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Abstract
In response to the commercial sexual exploitation of children (CSEC) within
five U.S. cities, the CSEC Community Intervention Project (CCIP) was
created to enhance collaboration among nongovernmental organization
(NGO) representatives, law enforcement officials and prosecutors in
Chicago, Atlantic City, Denver, Washington, D.C., and San Diego. A total
of 211 participants were surveyed during a 3-day CCIP training institute held
in each city. Evaluation data suggest that participants were positively influ-
enced in their knowledge, skills, and attitudes regarding CSEC. Our findings
inform NGO representatives, law enforcement officials, and prosecutors of
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the importance of professional training and the benefits of cross-disciplinary
collaboration in addressing CSEC.

Keywords
commercial sexual exploitation of children (CSEC), evaluation, training,
nongovernmental organization (NGO), law enforcement officials

Introduction

Child sexual exploitation has emerged as a significant social problem at the

local, national, and international levels (Estes and Weiner 2001; Kara

2009). Among the most destructive ways in which children are sexually

exploited is through the commercial sexual exploitation of children

(CSEC). Other virulent forms include child pornography and molestation,

juvenile prostitution, and child sexual trafficking (see Estes, 2001 for a

review). Estimates of child exploitation suggest that as many as 100,000

unaccompanied children are apprehended at the U.S. borders each year

(Goździak and MacDonnell 2007). Estes and Weiner (2001) report that

there are at least 300,000 children at risk of sexual exploitation every year.

Fluctuating numbers can affect the allocation and availability of resources

at the local level to prevent CSEC, protect and serve victims, and prosecute

exploiters of this crime (Clawson, Small, and Myles 2004).

CSEC is defined as ‘‘the sexual exploitation of children entirely, or at

least primarily, for financial or other economic reasons. The economic

exchanges involved may be either monetary or nonmonetary (i.e., for food,

shelter, drugs) but, in every case, involve maximum benefits to the exploiter

and an abrogation of the basic rights, dignity, autonomy, physical and men-

tal well-being of the children involved’’ (Estes and Weiner 2001, 10). CSEC

victims are often held in captivity and forced into prostitution, where inci-

dents of rape, horrific living conditions, starvation, and bondage occur

(Roby 2005). They may experience psychological torture, emotional abuse,

and physical and sexual violence (Raymond and Hughes 2001). On escape,

they experience myriad immediate needs that require sensitive and well-

planned coordination among trained service and health care providers, law

enforcement officials and attorneys (Roby 2005).

After rescue, CSEC victims often experience physical and psychological

trauma symptoms resulting from their experiences. They may have critical

health needs and suffer from anxiety disorders and depression due to the

beatings, torture, and rape they endured in captivity (Raymond and Hughes
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2001; Roby 2005). Additionally, victims often suffer from trauma symp-

toms, which can result in changing or shifting stories related to their sexual

exploitation (Herman 1997). Local law enforcement officials and other ser-

vice providers who have not been trained may perceive this behavior as

noncooperative, untruthful, or manipulative on the part of the victims.

Furthermore, service needs often shift with the passage of time. Victims

may have health and safety concerns initially, which require immediate

attention; yet over time, their needs frequently shift to include mental health

concerns, such as depression (Sullivan and Wodarski 2006). In the absence

of trained professionals who adopt victim-centered and culturally appropri-

ate interventions that recognize and treat mental health symptoms, second-

ary victimization can occur within the social service and criminal justice

systems. Such approaches recognize that victims have been physically and

psychologically coerced and that service barriers persist after rescue (Cali-

fornia Alliance to Combat Trafficking and Slavery Task Force [CA ACTS]

2007). Creating access to trained service providers is paramount in helping

victims establish trust in professionals as they work through their rehabili-

tation and societal reintegration.

Assistance is also needed for CSEC victims in navigating the social ser-

vice and justice systems, understanding their rights, and obtaining benefits

for which they are eligible. Victims frequently have multiple immediate

needs after rescue, including comprehensive social services, health and

mental health care, job training, and in particular, safe and stable shelter.

CSEC survivors have often been traumatized and the uncertainty of where

they are going to live exacerbates anxiety and creates increased vulnerabil-

ity to being revictimized. A 2006 report reviewing the progress of the U.S.

governmental and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) toward elimi-

nating CSEC found that fewer than 20% of the organizations were able

to provide shelter to exploited children (Shared Hope International,

ECPAT-USA, & the Protection Project of the Johns Hopkins University

School of Advanced International Studies 2006). There were very few facil-

ities that provided secure shelter, in particular, for CSEC victims. In many

states, child protective service agencies lack an existing policy on accepting

sexually exploited children into shelters. Similarly, in a 2007 California

report, only 20% of service providers for exploited children reported pro-

viding physical shelter to this vulnerable population (CA ACTS 2007).

Providers are best able to meet the complex and interrelated needs of

CSEC victims through a network of social workers, physicians, mental

health specialists, law enforcement officials, and attorneys. Assisting CSEC

victims through a victim-centered approach has been shown to work most
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efficiently through coordination among NGO representatives, law enforce-

ment officials and prosecutors (CA ACTS 2007). However, differences

among professions in their codes of ethics, roles, legal responsibilities, and

proximity to victims and perpetrators can complicate collaborative efforts.

A promising model that has been replicated in several U.S. cities entails cre-

ating public–private partnership task forces to respond to CSEC at the local

level (CA ACTS 2007). One example of this is the CSEC Community Inter-

vention Project (CCIP), a five-city initiative in Chicago, Atlantic City,

Denver, Washington, D.C., and San Diego, which is designed to promote

collaborative efforts among NGO representatives, law enforcement offi-

cials, and prosecutors in preventing CSEC, identifying and protecting vic-

tims, and prosecuting exploiters. The purpose of this article is to present

quantitative and qualitative evaluation data from five CCIP training

institutes held from September 2007 to February 2008, with 230 NGO rep-

resentatives, law enforcement officials and prosecutors working in citywide

anti-CSEC efforts across five U.S. cities.

Overview of CCIP

From 2006 to 2008, the CCIP sought to train NGO representatives, law

enforcement officials and prosecutors in five U.S. cities on CSEC-related

issues and to build the capacity of local officials working to eliminate

CSEC. A total of 230 participants from Chicago (n ¼ 54), Atlantic City

(n ¼ 40), Denver (n ¼ 42), Washington, D.C. (n ¼ 40), and San Diego

(n ¼ 54) attended a 3-day CCIP training institute in each city. Following

attendance at the institutes, participants returned to their respective agencies

to conduct community-based CSEC trainings for their colleagues and local

community members as well as to develop and implement a CSEC commu-

nity response plan in each city.

Through the CCIP institutes, participants were expected to increase their

understanding of CSEC and its effects on victims as well as to acquire

profession-specific skills for working with victims. Adopting a train-

the-trainer model, the institutes also provided participants with the skills

to replicate the training modules in their own agencies and communities.

Pre- and posttests were used to assess the institutes’ impact. Pretests were

administered at the beginning of the 3-day training whereas the posttests

were collected at the end of the training before participants returned to their

respective cities. Evaluation data allowed us to (a) measure subject compre-

hension by training module and mastery of goals, (b) determine the achieve-

ment of measurable objectives for each module, and (c) provide ongoing

Ferguson et al 571

571



feedback to trainers regarding participant knowledge/skill levels and sug-

gestions from earlier trainings to improve subsequent institutes.

Methods

Site Selection

Convenience sampling was used to select five U.S. cities for the CCIP:

Atlantic City, NJ; Chicago, IL; Denver, CO; San Diego, CA; and Washing-

ton, D.C. Two selection criteria were adopted to identify the participating

sites. First, the city had to have an identified CSEC problem according to

local anecdotal evidence. Second, city residents had to have already begun

a CSEC response (e.g., through a local task force) or indicated readiness to

respond. Agencies from the five selected cities also had a previous working

relationship with the principal investigator (PI). In each city, the PI selected

one social service agency based on its previous track record working with

CSEC to coordinate efforts. This agency was subcontracted to partner with

the CCIP. Within each host agency, one or two site coordinators were either

named or hired through the project to oversee the coordination of the local

efforts.

Sampling Procedures

Convenience sampling was used to select 230 participants from Chicago

(n ¼ 54), Atlantic City (n ¼ 40), Denver (n ¼ 42), Washington, D.C.

(n ¼ 40), and San Diego (n ¼ 54) to participate in the CCIP training insti-

tutes. In each city, the site coordinators selected prosecutors, law enforce-

ment officials and NGO representatives who were involved in the city’s

anti-CSEC efforts. Project funding enabled a total of 40–50 participants

in each city to attend the training.

Project Phases

The evaluation of the CCIP was conducted in two phases. In Phase I

(curriculum development), a well-known CSEC survivor-led NGO was

contracted to develop and implement the training curriculum of CCIP insti-

tute. The following nine training modules were developed by the contracted

agency, with input from a multidisciplinary team of experts (technical

working group): (1) what is CSEC?, (2) pathways and precursors to CSEC,

(3) understanding the impact of CSEC, (4) victim identification and engage-

ment, (5) effective service delivery to CSEC victims, (6) investigating
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CSEC cases and interviewing victims, (7) working with CSEC cases, (8)

medical and mental health care of CSEC victims, and (9) systemic and col-

laborative intervention. Modules 1 through 4, and 9 provided general CSEC

knowledge, whereas Modules 5 through 8 were designed for specific pro-

fessions. Each module was created for a 90-min session. To design the cur-

riculum, Bloom’s (1956) taxonomy of three domains of educational

objectives (i.e., knowledge, skills, and attitudes) was used to increase the

likelihood of comprehension and application of the information and skills

taught. This taxonomy of how individuals learn is commonly used to guide

the educational or learning outcomes of a particular educational session or

training. That is, after the session, the learners should have increase in their

knowledge, skills, and attitudes as a result of the educational content disse-

minated in the session (Bloom 1956; Simpson 1972; Krathwohl, Bloom,

and Masia 1973). During this phase, the evaluators created all assessment

instruments from the training module’s learning objectives (described

below in the Measures section).

During Phase II (CCIP training institutes), roughly 50 NGO representa-

tives, law enforcement officials and prosecutors were selected in each city

to attend a 3-day CCIP institute. Two employees from the contracted

agency who developed the training curriculum (i.e., facilitators) delivered

all modules at each of the five training institutes. Because the curriculum

developers also delivered the trainings, there was consistency in the deliv-

ery of content across sites and minimal site-related bias introduced into the

trainings. The institute facilitators used a variety of training techniques,

such as handouts, guest speakers, videos, role-plays and mock interviewing,

interprofessional collaboration on case studies, and personal action plans.

Given that the institute participants were adults with varying levels of expe-

rience working in anti-CSEC efforts, the facilitators used an andragogical

model of adult learning. An andragogical model of learning is a model tai-

lored specifically for adults and is different from pedagogical models of

children’s learning (Knowles 1980). This model enabled the institute parti-

cipants to direct their own learning process, to incorporate their own life

experiences into the training sessions, and to apply their acquired skills to

address a social need (Darkenwald and Merriam 1982). All participants

attended the four general CSEC modules (Modules 1–4). In addition, NGO

representatives attended Modules 5 and 8, whereas law enforcement offi-

cials and prosecutors attended Modules 6 and 7. Due to time constraints,

Module 9 was discontinued after the first institute and is thus not included

in this evaluation. The five CCIP training institutes were held between

September 2007 and February 2008.
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Measures

For each of the nine training modules, the evaluation team developed the

pre- and posttest instruments using the identified learning objectives and

curriculum content (learning objectives included in Tables 1–8 in the

Results section). The evaluation team originally created pre- and posttest

instruments that included 8–10 questions per module. These questions were

circulated among the CCIP project director, training facilitators, and site

coordinators for review. The team discussed the proposed questions during

several conference calls prior to initiating the training institutes. In an effort

to keep the evaluation instruments brief, the pre-/posttests were finalized

with four questions for each module (except for Module 8, which had three

questions). Values on all pre-/posttest questions ranged from 1 to 5, with 1

¼ not at all, 2 ¼ somewhat, 3 ¼ average, 4 ¼ above average, and 5 ¼ very

much. Items in our 5-category Likert-type scale are ordinal in nature, yet are

treated as continuous variables in our analyses. Responses to several items

using the same Likert scale can be approximated to interval-level data

because Likert scaling assumes that each ordinal item has an underlying

(or latent or natural) continuous variable whose value reflects the partici-

pants’ attitudes and opinions (Clason and Dormody 1994). Findings from

a recent study also indicate that data obtained from 5-point, 7-point, and

10-point Likert scales are approximately comparable in terms of mean score

(once rescaled) and various measures of variation and data shape (Dawes

2008). In addition to quantitative measures, various qualitative questions

were included in the posttest instruments to enable participants to identify

the key points learned in each module and to offer suggestions on how the

modules could be improved.

Data Collection and Analysis

Study procedures were approved by the Institutional Review Board at the

lead evaluator’s university. To assess the impact of the CCIP institutes, par-

ticipants’ knowledge, skills, and attitudes regarding CSEC-related issues

were measured before the institute (pretest) and after the completion of each

module (posttest). Some of the modules were offered to all CCIP partici-

pants, whereas others were tailored for specific professions (e.g., health/

mental health providers, law enforcement officials, prosecutors) and offered

to those groups. At each institute, participants completed a pretest at the

beginning of the overall training, followed by a posttest after each module

they attended. An overall training effectiveness survey was administered at
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the end of the 3-day institute. The data-collection process was overseen by

the CCIP director, who attended all five institutes, and the respective site

coordinator in each city.

Descriptive analyses, including frequency distributions, means, standard

deviations, and ranges, were used to identify variable characteristics. Cron-

bach’s a was computed for the survey items for each of the eight modules.

Both pre- and posttest as are reported because they reflect the internal con-

sistency of the module questions measured at two different time points.

Mean change scores between pre- and posttraining measurements were

computed for each participant and question. We first computed the differ-

ence in score by individual between the pre- and posttest and then computed

the average for each score. Data were initially compared across cities and

professions and subsequently aggregated. Because the change score does

not take into consideration the pretest values, we ran an additional level

of analyses using linear regression models to control the pretest values.

In each model, participants’ pretest score for each item served as the predic-

tor variable and the change score for the corresponding item was the out-

come variable. For each of the eight modules and their respective items,

we tested whether the model intercept was equal to 0. A p value of <.05 for

the intercept term of the linear regression model was interpreted as a signif-

icant improvement in participants’ learning from pre- to posttest on that

item with adjustment of the pretest score.

Participants

Roughly 50 participants from NGOs, law enforcement agencies, and prose-

cution offices in each city were invited to attend the CCIP Training insti-

tutes. In Chicago, 54 participants attended; in Atlantic City, 40 attended;

in Denver, 42 attended; in Washington, D.C., 40 attended; and in San

Diego, 54 attended. Among the 230 attendees, 211 participants completed

the pre- and posttest surveys for a response rate of 92%. Among those indi-

viduals surveyed, 74 reported their professional affiliation as social service

providers (health and mental health), 27 identified as law enforcement offi-

cials, and 2 identified as attorneys. Additionally, four people identified as

students, one as U.S. army officer, one as a fire marshal, and one as retired.

The remaining 101 participants did not specify their professional affiliation.

Because the aim of this study does not include analysis of outcomes by pro-

fessional affiliation, we do not anticipate any deficit caused by missing data

on professional affiliation among these 101 respondents. No additional
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sociodemographic information was requested from the participants in an

effort to keep the training evaluation brief and confidential.

Results

This section reports the aggregate evaluation data from the five CCIP insti-

tutes. For the 211 individuals surveyed, findings are reported for only those

cases in which both pre- and posttest values were available. Across all mod-

ules, values on pre-/posttest questions ranged from 1 to 5, with 1 ¼ not at

all, 2 ¼ somewhat, 3 ¼ average, 4 ¼ above average, and 5 ¼ very much.

The results below present participants’ unit increases (or decreases) in

self-reported levels of awareness, familiarity, knowledge, and confidence

between the training institute’s pre- and posttests. The range of mean differ-

ences is also reported, which indicates the smallest and the largest mean

change scores registered across individuals for each survey question. Cron-

bach’s as (ranging from 0 to 1) are reported to indicate the internal consis-

tency for all questions in each module. Scores toward the high end of the

range suggest greater internal consistency of module items.

Descriptive Analysis of Pre- and Posttest Data

Descriptive statistics for the pre- and posttest data are included in

Tables 1–8. In any evaluation of training programs, the likelihood of ceiling

effects is present. Ceiling effects occur when study participants fail to

demonstrate improvement scores in performance because they are already

performing at the maximum capability level as reflected by their scores

at the time of the pretest (Reber 1985). In the case of our data, ceiling effects

would be evidenced by participants who scored a 5 at both pre- and posttest

evaluation points. These participants would demonstrate no increase in

knowledge, skills, or attitudes given their prior high-performance score at

the baseline assessment. To assess the possible ceiling effects, pre- and

posttest data frequency distributions were reviewed and cases were selected

if participants scored a 5 on both pre- and posttests. For Module 1 (Items 1–

4), the percentage of participants who reported a 5 on pre- and posttests ran-

ged from 6.2% to 8.5%; for Module 2 (Items 1–4), the range was 0–7.1%;

for Module 3 (Items 1–4): 3.3–8.5%; for Module 4 (Items 1–4): 2.4–5.2%;

for Module 5 (Items 1–4): 1.9–11.8%; for Module 6 (Items 1–4):

0.9–3.8%; for Module 7 (Items 1–4): 1.4–1.9%; and for Module 8 (Items

1–3): 0–4.7%. Overall, we found no more than 11.8% of the training partici-

pants on one item may have encountered ceiling effects. For the remaining
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items, the proportion of possible ceiling effects was below 8.5%. Although

we cannot exclude the possibility of ceiling effects in our study, our assess-

ment suggests that these effects are not detrimental to our analysis.

Module 1: What is CSEC?

To assess the impact of this module, four questions measured participants’

awareness or familiarity of the definition, forms, scope, and factors contri-

buting to CSEC. Collectively, data were available for 173 participants on

the first three questions and for 172 on the final question. The range of mean

differences between pre- and posttests for the four questions was 1.03–1.49

(pretest Cronbach’s a ¼ .926; posttest Cronbach’s a ¼ .894). On average,

participants increased their familiarity with the definition of CSEC between

pre- and posttest by 1.26 units. Additionally, they increased their awareness

of the forms of CSEC by 1.49 units, of the scope of CSEC by 1.23 units, and

of the reasons people exploit children by 1.03 units. Results from our linear

regression models controlling the pretest values suggest that there was a sig-

nificant improvement in participants’ familiarity and awareness from pre-

to posttest on each of these four items with adjustment of pretest values.

Collectively, the participants indicated that the top three key points they

learned from Module 1 were (a) the correct CSEC definitions and terminol-

ogy, (b) the extensive scope of CSEC, and (c) the reframing of children in

situations of CSEC as ‘‘victims’’ (vs. offenders, criminals, etc.).

Module 2: Pathways and Precursors to CSEC

Four questions measured the participants’ perceptions of victims’ reasons

for entering prostitution, the factors that put children at risk for CSEC, the

methods used by exploiters to recruit children, and the relationship between

CSEC and child sexual abuse. The first question, ‘‘How strongly do you

agree with this statement: ‘persons in prostitution are there by choice’?’’

generated a slight pre-/posttest change (mean¼�0.21). The negative mean

change score reflects participants’ increased disagreement between pre- and

posttest with the statement that ‘‘persons in prostitution are there by

choice.’’ This result was consistent across all cities. Because the training

material was tailored to describe the precipitating factors associated with

children’s involvement in CSEC, the posttraining expectation was that par-

ticipants would be less likely to relate prostitution to an individual’s own

choice.
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For the remaining three questions, there was a substantial increase

among participants in their familiarity with the pathways and precursors

to CSEC for victims (n¼ 171–173). The range of mean differences between

pre- and posttests was 1.34–1.51 (pretest a ¼ .896 for last three items; pret-

est a¼ .737 for all four items; posttest a¼ .903 for last three items; posttest

a ¼ .678 for all four items). On average, participants increased their famil-

iarity with the risk factors of CSEC by 1.34 units, with the methods used by

exploiters by 1.35 units, and with the relationship between CSEC and sex-

ual abuse by 1.51 units. Findings from our regression models for these three

items indicate that there were significant increases in participants’ familiar-

ity levels between pre- and posttests. Regarding the qualitative responses,

the top three key points participants learned from Module 2 were (a) victims

do not choose a life in the sex industry, (b) victims possess multiple inter-

related and complex risk factors, and (c) victims are frequently deceived by

the highly organized recruitment strategies of exploiters.

Module 3: Understanding the Impact of CSEC

This battery of four questions related to the participants’ understanding of

the impact of CSEC. This included familiarity with control and coercion

methods, lifestyle challenges for the children, coping mechanisms, and the

impact of CSEC on exploited children. In all cases, the impact of the train-

ing institute was substantially positive (n ¼ 167–168). The range of mean

differences between pre- and posttests was 1.30–1.66 (pretest a ¼ .923;

posttest a ¼ .913). Participants on average increased their familiarity with

exploiters’ control and coercion methods by 1.30 units, with the challenges

faced by children exiting CSEC by 1.48 units, with the rules and norms

within the CSEC lifestyle by 1.66 units, and with the impact of CSEC on

children by 1.45 units. Regression results for each of these four items reveal

that there were significant improvements in participants’ familiarity levels

between the pre- and posttests. Participants identified the three top learning

points from Module 3 as (a) CSEC involves highly manipulative methods of

coercion and control, (b) CSEC is strongly associated with trauma symp-

toms among victims, and (c) CSEC (also referred to as ‘‘the game’’ by vic-

tims and exploiters) has deeply entrenched rules and norms.

Module 4: Victim Identification and Engagement

This module’s impact was tested with four questions referring to warning

signs indicating child involvement with CSEC, symptoms of trauma in
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victims, coping mechanisms used by victims, and methods of engaging vic-

tims in a helping relationship with staff. Each question yielded a consider-

able increase in knowledge (n ¼ 170–171). The range of mean differences

between pre- and posttests was 1.32–1.66 (pretest a ¼ .944; posttest a ¼
.920). On average, participants increased their familiarity with the CSEC

warning signs by 1.57 units and with the coping mechanisms used by vic-

tims by 1.53 units. They also increased their knowledge of trauma symp-

toms exhibited by victims by 1.32 units and their awareness of how to

effectively engage victims in treatment by 1.66 units. Results from our

regression models suggest that participants significantly increased their lev-

els of familiarity, knowledge, and awareness from pre- and posttests. In

Module 4, the key learning points identified among participants were (a)

how to be a nonjudgmental listener with victims, (b) how to better under-

stand and identify the CSEC warning signs, and (c) how to effectively

engage and interact with victims.

Module 5: Effective Service Delivery to CSEC Victims

This module was designed for social service providers and health/mental

health practitioners. Four questions measured the provision of evidence-

based service delivery to CSEC victims. For the first question, ‘‘how con-

fident do you feel that you will be able to incorporate CSEC awareness, pre-

vention and intervention into your agency programming,’’ data indicated a

small positive change (mean ¼ 0.20; n ¼ 149). On average, from pre- to

posttest, participants increased their confidence that they would be able

to incorporate CSEC information into their agency’s programming by

0.20 of a unit. Given the consistent results across the institutes, a follow-

up qualitative telephone interview is warranted to clarify the respondents’

hesitance regarding their ability to impact their agency culture with knowl-

edge acquired from the CCIP institutes.

The mean differences between pre- and posttests for the remaining three

items related to CSEC counseling interventions were strong, ranging from

1.42 to 2.00 (pretest a ¼ .884 for last three items; pretest a ¼ .812 for all

four items; posttest a ¼ .936 for last three items; posttest a ¼ .912 for all

four items). Participants on an average increased their familiarity with moti-

vational interviewing as a counseling strategy by 1.48 units and with the

‘‘stages of change’’ counseling model by 2.00 units. They also increased

their confidence in using motivational interviewing by 1.42 units. Review

of the regression models suggests that there were significant improvements

in participants’ confidence and familiarity levels between pre- and
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posttests. Following exposure to Module 5, participants noted that the top

three areas of which they gained a deeper understanding were (a) motiva-

tional interviewing, (b) the stages of change model, and (c) open-ended

questioning to enable victims to share their stories.

Module 6: Investigating CSEC Cases and Interviewing Victims

This module was designed for law enforcement officials. In large part, these

modules were administered by guest speakers instead of the trainers. Four

questions assessed officers’ investigation and interviewing techniques with

CSEC cases. The questions referred to familiarity with the concept of

victim-centered investigations, effective methods of interviewing, strate-

gies for investigating, and implementation of federal and local laws in

CSEC investigations.

Participants’ familiarity was substantially increased across all four items

in this module (n¼ 90–96). The range of mean differences between pre- and

posttests was 1.49–1.55 (pretest a ¼ .920; posttest a ¼ .951). On average,

participants increased their familiarity with ‘‘victim-centered’’ investigation

by 1.50 units, with effective victim interviewing methods by 1.53 units, with

effective CSEC investigation strategies by 1.55 units, and with local–federal

collaboration techniques by 1.49 units. Results from our regression models

indicate that participants significantly improved their levels of familiarity

between pre- and posttests. Law enforcement officials highlighted the top

three key points from Module 6 as (a) how to engage victims in a ‘‘victim-

centered’’ manner, (b) how to effectively carry out CSEC investigation pro-

cedures (e.g., obtaining corroboration), and (c) how to collaborate between

local and federal law enforcement agencies on CSEC cases.

Module 7: Working With CSEC Cases

This module was designed for prosecutors. Four questions measured

respondents’ familiarity with and confidence in prosecuting CSEC cases.

The first three questions addressed the challenges in successfully prosecut-

ing CSEC cases; prosecutors’ strategies using local, state, and federal laws;

and techniques for effectively prosecuting cases. The remaining question

addressed prosecutors’ confidence levels in successfully preparing CSEC

victims for trial. The results indicate increased familiarity across partici-

pants. After the training, participants also reported greater confidence levels

in preparing CSEC victims for trial (n ¼ 89–91). The range of mean differ-

ences between pre- and posttests for all questions was 1.37–1.54 (pretest
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a ¼ .932; posttest a ¼ .965). Participants on average increased their famil-

iarity with CSEC prosecution challenges by 1.37 units, with using local,

state, and federal laws in their prosecution strategies by 1.42 units, and with

effective prosecution strategies by 1.52 units. Additionally, participants

increased their overall confidence between pre- and posttest in preparing

CSEC victims for trial by 1.54 units. Regression results for each of these

four items reveal that there were significant increases in prosecutors’ levels

of familiarity and confidence between the pre- and posttests. Attorneys

reported that through Module 7, the top three areas of which they gained

a deeper understanding were (a) the complexity of prosecuting CSEC cases,

(b) the CSEC laws and associated charges, and (c) the procedures for pre-

paring CSEC cases for trial.

Module 8: Medical and Mental Health Care of CSEC Victims

This module was designed for health and mental health professionals. Three

questions measured participants’ familiarity with appropriate medical and

mental health care for CSEC victims. The questions addressed behaviors

associated with CSEC trauma, the protocol for victims’ physical examina-

tions, and a specific intake interview for identifying abuse, known as

TEAMSTAT, or tell them your agenda, express concern, assure normalcy

of feelings, medical issues, safety issues, test and treat presumptively,

access appropriate psychological and legal assistance, and timely follow-

up (Cooper et al. 2005). Results indicated increased knowledge after the

institute of these questions (pretest a ¼ .798 for all three items; posttest

a ¼ .858 for all three items). The mean difference between pre- and postt-

ests for participants’ familiarity with the behaviors associated with CSEC

trauma was 1.42 (n¼ 125). The mean difference between pre- and posttests

for participants’ familiarity with the protocol for physical examinations of

CSEC victims was 1.25 (n ¼ 122).

The TEAMSTAT question indicated a relatively substantial increase in

Atlantic City (mean ¼ 2.0) and Chicago (mean ¼ 1.78) and a moderate

increase in San Diego (mean ¼ 1.52) and Washington (mean ¼ 1.38). Den-

ver participants experienced the lowest increase in familiarity with the

TEAMSTAT approach (mean ¼ 0.73). However, as Denver trainees began

with the highest level of self-reported knowledge of the intake approach

(mean¼ 1.63) across all sites, a follow-up telephone interview is warranted

to explore whether Denver participants, in particular, were more familiar

with the TEAMSTAT approach prior to the training. A telephone interview

would also be useful to uncover patterns in participants’ prior familiarity
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with the approach (e.g., are particular agencies already using the TEAM-

STAT approach to conduct intakes with CSEC victims?). Collectively

across all five sites, the mean difference for the TEAMSTAT question was

1.55 (n ¼ 121). Findings from our three regression models for the items in

Module 8 suggest that participants significantly improved in their familiar-

ity levels between pre- and posttests. In Module 8, the top three areas for

which participants noted an increased understanding were (a) posttraumatic

stress disorder, (b) the TEAMSTAT approach for interviewing CSEC vic-

tims for abuse, and (c) trauma reenactment among victims after rescue

within the social service system.

Discussion and Implications for Future Practice and
Evaluation

Quantitative findings from our evaluation of the CCIP institute reveal sub-

stantial increases in participants’ knowledge, skills, and attitudes following

exposure to the structured CSEC training curriculum. It is likely that the

positive outcomes observed after the institutes are associated with several

key factors. First, the curriculum contents were pertinent to the participants’

learning needs. As noted earlier, the CCIP institute’s curriculum was devel-

oped by experienced instructors to meet the needs of the NGO representa-

tives, law enforcement officials, and prosecutors who work with CSEC

victims. In addition, the initial curriculum contents were further strength-

ened through the active input of an expert team of multidisciplinary profes-

sionals before the curriculum was implemented in the training institutes.

Thus, a better understanding of the curriculum was developed among key

people who played an important role in training professionals who work

with CSEC perpetrators and victims. Additionally, as representatives from

organizations working to prevent CSEC in their respective communities,

many participants were likely motivated to learn more about CSEC

mechanisms and methods of identifying and working with CSEC victims.

Finally, the CCIP instructors were skillful, responsive, and experienced trai-

ners who have implemented multiple CSEC trainings for law enforcement

officials and services providers.

Among the qualitative findings, CCIP training participants across pro-

fessions were also like-minded in their responses regarding the modules’

key learning points. This finding has implications for future trainings that

combine professionals with different theoretical and disciplinary perspec-

tives as well as disparate professional responsibilities. Despite the partici-

pants’ differing roles in working with CSEC cases, their assessments of
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the key points were remarkably similar. Evaluation data from future studies

on interdisciplinary response teams and the procedures they use will be use-

ful in designing and refining empirically based trainings for law enforce-

ment officials, service providers, and attorneys. Such interdisciplinary

data will enable each discipline to better learn from the other’s perspectives

in working to prevent CSEC, to prosecute exploiters, and to assist victims in

rebuilding their lives. Future evaluation studies of CSEC training initiatives

would also benefit from including discipline-specific questions for training

participants, such as degrees earned, years of experience on the job, years of

experience working in anti-CSEC efforts, and type of employment (e.g.,

public vs. private sector).

By increasing CSEC awareness among NGO staff, law enforcement

officials and prosecutors in a collaborative training environment, participants

acquire the knowledge and skills necessary to identify instances of CSEC,

effectively intervene on behalf of victims, and actively involve other relevant

professionals in an informed manner. Efforts to prosecute CSEC exploiters

can be enhanced when law enforcement agencies collaborate with NGOs

to build rapport with victims and encourage them to engage in services,

report abuse, and cooperate with investigations. One suggestion for future

cross-discipline CSEC trainings would be to form and evaluate the success

of posttraining meetings among interdisciplinary ‘‘working groups.’’ The

importance of the formation and continuation of these local working groups

has been demonstrated in related human-trafficking projects around the globe

(Small et al. 2008). On a monthly, bimonthly, or quarterly basis, former

CSEC training participants from NGOs, law enforcement agencies, and attor-

ney offices who reside in similar geographic areas meet to discuss common

work issues. Through such meetings, participants have the opportunity to

learn from their counterparts’ experiences and to develop cross-disciplinary

collaborative strategies on existing and future CSEC cases as well as to con-

tinue the important work of training other local professionals. Formative and

summative evaluation of these working groups would benefit from assessing

the overall goals, objectives, and strategies of the working groups as well as

the outcomes achieved as a result of collaborative, interdisciplinary efforts.

In addition to the aforementioned benefits of cross-disciplinary colla-

boration on CSEC cases, it is also cost effective to adopt more interdisci-

plinary, collaborative intervention models that prosecute perpetrators,

support rescued victims in their rehabilitation and societal reintegration,

and deter them from returning to exploitative situations in the sex industry.

Training local attorneys, law enforcement officials, and NGO representa-

tives can assist them in replicating evidence-based and culturally relevant
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models that coordinate government services and efforts at the local level to

address CSEC. Finite human, material, and financial resources within the

social service and criminal justice systems can also be used more efficiently

in implementing more collaborative and effective interventions with this

population. A cost-benefit analysis could be used to evaluate the efficiency

and effectiveness of future efforts to pool human, material, and financial

resources across disciplines in addressing local CSEC cases.

The conclusions drawn from our findings should be taken with caution

due to the study’s limitations. First, our study is limited by its design. As

such, any associational inferences must be based on assumption rather than

on the estimates that randomized, controlled studies generate. Ideally, a ran-

domized, controlled design should have been used to measure the effective-

ness of the CCIP institutes. However, this was not possible due to practical

issues and limited funding. We thus selected a pre- and posttest design to

measure the impact of the institutes on participants. Nonetheless, we recog-

nize that the pre- and posttest design has obvious limitations and generates

more biased and less dependable estimates of the effectiveness of the train-

ing institutes than a randomized design (Shadish, Cook, and Campbell

2002).

Similarly, given our lack of a comparison group and a randomized

design, we are unable to determine whether citywide, external factors may

have occurred during the time of the CCIP training institutes and influenced

participants’ levels of knowledge, skills, and attitudes regarding CSEC.

Future evaluation studies of anti-CSEC training efforts that use a rando-

mized design will be better able to identify the impact of external factors

on study findings.

In addition, due to limitations imposed by the design available for this

evaluation, we could not determine the overall impact and effectiveness

of our training, because we were unable to link improvements in partici-

pants’ abilities from the training to agency and community changes that

result from the practical application of their knowledge and skills. Future

studies of anti-CSEC training efforts should consider collecting participant

data from both the training and agency settings using a longitudinal design.

Collecting data across multiple time points and from multiple settings

would allow researchers to consider whether significant participant

improvements from the training translate into meaningful agency or com-

munity impact in reducing CSEC and assisting victims in their personal

rehabilitation and societal reintegration. However, improved levels of

knowledge, skills, attitudes, and understanding of the value and merit of

interprofessional collaboration are known to improve professionals’ ability
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to more effectively respond to the needs of clients of human services orga-

nizations (Paul and Peterson 2001; Simpson et al. 2001). It is thus more

likely than not that the results measured by this evaluation may be of prac-

tical value in assisting institute participants to better serve CSEC victims

within NGOs, law enforcement agencies, and legal settings.

Second, this study is also limited by possible instrumentation effects that

may have influenced both our findings and the interpretations we make

from them. Similar to the Hawthorne effect, which reflects the tendency

of research participants to change their behavior because they are being

studied, an instrumentation effect may have occurred in this study involving

participants’ tendency to respond favorably to trainer and researcher expec-

tations as implied by the survey questions. In addition, the interval of time

between the pre- and posttest was 3 days. We chose to issue the pretests on

the first day and the posttests on the final day of the training institutes (vs.

mailing the pretests out beforehand or the posttests several weeks after the

institutes) due to limited funding and concerns about low response rates. As

a result of our decision, we could not tease out whether participants’

improvements in knowledge, skills, and attitudes resulted from the actual

training itself or whether there was participant recall bias, given the

3-day interval between pre- and posttests. Future evaluations of anti-

CSEC training efforts should incorporate methods to extend the interval

between pre- and posttests so as to reduce possible instrumentation effects.

Third, this evaluation was designed to track whether the training insti-

tute’s curriculum goals were fulfilled. It is the nature of this curriculum that

it was designed by—and based on lessons learned from prior training

experiences of—survivors of human sexual trafficking. As a result, one may

argue that there was some degree of ‘‘teaching to the test’’ in the training

institute. Nevertheless, it is worth noting in this context that the andragogi-

cal approach adopted for the training institute aims to take advantage of the

participants’ engagement in and previous experiences with anti-CSEC

efforts. Use of participants’ own life experiences to complement the facil-

itators’ knowledge of and experiences with CSEC likely compensates for

any disadvantages that might be embedded in the notion of teaching to test.

Fourth, the sample selection of sites was not scientifically bound. Given

our use of a convenience sample and the selection criteria to recruit cities,

host agencies, and institute participants, this sample likely is not represen-

tative of the greater population of anti-CSEC organizations or advocates.

Because the study participants were largely selected from established agen-

cies in each city, it is highly likely that community members, who are active

in local anti-CSEC efforts, were not appropriately represented in this
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sample. Nonetheless, we chose to recruit participants through existing orga-

nizational networks because the training curriculum was originally devel-

oped for professionals working in social services and law enforcement

agencies.

Lastly, even though a structured curriculum was used across sites by the

same facilitators, certain components were modified in each site according

to the local nature of CSEC, the availability of local systems and resources,

and state-specific laws. In addition, in several cities, distinguished guest

speakers assisted in facilitating the modules for law enforcement officials

and prosecutors. As such, we are unable to conclude that the findings can

be attributed exclusively to the overall effectiveness of the training module

itself. Again, future evaluation studies that adopt a randomized design with

a control group will be better positioned to draw conclusions regarding the

impact of the training curriculum on participants’ knowledge, skills, and

attitudes of CSEC.

As is often the case, wherever there are weaknesses, there are also

strengths. We are convinced that this study provides a glimpse into the five

cities’ efforts to recruit and train professionals working in anti-CSEC initia-

tives and to subsequently evaluate participants’ changes in knowledge,

skills, and attitudes regarding CSEC. NGO staff, law enforcement officials,

and prosecutors in other cities can use our evaluation findings to inform the

development and implementation of cross-disciplinary CSEC trainings.

Indeed, we hope that our synthesis of the CCIP evaluation data will help

organizations that seek to enhance cross-disciplinary, collaborative efforts

in addressing CSEC at the local level.
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