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Abstract

This chapter looks critically at the way in which calls to criminalize men who pay for 

sex have been presented as a means by which to address what is termed ‘the demand 

side of trafficking’. The clients of sex workers are described as key links in the 

‘trafficking chain’, whereas those who consume pornography, and those who provide 

demand for labour in other economic sectors, are not automatically considered to be 

implicated in ‘trafficking’.  The chapter argues that the intense focus in ‘demand-side’ 

policy debate on punishing individuals who choose to enter into what are, in the main, 

consensual sexual acts with adults, deflects attention from deeper questions about the 

role of the state in constructing and shaping all markets (informal as well as formal, 

criminalized as well as sanctioned, stigmatized as well as socially valued) and 

producing the vulnerability of certain groups to exploitation within them.
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On Broken Chains and Missing Links: Tackling the ‘Demand Side of 

Trafficking’?

Politicians, governmental organisations and anti-trafficking Non-Governmental 

Organisations (NGOs) claim that ‘trafficking’ is a hugely profitable business in which 

organised criminals transport millions of human victims around the globe in the 

modern-day equivalent of the transatlantic slave trade. As US President George W. 

Bush put it in an address to the UN General Assembly in 2003:

We must show new energy in fighting back an old evil. Nearly two centuries 

after the abolition of the transatlantic slave trade, and more than a century after 

slavery was officially ended in its last strongholds, the trade in human beings 

for any purpose must not be allowed to thrive in our time (cited in Bravo, 2011: 

563).

Nobody is in favour of slavery, and if ‘trafficking’ is a modern slave trade then 

everyone must agree on the need to combat it. Given that by 2012, there were 153 

State Parties and 9 Signatories to the United Nations Protocol to Prevent, Suppress 

and Punish Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women and Children, supplementing 

the United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime (2000) 

(hereafter the Trafficking Protocol), it may appear that there is indeed consensus on 

the issue (UNODC, 2012). But what exactly is it that all these states have signed up to 

prevent, suppress and punish? The Trafficking Protocol identifies ‘trafficking’ as a 

process (recruitment, transportation and control) that can be organised in a variety of 

different ways, involve different types and degrees of compulsion (all of which are 

undefined - what kind of threats? How much deception? Which types of 



vulnerability?), and lead to a variety of very different outcomes, linked only by a 

common purpose, ‘exploitation’, which itself is undefined. This definition does not 

equip us with a standard, universal yardstick against which an individual’s status as 

‘trafficked’ or ‘not trafficked’ can be assessed, for both ‘exploitation’ and ‘force’ are 

slippery and context-dependent notions (Anderson and O’Connell Davidson, 2003). 

Certainly the forced/voluntary dichotomy that informs the imagined distinction 

between ‘trafficking’ on the one hand, and ‘smuggling’ and legally sanctioned systems 

of labour importation on the other, disregards the well-documented fact that there are 

‘elements of both compulsion and choice… in the decision making of most 

migrants’ (Turton, 2003: 6). 

Though ‘trafficking’ is described as a modern slave trade, people are not today being 

transported into societies where slavery is legally recognised and regulated as a 

judicial category, and ‘Victims of Trafficking’ (‘VoTs’) are not people who have been 

assigned the legal status of ‘slave’. Exploitation, violence, deception, compulsion and 

restraints on peoples’ mobility and capacity to retract from contracts and relationships 

certainly exist, but they vary along a series of continuums. Rather than describing a 

fixed constellation of these things, the term ‘trafficking’ expresses a set of moral and 

normative judgements about which particular constellations of coercion, violence and 

exploitation, and in which degree, are beyond the pale. And in theory and in practice, 

these judgements vary according to a host of factors (including the age, gender, race 

and nationality of the exploited person; the context in which s/he is exploited; the 

beholder’s normative, political and moral values; social and political assumptions 

about what constitutes inappropriate force and about the types and degree of 



compulsion that nullify consent, and so on - O’Connell Davidson, 2010; Testai, 2008; 

Ham et al, 2013). 

Since ‘trafficking’ does not exist as a prior, objective category, to state ‘this is a case 

of trafficking’ is not of the same order as stating, ‘it is raining’, or ‘the sun is setting’, 

but more like stating, ‘I believe this to be very wrong’. This helps to explain why the 

issue of ‘trafficking’ can be claimed by different groups of actors campaigning for 

different (sometimes directly opposing) policy interventions, and why alliances 

between these different groups ebb and flow depending on which particular perceived 

‘wrong’ is the focus of attention. It also helps to explain why the ‘evils’ addressed by 

‘anti-trafficking’ policies tend to be those things that state actors – especially those 

from states that occupy powerful positions on the global stage - regard as very wrong, 

as opposed to the violation of human rights per se. As this chapter sets out to show, 

this point can be well illustrated through a focus on responses to what is termed ‘the 

demand side of trafficking’. Since space does not permit an analysis of all aspects of 

demand-side debates, I will focus on calls to address demand for ‘sex trafficking’ by 

punishing those who purchase commercial sexual services. In exploring how this 

measure is justified in the context of prostitution but not in other contexts, the chapter 

draws attention to the political values and interests that inform and are reproduced in 

dominant discourse on ‘trafficking’. 

Prostitution and ‘Trafficking’

When ‘human trafficking’ emerged as a major policy preoccupation in the 1990s, 

attention was very much focused on cases in which women and girls were forced into 

prostitution against the backcloth of the immense political, economic and social 



upheavals taking place in former Eastern Block countries. For governments of 

affluent liberal democratic states, such cases were indicative of a much wider problem 

of ‘transnational organised crime’ and other perceived threats to state sovereignty that 

arose in the context of more porous borders in the post-cold war era, especially 

immigration crime. But the association with prostitution made ‘trafficking’ a 

politically sensitive and potentially divisive issue, for there is much cross-national 

variation in terms of the legal frameworks and social norms pertaining to prostitution, 

and in terms of public and political discourse on commercial sex. Certainly in 2000 

when the Trafficking Protocol was drawn up, there was no consensus upon whether 

the international community should be attempting to eradicate all forms of 

prostitution, or whether a distinction should be made between forced and child 

prostitution (which should be outlawed) and prostitution that is voluntarily chosen by 

adults (which should be tolerated or regulated). 

To side-step such disputes, the definition of ‘trafficking’ provided in the Trafficking 

Protocol avoided offering a definition of the phrase ‘exploitation of prostitution of 

others or other forms of sexual exploitation’ because ‘government delegates to the 

negotiations could not agree on a common meaning’ (GAATW, 2001, p31). This 

meant that it meant the Protocol could be adopted ‘without prejudice to how States 

Parties address prostitution in their respective domestic laws’ (Interpretative note 64 

to the Protocol), but it also allowed space for conflicting interpretations of what does 

and does not constitute ‘sex trafficking’ (Anderson and O’Connell Davidson, 2003). 

Groups that were already campaigning for the abolition of prostitution - including 

both radical feminist lobby groups like the Coalition Against Trafficking in Women 

(CATW) and religious groups – could continue to treat the terms ‘trafficking’ and 



‘prostitution’ as synonymous. For them, the new international commitment to fighting 

‘human trafficking’ promised a means through which to mainstream their 

understanding of sex commerce as fundamentally wrong, and the issue of ‘trafficking’ 

thus became the focal point of what Ron Weitzer (2007) has described as a ‘moral 

crusade’ against the sex industry. Though this crusade finds no favour with 

governments of states that take a more liberal and/or regulationist approach to 

prostitution, and is heavily criticised by sex worker rights activists and other 

concerned with the human, civil and labour rights of sex workers, governments of 

states that take a prohibitionist stance on prostitution, in particular the USA, are 

important and powerful allies, especially in relation to the struggle against ‘the 

demand side’.

Demand and the ‘Trafficking’ Chain

Article 9 of the United Nations’ Trafficking Protocol emphasised the need for State 

Parties to take measures to discourage the demand that fosters exploitation, and as a 

result, questions about the demand for the labour/services of ‘trafficked’ persons have 

been a focus of attention in international policy circles over the past 13 years. Much 

of this attention has focused on demand in the context of prostitution, and 

contemporary abolitionists have lobbied hard for the universal introduction of laws to 

penalize demand. A law passed by the Swedish Parliament in May 1998 criminalizing 

the purchase or the attempted purchase of ‘a temporary sexual relationship’ (has been 

very effectively sold as model legislation for tackling ‘the demand side of trafficking’. 

Norway introduced a law criminalizing the purchase of sex in 2008, Iceland did so in 

2009, and the same law is currently being debated in Finland, Ireland and France. The 



Swedish law was not actually formulated as a response to the issue of ‘human 

trafficking’, rather it ‘was the culmination of nearly a decade of work by feminist 

groups and center/left politicians to convince lawmakers that they should ‘send a 

message’ that ‘society’ does not accept prostitution’ (Kulick, 2004: 199). However, in 

international policy circles, it is now discursively framed as an ‘anti-trafficking’ 

measure, not merely a message about ‘society’s’ view of prostitution. This expresses a 

very particular understanding of the relationship between prostitution and 

‘trafficking’, as well as of the relationship between labour exploitation and consumer 

demand in the context of prostitution. 

Many of those advocating measures to penalize the sex buyer accept that people can 

be ‘trafficked’ into sectors other than prostitution, and do not call for the 

criminalization of consumers in these other contexts. Prostitution is a special case 

because, according to contemporary abolitionists, men’s demand for prostitution leads 

directly to ‘sex trafficking’ (Hughes, 1999). Echoing the thoughts of her nineteenth 

and early twentieth Century predecessors in the social purity movement and 

anti-‘White Slavery’ campaigns, Janice Raymond (2001: 9) of CATW calls on states 

to:

Penalize the buyers. The least discussed part of the prostitution and trafficking 

chain has been the men who buy women for sexual exploitation in prostitution, 

pornography, sex tourism and mail order bride marketing… our responsibility is to 

make men change their behaviour by all means available – educational, cultural, 

and through legislation that penalizes men for the crime of sexual exploitation.



Sigma Huda, who was UN Special Rapporteur on the human rights aspects of the 

victims of trafficking in persons in 2006 and also a member of CATW, explained why 

those who pay for sex are uniquely deserving of control and punishment as follows: 

‘Unlike the purchaser of consumer goods produced through trafficked labour, the 

prostitute-user is simultaneously both the demand-creator and (by virtue of his receipt 

of the trafficked person) part of the trafficking chain’. We do not take receipt of the 

‘trafficked’ person and personally compel her to pick or process coffee beans when 

we buy coffee produced by ‘trafficked’ labour, nor is the coffee we drink always or 

necessarily produced by ‘VoTs’. Thus, according to this line of reasoning, as 

unwitting consumers, our demand for coffee is not a necessary link in the chain that 

leads to people being ‘trafficked’ onto coffee plantations. But without the men who 

provide demand for prostitution, there would be no ‘sex trafficking’ and no ‘masters’ 

to take receipt of ‘sex slaves’.

This argument has been well received in the US, where prostitution law is already 

strongly prohibitionist. Indeed, the US government has exerted great pressure 

internationally for all countries to adopt the ‘penalize the buyer’ approach. A recent 

report on ‘the demand side of trafficking’ by USAID (2011: iv), the US Federal 

Government agency responsible for providing urgently needed economic, 

humanitarian and development foreign aid, states ‘Without buyers’ demand for 

prostitution there would be no trafficking for the purpose of prostitution’. It then 

asserts that it is ‘meaningless to separate demand for prostitution from demand for 

prostitution provided by trafficked persons’, and proceeds to recommend the adoption 

of legislation that criminalizes buyers, accompanied by enhanced law enforcement 

efforts that make the threat of arrest tangible, in order to reduce demand for 



prostitution (USAID, 2011: iv-vii). In the US Department of State’s extremely 

influential annual Trafficking in Persons (TIP) report, ‘countries that have not 

increased criminal punishments against clients of sex workers (with no distinction 

between consensual commercial sex and trafficked prostitution) are evaluated as not 

tackling ‘demand’ adequately’ (GAATW, 2011: 14), and penalized for this failure. 

In theory, this is not about pressurizing countries in need of development aid to bow 

to the US government’s moral stance on prostitution, rather it is justified on grounds 

that in the particular context of prostitution, consumer demand drives ‘trafficking’, a 

slave trade which all states have a duty to eradicate. But is prostitution really the only 

sector to which ‘the trafficking chain’ argument could be applied?

Invisible Chains: the Case of Domestic Work 

It is certainly true there are some differences between the consumption of sexual 

services and the consumption of consumer goods. When consumers buy cheap 

vegetables, they buy them because they are cheap and not specifically because they 

have been picked by, say, Ukrainian or Lithuanian workers. But people who buy sex 

generally wish to consume what has been termed ‘embodied labour’ (Wolkowitz, 

2002), which is to say they normally want to consume the services of persons of a 

specific sex, age and also often race, ethnicity, or nationality. Few prostitution 

customers would be equally happy to buy sex from an elderly man or a young woman, 

and they may also have specific preferences regarding the racial or national identity of 

the sex workers they use, their language skills, physical appearance, and so on 

(Anderson and O’Connell Davidson, 2003). It does not follow that those who buy sex 

uniformly lack all scruples as consumers, however. Indeed, there is plenty of research 



to show that people who pay for sex are not a homogeneous group. Some of them go 

to great lengths to avoid buying sex in settings where they believe workers might be 

coerced into prostitution, and there is no shortage of cases in which clients have 

actually alerted the police to the presence of forced labour in brothels, precisely 

because they think it is wrong (Anderson and O’Connell Davidson, 2003; Sanders, 

2008).

Furthermore, clients’ interest in embodied labour does not actually distinguish 

demand for commercial sex from demand for services/labour in all other sectors in 

which ‘trafficking’ is said to occur. Those who wish to consume the labour of wives, 

adopted children or au pairs within the private household, for example, also provide 

demand for embodied labour, as do employers of domestic workers. Indeed, research 

on ‘the demand side of trafficking’ found that some employers of domestic workers 

specifically sought out workers of a particular gender, race, ethnicity, gender, age and/

or nationality precisely because they regarded these ‘types’ of people as better suited 

to servile labour, more controllable, and somehow less deserving, and even less 

desiring, of rights. In some cases, employers also expressed a preference for irregular 

migrants, who were perceived as even less likely to be able to make demands or claim 

rights (Anderson and O’Connell Davidson, 2003; Stock, 2004; Bott, 2005). 

The idea that the sex buyer ‘takes receipt’ of the ‘trafficked’ person is also 

questionable. Most clients’ encounters with prostitutes are fleeting, and even when the 

prostitute is subject to forced labour, it is normally the brothel owner or pimp, not the 

client who dictates the terms on which she works. By contrast, employers of live-in 

domestic workers do receive the worker into their home for lengthy periods of time. 



They live with them, they determine their pay and living and working conditions, they 

know whether the worker remains there of her own free will. Here, the employer is 

the end consumer and, unlike the coffee buyer mentioned above, s/he does have to 

personally exact forced labour from the unfree domestic worker. If the logic of the 

‘trafficking chain’ case applies in relation to demand for prostitution, it certainly 

applies equally to demand for live-in domestic workers.

So why no calls to penalize all buyers of women and girls for exploitation in domestic 

work? The most obvious reason is that paying someone to live in your home as your 

servant is not socially stigmatised in the way that paying someone for sexual services 

is, and that live-in domestic work is regarded as, in some contexts, performing 

socially valued and necessary functions. In other words, calls to criminalize sex 

buyers express a set of moral and political values about prostitution, rather than 

addressing a unique or specific link between demand for prostitution and ‘trafficking’. 

To this, it is important to add that many of those who make the ‘penalize the buyer’ 

case in relation to prostitution (including – I would venture to guess - members of 

radical feminist organizations like CATW as well as state actors) are themselves 

employers of domestic workers. They have vested interests in domestic work, and so 

would not accept the argument that because some employers of domestic workers are 

known to imprison, beat, rape and cheat their employees, all employers of domestic 

workers should be criminalized. 

A different set of interests, and a shift of alliances, is revealed if we consider what is 

perhaps an even more striking absence in talk of the need to ‘penalize the buyer’.

Broken Chains: Pornography



Like prostitution, the production of pornography is a segment of the commercial sex 

market where individuals, including migrants, are sometimes subjected to coercion, 

exploitation, and violence. What is described as ‘trafficking’ in the context of 

prostitution can thus also be found in pornography, and if prostitution would cease to 

exist without buyers’ demand, so it might equally be said that without consumer 

demand for pornography, there would be no economic incentive to coerce or exploit 

people for purposes of producing it. Radical feminists do say this, and argue for an 

end to pornography as well as prostitution (e.g., MacKinnon, 2005). But on this issue, 

the ‘anti-trafficking’ alliance between groups like CATW and governmental actors 

breaks down. Eliminating demand for pornography is not on the ‘anti-trafficking’ 

agenda of even the governments that are most enthusiastic about criminalizing the sex 

buyer in the context of prostitution. The USAID (2011) report mentioned above, for 

example, identifies pornography as a factor that precipitates male demand for 

prostitution, and yet banning the production and criminalizing the purchase of 

pornography is not amongst the list of otherwise draconian measures recommended to 

eliminate the demand that fosters ‘sex trafficking’ (including the public shaming as 

well as incarceration of men who buy services from prostitutes).  

The disjuncture between how policy-makers approach prostitution and how they 

approach pornography can also be rather nicely illustrated by the views of the former 

British Home Secretary Jacqui Smith. In November 2008, as Home Secretary, Smith 

announced proposals for measures designed to tackle demand by shifting the focus 

onto sex buyers ‘because they create demand for prostitution and demand for the 

trafficking of women for sex’ (CNN, 2008). A few months later, Smith was caught up 

in the parliamentary expenses scandal, and it was revealed, among other things, that 



she had claimed expenses for a telecom bill which included charges for two 

pornographic films viewed by her husband. After her parliamentary career ended, 

Smith made a documentary on pornography for BBC Radio 5 Live. Where in relation 

to prostitution she had stated ‘There will be no more excuses for those who pay for 

sex’  (CNN, 2008), the documentary demonstrated she was quite able to find excuses 

for those provide the demand for pornography:

I'm pretty sure that there are plenty of people who make an informed decision to 

work in the porn industry – they make a choice to stay, based on the money they 

can earn and some even enjoy it. Of course I understand that I was talking to 

those at the most "legitimate" end of the industry. I know from experience that 

there are many other women in the broader sex industry who are far from 

willing participants… People use porn because it's enjoyable. Couples 

sometimes use it together. Men aren't turned into monsters by watching a bit of 

pay TV! (Smith, 2011).

In states that already adopt a prohibitionist stance on prostitution, the equation of 

demand for prostitution with demand for the services of ‘trafficked’ persons 

legitimates efforts to strengthen and enforce existing laws that construct prostitution 

as sexual deviance or exploitation, public nuisance, and/or criminality (laws that are 

widely condemned by groups concerned with the safety, human rights and civil 

liberties of those who work in prostitution). That demand for pornography is not 

similarly equated with demand for the services of ‘trafficked’ persons reflects, I would 

argue, the fact that the production and distribution of pornography is a multi-billion 

dollar industry, largely integrated into the formal mainstream taxable economy, and 



largely controlled and organized by sizeable, sometimes huge multi-national 

corporations. The politics, not to mention the costs, of attempting to stamp out this 

industry by penalizing those who consume its products are very different from those 

of suppressing the relatively far, far smaller market for prostitution by criminalizing 

and publicly humiliating men caught paying sex workers for services. When it comes 

to mainstream markets, end consumers and even employers are not automatically 

regarded as implicated in the demand that fosters exploitation.

From ‘Trafficking Chains’ to ‘Supply Chains’

In dominant discourse on ‘labour trafficking’ into mainstream, state sanctioned 

markets, talk of ‘the trafficking chain’ is replaced by a preoccupation with ‘supply 

chains’. In broad brushstroke, the argument goes like this. One of the most striking 

trends in labour market restructuring over the past 30 odd years has been ‘the shift 

from the dominance of a single employer model to complex inter-organizational 

arrangements including a variety of contracting out arrangements and use of 

temporary and agency workers in both the private and public sectors’ (Thompson, 

2013: 481). The distance between the workers whose labour-power is consumed in the 

production of a given product, and the company that sells that end product (and so 

also between the workers and the consumer of the end product) is often extremely 

long, and mediated by many third parties along the supply chain. These long chains of 

subcontractual relations are said to put workers at risk of ‘trafficking’ and 

exploitation. 

Questions about the political context in which these long supply chains have emerged 

(for instance, about the neoliberal policy measures that have disembedded labour and 



other markets from regulatory constraints, freeing those higher up the supply chain to 

squeeze costs by subcontracting risk and responsibility down to smaller, less visible 

and less accountable units) are not at the heart of dominant discourse on ‘labour 

trafficking’. However, there are often calls for stronger mechanisms to enforce 

compliance with applicable labour law, rules and regulations, including harsher legal 

penalties for those who break laws. Yet the talk here is not all about suppression and 

punishment. Yes, the end demand for ‘trafficked’ labour may come from unscrupulous 

and bad individuals or organizations that require control – it can be fuelled by 

companies wanting to cut costs by avoiding ‘any financial obligation for benefits, 

taxes, and social insurance’, often ‘fly- by-night companies that are easily dismantled 

to avoid criminal sanctions’ (USAID, 2011: 32). But, unlike those who provide 

demand for prostitution, the individual or organization at the top of the supply chain is 

not necessarily bad, and may even be keen to work with the authorities to prevent 

‘trafficking’. Indeed, ‘trafficked’ persons ‘may be under subcontract to work for 

legitimate businesses, government agencies, or individuals who may not be aware of 

the exploitative conditions of the workers’ employment’ (USAID, 2011: 33).

This is an important proviso in the USAID report given that it includes a case study of 

‘trafficking’ allegations made against the United States Defense Department‘s 

contractor, KBR, and its subcontractors, involving the recruitment of foreign workers 

for labour on US bases in Iraq (USAID, 2011: 34), and so describes a ‘trafficking 

chain’ with none other than George W. Bush standing at its very head. One of these 

allegations involves the case of 13 Nepali men, between the ages of 18 and 27, who in 

2004 were recruited in Nepal with promises of a $500 monthly salary to work as 

kitchen staff in luxury hotels in Jordan. ‘When they learned that they were actually on 



their way to Al Asad Air Base in Iraq, the large brokerage fees they owed allegedly 

kept the men from turning back for home’, and as they were driven in cars in the front 

of an unsecured 17-car caravan along the Amman-to-Baghdad highway in Iraq's 

Anbar provincears to Iraq, they were stopped by insurgents (Barron, 2013). Twelve 

were kidnapped and later executed, ‘The thirteenth man survived and worked in a 

warehouse in Iraq for 15 months before returning to Nepal’ (Hedgpeth, 2008). After 

protracted legal struggles, the families of the murdered men have been allowed to 

make claims against KBR under the Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization, 

and the trial is scheduled for April 2014 (Business and Human Rights Resource 

Centre, 2013). If – and it remains a big if – these claims hold, it will have taken ten 

years for the Defense Department’s contractor to be held accountable for their 

involvement in ‘trafficking’ that led to the violent deaths of 12 young people. And 

even then, it is unthinkable that George W. Bush, or even the US Defense Department, 

will come to feature in dominant discourse as furnishing the demand that fuels 

‘trafficking’. 

Conclusion

The concept of ‘trafficking’ presents a panoply of complex and intractable definitional 

and conceptual problems, which, when unpicked suggest there is no real consensus on 

what constitutes, causes or could prevent ‘trafficking’, or on who counts as a ‘victim’, 

who as a ‘trafficker’, and who and what ‘fosters demand for exploitation’. But 

because ‘trafficking’ is popularly imagined as slavery (something universally regarded 

as wrong), any measure that is described as a means of combatting ‘trafficking’ enjoys 

great moral purchase. Hence, the US government can present the ‘anti-trafficking’ 



measures it recommends and enacts, from the militarization of borders through to 

legislation penalizing the purchase of sexual services, as designed to punish ‘evil’ and 

protect the human rights of the weak and vulnerable. And yet, as Elizabeth Bernstein 

(2012: 6) observes:

The evidence… suggests that contemporary anti-trafficking campaigns have 

been far more successful at criminalizing economically and racially 

marginalized populations, enforcing border control, and measuring other 

countries’ compliance with human rights standards based on the curtailment of 

prostitution than they have been at issuing any concrete benefits to victims. 

The intense focus in ‘demand-side’ policy debate on the idea of fighting ‘trafficking’ 

by punishing individuals who choose to enter into what are, in the main, consensual 

sexual acts with adults deflects attention from deeper questions about the role of the 

state in constructing and shaping all markets (informal as well as formal, criminalized 

as well as sanctioned, stigmatized as well as socially valued) and producing the 

vulnerability of certain groups to exploitation within them (Sharma, 2003; O’Connell 

Davidson, 2010; Anderson, 2013). 
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