global Review.Accessed May 27, 2021 (https://www.icmec.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Online- 
Grooming-of-Children_FINAL_9-18-17.pdf ).

Johansson-Love, Jill and William Fremouw. 2009. “Female Sex Offenders: A Controlled Comparison of Offender and 
Victim/crime Characteristics.” Journal of Family Violence 24 (6):367–76. doi: 10.1007/s10896-009-9236-5

Katz, Carmit and Noa Field. 2020. “Unspoken: Child-Perpetrator Dynamic in the Context of Intrafamilial Child Sexual 
Abuse.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 6(2):223–32.

Katz, Carmit and Zion Barnetz. 2016. “Children’s Narratives of Alleged Child Sexual Abuse Offender Behaviors and the 
Manipulation Process.” Psychology of Violence 6(2):223–32. (https://doi-org.ez.lib.jjay.cuny.edu/10.1037/a0039023 ).

Kaufman, Keith L., M. Mosher, H. Carter, and L. Estes. 2006. “An Empirically Based Situational Prevention Model for 
Child Sexual Abuse.” Situational Prevention of Child Sexual AbusePp. 101–44. Vol. 19. edited by, R. Wortley and 
S. Smallbone. Monsey, NY:Criminal Justice Press.

Kierkegaard, Sylvia. 2008. “Cybering, Online Grooming and Ageplay.” Computer Law & Security Review 24 (1):41–55. 
doi: 10.1016/j.clsr.2007.11.004

Knoll, James. 2010. “Teacher Sexual Misconduct: Grooming Patterns and Female Offenders.” Journal of Child Sexual 
Abuse 19 (4):371–86. doi: 10.1080/10538712.2010.495047

Lanning, Kenneth V. 2010. “Child Molesters: A Behavioral Analysis.” in 5th Ed Alexandria, VA: National Center for 
Missing & Exploited Children.

Lanning, Kenneth V. 2018. “The Evolution of Grooming: Concept and Term.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 33 
(1):5–16. doi: 10.1177/0886260517742046

Lanning, Kenneth V. and Ann Wolbert Burgess. 1984. “Child Pornography and Sex Rings.” FBI Law Enforcement 
Bulletin 53:10–16.

Lanning, Kenneth V. and Park Dietz. 2014. “Acquaintance Molestation and Youth-Serving Organizations.” Journal of 
Interpersonal Violence 29 (15):2815–38. doi: 10.1177/0886260514532360

Laws, D. R. 1989. Relapse Prevention with Sex Offenders. New York, NY, US: Guilford Press.
Leberg, E. 1997. Understanding Child Molesters: Taking Charge. Thousand Oaks. CA: US: Sage Publications, Inc.
Leclerc, Benoit, Jean Proulx, and Eric Beauregard. 2009. “Examining the Modus Operandi of Sexual Offenders against 

Children and Its Practical Implications.” Aggression and Violent Behavior 14 (1):5–12. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2008.08.001
Leclerc, Benoit and Marcus Felson. 2016. “Routine Activities Preceding Adolescent Sexual Abuse of Younger Children.” 

Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment 28 (2):116–31. doi: 10.1177/1079063214544331
McAlinden, Anne Marie. 2006. “Setting ‘Em Up’: Personal, Familial and Institutional Grooming in the Sexual Abuse of 

Children.” Social & Legal Studies 15 (3):339–62. doi: 10.1177/0964663906066613
McAlinden, Anne Marie. 2007. The Shaming of Sexual Offenders: Risk, Retribution and Reintegration. Oxford, England: 

Hart Publishing.
McAlinden, Anne Marie. 2013. “‘Grooming’ and the Sexual Abuse of Children” Accessed May 27, 2021. (http://blog.oup. 

com/2013/01/grooming-child-abuse/ ).
McElvaney, R. 2019. “Grooming: A Case Study.” Journal of Child Sexual Abuse: Research, Treatment, & Program 

Innovations for Victims, Survivors, & Offenders 28(5):608–27. https://doi-org.ez.lib.jjay.cuny.edu/10.1080/10538712. 
2018.1554612 doi:10.1080/10538712.2018.1554612.

Merriam-Webster. 2021a. Comply.Accessed May 27, 2021 (https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/complying ).
Merriam-Webster. 2021b. Acquiesce. Retrieved (https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/acquiesce ).
Merriam-Webster. 2021c. Permit.Accessed May 27, 2021 (https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/permit ).
Mountjoy, Margo. 2019. “Only by Speaking Out Can We Create Lasting Change’: What Can We Learn from the Dr Larry 

Nassar Tragedy?” British Journal of Sports Medicine 53 (1):57–60. doi: 10.1136/bjsports-2018-099403
Nicholas, Groth, A., William F. Hobson, and Thomas S. Gary. 1982. “The Child Molester: Clinical Observations.” 

Journal of Social Work & Human Sexuality 1 (1–2):129–44. doi: 10.1300/J291v01n01_08
O’Leary, Patrick, Emma Koh, and Andrew Dare. 2017. Grooming and Child Sexual Abuse in Institutional Contexts. 

Sydney, Australia: Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse.
Olson, Loreen N., Joy L. Daggs, Barbara L. Ellevold, and Teddy K. K. Rogers. 2007. “Entrapping the Innocent: Toward 

a Theory of Child Sexual Predators? Luring Communication.” Communication Theory: CT: A Journal of the 
International Communication Association 17 (3):231–51.

Orrill, Chandra H. and Allan S. Cohen. 2016. “Why Defining the Construct Matters: An Examination of Teacher 
Knowledge Using Different Lenses on One Assessment.” The Mathematics Enthusiast 13 (1):7.

Ost, Suzanne. 2004. “Getting to Grips with Sexual Grooming? the New Offence under the Sexual Offences Act 2003.” The 
Journal of Social Welfare & Family Law 26 (2):147–59. doi: 10.1080/014180304200023088

Pelz, Bill.n.d. “Chapter 6 Measurement of Constructs.” The incest perpetrator: A family member no one wants to treat. 
Lumenlearning.Com. Retrieved November 7, 2020 (https://courses.lumenlearning.com/suny-hccc-research-methods 
/chapter/chapter-6-measurement-of-constructs/ ).

Plummer, M. 2018. “Lived Experiences of Grooming among Australian Male Survivors of Child Sexual Abuse.” Journal 
of Interpersonal Violence 33(1):37–63.

DEVIANT BEHAVIOR 11

https://www.icmec.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Online-Grooming-of-Children_FINAL_9-18-17.pdf
https://www.icmec.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Online-Grooming-of-Children_FINAL_9-18-17.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-009-9236-5
https://doi-org.ez.lib.jjay.cuny.edu/10.1037/a0039023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clsr.2007.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2010.495047
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517742046
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514532360
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2008.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1079063214544331
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663906066613
http://blog.oup.com/2013/01/grooming-child-abuse/
http://blog.oup.com/2013/01/grooming-child-abuse/
https://doi-org.ez.lib.jjay.cuny.edu/10.1080/10538712.2018.1554612
https://doi-org.ez.lib.jjay.cuny.edu/10.1080/10538712.2018.1554612
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2018.1554612
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/complying
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/acquiesce
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/permit
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2018-099403
https://doi.org/10.1300/J291v01n01_08
https://doi.org/10.1080/014180304200023088
https://courses.lumenlearning.com/suny-hccc-research-methods/chapter/chapter-6-measurement-of-constructs/
https://courses.lumenlearning.com/suny-hccc-research-methods/chapter/chapter-6-measurement-of-constructs/


Salter, Anna C. 1995. Transforming Trauma: A Guide to Understanding and Treating Adult Survivors of Child Sexual 
Abuse. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Saul, Janet. 2007. Preventing Child Sexual Abuse within Youth-serving Organizations: Getting Started on Policies and 
Procedures. Atlanta (GA): Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Injury Prevention and 
Control, Division of Violence Prevention.

Seto, Michael C., Kelly M. Babchishin, Lesleigh E. Pullman, and Ian V. McPhail. 2015. “The Puzzle of Intrafamilial Child 
Sexual Abuse: A Meta-Analysis Comparing Intrafamilial and Extrafamilial Offenders with Child Victims.” Clinical 
Psychology Review 39:42–57. doi: 10.1016/j.cpr.2015.04.001

Sgroi, Suzanne M. 1982. Handbook of Clinical Intervention in Child Sexual Abuse. London, England: Jossey-Bass.
Shon, Leah and Catherine Jihee. 2016. Same-Sex Child Molestation within the Boy Scouts of America Initiation and 

Termination in Victim Narratives. Louisville, Kentucky: Dissertation, University of Louisville.
Smallbone, Stephen. n.d.. Sexual Abuse in Schools: ANALYSIS (3 of 5). Accessed May 27, 2021 (http://www.ucl.ac.uk/ 

jdibrief/documents/sexual-abuse-in-schools/SEXUAL_ABUSE_IN_SCHOOLS__3-Analysis_.pdf ).
Spiegel, Josef. 2003. Sexual Abuse of Males: The SAM Model of Theory and Practice. New York, NY, US: Brunner- 

Routledge.
Spraitz, Jason D. and Kendra N. Bowen. 2019. “Examination of a Nascent Taxonomy of Priest Sexual Grooming.” Sexual 

Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment 31 (6):707–28. doi: 10.1177/1079063218809095
Strauss, Milton E. and Gregory T Smith. 2009. “Construct Validity: Advances in Theory and Methodology.” Annual 

Review of Clinical Psychology 5 (1):1–25. doi: 10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.032408.153639
Sullivan, Joe and Anthony Beech. 2002. “Professional Perpetrators: Sex Offenders Who Use Their Employment to Target 

and Sexually Abuse the Children with Whom They Work.” Child Abuse Review 11(3):153–67.
Terry, Karen J. 2008. “Understanding the Sexual Abuse Crisis in the Catholic Church: Challenged with Prevention 

Policies.” Victims & Offenders 3 (1):31–44. doi: 10.1080/15564880701750482
Thornton, David. 2003. “The Machiavellian Sex Offender.”  Sex offenders in the community: Managing and reducing the 

risks Cullompton, Devon, UK: Willan Publishing, Pp. 144–52 in, edited by A. Matravers
Van Dam, Carla. 2001. Identifying Child Molesters: Preventing Child Sexual Abuse by Recognizing the Patterns of the 

Offenders. NY:US: Routledge.
Van Dam, Carla. 2006. The Socially Skilled Child Molester : Differentiating the Guilty from the Falsely Accused. New York: 

Haworth Press.
Ward, Tony. 2002. “Marshall and Barbaree’s Integrated Theory of Child Sexual Abuse: A Critique.” Psychology, Crime & 

Law 8 (3):209–28. doi: 10.1080/10683160208401816
Ward, Tony and Richard J. Siegert. 2002. “Toward A Comprehensive Theory of Child Sexual Abuse: A Theory Knitting 

Perspective.” Psychology, Crime & Law 8 (4):319–51. doi: 10.1080/10683160208401823
Williams, Andy. 2015. “Child Sexual Victimisation: Ethnographic Stories of Stranger and Acquaintance Grooming.” The 

Journal of Sexual Aggression 21 (1):28–42. doi: 10.1080/13552600.2014.948085
Winters, Georgia M. and Elizabeth L. Jeglic. 2016. “I Knew It All Along: The Sexual Grooming Behaviors of Child 

Molesters and the Hindsight Bias.” Journal of Child Sexual Abuse 25 (1):20–36. doi: 10.1080/10538712.2015.1108945
Winters, Georgia M. and Elizabeth L. Jeglic. 2017. “Stages of Sexual Grooming: Recognizing Potentially Predatory 

Behaviors of Child Molesters.” Deviant Behavior 38 (6):724–33. doi: 10.1080/01639625.2016.1197656
Winters, Georgia M., Elizabeth L. Jeglic, and Leah L. Kaylor. 2020. “Validation of the Sexual Grooming Model of Child 

Sexual Abusers.” Journal of Child Sexual Abuse 29 (7):855–75. doi: 10.1080/10538712.2020.1801935
Wyre, Ray. 2000. “Paedophile Characteristics and Patterns of Behaviour: Developing and Using a Typology.” Pp. 69–89 

in In Home Truths about Child Sexual Abuse.Edited By Catherine Itzin. London: Routledge.

12 G. M. WINTERS ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2015.04.001
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/jdibrief/documents/sexual-abuse-in-schools/SEXUAL_ABUSE_IN_SCHOOLS__3-Analysis_.pdf
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/jdibrief/documents/sexual-abuse-in-schools/SEXUAL_ABUSE_IN_SCHOOLS__3-Analysis_.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1079063218809095
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.032408.153639
https://doi.org/10.1080/15564880701750482
https://doi.org/10.1080/10683160208401816
https://doi.org/10.1080/10683160208401823
https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600.2014.948085
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2015.1108945
https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2016.1197656
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2020.1801935

	Abstract
	The complexities of sexual grooming
	Development of a validated model of sexual grooming
	Definitions of sexual grooming
	Limitations of past definitions
	Common themes in past definitions

	Toward a new definition of sexual grooming
	Implications

	Notes on contributor
	References

