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Introduction

Indicator 1 shows the global prevalence of victimisation of online child 
sexual exploitation and abuse (OCSEA). More specifically, it provides 
estimates for the number of victims under the age of 18 on the global scale 
who have experienced different forms of OCSEA. 

Although a growing body of evidence on both offline and online child abuse 
and exploitation is published and widely disseminated, estimating the full 
extent of these crimes remains extremely challenging due to their ‘hidden’ 
nature and the fragmentation of the associated data. Therefore, to better 
understand the risks that children are facing in the online environment; 
the magnitude of victimisation; and what data is available and known, 
and what is unavailable and unknown, it is crucial to estimate the scale of 
the victimisation and establish more precise and uniform typology and 
estimates on the prevalence and nature of OCSEA. 

Indicator 1 is based on a comprehensive systematic review conducted in six 
official UN languages and a meta-analysis of the findings. This review aimed 
to contribute to filling the gap in our understanding of the prevalence 
and nature of OCSEA on a global scale. By analysing and synthesising 
the existing literature on technology-facilitated and online child sexual 
abuse and exploitation, this comprehensive systematic review provides 
crucial evidence that can complement the current knowledge of OCSEA 
by highlighting what is, and what is not known currently; and inform 
policymaking and practice regarding the prevention and intervention of 
OCSEA. The findings of this review, as presented in an accompanying PDF 
narrative and data website, will be of great significance to policymakers, 
practitioners, advocates, and researchers as they can use the evidence 
to make informed decisions about allocating resources and designing 
effective prevention and response programmes. Moreover, the review will 
contribute to the more general advancement of knowledge on OCSEA 
prevalence and its measurement, and thus, assist in the development of 
future research in this field. Ultimately, the findings from this indicator have 
the potential to make a significant impact in reducing the incidence of 
OCSEA and promoting the health and wellbeing of children globally.

This technical note explains in more detail how the data for the indicator 
was collected and analysed, as well as reflections on data quality and 
limitations of the methods applied. 
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Search strategy

The research team searched the following electronic databases for journal 
articles/reports that met the inclusion criteria: 

	 1.	 PubMed/Medline (ovid), 

	 2.	 Global Health (ovid), 

	 3.	 PsycINFO (ovid), 

	 4.	 EMBASE (ovid), 

	 5.	 Social science citation index (Web of Science), 

	 6.	 Sociological abstracts (Proquest), 

	 7.	 CINAHL (EBSCOhost), 

	 8.	 ERIC(EBSCOhost)

	 9.	 Criminal Justice Abstract (EBSCOhost)

	 10.	Google Scholar

In addition, using the same search terms, relevant articles were selected 
from the following journals that are key in the field of child protection: 
‘Child Abuse and Neglect’, ‘Child Maltreatment’, ‘Child Abuse Review’, 
and ‘Journal of Interpersonal Violence’.  Relevant systematic review 
bibliographies were also searched.

Again, the search terms were used in Google Scholar and Google Search to 
identify previous reviews. Within these reviews, relevant references from 
their bibliographies were chosen and added to Covidence for review. 

Grey literature was searched through the university library databases, 
specifically designed to identify unpublished or non-standard academic 
literature. Key grey literature sources included research by international 
non-governmental organisations (INGOs), UN agencies and community-
based organizations (CBOs), as well as research reports from national 
government sources. A thorough scan of key websites that publish OCSEA 

Data Collection

A comprehensive systematic review was conducted in six official UN 
languages and was focused on online child sexual exploitation and 
abuse. This review scanned the academic and grey literature in six UN 
languages to identify studies that had published prevalence estimates on 
any type of online CSEA. This review also checked previous scoping and 
systematic reviews, including those conducted by the team, such as a 
review on prevalence estimation methods for CSEA and a scoping review 
(published in Childlight’s 2024 Searchlight publication) on quantitative 
studies focused on the prevalence and nature of OCSEA in different online 
environments, including social media, peer-to-peer file sharing networks 
and the dark web (see for example: https://childlight.org/nature-online-
child-sexual-exploitation-and-abuse-csea).
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studies was completed. This scan helped identify both grey literature and 
organisations/individuals that might have links to grey literature. These 
websites included but were not limited to:

•	 www.crin.org (and www.crin.org/bcn)

•	 Child Rescue Coalition (CRC)

•	 Canadian Centre for Child Protection (C3P)

•	 Thorn v. International Development Research Centre (IDRC)

•	 Save the Children-Resource Center

•	� International Society for the Prevention of Child Abuse  
and Neglect (ISPCAN)

•	 National Center of Missing and Exploited Children (NCMEC)

•	 International Center of Missing and Exploited Children (ICMEC)

•	 WeProtect Global Alliance

•	 Child Protection Monitoring and Evaluation

•	 Child Exploitation and Online Protection

•	 Terre des Hommes

•	 Internet Watch Foundation (IWF)

•	 INHOPE

•	 End Child Prostitution and Trafficking (ECPAT)

•	 National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children (NSPCC)

•	 Technology Coalition

•	 Seksuelle Overgrep mot Barn over Internett (SOBI)

•	 Missing Children Europe (MCE)

•	 eSafety Commission

•	 NetSafe

•	 Get Safe Online

•	 Lucy Faithfull

•	 Oak foundation

•	 www.endcorporalpunishment.org

•	 www.unicef-irc.org and other UNICEF websites

•	 Sexual Violence Research Initiative (SVRI) search by region:  
	 https://www.svri.org/ 

•	� World Health Organization (WHO), WHO’s own violence prevention 
publications: https://www.who.int/violence_injury_prevention/
publications/violence/en/; and the WHO’s V-Info website search under 
countries: https://apps.who.int/violence-info/countries.

•	 Together for Girls

•	� The Global Partnership to End Violence Against Children’s Knowledge 
Platform: https://www.end-violence.org/knowledge 
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•	 UNICEF Regional Offices: search bars on the following websites

	 □	 Middle East and North Africa (MENA): https://www.unicef.org/mena/  

	 □	� Latin America and the Caribbean Regional Office (LACRO):  
https://www.unicef.org/lac/en  

	 □	� West and Central Africa Regional Office (WCARO):  
https://www.unicef.org/topics/wcaro 

	 □	� East and Southern Africa Regional Office (ESARO):  
https://www.unicef.org/topics/esaro, 

	 □	� East Asia and Pacific Regional Office (EAPRO):  
https://www.unicef.org/eap/

	 □	� Regional Office of South Asia (ROSA): https://www.unicef.org/rosa/

	 □	� Europe and Central Asia (ECA): https://www.unicef.org/eca/ 

In addition, the research team searched for comparable data on the 
prevalence of OCSEA published in:

	 1.	 Demographic Health Surveys (DHS) 

	 2.	 Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS) 

	 3.	 Global School-Based Health Surveys (GSHS)

	 4.	 Health Behaviour in School-aged Children Study (HBSC)

	 5.	 Disrupting Harm (DH) 

	 6.	 Global Kids Online (GKO)

	 7.	 Violence Against Children Survey (VACS)

Language specific databases:

Spanish specific databases:
•	� Scielo (Scientific Electronic Library Online) which has collections of 

academic journals from 15 countries: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Spain, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru, Portugal, 
South Africa, Uruguay, and Venezuela: https://scielo.org/es

•	� Dialnet. Has articles published in Spain or in Spanish covering a wide 
range of subject areas: https://dialnet.unirioja.es/

•	 Redalyc: https://www.redalyc.org/

•	 CLACSO: https://biblioteca-repositorio.clacso.edu.ar/

French specific databases: 
•	� CAIRN. Covers Articles from France and Belgium across the humanities 

and social sciences. Access through the CAIRN link on the University of 
Edinburgh’s Library Databases A-Z page

•	� PASCAL & FRANCIS. Closed in 2015 but has articles in humanities and 
social sciences dating from 1984. Access through the ‘PASCAL and 
FRANCIS Bibliographic Databases’ link on the University of Edinburgh’s 
Library Databases A-Z page

•	� OpenEdition open access journals in the French Language 
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Chinese specific databases: 
•	� China National Knowledge Infrastructure (CNKI):  

https://oversea.cnki.net/index/. It is the largest and continuously 
updated Chinese journals database in the world

•	� Wanfang Database: http://www.wanfangdata.com/. It provides access to 
a wide range of database resources including journals and dissertations 
published in Chinese  

•	� Chinese Electronic Periodical Services: https://www.airitilibrary.com/.  
It includes full-text periodicals published in both the Mainland China  
and Taiwan 

•	� China Science and Technology Journal Database  
(http://qikan.cqvip.com/)

Arabic specific databases: 
•	� Arabic Collections Online (http://dlib.nyu.edu/aco/) 

•	� SCOPUS (with a language filter) access through University of 
Edinburgh database

•	� Gale OneFile News (https://go-gale-com.ezproxy.is.ed.ac.uk/ps/start.
do?p=STND&u=ed_itw) 

•	� AMEEL (https://hdl.handle.net/10079/bibid/11689753) 

•	� Humanindex hosted by DARALMANDUMAH http://search.mandumah.
com/MyResearch/Home

•	� EduSearch hosted by DARALMANDUMAH http://search.mandumah.
com/MyResearch/Home

•	� Mandumah Dissertations hosted by DARALMANDUMAH  
http://search.mandumah.com/MyResearch/Home

•	� Egyptian Journals Database (allows advanced search)  
https://journals.ekb.eg/

•	� Iraqi Academic Scientific Journals https://www.iasj.net/iasj 

Russian specific databases: 
•	� Elibrary: https://www.elibrary.ru/defaultx.asp?

•	 East View: http://dlib.eastview.com/

•	 Russian State Library: https://www.rsl.ru

Search terms
In the main systematic review, the specific search strategy included 
the intersection of terms indicating both offline and online sexual 
victimisation in order to capture studies that were wider than just OCSEA 
but that may have asked questions and produced a prevalence estimate 
for some type of OCSEA. This approach was applied in order to maximise 
efficiency and minimise error when conducting this large review. Search 
terms specifically focused on OCSEA were also included based on the 
team’s experience of conducting previous systematic and scoping reviews 
in this area. Table 1 presents all the search terms used.
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Line Search terms

1 child* OR adolescen* OR infant* OR young* OR youth* OR teen* OR juve-
nile* OR minor* OR toddler* OR boy* OR girl* OR student* OR pre-pubert* 
OR pre-pubescen* OR prepubert* OR prepubescen* OR newborn* OR 
new-born OR baby* OR babies OR preschool* OR kid* OR puberty OR 
pubescen* OR minors* OR “under age” OR underag* OR preadolesc* OR 
preteen* OR “pre-teen*”

2 AND molest* OR incest OR “unwanted touching” OR “unwanted sex” OR 
“coerc* sex*” OR “pressured sex” OR “sexual intimate partner violence” OR 
“sexual gender-based violence” OR “sexual harassment” OR “online child 
sex* abuse” OR “online solicitation” OR “sex* cyber-solicitation” OR “online 
child abuse image*” OR “online child abuse” OR “online sex* abuse” 
OR “online sex* violence” OR “technology-facilitated sex* abuse” OR 
“technology-enabled sex* abuse” OR “unwanted online sexual exposure” 
OR “harmful sexual behavior*” OR grooming OR “unwanted online sex*” 
OR “online grooming” OR “internet grooming” OR “revenge porn*” OR 
“child porn*” OR “nonconsensual porn*” OR “no- consensual porn*” OR 
“online sex* exploit*” OR “online sex* offen*” OR “online sex* violen*” OR “ 
rape” OR “online sex* abus*” OR “online sex* aggression”  OR “online sex* 
victim*” OR “ online sex* survivor*” OR “online sex* crime” OR “forced sex” 
OR cybersex OR “attempted sex*” OR csam OR csai OR csea OR ocsea 
OR iioc OR osec OR sextort* OR paedophil* OR pedophil* OR “indecent 
image*” OR porn* OR “sex* extortion*” OR “online sex* blackmail*” OR 
“sex* video*” OR “sex* image*” OR “sex* material*” OR “online sex* harass*” 
OR “online sex* harm*” OR “cyberflash OR “sex* predator*” OR “sex* 
trafficking” OR “image-based sex* abuse” OR “technology-assisted sexual 
violence” OR tasv OR ta-sv OR livestream* OR OR “sexual molestation” 
OR “sexual assault” OR “sexual exploitation” OR “sexual offen*” OR “sexual 
violence” OR “rape” OR “sexual abuse” OR “sexual aggression” OR “sexual 
maltreatment” OR “sexual coerc*” OR “sexual victim*” OR “sexual survivor” 
OR “sexual trauma” OR “sexual crime”

3 AND epidemiolog* OR prevalence OR proportion OR rate OR incidence OR occur* 
OR magnitude OR scale OR percent*  OR count OR frequen* OR degree 
OR measure* OR “network scale-up” OR nsum OR “household survey*” 
OR “prevalence estimate*” OR “respondent-driven sampling*” OR rds OR 
“link tracing sampling” OR “time location sampling” OR tls OR “time space 
sampling” OR “venue based sampling” OR “multiple systems estimation” OR 
mse OR “capture recapture” OR “petersen-lincoln*” OR crt OR m-nsum OR 
g-nsum OR s-pps OR “sampling proportionate to size”

4 1 AND 2 AND 3

The list of a full list of search terms used in the review.Table
1
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These search terms were decided upon after conducting a scoping review 
and pilot searches. Piloting of the search strategies allowed to modify and 
identify the terms which produced the most relevant results. Moreover, 
articles on OCSEA were read to determine which terms were being used 
by academics and researchers in the field. The search terms are extensive 
due to the myriad of terms and the lack of consensus on the OCSEA 
conceptualisation and typology.

Inclusion/Exclusion criteria
Several inclusion and exclusion criteria were used to select relevant evidence:

Inclusion criteria:

	 1.	� The study is published in one of the six official UN languages, i.e., 
English, Russian, Chinese, Spanish, Arabic, and French between 
January 1, 2010, and September 30, 2023. 

	 2.	� The study reports the prevalence of OCSEA or is an article that 
includes prevalence data on OCSEA. 

	 3.	� The data are based on general population samples, which means 
samples are representative at the national and sub-national level. 

	 4.	 The review includes a measure of actual OCSEA.

	 5.	� The review includes prevalence estimates collected using traditional 
sampling and survey methods (e.g., random, stratified, cluster, 
convenience, snowball), or other methodological approaches 
of prevalence estimation (e.g., Multiple Systems Estimation, 
respondent-driven sampling, time and location sampling, network 
scale up method, and hybrid approaches)1.

	 6.	� OCSEA needs to occur in childhood (under 18 years old); it could 
be self-reported either by a child or an adult; or could be violence 
reported by parents or others in a position of responsibility (e.g., 
teachers, medical doctors, social workers).

	 7.	 The sample size needs to be at least 100.

Exclusion criteria

	 1.	� Although the study may report abuse as OCSEA, if the offence did 
not occur in childhood, then it is not OCSEA, and these studies  
were excluded.

	 2.	� The study has non-disaggregated data for children or adult 
experiences as children (e.g., making it impossible to determine 
findings for children under 18 years of age).

	 3.	� Estimates from particular sub-populations that might not generalise 
to the population, e.g., patients with psychosis, psychiatric disorders, 
depression, autism spectrum disorder, or HIV/AIDS; samples 
consisting of individuals with disabilities; military or veterans; 
individuals with a history of criminal behaviour, offenders, or those 
currently incarcerated; samples consisting of lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
transgender individuals, or those within the LGBT community; 

1 �The alternative methodological approaches to estimate prevalence were covered by the supplementary  
review only.
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samples of children living in foster homes, group homes, or other 
forms of substitute care; samples exclusively comprised of victims/
survivors of online CSEA (100% prevalence) as examples. Although 
these studies are excluded for this systematic review, they do hold 
value, and thus there is the possibility of including them in  
future research. 

	 4.	� Research with limited sample size/selected samples, e.g., sample size 
<100, case study, control study/randomised control trial or  
qualitative studies.

	 5.	� Other types of violence: child-to-parent violence, intimate partner 
violence between adults, theft/robbery if no OCSEA estimate  
is present.

Data screening and selection

Data extraction 

The screening management for grey literature, as well as online published 
reports and statistics were stored in SharePoint (Microsoft Corporation, 
Redmond, Washington, USA). The Covidence systematic review software 
(Veritas Health Innovation, Melbourne, Australia) was used to compile 
relevant peer-reviewed sources. Duplicate entries were removed. Two 
team members screened databases, searched results, titles, and abstracts 
to identify existing sources regarding measuring the prevalence and 
nature OCSEA, collaborating with other team members for guidance 
and confirmation. Following the initial screening selection, two reviewers 
thoroughly assessed the full texts of peer-reviewed articles, grey 
literature, and online published OCSEA monitoring data to determine 
their alignment with the inclusion criteria for the review. Any sources 
that failed to meet the inclusion criteria were excluded, and the reasons 
for such exclusions were documented and recorded in Covidence. In the 
event of disagreements among team members, efforts were made to 
reach a resolution through discussion. However, if consensus could not be 
achieved, an additional team member was brought in for consultation. The 
search strategy along with the selection processes was documented and 
reported in the final systematic review. 

The research teams extracted data based on key publication/research 
information into Excel. The preliminary data extraction tool was refined 
and updated as required during the data extraction process. The team 
improved the extraction tool by conducting a pilot test of the data 
extraction process, using previously identified sources (academic articles 
and grey literature, as well as reports by organisations that specialise in the 
detection and measurement of OCSEA). To ensure that the specificities 
of the data and methodologies used are effectively captured, the team 
defined variables in separate spreadsheet tabs. Two reviewers extracted 
the data from included sources. Any disagreements between the two 
reviewers – regarding magnitude and nature measurements, data 
interpretation, contextual considerations, study methods, key findings 
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relevant to the review questions, or variable definitions – was thoroughly 
discussed until a consensus was reached. If a consensus could not be 
achieved, the final decision was made by a third member of the team.

A master excel file was created of all the studies and extracting  
key information:

•	� Authors & Year & Title 

•	� Sample Population (e.g., general or special) 

•	� National Representative or Not (e.g., national representative, 
subnational representative, non-representative)

•	� Country(ies)

•	� Study Type (e.g., cohort, longitudinal, cross-sectional, case-control)

•	� Urbanicity Type (e.g., urban, rural, suburban, peri-urban, mixed)

•	� Sampling Method 

•	� Survey Site (e.g., community-based, school-based, university-based, 
hospital or clinic-based, web-based)

•	� Sample Details & Data Collection Year

•	� Perpetrator Type & Perpetrator Age & Perpetrator Sex

•	� Types of OCSEA (e.g., contact OCSEA, non-contact OCSEA,  
online sexual exploitation)

•	� Frequency of the OCSEA & Level of OCSEA

•	� Sex of Sample & Sample Size & Response Rate 

•	� Prevalence (%) for each type and subtype of OCSEA & Number of Cases 
for each type and subtype of OCSEA

•	� Weighted or Unweighted Prevalence 

•	� Variance & Standard Error & Confidence Interval (CI) of Prevalence

•	� Location of OCSEA event (e.g., home, community, hospital, online, other)

•	� Respondent Type (e.g., children, parents report, adults recall) & 
Respondent Age 

•	� Time Period for Violence Measurement (e.g., past year, lifetime)

•	�  Age of OCSEA Experiences & Age of Onset for CSEA (Child Sexual 
Exploitation and Abuse)

•	� Self-administered or Not (e.g., self-administered online, self-
facilitated ACASI, interview-facilitated ACASI, interview-administered 
questionnaire)

•	� Measurement Instrument & Number of Questions Asked

•	� Type of Publication 

We will report study methods and findings from the systematic review in 
line with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-
Analyses extension for Systematic Reviews (PRISMA; Page et al., 2021; see 
Appendix 1).

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note
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For the development of the indicator, this information was used and 
extracted further into a dataframe to inform design of the global map 
and graphics used as part of the visual index. This dataframe has been 
made publicly available on the website in tabular format and the dataset 
for Indicator 1 is also available here as part of our transparency, quality and 
reproducibility approach to data at Childlight.

Risk of bias assessment 
We used the checklist of Hoy et al. (2012) for assessing risk of bias in 
prevalence studies, a framework we have used in other global systematic 
reviews. This checklist has nine questions with two standard answer 
options (high/low risk of bias):

	 1.	 External validity:

		  a. �Was the study’s target population a close representation of the 
national population in relation to relevant variables?

		  b. �Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the 
target population?

		  c. �Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR 
was a census undertaken?

		  d. Was the likelihood of nonresponse bias minimal?

	 2.	 Internal validity:

		  a. �Were data collected directly from the subjects (as opposed  
to a proxy)?

		  b. Was an acceptable case definition used in the study?

		  c. �Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of 
interest shown to have validity, reliability, and cultural sensitivity?

		  d. Was the same mode of data collection used for all subjects?

		  e.� �Were the numerator(s) and denominator(s) for the parameter of 
interest appropriate?

The final overall appraisal takes into account the answers to the above 
checklist questions and the summary can have two answer options (low/
high risk of bias), based on the rater’s judgment. Response options for the 
summary assessment were low, moderate, or high risk of bias.
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Data preparation and conceptual 
framework 

Data cleaning

This section explains how the systematic review data was organised and 
categorised for Indicator 1. 

When conducting large systematic reviews and meta-analyses, it is crucial 
to perform data cleaning to ensure that the dataset is accurate and 
consistent and can be converted into a uniform format. This process also 
allows to conduct final checks of identified sources and exclude duplicates 
and studies that do not meet the inclusion criteria. 

A total of 226 studies (204 in English, seven in Chinese, 14 in Spanish, and 
one in Russian) were included and extracted by the English, Spanish, 
Chinese and Russian language reviewers. All these records were combined 
in one file for further checks and data cleaning process.  

Several steps were undertaken in this research to prepare the data for 
meta-analysis and included:

	 1.	� Filtering the extracted records by outcomes reported. At this stage, 
only data for subtypes of technology-facilitated victimisation was 
included in the dataset. 

	 2.	� Removing studies and research reports that used non-
representative samples or representativeness could not be verified.

	 3.	� Selecting overall or OCSEA subtype prevalence (where no overall 
OCSEA estimate reported) scores for the full sample rather 
than breakdowns by different age-ranges or by perpetrator 
characteristics.

	 4.	� Identifying research that did not meet the inclusion criteria (e.g., 
control study/randomised control trials; non-disaggregated data 
for mixed samples of respondents; perpetrator-centric; data 
disaggregated by gender identity or sexual orientation and no 
overall prevalence for the full sample provided; no country-level 
breakdown; samples exclusively comprised of victims/survivors  
of OCSEA).

	 5.	� Removing studies/reports that used the same sample/data 
published in other sources included in the review. 

	 6.	� Excluding studies that did not provide prevalence estimates.

	 7.	� Excluding studies that reported data for one gender only, either 
females or males.

	 8.	� Overall OCSEA scores were calculated by the analyst where data 
was provided by gender breakdown only. 

	 9.	� Studies were grouped by two recall periods: a) past year experience 
(30 days, three months, six months, 12 months, and Covid period 
categories combined); and b) lifetime experience (ever, before, pre-
18, pre-16 categories combined). 
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Conceptual framework
For the analysis, results were grouped according to the measured 
outcome. Primarily, overall prevalence estimates of OCSEA were identified, 
where possible. Overall prevalence estimates were defined as those 
studies that included prevalence for at least three of the sub-types from 
the conceptual framework. Table 2 presents four main subtypes of OCSEA 
that were used in this review. This framework was developed both by 
examining all the classifications of types of OCSEA as identified in the 
studies and drawing from the existing literature on the topic and existing 
conceptual models (E-Safety Commissioner, 2021; Finkelhor et al., 2022; 
Laird et al., 2022). Several iterations of the conceptual framework were 
developed, and the final broad sub-types listed below were included 
as all the studies could fit into one or more of these sub-types and they 
aligned with the existing evidence-base. It is important to note that while 
sexual extortion is listed as a sub-type, it is most appropriately a sub-type 
of sexual exploitation. We listed it on its own, however, given that there 
has been significant discussion about the rise in the scale of this type of 
OCSEA by practitioners, which is thus a strategic priority area for our index 
prevalence tracking over time.

Aggregated  
subgroup

Examples of composite  
OCSEA subtypes Description

Online solicitation Online grooming, online 
solicitation, online sexual 
harassment, pressure to 
obtain images, voluntarily 
provided images in a statutorily 
impermissible relationship, 
unwanted/non-consensual/
pressured sexting, unwanted 
sexual talk (Sub-type informed by 
Finkelhor et al., 2022)

This subtype covers a range 
of unwanted/pressured sexual 
interactions and activities. Those 
may include casual sexual inquiries 
via mobile phone or Internet, 
as well as long-lasting sexual 
conversations that can lead to 
exchange of sexual pictures or 
videos. It is important to note, 
that all different types of online 
solicitation often come from peers 
as well as adult perpetrators. 

Four broad subgroups of OCSEA.Table
2
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Aggregated  
subgroup

Examples of composite  
OCSEA subtypes Description

Non-consensual 
taking, sharing and 
exposure to sexual 
images and videos

Non-consensual images or videos 
taking and distributing by an 
adult or another young child or 
young person; Forced/unwanted 
exposure to pornographic content 
(adult content or CSAM (Child 
Sexual Abuse Material)) (Sub-type 
informed by Finkelhor et al., 2022 
and E-Safety Commissioner, 2021),

Non-consensual image or video 
taking refers to having sexual 
images taken when a child 
was unconscious, intoxicated, 
distracted, or unable to consent. 
It could also include so-called 
deepfake images in which a child’s 
head or likeness was imposed 
on a sexual image of someone 
else. This subgroup also includes 
an unwanted exposure of a child 
to pornographic materials (e.g., 
forcing a child to watch nude 
videos or pictures or sending 
a child a link to pornographic 
websites). Please note that 
unwanted exposure to sexual 
content occurs frequently while 
surfing or scrolling through social 
media. This type of exposure may 
not be precursors to a request  
for reciprocity. 

Online sexual 
exploitation

Commercial sexual talk, 
commercial sexual images, or 
other commercial sexual activity, 
sexual coercion (Sub-type 
informed by Laird et al., 2022 and 
Finkelhor et al., 2022)

Sex acts are exchanged for 
the child or young person’s 
unmet needs, via the provision 
of monetary or non-monetary 
resources (e.g., food, clothes, 
shelter, affection, protection, 
belonging, gifts and/or anything 
else of perceived value to the 
young person or child) on  
or offline.

Sexual extortion Sextortion, Sexual Extortion, Sexual 
blackmail

(Sub-type informed by E-Safety 
Commissioner, 2021)

Sexual extortion is a form of 
blackmail that involves threatening 
to share an individual’s intimate 
image or video online unless they 
comply with certain demands 
such as to obtain money or gift 
cards/other items of monetary 
worth, additional pictures, or other 
sexual activities.

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note
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For studies that did not measure an overall estimate of OCSEA prevalence, 
only specific subtypes were reported. This approach was necessary as 
only a limited number of included records (n=6; covering 17 individual 
studies) reported an overall prevalence of OCSEA meaning they presented 
an overall prevalence measure that included at least three different 
sub-types of OCSEA. Most of the existing research on online child sexual 
victimisation is primarily focused on measuring individual sub-types of 
OCSEA, using available measures for the construct of interest. Authors 
are more likely to rely on a single item/screening question to assess the 
overall exposure to online sexual violence, and the existing adequate 
psychometric support for measures of OCSEA remains limited, an area of 
future development in which Childlight is interested in supporting. 

In total, 88 sources in this review from 58 countries measured at least 
one subtype of OCSEA. Of the 84 publications that reported individual 
subtypes, a total of 20 studies from 18 countries and four regions (East Asia 
and Pacific, Eastern and Southern Africa, North America, Western Europe; 
UNICEF Regional Classification, 2023) asked multiple items/questions 
around three (n=7) or four main subtypes/domains (n=13) of OCSEA (see 
Table 2) and were representative at a national or sub-national level. The 
remaining studies (n=65) examined one (n=54) or two (n=9) subtypes 
only. Ultimately, all four broader OCSEA subtypes were covered by the 
included studies: non-consensual taking, sharing and exposure to sexual 
images and videos (n=52), online solicitation (n=58), sexual extortion (n=18), 
and online sexual exploitation (n=19). In this review, 56 sources from 47 
countries reported prevalence data by gender.

In the meta-analysis, all 88 sources from 57 countries (one of the countries 
did not report the sample size) were included. Further, 50 sources from 30 
countries provided data for the gender breakdown analysis. Sample sizes for 
males and females have not been provided in six sources initially included 
in the review, and therefore they were not considered in the analysis.

Strategy for data synthesis and production of  
regional estimates
Previous studies have observed variations in the prevalence of violence 
against children, influenced by several methodological factors. These 
factors include the method of data collection, sample type (household 
versus school), sample site, national or subnational survey, respondent 
type (parent, adult recall, young adult recall, child), sample size, response 
rate, self-administered surveys, use of standard definitions for violent 
behaviours, and the definition of childhood (Andrews et al., 2004; Barth et 
al., 2012; Bolen & Scannapieco, 1999; Fang et al., 2015; Haugaard & Emery, 
1989; Wynkoop, Capps, & Priest, 1995).

Similar variability in prevalence was also observed in this research. 
Despite significant efforts to use standardised definitions (ECPAT, 2016; 
Finkelhor et al., 2022; Livingstone & Stoilova, 2021; Stoilova et al., 2021)and 
instruments (Finkelhor et al., 2005; Gámez-Guadix et al., 2018; Zolotor et 
al., 2009) to capture the broad spectrum of OCSEA, the evolving nature 
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of online victimisation led many researchers in the field to develop their 
own outcome measures and use ‘umbrella’ terms from previous research 
or even create their own categorisations. Those efforts demonstrate that 
existing OCSEA typology and methodologies do not adequately reflect 
the complexity of emergent abusive behaviours and/or that researchers 
are not using previously developed questions in their research. The 
conceptual and typological inconsistencies and ambiguities constitute a 
challenge in terms of comparability and prevalence estimation across the 
existing literature.

Furthermore, the geographical coverage of research on online child sexual 
victimisation was relatively inconsistent across the regions, specifically 
considering certain types of OCSEA. The majority of studies included in 
this analysis were focused on investigating one specific type of harm, 
whereas a limited number of records covered a wide range of OCSEA 
types. This variability in terms of selected outcomes and their observed 
prevalence estimates carried through a huge variation of the number of 
studies conducted across the regions. 

To ensure some degree of consistency and uniformity, this research 
proposed four broader terms that clustered a range of OCSEA types. 
Composites of these new groupings are often presented as individual 
outcomes in previous research, therefore results for these subgroups of 
OCSEA should be interpreted with caution. To ensure the findings are not 
overinterpreted, the number of sources for each outcome and country was 
provided to reflect the amount of contribution of the research towards the 
prevalence estimates within each region. Additionally, confidence intervals 
are presented for all estimates.

Another challenge that was identified during conducting the initial 
analyses was related to the number of questions used to investigate 
conceptually similar forms of harms that were coded as separate items. 
In the absence of additional information about the research, it was not 
possible to establish how many individual children reported one or 
more types of abuse included in the measure. To address this issue, the 
maximum of the various individual prevalences was used for each subtype 
of OCSEA in each study. Thus, a single maximum prevalence was applied 
to stand in for an estimate of the number of unique children involved in 
reporting events of a specific type. 

To account for potential impact of recall period, separate analyses were 
conducted for past year and lifetime experiences. This recall-based 
breakdown was used to produce prevalence estimate for the total 
sample, as well as for males and females.  Finally, for regional prevalence 
estimates, UNICEF classifications (2023) by nine regions was used. UNICEF 
regions were used instead of WHO or World Bank regions to highlight 
the significant amount of child protection programming done by UNICEF 
and thus potential pathways to impact in these regional groupings. 
It is our hope that in future iterations of the index to provide multiple 
regional breakdowns for our indicators. To combine prevalence estimates 
between countries within a region defined by each of the nine region 
classifications, each country estimate in that region was synthesised into 
an average. Those were further synthesised into an average for a region. 
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Meta-analysis and statistical issues

Analyses were carried out using the R package (R Core Team, 2018; for R 
code see Appendix 2). Separate analyses were run for each of the subtypes 
and an overall OCSEA, disaggregated by the recall period and UNICEF 
world regions. Additionally, for studies that reported gender breakdown 
and sufficient data for conducting the analysis (n=50), results for each 
outcome, recall period and regions were also provided (see Appendix 3)

The level of heterogeneity (i.e., observed variability between individual 
study estimates for a single analysis) identified in this analysis was 
extremely high. Therefore, the random effects model was used to function 
to some extent as a summary measure of the average prevalence. 
However, caution is required in interpretation of the results, given 
the wide variation in individual study estimates. These should not be 
interpreted as estimates of the overall prevalence of a specific OCSEA type 
either worldwide or within defined geographical regions. 

In many analyses (see Appendix 3), the breakdown by UNICEF regions 
showed that there were no studies investigating specific types of OCSEA 
in particular parts of the world, and no estimates were possible. For several 
regions that did have data, the number of studies present were extremely 
low (N=1 in one or two cases, N< 5 in many others). Thus, the accuracy 
of region-specific estimates was likely to be low, and these estimates 
should also be interpreted as summaries rather than in any sense being 
predictive. It advised to treat any region-specific analysis with less than 5 
studies with extreme caution.

Data quality and limitations

The systematic review used to collect the data for Indicator 1 drew 
predominantly on data from a variety of surveys, which report estimates 
at the regional, national or sub-national level. Although the traditional 
survey methods appear to be the most common methods of prevalence 
estimation in online children sexual victimisation, they also have limitations 
when attempting to measure the prevalence of ‘hidden’ victims. 

Child sexual exploitation and abuse is often reported retrospectively, 
months or years after it occurred, therefore most survey research relies 
on recollection and is prone to recall bias. This and respondents’ non-
disclosure may lead to underestimating the prevalence rates. Prevalence 
estimation techniques, such as the scale-up network method (NSUM) 
or multiple systems estimation (MSE), may also include hidden victims. 
However, these non-traditional methods are not at present widely applied 
in the research on child sexual victimisation but they may hold promise. 

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note
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Summary

Despite those limitations, the Victim Indicator provides global prevalence 
estimates for child sexual victimisation based on a comprehensive 
synthesis of a variety of available representative quantitative data sources. 
Several academic search platforms and databases were used to identify 
those sources, as well as searches of references of prior reviews and eligible 
studies; and expert recommendations; to ensure (as far as possible) 
that all relevant data have been included. Moreover, the scope of this 
research was not restricted by the type of study context or specific OCSEA 
characteristics. This allowed the appraisal of a diverse range of OCSEA 
typologies and summaries of evidence from a range of victim-centric 
investigations. In addition, the searches were not restricted to the English 
language, which mitigated language bias and allowed the identification 
of additional records to extend the analysis on the global prevalence of 
OCSEA. Those comprehensive searches also improve the validity of the 
meta-analysis conducted in this research; and enhance the precision of the 
evidence provided by this analytical method. 

Finally, combining a systematic review with a meta-analysis offers a more 
objective appraisal of the available data compared to the traditional 
narrative reviews. Although potential bias cannot be completely 
prevented as such, it can be minimised by using meta-analytic methods 
for examining independent studies for the purpose of integrating their 
findings. However, prevalence data on CSEA victimisation presented in this 
research should be considered with extreme caution. The random effects 
should be interpreted as summary estimates of average prevalence in 
the presence of very high variability distributions of individual published 
prevalences, and therefore they are not necessarily an accurate guide to 
some notional overall prevalence of a specific event type either worldwide 
or within defined geographical regions.

A wide range of emerging technological modalities of abuse have 
been captured by the literature included in this comprehensive review 
and meta-analysis. However, this diversity of offences that have been 
labelled with various terms and often assembled into distinct conceptual 
categories, also revealed the need to refine and standardise the 
classification and typology of OCSEA. Inconsistencies in definitions and 
measures used, constituted a challenge in terms of comparability and 
estimating the overall OCSEA prevalence. 

As part of our commitment to transparency, reproducibility and quality, we 
have made the dataset for Indicator 1 open access so that researchers can 
review, test, challenge and further build upon our work.

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note



18 INTO THE LIGHT  |  TECHNICAL NOTE: Indicator 1

References

Andrews, G., Corry, J., Slade, T., Issakidis, C., & Swanston, H. (2004). Child 
Sexual Abuse. In M. Ezzati, A. D. Lopez, A. Rodgers, & C. J. L. Murray (Eds.), 
Comparative Quantification of Health Risks Global and Regional Burden of 
Disease Attributable to Selected Major Risk Factors (Volume 2, pp. 1851–
1940). World Health Organization. 

Barth, J., Bermetz, L., Heim, E. Trelle, S., & Tonia, T. (2013). Thae current 
prevalence of child sexual abuse worldwide: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. International Journal of Public Health 58, 469–483.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00038-012-0426-1

Bolen, R. M., & Scannapieco, M. (1999). Prevalence of Child Sexual Abuse:  
A Corrective Metanalysis. Social Service Review, 73(3), 281–313.  
https://doi.org/10.1086/514425

Covidence systematic review software, Veritas Health Innovation, 
Melbourne, Australia. Available at www.covidence.org 

ECPAT International (2016). Terminology Guidelines for the Protection of 
Children from Sexual Exploitation and Sexual Abuse. Luxembourg: ECPAT

E-Safety Commissioner (2021). An overview of eSafety’s role and functions. 
Available from https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2021-07/
Overview%20of%20role%20and%20functions_0.pdf

Fang, X., Fry, D. A., Brown, D. S., Mercy, J. A., Dunne, M. P., Butchart, A. R., 
Corso, P. S., Maynzyuk, K., Dzhygyr, Y., Chen, Y., McCoy, A., & Swales, D. M. 
(2015). The burden of child maltreatment in the East Asia and Pacific region. 
Child abuse & neglect, 42, 146–162. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2015.02.012

Finkelhor, D., Turner, H., & Colburn, D. (2022). Prevalence of Online Sexual 
Offenses Against Children in the US. JAMA network open, 5(10), e2234471. 
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2022.34471 

Finkelhor, D., Hamby, S. L., Ormrod, R., & Turner, H. (2005). The Juvenile 
Victimization Questionnaire: reliability, validity, and national norms. Child 
Abuse & Neglect, 29(4), 383–412. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2004.11.001 

Gámez-Guadix, M., De Santisteban, P., & Alcazar, M. Á. (2018). The 
Construction and Psychometric Properties of the Questionnaire for Online 
Sexual Solicitation and Interaction of Minors with Adults. Sexual Abuse, 
30(8), 975-991. https://doi.org/10.1177/1079063217724766

Greijer, S., Doek, J., & Interagency Working Group on Sexual Exploitation of 
Children (2016). Terminology guidelines for the Protection of Children from 
Sexual Exploitation and Abuse. ECPAT International. Accessed from   
https://ecpat.org/luxembourg-guidelines

Haugaard, J. J., & Emery, R. E. (1989). Methodological issues in child sexual 
abuse research. Child Abuse & Neglect, 13(1), 89–100.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/0145-2134(89)90032-X

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00038-012-0426-1
https://doi.org/10.1086/514425
http://www.covidence.org
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2021-07/Overview%20of%20role%20and%20functions_0.pdf
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2021-07/Overview%20of%20role%20and%20functions_0.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2015.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2022.34471
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2004.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1079063217724766
https://ecpat.org/luxembourg-guidelines
https://doi.org/10.1016/0145-2134(89)90032-X


19INTO THE LIGHT  |  TECHNICAL NOTE: Indicator 1

Hoy, D., Brooks, P., Woolf, A., Blyth, F., March, L., Bain, C., Baker, P., Smith, 
E., & Buchbinder, R. (2012). Assessing risk of bias in prevalence studies: 
modification of an existing tool and evidence of interrater agreement. 
Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 65(9), 934–939. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jclinepi.2011.11.014

Laird, J. J., Klettke, B., Hall, K., & Halford, D. (2022). Toward a global definition 
and understanding of child sexual exploitation: The development of a 
conceptual model. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 24(4), 2243–2264.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380221090980 

Livingstone, S., & Stoilova, M. (2021). The 4Cs: Classifying Online Risk to 
Children. (CO:RE Short Report Series on Key Topics). Leibniz-Institut für 
Medienforschung | Hans-Bredow-Institut (HBI); CO:RE - Children Online: 
Research and Evidence. https://doi.org/10.21241/ssoar.71817 

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, I., Hoffmann, T. C., 
Mulrow, C. D., Shamseer, L., Tetzlaff, J. M., Akl, E. A., Brennan, S. E., Chou, R., 
Glanville, J., Grimshaw, J. M., Hróbjartsson, A., Lalu, M. M., Li, T., Loder, E. W., 
Mayo-Wilson, E., McDonald, S., McGuinness, L. A., … Moher, D. (2021). The 
PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated guideline for reporting systematic 
reviews. PLoS medicine, 18(3), e1003583. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pmed.1003583 

R Core Team (2018). R: A language and environment for statistical 
computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria.  
https://www.R-project.org/ 

SharePoint. Microsoft Corporation, Redmond, Washington, USA. Available at 
Microsoft SharePoint Online - Collaboration Software | Microsoft 365

Stoilova, M., Livingstone, S. & Khazbak, R. (2021). Investigating risks and 
opportunities for children in a digital world: A rapid review of the evidence 
on children’s internet use and outcomes. Innocenti Discussion Paper 
2020-03. UNICEF Office of Research – Innocenti. www.unicefirc.org/
publications/1183-investigating-risks-and opportunities-for-children-in-a-
digital-world.html  

UNICEF (2023). Regional Classification. Accessed from REGIONAL 
CLASSIFICATIONS – UNICEF DATA

Wynkoop, T.F., Capps, S.C., & Ma, B.J. (1995). Incidence and Prevalence of 
Child Sexual Abuse: A Critical Review of Data Collection Procedures. Journal 
of Child Sexual Abuse, 4, 49-66. https://doi.org/10.1300/J070v04n02_03

Zolotor, A. J., Runyan, D. K., Dunne, M. P., Jain, D., Péturs, H. R., Ramirez, C., ... 
& Isaeva, O. (2009). ISPCAN Child Abuse Screening Tool Children’s Version 
(ICAST-C): Instrument development and multi-national pilot testing. Child 
Abuse & Neglect, 33(11), 833-841. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2009.09.006 

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2011.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2011.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380221090980
https://doi.org/10.21241/ssoar.71817
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003583
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003583
https://www.R-project.org/
http://www.unicefirc.org/publications/1183-investigating-risks-and opportunities-for-children-in-a-digital-world.html
http://www.unicefirc.org/publications/1183-investigating-risks-and opportunities-for-children-in-a-digital-world.html
http://www.unicefirc.org/publications/1183-investigating-risks-and opportunities-for-children-in-a-digital-world.html
https://data.unicef.org/regionalclassifications/ 
https://doi.org/10.1300/J070v04n02_03
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2009.09.006


20 INTO THE LIGHT  |  TECHNICAL NOTE: Indicator 1

Suggest Citation: 

Krzeczkowska, A., Fry, D., Anderson, N., Ren, J.,  Lu, M., Lu, Y., Vermeulen, 
I., McFeeters, A., Harker-Roa, A., Jaramillo, K., Jin, W.,  Kurdi, Z.,  Liu, W., 
Marmolejo Lozano, M.P., Olié, L., Savadova, S., Shangguan, S., Zhang, J.,  
Gong, Xu., Liu, Jin., Zhu, H., Zhu, Y., & Fang, X.,  Indicator 1: The Prevalence of 
Online Victimisation, Technical Note in Into the Light: Childlight’s Global 
Child Sexual Exploitation and Abuse Index. Edinburgh: Childlight, 2024.

Link to Registered Protocol:  OSF | Indicator 1: Global Prevalence of Online 
Child Sexual Exploitation and Abuse Victimsation. Childlight’s 2024 Into the 
Light Index (ILI)

Bibliography  
(systematic review/meta-analysis)

Abbas, S. S., & Jabeen, T. (2020). Prevalence of Child Abuse Among the 
University Students: A Retrospective Cross-Sectional Study in University 
of the Punjab, Pakistan. International Quarterly of Community Health 
Education, 40(2), 125-134. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272684X19861578 

Ajduković, M., Sušac, N., & Rajter, M. (2013). Gender and age differences in 
prevalence and incidence of child sexual abuse in Croatia. Croatian Medical 
Journal, 54(5), 469-479. https://doi.org/10.3325/cmj.2013.54.469 

Al-Eissa, M. A., AlBuhairan, F. S., Qayad, M., Saleheen, H., Runyan, D., & 
Almuneef, M. (2015). Determining child maltreatment incidence in Saudi 
Arabia using the ICAST-CH: A pilot study. Child Abuse & Neglect, 42, 174-182. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2014.08.016 

Augusti, E.-M., Sætren, S. S., & Hafstad, G. S. (2021). Violence and abuse 
experiences and associated risk factors during the COVID-19 outbreak in a 
population-based sample of Norwegian adolescents. Child Abuse & Neglect, 
118, 105156. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2021.105156 

Babchishin, L. K., & Romano, E. (2014). Evaluating the Frequency, 
Co-occurrence, and Psychosocial Correlates of Childhood Multiple 
Victimization. Canadian Journal of Community Mental Health, 33(2), 47-65. 
https://doi.org/10.7870/cjcmh-2014-015 

Cabello, P., Claro, M., Cabello-Hutt, T., Lazcano, D., Antezana, L., & Ochoa, J. 
M. (2019). GLOBAL KIDS ONLINE: CHILE. Chilean children’s internet use and 
online activities: A brief report. Retrieved from http://globalkidsonline.net/
wp-content/uploads/2017/07/Chile-findings-report-FINAL.pdf

Chan, K. L., Yan, E., Brownridge, D. A., & Ip, P. (2013). Associating Child Sexual 
Abuse with Child Victimization in China. The Journal of Pediatrics, 162(5), 
1028-1034. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpeds.2012.10.054  

Chien, Y.-S & Lun, D.-L & Li, H.-S & Hurng, Baai-Shyun. (2012). Psychological 
distress and experiences with sexual harassment among junior high school 
students in Keelung city. Taiwan Journal of Public Health. 31. 326-335.

Choo, W.-Y., Dunne, M. P., Marret, M. J., Fleming, M., & Wong, Y.-L. (2011). 
Victimization Experiences of Adolescents in Malaysia. Journal of Adolescent 
Health, 49(6), 627-634. https://oi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2011.04.020 

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note

https://accounts.osf.io/login?service=https://osf.io/6vux2/
https://accounts.osf.io/login?service=https://osf.io/6vux2/
https://accounts.osf.io/login?service=https://osf.io/6vux2/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272684X19861578
https://doi.org/10.3325/cmj.2013.54.469
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2014.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2021.105156
https://doi.org/10.7870/cjcmh-2014-015
http://globalkidsonline.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/Chile-findings-report-FINAL.pdf
http://globalkidsonline.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/Chile-findings-report-FINAL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpeds.2012.10.054
https://oi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2011.04.020


21INTO THE LIGHT  |  TECHNICAL NOTE: Indicator 1

Copp, J. E., Mumford, E. A., & Taylor, B. G. (2021). Online sexual harassment 
and cyberbullying in a nationally representative sample of teens: 
Prevalence, predictors, and consequences. Journal of Adolescence, 93(1), 
202-211. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2021.10.003 

Dahlqvist, H. Z., & Gådin, K. G. (2018). Online sexual victimization in youth: 
predictors and cross-sectional associations with depressive symptoms. 
European Journal of Public Health, 28(6), 1018-1023. https://doi.org/10.1093/
eurpub/cky102 

Dillard, R., Maguire-Jack, K., Showalter, K., Wolf, K. G., & Letson, M. M. (2019). 
Abuse disclosures of youth with problem sexualized behaviors and trauma 
symptomology. Child Abuse & Neglect, 88, 201-211. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
chiabu.2018.11.019 

DISRUPTING HARM IN KENYA (2021). Evidence on online child sexual 
exploitation and abuse. Retrieved from Thailand: https://policycommons.
net/artifacts/2368810/disrupting-harm-in-kenya/ 

DISRUPTING HARM IN UGANDA (2021). Evidence on online child sexual 
exploitation and abuse. Retrieved from Thailand: https://policycommons.
net/artifacts/2369032/disrupting-harm-in-uganda/ 

DISRUPTING HARM IN CAMBODIA (2022). Evidence on online child sexual 
exploitation and abuse. Retrieved from Thailand: https://policycommons.
net/artifacts/3075015/disrupting-harm-in-cambodia/ 

DISRUPTING HARM IN ETHIOPIA (2022). Evidence on online child sexual 
exploitation and abuse. Retrieved from Thailand: https://policycommons.
net/artifacts/2330097/disrupting-harm-in-ethiopia/ 

DISRUPTING HARM IN INDONESIA (2022). Evidence on online child sexual 
exploitation and abuse. Retrieved from Thailand: https://policycommons.
net/artifacts/3093452/disrupting-harm-in-indonesia/ 

DISRUPTING HARM IN MALAYSIA (2022). Evidence on online child sexual 
exploitation and abuse. Retrieved from Thailand: https://policycommons.
net/artifacts/3078406/disrupting-harm-in-malaysia/ 

DISRUPTING HARM IN MOZAMBIQUE (2022). Evidence on online 
child sexual exploitation and abuse. Retrieved from Thailand: https://
policycommons.net/artifacts/3093507/disrupting-harm-in-mozambique/

DISRUPTING HARM IN NAMIBIA (2022). Evidence on online child sexual 
exploitation and abuse. Retrieved from Thailand: https://policycommons.
net/artifacts/2676916/disrupting-harm-in-namibia/ 

DISRUPTING HARM IN SOUTH AFRICA (2022). Evidence on online child 
sexual exploitation and abuse. Retrieved from https://policycommons.net/
artifacts/3174518/disrupting-harm-in-south-africa/ 

DISRUPTING HARM IN TANZANIA (2022). Evidence on online child sexual 
exploitation and abuse. Retrieved from Thailand: https://policycommons.
net/artifacts/2330099/disrupting-harm-in-tanzania/ 

DISRUPTING HARM IN THAILAND (2022). Evidence on online child sexual 
exploitation and abuse. Retrieved from Thailand: https://policycommons.
net/artifacts/2332899/disrupting-harm-in-thailand/ 

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2021.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/cky102
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/cky102
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.11.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.11.019
ttps://policycommons.net/artifacts/2368810/disrupting-harm-in-kenya/
ttps://policycommons.net/artifacts/2368810/disrupting-harm-in-kenya/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2369032/disrupting-harm-in-uganda/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2369032/disrupting-harm-in-uganda/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/3075015/disrupting-harm-in-cambodia/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/3075015/disrupting-harm-in-cambodia/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2330097/disrupting-harm-in-ethiopia/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2330097/disrupting-harm-in-ethiopia/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/3093452/disrupting-harm-in-indonesia/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/3093452/disrupting-harm-in-indonesia/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/3078406/disrupting-harm-in-malaysia/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/3078406/disrupting-harm-in-malaysia/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/3093507/disrupting-harm-in-mozambique/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/3093507/disrupting-harm-in-mozambique/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2676916/disrupting-harm-in-namibia/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2676916/disrupting-harm-in-namibia/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/3174518/disrupting-harm-in-south-africa/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/3174518/disrupting-harm-in-south-africa/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2330099/disrupting-harm-in-tanzania/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2330099/disrupting-harm-in-tanzania/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2332899/disrupting-harm-in-thailand/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2332899/disrupting-harm-in-thailand/


22 INTO THE LIGHT  |  TECHNICAL NOTE: Indicator 1

DISRUPTING HARM IN THE PHILIPPINES (2022). Evidence on online 
child sexual exploitation and abuse. Retrieved from Thailand: https://
policycommons.net/artifacts/2329936/disrupting-harm-in-the-philippines/ 

DISRUPTING HARM IN VIET NAM (2022). Evidence on online child sexual 
exploitation and abuse. Retrieved from Thailand: https://policycommons.
net/artifacts/2650830/disrupting-harm-in-viet-nam/ 

Fagerlund, M., & Ellonen, N. (2016). Children’s Experiences of Completing a 
Computer-Based Violence Survey: Finnish Child Victim Survey Revisited. 
Journal of Child Sexual Abuse, 25(5), 556-576. https://doi.org/10.1080/1053871
2.2016.1186769 

Feng, J.-Y., Chang, Y.-T., Chang, H.-Y., Fetzer, S., & Wang, J.-D. (2015). 
Prevalence of different forms of child maltreatment among Taiwanese 
adolescents: A population-based study. Child Abuse & Neglect, 42, 10-19. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2014.11.010 

Ferragut, M., Ortiz-Tallo, M., & Blanca, M. J. (2022). Prevalence of Child 
Sexual Abuse in Spain: A Representative Sample Study. Journal 
of Interpersonal Violence, 37(21-22), NP19358-NP19377. https://doi.
org/10.1177/08862605211042804 

Festl, R., Reer, F., & Quandt, T. (2019). Online sexual engagement and 
psychosocial well-being: The mediating role of sexual victimization 
experiences. Computers in Human Behavior, 98, 102-110.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.04.010 

Finkelhor, D., Turner, H., Colburn, D., Mitchell, K., & Mathews, B. (2023). Child 
sexual abuse images and youth produced images: The varieties of Image-
based Sexual Exploitation and Abuse of Children. Child Abuse & Neglect, 
143, 106269-106269. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2023.106269 

Finkelhor, D., Turner, H., & Colburn, D. (2023)a. Which dynamics make 
online child sexual abuse and cyberstalking more emotionally impactful: 
Perpetrator identity and images? Child Abuse & Neglect, 137, 1.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2023.106020 

Finkelhor, D., Turner, H., & Colburn, D. (2022). Prevalence of Online Sexual 
Offenses Against Children in the US. JAMA Network Open, 5(10), e2234471. 
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2022.34471 

Finkelhor, D., Turner, H. A., Shattuck, A., & Hamby, S. L. (2015). Prevalence 
of Childhood Exposure to Violence, Crime, and Abuse: Results From the 
National Survey of Children’s Exposure to Violence. JAMA PEDIATRICS, 
169(8), 746. https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2015.0676 

Finkelhor, D., Turner, H. A., Shattuck, A., & Hamby, S. L. (2013). Violence, 
Crime, and Abuse Exposure in a National Sample of Children and 
Youth: An Update. JAMA Pediatrics, 167(7), 614. https://doi.org/10.1001/
jamapediatrics.2013.42 

Fry, D., & Casey, T. (2017). Bringing the global to the local: Review of 
global trends in the prevalence and services for child maltreatment 
in order to inform research, policy and practice in England. 
NSPCC. http://library.nspcc.org.uk/HeritageScripts/Hapi.dll/
search2?CookieCheck=42941.5923558565&searchTerm0=C6548 

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note

https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2329936/disrupting-harm-in-the-philippines/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2329936/disrupting-harm-in-the-philippines/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2650830/disrupting-harm-in-viet-nam/
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2650830/disrupting-harm-in-viet-nam/
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2016.1186769
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2016.1186769
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2014.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605211042804
https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605211042804
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.04.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2023.106269
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2023.106020
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2022.34471
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2015.0676
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2013.42
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2013.42
http://library.nspcc.org.uk/HeritageScripts/Hapi.dll/search2?CookieCheck=42941.5923558565&searchTerm0=C6548
http://library.nspcc.org.uk/HeritageScripts/Hapi.dll/search2?CookieCheck=42941.5923558565&searchTerm0=C6548


23INTO THE LIGHT  |  TECHNICAL NOTE: Indicator 1

Gámez-Guadix, M., & Mateos-Pérez, E. (2019). Longitudinal and reciprocal 
relationships between sexting, online sexual solicitations, and cyberbullying 
among minors. Computers in Human Behavior, 94, 70-76.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.01.004 

Giordano, A. L., Schmit, M. K., Clement, K., Potts, E. E., & Graham, A. R. (2022). 
Pornography Use and Sexting Trends Among American Adolescents: Data 
to Inform School Counseling Programming and Practice. Professional 
School Counseling, 26(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/2156759X221137287

Goessmann, K., Ssenyonga, J., Nkuba, M., Hermenau, K., & Hecker, T. (2020). 
Characterizing the prevalence and contributing factors of sexual violence: 
A representative cross-sectional study among school-going adolescents in 
two East African countries. Child Abuse & Neglect, 109, 104711.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104711 

Government of Ghana, UNICEF, & Global Kids Online (2017). Risks and 
opportunities related to children’s online practices: Ghana country report. 
Retrieved from http://globalkidsonline.net/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/
child-online-practices-Full-report-Final-Sept-10.pdf 

Gwirayi, P. (2013). The prevalence of child sexual abuse among secondary 
school pupils in Gweru, Zimbabwe. Journal of Sexual Aggression, 19(3), 253-
263. https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600.2012.723755 

Guerra, C., Pinto-Cortez, C., Toro, E., Efthymiadou, E., & Quayle, E. (2021). 
Online sexual harassment and depression in Chilean adolescents: Variations 
based on gender and age of the offenders. Child Abuse & Neglect, 120, 
105219. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2021.105219

Hajdinjak, M., Kanchev, P., Georgiev, E., & Apostolov, G. (2017). Online 
experiences of children in Bulgaria: risks and safety. Bulgarian Safer 
Internet Centre. Retrieved from https://www.safenet.bg/images/
sampledata/files/Risks-and-Harm.pdf 

Helweg‐Larsen, K., Schütt, N., & Larsen, H. B. (2012). Predictors and protective 
factors for adolescent Internet victimization: results from a 2008 nationwide 
Danish youth survey. Acta Paediatrica, 101(5), 533-539. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1651-2227.2011.02587.x 

Hernández, M. P., Schoeps, K., Maganto, C., & Montoya-Castilla, I. (2021). The 
risk of sexual-erotic online behavior in adolescents – Which personality 
factors predict sexting and grooming victimization? Computers in Human 
Behavior, 114, 106569. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2020.106569 

Hill, C., & Kearl, H. (2011). Crossing the line: sexual harassment at school. 
Washington, DC: AAUW.

Jarczok, M., Lange, S., Meinck, F., Witt, A., Clemens, V., Fegert, J. M., & Jud, 
A. (2023). Widening epidemiological data on the prevalence of child 
maltreatment: Validation of the German ICAST-R in a student sample and 
national household survey. Child Abuse & Neglect, 137, 106038.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2023.106038 

Jeglic, E. L., Calkins, C., Kaylor, L., Margeotes, K., Doychak, K., Blasko, B., . . 
. Panza, N. (2023). The Nature and Scope of Educator Misconduct in K-12. 
Sexual Abuse, 35(2), 188-213. https://doi.org/10.1177/10790632221096421 

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/2156759X221137287
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104711
http://globalkidsonline.net/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/child-online-practices-Full-report-Final-Sept-10.pdf
http://globalkidsonline.net/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/child-online-practices-Full-report-Final-Sept-10.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600.2012.723755
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2021.105219
https://www.safenet.bg/images/sampledata/files/Risks-and-Harm.pdf
https://www.safenet.bg/images/sampledata/files/Risks-and-Harm.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1651-2227.2011.02587.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1651-2227.2011.02587.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2020.106569
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2023.106038
https://doi.org/10.1177/10790632221096421


24 INTO THE LIGHT  |  TECHNICAL NOTE: Indicator 1

Jones, L. M., Mitchell, K. J., & Finkelhor, D. (2012). Trends in Youth Internet 
Victimization: Findings From Three Youth Internet Safety Surveys 2000-
2010. Journal of Adolescent Health, 50(2), 179-186. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jadohealth.2011.09.015 

Jonsson, L. S., Fredlund, C., Priebe, G., Wadsby, M., & Svedin, C. G. (2019). 
Online sexual abuse of adolescents by a perpetrator met online: a cross-
sectional study. Child and adolescent psychiatry and mental health, 13, 32. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13034-019-0292-1 

Karayianni, E., Fanti, K. A., Diakidoy, I.-A., Hadjicharalambous, M.-Z., & 
Katsimicha, E. (2017). Prevalence, contexts, and correlates of child sexual 
abuse in Cyprus. Child Abuse & Neglect, 66, 41-52. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
chiabu.2017.02.016 

Karkošková, S., & Ropovik, I. (2019). The Prevalence of Child Sexual Abuse 
among Slovak Late Adolescents. Journal of child sexual abuse, 28(4),  
452–471. https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2018.1553224 

Kerstens, J., & Stol, W. (2014). Receiving online sexual requests and 
producing online sexual images: The multifaceted and dialogic nature of 
adolescents’ online sexual interactions. Cyberpsychology, 8(1).  
https://doi.org/10.5817/CP2014-1-8

Kobulsky, J. M., Cederbaum, J. A., Wildfeuer, R., Grest, C. V., Clarke, 
L., & Kordic, T. (2022). Comparing the prevalence of sexual behaviors 
and victimization among adolescents based on child welfare system 
involvement. Child Abuse & Neglect, 134, 105883. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
chiabu.2022.105883 

Kumar, M. T., Kar, N., & Kumar, S. (2019). Prevalence of child abuse in Kerala, 
India: An ICAST-CH based survey. Child Abuse & Neglect, 89, 87-98.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2019.01.002 

Kumar, M. T., Kumar, S., Singh, S. P., & Kar, N. (2017). Prevalence of child abuse 
in school environment in Kerala, India: An ICAST-CI based survey. Child 
Abuse & Neglect, 70, 356-363. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.06.025 

Livingstone, S. H. L. G. A., & Ólafsson, K. (2011). Risks and safety on the 
internet: the perspective of European children: full findings and policy 
implications from the EU Kids Online survey of 9-16 year olds and their 
parents in 25 countries. EU Kids Online, The London School of Economics 
and Political Science, London, UK. Retrieved from  
http://www.eukidsonline.net/ 

刘婷婷, 陈高凌, & Gaoling, C. (2016). 全景视角下的儿童受害研究——基于2009
～2010年武汉市抽样调查的讨论. 广西民族大学学报：哲学社会科学版, 38(3), 45-51. 

Logar, S., Anzelm, D., Lazic, D., & Vujacic, V. (2016). Global Kids Online: 
Montenegro. Opportunities, risks and safety. Retrieved from  
http://globalkidsonline.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Country-report_
Montenegro_28-Oct.pdf 

López, V., García-Quiroga, M., Benbenishty, R., González, L., Squicciarini, A. M., 
& Sánchez, P. (2020). Sexual harassment by peers in Chilean schools. Child 
Abuse & Neglect, 107, 104602. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104602 

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2011.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2011.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13034-019-0292-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2018.1553224
https://doi.org/10.5817/CP2014-1-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2022.105883
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2022.105883
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2019.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.06.025
http://www.eukidsonline.net/
http://globalkidsonline.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Country-report_Montenegro_28-Oct.pdf
http://globalkidsonline.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Country-report_Montenegro_28-Oct.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104602


25INTO THE LIGHT  |  TECHNICAL NOTE: Indicator 1

Marret, M. J., & Choo, W. Y. (2018). Victimization After Meeting With 
Online Acquaintances: A Cross-Sectional Survey of Adolescents in 
Malaysia. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 33(15), 2352-2378. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260515625502 

Marret, M. J., & Choo, W. Y. (2017). Factors associated with online 
victimisation among Malaysian adolescents who use social networking 
sites: a cross-sectional study. Bmj Open, 7(6), 11. https://doi.org/10.1136/
bmjopen-2016-014959 

Meinck, F., Cluver, L. D., Boyes, M. E., & Loening-Voysey, H. (2016). 
Physical, emotional and sexual adolescent abuse victimisation in South 
Africa: prevalence, incidence, perpetrators and locations. JOURNAL OF 
EPIDEMIOLOGY AND COMMUNITY HEALTH, 70(9), 910-916.  
https://oi.org/10.1136/jech-2015-205860 

Mitchell, K. J., Finkelhor, D., Wolak, J., Ybarra, M. L., & Turner, H. (2011). 
Youth Internet Victimization in a Broader Victimization Context. 
Journal of Adolescent Health, 48(2), 128-134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jadohealth.2010.06.009 

Montiel, I., Carbonell, E., & Pereda, N. (2016). Multiple online victimization 
of Spanish adolescents: Results from a community sample. Child Abuse & 
Neglect, 52, 123-134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2015.12.005 

Okur, P., Van Der Knaap, L. M., & Bogaerts, S. (2015). Prevalence and Nature 
of Child Sexual Abuse in the Netherlands: Ethnic Differences? Journal of 
Child Sexual Abuse, 24(1), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2015.971925 

Patchin, J. W., & Hinduja, S. (2020). Sextortion Among Adolescents: Results 
from a National Survey of US Youth. Sexual Abuse-a Journal of Research 
and Treatment, 32(1), 30-54. https://doi.org/10.1177/1079063218800469 

Pinto-Cortez, C., Peña, F., Garrido, N., Muzatto, P., & Pereda, N. (2021). Self-
Reported Sexual Victimization Among Chilean Children and Youth. Violence 
and Victims, 36(2), 306-319. https://doi.org/10.1891/VV-D-19-00103 

Ravalli, M., & Paoloni, P. (2016). Global Kids Online Argentina: Research study 
on the perceptions and habits of children and adolescents on the use of 
technologies, the internet and social media. UNICEF Argentina. Retrieved 
from www.globalkidsonline/argentina 

Save the Children (2022). Zambia Kids Online: A global kids online study. 
Retrieved from https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/pdf/zambia_kids_
online_global_report_2022.pdf/ 

Save the Children (2019). Violencia viral: análisis de la violencia contra la 
infancia y adolescencia en el entorno digital. https://www.savethechildren.
es/publicaciones/informe-violencia-viral-y-online-contra-la-infancia-y-la-
adolescencia 

Save the Children (2012). Children’s experiences of sexual harassment 
and abuse on the internet. Retrieved from https://resourcecentre.
savethechildren.net/document/childrens-experiences-sexual-harassment-
and-abuse-internet/ 

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note

https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515625502
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515625502
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2016-014959
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2016-014959
https://oi.org/10.1136/jech-2015-205860
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2010.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2010.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2015.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2015.971925
https://doi.org/10.1177/1079063218800469
https://doi.org/10.1891/VV-D-19-00103
http://www.globalkidsonline/argentina
https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/pdf/zambia_kids_online_global_report_2022.pdf/
https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/pdf/zambia_kids_online_global_report_2022.pdf/
https://www.savethechildren.es/publicaciones/informe-violencia-viral-y-online-contra-la-infancia-y-la-adolescencia
https://www.savethechildren.es/publicaciones/informe-violencia-viral-y-online-contra-la-infancia-y-la-adolescencia
https://www.savethechildren.es/publicaciones/informe-violencia-viral-y-online-contra-la-infancia-y-la-adolescencia
https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/document/childrens-experiences-sexual-harassment-and-abuse-internet/
https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/document/childrens-experiences-sexual-harassment-and-abuse-internet/
https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/document/childrens-experiences-sexual-harassment-and-abuse-internet/


26 INTO THE LIGHT  |  TECHNICAL NOTE: Indicator 1

Shen, A. C.-T., Feng, J. Y., Feng, J.-Y., Wei, H.-S., Hsieh, Y.-P., Huang, 
S. C.-Y., & Hwa, H.-L. (2019). Who Gets Protection? A National Study 
of Multiple Victimization and Child Protection Among Taiwanese 
Children. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 34(17), 3737-3761. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260516670885 

Sklenarova, H., Schulz, A., Schuhmann, P., Osterheider, M., & Neutze, J. (2018). 
Online sexual solicitation by adults and peers - Results from a population 
based German sample. Child Abuse & Neglect, 76, 225-236. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.11.005 

Smahel, D., Machackova, H., Mascheroni, G., Dedkova, L., Staksrud, E., 
Ólafsson, K., Livingstone, S., and Hasebrink, U. (2020). EU Kids Online 2020: 
Survey results from 19 countries. EU Kids Online. https://doi.org/10.21953/
lse.47fdeqj01ofo 

Syukriani, Y., Noviandhari, A., Arisanti, N., Setiawati, E. P., Rusmil, V. 
K., Dhamayanti, M., & Sekarwana, N. (2022). Cross-sectional survey of 
underreported violence experienced by adolescents: a study from 
Indonesia. BMC Public Health, 22(1), 50. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-021-
12427-8 

Tintori, A., Ciancimino, G., Bombelli, I., De Rocchi, D., & Cerbara, L. (2023). 
Children’s Online Safety: Predictive Factors of Cyberbullying and Online 
Grooming Involvement. Societies (2075-4698), 13(2), 47. https://doi.
org/10.3390/soc13020047 

UNICEF Office of Research – Innocenti (2022). Children’s Experiences 
of Online Sexual Exploitation and Abuse in 12 Countries in Eastern and 
Southern Africa and Southeast Asia. Disrupting Harm Data Insight 1. Global 
Partnership to End Violence Against Children. DH-data-insight-1_Final(1).
pdf (end-violence.org) 

UNICEF (2019). Informe Kids Online Costa Rica-Niños, niñas y adolescentes 
conectados. https://paniamor.org/Project/detail/52/kids-online-costa-rica-

UNICEF (2017). Informe Kids Online Uruguay-Niños, niñas y adolescentes 
conectados. https://www.unicef.org/uruguay/comunicados-prensa/informe-
kids-online-uruguay-ni%C3%B1os-ni%C3%B1as-y-adolescentes-conectados 

Vale, A., Pereira, F., Gonçalves, M., & Matos, M. (2018). Cyber-aggression 
in adolescence and internet parenting styles: A study with victims, 
perpetrators and victim-perpetrators. Children & Youth Services Review, 93, 
88-99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.06.021 

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note

https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260516670885
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260516670885
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.11.005
https://doi.org/10.21953/lse.47fdeqj01ofo
https://doi.org/10.21953/lse.47fdeqj01ofo
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-021-12427-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-021-12427-8
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc13020047
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc13020047
https://paniamor.org/Project/detail/52/kids-online-costa-rica-
https://www.unicef.org/uruguay/comunicados-prensa/informe-kids-online-uruguay-ni%C3%B1os-ni%C3%B1as-y-adolescentes-conectados
https://www.unicef.org/uruguay/comunicados-prensa/informe-kids-online-uruguay-ni%C3%B1os-ni%C3%B1as-y-adolescentes-conectados
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.06.021


27INTO THE LIGHT  |  TECHNICAL NOTE: Indicator 1

Van Ouytsel, J., Lu, Y., & Temple, J. R. (2022). An Exploratory Study of Online 
Early Sexual Initiation through Pressured and Unwanted Sexting. Journal of 
Sex Research, 59(6), 742-748. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2021.1963650 

Van Ouytsel, J., Walrave, M., De Marez, L., Vanhaelewyn, B., & Ponnet, K. 
(2021). Sexting, pressured sexting and image-based sexual abuse among 
a weighted-sample of heterosexual and LGB-youth. Computers in Human 
Behavior, 117, 11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2020.106630 

Vega-Gea, E., Ortega-Ruiz, R., & Sánchez, V. (2016). Peer sexual harassment in 
adolescence: Dimensions of the sexual harassment survey in boys and girls. 
International Journal of Clinical and Health Psychology, 16(1), 47-57.  
https://oi.org/10.1016/j.ijchp.2015.08.002 

Villacampa, C., & Gomez, M. J. (2017). Online child sexual grooming: 
Empirical findings on victimisation and perspectives on legal requirements. 
International Review of Victimology, 23(2), 105-121.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269758016682585 

Ward, C. L., Artz, L., Leoschut, L., Kassanjee, R., & Burton, P. (2018). Sexual 
violence against children in South Africa: a nationally representative cross-
sectional study of prevalence and correlates. The Lancet Global Health, 6(4), 
e460-e468. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X(18)30060-3 

Zhang, R., Liang, Y., Cao, W., Zeng, L., & Tang, K. (2022). Sex and Urban–Rural 
Differences in the Relationship between Childhood Sexual Abuse and 
Mental Health among Chinese College Students. International journal 
of environmental research and public health, 19(15), 9225. https://doi.
org/10.3390/ijerph19159225

Zhu, Y., Xiao, C., & Zhu, B. (2023). Gender differences in child sexual 
abuse in China: Do one-child status and repeated victimization matter? 
Children and Youth Services Review, 144, 106743. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
childyouth.2022.106743 

Žukauskienė, R., Bakaitytė, A., Kaniušonytė, G., Segal, A., Ustinavičiūtė-
Klenauskė, L., & Santtila, P. (2023). The lifetime prevalence of child sexual 
abuse assessed in young adults in Lithuania. Child Abuse & Neglect, 138, 
106061. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2023.106061 

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note

https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2021.1963650
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2020.106630
https://oi.org/10.1016/j.ijchp.2015.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269758016682585
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X(18)30060-3
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19159225
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19159225
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2022.106743
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2022.106743
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2023.106061


28 INTO THE LIGHT  |  TECHNICAL NOTE: Indicator 1

Appendix 1
Prisma flow diagram of systematic review

Id
en

ti
fi

ca
ti

on
Sc

re
en

in
g

In
cl

u
d

ed

Studies from English databases, grey 
literature and handsearching  
(n = 47,097)

Title and abstract screening 
(n = 47,097)

Studies from English assessed for 
eligibility through full text review
(n =  204)

Studies from all languages assessed for 
eligibility through full text review 
(n =  226)

Studies included in review (n = 88)    

Additional language sources from 
database review (n = 22)  

Arabic (n=0)
Chinese (n= 7)
French (n= 0)
Spanish (n=14)

Studies excluded (n = 138)  
Lacks representative  
sampling (n = 68)
Wrong outcome (n = 6)
Wrong study design (n = 9)
Results cannot be  
disaggregated (n = 33)
Other (n= 22)

Studies excluded (n = 46,893) 

Indicator 1: The Prevalence of Online Victimisation  |  Technical Note



29INTO THE LIGHT  |  TECHNICAL NOTE: Indicator 1

Appendix 2
R code used for the analyses in the current study.

```{r setup, include=FALSE}
knitr::opts_chunk$set(echo = FALSE)
knitr::opts_chunk$set(dpi = 300)

library(tidyverse)
library(readxl)
library(meta)
library(Hmisc)
```
```{r datainput, include=FALSE}

# Enter data, declare factors, summaries of 3 data sets to check

ind1dataPY<-read_excel(path =”data source”)

ind1dataL<-read_excel(path = “data source”)

ind1dataGender<-read_excel(path = “data source”)

ind1dataL<-ind1dataL %>% 

select(`Study`,`Analytical sample size`,`Geographical location of the 
study_Country`,`Geographical location of the study_Region (UNICEF)` 
Final categorisation,`Number of cases`,`Prevalence of OCSV (%)`) %>% 

mutate(`Geographical location of the study_Region 
(UNICEF)`=factor(`Geographical location of the study_Region (UNICEF)`),

Outcome=factor Final categorisation

NumCases=floor(Prevalence of OCSV (%)*`Analytical sample size`/100))

#Lifetime exposure data set
summary(ind1dataL)

ind1dataPY<-ind1dataPY %>% 

select(`Study`,`Analytical sample size`,`Geographical location of the 
study_Country`,`Geographical location of the study_Region (UNICEF)`, 
Final categorisation,`Number of cases`,`Prevalence of OCSV (%)`) %>% 

mutate(`Geographical location of the study_Region 
(UNICEF)`=factor(`Geographical location of the study_Region (UNICEF)`),

Outcome=factor Final categorisation,

NumCases=floor(Prevalence of OCSV (%)`Analytical sample size`/100))

#Previous year exposure data set
summary(ind1dataPY)
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#Gender-stratified data set

ind1dataGender<-ind1dataGender %>% 

select(`Study`,`Analytical sample size`, `Gender_victims`,`Geographical 
location of the study_Country`,`Geographical location of the study_
Region (UNICEF)`,`Recall Period`,`Final categorisation`,`Number of 
cases`,`Prevalence of OCSV (%)`) %>% 

mutate(Gender=factor(`Gender_victims`),

`Geographical location of the study_Region 
(UNICEF)`=factor(`Geographical location of the study_Region (UNICEF)`),
RecallP=factor(`Recall Period`),
Outcome=factor(`Final categorisation`),
NumCases=floor(Prevalence of OCSV (%)*`Analytical sample size`/100))

#Lifetime exposure data set
summary(ind1dataGender)```

### Lifetime experience, both sexes

```{r osLife, fig.height=12, fig.width=10}

lifedata<- ind1dataL %>% 
filter(Outcome==”outcome name”) %>% 
drop_na(NumCases)

maLife<-metaprop(event=NumCases,
n=`Analytical sample size`,
studlab=`Study`,
data = lifedata,
method=”GLMM”,
sm=”PLOGIT”,
common = F,
random = T,
prediction=T,
title=”Lifetime experience, outcome name, both sexes”)

maLife
forest(maLife,sortvar = maLife$TE)

maLife<-metaprop(event=NumCases,
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n=`Analytical sample size`,
studlab=`Study`,
subgroup=`Geographical location of the study_Region (UNICEF)`,
data = lifedata,
method=”GLMM”,
sm=”PLOGIT”,
common = F,
random = T,
prediction=T,
title=”Lifetime experience, outcome name, both sexes, by UNICEF region”)

maLife
forest(maLife,sortvar = maLife$TE)```

### Lifetime exposure, male

```{r osemale, fig.height=10, fig.width=10}
lifedataM<- ind1dataGender %>% 
filter(Outcome==”outcome name”) %>% 

filter(RecallP==’Lifetime_ever’|RecallP==’Lifetime_
before’|RecallP==’Lifetime_before 18’) %>% 
filter(Gender==’Male’) %>% 
drop_na(NumCases)

maLife<-metaprop(event=NumCases,
n=`Analytical sample size`,
studlab=`Study`,
data = lifedataM,
method=”GLMM”,
sm=”PLOGIT”,
common = F,
random = T,
prediction=T,
title=”Lifetime experience, outcome name, Male”)

maLife
forest(maLife,sortvar = maLife$TE)

maLife<-metaprop(event=NumCases,
n=`Analytical sample size`,
studlab=`Study`,
subgroup=`Geographical location of the study_Region (UNICEF)`,
data = lifedataM,
method=”GLMM”,
sm=”PLOGIT”,
common = F,
random = T,
prediction=T,
title=”Lifetime experience, outcome name, Male, by UNICEF region”)

maLife
forest(maLife,sortvar = maLife$TE)
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### Lifetime exposure, female

{r osefemale, fig.height=10, fig.width=10}
lifedataF<- ind1dataGender %>% 
filter(Outcome==”outcome name”) %>% 

filter(RecallP==’Lifetime_ever’|RecallP==’Lifetime_
before’|RecallP==’Lifetime_before 18’) %>% 
filter(Gender==’Female’) %>% 
drop_na(NumCases)

maLife<-metaprop(event=NumCases,
n=`Analytical sample size`,
studlab=`Study`,
data = lifedataF,
method=”GLMM”,
sm=”PLOGIT”,
common = F,
random = T,
prediction=T,
title=”Lifetime experience, outcome name, Female”)

maLife
forest(maLife,sortvar = maLife$TE)

maLife<-metaprop(event=NumCases,
n=`Analytical sample size`,
studlab=`Study`,
subgroup=`Geographical location of the study_Region (UNICEF)`,
data = lifedataF,
method=”GLMM”,
sm=”PLOGIT”,
common = F,
random = T,
prediction=T,
title=”Lifetime experience, outcome name, Female, by UNICEF region”)

maLife
forest(maLife,sortvar = maLife$TE)```

### Past year, both sexes

```{r oseYear, fig.height=12, fig.width=10}

yeardata<- ind1dataPY %>% 
filter(Outcome==”outcome name”) %>% 
drop_na(NumCases)

maYear<-metaprop(event=NumCases,
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n=`Analytical sample size`,
studlab=`Study`,
data = yeardata,
method=”GLMM”,
sm=”PLOGIT”,
common = F,
random = T,
prediction=T,
title=”Experience within last year, outcome name, both sexes”)

maYear
forest(maYear,sortvar = maYear$TE)

{r oseyear2, fig.height=12, fig.width=10}
# Geographical split
maYear<-metaprop(event=NumCases,
n=`Analytical sample size`,
studlab=`Study`,
subgroup=`Geographical location of the study_Region (UNICEF)`,
data = yeardata,
method=”GLMM”,
sm=”PLOGIT”,
common = F,
random = T,
prediction=T,
title=”Experience within last year, outcome name, both sexes, by UNICEF 
region”)

maYear
forest(maYear,sortvar = maYear$TE) ```

### Past year, Male

```{r pymale, fig.height=10, fig.width=10}
PYdataM<- ind1dataGender %>% 
filter(Outcome==”outcome name”) %>% 
filter(RecallP==’during the COVID-19 outbreak’|RecallP==’Past 3 
months’|RecallP==’Past 30 days’|RecallP==’Past 6 months’|RecallP==’Past 
year (12 months)’) %>% 
filter(Gender==’Male’) %>% 
drop_na(NumCases)

maLife<-metaprop(event=NumCases,
n=`Analytical sample size`,
studlab=`Study`,
data = PYdataM,
method=”GLMM”,
sm=”PLOGIT”,
common = F,
random = T,
prediction=T,
title=”Previous year experience, outcome name, Male”)
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maLife
forest(maLife,sortvar = maLife$TE)

maLife<-metaprop(event=NumCases,
n=`Analytical sample size`,
studlab=`Study`,
subgroup=`Geographical location of the study_Region (UNICEF)`,
data = PYdataM,
method=”GLMM”,
sm=”PLOGIT”,
common = F,
random = T,
prediction=T,
title=”Previous year experience, outcome name, Male, by UNICEF region”)

maLife
forest(maLife,sortvar = maLife$TE)```

### Past year, Female

```{r pyfemale, fig.height=10, fig.width=10}
PYdataF<- ind1dataGender %>% 
filter(Outcome==”outcome name”) %>% 
filter(RecallP==’during the COVID-19 outbreak’|RecallP==’Past 3 
months’|RecallP==’Past 30 days’|RecallP==’Past 6 months’|RecallP==’Past 
year (12 months)’) %>% 
filter(Gender==’Female’) %>% 
drop_na(NumCases)

maLife<-metaprop(event=NumCases,
n=`Analytical sample size`,
studlab=`Study`,
data = PYdataF,
method=”GLMM”,
sm=”PLOGIT”,
common = F,
random = T,
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prediction=T,
title=”Previous year experience, outcome name, Female”)

maLife
forest(maLife,sortvar = maLife$TE)

maLife<-metaprop(event=NumCases,
n=`Analytical sample size`,
studlab=`Study`,
subgroup=`Geographical location of the study_Region (UNICEF)`,
data = PYdataF,
method=”GLMM”,
sm=”PLOGIT”,
common = F,
random = T,
prediction=T,
title=”Previous year experience, outcome name, Female, by UNICEF region”)

maLife
forest(maLife,sortvar = maLife$TE)```


