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Missing Data Pattern 
Table S1 summarizes missingness on the manifest indicators among children with child trafficking experience and provides descriptive information on missingness at the child level and item level. Latent class models were estimated using all available manifest-indicator data.
Table S1. Missing Data Patterns for Trafficking Indicators among Children with Child Trafficking Experience

Panel A. Number of Missing Indicators Per Child 
	Number of missing indicators
	n
	Percent of children with child trafficking experience (%)

	0
	1780
	87.9

	1
	87
	4.3

	2
	37
	1.8

	3
	17
	0.8

	4
	6
	0.3

	5
	1
	0.05

	6
	15
	0.7

	7
	64
	3.2

	8
	18
	0.9

	Total
	2025
	100.0


Note. Latent class models were estimated using all available manifest-indicator data (N = 2,025). Complete-case counts are reported descriptively and do not indicate case exclusion from model estimation.

Panel B. Item Level Missingness 
	Domain
	Indicator (short label)
	n missing
	Percent missing (%)

	Force, Fraud, or Coercion
	Work not agreed
	143
	7.1

	Force, Fraud, or Coercion
	Work outside home, little or no pay
	135
	6.7

	Force, Fraud, or Coercion
	Forced to repay debt
	132
	6.5

	Force, Fraud, or Coercion
	Illegal or immoral work
	130
	6.4

	Force, Fraud, or Coercion
	Forced to work
	119
	5.9

	Force, Fraud, or Coercion
	Forced to beg
	118
	5.8

	Force, Fraud, or Coercion
	Forced to work to pay school fees
	118
	5.8

	Force, Fraud, or Coercion
	Not allowed to leave or contact
	28
	1.4

	Sector
	Mining and quarrying
	0
	0.0

	Sector
	Fishing
	0
	0.0

	Sector
	Portering
	0
	0.0

	Sector
	Commercial sexual exploitation
	0
	0.0

	Sector
	Manufacturing
	0
	0.0

	Sector
	Construction
	0
	0.0

	Hazardous task
	Heavy loads
	0
	0.0

	Hazardous task
	Dangerous tools or machinery
	0
	0.0

	Hazardous task
	Dust, fumes or gas
	0
	0.0

	Hazardous task
	Extreme heat, cold or humidity
	0
	0.0

	Hazardous task
	Loud noise or vibration
	0
	0.0


Note. Missingness was confined to the eight force, fraud, or coercion indicators. All six sector items and all five hazardous task items have complete data.
Sensitivity Analyses and External Validation
S1.1 Model fit and solution stability
We evaluated latent class solutions with 2 through 8 classes using all available manifest-indicator data. Model fit and stability statistics are presented in Supplementary Table S2. Bayesian Information Criterion values were 23,352.93 (5 classes), 23,338.14 (6 classes), 23,353.08 (7 classes), and 23,357.13 (8 classes). All candidate solutions were estimated using 500 random starts, and we examined whether the highest log-likelihood was replicated across starts. The best log-likelihood was replicated for the 2- through 6-class solutions, but not for the 7- or 8-class solutions. Although the 6-class model yielded the lowest Bayesian Information Criterion, its best log-likelihood replicated only 3 times, whereas the five-class solution replicated 23 times. The 7- and 8-class solutions also produced very small minimum class shares (about 2%). By contrast, the five-class solution showed stronger replication, acceptable class sizes, and substantively interpretable profiles. We therefore retained the five-class solution on the basis of fit, stability, parsimony, and interpretability.

Table S2. Model Fit and Stability Statistics for 2- through 8-Class Solutions
	K
	Log-likelihood
	Akaike Information Criterion
	Bayesian Information Criterion
	Entropy
	Minimum class share
	Best Log-likelihood replications
	Best Log-likelihood replicated

	2
	-11,671.02
	23,420.05
	23,638.97
	0.848
	0.157
	499
	Yes

	3
	-11,502.24
	23,122.48
	23,453.66
	0.758
	0.127
	404
	Yes

	4
	-11,390.93
	22,939.87
	23,383.32
	0.637
	0.127
	307
	Yes

	5
	-11,299.61
	22,797.22
	23,352.93
	0.754
	0.078
	23
	Yes

	6
	-11,216.08
	22,670.15
	23,338.14
	0.799
	0.055
	3
	Yes

	7
	-11,147.42
	22,573.83
	23,353.08
	0.817
	0.020
	1
	No

	8
	-11,073.31
	22,464.61
	23,357.13
	0.862
	0.026
	1
	No


Note. Candidate latent class models from 2 through 8 classes were estimated using all available manifest-indicator data. All candidate solutions were estimated using 500 random starts. Entropy is reported as relative entropy, with higher values indicating clearer class separation. Minimum class share refers to the smallest posterior-weighted class prevalence in a given solution. Best log-likelihood replications indicates the number of random starts that converged to the highest observed log-likelihood for that solution. 

S1.2 Indicator robustness: excluding the commercial sexual exploitation item
To examine whether the revised 5-class solution was sensitive to a rare indicator, we re-estimated the model after excluding the commercial sexual exploitation item from the sector domain. Posterior-weighted class shares in the alternative model were nearly identical to those in the reference solution (Supplementary Table S3). Absolute differences in class prevalence were at most 0.15 percentage points, with the largest changes observed for Class 2 (-0.15) and Class 4 (+0.15), and no change for Class 5. These results indicate that the overall class structure was not materially altered by removing the commercial sexual exploitation indicator.

Class-specific item-response probabilities for the remaining indicators also showed very close correspondence between the reference and reduced-indicator models (Supplementary Table S4). Across classes, the defining patterns of sector participation, hazardous-task exposure, and force, fraud, or coercion remained substantively unchanged. This suggests that the revised 5-class typology is robust to exclusion of the commercial sexual exploitation item and is not driven by this rarely endorsed indicator.

Table S3. Posterior-Weighted Class Prevalences in the Reference Model and in the Model Excluding the Commercial Sexual Exploitation Indicator 
	Class
	Share (reference, %)
	Share (no sex work, %)
	Difference (percentage points)

	C1
	25.76
	25.79
	0.03

	C2
	7.81
	7.66
	-0.15

	C3
	10.56
	10.53
	-0.03

	C4
	30.75
	30.91
	0.15

	C5
	25.11
	25.11
	0.00


Note. Differences represent the percentage points change in posterior-weighted class prevalence between the reference 5-class model and the 5-class model excluding the commercial sexual exploitation item. Very small differences indicate that removing this rare indicator does not substantively change class prevalences.

Table S4. Selected Item-Response Probabilities in the Reference Model and in the Model Excluding the Commercial Sexual Exploitation Indicator
	Model
	Class
	Mining
	Fishing
	Portering
	Heavy loads
	Forced to work
	Little/no wages
	School-fee coercion

	Reference
	C1
	0.091
	0.123
	0.115
	0.000
	0.269
	0.334
	0.097

	Drop commercial sexual exploitation
	C1
	0.091
	0.124
	0.115
	0.000
	0.271
	0.335
	0.099

	Reference
	C2
	0.169
	0.372
	0.820
	0.966
	0.648
	0.723
	0.344

	Drop commercial sexual exploitation
	C2
	0.173
	0.368
	0.816
	0.969
	0.655
	0.736
	0.353

	Reference
	C3
	0.023
	0.060
	0.087
	0.482
	0.738
	0.940
	0.662

	Drop commercial sexual exploitation
	C3
	0.022
	0.061
	0.089
	0.482
	0.739
	0.940
	0.661

	Reference
	C4
	0.044
	0.034
	0.057
	0.494
	0.319
	0.093
	0.279

	Drop commercial sexual exploitation
	C4
	0.044
	0.034
	0.060
	0.496
	0.317
	0.092
	0.277

	Reference
	C5
	0.029
	0.043
	0.259
	1.000
	0.113
	0.080
	0.081

	Drop commercial sexual exploitation
	C5
	0.029
	0.045
	0.260
	1.000
	0.113
	0.081
	0.081


Note. Values are class-specific item-response probabilities, Pr(Yes | class), for selected sector, hazardous-task, and force, fraud, and coercion indicators in the reference 5-class model and in the model excluding the commercial sexual exploitation item. The close correspondence across models shows that the latent profiles are robust to the removal of this rare indicator.

S1.3 Age-band analyses
We examined whether the 5-class typology was sensitive to developmental stage by fitting separate 5-class latent class models within three age bands (5-11, 12-14, and 15-17 years) and comparing the resulting posterior-weighted class prevalences with those from the full-sample solution (Supplementary Table S5). All three age-band models converged successfully, and no indicators had to be dropped due to lack of within-band variation. To ensure comparability across age bands, each age-band-specific solution was aligned to the full-sample 5-class reference solution on the basis of similarity in item-response probability profiles before class prevalences were compared.
Among children aged 5-11 years, Class 4 was more prevalent than in the full sample (42.35% vs. 30.75%), whereas Class 1 and Class 5 were somewhat less common (21.43% and 19.04% vs. 25.76% and 25.11%, respectively). Class 2 remained relatively uncommon (6.54%), and Class 3 was similar to its full-sample prevalence (10.64% vs. 10.56%). Among children aged 12-14 years, Class 4 again remained the most prevalent profile (42.36%), and Class 3 was more common than in the full sample (15.16% vs. 10.56%), whereas Class 1 and Class 2 were less common. Among adolescents aged 15-17 years, Class 5 became the dominant profile (49.66% vs. 25.11% in the full sample), while Class 1 was notably less prevalent (8.92% vs. 25.76%) and Class 3 was also reduced (5.26% vs. 10.56%).
Taken together, these results suggest that the revised 5-class structure remains identifiable across age groups, but the relative prevalence of the classes shifts meaningfully by developmental stage. In particular, environmentally hazardous work (Class 4) was especially prominent among younger children and early adolescents, whereas heavy-load labor with low coercion (Class 5) was much more common among older adolescents. Because these comparisons are based on cross-sectional age groups rather than repeated observations of the same children, they should not be interpreted as direct evidence of developmental transitions. Future longitudinal research could use latent transition analysis to examine whether, and under what conditions, children move across exploitation profiles as they age..
Table S5. Posterior-weighted Class Prevalences by Age Band, Compared with Full-sample Prevalences
	Age band
	Class
	Share (full sample, %)
	Share (age band, %)
	Difference (percentage points)

	5-11
	C1
	25.76
	21.43
	-4.34

	5-11
	C2
	7.81
	6.54
	-1.27

	5-11
	C3
	10.56
	10.64
	0.08

	5-11
	C4
	30.75
	42.35
	11.59

	5-11
	C5
	25.11
	19.04
	-6.07

	12-14
	C1
	25.76
	14.34
	-11.43

	12-14
	C2
	7.81
	4.78
	-3.04

	12-14
	C3
	10.56
	15.16
	4.60

	12-14
	C4
	30.75
	42.36
	11.61

	12-14
	C5
	25.11
	23.36
	-1.75

	15-17
	C1
	25.76
	8.92
	-16.85

	15-17
	C2
	7.81
	8.71
	0.90

	15-17
	C3
	10.56
	5.26
	-5.29

	15-17
	C4
	30.75
	27.44
	-3.32

	15-17
	C5
	25.11
	49.66
	24.56


Note. “Share (full sample)” refers to the posterior-weighted prevalence of each class in the full-sample 5-class solution among children with child trafficking experience (N = 2,025). “Difference (percentage points)” is the age-band share minus the full-sample share for the same class. All three age-band models converged successfully, and no indicators were dropped because of zero within-band variation. Class 1 = moderate coercion, minimal hazards. Class 2 = high multi-domain exploitation. Class 3 = high coercion, moderate hazardous work. Class 4 = environmentally hazardous work, relatively low coercion. Class 5 = heavy-load labor, low coercion.

S1.4 Design–based class shares
Because the latent class analysis was estimated without sampling weights and no sampling-weight variable was available in the de-identified analytic dataset, we examined whether accounting for the clustered survey design altered conclusions about class prevalences. Using a survey design object with enumeration areas as primary sampling units, district as the stratification variable, and equal weights assigned to all observations, we calculated design-adjusted means and 95% confidence intervals for class shares (Supplementary Table S6). The design-adjusted class shares closely matched the unweighted posterior-weighted class shares. Specifically, the design-adjusted prevalence of Class 4 was 30.75% (95% CI [23.75, 37.76]), followed by Class 1 at 25.76% (95% CI [19.68, 31.85]), Class 5 at 25.11% (95% CI [18.96, 31.26]), Class 3 at 10.56% (95% CI [7.43, 13.68]), and Class 2 at 7.81% (95% CI [5.36, 10.26]). Design-adjusted estimates by district (Supplementary Table S7) also supported the geographic variation observed in the main text, with Class 4 showing the highest prevalence in Kailahun (34.20%) and Kono (37.43%), and Class 5 showing the highest prevalence in Kenema (38.81%). These similarities indicate that accounting for clustering and district stratification does not materially change the main conclusions about the overall size or district distribution of the latent classes.

Table S6. Design-adjusted Overall Prevalences of Latent Classes
	Class
	Mean (proportion)
	SE
	Share (%)
	95% CI lower
	95% CI upper

	C1
	0.25765
	0.03106
	25.76
	19.68
	31.85

	C2
	0.07815
	0.01250
	7.81
	5.36
	10.26

	C3
	0.10557
	0.01596
	10.56
	7.43
	13.68

	C4
	0.30755
	0.03573
	30.75
	23.75
	37.76

	C5
	0.25109
	0.03138
	25.11
	18.96
	31.26


Note. Mean is the design-adjusted mean posterior class probability, estimated using district stratification and enumeration-area clustering with equal weights assigned to all observations; Share (%) = Mean × 100. Class 1 = moderate coercion, minimal hazards. Class 2 = high multi-domain exploitation. Class 3 = high coercion, moderate hazardous work. Class 4 = environmentally hazardous work, relatively low coercion. Class 5 = heavy-load labor, low coercion.

Table S7. Design-Adjusted Prevalences of Latent Classes by District
	District
	Class
	Mean (proportion)
	SE
	Share (%)
	95% CI lower
	95% CI upper

	Kailahun
	C1
	0.21851
	0.05800
	21.85
	10.48
	33.22

	Kailahun
	C2
	0.05841
	0.01840
	5.84
	2.23
	9.45

	Kailahun
	C3
	0.15151
	0.03678
	15.15
	7.94
	22.36

	Kailahun
	C4
	0.34198
	0.07253
	34.20
	19.98
	48.41

	Kailahun
	C5
	0.22960
	0.07579
	22.96
	8.10
	37.82

	Kenema
	C1
	0.23706
	0.03629
	23.71
	16.59
	30.82

	Kenema
	C2
	0.05560
	0.01591
	5.56
	2.44
	8.68

	Kenema
	C3
	0.09895
	0.02276
	9.90
	5.44
	14.36

	Kenema
	C4
	0.22032
	0.04915
	22.03
	12.40
	31.66

	Kenema
	C5
	0.38807
	0.05133
	38.81
	28.75
	48.87

	Kono
	C1
	0.31218
	0.06561
	31.22
	18.36
	44.08

	Kono
	C2
	0.11890
	0.02881
	11.89
	6.24
	17.54

	Kono
	C3
	0.07508
	0.02161
	7.51
	3.27
	11.74

	Kono
	C4
	0.37429
	0.05643
	37.43
	26.37
	48.49

	Kono
	C5
	0.11954
	0.02671
	11.95
	6.72
	17.19


Note. Mean is the design-adjusted mean posterior class probability for each class within each district, estimated using district stratification and enumeration-area clustering with equal weights assigned to all observations; Share (%) = Mean × 100. Class 1 = moderate coercion, minimal hazards. Class 2 = high multi-domain exploitation. Class 3 = high coercion, moderate hazardous work. Class 4 = environmentally hazardous work, relatively low coercion. Class 5 = heavy-load labor, low coercion.

S1.5 External validation: orphanhood and school enrolment
To assess external validity, we compared orphanhood and current school enrolment across the latent classes (Supplementary Table S8). The clearest pattern was observed for Class 2, the high multi-domain exploitation profile, whose members had the highest orphanhood rate (30.20%) and the lowest current enrolment in formal school (60.40%), with 39.60% out of school. This pattern is consistent with the interpretation of Class 2 as the most burdened profile in the sample. Class 3, the high-coercion profile with moderate hazardous work, also showed elevated vulnerability, with orphanhood of 27.18% and lower school enrolment (83.59%) than several other classes. By contrast, Classes 1 and 4 showed the highest levels of school enrolment (87.15% and 87.57%, respectively) and comparatively lower orphanhood (16.84% and 20.71%). Class 5, the heavy-load labor profile with low coercion, occupied an intermediate position, with orphanhood of 16.89% and school enrolment of 82.78%. Across all classes, mean maximum posterior probabilities for the assigned class ranged from 0.82 to 0.87, indicating good classification certainty overall. These differences in orphanhood and schooling support the substantive interpretation of the latent classes and suggest that the profiles capture meaningful variation in children’s social vulnerability as well as in their exploitation experiences.

Table S8. Orphanhood, School Enrolment, and Classification Certainty by Latent Class
	Latent class
	n
	Mean age (years)
	Orphan (%)
	In school (%)
	Out of school (%)
	Mean MaxPost

	C1: Moderate Coercion, Minimal Hazards
	576
	11.68
	16.84
	87.15
	12.85
	0.84

	C2: High Multi-Domain Exploitation
	149
	12.92
	30.20
	60.40
	39.60
	0.87

	C3: High Coercion, Moderate Hazardous Work
	195
	12.23
	27.18
	83.59
	16.41
	0.84

	C4: Environmentally Hazardous Work, Relatively Low Coercion
	507
	11.92
	20.71
	87.57
	12.43
	0.87

	C5: Heavy-Load Labor, Low Coercion
	598
	12.34
	16.89
	82.78
	17.22
	0.82


Note. Values are based on children with child trafficking experience in the latent class analysis using all available manifest-indicator data. n reflects the number of children assigned to each class based on modal posterior classification. “Orphan (%)” is the percentage of children in each class who had lost one or both parents. “In school (%)” and “Out of school (%)” are based on current enrolment in formal school at the time of survey. Mean MaxPost refers to the average maximum posterior probability for the assigned (modal) class; values closer to 1 indicate higher classification certainty.

S1.6 Severity indices by class
Finally, we summarized severity within each class using expected counts of endorsed indicators based on class-specific item-response probabilities (Supplementary Table S9). Class 2 showed the highest expected counts across all three domains, with an average of 2.48 hazardous-task indicators, 2.57 force, fraud, or coercion indicators, and 1.85 trafficking-related sectors, indicating a highly concentrated pattern of multi-domain exploitation. Class 3 had the highest expected number of force, fraud, or coercion indicators (3.49), but more moderate expected counts for hazardous tasks (1.03) and sectors (0.30), consistent with a profile marked primarily by coercive control rather than broad sectoral exposure. Class 4 showed elevated hazardous-task exposure (1.34) but relatively lower expected force, fraud, or coercion (0.74) and sector (0.23) counts, in line with its interpretation as an environmentally hazardous work profile with comparatively lower coercion. Class 5 had an expected hazardous-task count of 1.01, reflecting concentration in heavy-load labor, but relatively low expected force, fraud, or coercion (0.33) and sector (0.36) counts. Class 1 showed minimal hazardous exposure (0.03), with low expected sector counts (0.44) and moderate expected force, fraud, or coercion counts (0.91), consistent with limited hazardous work but nontrivial coercion and wage-related exploitation. Together, these indices reinforce the interpretation of Class 2 as the highest-burden multi-domain profile, Class 3 as the most coercion-intensive profile, Classes 4 and 5 as hazardous-labor profiles with relatively lower coercion, and Class 1 as the profile with the least hazardous exposure within the sample of children with child trafficking experience.

Table S9. Expected Counts of Hazardous-Task, Sector, and Force, Fraud, or Coercion Indicators by Latent Class
	Class
	Expected hazardous-task count
	Expected force, fraud, or coercion count
	Expected sector count
	Share (proportion)
	Share (%)

	C1
	0.03
	0.91
	0.44
	0.26
	25.8

	C2
	2.48
	2.57
	1.85
	0.08
	7.8

	C3
	1.03
	3.49
	0.30
	0.11
	10.6

	C4
	1.34
	0.74
	0.23
	0.31
	30.8

	C5
	1.01
	0.33
	0.36
	0.25
	25.1


Note. Expected counts were computed as the sum of item-response probabilities within each domain for each class. Share is the posterior-weighted prevalence of each class. Class 1 = moderate coercion, minimal hazards. Class 2 = high multi-domain exploitation. Class 3 = high coercion, moderate hazardous work. Class 4 = environmentally hazardous work, relatively low coercion. Class 5 = heavy-load labor, low coercion. 

S1.7 Full item-response probabilities and heatmap
Supplementary Table S10 presents the complete set of item-response probabilities for all 19 trafficking-related indicators, including six sectors, five hazardous tasks, and eight force, fraud, and coercion indicators by latent class. These estimates extend the selected item-response probabilities reported in Table 3 of the main text and allow readers to examine the full configuration of sector participation, hazardous task exposure, and coercive experiences within each class. All probabilities are based on the revised latent class analysis using all available manifest-indicator data among children with child trafficking experience (CTE). 

Table S10. Full Item-response Probabilities for Trafficking-related Sectors, Hazardous Tasks, and Force, Fraud, or Coercion Indicators
	Domain
	Indicator
	C1: Moderate Coercion, Minimal Hazards
	C2: High Multi-Domain Exploitation
	C3: High Coercion, Moderate Hazardous Work
	C4: Environmentally Hazardous Work, Relatively Low Coercion
	C5: Heavy-Load Labor, Low Coercion

	Hazardous labor sectors
	Mining/quarrying 
	0.09
	0.17
	0.02
	0.04
	0.03

	
	Fishing
	0.12
	0.37
	0.06
	0.03
	0.04

	
	Portering
	0.12
	0.82
	0.09
	0.06
	0.26

	
	Commercial sexual exploitation
	0.02
	0.05
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	
	Manufacturing
	0.01
	0.08
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	
	Construction
	0.08
	0.36
	0.11
	0.08
	0.01

	Hazardous tasks (away from home)
	Heavy loads 
	0.00
	0.97
	0.48
	0.49
	1.00

	
	Dangerous tools/heavy machinery 
	0.00
	0.42
	0.05
	0.17
	0.01

	
	Dust/fumes/gas 
	0.02
	0.36
	0.14
	0.10
	0.00

	
	Extreme heat/cold/ humidity
	0.00
	0.52
	0.33
	0.54
	0.00

	
	Loud noise/vibration
	0.01
	0.21
	0.03
	0.04
	0.00

	Force, fraud, or coercion (FFC)
	Forced to work
	0.27
	0.65
	0.74
	0.32
	0.11

	
	Forced to repay debt
	0.03
	0.24
	0.35
	0.02
	0.00

	
	Little or no wages (outside home)
	0.33
	0.72
	0.94
	0.09
	0.08

	
	Work not agreed 
	0.05
	0.34
	0.50
	0.01
	0.01

	
	Forced to beg
	0.04
	0.14
	0.21
	0.01
	0.00

	
	Illegal/immoral work
	0.02
	0.08
	0.07
	0.00
	0.00

	
	School-fee coercion
	0.10
	0.34
	0.66
	0.28
	0.08

	
	Not allowed to leave/contact parents
	0.07
	0.06
	0.01
	0.01
	0.04


Note. Values are conditional probabilities of endorsing each indicator given class membership (Pr[Yes] | class), rounded to two decimal places. The latent class analysis used all available manifest-indicator data among children with child trafficking experience. Posterior-weighted class prevalences were 25.8% for C1, 7.8% for C2, 10.6% for C3, 30.8% for C4, and 25.1% for C5. This table extends the selected indicators reported in Table 3 of the main text.
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