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Abstract

CSE initiatives and policy have been adversely impacted by a lack of clarity in defining child sexual
exploitation (CSE), as well as using language that can wrongly convey victim blame and responsibility for
the abuse against them. This has led to several inquiries where services have struggled to support victims
of CSE. This discussion paper aims to consider the issues, examining the links between CSE and child
sexual abuse (CSA), and the challenges in defining CSE. This includes a suggested revised definition.
Further, it summarises the challenges that have arisen using language in exploring CSE, and which may
have potentially skewed prevalence rates as a result. This paper then considers the presentation of such
language and the challenges this offers, with consideration of alternative approaches. It concludes by
arguing the importance for researchers to be mindful and responsive to definitions of CSE and the use of
language in interpreting results and engaging with this population.
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Introduction

There has been much debate regarding the definition of child sexual exploitation (CSE) and how it
relates to the broader definition of child sexual abuse (CSA). Within policy and research there are
numerous definitions for CSE, and which then overlap with CSA. However, there are also aspects
that distinguish CSE from CSA. Many definitions of CSE emphasise some form of exchange for
sexual behaviours. Yet, definitions have evolved over time in response to increased understanding.
There are some forms of CSE, particularly those which take place in gangs and through the use of
technology, where an exchange may not be present (Berelowitz, Clifton, Firimin, Gulyurtlu &
Edwards, 2013). Or, CSE may take place alongside CSA and other forms of abuse. Further, the
use of language with respect to victims of CSE requires careful consideration in order to reduce
victim blame and to maximise victim engagement. This paper discusses key issues regarding how
CSE is defined, the use of language, and how this may then impact on obtaining accurate rates of
prevalence.

This paper begins by first defining CSA and CSE as we currently understand it, noting the
key differences and commonalities. This paper then discusses how knowledge and understanding
of CSE has increased following several high-profile investigations and case reviews across the
United Kingdom, as well as research that has been undertaken by leading children’s charities in
the UK. These developments have informed policy and practice in relation to safeguarding
children and young people. Despite this, the nature and extent of CSE is still not fully understood
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and this paper outlines how definition and use of language can lead to groups of youth being
overlooked and under-represented in prevalence research.

Definitions of child sexual abuse and exploitation

The UK Government provides clear guidance to professionals on their responsibilities for
safeguarding children. This includes presenting a definition of CSA to guide professionals’
interventions with those at risk of, or who have been identified as experiencing, sexual abuse.
Recent guidance defines CSA as the act of:

Forcing or enticing a child or young person to take part in sexual activities, not necessarily
involving a high level of violence, whether or not the child is aware of what is happening.
The activities may involve physical contact, including assault by penetration (for example,
rape or oral sex) or non-penetrative acts such as masturbation, kissing, rubbing and
touching outside of clothing. They may also include non-contact activities, such as
involving children in looking at, or in the production of, sexual images, watching sexual
activities, encouraging children to behave in sexually inappropriate ways, or grooming a
child in preparation for abuse (including via the internet). Sexual abuse is not solely
perpetrated by adult males. Women can also commit acts of sexual abuse, as can other
children (HM Government. Working Together to Safeguard Children, 2015, p. 93).

CSE is further defined as a form of sexual abuse:

Sexual exploitation of children and young people under 18 involves exploitative situations,
contexts and relationships where young people (or a third person or persons) receive
‘something’ (e.g. food, accommodation, drugs, alcohol, cigarettes, affection, gifts, money)
as a result of them performing, and/or another or others performing on them, sexual
activities. Child sexual exploitation can occur through the use of technology without the
child’s immediate recognition, for example, being persuaded to post sexual images on the
Internet/mobile phones without immediate payment or gain (DCSF, 2009, p. 9).

Further, and in Scotland, there are additional details in relation to the factors that create an
imbalance of power:

Any involvement of a child or young person below 18 in sexual activity for which
remuneration of cash or in kind is given to the young person or a third person or persons.
The perpetrator will have power over the child by virtue of one or more of the following —
age, emotional maturity, gender, physical strength and intellect (Scottish Executive, 2003,

p. 1).

In these definitions, a child is defined as anyone who has not yet reached the age of 18.
Several CSE definitions distinguish between children and young people, however, the age at
which a child becomes a young person is not generally agreed upon (Fox, 2016). For instance, a
child is commonly defined as anyone under the age of 16. Yet there are some offences focused
on providing greater protection to those under the age of 13, and others where a child is defined
as someone under the age of 18 (Sexual Offences Act, Part 1, 2003). This has therefore created
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difficulty when comparing prevalence research as often researchers may use different ages to
define a child.

Further, and from the above definitions, a factor that distinguishes CSA from CSE is the
emphasis on a power imbalance in the case of sexual exploitation. However, in CSA, a power
imbalance also exists, and which enables an abuser to force or entice a child to engage in sexual
activity. Regarding the power imbalance, it is important for existing definitions to offer clear
guidance. For example, a power imbalance may exist due to the perpetrator’s gender, sexual
identity, cognitive ability, physical strength, status, and access to economic or other resources
(Department for Education, 2017). Another factor that distinguishes CSE in the above definitions
Is the presence of an exchange, whereby a child or young person receives something as a result
of engaging in sexual activity. However, the exchange may not be immediately clear to others.
Further, there are cases where CSE takes place alongside CSA, adding complexity to the issue.
For instance, CSE that takes place within gangs and groups may involve female victims
exchanging sexual activity for protection from assault by gang members. They may also
experience sexual abuse from rival gang members as a form of punishment or retaliation
(Berelowitz et al., 2013). As such, it may be challenging for professionals to recognise CSE in
this context and therefore it may be overlooked.

While there is some variation in CSE definitions that are adopted by professionals
throughout the UK, the most widely accepted definition among professionals in children’s
services is that developed by the Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF, 2009),
and which is noted above. Their definition offers more detail in relation to the exchange of goods
for sexual behaviours, including occasions where the child may not appear to receive anything,
such as in the use of technology. The DCSF guidance also states that violence, coercion and
intimidation may be used to secure victim compliance. However, it is important to consider that
many children and young people do not experience these behaviours and thus, they may fail to
recognise CSE as an abusive encounter (Barnardos, 2011). This is covered in the Welsh
Government guidance, which attends to the issue of informed consent:

Child sexual exploitation is the coercion or manipulation of children and young people
into taking part in sexual activities. It is a form of sexual abuse involving an exchange of
some form of payment which can include money, mobile phones and other items, drugs,
alcohol, a place to stay, protection or affection. The vulnerability of the young person
and grooming process employed by perpetrators renders them powerless to recognise the
exploitative nature of relationships and unable to give informed consent (National Action
Plan to Tackle Child Sexual Exploitation, 2016, p. 1).

The concept of grooming is also included within the most recent guidance for
professionals. The term is not used specifically, however the grooming process is described in
more general terms:

Child sexual exploitation is a form of child sexual abuse. It occurs where an individual
or group takes advantage of an imbalance of power to coerce, manipulate or deceive a
child or young person under the age of 18 into sexual activity (a) in exchange for
something the victim needs or wants, and/or (b) for the financial advantage or increased
status of the perpetrator or facilitator. The victim may have been sexually exploited even
if the sexual activity appears consensual. Child sexual exploitation does not always
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involve physical contact; it can also occur through the use of technology (HM
Government. Working together to safeguard children, 2018, p. 104).

It is noteworthy that the above definitions fail to make clear that any sexual activity that
takes place under the age of 16 would be considered illegal and therefore unequivocally defined
as sexual abuse. Informed consent would not be possible regardless of the influence of grooming
and vulnerability. Rather, the above definitions would be more suitably applied in cases where
CSE is present among those who are above the age of legal consent, and where the perception of
victim responsibility increases (Jago, 2010). This would be an important distinction to make
within current definitions, to avoid reinforcing a perception that a child under the age of 16 may
appear to consent to sexual activity, and which unhelpfully focuses on the child’s behaviour in
the abusive interaction and distracts from the main issues of abuse. This is a key issue to address,
since many professionals have unhelpfully perceived children under the age of 16 to consent to
their abuse. Therefore, definitions should emphasise that, in all cases, CSE is a form of sexual
abuse. Children and young people have not consented to their abuse, even where there is an
exchange of goods for sexual behaviours. This has previously been described as a ‘constrained
choice’. That is, a decision made by an individual to engage in sexual behaviours “against a
background of social, economic and emotional vulnerability” (Harper & Scott, 2005, p.5). This
means that some children or young people may feel they have to exchange sexual behaviours in
order to provide for basic needs such as food or accommodation or to support their drug or
alcohol use. Often these needs are present due to a range of social difficulties including
maladjustment in the home or instability with their care provision (Coy, 2009).

This concern may be addressed in the UK in the near future, as the UK Government is in
the process of a consultation on developing a CSE definition that includes the issue of consent.
It is reported that, in the new definition, it will be emphasised that children and young people
cannot consent to being sexually exploited (Manchester Safeguarding Boards, 2017). Some
researchers have even argued against using the term ‘exchange’ in current definitions, as this
may overlook the power imbalance inherent in the abuse (Eaton, 2019). While evolving
definitions create an opportunity to address some of the unhelpful aspects of existing definitions,
this could also add complexity regarding achieving consistency across geographical regions and
different child care professionals. Yet, it is crucial that existing definitions are amended in
response to an improved understanding of CSE so that professionals are left in no doubt as to
how to recognise it. Accounting for the above considerations, a suitable definition of CSE is
proposed, by the current authors, as follows:

Child sexual exploitation (CSE) is a form of sexual abuse which affects anyone under the
age of 18. As with sexual abuse, there is a power imbalance between a perpetrator and
their victim. Several factors may lead to a power imbalance that is in favour of the
perpetrator (adult or peer), including gender, cognitive ability, physical strength, status,
economic resources, age, maturity, emotional development, mental health, or any another
factor that places the victim at a disadvantage; while coercion and force may be used to
secure victim compliance, this may not be present. What separates CSE from sexual
abuse is the presence of a perceived ‘trade’. More specifically, a victim may be expected
to engage in a sexual interaction with a perpetrator for tangible goods, or other intangible
factors that may be missing in the victim’s life. For example, affection, attention,
protection, or safety from physical harm. The sexual behaviours may include direct
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physical contact, or indirectly such as through a form of technology. In all cases where
the victim is under the legal age of consent, this should be considered sexually abusive.
Where the victim is over the age of consent, an encounter is considered sexually
exploitative if there is a power imbalance which favours the perpetrator. Sexual
exploitation may also take place alongside other forms of abuse, and there may be more
than one perpetrator involved.

The definition attends to aspects of CSE that overlap with CSA and those which differentiate it.
It could address confusion among professionals, who may find it challenging to understand the
conceptual difference. Further, the proposed definition includes a detailed description of the
power imbalance and how this precludes informed consent when an individual is aged 16 and
over. Finally, it emphasises that when victims are aged under 16, this is unequivocally sexual
abuse. It is, of course, noted that the focus here is on CSE, yet any individual can experience
sexual exploitation regardless of their chronological age.

While the proposed definition is more detailed than the other definitions presented in this
paper, sufficient detail is necessary to support professionals to recognise CSE. The existing
definitions discussed in this paper are adopted in practice by professionals within UK Children’s
Services. Those definitions have featured consistently within policy and practice documents,
across different regions throughout the UK. While some of the definitions attend to the issue of
informed consent and power imbalance, there are still cases where children and young people
are viewed as having consented to sexual contact with adults (Harper & Scott, 2005; Jago et al.,
2011). This s evident in language used by professionals to describe victims, where children are
perceived as having agency in an exploitative encounter. For example, some children are
described as ‘sexually promiscuous’, with adult perpetrators being described as ‘boyfriends’
(Beckett, 2011; Jay, 2014). It could be argued that this language conveys blame on the part of
the victim and moves the focus away from the perpetrator.

The use of language

Difficulties in the type of language used has been highlighted within the Oxfordshire Serious
Case Review into CSE (Bedford, 2015). When some victims were reported to the authorities,
their vulnerability was not acknowledged. For example, police reports described some female
children as ‘prostituting themselves’ and ‘putting themselves at risk’. Further, some children
who were sexually exploited reportedly presented with ‘challenging’ behaviours, including going
missing from home, engaging in substance use and who exhibited some hostility towards
professionals. In many cases, professionals were noted to have overly focused on victims’
problematic behaviour rather than the causation or functional factors of such behaviour. The
review argues that professionals should have considered the underlying reasons for such
behaviours. Further, that the challenging behaviours may have emerged due to the chaotic and
violent nature of their abusive experiences, or as a means to prevent professionals from disrupting
the abuse (Bedford, 2015). The review found that there was a general failure of professionals in
the local authority and the police to attend to or follow up on signs of dysfunction in the lives of
CSE victims. This was described as a lack of professional curiosity, and in some cases, this
meant that CSE continued to take place for several years without disruption.
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The use of biased language towards victims has been examined widely within
criminological research, as it has implications for how victims of crime are treated in society and
the legal system. The use of biased language relates to the notion of the ‘deserving victim’, a
concept that has been widely debated within victimology literature. Researchers have observed
that a hierarchy exists among victims, where some individuals are viewed as deserving of victim
status and others are viewed as being responsible for their experiences (McEvoy & McConnachie,
2012). In historical victimological theory and research, some victims were classified in the
hierarchy based on how much they were perceived to have contributed to, or caused, their own
victimisation. This was termed ‘precipitation’, where victims are viewed as having contributed to
their experiences and, consequently, blame is assigned to them, whereas others are viewed as
innocent (McEvoy & McConnachie, 2012). This debate extends to victims of sexual abuse, where
it is argued that an ‘ideal victim’ is vulnerable, that they should appear to others as being powerless
in the encounter and that they are dominated by the perpetrator. Where they fail to meet these
requirements, they may not be conferred victim status in society (Javaid, 2016). Even where
victims are acknowledged to be vulnerable, they may still be denied victim status due to how this
vulnerability is perceived by society. This would include individuals who are homeless, who abuse
substances and who are involved in prostitution (Walklate, 2011). These individuals may be
perceived as having contributed to their own victimisation, due to their high-risk lifestyles.

Arguably, CSA and CSE victims should be perceived as ‘ideal victims’, due to the power
imbalance inherent between a child victim and an adult perpetrator. However, empirical research
reveals that in society there are negative attitudes towards child victims, some of whom are
blamed for their own sexual abuse. This was observed in a French study of 384 adults drawn
from the general and student populations, 232 of whom were women (Esnard & Dumas, 2013).
Participants were asked to read fictitious cases involving male or female victims. Victims were
described as either a child aged seven or an adolescent aged 12 years. In each vignette the
perpetrator was described as either a male or a female adult and aged 35 years, in both cases.
Participants were interviewed, and victim blame was measured by their responses to seven
questions relating to the victim’s responsibility, culpability and credibility. Overall, participants
viewed the perpetrator as being more responsible than the victim. However, male participants
blamed the victim to a greater degree than female participants, particularly when the victim was
male. Male participants also blamed the perpetrator to a lesser degree than female participants,
particularly when the perpetrator was described as female. Further, participants blamed the
victim regardless of whether the victim was described as a child or an adolescent. Researchers
concluded that male victims were blamed to a greater degree due to masculine ideals that males
should be physically able to resist their abuser; this could have implications for young males’
psychological development, if they encounter blame while their identity is forming in
adolescence. It could also be argued that such attitudes may even prevent some victims from
disclosing their abuse due to fears around how it will be perceived. Or, they may retract a
disclosure if they experience blame from others. However, these arguments are based on the
assumption that such attitudes are communicated to victims, either directly or indirectly. One
cannot assume that negative attitudes translate to negative behaviours to victims, particularly
where findings are derived from hypothetical scenarios. If an individual holds attitudes that
suggest some CSE victims are to blame for their abuse, this may not extend to the children in
their own lives, especially those with whom they have a close relationship. Therefore, it is
important to obtain the views of victims and to examine whether they have perceived these
attitudes upon disclosing their sexual abuse to others.
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A factor that adds complexity to the notion of the ‘ideal victim’, is that some individuals
are both victims and perpetrators of crime (McEvoy & McConnachie, 2012). This extends to
CSE, where some children are involved in seeking other youths for perpetrators to exploit. In
addition, there are children who, during the period of their exploitation, engage in anti-social
behaviour, including aggression, substance and alcohol use, and truancy (Bedford, 2015;
Lillywhite & Skidmore, 2006). It was already discussed that these behaviours influence how
victims are perceived by those in authority (Bedford, 2015). This is also evident in empirical
research. For example, in a US study, police case files were examined for 126 children who
experienced commercial CSE (Halter, 2010). Commercial exploitation involves the exchange of
money or substances, for sexual behaviours. Throughout the cited article however, the author
describes this as ‘juveniles who are involved in prostitution’. Arguably this language is
suggestive of agency, despite the children being aged from 12 to 17 years. When reviewing the
case files, the researcher identified language which indicated the children were either treated as
victims, delinquent offenders, or both. They also searched for factors that might be linked with
police officers attributing victim or offender status and subjected these to statistical analysis.
Findings suggested that youth were significantly more likely to be viewed as victims if they co-
operated with the police and if they had no prior criminal record. This could suggest that a
victim’s behavioural presentation may influence police attitudes, potentially influencing their
treatment by authorities.

Halter (2010) is not without limitations, however. The study did not utilise a specific type
of qualitative analysis to examine the language in the case files. Thus, the researcher did not use
a systematic procedure to identify the variables associated with perceived culpability. This
should be considered a major limitation, potentially leading to bias in the variables selected.
Further, there was only one male victim in the sample. Thus, it is not clear if male youth would
be more likely to be criminalised, given that male victims may be blamed to a greater degree than
females (Esnard & Dumas, 2013). Finally, the researcher concluded that their findings suggest
the police engage in an informal assessment of the likelihood that victims will engage in further
‘prostitution’. They go on to argue that the police may decide to treat these victims as offenders,
to ‘protectively detain’ them. They describe this as a “paternalistic protective response” (Halter,
2010, p157). This is a notable assumption, where the police’s treatment is interpreted as a caring
action and with no qualitative evidence to support this hypothesis. An alternative explanation is
that the female youth may not possess the characteristics of an ‘ideal’ victim of CSE. Therefore,
they encounter a punitive response and are treated as criminals, rather than as vulnerable
individuals. This underlies the importance of methodological rigour, to minimise bias and
prevent research findings being interpreted solely through the lens of the researcher’s own values
and beliefs. What the cited study does reveal, however, is that where CSE victims come into
contact with authorities, prior offending and lack of co-operation may result in them being
viewed as culpable. This is likely to impact on their treatment by authorities, meaning child
victims may not receive appropriate safeguarding or supportive measures. Furthermore, studies
such as these indicate that accurate information on the nature and prevalence of CSE is unlikely
to be obtained from conviction data, or referrals to specialist support organisations.

Overall, language is an important consideration for researchers, as terminology may
influence whether a victim feels able to report on their experiences. Researchers should also
consider whether to utilise the term victim within a survey. Feminist researchers have often
challenged terminology due to its inherent power. For example, the label of victim is said to
confer powerlessness and passivity (Walklate, 2004), yet the term survivor is associated with
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agency (Anthias 2013). However, the notion of agency has a complex relationship with victim
status and may actually be unhelpful (Javaid, 2015). Some argue that the label should be selected
by those who have been victimised (McEvoy & McConnachie, 2012). Therefore, a solution
would be that research should avoid using either term.

Conclusion

In summary, CSE definitions have evolved over time and current definitions should guide
effective practice of professionals in children’s services. However, definitions do vary, and often
fail to include sufficient detail to guide professionals in recognising CSE. There is evidence that
some professionals still view CSE differently to other forms of sexual abuse and which may
impact negatively on victims. Examples include perceiving victims to have consented to or being
held responsible for their abuse. These attitudes may even lead professionals to overlook signs
that someone is being sexually exploited. This is problematic because such beliefs and
assumptions will interfere with current efforts to understand the full nature and extent of CSE in
the UK. Further, attributions of victim blame will arguably reduce the likelihood of CSE victims
receiving appropriate intervention and support. This may affect their recovery in the longer term.

Therefore, this paper has argued the importance of a clear and thorough definition of
CSE, with further consideration as to the language used to describe sexual abuse and exploitation.
Language may represent the attitudes of those who use it, and which could influence how CSE
is defined, recorded and responded to. Consequently, one cannot rely on officially recorded
figures on the nature and extent of CSE; cases of CSE may have been overlooked due to victims
being viewed as responsible or to blame for their abuse, even where the victims are children.
When interacting with victims of CSE, including in a research context, this should be described
objectively, carefully and with no judgement evident in the language that is used. Researchers
should be mindful that language which conveys blame or responsibility may pose a barrier to
victim disclosure. Furthermore, this could lead to self-blame and shame for victims, which has
implications for their recovery.

References

Anthias, F. (2013). The intersections of class, gender, sexuality and ‘race’: the political economy
of gendered violence, special issue on 'Gender, Sexuality and Political Economy’,
International Journal of Politics, Culture and Society, 27(2), 153-171.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10767-013-9152-9

Barnardos (2011). Puppet on a String: The Urgent Need to Cut Children Free from Sexual
Exploitation. Essex: Barnardo’s. Retrieved from: https://www.scie-
socialcareonline.org.uk/puppet-on-a-string-the-urgent-need-to-cut-children-free-from-
sexual-exploitation/r/al1G00000017tUOIAY

Bedford, A. (2015). Serious Case Review into Child Sexual Exploitation in Oxfordshire.
Oxfordshire Safeguarding Children’s Board. Retrieved from: http://www.oscb.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/Serious-Case-Review-into-Child-Sexual-Exploitation-in-Oxfordshire-
FINAL-Updated-14.3.15.pdf

Beckett, H. (2011). Not a world away: The sexual exploitation of children and young people in
Northern Ireland. Northern Ireland: Barnardo's. Retrieved from:
https://www.ark.ac.uk/orb/summaries/BeckH11.htm

S7


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10767-013-9152-9
https://www.scie-socialcareonline.org.uk/puppet-on-a-string-the-urgent-need-to-cut-children-free-from-sexual-exploitation/r/a11G00000017tUOIAY
https://www.scie-socialcareonline.org.uk/puppet-on-a-string-the-urgent-need-to-cut-children-free-from-sexual-exploitation/r/a11G00000017tUOIAY
https://www.scie-socialcareonline.org.uk/puppet-on-a-string-the-urgent-need-to-cut-children-free-from-sexual-exploitation/r/a11G00000017tUOIAY
http://www.oscb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Serious-Case-Review-into-Child-Sexual-Exploitation-in-Oxfordshire-FINAL-Updated-14.3.15.pdf
http://www.oscb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Serious-Case-Review-into-Child-Sexual-Exploitation-in-Oxfordshire-FINAL-Updated-14.3.15.pdf
http://www.oscb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Serious-Case-Review-into-Child-Sexual-Exploitation-in-Oxfordshire-FINAL-Updated-14.3.15.pdf
https://www.ark.ac.uk/orb/summaries/BeckH11.htm

Berelowitz, S., Clifton, J., Firimin, C., Gulyurtlu, S., & Edwards, G. (2013). “If only someone
had listened”. Inquiry into Child Sexual Exploitation in Gangs and Groups — Final
Report. London: Office of the Children’s Commissioner. Retrieved from:
http://www.thebromleytrust.org.uk/files/chidrens-commission.pdf

Coy, M. (2009). ‘Moved around like bags of rubbish nobody wants’: how multiple placement
moves can make young women vulnerable to sexual exploitation. Child Abuse Review,
18(4), 254-266. https://doi.org/10.1002/car.1064

Department for Children, Schools and Families (2009). Safeguarding Children and Young People
from Sexual Exploitation: Supplementary guidance to Working Together to Safeguard
Children. HM Government London. Retrieved from:
https://www.staffssch.org.uk/Professionals/Resources-Tools/Supplementary-
Guidance/DCSF-Safeguarding-children-and-young-people-from-sexual-exploitation-

2009.pdf.
Department for Education (2017). CSE: Definition and guide for practitioners, local leaders, and

decision makers. Retrieved from: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/child-
sexual-exploitation-definition-and-gquide-for-practitioners

Eaton, J. (2019). The human rights of girls subjected to child sexual exploitation in the UK. Victim
Focus. Retrieved from: https://www.victimfocus.org.uk/publications

Esnard, C., & Dumas, R. (2013). Perceptions of male victim blame in a child sexual abuse case:
Effects of gender, age and need for closure. Psychology, Crime and Law, 19(9), 817-844.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2012.700310

Fox, C. (2016). It’s not on the radar: The hidden diversity of children and young people at risk of
sexual exploitation in England. Ilford: Barnardos.
https://www.basw.co.uk/system/files/resources/it_s_not_on_the radar_report 0.pdf

Halter, S. (2010). Factors that influence police conceptualisations of girls involved in prostitution
in six US cities: Child sexual exploitation victims of delinquents? Child Maltreatment,
15(2), 152-160. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1177/1077559509355315

Harper, Z., & Scott, S. (2005). Meeting the needs of sexually exploited children in London.
Barkingside: IlIford: Barnardos.

HM Government (2015). Working together to safeguard children: A guide to inter-agency working
to safeguard and promote the welfare of children. Retrieved from:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/working-together-to-safequard-children--2

Jago (2010): 'Safeguarding future generations, challenging and prosecuting perpetrators'. Youth
and policy, 104, 48 — 61. Retrieved from: https://www.youthandpolicy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/06/104.pdf

Jago, S., Arocha, L., Brodie, I., Melrose, M., Pearce, J., & Warrington, C. (2011). What’s going on
to safeguard children and young people from sexual exploitation? How local partnerships
respond to child sexual exploitation. Luton: University of Bedfordshire. Retrieved from:
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/a3d1/ef8c8f3ac8a76af6480fd8053f9687b1840e.pdf

58


http://www.thebromleytrust.org.uk/files/chidrens-commission.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.1064
https://www.staffsscb.org.uk/Professionals/Resources-Tools/Supplementary-Guidance/DCSF-Safeguarding-children-and-young-people-from-sexual-exploitation-2009.pdf
https://www.staffsscb.org.uk/Professionals/Resources-Tools/Supplementary-Guidance/DCSF-Safeguarding-children-and-young-people-from-sexual-exploitation-2009.pdf
https://www.staffsscb.org.uk/Professionals/Resources-Tools/Supplementary-Guidance/DCSF-Safeguarding-children-and-young-people-from-sexual-exploitation-2009.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/child-sexual-exploitation-definition-and-guide-for-practitioners
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/child-sexual-exploitation-definition-and-guide-for-practitioners
https://www.victimfocus.org.uk/publications
https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2012.700310
https://www.basw.co.uk/system/files/resources/it_s_not_on_the_radar_report_0.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077559509355315
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/working-together-to-safeguard-children--2
https://www.youthandpolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/104.pdf
https://www.youthandpolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/104.pdf
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/a3d1/ef8c8f3ac8a76af6480fd8053f9687b1840e.pdf

Javaid, A (2015). The dark side of men: The nature of masculinity and its uneasy relationship
with male rape. Journal of Men’s Studies, 23(3), 271-292.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1060826515600656

Javaid, A. (2016). Voluntary agencies’ responses to, and attitudes toward male rape: Issues and
concerns. Sexuality and Culture, 20, 731-748. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-016-9348-z

Jay, A. (2014). Independent inquiry into child sexual exploitation in Rotherham, 1997-2013.
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council. Retrieved from:
https://www.rotherham.gov.uk/downloads/download/31/independent-inquiry-into-child-
sexual-exploitation-in-rotherham-1997---2013

Lillywhite, R., & Skidmore, P. (2006). Boys are not sexually exploited? A challenge to
practitioners. Child Abuse Review, 15, 351-361. https://doi.org/10.1002/car.952

Manchester Safeguarding Boards (2017). Child Sexual Exploitation Strategy 2017 to 2019.
Retrieved from: https://www.manchestersafequardingpartnership.co.uk/resource/cse/

McEvoy, K., & McConnachie, K. (2012). Victimology in transitional justice: Victimhood,
innocence and hierarchy. European Journal of Criminology, 9(5), 527-538.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1477370812454204

National Action Plan to Tackle Child Sexual Exploitation (2016). The Welsh Government.
Retrieved at: https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-07/national-action-
plan-preventing-and-responding-to-child-sexual-abuse.pdf

Scottish Executive (2003). Vulnerable children and young people: Sexual exploitation through
prostitution. Edinburgh: The Stationery Office Bookshop. Crown Copyright.

Sexual Offences Act, part 1. (2003). Retrieved from:
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2003/42/section/1

Walklate, S. (2004). Gender, crime and criminal justice. Second Edition. London: Willan.

Walklate, S. (2011). Reframing criminal victimisation: Finding a place for vulnerability and
resilience. Theoretical Criminology, 15(2), 179-194.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362480610383452

About the authors

Dr. Kirsty Alderson, MSc, PhD is a Chartered and Registered Forensic Psychologist. She is
employed in clinical practice in a child and adolescent service. She was previously a PhD student
at the University of Central Lancashire. Her research interests include child sexual exploitation,
adult and youth offending, trauma and its role in offending and victimisation.

Dr. Carol A. Ireland, MSc, PhD is a Chartered Psychologist, Consultant Forensic Psychologist,
and Chartered Scientist. She is a Reader in Aggression at the University of Central Lancashire.
She is also the Senior Research Lead in a secure forensic psychiatric research unit. She is also
employed in clinical practice in a child and adolescent service. Her research interests capture
sexual offending, child sexual exploitation, aggression, trauma, critical incidents and self-
injurious behaviour.

59


https://doi.org/10.1177/1060826515600656
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-016-9348-z
https://www.rotherham.gov.uk/downloads/download/31/independent-inquiry-into-child-sexual-exploitation-in-rotherham-1997---2013
https://www.rotherham.gov.uk/downloads/download/31/independent-inquiry-into-child-sexual-exploitation-in-rotherham-1997---2013
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.952
https://www.manchestersafeguardingpartnership.co.uk/resource/cse/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1477370812454204
https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-07/national-action-plan-preventing-and-responding-to-child-sexual-abuse.pdf
https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-07/national-action-plan-preventing-and-responding-to-child-sexual-abuse.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2003/42/section/1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362480610383452

