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Abstract 

 

The practice of adopting a fake online persona (‘catfishing’) is commonly adopted by cyber 

criminals to facilitate contact with victims, yet there is a dearth of research exploring what 

makes an individual vulnerable to being catfished. This study explored the risk factors and 

vulnerability of young people to catfishing. 42 participants aged 13-17 completed an online 

questionnaire exploring problematic internet use, self-esteem, social isolation, parental 

involvement and online safety awareness, and The Catfish Test. Participants were asked to 

identify each profile as real or fake. The results of the study are discussed alongside 

implications for practice.  

 

Introduction  

 

“One day I just logged on and I got a friend request, so I accepted it. And that’s how it all 

started” 

 – Jonathan, 13 (Whittle et al, 2014a). 

 

The rise of social media has provided unlimited social contact, allowing people to connect 

from all over the world. In the UK, 71% of 12-15 year olds have a social media profile 85% 

own a Smartphone, and 74% take it to bed with them (Ofcom, 2020). However, with an 

estimated 80,000 sexual ‘predators’ online (Home Office, 2019), it is argued that children 

could be easily targeted for online predation (Ranguelov, 2010).  
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Prevalence of Online Grooming 

Every three minutes, a child is sexually abused online (Internet Watch Foundation [IWF], 

2020) with a 70% increase in police reports of online grooming over the last three years 

(National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children [NSPCC], 2021). It is estimated 

that one in nine people under the age of 18 has experienced some form of sexual 

solicitation online (Madigan, 2018). Furthermore, out of 129 cases of a sexual offence 

against adolescents, 64% involved online contact with the victim for over a month prior to 

offending (Tener et al, 2015). Thus, online grooming offenders are known to develop a 

relationship with a child for the purposes of exploitation and abuse (Child Exploitation and 

Online Protection [CEOP], 2017). However, despite this research and investigation of 

internet crimes is limited compared to offline offending (Dozortseva & Medvedeva, 2019).  

 

‘Catfishing’ as Bait  

One of the ways online grooming offenders avoid detection is through the adoption of a 

false online persona. This practice, termed ‘catfishing’, allows online grooming offenders to 

disguise themselves, both as existing people and invented characters (Tener et al, 2015). 20-

50% of online perpetrators employ some form of identity deception to build trust with 

adolescents (Bergen, 2014) lying about their age and gender and posing as a young person 

to allow interactions with under-aged users (Whittle et al, 2014a; Rashid et al, 2013; 

Ashcroft et al, 2015). This disparity between online and offline behaviour is known as ‘the 

disinhibition effect’ allowing individuals to be unidentifiable (Suler, 2005; Whittle et al, 

2013a) whereby the perception of being anonymous online gave them more confidence in 

speaking to young people (Davidson et al, 2010).  

 

Thus with ‘catfishing’ considered to be the leading cause of harm of any cybercrime 

(Ramalingam & Chinnaiah, 2018), the need for intervention is becoming increasingly 

pertinent.  However, what remains unclear is what may contribute towards adolescent 

vulnerability to catfishing.  

 

Adolescent Vulnerability Factors 



 3 

Research has demonstrated that offline vulnerabilities can translate into online risk for 

adolescents (Whittle et al, 2013a) with the following factors proposed as vulnerability 

markers in adolescent social media users:  

 

Problematic Internet Use 

Research has demonstrated that the more risk-taking behaviours a young person has online, 

the more likely they are to experience victimisation (Ybarra et al, 2011). Examples of risk-

taking behaviours may include: having multiple unknown online contacts, engaging in 

conversations with unknown online users, and engaging in sexual discussions and 

behaviours online (Whittle et al, 2013c). Moreover, prolonged and frequent social media 

use (i.e. talking for 2 hours or more), can lead to risk-taking behaviours, such as talking to 

strangers (Gómez et al, 2017) with  the risk of online grooming victimisation being positively 

correlated with the amount of time spent online (Forni et al, 2020). In addition, problematic 

internet use has also been associated with an increased risk of online sexual solicitation (Rial 

et al, 2018). 

 

Self-Esteem 

Sociometer theory attributes self-esteem as the driving force in forming offline and online 

relationships (Liu & Zhang, 2016) whereby self-esteem is deemed to be determined by how 

much acceptance a person get from others (Burrow & Rainone, 2017). Individuals with low 

self-esteem may base their social decision making on acceptance (Anthony et al., 2007), and 

will seek out relationships where they feel accepted (Liu & Zhang, 2016). However, when 

low self-esteem is coupled with offline rejection this can act as a catalyst to online risk-

taking (Lewis, 2020) whereby it is argued that online grooming offenders may seek out 

individuals with low self-esteem and use compliments and flattery to exploit them 

(Davidson et al., 2010). Samples of cybercrime victims show greater anxiety, low self-

esteem, and poor body image compared to non-victims (Andrea & Álvarez-García, 2021; Kim 

& Chock, 2015). 

 

Social Isolation 

Alongside low self-esteem, social isolation is considered a risk factor to online grooming in 

adolescents (Davidson et al., 2010; O’Leary et al., 2017). Individuals who perceive 
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themselves as socially isolated may seek social support online, which can cause increased 

problematic social media use (Meshi & Ellithorpe, 2021). In interviews, online grooming 

offenders described their victims as “insecure”, “lonely” and “lacking adult contact” 

(Davidson et al, 2010), and in interviews with victims themselves, 63% gave loneliness as a 

reason for engaging with the offender (Whittle et al, 2014b).  

 

Parental Involvement 

Parental guidelines and supervision around internet use act as key protective factors to 

online grooming (Valcke et al, 2010), reducing the likelihood of befriending strangers online 

(Shin & Ismail, 2014). However, parents often show less vigilance about their children’s 

online activity and communication compared to offline (Whittle et al, 2013c). In a sample of 

adolescents, 42.7% reported arguing with their parents over spending too much time on 

devices, however, only 30% reported having limitations on their internet use (Forni et al, 

2020). Adolescents with no parental control showed more frequent internet use and online 

risk-taking behaviour (Gómez et al, 2017) and only 47% of parents are friends with their 

children on Facebook (Pew Research Center, 2015).  

 

Online Safety Awareness 

Online safety education in schools is often the most popular tool used to communicate and 

protect against online risk-taking (Polanin et al, 2021). However, victims of online grooming 

described these lessons as insufficient in outlining the signs to look out for and others 

describe a lack of engagement with the curriculum, whilst some had not received internet 

safety education at all (Whittle et al., 2014b). Finally, although adolescents are aware of the 

risks of speaking to a stranger online, they show limited awareness of the use of fake 

profiles and deceit (Chiu & Quayle, 2022), increasing their vulnerability to such behaviours. 

Thus, it is possible that a lack of online safety awareness could predispose individuals to 

online victimisation. For example, previous studies have shown only 18% of children can 

correctly identify whether they were talking to an adult or a child (Rashid et al, 2013).  

 

Thus, the aims of the current study were to explore how able adolescents were to identify 

catfishes online and to explore what factors may exist in relation to catfishing vulnerability 

in adolescents (aged 13-17) in order that suggestions could be made to better protect 
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adolescents from catfishing vulnerability. Exploratory analysis was undertaken to explore 

the prevalence of adolescents to differentiate between ‘real’ and ‘fake’ online. In addition, it 

was predicted that: 

 

1. There will be a significant positive correlation between problematic internet use and 

social isolation with catfishing vulnerability. 

2. There will be a significant negative correlation between self-esteem and online 

safety awareness with vulnerability to catfishing. 

 

 

Method 

Participants 

Participants aged 13-17 were recruited through volunteer sampling on Facebook, Instagram, 

Twitter and TikTok (all sites with a minimum age requirement of 13 years). Participants were 

excluded from the study if they did not have a Facebook account or had a learning or 

intellectual disability that prevented them from consenting to or understanding the 

research without assistance, or if they had a severe mental disorder that may make 

participation distressing. Participants with previous experience of catfishing or online 

grooming victimisation were asked not to participate to protect them from harm (British 

Psychological Society [BPS], 2021).  

 

Materials  

 

Problematic Internet Use 

Problematic Internet use was split into two factor loadings: Online Risk-Taking (using items 

from the EU Kids Online Survey (Livingstone et al, 2011) and Amount of Internet Use, with a 

total score range of 0-28.  

 

Self-Esteem 

Three items were used to measure self-esteem from the Young Minds Matter Adolescent 

Self-Esteem Questionnaire (Hafekost et al, 2017). A higher score indicates high levels of self-

esteem, with scores ranging from -6 to +6.  
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Social Isolation 

Measured using the Friendship Scale (Hawthorne, 2006) whereby a higher score indicates 

higher levels of social isolation. A third item “how many close friends do you have?”, with 

scores ranging from 0-3, was also used to measure social isolation, with a higher score 

indicating higher levels of social isolation. Scores for the total 3 items range from -4 to +7. 

 

Parental Involvement 

2 items measured parental involvement from the EU Kids Online Survey (Livingstone et al, 

2011) alongside an additional question of “what rules/restrictions are in place?”. The 

response options for this are “time limits”, “limits on what information I can share”, “limits 

on what I can post” and “limits on who I can add/talk to online”. A third item of “are you 

friends with your parents/guardians on social media?” was measured on a scale of 0-2. This 

item was created in accordance with findings that having a parent as a friend on Facebook 

enhanced the parent-child relationship (Kanter et al, 2012). A higher score on all items 

indicates high levels of parental involvement, with total scores on all items ranging from 0-6.  

 

Online Safety Awareness 

3 items measure internet safety awareness: “people cannot hurt me online” (reverse 

scored) and “I am aware of the dangers of social media” and and “have you ever received 

any online safety lessons”. Total scores range from –4 to +5, with higher scores indicating 

higher levels of internet safety awareness. These items were created in line with findings 

that not understanding the risks of social media can increase vulnerability to online 

grooming (Wood & Wheatcroft, 2020).  

 

The Catfish Test  

Created for the purposes of the study, The Catfish Test consists of eight Facebook profiles, 

four of which depict real social media profiles created by an authentic user, and four of 

which were created by the researcher. The real profiles belong to people known to the 

researcher and thus, can be confirmed as authentic. All users gave informed consent to 

having their profiles used in the study. For these profiles, the inspect element feature on 

Google was used to change their name and remove names of their Facebook friends, 
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location and any other identifying information. This is for the protection of the user so they 

cannot be contacted by participants after the study. For the fake profiles, the researcher 

created four Facebook accounts with each account adopting a fake persona. This was due to 

research findings that online grooming offenders often disguise themselves as teenagers to 

make contact with victims, passing off other user’s images as their own (Ashcroft et al., 

2015; Bergen et al, 2014). Each fake profile used photos of real people (obtained from 

Shutterstock), a date of birth, and a first and last name from a random name generator to 

prevent researcher bias. For authenticity, additional fake Facebook accounts were created 

to leave comments and to tag the fake personas in posts, as these are elements young 

people look for when analysing Facebook profiles (Groenestein et al, 2018). The inspect 

element feature was also used to show posts as having more likes and reacts, and to change 

the date that posts were made to make them appear older. A real-life catfish could 

manipulate these features, either through websites and apps that increase the number of 

likes a user receives, or by creating multiple accounts themselves. Furthermore, two of the 

fake personas were shown to share lots of popular posts several times in a short space of 

time, as research has identified that fake profiles share others’ posts more and post more 

frequently (Gupta & Kaushal, 2017).  

 

Each profile was presented to participants as a series of screenshots that could be scrolled 

through at their own pace. After viewing each profile, participants were asked if they knew 

the person depicted in the profile and if they believed the profile to be real or fake. For real 

profiles, a judgement of ‘real’ is scored as 0 and a judgement of ‘fake’ is scored as 1. This is 

reverse coded when a profile is fake. As such, the lowest possible score is 0 and the highest 

possible score is 8. A higher score on The Catfish Test indicates higher levels of catfishing 

vulnerability, as it demonstrates limited ability to distinguish real and fake profiles from 

each other.  

 

Table 1: Characteristics of Facebook profiles used in The Catfish Test 

 

Profile  Real or 

Fake? 

Persona No. of posts 

(shown to 

No. of 

friends/followers 

Mean no. of 

likes per post 
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ppt) 

1 Real White, British, 
male, 22 years 
old 

14 880 31.21 

2 Real White, 
Ukrainian, 
female, 21 years 
old 

5 Private 10 

3 Fake White, British, 
male, 18 years 
old 

14 631 31.79 

4 Fake White, British 
female, 17 years 
old 

18 233 14.83 

5 Fake White, 
Ukrainian, 
female, 19 years 
old 

13 Private 62.62 

6 Real White, British 
male, 22 years 
old 

2 169 11 

7 Real Asian, Indian, 
female, 22 years 
old 

20 910 16.95 

8 Fake White, British, 
female, 14 years 
old 

4 Private 15 

 
Procedure 

All participants completed the survey on an online survey platform (Qualtrics, 2022). 

Participants were initially presented with the participant information sheet and asked to 

create a unique participant code that can be used to withdraw their data. Participants were 

then presented with the parent information sheet which they are asked to show to their 

parent/guardian. All participants had to confirm they had obtained parental consent on an 

assent form in order to proceed with the study. Participants then completed demographic 

characteristics of age and gender before being presented with the Adolescent Vulnerability 

Questionnaire to measure each independent variable. Following this, participants 

completed The Catfish Test, which was randomly ordered to prevent demand 

characteristics. Participants were debriefed at the end of the study. All participant facing 
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documents (i.e. information sheet, assent form, questionnaire and debrief) were verified as 

accessible to 13-17 year olds by an online readability test (ReadabilityFormulas.com).  

 

Data Analysis 

All analysis was conducted on SPSS Statistics (version 27). Each participant score on The 

Catfish Test was added to create a total score (catfishing vulnerability variable), and mean 

score was then created for the sample (scores of 4+ indicate high vulnerability). A multiple 

regression analysis with the 5 predictor variables and the dependent variable of catfishing 

vulnerability was then performed to test the hypotheses. 

 

Ethics 

Ethical approval was granted by the University Ethics Committee prior to recruitment. In 

accordance with ethical guidelines, all raw data was anonymised to protect participants’ 

privacy and confidentiality (BPS, 2021).  

 

Results  

Data Cleaning and Preparation   

Boxplot analyses revealed 1 outlier on the upper whisker for Social Isolation, 3 outliers on 

the lower whisker and 1 on the upper whisker for Internet Safety Awareness, and 3 outliers 

on the upper whisker for Parental Involvement. Mahalanobis distance analysis showed 

there were no multivariate outliers. 90% Winsorisation failed to remove outliers, and thus 

the original scores were used for the final analysis. Little’s MCAR Test revealed Missing 

Completely At Random Data patterns (𝜒𝜒2 (27) = 35.26, p =.132) and listwise deletion was 

performed for all missing values, resulting in a total of 42 participants. Tests of normality 

produced a problematic negative skewness for Problematic Internet Use (z =-2.03, p =.016) 

and Internet Safety Awareness (z =-2.25, p <.001) and problematic positive skewness for 

Social Isolation (z =1.98, p <.001) at the 1.96 cut-off level (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). 

Bootstrapping was performed on the multiple regression to overcome the violation of 

normality assumptions (Hesterberg, 2011).  

 

Exploratory Analysis: Catfishing Vulnerability Scores  



 10 

Through analysing descriptive frequencies/statistics, a mean score of 3.29 (SD = 1.22) was 

found for Catfishing Vulnerability across the sample. With scores ranging from 0 to 8, a 

score of 4+ was required to be considered high vulnerability. In the observed sample, scores 

ranged from 1-6 with the majority of participants scoring 3 or 4.  

 

Table 2: Frequencies and percentages of scores on The Catfish Test  

Score No. % 

0 0 0 

1 2 4.8 

2 10 23.8 

3 12 28.6 

4 12 28.6 

5 4 9.5 

6 2 4.8 

7 0 0 

8 0 0 

 

Hypothesis Testing: Multiple Regression Analyses  

A bootstrapped multiple regression using 1000 bootstrapped samples was conducted to 

determine whether problematic internet use, self-esteem, social isolation, internet safety 

awareness and parental involvement were predictors of catfishing vulnerability. The 

regression model was a significant improvement over the no effects model [F(5, 36) = 2.48, 

p =.05] and accounted for 50.6% of variation in catfishing vulnerability scores (R2adjusted = 

.26). No significant predictors were found.  

 

Table 3: Multiple regression with bootstrapping for the effects of risk factors on catfishing 

vulnerability  

 

 B 95% BCa CI SE (B) 𝜷𝜷 

Problematic Internet Use .08 -.02 to .19 .05 .24 

Self-Esteem -.05 -.25 to .12 .10 -.06 
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Social Isolation -.01 -.23 to 0.25 .12 -.01 

Internet Safety Awareness -.39 -.79 to -.03 .21 -.37 

Parental Involvement .27 -.01 to 0.54 .16 .25 

 

Discussion  

This study investigated how successfully adolescents can identify false online personas 

(catfishes) and what factors influence vulnerability. Whilst previous literature has focused 

on online grooming, this study specifically focused on catfishing as a facilitator to online 

child sexual exploitation. Overall, results indicated that participants did not demonstrate 

high levels of catfishing vulnerability. Furthermore, the factors problematic internet use, low 

self-esteem, social isolation, lack of parental involvement and lack of online safety 

awareness did not predict catfishing vulnerability. 

 

To the researcher’s knowledge, this is the first study to investigate catfishing vulnerability as 

a precursor to online grooming. Research has consistently demonstrated the use of 

catfishing as a method employed by online grooming offenders to gain access to potential 

victims (Whittle et al., 2014a; Rashid et al., 2013; Ashcroft et al, 2015). This, alongside 

research detailing the specific vulnerability markers to online grooming, formed the basis of 

the current study. Whilst research suggests catfishes are widespread on social media, and 

mostly go undetected (Tsikerdekis & Zeadally, 2014), these results suggest adolescents are 

perceptive to the signs of a fake online persona. This was unexpected given previous 

findings that adolescents cannot identify whether they were conversing with an adult or a 

child (Rashid, et al., 2013). In light of these findings, it could be interpreted that these 

assumptions are premature given the limited research focus on catfishing vulnerability. 

Thus, additional research is needed to determine whether adolescents can effectively 

identify catfishes online.  

 

Likewise, the vulnerability markers associated with online grooming, such as problematic 

internet use (Rial et al., 2018), low self-esteem (Andrea and Álvarez-García, 2021; Kim & 

Chock, 2015; Davidson et al, 2010), social isolation (Davidson et al., 2010; O’Leary et al., 

2017), lack of parental involvement (Valcke et al, 2010) and lack of online safety awareness 
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(Polanin et al, 2021; Chiu & Quayle, 2022) did not emerge as significant predictors of 

catfishing vulnerability.   

 

Limitations  

The findings of the current study should be interpreted within several constraints. Firstly, 

the study was limited by its sample size.  107 participants commenced the study, but only 

42 completed it. This may have been due to the length of design of the study. Research into 

adolescent news consumption revealed teenagers spend little time clicking on and engaging 

with content (Boczkowski et al., 2017). As such, the news becomes undifferentiated from 

the other media they are consuming. Further, research has suggested social media 

advertisements require repeated viewings before users interact with them, thus the current 

study may have been limited by its ability to reach the desired population on numerous 

occasions (Arigo et al, 2018). Future research may consider recruiting participants in person 

(i.e., through schools, colleges and youth groups), as participants are more likely to be in a 

mindset to learn and engage (Bartlett et al, 2017).  

 

Furthermore, The Catfish Test used was developed for the current study, and as such 

requires more research testing to establish it as a reliable measure of catfishing 

vulnerability. Future researchers may develop and refine the measure further to improve 

reliability in order to provide a more conclusive picture of catfishing vulnerability. 

 

Implications for Future Research  

The findings of the current study should be placed within the broader context of online 

grooming prevention and protection of under-aged social media users. Interesting findings 

did emerge from the descriptive statistics of the data collected. The mean score for 

problematic internet use was 15.76 out of a potential 28+, suggesting high levels of 

problematic internet use within the sample. The data revealed 38.6% of the sample used 

social media for more than 5 hours a day. Overall, this suggests high levels of social media 

use and supports previous research that 20.8% of adolescents use social media for more 

than 5 hours a day (Scott et al., 2019). Whilst these findings did not suggest higher rates of 

catfishing vulnerability in this sample, high levels of social media use is associated with 

other risk factors such as cyberbullying, body dissatisfaction, poor mental health (Bányai et 
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al, 2017), self-harm and suicidality (Abi-Jaoude et al, 2020). Research suggests these 

individuals should be targeted by school-based intervention (Bányai et al, 2017). 

 

For self-esteem, the sample showed a mean score of -1.16 (SD=1.73), with scores ranging 

from -6 to 6 indicating low levels of self-esteem for this sample. Additionally, males showed 

slightly higher scores for self-esteem (mean= 0, SD= 2.12) compared to females (mean= -1, 

SD= 1.73), which mirrors previous findings that girls display more negative attitudes towards 

themselves (Minev et al., 2018). Although self-esteem did not emerge as a significant 

predictor of catfishing vulnerability, it has been continually identified as a vulnerability 

marker by both victims and perpetrators of online grooming (Davidson et al., 2010), 

suggesting more research is needed to determine whether the results of this study are 

anomalous or indicative of a wider research narrative.  

 

Social isolation scores revealed a mean of 0.28 (SD= 1.62), with scores ranging from -4 to 7 

indicating low levels of social isolation across the sample. 45.5% of the sample had 2-5 close 

friends, with only 1 participant having no close friends. This supports the literature that only 

2% of teenagers have no close friends (Pew Research, 2018). However, our findings did not 

identify social isolation as a significant predictor of catfishing vulnerability, suggesting 

research should consider alternative vulnerability markers.  

 

Finally, low levels of parental involvement and online safety awareness were expected to 

predict high catfishing vulnerability, as evidenced by previous research of their association 

with online grooming victimisation (Gómez et al., 2017; Chiu & Quayle, 2022). Consistent 

with previous findings, 65.9% of participants said their parents did not have any rules about 

their social media use (Forni et al., 2020). For internet safety awareness, 81.8% had received 

online safety lessons, with 80.6% citing school as the place they received lessons. Whilst 

there was no association between parental involvement and online safety awareness and 

catfishing vulnerability, this could suggest these measures are ineffective as their intended 

purpose is to decrease vulnerability. As such, future research should consider the 

effectiveness of parental and school-based intervention on a child’s safety online and should 

suggest methods of improvement. 
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Conclusions 

In summary, the current study tested the extent to which adolescents could distinguish 

between real and fake Facebook profiles and the significance of problematic internet use, 

self-esteem, social isolation, parental involvement, and online safety awareness as 

predictors of catfishing vulnerability. Whilst no significant predictors emerged within the 

sample, this was the first study to investigate adolescent ability to identify fake profiles, and 

the markers of vulnerability to catfishing. Despite shortcomings in the sample size and 

reliability of measures used, this study presents a unique research focus that should be 

further explored to provide a more complete picture of catfishing vulnerability, which could 

in turn, aid in the protection of teenagers online.  

 

References 
Abi-Jaoude, E., Naylor, K. T., & Pignatiello, A. (2020) ‘Smartphones, social media use and 

youth mental health.’ Canadian Medical Association Journal (CMAJ), 192(6) pp. 
E136-E141. 

Andrea, N., & Álvarez-García, D. (2021) ‘Anxiety and self-esteem in cyber-victimization 
profiles of adolescents.’ Comunicar, 29(67). 

Anthony, D. B., Wood, J. V., & Holmes, J. G. (2007) ‘Testing sociometer theory: Self-esteem 
and the importance of acceptance for social decision-making.’ Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology, 43(3) pp. 425-432. 

Arigo, D., Pagoto, S., Carter-Harris, L., Lillie, S. E., & Nebeker, C. (2018) ‘Using social media 
for health research: Methodological and ethical considerations for recruitment and 
intervention delivery.’ Digital Health, 4, May, pp. 1-15. 

Ashcroft, M., Kaati, L., & Meyer, M. (2015) ‘A Step Towards Detecting Online Grooming--
Identifying Adults Pretending to be Children.’ In IEEE Xplore. 2015 European 
Intelligence and Security Informatics Conference. Manchester, UK, 7th-9th September 
2015, pp. 98-104. 

Bányai, F., Zsila, Á., Király, O., Maraz, A., Elekes, Z., Griffiths, M. D., Andreassen, C. S., & 
Demetrovics, Z. (2017) ‘Problematic social media use: Results from a large-scale 
nationally representative adolescent sample.’ PloS One, 12(1) pp. 1-13. 

Bartlett, R., Wright, T., Olarinde, T., Holmes, T., Beamon, E. R., & Wallace, D. (2017) ‘Schools 
as sites for recruiting participants and implementing research.’ Journal of Community 
Health Nursing, 34(2) pp. 80-88. 

Bergen, E., Davidson, J., Schulz, A., Schuhmann, P., Johansson, A., Santtila, P., & Jern, P. 
(2014) ‘The effects of using identity deception and suggesting secrecy on the 
outcomes of adult-adult and adult-child or-adolescent online sexual 
interactions.’ Victims & Offenders, 9(3) pp. 276-298. 

British Psychological Society. (2021) Code of Ethics and Conduct.  
https://www.bps.org.uk/sites/www.bps.org.uk/files/Policy/Policy%20-
%20Files/BPS%20Code%20of%20Ethics%20and%20Conduct.pdf  

Boczkowski, P., Mitchelstein, E., & Matassi, M. (2017) ‘Incidental news: How young people 
consume news on social media.’ In Critical and Ethical Studies of Digital and Social 

https://www.bps.org.uk/sites/www.bps.org.uk/files/Policy/Policy%20-%20Files/BPS%20Code%20of%20Ethics%20and%20Conduct.pdf
https://www.bps.org.uk/sites/www.bps.org.uk/files/Policy/Policy%20-%20Files/BPS%20Code%20of%20Ethics%20and%20Conduct.pdf


 15 

Media. Proceedings of the 50th Hawaii international conference on system sciences. 
Hawaii, 1st April 2017, pp. 1-8.  

Burrow, A. L., & Rainone, N. (2017) ‘How many likes did I get?: Purpose moderates links 
between positive social media feedback and self-esteem.’ Journal of Experimental 
Social Psychology, 69, March, pp. 232-236. 

Child Exploitation and Online Protection Centre [CEOP]. (2017) Net Aware Report 2017: 
“Freedom to Express Myself Safely”.  
https://d1xsi6mgo67kia.cloudfront.net/uploads/2021/10/ukccis-rh115-nspcc-net-
aware-2017.pdf  

Chiu, J., & Quayle, E. (2022) ‘Understanding online grooming: An interpretative 
phenomenological analysis of adolescents' offline meetings with adult 
perpetrators.’ Child Abuse & Neglect, 128, June, pp. 1-10. 

Davidson, J., Bifulco, A., Pham, T. H., & Tompkins, C. N. E. (2010). The European Online 
Grooming Project. [PowerPoint presentation] 5th International Conference “Keeping 
Children and Young People Safe Online” Warsaw, Kingston University, London, 20th-
22nd September 2011. 
https://www.saferinternet.pl/images/stories/pdf_V_konferencja/julia_davidson_20.
09.2011.pdf  

Dozortseva, E. G., & Medvedeva, A. S. (2019) ‘Sexual online grooming as an object of 
psychological research.’ Psychology and Law, 9(2) pp. 250-263. 

Forni, G., Pietronigro, A., Tiwana, N., Gandolfi, C. E., Del Castillo, G., Mosillo, M., & Pellai, A. 
(2020) ‘Little red riding hood in the social forest. Online grooming as a public health 
issue: A narrative review.’ Annali Di Igiene: Medicina Preventiva e Di Comunita, 32(3) 
pp. 305-318. 

Gómez, P., Harris, S. K., Barreiro, C., Isorna, M., & Rial, A. (2017) ‘Profiles of Internet use and 
parental involvement, and rates of online risks and problematic Internet use among 
Spanish adolescents.’ Computers in Human Behavior, 75, October, pp. 826-833. 

Groenestein, E., Baas, N., van Deursen, A. J., & de Jong, M. D. (2018) ‘Strategies and cues 
adolescents use to assess the age of an online stranger.’ Information, 
Communication & Society, 21(8) pp. 1168-1185. 

Gupta, A., & Kaushal, R. (2017) ‘Towards detecting fake user accounts in Facebook.’ In IEEE 
Xplore. 2017 ISEA Asia Security and Privacy (ISEASP). Surat, India, 29th January - 1st 
February 2017, pp. 1-6. 
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/7976996?casa_token=7Feex27gOgU
AAAAA:J68ZmyWaBil7wSQ5BVL3oE28Re98BeDP-
PdwJG4SQzeG8pptpOFP7ff_uVg47wW-ul6DVRL4Wg  

Hafekost, K., Boterhoven de Haan, K., Lawrence, D., Sawyer, M. G., and Zubrick, S. R. (2017) 
‘Validation of the Adolescent Self-Esteem Questionnaire: Technical Report.’ The 
University of Western Australia: Telethon Kids Institute and the Graduate School of 
Education. https://youngmindsmatter.telethonkids.org.au/siteassets/media-docs---
young-minds-matter/validation-of-the-adolescent-self-esteem-questionnaire.pdf 

Hawthorne, G. (2006) ‘Measuring social isolation in older adults: Development and initial 
validation of the friendship scale.’ Social Indicators Research, 77(3) pp. 521-548. 

Hesterberg, T. (2011) ‘Bootstrap.’ Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Computational 
Statistics, 3(6) pp. 497-526. 

https://d1xsi6mgo67kia.cloudfront.net/uploads/2021/10/ukccis-rh115-nspcc-net-aware-2017.pdf
https://d1xsi6mgo67kia.cloudfront.net/uploads/2021/10/ukccis-rh115-nspcc-net-aware-2017.pdf
https://www.saferinternet.pl/images/stories/pdf_V_konferencja/julia_davidson_20.09.2011.pdf
https://www.saferinternet.pl/images/stories/pdf_V_konferencja/julia_davidson_20.09.2011.pdf
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/7976996?casa_token=7Feex27gOgUAAAAA:J68ZmyWaBil7wSQ5BVL3oE28Re98BeDP-PdwJG4SQzeG8pptpOFP7ff_uVg47wW-ul6DVRL4Wg
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/7976996?casa_token=7Feex27gOgUAAAAA:J68ZmyWaBil7wSQ5BVL3oE28Re98BeDP-PdwJG4SQzeG8pptpOFP7ff_uVg47wW-ul6DVRL4Wg
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/7976996?casa_token=7Feex27gOgUAAAAA:J68ZmyWaBil7wSQ5BVL3oE28Re98BeDP-PdwJG4SQzeG8pptpOFP7ff_uVg47wW-ul6DVRL4Wg
https://youngmindsmatter.telethonkids.org.au/siteassets/media-docs---young-minds-matter/validation-of-the-adolescent-self-esteem-questionnaire.pdf
https://youngmindsmatter.telethonkids.org.au/siteassets/media-docs---young-minds-matter/validation-of-the-adolescent-self-esteem-questionnaire.pdf


 16 

Home Office. (2019). Fact Sheet on online Child Sexual Exploitation and Abuse. 
https://homeofficemedia.blog.gov.uk/2019/06/25/fact-sheet-on-online-child-sexual-
exploitation-and-abuse/  

Internet Watch Foundation [IWF]. (2020). IWF Annual Report 2020: Face the Facts. 
https://www.iwf.org.uk/about-us/who-we-are/annual-report/  

Kanter, M., Afifi, T. and Robbins, S. (2012) ‘The impact of parents “friending” their young 
adult child on Facebook on perceptions of parental privacy invasions and parent–
child relationship quality.’ Journal of Communication, 62(5) pp. 900-917. 

Kim, J. W., & Chock, T. M. (2015) ‘Body image 2.0: Associations between social grooming on 
Facebook and body image concerns.’ Computers in Human Behavior, 48, July, pp. 
331-339. 

Lewis, L. (2020) Experiences in Online Grooming from Initial Contact with Offender to 
Relationship Ending. PhD. Walden University. 
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2385766184?pq-
origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true  

Liu, S., & Zhang, L. (2016) ‘Sociometer theory.’ In Shackelford, T. K., & Weekes-Shackelford, 
V. A. (eds.) Encyclopedia of Evolutionary Psychological Science. Switzerland: Springer 
International Publishing, pp. 1-4. 

Livingstone, S., Haddon, L., Görzig, A. and 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. 
London: LSE Research Online.  
http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/33731/1/Risks%20and%20safety%20on%20the%20internet(l
sero).pdf  

Madigan, S. V. (2018). The prevalence of unwanted online sexual exposure and solicitation 
among youth: A meta-analysis. Journal of Adolescent Health, 63(2) pp. 133-141. 

Meshi, D., & Ellithorpe, M. E. (2021) ‘Problematic social media use and social support 
received in real-life versus on social media: Associations with depression, anxiety 
and social isolation.’ Addictive Behaviors, 119, August, pp. 1-6. 

Minev, M., Petrova, B., Mineva, K., Petkova, M., & Strebkova, R. (2018) ‘Self-esteem in 
adolescents.’ Trakia Journal of Sciences, 16(2) pp. 114-118. 

National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children [NSPCC]. (2021, August 24). 
Record high number of recorded grooming crimes lead to calls for stronger online 
safety legislation. https://www.nspcc.org.uk/about-us/news-opinion/2021/online-
grooming-record-high/  

Ofcom. (2020). Children and parents: Media use and attitudes report 2019. Ofcom. 
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0023/190616/children-media-
use-attitudes-2019-report.pdf  

O'Leary, P., Koh, E., & Dare, A. (2017). Grooming and child sexual abuse in institutional 
contexts. Sydney: Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual 
Abuse. 

Pew Research Center. (2015, July 16). Parents and Social Media. 
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2015/07/16/parents-and-social-media/ 

Pew Research Center (2018) Teens, friendships and online groups. [Online] [Accessed on 18th 
April 2022] https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2018/11/28/teens-friendships-
and-online-groups/  

https://homeofficemedia.blog.gov.uk/2019/06/25/fact-sheet-on-online-child-sexual-exploitation-and-abuse/
https://homeofficemedia.blog.gov.uk/2019/06/25/fact-sheet-on-online-child-sexual-exploitation-and-abuse/
https://www.iwf.org.uk/about-us/who-we-are/annual-report/
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2385766184?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2385766184?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true
http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/33731/1/Risks%20and%20safety%20on%20the%20internet(lsero).pdf
http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/33731/1/Risks%20and%20safety%20on%20the%20internet(lsero).pdf
https://www.nspcc.org.uk/about-us/news-opinion/2021/online-grooming-record-high/
https://www.nspcc.org.uk/about-us/news-opinion/2021/online-grooming-record-high/
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0023/190616/children-media-use-attitudes-2019-report.pdf
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0023/190616/children-media-use-attitudes-2019-report.pdf
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2015/07/16/parents-and-social-media/
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2018/11/28/teens-friendships-and-online-groups/
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2018/11/28/teens-friendships-and-online-groups/


 17 

Polanin, J. R., Espelage, D. L., Grotpeter, J. K., Ingram, K., Michaelson, L., Spinney, E., Valido, 
A., El Sheikh, A., Torgal, C., & Robinson, L. (2021) ‘A Systematic Review and Meta-
analysis of Interventions to Decrease Cyberbullying Perpetration and 
Victimization. Prevention Science, 23, June, pp. 439-454.  

Qualtrics. (2022) Qualtrics XM. [Software] Qualtrics.  
Ramalingam, D., & Chinnaiah, V. (2018) ‘Fake profile detection techniques in large-scale 

online social networks: A comprehensive review.’ Computers & Electrical 
Engineering, 65, January, pp. 165-177. 

Ranguelov, S. (2010). Summary report education on online safety in schools in Europe. New 
Horizons in Education, 58(3) pp. 149-163. 

Rashid, A., Baron, A., Rayson, P., May-Chahal, C., Greenwood, P., & Walkerdine, J. (2013) 
‘Who Am I? Analyzing Digital Personas in Cybercrime Investigations.’ Computer, 
46(4) pp. 54-61. 

ReadabilityFormulas.com. (2022) The Flesch Reading Ease Readability Formula. 
https://readabilityformulas.com/flesch-reading-ease-readability-formula.php  

Rial, A., Golpe, S., Isorna, M., Braña, T., & Gómez, P. (2018) ‘Minors and problematic 
Internet use: Evidence for better prevention.’ Computers in Human Behavior, 87, 
October, pp. 140-145. 

Scott, H., Biello, S. M., & Woods, H. C. (2019) ‘Social media use and adolescent sleep 
patterns: cross-sectional findings from the UK millennium cohort study.’ BMJ 
Open, 9(9) pp. 1-9. 

Shin, W., & Ismali, N. (2014). Exploring the role of parents and peers in young adolescents' 
risk taking on social networking sites. Cyberpsychology, Behaviour, and Social 
Networking, 17(9), 578-583. 

Suler, J. (2005) ‘The online disinhibition effect.’ International Journal of Applied 
Psychoanalytic Studies, 2(2) pp. 184-188. 

Tabachnick, B. G. and Fidell, L. S. (2013) Using multivariate statistics. 6th ed., Boston: 
Pearson. 

Tener, D., Wolak, J., & Finkelhor, D. (2015) ‘A Typology of Offenders Who Use Online 
Communications to Commit Sex Crimes Against Minors.’ Journal of Aggression, 
Maltreatment & Trauma, 24(3) pp. 319-337. 

Tsikerdekis, M., & Zeadally, S. (2014) ‘Online deception in social media.’ Communications of 
the ACM, 57(9) pp. 72-80. 

Valcke, M., Bonte, S., De Wever, B., & Rots, I. (2010). Internet parenting styles and the 
impact on Internet use of primary school children. Computers and Education, 55(2), 
454-464. 

Whittle, H. C., Hamilton-Giachritsis, C. E., & Beech, A. R. (2014a). "Under His Spell": Victims' 
Perspective of Being Groomed Online. Social Sciences, 3(3) pp. 404-426. 

Whittle, H. C., Hamilton-Giachritsis, C. E., & Beech, A. R. (2014b). In their own words: Young 
peoples’ vulnerabilities to being groomed and sexually abused 
online. Psychology, 5(10) pp. 1185-1197. 

Whittle, H. C., Hamilton-Giachritsis, C., & Beech, A. R. (2013b). Victims’ voices: The impact of 
online grooming and sexual abuse. Universal Journal of Psychology, 1(2), 59-71. 

Whittle, H., Hamilton-Giachritsis, C., Beech, A., & Collings, G. (2013a). A review of online 
grooming: Characteristics and concerns. Aggression and Violent Behaviour, 18(1) pp. 
62-70. 

https://readabilityformulas.com/flesch-reading-ease-readability-formula.php


 18 

Whittle, H., Hamilton-Giachritsis, C., Beech, A., & Collings, G. (2013c). A review of young 
people's vulnerabilities to online grooming. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 18(1) 
pp. 135-146. 

Wood, A. C. and Wheatcroft, J. M. (2020) ‘Young adult perceptions of Internet 
communications and the grooming concept.’ Sage Open, 10(1) pp. 1-12. 

Ybarra, M. L., Mitchell, K. J., & Korchmaros, J. D. (2011) ‘National trends in exposure to and 
experiences of violence on the Internet among children.’ Pediatrics, 128(6) pp. 
e1376-e1386. 

 
 

 

 

 


