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Abstract

The Lost Children of New York CityPopulation estimate, network attributes and the
role of social capital in the commercial sexual exploitation of children in New York City

by Meredith Dank

Advisor: Richard Curtis, Ph.D.

The number of youth that are commercially sexually exploitethenUnited States is
unknown. Additionally, the characteristics that make up the comahesgixual
exploitation of children (CSEC) population, as well as the CSE&kethaare widely
disputed among researchers, child advocates, and professionalsehdth®ést research
has relied on police arrest records and used interviews withitadinpurposive sample
to generate a prevalence rate and describe the charactaistiaseeds of the CSEC
population. As a result, the findings from these studies do not providepacture of
the issue. In order to gain a better understanding of the CSEC fmpuitaNew York
City, this dissertation employed the Respondent-Driven SampRiRS)] method to
recruit and interview a sample of 249 eligible teenagers. RRSasnpling strategy that
is dependent on a number of assumptions concerning the social networlarethat
sampled, but it has been successfully used in a wide varietgesroh studies to recruit
hard-to-reach populations. Based on the RDS data collected, aepvalate was
generated, in addition to an explanation of the attributes of th&CG@eEvorks and its
members. Social capital theories were used to explain how yatgmbeanvolved in the
CSEC market and why it is difficult for them to leave Tthe findings from this study

suggest that youth who possess social capital before enterintptket, and are able to
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maintain it, are more likely to seek help from individuals who Eséegher levels of
normative social capital, which can ultimately lead to thevileg the CSEC lifestyle.
Those youth who do not have pre-existing normative social capital@eeganstrained
by their choices and the alternatives available to them. Téwlynfiore compelled to
remain in the market in order to survive. Based on the richness datheollected and
resultant findings, this research will add value to the eiady of knowledge, inform

policy, and bring much needed attention to this issue.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Background

The number of children that are commercially sexually exploisddren (CSEC)
in the United States is unknown. The U.S. Department of Justioeatst the number to
be between 100,000 and three million, which includes, children forced intotyorosti
pornography, and trafficked into the U.S. for sexual slavery. Beaafuiee hidden
nature of the CSEC population and the stigma that is attactsecwal exploitation, it is
extremely difficult to calculate a prevalence rate for tppulation. Without a
population estimate and a better understanding of the issue, however,npakers are
reluctant to implement policy changes and enact laws to comdaiommercial sexual
exploitation of children.

For the purposes of this study, commercially sexually exploiteldirehi are
defined aguveniles (18 and under) who perform sexual acts in exchange for money
drugs, food, or shelter. Terms such as “commercially sex@xiptoited youth” or
“prostituted youth” are preferred to terms such as “juvenile pobsti “child sex
worker,” and “teenage hooker” since these terms portray the youtlifeaglers who
“commit” the criminal act of prostitution rather than as vidiwho are sexually
exploited. According to researchers and child advocates, th€ @Ske mostly affects:
runaway and homeless youth who trade sex as a means of survivdrerchilho have

been sexually, physically, and emotionally abused; juveniles witiimmam education



who are unable to find legitimate employment; and children who arenallle, easily
controlled and manipulated by an adult looking to make a profit.

Though there is a dearth of empirical data about the commeseialal
exploitation of children to offer guidance to policy makers, cledhg larger context of
the sex business in New York City — in which CSEC markets @areeéded — has
dramatically changed over the last two decades. For example, thedeBiuliani
administration, all “adult establishments,” including stores speitigl in sexually
explicit magazines, books, and videos as well as strip clubs and sieeps, had to be
located at least five hundred feet apart from each other amhstt flve hundred feet
away from churches, schools, and residential districts. Theslglisisinents were also
restricted from operating in certain commercial and manufacfudistricts. The
regulations severely limited the number of adult establishmenédéetbaround Times
Square, and significantly reduced street prostitution in the Midtoeen &viridoff et al,
2000), displacing much of the sex business to the outer boroughs (Spangenberg, 2001).

More recently, in January 2002, Mayor Bloomberg announced “Operation Clean
Sweep” with the purpose of abolishing quality of life problems bygetang repeat
offenders with high numbers of arrests, including those involved with prostit with
the use of undercover police to arrest offenders or issue them suasnand the more
aggressive pursuit of warrant cases. But as law enforcemedehated more attention
to pursuing the street-level sex market and their participdr@sex business has adapted
and diversified, becoming reliant on technological innovations such dstdéraet and
cell phones, to conduct business. The paradox is that while thea@itsightfully claim

to have made progress in addressing the most blatant sex snénket is scant evidence



that the overall sex market has been reduced in size duringathis geriod of time.
Indeed, all evidence points to the opposite conclusion: that the sketrnsabigger and
more multi-faceted than ever.

The hidden nature of the CSEC population and the stigma that ibeattdc
sexual exploitation makes it extremely difficult to estim#te size of the population
using empirically sound methods. Yet professionals and child advdtavesbecome
concerned that the CSEC population has grown in recent years. Indeed;hid
Prostitution, Pornography and Trafficking (ECPAT) USA, estinhdteat by 2001, there
were up to 5,000 youth who were sexually exploited in New York GGHRAT, 2001),
though a more recent study estimated that the CSEC population irybidwCity was
approximately 2,200 (Gragg et al., 2007). Still, many practitionsiscaild advocates
believe that the problem is becoming worse, not better, as ilkdtiat suggestive
evidence from the police and courts in New York City. For examplaettidivism rate
for prostitution is often believed to be quite high, but “of 1,075 prostituttated
charges arraigned by the Midtown Community Court in 2001, 849 (79%) imvolve
offenders with no prior convictions” (Thukral & Ditmore, 2003, p. 14). The large
percentage of first-time prostitution arrests at the MidtowourC suggests that the
overwhelming majority of the adult sex worker population is new tatiminal justice
system. Therefore, commercially sexually exploited childgmeneven less likely to be
represented in arrest or court statistics, and thus, far more owsnéran they appear.
Better estimates of the size of the population are urgentlyedeaad if CSEC markets
are indeed growing, as feared by some, policy makers andsgimials need more

detailed information about the attitudes, orientations and behaviohes# tyouth, and



those who prey on them, to develop effective responses. The informaiinad dgeom
this study hopes to provide an empirical foundation that will betterrmpolicy makers,

professionals, researchers and advocates about the extent and nature of the problem.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The overarching research question for this dissertation is \wh#teattributes of
the deviant social sub-networks of the CSEC population, and how do theswmkset
affect the youths’ ability to build social capital? More spealfy, the dissertation poses
the following questions: Approximately how many commerciallyusdly exploited
youth are in New York City and how diverse are these youthsadesgocial networks
(Chapter 4)? Are youth more likely to seek help from others withirtal or normative
social capital when taking into account the youths’ social netwas surrent living
situation, education level, other sources of income, drug abuse, race;, geddee of
first involvement in the CSEC market (Chapter 5)? Are thie dh@lternatives available
to prostituted youth constraining their choices to the point whexg have very few

options (if any) but to engage in the CSEC market in order to survive (Chapter 6)?

Methodology

The data collected for this dissertation was part of a laygert funded by the
National Institute of Justice (Curtis, Terry, Dank, Kahn & Dombion2008). The goal
of the NIJ funded study was to provide a reliable and ethnographicdllgescription of
the local CSEC population, including its size, characteristigserences, and service

needs. To elicit a representative sample of CSEC youth,tudg adopted a subject



recruitment method known as “Respondent Driven Sampling” (RDS). mieikod has
previously been effective in recruiting representative samplearofto-reach groups by
taking advantage of intra-group social connections to build a sample pool {@bdder

et al., 2006; Heckathorn, 1997, 2002; Heckathorn et al., 2002; Robinson et al., 2006).
The intended goal was to interview 200 youth for the study, but thecpeojeended its
recruitment goal beyond the original target in order to provideoge representative
sample and richer description of the CSEC population. The project surpasseditia ori
goal of 200 youth and ultimately interviewed 329 juveniles, of whicm&0®views were
excluded (leaving a final n of 249) after becoming convinced that tllegyalimeet one
of the two eligibility criteria: (1) 18 years of age or ygen and (2) participated in
CSEC-related activities.

In all, three distinct forms of data were collected in the ptogatistical and
coded data in the form of a questionnaire, narrative and quantitatevéendde form of
open ended questions in which the answers have been transcribed, andtlaskcdaga
derived from the sampling chains themselves. The population estiraatealculated by
using two different mathematical equations, one was a simple pooptinat relied on
NYC prostitution arrest data and the other method was an origimaufa that used data
gathered from the sample population. The basic network data waezeoh with the
Respondent Driven Sampling Analysis Tool (RDSAT), which providedrinétion on
the attributes of the CSEC networks and its members. The guestigunantitative
data were analyzed using standard statistical analsmigues, including univariate,
bivariate and multivariate statistical methods. These arslysee carried out via SPSS

software, where multiple fields of data can be modeled accotdifggistic regression



techniques. This analysis complemented the descriptive statemtids uncovered
potential relationships among various social factors, while the kagple size ensured
that any relationships discovered had high confidence intervaisseTrelationships were
also explored via other data forms, more specifically narrébiras of qualitative data.
The qualitative data were analyzed using the grounded theory apprédemes were

identified from the narratives and linked to substantive and formal theories.

Structure of Dissertation

This chapter provides an overview of the dissertation as a whole and the
overarching research question: what are the attributes of thentleaicial sub-networks
of the CSEC population, and how do these networks affect the youthsy adibuild
social capital? Chapter two reviews the existing literabmmethe commercial sexual
exploitation, broken down by CSEC population sub-groups. The chapter alscseddres
alternative explanations of the commercial sexual exploitagbrchildren. More
specifically, it introduces social capital theories as aplamation for the youths’
engagement in the CSEC market.

Chapter three describes the data collection methodology employ#ue fstudy.
More specifically, it explains the rationale behind using tilspoadent driven sampling
method, the preparations made for the formative research, and the datéoogextess,
including the adjustments that were made to the original planauBeca study of this
nature had never been conducted with the CSEC population, it was diffiqodedict
what recruitment strategies would work. Various experts in ltiiid services field had

their own ideas on how to best approach the youth; however as chaptedelcribes, it



only took a handful of influential youth to help in the recruitmendvadr 200 prostituted
youth.

Chapter four reports on the first research question, which focusédwe dDSEC
population estimate and the attributes of the CSEC networks anceimderns. The
findings from this chapter provide the prevalence of prostituted youttew York City
and insight into the diversity and characteristics of the soetaforks. Chapter five uses
guantitative analysis to explain the likelihood that the youth woul# Hee help of
individuals with more criminal capital than normative social capased on a number of
demographic and social capital influencing variables. Chapter sixitqtiaety analyzes
how constrained choices and lack of alternatives prevent the youth fiag dige to
build normative social capital and ultimately leaving “the life.”

Finally outlined in chapter seven is a general discussion and ustncl
combining the findings and analyses of all three questions and dogsthdr the
commonalities of the CSEC population, its networks, and social capitiails chapter
also addresses the limitations of the study; methodological, tlwadreand policy

implications; as well as suggestions for future research.



Chapter 2

The Commercial Sexual Exploitation of Children

The aim of this chapter is to review the existing literatomethe commercial
sexual exploitation of children. The majority of the current mesean prostitution has
focused on adults, and although most of the adults in these studies entered the prostitution
market as juveniles, the research is not robust enough to draw orargte conclusions
about the commercial exploitation of children. The existing rekear prostituted youth
has primarily focused on why youth entered the commercial sexphitation market,
but few studies have looked at how the youth entered the marleatiold studies have
relied solely on data from police arrest records while othueliest recruited their sample
populations from law enforcement and youth-oriented service agenéissa result,
several of the studies’ findings were limited because they ami}eged youth who had
been through the criminal justice system or sought the senfigegouth service agency,
or in some cases the studies’ sample was not large enoughréprbsentative of the
CSEC population. A number of studies have noted that there are gefidendes
within the CSEC population, but few of them look specifically atsptuted boys and
transgender youth. In order to better understand the issues surgpprabtituted youth,
the end of the chapter will address theories that can be applied fwoblem of how

youth enter and why they remain in the commercial sexual exploitation market.

General Studies on Prostituted Juveniles

Although the literature on the commercial sexual exploitatiorhibdii@n is not as

vast as that on adult prostitution, there have been a number of infensaidies



conducted on prostituted youth across the United States. In a natiohalost CSEC,

Estes & Weiner (2002) interviewed 210 sexually exploited boys ansl {i#4 were

runaway and thrownaway street youth and 86 were in the care of yeeried social

work and law enforcement agencies). The study found that a lsegegntage of boys
than girls reported engaging in commercial sex in exchamgmbney, and 95% of all
commercial sexual exploitation affecting boys involved adult tilenmajority of whom

were married with children. Out of the 124 street youth, 45% ofgtHe were

prostituted; of those girls approximately 25% were controlled bypgimThe report
concluded that youth who ran away from home were at greateraiskofnmercial

sexual exploitation, followed by thrownaway youth, homeless childtergway youth

from juvenile and other institutions, female gang members and tradesgstreet youth.
The data collected in this study was limited, however, becauas@ ot sample directly
from the population. The researchers relied on agencies to put thecimwith the

youth, which did not account for those juveniles who were not assbaidtie a youth

agency. Additionally, because this was a national study, the numbsubgécts

interviewed was considerably small and as a result, not neibggsmresentative of
prostituted youth across the country.

In 2006, a study was commissioned by the NYS legislature in oodgather
more information on the magnitude of the CSEC problem in New Yddtdéhey could
implement policy changes and sanction programmatic changewid@atgragg, et al.,
2007). Based on quantitative and qualitative data collected from aenwhlwcal and
state government agencies, juvenile detention facilities, runamdyhameless youth

service agencies, rape crisis centers and child advoca®rs@amtManhattan, Brooklyn,



Queens and the Bronx, researchers estimated that at thethere were 2,253
commercially sexually exploited youth in New York City. They fouhat 85% of
commercially sexually exploited youth were female, 67% weeael@RAfrican American
and 59% were 16-17 years of age. Only 6% were boys aged 16 or 17 and none were aged
13 or younger. The majority resided in Manhattan, then Brooklyn, Qaeehlastly the
Bronx. Eighty percent exchanged a sexual act for money, 23% ftersi386 for drugs
and 14% for food or clothing. The majority of the exploitation tookela a hotel or
motel or outside, 28% in the exploiter's home and 21% in a car. Emgpereent lived
in group foster care, 7% with foster parents, 15% lived in “othé&wasons including in
the streets and shelters, and 7% were living with friendspartaer. The data collected
was based on two mail surveys, two qualitative interview protp@lfocus group
protocol, and arrest data. The only interviews conducted with prostyotgti took
place in a couple of focus groups consisting of four to six boygyalsd The data are
limited, however, because the sample was based heavily on pobsé r@cords, court
data and street youth, and runaway agency files. It did not takadotwnt the many
youth who did not come into contact with law enforcement or segk fr@in youth
service agencies. Thus, it does not offer a rich and accusdepdi®n of the many sub-
groups of youth involved in prostitution.

The 1984 Report of the Committee on Sexual Offenses Against Childten a
Youth (also known as the Badgley Report), a controversial natide-study conducted
in Canada, sampled 229 prostituted youth of both sexes and found that 40% ednsider
street prostitution a full-time job, 25% as a part-time job, and 38&arded it as

occasional work. About 65% were prostituted on the street at letstsda week, and

10



only 10% claimed that they were currently working with a pintiihoagh close to 40%
had been controlled by one in the past. Over three-quarters of thamdp5.5% of the
girls reported that their main reason for turning to prostitutios thi@ opportunity for
fast and immediate financial gain. Over one-quarter of boys and 1af.2fs stated
that their inability to find work forced them to enter the traaded 11.4% reported being
coerced or forced into prostitution by an adult. The reason for d¢inérowersy
surrounding the report is that the researchers concluded thgautiewere not entirely
blameless in their role in the prostitution market, and thus should beshpdni
accordingly. The authors additionally downplayed the role of abusepeecarsor to a
youth’s engagement in prostitution even though 33% were known to exgeepéaysical
abuse and 21.4% sexual abuse during their childhood.

As to why prostituted youth engage in prostitution, there is adlroasensus that
sexual abuse, neglect, physical abuse, social class, juvenile detigguaemployment,
and drug abuse are correlated with the commercial sexual ekploitd juveniles. This
is not a universally held opinion among experts, and there is additidvestledaver how
those issues directly or indirectly affect a youth’s entrante prostitution (Shaw &
Butler, 1998). A child’s diminished self-esteem caused by regestuse often creates
an air of indifference to how she is treated by an adult. The wfillthen normalize the
abuse in her mind and perceive herself to be a “debased sexual dljektullen,
1987). Thus, the abuse directly affects the child and “causes” bentiaue this loss of
self-worth by engaging in prostitution. Others argue that almssis to a sequence of

events — running away from home, followed by participation in delingutnitees, one

11



of which is prostitution. Thus, abuse and prostitution are not directhglated, but
rather prostitution is an indirect effect of abuse.

There have been a number of influential studies that measureewhétise has a
direct or indirect effect on a youth’s entrance into prostitution. miagority of the
studies, however, sample only females, which has resulted in sat@ambation on how
abuse affects males’ engagement in prostitution. A longitudinaly sconducted by
Widom & Kuhns (1996) examined the degree to which being abused and/arteégte
childhood increased a juvenile’s risk for prostitution. The study ssigo even number
of juvenile males and females who were abused and/or neglectedl®67-1971 and
matched them (based on age, race, sex and social classhomithbused and non-
neglected children; all the subjects were followed into young adulthddee authors
concluded that early childhood sexual abuse and/or neglect was &aignredictor of
prostitution for females; however, the “difference in prevalerdqaastitution for abuse
and neglected male subjects vs. male control subjects approachdd] hat reach the
conventional level of significance” (p. 1609). More specifically, plally abused
female subjects were more likely to engage in prostitution (12 BM#owed by sexually
abused (10.5%), and neglected (9%). Both Seng (1989) and Simons & W/i(itbet)
concluded that running away as a result of being sexually abused leads tatpmostiot
necessarily the abuse itself. Seng (1989) stated that Sadolebehavior can be viewed
as behavior that results from the necessities of street lifes survival behavior more
than it is sexual behavior” (p. 665). The following section willcdiég in more detail
how abuse particularly affects a female’s entrance into prbetit Although the

literature on abuse and prostitution discuss a tenuous link betwé&golrelmhood sexual
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abuse and subsequent involvement in prostitution, there is a lack ohsossenongst

researchers that it is the main cause.

Female Prostituted Youth

The commercial sexual exploitation of children is an issue thatcbacerned
researchers, policy makers, child advocates, and practitiontre youth services field
for decades; however, very little is known about this population pkatig when
compared to the adult prostitution market. Research has showsirdett sex workers
comprise approximately 15% of all sex workers, but 85% of alltijpnden arrests
(Alexander, 1998; Whelehan, 2001). As a result, more attention has beet @tathe
social and criminological issues surrounding street prostitutioneeT$tudies have been
published in the last decade concerning female adult sex work w Yk City
(Murphy & Venkatesh, 2006; Thukral & Ditmore, 2003; Thukral, Ditmore &rphy,
2005). All three looked at the changing landscape of the prostitu@wket due to the
crackdown on quality of life issues by the Giuliani and Bloombasigninistrations,
particularly how it has affected street prostitution by ifayca large majority of
prostitutes to move indoors rather than completely abolishing prostituliocording to
Murphy & Venkatesh’s study (2006), 23% of respondents specifically eedddrom the
streets to various indoor venues due to a surge in police activity amtteased risk of
arrest. In a study conducted in Chicago (Raphael & Shapiro, 2002), out of the 54% of the
respondents that had begun working in the streets, 69% had moved into oudionk.
It appeared that due to the heightened police presence, more andvomesa were
entering the prostitution market through indoor venues and online rathrerothéhe

streets (Murphy & Venkatesh, 2006; Thukral, Ditmore & Murphy, 2005).
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Most research on adult and juvenile street-based prostitution has shaivthe
average age of entry into the prostitution market for femalbstiseen 16-19 years of
age (Dalla, 2000; Kennedy, et al., 2007, Norton-Hawk, 2001; Raphael & SHzqé,
Silbert & Pines, 1982); however, several other juvenile prostitution stuéorted
prostituted adolescent females as young as ten, eleven, and t®abley( & Young,
1987; Gray, 1973; Silbert & Pines, 1982). Studies conducted on the edsepoaed a
higher number of minority females engaged in prostitution, prignAfiican American
(Dalla, 2000; Norton-Hawk, 2001), whereas research done in the midawdstvest
coast found the majority of females to be White (Silbert &eBj 1982; Simons &
Whitbeck, 1991). Over half of female prostituted youth were high schaplodts
(Dalla, 2000; Norton-Hawk, 2001; Seng, 1989; Silbert & Pines, 1982). ApproXymate
75% (Bagley & Young, 1987; Gray, 1973; Norton-Hawk, 2001; Raphael & Shapiro,
2002; Seng, 1989; Silbert & Pines, 1982) of respondents reported running away from
home during early adolescence, and over half (Dalla, 2000; Raph&b&lagiro, 2002;
Seng, 1989) reported recreational drug and alcohol abuse before |rameg Several
studies found that over three-quarters of the women intervieweelasexn their use of
drugs and alcohol after first exchanging sex for monetary oermhtcompensation
(Dalla, 2000; Raphael & Shapiro, 2002; Thukral & Ditmore, 2003). Economicsigce
has been identified as a major motivating factor for first argehe prostitution market
(Bagley & Young, 1987; Dalla, 2000; Murphy & Venkatesh, 2006; SilberPiges,
1982; Thukral & Ditmore, 2003). Other studies have found that a number afefem
enter prostitution to support a drug habit (Kennedy, et al., 2007, Silbem&s, 1982);

inability to find employment (Badgley Report, 1984; Silbert & BinkE982) and; coerced
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or forced into prostitution (Badgley Report, 1984; Bagley & Your@87). In two
studies (Bagley & Young, 1987; Silbert & Pines, 1982) over 80% of respondents reported
that they felt that they had no other choice but to engage in prastitintiorder to
survive.

Research has indicated that a woman’s social network plessge fole in her
decision to enter sex work, whether it is someone already itratie or someone who
supports her decision to enter the market (Sharpe, 1998). “Social netwgrés
powerful influences on individual development, play a critical role ersgnal
adjustment, and are critical for understanding unique developmenéaitorags” (Dalla,
2001, p. 1070). In a study conducted by Raphael & Shapiro (2002), onethind
respondents knew someone in their household while growing up who regularly
exchanged sex for money (42% were their mothers and 40% theis)sistex-third knew
of relatives in the trade, 71% knew someone in the neighborhood, and over 70% had
someone suggest they enter the market. Of that 70%, 45% weaewsfrizi% cousins,
19.6% a boyfriend or girlfriend, 14.5% a sister, 6.5% their mother, and ta&if#dather.
Bracey (1979) and Gray (1973) reported that female friends (ileookwates,
neighborhood friends, former friends and new acquaintances) were ithenflueence for
recruitment into prostitution. One study found that 19% of the feneslgondents were
recruited or forced into prostitution by a female friend, 16% bgwriend or pimp, and
12% by their mothers, fathers, foster parents or older siblingan@dy, et al., 2007).
Many female sex workers claim that they would have never caesideEx work if it

were not for the individual(s) in her social network suggesting the idea (Sharpe, 1998).
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Pimps are often thought of as the main source of recruitment irgttption for
juvenile females (Bracey, 1979; Gray, 1973; Kennedy, et al., 2007).egwit women
are considered highly suggestible to engage in prostitution throughdebt, addiction,
assault, authority, and coercion by pimps (Kennedy, et al., 200fpsRise a variety of
locations to recruit girls, such as shelters, group homes, school, atabeften use their
own girls to procure new ones. Research has shown that a largernofbveniles
working on the streets have been linked with a pimp at some point (Ndatwk, 2001;
Silbert & Pines, 1983). In Bracey’s study (1979) respondents etatmat it was not
possible for a juvenile to work the streets without a pimp. Sibd?tnes (1982) found
that out of 55% of their subjects, the person who got the respondent invalved i
prostitution was most often a pimp (25%), another 20% were womentimggrior a
pimp or a madam; 7% were prostitutes and 3% were customers. lof36&cases, the
youth was told what to do and how to do it; in 29% of the cases, tmaed her, talked
her into it or sweet-talked her; in 3% emotional promises wesd,us 2% emotional
threats were used and 4% were threatened physically. @f Wius had a pimp, 41%
said there were no advantages to having one. Another study (Ntateok 2001)
claimed that the respondents who had experienced trauma before tiel8geere more
likely to work for a pimp; however, even though research has tedidaat over three-
quarters of all prostituted youth have experienced trauma in thi&haood, it is highly
unlikely that almost all commercially sexually exploited claldrwork for or have at
some point worked for a pimp. Visano (1987) reported that workerscatl service

agencies overestimated the involvement of pimps in introducing new ayesdw street
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prostitution, thus downplaying the role other friends had in recruitingdhéh into the
trade.

Sexual abuse seems to be a key contributing factor, with cesesrreporting
49% (James, 1976), 65% (James & Meyerding, 1977), 50% (Bracey, 1979), 7%y (Ba
& Young, 1987), 18% (Simons & Whitbeck, 1991), 42% (Norton-Hawk, 2001), and 84%
(Dalla, 2001). Seng found that 28.5% had been sexually abused. Wekd@5) cites
two studies with percentages of 10% and 26%. Although these estiwaayewidely, in
what is considered the most influential study on the link betweesr pbuse and
adolescent prostitution, Silbert & Pines (1982) interviewed 200 juvendeadult (60%
were under 16), current and former, female street prostitutdse i®dn Francisco Bay
Area. They found that not only were 60% of the respondents sexuallydathuseg
their childhood, but 70% reported that the sexual abuse affectedetitesnce into
prostitution. Additionally, 70% of the subjects reported emotional abnde6a%
reported physical. These findings were corroborated by Bagleyo&ng (1987),
Norton-Hawk (2001), and Seng (1989). Bagley & Young (1987) found that only 40%
attributed previous experiences of sexual abuse as the definiog factengaging in
prostitution. Although we cannot generalize from the adult prostituiterature the
unfortunate circumstances faced by commercially sexually ¢gglgouth, we are still
able to make valid inferences as to when, how, and why juvenilésreeg to enter the

prostitution market.

Male Prostituted Youth
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The media often portrays prostituted youth as young females who unazevay
from a dysfunctional home to a large city and into the arms mfrg. Researchers,
however, have found that male prostituted juveniles outhumber fentatyed youth
by 61 to 39% (Finklehor & Ormrod, 2004), and police have reported more toni#c
boys than girls. Yet, this is not reflected in prostitution offense arrest ttat.as Vegas,
only one male (of 178 juveniles) was arrested for prostitutiondstwuly 1, 2003 and
June 30, 2004 (Finklehor & Ormrod, 2004). As for New York City, if oneewte
combine all the prostituted gay-identified boys and trans-gender youkh ali the
homeless boys who are prostituted in order to survive, there woultigkex number of
prostituted boys than girls (Spangenberg, 2001). Yet, according toak¥&t data, only
664 boys 18 and under have been arrested for a prostitution relaeseoffom 1998 to
2006, of which 328 were 18 years of age. Even though police are mooeaamst adult
prostitutes, they tend to classify prostituted youth as offendésrhan as victims, and
often choose to arrest them as opposed to refer them to sociaéssgencies (Finklehor
& Ormrod, 2004; Spangenberg, 2001).

Unlike female prostituted youth, male prostituted youth are oftenridedcas
entering the prostitution market of their own volition (Cates, 1988kitia & Coombs,
1976; Coleman, 1989; Dorais, 2005; Weisberg, 1985; West, 1993). They are veewed a
hustlers looking to make a quick buck, who enter the prostitution marketgivij and
regard sex work as a good alternative to the formal work eco(Gatgs, 1989; Caukins
& Coombs, 1976; Kaye, 2003). Yet past research has shown that wisilarg coveted
for the “sexualization of their bodies”, boys are “commodified in haxaal subcultures

for their youth and vulnerability” (Spangenberg, 2001). Adolescent ésrele more
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likely to be controlled by a pimp, whereas boys tend to work on tveir but have a
large social network of peers engaged in prostitution. Although #rera number of
differences between male and female prostituted youth, theseraraber of similarities,
such as: history of childhood abuse neglect, large runaway and highl sicop-out rate,
and history of alcohol and drug abuse.

In comparison to the literature on prostituted females, there lhesre relatively
few extensive and influential studies done on the commercial sexplalitation of boys.
There are two often cited studies, one of which was conducteddayraof researchers,
led by Kelly Weisberg, from 1979 to 1981, and the other conducted by Donaidiwe
the early 1990’s (Weisberg, 1985; West, 1993). In both studies, the majdiiy youth
were approximately 17 at the time of entry, and over 80% had rugp fmara home
before the age of 18. Like their female counterparts, more tharo7@é respondents
did not complete high-school, and over a quarter of them only complgteti grade or
less. In Weisberg’s study, the males reported less instaficesxual abuse, 29%, as
compared to emotional abuse, 38% and physical abuse, 34%. Both studies réadrt
over 80% of the subjects engaged in prostitution for financial reasdMsisberg’'s
respondents, however, claimed that prostitution was easy moneyingeferithe short
duration of the sexual encounter and the ease of completing thecsewhereas in
West’s study, the subjects stated that they often resortetbgtitption when they were
desperately short of money and needed access to food and sheltanve. s@f the
subjects in Weisberg’s study, 27% claimed they entered the prostitutiont fiveirkexual

gratification. Drug and alcohol use was rampant among both ssingler 75% of
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respondents reported abusing alcohol, marijuana, or other “recrdatings (i.e.
cocaine, heroin, LSD, and amphetamines).

Male prostituted youth are generally assumed to be delinquents and/or
homosexuals. There is a common misconception that the majority lef prastituted
youth are homosexual, when in fact, many of them identify as lieing heterosexual
(Cates, 1989; Caukins & Coombs, 1976; Kaye, 2003; West, 1993). In West's study
(1993), 46% said they were aroused mostly or only by females, 36%@0npstly by
males, and 18% more or less equally by either sex. These yadthotde associated
with the juvenile delinquent sub-culture, which often entails living onstheets, high
instances of drug abuse, and engaging in a variety of criragtaiities (in addition to
prostitution) such as drug-dealing, panhandling, and theft (Pricé, @084; Weisberg,
1983). They view selling sexual favors as an easy way of makomgy, which allows
them the freedom to do what they want, when they want.

Weisberg defines male prostitution as “an outlet for their séyuah the gay
sub-culture (Weisberg, 1985; p. 19). These youth tend to have lowestsdfn and
self-worth, and find a means of identification and acceptanda@mwihis sub-culture.
Another study (Cates, 1989) found that for some boys, prostitutiondsagsan outlet to
exhibit homosexual feelings although they may deny their homadsesieatation. Thus,
for an adolescent male who is questioning his sexuality, the desireaafult male to pay
for his body may help to boost his diminished self-esteem and egtf-wA large part of
this sub-culture includes lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgendefjLiGdhtified youth.
Based on a meta-analysis conducted by Coleman (1989) on prostitution amtmng

adolescents, he concluded that at least two-thirds of male ptedtitouth are gay or bi-
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sexual. Coleman found that those youth who were comfortable with deirality
tended to consider prostitution a profession, whereas those youth whadstitdied as
hetero-sexual or were conflicted about their sexuality wereentikely to consider
prostitution as a means of survival. A study conducted in New Edykby Rotheram-
Borus, et al. (1992) found that out of 119 predominantly minority malesr (balf
African-American and over a quarter Hispanic) aged 12 to 18, ladlvbd to be at high
risk for HIV infection, 25% reported involvement in prostitution. Of thatly 3%
reported exchanging sexual services as a means to survive, iwlgohsiderably low
when compared with California — 31% in Hollywood and 28% in Logyeles
(Robertson, 1989; Yates, et al., 1988). In another small study conductenviry &tk
City (Maitra, 2002), the LGBT youth interviewed began hustling amyato earn easy
money, and because they were curious about the experience. Narngdehowever,
that although they would like to leave the life, they were unsuvéhat they could do to

survive in the city.
Runaway and Homeless Prostituted Youth

A large majority of runaway and homeless youth engage in prastitutiten as a
means of survival. Homeless and runaway youth are “a hidden populatiesh dratheir
high residential mobility, ability to blend in and adapt to their@aurdings (compared to
homeless adults), and movement in and out of homes, shelters, juveniiiodete

facilities and the streets” (Greene, et al., 2003, p.24h)the U.S., homelessness among

! ‘Runaway’ is most often defined as “those who &heme of their own volition without the consent of
their caregiver.” A youth is deemed a ‘throwawayien “the parents of such youth have induced theem t
leave against their will and made no effort to fthdm once they left home.” “Street youth” are
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adolescents, ages 12-17, has an approximate annual prevalencestat¢Rdbertson &
Toro, 1998). Research has consistently shown that runaway youth do notuaften r
from home. Studies conducted in Los Angeles, San Francisco.eSaattiNYC report
that the majority of homeless and runaway youth are ‘locRisbértson & Toro, 1998).
One study showed that 58% of respondents were from the city thel ifiver the
surrounding area (Schick, 1981, as cited in Yates, et al., 1991). udyacstinducted on
homeless youth in NYC, 54% of the sample was from the NYC mettapaea (Clatts

& Dawvis, 1999). According to a national survey of youth (Ringwaltletl998), males
were more likely to report homelessness than females; howeveliffaences were
found by racial or ethnic group. A large majority of homeless ranaway youth report

a long pattern of residential instability, often times due tefastre placement (Gaetz &
O’Grady, 2002; Robertson & Toro, 1998). Research has shown a higbf rat@ool
truancy and drop-outs (Gaetz & O'Grady, 2002; Robertson & Toro, 1998;, ¥tak,
1991). Homeless and runaway youth are often involved in various street economies, such
as: panhandling, prostitution, drug-dealing, pimping, pornography, muggimd, a
stealing.

There have been a number of studies that have looked at the prevatnof
prostitution amongst the homeless and runaway youth population. A natiodgl st
conducted in 1998 found that being homeless for longer than thirty dayhevasgle
most decisive factor forcing youth to become prostitutes (Nandon, et al., 1998ardRes
has shown that a large percentage of street youth, aged thirtes#venteen, are

commercially sexually exploited (Clatts, et al., 1998; Gae@'&rady, 2002; Greene, et

considered to be youth who reside in “high-riskp#tiaditional locations, such as under bridges,
abandoned buildings or squats (Greene, et al3,310 2-1 — 2-4).
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al., 1999; Gwadz, et al., 2005; Kipke, et al., 1997; Schissel, 1997; Yatds, 1€194);

and, Marjorie Robertson (1998) reported that almost a third of homeless adolescknts, bot
males and females, have engaged in prostitution in order to survive strékts. One
study reported that runaway and homeless youth make up approximatelpf7ado
youth involved in commercial sexual exploitation (as cited ire¥aet al., 1991) In a
sample of 409 street youth in Los Angeles (ages 12-23), 43% ocdriaes (46% males,

32% females) reported engaging in “survival sex;” of the 43%, 826hanged sex for
money, 48% for food or a place to stay and 22% for drugs (Kipke, et al., 1995). Research
has found that homeless homosexual and bisexual males are signifcard likely to

have engaged in survival sex (Gaetz & O’Grady, 2002; Kipke, e1¥7; Yates, et al.,
1991). Because prostituted homeless youth do not necessarily idantgyostitutes” or

as “sexually exploited,” these percentages might be under-represented.

Consistent with other studies of the CSEC population, rates of childhood abus
and trauma were high among prostituted homeless youth; sexual abgese fram 17 to
35%, and physical abuse ranged from 40% to 60% (Gaetz & O’Grady, @0&Riz, et
al., 2005; Kidd & Kral; 2002; Robertson & Toro, 1998). Prostituted hometash yad
a higher attempted suicide rate than non-prostituted homeless yoatdnéGet al., 1999;
Robertson & Toro, 1998; Schissel, 1997). Sexually exploited homeless rgpaitted a
greater decline in health status than other homeless youth (&a@tsrady, 2002;
Robertson & Toro, 1998; Yates, et al.,, 1991) and a higher incidence ofSelpssel,
1997; Yates, et al., 1991). Whitbeck and Hoyt (1999) found no gender ditfenmenc

either “prostitution or survival sex” but found that boys were mixe&yl than girls to
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engage in other street economies such as: panhandling, stealing, eoidbohyg dealing
for money and dumpster diving for food.

Based on past studies, there appears to be a high correlatioremetwg and
alcohol abuse and sexual exploitation (Clatts, et al., 1998; Clddavés, 1999; Gaetz &
O’Grady, 2002; Gwadz, et al., 2005; Kipke, et al., 1995; Yates, et all).198arijuana
use was the most commonly abused drug (Clatts & Davis, 1999; Gaetz &dy,@002;
Gwadz, et al., 2005); however, these studies also reported a lagif edtohol, cocaine,
heroin, crack, and methamphetamine abuse. In a study comparing $smelgh
involved and not involved in prostitution (Yates, et al., 1991) 97% of the invgiveith
used drugs or alcohol compared with 78% of their homeless non-involeesl pdearly
22% of the involved youth used intraveneous drugs, compared to only 4% mdrthe
involved group. One study (Kipke, et al., 1995) found that homeless youth abusysg
were 2.2 times more likely to engage in survival sex. Streeths’ own use of drugs
and engagement in prostitution was connected to their knowledge of howhenel t&
access drugs and obtain drugs for sex partners (Clatts &,008&88). Homeless youth
have consistently reported that they are knowledgeable about AIDS exudllg
transmitted infections, and the majority tends to practice safewsth their clients;
however, many are not opposed to sex without protection if it equatasreo money

(Clatts, et al., 1998).

Alternative Explanations of the Commercial Sexual Exploitation of Children
Research on how youth are prostituted often focuses on psychological
explanations, and few criminological or sociological theories hasen applied to

explain this phenomenon. The theories applied to this issue often look at the reasons why
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youth enter the commercial sexual exploitation market, butrdre}y take into account

by what means the youth are recruited into the market. &edstearlier, several
psychologists who have studied this issue (Badgley Report, 1984; daMegerding,
1977; Seng, 1989; Silbert & Pine, 1982; Simons & Whitbeck, 1991; Weisberg, 1985;
Widom & Kuhns, 1996) have employed theories linking past sexual, phgsidalerbal
abuse and neglect to explain why boys and girls are often “foricgéal”prostitution.
Although it is important to understand why youth enter the CSEC markstequally

vital to know how they enter and why they might remain in “the life.”

Social capital theories are rooted in sociology; however, thelyemteunderstood
from a criminological standpoint when they are applied to deviant abpuos$, such as
prostituted youth. Social capital is comprised of “a network oftiogla and the
resources embedded in those relations” (Prell & Skvoretz, 2008, p. 5)henvabrds,
individuals who do better are by some means better connected. arbetleree main
theorists of social capital: Pierre Bourdieu, Robert Putham anesJ@oleman. All three
theorists measured social capital on both an individual and group yevelefined the
concept differently. According to Bourdieu, “social capital repressan aggregate of the
actual or potential resources which are linked to possession ofableunetwork”
(Bourdieu, 1980, p. 2; Bourdieu, 1986, p. 248). Putnam defined social capital as,
“features of social organization, such as trust, norms and netwaksan improve the
efficiency of society by facilitating coordinated actionButnam, 1993a, p. 169). Social
capital as defined by Coleman is “the set of resourcesrthate in family relations and
in community society organization and that are useful for the tegnor social

development of a child or young person” (Coleman, 1994, p. 300). By estadplishi
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obligations and expectations between individuals, building trustworthingssothers,
opening up channels for information, and setting norms for behavior, one i dhlild
social capital (Coleman, 1988-89).

More recent social capital theorists, namely Nan Lin and Ronalt, Bave
hypothesized that social capital is also based on social rkestwolSocial networks
simultaneously capture individuals and social structure, thus servangited conceptual
link between actions and structural constraints, between micraonacih-level analyses,
and between relational and collective dynamic processes” (Lin, GabBart, 2001, p.
viii). Lin (1982) has proposed that “access to and use of s@salrces (resources
embedded in social networks) can lead to better socioeconomic gdusited in Lin,
Cook and Burt, 2001, p. 12). Wealth, power and status of social ties ar@i@dkors of
embedded resources. In a theory similar to Lin’'s, Burt (1992) tasg&t “certain
network positions (structural holes and structural constraints) Haatseon individuals
getting better positions or rewards in organizations” (as citedin, Cook and Burt,
2001, p.12). Network constraint, which varies by size, density, anddhigraneasures
the “extent to which a network is directly or indirectly concatad in a single contact”
(Lin, Cook & Burt, 2001, p. 32). Large networks of disconnected contactsddral/é
low constraint, and small, dense networks that are stronglytdiethe central contact
(hierarchy) have high constraint. This suggests that prostituted yoatkavge networks
of other prostituted youth are more likely to be embedded and condtraitien their
deviant networks, and have limited access to other non-deviant individuals.

With regards to crime and social capital, Putnam believed thglhéhilevels of

social capital, all else being equal, translate into lowwezi$eof crime” (Putnam, 2000, p.
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308). Putnam did not provide evidence to support this claim other thanngfénat
delinquent peers tend to influence other youth into committing crimlesreas, those
youth with a positive support network do not turn to a life of crime. However, it has bee
found that adolescents are highly susceptible to peer influencearaniéss likely to
follow parental guidance (Corsaro and Eder, 1990; Cusick, 1973; Warr, 19963.
study (Watt, 1996) found that an individual's network, and not his ownoip&rs
attributes, affect whether or not the individual pursues delinquent loetavihe study
also concluded that most delinquent offenders belong to multiplenaligroups; thus,
the more delinquent friends an individual has, the less likely leehawe many positive
outside influences. This once again suggests that if a predtigduth has a large
network of prostituted friends, he or she is less likely to havesadoenon-delinquent
influences.

One criminological theory that has dealt with both social cajpita network
analysis is Krohn’'s network analysis theory, as Krohn hypothedlzs “a social
network (a set of actors, individuals or groups linked by friendshipooresother
relationship) constrains individual behavior...and the probability of behaviwsistent
with the continuance of their network relationships will increa@&bhn, 1986:5S82-
S83). Krohn argued that the social status and status areaeamttydinked to delinquent
behavior due to the effect they have on the structure of sociabmkestw “The network
could be formed around participation in deviant activities and, as aquersee, the
constraining effect of the network would be toward deviant behavior” (Krohn, 1986:S83).
Krohn’s theoretical framework draws upon Edwin Sutherland’s (1939) el

association theory and Travis Hirschi's (1969) social control thearyaddition to
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adapting Emile Durkheim’s approach of focusing on how social factegsilate
individuals and groups within a conventional social order. Research oortireeccial
sexual exploitation of children indicates that both male and &eaddlescents are likely
to be introduced to prostitution by a peer. McCarthy and Hagan (1992) tioainicaving
deviant peers either at home or on the street was positivelated with theft, and that
the number of street friends arrested was significantly associateg@nagtitution.

Hirschi’s social control theory focuses on social bonds via attaghtadamily,
school, and peers, and how these bonds restrain individuals from pursuingt devia
activities. Social capital is a form of social control, absupport, and social integration
(Koo, Chitwood & Sanchez, 2007). Cullen (1994) postulated that social suppoé of
strongest predictors of crime prevention. However, “when bonded to delinpeenst,
the constraint of the bond is toward delinquency” (Haynie, 2001, p. 1021). @he st
(Pahl & Spencer, 1997) concluded that when family does not play an impat&in an
adolescent’s life, friendships grow more in importance and take ohiihlse relations.
Granovetter (1973) found that the more an individual is embedded in dbeial
structure (e.g., friendship network), the more likely the social saa@nd beliefs of the
network will influence the individual's behavior. Dense social ndt&aonstrain the
behavior of their members to be commensurate with the network’s behakioh could
be toward delinquency. Thus, youth involved in dense friendship networks salikdgs
to be influenced by outside pressures, and in the case of prostitutdd potside
positive influences.

Edwin Sutherland’'s (1947) differential association theory is basedhen

assumption that criminal behavior is learned through intimate pergooaps where
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attitudes or “definitions” favorable to law violation are obtainedsedaech finds that the
“behavior of peers is more important than the attitudes of peerafluencing an
individual's own delinquency” (Warr and Stafford, 1991, p. 853). Thus, a denser
network in which the majority of individuals are friends with one anothik equate to a
greater concentration of differential associations than wilhdgiart of a friendship
network where only certain members identify each other as friéddgnie, 2001).
Thus, the denser the CSEC market is as a whole, the more hieelyouth know one
another on some level. As a result, the youth learn from one anothéncaease the
likelihood that they will adapt the behaviors and attitudes of their peers.

Krohn based his hypotheses on the structural characteristicgtebrks on
multiplexity and density. He described multiplexity as the numbk different
relationships or contexts (e.g. activities, exchanges) that twoooe persons have in
common. Krohn suggests that the greater the number of contexts (@orknet
multiplexity), the greater the constraint on the individual’'s behavién individual
involved in a number of different associations is less likely to watlhdrom one or more
of his activities/exchanges in order to prevent jeopardizing tladiaeship he has with
his entire social network. The youth’s behavior is more constramased on his
relationship with his social network; thus, the chance of partioigaitn delinquent
activities will decrease. @ When taking Sutherland’s sociaknieg theory into
consideration, however, even if a youth does have a network that is exyltiphis
deviant peers are his main source of reinforcement, he would be more likelydipatat
in delinquent activities. More specifically, if a juvenile hasextess of definitions

favorable to violating the law over definitions favorable to upholdingdie which is
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primarily learned through his interactions with his deviant sociatwork, his
participation in delinquent activities will increase. Becausentlagrity of prostituted
youth are thought to be runaways and/or homeless, they are moyetdikelkn to their
friends for advice and support since there are so few stable @moeeddults in their
life. If those friends are exhibiting deviant behavior, the youthharee likely to learn
from them and adopt the same behaviors.

Krohn (1986) describes density as the “extent to which all actoes $ocial
network are connected by direct relations” (p. S85). It is measured r@aithef existing
relationships to the maximum number of possible relationships in aometwKrohn
hypothesizes that the higher the network density, the greateptis¢raint on behavior
within the social network, which will lead to a lower delinquendg.rakrohn suggests
that an individual’'s network density is often dependent on the overallgiaputensity
of a community. As population density increases, an individual's netwaoritgewill
decrease, which will result in an increase in the delinqueney ftis is due to the fact
that the greater the number of potential relationships theremaa individual, the lower
the probability that many of these relationships will be linkedone another, thus
decreasing an individual’'s constraint on behavior. In the case of lasg® siich as New
York City, there is a greater likelihood that individual friendshaps forged in several
different social settings. Thus, city dwellers are ndlikedy to have networks that are
multiplex or highly dense, and as a result, they may be more poodelihquency.
Based on the CSEC literature, a large majority of prostityobuth are “locals.” Thus,
the youth who are sexually exploited in NYC, are most likely ftbenmetropolitan area,

and have social networks that neither multiplex or dense.
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Knowing the dynamics of prostituted youth social networks and thaieimée on
social capital will not only be vital for calculating a popwatiestimate, but it will also
provide insight as to how the different groups of sexually expl@tkdescents (males,
females, homeless and runaways) are inter-connected. Most ofisvkiabwn about
prostituted youth is based on studies that rely on purposive samples culled fedrargdre
runaway youth agencies, rape crisis shelters, and juvenile deteetbers, and data
provided by law enforcement agencies, child advocacy centers, and gertice
agencies. They do not attempt or have failed to recruit & larmpugh sample of
prostituted youth directly from the streets, which is essentiabrder to show the
diversity and complex nature of the CSEC population. Past reseadisbaprimarily
focused on why youth enter prostitution, not on how they entered or thectehrestics
that make up the CSEC market and population. Without knowing this, itfisutlito
determine how to effectively combat this issue.

The following chapter describes the methodology that was usedéotdbke data
necessary to answer the research question and hypotheses outthegiter One. More
specifically, what the CSEC population estimate is for New Y&itik and the attributes
of the CSEC networks and its members; are youth more likelyetolsdp from others
with criminal or normative social capital when taking into accobet youths’ social
network size, current living situation, education level, other sourcaacome, drug
abuse, race, gender, and age of first involvement in the CSEC marigt how
constrained choices and lack of agency inhibit the youth from agjamgh levels of

normative social capital. By gaining a better understandineofOSEC issue, policy
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makers, practitioners in the youth services field and child advoeatede better

equipped to help sexually exploited youth.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

The data collected for this dissertation was part of a laygert funded by the
National Institute of Justice (Curtis, Terry, Dank, Kahn & Dombroywa808). The data
collection process began in January 2006 and was completed in April 200The As
Senior Research Associate, | helped coordinate meetings willbblihelay research team
and trainings sessions with experts in the field prior to the ladai@ collection,
conducted a majority of the interviews with the youth, coded all thesdtribed
interviews, and aided in the final analysis and report to Nlbe fbllowing section
details the methodology used to gather the data, the challenges that¢dcand how the
research team was able to overcome the challenges and subcessfuit more youth

than originally expected for the study.

The CSEC Population in New York City: Size, Characteristics, and Needs
The John Jay College research team was charged with gainingtea bet
understanding of the CSEC population, particularly its size, chasticte needs, and
geographic spread in New York City. This section, followed by thdirigs from the
study, describes the sequence of steps that the researclattdadmn Jay followed to
reach those goals, organizing the information into three major sections:
1) A discussion otfthe rationalefor the data collection methodology that the research
team initially envisioned as the most appropriate for this stadgt an overview of
how that method works.

2) A description ofthe preparationghat the research team made before beginning to
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refer research subjects, including:

a. A description of formative research conducted by the teaniest &cross New
York City,

b. An overview of the specialized training that the team redeiout youth
engaging in CSEC before beginning data collection,

c. A description of how the research team’s experiences in (a) @néed to
adjustments to the original research model.

3) A description ofthe data collection processcluding a discussion of what worked
and did not work in ways that had been anticipated, and how the reseanch
adjusted and embellished the original methodology in response to condititres i

field.

The Rationale: Why this method?

This component of the overall project was thought to be especlalienging
because there was so little information about youth engagin@SIEC beyond the
anecdotal reports provided by advocates and practitioners, and ther meatdeers of
CSEC cases that appeared in official data bases like remartds or arrest statistics (435
arrests in 2004) which suggested that they were concentratddvinhet-spots that were
scattered across New York City. The John Jay College oés¢é@am was recruited to
partner in this research, in part, because of their track rec@ahducting research with
hard-to-reach populations. The John Jay team that conducted thismesaarcomposed
of nine (Ph.D. and Masters) students at the college, and wayg Rt ICurtis, Chair of
the Department of Anthropology.

Because of the lack of a substantial body of empirical evidenoat ahis
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population, ethnography, another strength of the John Jay team, walyieitivisioned
as the appropriate methodology for the project as it is ofteshas@n exploratory tool.
But the research team was concerned about finding sufficient numbers of youtibte be
to make empirically-supported statements about the CSEC populatiothisins not a
strength of ethnography. Thus, the challenge at the outset wadt tancegpproach to the
research that would capitalize on the strengths of the odsé@am and advance our
understanding of CSEC markets and their participants.

From the beginning, there were several reasons why traditethabgraphic
approaches seemed limited for this study, especially the prebbssociated with
geography and time. For example, the half-dozen CSEC hot-spots (kabeqully as
“tracks” or “strolls”) that had been initially identified as pati@l locations for
ethnographic observation and subject recruitment were so widelgredaaicross the city
(from Coney Island in Brooklyn, to midtown Manhattan, to Hunts Point irBtioax),
that a relatively large team of ethnographers would have beendneedenduct a true
ethnographic study in the space of one year, which after akkndspon actuallyeing
there for prolonged periods of time. The number and geographic spreadebetixese
sites would have made it virtually impossible for a small numbestlwiographers to
maintain a continuous field presence at any one of the sites, thusnumdg one of the
primary strengths of ethnography: its ability to develop relahimss with research
subjects and see the culture through their eyes. But even ifstsrech team had selected
a small number of known hot-spots as ethnographic field sites,sitnet clear that
ethnographic methods would have been effective at these sites; itlteddi-spots had

been identified as CSE@arketsand there was no evidence that these settings would
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have offered ethnographers the opportunity to refer, interview ortddetow” potential

research subjects, especially youth that were being “pimpedadojts (see below,
Formative Research). Given the problems described above (and othadg)onal

ethnographic approaches seemed unlikely to yield the kinds of datas thgically

expected to be produced, and thus, the challenge was to find cheseghodology that
would collect empirical data to answer some of the fundamentatiougesbout the
CSEC population in New York City.

In crafting an approach that would accomplish the goals of thg,shelJohn Jay
College research team made two initial assumptions about youwlgieggn CSEC that
were based upon evidence provided by our collaborative partners:

1. The actual number of youth involved in the market was far grédaarany of the
statistics suggested. If this were true, then it should havedussible to refer and
interview enough youth (i.e., more than 100) to quantify and analyze dhisran
ways that ethnography often does not.

2. Youth engaging in CSEC know each other and have formed network(s) that
transcend geographic boundaries. We made this assumption because aj gwm
girls had been arrested on multiple occasions in different hot-spdtthas, they
might link geographically diverse sub-networks of youth, and bgtivas evidence
that some of the girls were circulated (bought, sold, or tradedn@npimps
(colloquially referred to as pimped girls), and thus, some giidggtniink groups of
pimped girls.

These two assumptions about the CSEC population led the project to adopt a

subject recruitment strategy called “Respondent Driven Sagiplisee below) that
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sought to capitalize on the connections between the youth, and to ust treder each
other to the study — and we set a goal of interviewing 200 youtktherrthan relying
upon the traditional, painstakingly time-consuming ethnographic methodsbggct

recruitment that generate small samples.

RDS methods and techniques

Respondent Driven Sampling (RDS) is a methodology that is used nat rec
statistically representative samples of hard-to-reach groypsakking advantage of
intragroup social connections to build a sample pool (Heckathorn 1997, 2002,
Heckathorn et al. 2002, Abdul-Quader et al. 2006, Robinson et al. 2006). RDShis muc
like the well-known and often-used recruitment strategies of “snévdaahpling”
(Goodman 1961) and “chain-referral sampling” (Erickson 1979), but unlike these
methods whose primary utility is generating a large numbeesd#arch subjects, RDS
also provides a powerful set of analytic/statistical tools feating weighted population
estimates which are at least as powerful and robust as teoseated through more
common probabilistic statistics (Heckathorn 2002, Salganick & Heckathorn 2004).

An additional benefit is that Respondent Driven Sampling (RDS) hasdbesvn
to improve upon previous chain referral and snowball sampling methodadgyeng a
systematic recruiting scheme and mathematical modelihgitpees during data analysis
in order to mitigate, estimate, and correct for biases, including those due keclipeeof
the initial sample, 2) volunteerism (higher levels of particgyafrom cooperative and
interested participants), 3) problems related to the how charaktakes place (e.g.,

problems with inaccurate contact information and differential renant), and 4)
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homophily (the tendency of seeds and subsequent referrals to rdursé like
themselves) (Heckathorn, 2002). As recruitment chains go through mares voh
referral, the biasing effects of initial seed selectionmammized (Heckathorn, 2002;
Salganik & Heckathorn, 2004).

RDS, like similar recruitment strategies, has proved exiseoseful in quickly
recruiting large numbers of people from hidden populations, but it also allowscressa
to describe the salient characteristics of the population and, in ssta@ces, make
population estimates. Instead of making estimations directly flansample to the
population, RDS outlines a methodology for making indirect estimatesay of the
social networks connecting the population (Salganik & Heckathorn 2004)u$%ecd
these advantages over other recruitment strategies, RDS hasnbesasingly used
nationally and internationally in studies of hard-to-reach groupsydimg injection drug
users, commercial sex workers, and men who have sex with men (Bbdder et al.
2006, Johnston, et al. 2006, Simic et al. 2006), and the John Jay researohatzarad
that RDS had great potential for this study.

The basic mechanics of RDS recruitment are fairly ditbogvard: a small
number of initial research subjects (called “seeds”) arerned, interviewed by the
researchers, and paid for their time and effort ($20 in this).c&s#lowing their
interviews, the seeds are given 3 sequentially numbered coupons andtédsto pass
them along to friends or associates who are like themselvekigirtase, others who
currently participate in CSEC markets). If referral chainsndb develop as expected,
additional seeds may be referred as replacements. The numbersconpbas allow the

researchers to prevent duplication, identify who referred eadlipart, and keep track
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of subsequent recruitment patterns using the RDS “Coupon Managexasofthat is

downloadable for free atwww.respondentdrivensampling.orgVhen coupons are

redeemed by eligible research subjects, their referreomspensated ($10) for each
coupon redeemed. The eligible subjects referred by the seegsismihe first wave of
the sample and they are each given three coupons to refer thevanextof study
participants. Study participants are recruited in this fashioh thetidesired sample size
is reached.

In addition to the advantages described above that RDS offers, tberehree
additional reasons why RDS was envisioned as a superior stritegyonducting
research with this population:

1. The issue of trust and building rapport with research participeassthought to be
problematic with youth engaging in CSEC, but many research @mdfedthad used
the RDS peer-driven network recruiting method appeared to havg easicome
the issue of building rapport. Using RDS, the researcherswagsalintroduced to
each new unnamed research subject by a friend or assotiatean describe the
non-threatening nature of participation in the study beforehand, arath You the
researchers’ good faith, thereby facilitating subject recruitment.

2. The potential savings of time (and hence, money) that RDSdafftre data
collection phase of a project (Abdul-Quader et al. 2006, Robinson 2008) was
attractive given the limited resources available for this compoakthe overall
project. Using traditional ethnographic methods or recruiting eigibspondents
from field sites where youth engaging in CSEC were said fwdealent was likely

to take much longer and refer far fewer study participants tieh iRethods, which
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have been shown to recruit large numbers of study participantsveryashort
amount of time (Abdul-Quader et al. 2006, Robinson et al. 2006, Wang et al. 2006).
3. RDS can begin recruitment anywhere within a pool of eligibleestsyj and it can
reliably produce a representative sample of the population regaadléise starting
points. As Heckathorn (1997:176) notes, “RDS produces samples that are
independent of the initial subjects from which sampling begins. Aswty it does
not matter whether the initial sample is drawn randomly.” Tdé&urassure a robust
heterogeneous sample of youth, the research team planned toit recr
demographically diverse seeds from across New York City, buastr@assuring to
know that any starting point in a network will produce similar results.
The John Jay research team believed that RDS offered the bestuoppdidr
learning about the CSEC population given the multiple challengesl fysthis research,
but before starting to recruit youth into the study, considerabklgapation was required
to learn more about them and the environments where they were folod, Beese
preparations — the formative research and the specialized trairéng described and
discussed, followed by a discussion of how these experiences ledstaah team to

modify and embellish the original research plan.

The Preparations. Formative Research

To orient the research team to the field and prepare them faitirgg youth into the
study, several months of “formative research” were conductedtio@dirst half of 2006
that included direct observations in known hot-spots across the citys tasisocial
service and governmental agencies that served youth engagi@$EC, attending

meetings and seminars with advocates and practitioners in litheafinel interviews with
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service providers and “cultural experts” in a variety of neighbods. Below, these

components of the formative research are described and discussed.

Direct Observation in the Field

It was initially expected that direct observation in the fialsl,is often standard
with ethnographic approaches, would allow the research team totcd#dec about
variations in conditions over time, see things that young people okedpand learn
what young people would not talk about in interviews. To begin to develigeper
understanding of the physical environments where CSEC populations were locatsd, dir
observation were conducted in many of the hot-spots that had been edebtifiour
collaborative partners and the police, including Hunts Point in the Bf@u&ens Plaza,
East New York and Coney Island in Brooklyn, and midtown and the Wdag¥iarea of
Manhattan.

Based upon the formative research that was done over the firstlseemths of the
project, it was clear that there was no site(s) that wasistengy and predictably
occupied by youth in a fashion that would have allowed the researchtdeammduct
useful, systematic observations. Even outreach workers from sewciadesorganizations
who visited these sites on a nightly basis had, on the whole, pleeyneral relationships
with sex market participants. Thus, while direct observation is yaimkgredient of
ethnography and offers researchers invaluable opportunities to gamtenhe study
population and see things from a perspective that not enjoyed by seseayahers, it is
also very time consuming. In this instance, while direct observatiam wgeful to
understanding part of the general milieu where youth engagi@pEC were found, it

was clear from the formative research that direct observatias unlikely to produce
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copious amounts of useful data or generate robust numbers of contdcigotetial
research subjects. While the research team did not know whett&miRihods would
ultimately prove successful in recruiting exploited youth in sigfit numbers, it seemed

clear that standard ethnographic methods of observation were not the way to go.

Staff Training

Before starting to refer youth into the study, the John Japndséeam benefited
from formal and informal training on the unique practical and etlpicgdlems that were
likely to accompany this research. To learn about these issuesséa@ch team attended
New York City CSEC task force meetings, forums devoted to thdgmmpland held one-
on-one discussions with policy makers, professionals and CSEC advocies, w
described the nature and scope of the prolfiéfhe research team was especially
interested in learning about factors and conditions that could pdientipede progress
in reaching the project’s goals, and there were several conmagsed in these meetings
and discussions that called for careful planning by the reseanth 8me of the unique
problems that were said to be impediments to research with yngtygieg in CSEC
included: being exploited by adults, distrust of adults, low seleestieading to non-
responsiveness, and manipulation by the youth themselves for mogeaiaryrhe John
Jay research team was consistently advised that findingvgirksing for a pimp was
likely to be particularly difficult, and because of that, tegearch team sought additional
training from experts who work exclusively with this population &l ws those who

work with homeless youth in general.

2 The team consulted with experts from the followamgencies: Legal Aid, NYPD, Bronx Community
Court, Queens Community Court, Brooklyn Communitu@, Midtown Community Court, Empire State
Coalition, Streetworks, Safe Horizon, Green Chinm&ylvia’s Place, Neutral Zone, CitiwWide, Urban
Justice Center, GEMS, SAVI, NDRI, ECPAT, and the Béorkers Project.
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One of these organizations, Girls Educational and Mentoring Services, |
(GEMS), works specifically with young females, age 12-21, who H&es victims of
commercial sexual exploitation. GEMS founder and Executive dieRachel Lloyd,
provided specialized training for the John Jay College researfttogta the course of
two days. Ms. Lloyd described and discussed many of the potentialpsotiie research
team might encounter when trying to find and interview this populatrmhhaw to best
handle the issues that might arise.

Based upon the expertise of Ms. Lloyd and the staff at GEMS elhsasvother
experts who work with these girls in New York City, young women who engage i@ CSE
were said to be generally divided into two camps: those who work rfgrspand those
who do not. Those who do not work for pimps tend to engage in survivahrseéx;
seemed likely that they would be easier to refer and intenhaw pimped girls whose
movements were said to be highly structured and controlled by men.

The girls who are controlled by pimps often formed "families" @ach pimp has
an average of 5-7 girls in his "stable" (a group of women wgrKkor the same
pimp). Pimps control certain tracks around the city, and a girl coulsvoiit on these
tracks unless she worked for one of the men. The girls are ofténtaugecruit other
girls, and they are offered incentives for every girl thatytbring into the stable. Lloyd
noted that modern day pimps are becoming indoctrinated into "the gmaesyétem of
commercial sexual exploitation) at an increasingly younger age® tend to come from

impoverished backgrounds and neighborhoods. Pimps often have quotas forldeir gi

$300-$500 on weeknights and $700-$1000 on weekends, which begin on Thursdays. The

majority of pimps collect all of the money that the young womerking for them earn
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each night, and in return they pay for the girls' rent, food, clothing and occassitsatoi
the hair and nail salon. The rest is profit for the pimp.

Lloyd cautioned the research team that the majority, if notoélthe young
women engaging in CSEC have experienced psychological traumaodaetst of
coercion, manipulation and exploitation by men. She likened the trau@to¢kholm
and Battered Wife Syndromes. The girls' relationship withetinesn is characterized by
love, loyalty, dependence, control, fear and pain. Because many of yeomen
engaging in CSEC come from calamitous backgrounds, the pimp was ofteidered
the first person to treat them with "love" and "respect.” sGare at risk of becoming
psychologically enslaved by their pimp(s), and as a result,'siggs of ownership"
become embedded in their psyches, even once the pimp is no lomgeedhin their
lives. Because of the extensive trauma that these girlsémakeed, Ms. Lloyd stressed
the importance of gaining the youths' trust, no matter how longtdb&t in order for
them to open up about their experience.

In addition to the training provided by Rachel Lloyd, Marya Gw#&dzD., of the
National Development and Research Institutes (NDRI), traineceigarch team on how
to best interview and study this population. Dr. Gwadz has conductedousrgtudies
on homeless, runaway and street-involved youth. The training included tgesrong
trust, detecting deception, remaining objective, and how to best dpfabematic
situations. Dr. Gwadz discussed the challenges the reseaothadsface in trying to
refer and interview sexually exploited youth, which included: themstigation and
illegality of "sex work" could make youth uncomfortable disclosingrtimvolvement in

the market; youth may be dishonest regarding both their age and meolven the
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market in order to collect monies for their participation in tivel\s and the youth may
be drunk or high.Additionally, Dr. Gwadz spoke about the potential benefits that the
youth may acquire by participating in the study. This includedng youth an
opportunity to "give back" and help others; youth often benefit by tetliag story; and
they would receive various youth-focused service referrals qhelters, counseling,
health-care, job-training, etc.).

Based on her past research, Dr. Gwadz reported that there 3086-850% sex
work prevalence rate amongst homeless youth and that there wgasder bias. In her
study that looked at young men who have sex with men, 35.2% were invohssX i
work and transgender youth were 3.5 times more likely to participatee trade than
males or females. Like Rachel Lloyd, Dr. Gwadz found a numbhoiieless girls are
actively recruited by adults and often work for pimps. They extilgh rates of
victimization and are regularly subjected to violence at the hahdbBeir pimps and
clients. Gwadz, however, stated that male-to-female transggodéh are the most
vulnerable population engaging in CSEC. Transgender youth are lagtiest risk for
violence since they violate gender norms and tend to make the most money.

Dr. Cynthia Mercado, a licensed psychologist specializingexnadfenders, risk
assessment, and the law, trained the research team in howds #mseompetence of
research participants to consent/assent to the research,datéotion of acute distress,
in making appropriate medical and social service referrals, imngeneral clinical
interviewing skills. As part of this training, a professiondbaevas hired by the project
to perform role-playing tasks in order to strengthen the resdasch’'s interviewing

skills.
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Based on what the research team learned from the trainingrseasid meetings
with other experts in the field regarding the role of pimps andr ddators that may
inhibit the project’s inability to recruit a representative pemof sexually exploited
youth, the research team took special precautions to compensateeder gotential
problems.

Planning for Subject Recruitment via RDS and I nterviews with Commercially Sexually
Exploited Youth

Conceptually, it is not difficult to understand how the RDS proces&sydaut
successfully implementing the recruitment of research subjeqgisires considerable
training and contingency planning based upon what is learned durinfprthative
research stages of a project. In light of what the Johme¥@arch team learned through
direct observations in neighborhoods and from specialized training abodC CS
populations, modifications and embellishments to the basic RDS modie¢ teformed
consent process, and to the interview itself, were implemented liefghening to refer
research subjects. In retrospect, some of these alterationsisedoé though many were
not; they do, however, say a lot about our lack of knowledge, our biases, and our
misconceptions with respect to youth engaging in CSEC. Belowgldéims made by the
John Jay research team for recruiting, assessing, and intexyigouth are described,
including several of the modifications or elaborations to the badi8 Rodel and the

rationale for why the staff (or others) felt that they were necessary.

1. The Interview SiteMost projects that employ RDS method feature a site (an

office) where research subjects show up to redeem coupons andegaewd. In this
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case, however, youth were reportedly scattered across New Ygrka@d it was not

clear that they would (or could) travel great distances tocgzate in a research project.
And clearly, the project could not afford to rent and staff arcefiin each of the city’s

five boroughs. An additional concern pointed out by our collaborative panves that

considerable stigma might be associated with participating in @wthidy, and some
youth might not be willing to go to an office where CSEC intergiemere being

conducted.

The solution to this problem, the research staff reasoned, wa®woyaluth to
anonymously contact project staff via telephone, and afterrsngethem for eligibility,
go to them, rather than have them come to us. To accomplish thissdach team set
up an account with a toll-free telephone service so that the youtd aoohymously
contact the research team at their convenience. The 1-800 numberriti&s on each
recruitment coupon and I, along with Ric Curtis, were availableswer calls 24-hours
a day. | was the primary responder and Curtis was the back-upabsavould “roll
over” to him if | did not answer after three rings. This agement, it was presumed,
would allow us to receive phone calls around-the-clock and meet youth omant's
notice.

When potential research subjects contacted the project by telephemese¢arch
team anticipated negotiating a place where they (always afpasearchers) could meet
the subject, complete the screening process and conduct an interwew.ti&e many
anecdotal accounts that we heard about the degree of control that pengisesl over
teenage girls, there was great concern about the degreeedbi and mobility that

youth engaging in CSEC had, and their ability to meet witharekers away from the
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watchful eye of pimps. In response to those concerns, the reseamchwieded to
provide as much flexibility as possible in meeting youth where theye most
comfortable, yet still allowing for privacy and the safety of the rebestaff.

To meet with youth in a timely fashion at a location negotiatest tve phone,
the project contracted with a car-rental service that rectd by the hour (see

www.zipcar.comfor details). The research staff anticipated that an additlmerafit of

having a car was that, if needed, it could also provide a private spdicgood acoustics
for digitally recording the interviews. The rental cars couldrégerved via online
booking, and the vehicles were parked in a large number of 24-hour garexgessNew

York City, making them quickly and easily accessible to staff memberslion-ca

2. Coupon Design and Subject RecruitmeRDS recruitment works with
populations that are networked, but its success hinges upon people gevimgnibered
coupons to others in their network who are then recruited into the siudydesign of
the coupons can sometimes be critical to the probability thatrebssabjects will hold
onto them and then give them to others. To enhance this probabéggarchers
recommend that coupons mimic paper money in size, appearance, dhdétrise
they believe that people intrinsically value items that seleenhoney and are less likely
to throw them away. In this case, however, the research teaonedathat money-like
coupons might be problematic, especially with pimps who might not yarth who
were under their control to participate in the study. To avoid thengat problem with
pimps, the research team decided to disguise the coupons to enaltie ¢gpnceal their

participation in the study. The research team purchased a vafiggsmetic items,
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including bottles of nail polish, lip gloss, pocket mirrors, change pucsesbs, and

cigarette lighters to serve as “coupons”: after being inteedeveach youth would be
asked to select three of these items to pass out to theirtseand the staff would then
affix small transparent stickers that featured the 1-800 nunmoethe@ RDS number in a

manner that camouflaged the information on each of them.

3. Screening Prospective Research Subjetiismost RDS research projects,
subjects who redeem coupons that they receive from a peer dorsoft@where their
eligibility is assessed. Those who do not qualify for the studynatenterviewed or
given coupons to refer more people, and the person who referredstheoh paid for
sending an ineligible subject. In this study, screening potermsaarch subjects was
envisioned as a two-step process: assessing their eligilér the phone (i.e., asking
guestions to assess whether they were 18 or younger and involveBhre&kets) and
further assessing their eligibility when the researcher three youth face-to-face. Since
those who were not eligible for the study would not be intervieweadastimportant to
determine eligibility as accurately as possible over the phonesdace potential

misunderstandings during the face-to-face screening.

4. Informed ConseniThe prospective research subjects targeted by this chsear
were minors, who by legal definition, were not able to give “consént, tather, could
only give their “assent” to participate in their research. To ensurenthgbtith who were
recruited into the study would not be further endangered by theicipation in the

study, staff members on the project were trained as “Child Adesicathose exclusive
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job in the field was to assess each prospective research sabjess a variety of
dimensions, including their psychological state of mind, their physadition, the

degree to which they appeared to fully understand the aims ofuihtg $she extent to
which they assented to participate in the study, and the relayreal of freedom that
they appeared to exercise in making decisions. After conductiryanation of each
prospective research subject, the Child Advocate was to sign sertoform that

indicated that the child appeared to be appropriate for inclusion ituithe $hose youth
who the Child Advocates found to be inappropriate for the study wereonbk t
interviewed. The Child Advocates were to issue monthly reports thainsoded the
number of refusals to participate in the study and the details of each case.

To preserve the confidentiality of research subjects (naation could not be
anonymous because RDS relies on research subjects referfingtieacto the study) the
youth were allowed to orally waive written documentation of theiformed
consent/assent to participation in the study. They were allowed thisibecause the
research team believed (and the John Jay Institutional Review B&d) agreed) that
the main threat to their confidentigdarticipation was the existence of written
documentation of their participation in the study, such as wouladated by signing a
traditional informed consent/assent form. Further, the IRB agreehéstudy presented
no more than minimal risk of harm to participants beyond the conbldeaiak that they
already faced, and involved no procedures for which written consemtfagas normally
required outside of the research context. Potential participante wead the
Documentation of Consent/Assent and Waiver of Written Consent/AssmnAppendix

B). All recordings of interviews began with oral assent to theev of written informed
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consent/assent with participants being identified only by their unique identifieber.

5. The Interview ProcessThe interview (see Appendix C) consisted of 93
guestions covering the following domains:demographic characteristiocd4 questions,
including race/ethnicity, age, living situation), B)arket involvemen{28 questions,
including age and means of initiation, location of work, and type of invawn&ma3)
network size and characteristi¢¢5 questions, including information about pimps and
customers), 4health and social service history and ne€ti$ questions), 5¢xperience
with law enforcement and court$2 questions, including number of arrests, charges, and
arrest/court outcomes), ahgure expectationg10 questions).

The number of questions were limited because of the beliefljhgduth might
not have much time to meet with researchers if they had a wimepmonitored their
movements, 2) youth might not want to participate if the questions leettamintrusive
and prying, and 3) some youth might have a short attention span givémetiaaount of
money that they could earn from the interview was only $20.

A payment of $20 cash/cash value for interviews was selectdu appropriate
amount because our collaborative partners and interviews with cutweakers in the
field suggested that this amount wesf the prevailing rate for the average transaction in
street-level sex markets. As such, this amount was not considelbedso large as to be
coercive. Subjects were to be offered a choice between twengrdalhsh, or the
equivalent of $20 in a gift certificate (e.g., for a beautyrsahail salon, etc.). The
rationale for offering these two options was that some of the ypaogle might have

pimps who would take the cash, but might allow them to keep the $20 gift certificate.
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The research team was repeatedly advised of the potenfisyidnological stress
that the interview process might produce, and this concern wasdebfidae John Jay
IRB which, in turn, imposed several conditions on the project. Among tesrthat the
research staff needed to be trained to look for signs of psychal@giess and how to
handle it should the situation arise. To satisfy this requirementprthject hired Dr.
Cynthia Mercado, as mentioned above, to provide the training. In additiohisto t
specialized training, the project was also required to reportadngrse reaction that
research subjects had to being interviewed so that the IRB couldomwiether the
interview process placed undue stress on research subjects. To prdditenal
safeguards against the possibility of adverse consequences tcpptng in the
research, the project was also required to retain the senfiGedicensed psychologist
who was “on call” for emergency consultation. Dr. Mercado edy® provide this
important service for the project.

Finally, regardless of whether youth explicitly sought assistatte researchers
were trained to provide the research subjects with an opportunggkahelp or get help.
The staff was trained to look for opportunities to offer and provide foelgouth who
participated in the study (and for those who contacted but not refeivét)advice from
our collaborative partners, a referral card was created thatdpb¥elephone numbers
for various agencies throughout the city that specialized in iagsigbung people
(including GEMS, the Adolescent Health Center, Safe Space, The Bteet Work
Project (both “downtown” and “midtown”), the Neutral Zone, Callen-Lor8glvia’s
Place, and the Ali Forney Center) (see Appendix D). This infeomatas to be provided

to all the participants in the study, and upon request, immediatgaransas to be
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offered to them (via taxi or project vehicle) to the service provider of theicehoi

6. Redeeming CouponResearch subjects must re-contact the research team to
get paid for successfully distributing RDS coupons. When resealgbcss return to
collect the money they have earned, the “Coupon Manager” softwamnuohets how
many of their three referrals were recruited into the sftiigy were paid $10 for each),
and it affords the research team the opportunity to completdi@alcstep in the RDS
process: finding out about eligible research subjects who refuspdrticipate in the
study. Thus, when respondents returned to collect their refees| tteey were asked 1)
how many eligible subjects refused to accept the coupons, 2) how ahamgm were
male, female or transgender, and 3) how many were black, whitatino. Knowing the
coupon refusal rate is important because it allows one to makeatieswsons regarding
the population, and see whether particular subgroups are more proekiding the

coupon.

7. Second InterviewsBecause eligible research subjects were envisioned as
calling a toll-free telephone number to arrange the time anck diac their initial
interviews, in a similar fashion, the research team was pikgarenake the same
arrangements to meet with subjects to pay them for theiratfeand to complete the
RDS process by asking about refusals to accept coupons. Tlogam completion step
had the potential to keep the research team extremely busyngdtiviHunts Point,
Coney Island or elsewhere) because research subjects could pgtealidhe project on

three separate occasions (once for each coupon) to request pdgrttenking about the
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time and effort that these subsequent encounters to pay researatssidsjeecruiting
others into the study might involve, it seemed wasteful to pass pgoetunity to ask
more than the relatively few questions required for the RDS pro&essuch, the study
attempted to interview research subjects a second time (foh Wiegy were paid $20) to
help construct a rich description of their lives, including a battederstanding of
network dynamics and subpopulations that might have remained unrecruited by the study.
The areas of concern described above are among those (and thenmamng
others that are not described here, such as, selecting an “appfopaate for the
project) that led the research team to alter the bassanmds plan in ways that, at the
time, seemed reasonable and seemed to offer the best chanmeofoplsshing the goals
set out by the study. The research team began recruiting subjediugust 3, 2006. The
implementation of the study immediately challenged manpefptreconceived ideas that
the research team (and others) had about youth engaging in CSEHCoféerd findings
that are equally as important and as profound as those derivedhioguestionnaire —

the main data-generating instrument for the study.

The Data Collection Process. adjustmentsto the plan

The initial plan for recruiting research subjects into the strdysioned taking
nine months to contact, screen and interview 200 youth across New lgriariel all of
the background information and training that the research staffdead/ed suggested
that it might be difficult to achieve that benchmark. But the projes able to recruit
200 youth in about eight weeks — below, we explain how adjustments &stach plan

allowed us to achieve this — so that by the time the projectdeathed its recruitment
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goal, we were faced with the decision of whether to continue to regearch subjects
into the study (and there were sufficient funds available to doos@imply stop
recruiting youth at that point. After consulting with our reskgrartners about the costs
and benefits of recruiting additional research subjects, the Johmedagrch team
continued to do so, and eventually interviewed 329 youth in about six montbw, Be
describe the surprises that were met along the way and thensehtsthat were made to

the original research plan that enabled the project to recruit so many youth.

The First Night: lessons learned

The first night of recruitment (we assumed, erroneously, that mgs the best
time to recruit research subjects for the study) was Augug006. To begin the RDS
recruitment chains, the project hoped that some of our collaborativeegamwho had
been helpful in the formative stages of the research wouldadév of their clients who
were eligible subjects to the project as “seeds.” As such, ofirshaight, Curtis and |
accompanied the outreach team from CitiWide Harm Reduction, Inthegsprovided
direct services to street-level sex workers in the Bronx.diki#/ide outreach workers
circled the Bronx in the agency’'s van, including in Hunts Point, an @reantinued
interest to the project despite the disappointing experiences afuctiimg direct
observations there during the formative stages of the projectingrdehind the
Citiwide van in a car, we were ready to screen and interaigyveligible subjects that
the Citiwide outreach workers might refer to them. The outreacken® stopped and
talked with several sex workers over the course of the night, imaisakll of them were

too old to participate in the study.
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Near the end of their first loop around the Bronx that evening, whilduints
Point around midnight, the CitiWide outreach workers spotted a youndefevha was
walking/working the street and they referred her to us to s@se potential seed. The
young Puerto Rican girl said that she was 18, and afterxplaieed their purpose, she
agreed to get into the car with them and drive to a nearby Mc@®naiere she was
interviewed while sitting in the car in the parking lot. The gainpleted the interview,
but she seemed eager to finish and get back to the streetaliftidwe interview only
earned her $20). At one point, she asked for a break to use theobatimside of the
McDonalds, and we paused for several minutes. She did not seenyamnigemfortable
inside the car with us, perhaps because the Citiwide team had ddieachteem, but a
trio of people having an intimate conversation inside of an enclosed spamed a bit
cramped and claustrophobic to the researchers (who fumbled witfethgiment), and
it immediately became apparent that some research subjeaslikedy to be quite
uncomfortable with this arrangement. Indeed, we quickly discoveredntbstt research
subjects did not want to be interviewed by two people in a car: daiegwhelmingly
preferred talking one-on-one, and meeting in a public space.

When she completed the interview, we asked her if she could hetpotbés
youth to the study (she said that she knew others) and we explaomnethe coupons
worked. She seemed decidedly uninterested in recruiting others todigeasad made no
commitment to do so, and she was not interested at all in taking coth@inwere
“camouflaged” on cosmetics (in fact, no one wanted them). She wllestl enough
“jlunk” to carry, she said. She did, however, accept the standard pagsns that the

project had also prepared, but we were not confident that she would thiough with
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giving the coupons to others. And indeed, we never heard from her agaiy of laer
referrals. When we dropped her off after the interview, she disagp&#o the night,
and there were no other potential candidates in sight.

Near the beginning of the Citiwide outreach team’s second lothed@ronx that
night, they recruited two young African-American men who were workingtvs known
as the “boys” stroll near Yankee Stadium as potential seedsef@tudy. The two young
men who we interviewed in the car parked along the park near Y&tkdaim were
initially uncomfortable with the idea of doing an interview inside ¢hg but they were
eventually convinced to do so when one of them agreed to stand diredligeotite
vehicle (to “watch his back”) while the other was inside beintgrviewed. This was
further evidence that our initial plan to meet prospective ressatgbcts and interview
them inside a car was problematic and it was clear that #mefpi interviewing youth
needed to be altered. Over the course of the study, the res@robnduct additional
interviews inside a car, but not many were done in this fashion, anpdviére always
one-on-one interviews (with the second researcher standing nearby, outsidg the car

After the first young man completed his interview, he vouchedther non-
threatening nature of the interview to his partner who had waitedusy outside the
car, and the second interview was far more relaxed. One impassonl that we learned
from this initial encounter with the two young men, was that tbethy were most
comfortable participating in the study when in the company heir tfriends and
associates. Rather than seek privacy to talk with the réssardecause of their
(purported) fear of being stigmatized, the youth who we recr@tegiht solace and

safety in companionship, and they were most comfortable integagith project staff
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when they were accompanied by one or more of their friendssaciates. While the
confidentiality of youths’ responses to specific questions by imerag each of them
out of hearing range of their peers was ensured — and most of théeintewere done in
public, outdoor settings — the close proximity of network membersamasnportant
component of their comfort.

These two young men were screened and interviewed, but theyonsrdtte last
two of the night, as the Citiwide team did not encounter any moenipt research
subjects on the second loop of their route. At the end of the first nighéxperience of
recruiting seeds in this fashion suggested that it was possitteitdhis way, but it did

not seem particularly fruitful and it was clearly not predictable.

The Second Day: A Recruitment Boom

After the somewhat disappointing experience of driving around the Bromight
in search of prospective candidates for the study, the resemm@$leed a Manhattan-
based social service agency that serves youth to refer saimarogligible clients to the
study. The agency was given ten coupons with RDS seed numbéhern (a seed
number ranges from 1-100). On August 12, 2006, approximately a \iteekva gave
the coupons to the agency, | received my first call on the 1-800 nunilher girl who
called offered to meet with me, albeit hesitantly, on the coofiel7" and Park Ave
South near Union Square Park at 5:00pm. She said she was bringingr énend with
her who was also given a coupon by the youth agency. Rather thag #ekseed for a
physical description, | provided the girl with a physical desion of myself so that |

could be easily identified, and allay any fears that law enfoeoé was involved. In
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order not to overwhelm the youth, it was decided that Curtis weaihdi £lose by but not
participate in the interviews.

After waiting approximately a half hour, a young female andenmapproached
me, and showed me the coupons that they were given by the agereyledwied to
move to a café since it would provide a more conducive setting thatréle¢ to conduct
and record the interviews. The youth indicated that they wereythsstl purchased a
couple of drinks for them and then began the interview with theiitl fThe girl stated
that she was 19, but said that she knew others who were 18 or yourthéneee was
little doubt that she had been prostituted. Throughout the interview, rth@agi open
about her experiences and did not seem uncomfortable answering ey qpfestions.
Once the interview was completed, | moved on to the second youth. [Oheng
screening process, the seed admitted to being 23 years of age amgl iexer been
sexually exploited. Even though he was not technically eligible tbcipate in the
study, he did claim to know 20 prostituted youth and was willing ta tefem for the
study. He was true to his word, because in less than 24 hours, mechaited three
youth who successfully met the project’s eligibility crigeriThis led to a flood of calls,
and over the next three days, 25 interviews were conducted. Ourfeatiglof not being
able to recruit 200 prostituted youth were abated; however, a wholefhostv issues
arose based on the overwhelming response we received from theseetigo Below,

several of these issues, and how the research staff responded to them, areldescribe

The Interview Site and Traffic Congestion

The research staff had initially believed that they would needeet prospective
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research subjects in private locations near the strolls or induk® they worked because
of the stigma associated with the sexual exploitation of youthtl@ahort leash that
pimps were said to keep on youth under their control. None of thesmpisons proved
to be correct. Although there is certainly stigma associatddsexual exploitation, few
of the youth expressed this sentiment. Indeed, there were more yauthoasted about
their experiences earning money in this fashion than there veerd yhat expressed
shame about what they had done. And far from hiding their participatitmeistudy
from others, most of the youth who were referred for the sivetg eager to bring their
acquaintances to get interviewed, and they sometimes gathered inradankteo large
for the interview team to handle. Because of the large numbgyutth who flocked to
the study, we chose a public park in lower Manhattan as theyrisite for interviews.
But even the public park was sometimes too small, and on seceedians, we had to
ask the youth who were waiting to get interviewed to disperse bettaysbad begun to
attract the attention of the police (who were arresting nearby drug.users)

One of the biggest problems encountered in the field was having enifficne to
screen and interview all the youth who showed up to participatehandvailability of
cash to pay them. Though the project had enough money to pay fottla ioterviews
and referral fees, the researchers were reluctant to lkeaiggy amounts of cash in their
pockets, and they withdrew money from the bank’s ATM as needed. But tiigdarge
number of youth who showed up on a regular basis to get interviewerkseerchers
found that they usually exceeded the maximum daily amount that cowldthzrawn
from an ATM machine ($500) before all the youth could be interviewedsukh, we

were regularly forced to dip into their own savings and checkaogunts for the several
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hundred dollars more that were often required to pay all of thehy@&wentually, the
research team began to anticipate how much money would be needduyawittidrew
money on days when no interviews were scheduled so that they would not run out of cash
the next time that interviews were conducted.

Time management also became a problem for the research teaas. dpparent
from the first night of recruitment that late night was notlibst time to interview the
youth, but a pattern of interviewing was quickly established.yMath called the toll-
free number to find out how to get into the study, but the phone cdllsotlicome at all
hours of the day and night. Usually, the phone began ringing in the tatengp and
early afternoon, and more often than not, youth preferred to be intetviewthe late
afternoon. Given the demand for interviews, we tried to reguldnzenterviewing site
and schedule so as to maximize the number of interviews that coglthij@eted in a
single day. Typically, the researchers began interviewidgpah, and they continued to
work until the money ran out, or conditions in the park became toauiffio keep
going. Several problems were notable in this regard: it soregtguat too dark to fill out
the necessary paperwork and handle the recording equipment, ardhedtenosquitoes
and rats came out in large numbers. The researchers evertualight mosquito
repellent with them, but the rats were big and bold, and we cedgdrhéo them when

there were simply too many to ignore.

Screening youth for the study
Screening youth for the study was envisioned as a 2-step p(ficgisover the

phone and then in person), and for those who called the toll-free numbevathhow it
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worked. But screening for age and CSEC activity over the phoneyiglifcult, and in
many cases, poor telephone connections (cell phone to cell phone) dalomotfor
extensive conversation or give the researchers much confidence thlegutnitial
determination of a subject’s eligibility. Still, many people wiatlexl the toll-free phone
number were disqualified when they said that they were older tham ti&tdhey were
not engaged in CSEC activities. But most young people whaddaiéetoll-free number
were well aware of the eligibility criteria for the syydand they knew what to say to
make an appointment for a face-to-face screening.

Upon meeting the researchers for the second step of the screeooessp
prospective subjects had to convince the researchers that thegligdrie for the study.
The first hurdle to overcome was age. Since the projecttlgtrprotected the
confidentiality of its subjects, no one was ever asked to producedeciymented
evidence of their age (like an ID card or birth certificatdhose young people who
argued that they were 18 or below, and who looked as though theyhgemppropriate
age, were admitted into the study, despite reservations in s@es. &et, there were
many instances when young people were not admitted into the sicalyskeehey simply
looked too old. Some of them, particularly young men, had heavy beacidd Virinkles,
or even a grey hair or two. Typically, their arguments includatstents like, “I'm big
for my age,” “I developed early,” or “premature balding runs ig family.” The
researchers were polite in denying them an interview, andohtds¢m accepted the fact
that they could not successfully pose as an 18-year old. Despite our attempasnastr
those too old for the study, several managed to get interviewed, ing the interviews,

most of them were not very good at concealing the fact thatntbeyolder than 18 years
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of age (below, the process of vetting the completed interviews ligibigy is
described).

Screening youth for involvement in CSEC activities was also agfigult, and
many prospective research subjects were not interviewed beb@usesearch team did
not believe that they had been sexually exploited. Some of the youth wallyimanted
to get into the study refused to say that they had sex for nvaimey asked outright: the
stigma associated with this was far less than the résé@an had been led to believe,
but some youth could not bring themselves to make up this kind of story. Of course, some
might argue that this behavior is so stigmatized that some yauild never admit it to
others, but the crowd of youth that typically queued up to get inteed®n a daily basis
lessened that sense of stigma and there was some amount pfgsserre to “fess up”
since everyone waiting for their turn to get interviewed in th& par elsewhere) knew
what questions were being asked.

Some youth, especially boys, were all-too-willing to make upestabout their
involvement in CSEC activities to get accepted into the stuwdggtn the money). Their
attempts to convince the researchers of their eligibility inrégsrd were often clumsy
and sometimes, quite comical, but they also said much about thetehafastigma as
regards sexuality. One of the most often-heard stories toldunygymen who tried to get
into the study was that they were “gigolos” and that “ugly wompay me for sex.” The
researchers were convinced (by the rich descriptions that saung ynen provided) that
some of the young men were indeed paid by women for sex, but ntbst ydung men
had sex with men, not women, if they were involved in CSEC marketse Maoeing men

knew that they could get into the study if they said that they &advégh men, but the
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stigma associated with homosexuality was too much for some yoengo admit, and
they could not bring themselves to make up a story about having sea witin. We
were very skeptical of those young men who claimed to be gigolddpavomen, and
most of them were screened out. To discourage this kind of scamimenggstearchers
were often quite rude to those young men who attempted it, and tahdtthpass the
word to their acquaintances that this tactic would not work. Agh@aome of the boys

tried to argue or bargain with the researchers, the majority left thea#tsed reluctantly.

Ineligible subjects that were interviewed

The initial research plan was to exclude a research sulbj¢loe iresearchers
discovered that someone who successfully passed the initiehsagevas ineligible for
the study, and not pay them or the person who recruited them, or gwecthgpons to
refer additional subjects. On several occasions, the reseadiblgust that, and stopped
the interview, especially when they discovered that the young pe@®mot the victim
of sexual exploitation. But in many cases, ineligible subjetis slipped past the initial
screening process were not terminated. There were seeastns for this change of
plans:

1. Disqualifying young people who were not eligible for the study bsedhey were
too old would reduce the project’s opportunities to recruit eligibleestdj As part
of the RDS screening process, potential research subjectsaslegd how many
other youth they knew who were eligible for the study, and theyn afaid that they
knew several other youth who they could refer. Indeed, youth almesysatame to

the study in groups, and they could often point to their network members/@reo

64



hanging out in the park, waiting their turn to get interviewed, ageace of their
ability to recruit eligible subjects. Out of 80 ineligible sulbgeetho received
coupons, 23 recruited 40 eligible subjects to the project.

. Many of those who were found to be too old during the course of the evervad
compelling accounts that described their CSEC experiences tkat liégan at a
very young age. Excluding these research subjects from thbada because they
were a bit too old would have deprived the project of this information.

. Having some research subjects that were older than 18 would akoprdject to
better understand how the experiences and networks of youth developafiex
these older youth might help determine whether they develop maemsese
networks over time, whether they become more or less prominentn vifibir
networks, and whether their social circles begin to close off andnieeaenore
restricted to others in “the life.”

The research staff was confident that they could identify thosegyoemple who

were included in the sample but were not, in fact, eligible fostindy because they were

too old or who were not victims of sexual exploitation (see belowrewve describe the

3-step process of vetting the interviews). Those who were too oldfigided clues in

their responses to some questions (like, “When did you last go tbhesehool]?”) that

tipped off the researchers to problems in this regard. For youth wigoneewrictims of

sexual exploitation, their responses to questions about their exgsrianthe market

were generally flat and lacking the kind of detail that pasent in others’ accounts. Or

alternatively, their stories were so improbable that it wasrapp#at some youth relied

on prostitution stereotypes and made it up as they went alongweféeinterested in
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identifying which subjects were eligible and which were not. Tkenthis determination,
the project used a 3-step process:

1. A professional transcriptionidtwas hired to transcribe all the digital audio
recordings made by the project. The 329 research subjects menaewed by
eight different researchers, but a single person who listenadddranscribed
every interview provided consistency to the quality of the data, dodeal the
project to flag potential problems before the interviews weredahd entered
into the database. At the end of each interview, a narrative asdsef the
respondent was written by the transcriptionist that detailedn@sgivings she
had about the truthfulness or accuracy of the interview. In total, rit88views
had, in the view of the transcriptionist, problems that called fondunteview by
the research team.

2. | coded the interviews and reviewed the narrative writterhbytranscriptionist
at the end of each interview. | then assigned a number to eachemtbased on
a “credibility” scale of 1-3 (1 = very credible, 2 = unsure @adtbility, 3 = not
credible). Credibility was based on the information providedenriterview, the
transcriptionist’'s behavioral assessment, and my own recolledtithre subjects.
Once all the interviews were assessed and coded, | differed fhem
transcriptionist on 77 cases. In cases where the transcripamidtwere unsure
of the credibility of the subject (n=36), a third step of revieas wsed to make a

determination of inclusion or exclusion.

3 Dr. Lisa Robbins-Stathas holds a Masters Degré&@vimseling Psychology, a M.Ed. in Psychological
Vocational Rehabilitation Counseling, and an EdriFamily and Community Education from Teachers
College, Columbia University. She has more thayedys of experience transcribing qualitative intams

for criminal justice and public health researchers.
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3. A group was formed to examine problem cases: listening to thealrrgcording
and reviewing the transcript. Of the 36 cases where there aintgrtl6 were
eventually excluded. In total, 249 cases were included in the database and 80 were
excluded. Five of the audio files were accidently deleted, andesult, the only
information that exists on these five respondents is the RDS depiogr
information (e.g. date of birth, age, ethnicity, birthplace and netwnel. sThus,
they will not be included in the qualitative analysis, but will bet mdrthe
population estimate.

The research subjects who were eventually excluded from the sheqdese
they were not engaged in CSEC activities form an interegtimgp. Their attempts to get
into the study, and their narratives that they provided once tlegodioffered insights
that could not be captured by the interview itself. In telling rmearchers what they
thought that we wanted to hear about CSEC activities (espethi@ibe accounts that
were richly embellished), they provided a normative view of what tedieved these

youth were supposed to look like.

The Interview Process

The questionnaire that the research team constructed for thet pvagerelatively
short because of the fear that young people would not, or could not, devdtéimmeito
answering a lengthy set of questions, and because too manyviatquestions might
decrease their willingness to participate in the study. Botihexfe assumptions were
only partially correct: The fear that pimps might be lurking bgand that youth they

controlled would be rushed to finish their interviews was simply notssue for the
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project as most of them did not have pimps. Indeed, many of the youthveéna
interviewed for the study were more than willing to talk aigth, but they often had
their friends waiting nearby, so there was some amount ofppegsure to avoid talking
for a long time. The interviewers were somewhat constrainetdebyeveral other youth
waiting nearby for their turn to get interviewed.

The youth were given their choice of who they wanted to conduct tieyigw
(there were normally at least two interviewers present, buasamaally, there were
three), but most of the time, they simply took the next interviewer was free. The
exception to this was when Curtis was the next interviewer.wAylauth, particularly
girls, did not want to be interviewed by an adult man, and they said that theyqutdéée
wait for one of the female interviewers, but most youth did not steiare who
interviewed them. When asked during the interview what the “custorfoakéd like,
several of the youth interviewed by Curtis — especially the bagkingly responded,
“they looked like you” (a middle-aged white man)! It is, perhaps, &ingrthat more of
the youth did not opt for another interviewer, but it may also be enabie of their
resilience and the decrease of stigma surrounding theseiestthdt they forged ahead
with the interview despite who was asking the questions.

The intrusiveness of the questions that were asked was also ancobge
because of the project’s here-and-now focus that asked questionsfadomes of
CSEC markets and their social networks, many youth seemedsarpitsed that they
were not asked pointed questions that sought to elicit detailechfeatfns” about how
they arrived at this point in life. For example, the questionnait@al ask youth if they

had been victims of sexual abuse while growing up, or whether thewrtabpy
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childhoods. Yet many youth, perhaps wanting to rationalize or justély behavior,
wanted to talk about the very issues that the project had avoided &skiegr of re-
traumatizing those who wanted to avoid revisiting unpleasant memories.

A few youth did find some of the questions painful to answer, and re-
traumatization was a concern. For example, one 18-year old make dwak and cried
a few minutes into the interview, after being asked the questitmy “old were you
when you first started having sex for money or in exchange for dtimeys?” He
tearfully explained that he was from out-of-state and attendisdifst semester of
college in New York City. He had not received much financialaid, when his money
ran out six weeks into the semester, he started having sexneit for money. But he
was deeply ashamed about it (he was not homosexual, he said), arvdoese, the fact
that he had not made very much money having sex with strangersimply too much
for him to bear. The interview was stopped at this point and the yowamgywas
counseled about his options and offered help in seeking solutions to his probhems.
staff considered calling the psychologist for a consultation, buydheg man pulled
himself together after crying for a few minutes, and saidlibavas not interested in the
help that the staff had offered. He also had a friend waitingppeeno helped comfort
him after his breakdown. In some ways, his emotional response iotéhdew was
worrisome and gave legitimacy to the initial concerns thaintieeviews were intrusive
and potentially traumatizing, but at the same time, his admiabiout what he had been
doing seemed cathartic, and perhaps set him on another path; andlwitiiding from
the staff, he accepted a palm card that had phone numbers tcssodiz agencies that

served youth. This young man represented one extreme end of tharspeith respect
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to their reactions to being interviewed; far more common, and perhagesdisturbing,
were those youth at the other end of the spectrum.

The stigma that the research team had feared would impede llingness of
youth to participate in the study was far less an issue tkaeceed, and indeed, some
youth were eager to tell their stories. And far from depictivrtlives as ones filled
with debilitating exploitation and abuse, some youth portrayed themssadven charge
of their own destinies and charting careers in they referred tthe business.” Some
may argue, perhaps correctly, that the trauma inflicted on tleegh must have been
exceptionally profound to turn them into the eager advocates ofaiveirexploitation,
and yet, there was a disturbing plausibility to their plans whicrsemad “sex work as
a profession and a career, rather than just a short-term meamplofyment” (Murphy
and Venkatesh, 2006). The proliferation of this narrative, however rooteduima it
might be, is testimony to the changing nature of sex markétew York City and to
changes in societal views about a host of other issues, includinghdexen, and social
responsibility. The narrative also challenges the dominant viehilafren as victims of
exploitation by adults (both pimps and customers) insofar as thepytnegmselves as
having and exercising agency in the conduct of their everydag.liRolicy makers,
practitioners and CSEC advocates have largely focused theiicattentyouth who are
held captive or otherwise directly dominated by adults, but the fargéer of youth
engaging in CSEC that were interviewed by this project did nhahdi profile. This
suggests that this traditional view is too narrow, and that addit@pgtoaches to

effectively working with this population need to be developed.

70



Waves of Recruitment

One feature of the RDS process is that research subjedsltypefer those most
closely connected to themselves, a process known a homophily. Reseaheve
demonstrated that with RDS the problem of homophily is overcomesafteral waves
of recruitment (Heckathorn, etc.), but the recruitment processalipigoes through
“waves” of recruitment during which many of the same “type”dfjscts seemed to be
interviewed. This project evolved in a similar fashion: startingiouseptember 2006
with a few “seeds” from an agency that served a large nuwibkomeless youth, the
project first recruited a cohort of homeless, “traveler” youth. &hesith were typically
white and more drug-involved than subsequent groups interviewed. This group
eventually gave way to a surge in the recruitment of LGBT yautny of who were
clients at an agency that specialized in working with this populafiba.LGBT youth
were followed by young men who worked the “buddy bodtis’midtown Manhattan
and outside the Port Authority. The last group to be interviewed therpimped girls;
however, the research team had to personally reach out to this sub-grdabp of
population since RDS was not successful in recruiting these girlshé study (see
below). The project did not recruit a very large sample of yaathompared with other
studies that have employed RDS methods (typically, more than 500}, sa®ins likely
that some sub-groups are under represented in the sample retouitbds study. It
would have been valuable to continue recruiting youth until the re@mittrees died out
to be more assured that all the distinct subgroups of youth had the opgottunit

participate in the study, but limited resources did not pernst fo assure that some of

* A buddy booth is a theater booth found in a nundfesex shops in NYC that accommodates seating for
two.
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these subgroups were represented in the sample, the projécaltgeed the RDS

protocol as described below.

Pimped Girls and Directed Recruitment

RDS generates representative samples of populations, but it beggasent
quite early in the recruitment process for this project tbahg men would significantly
outnumber young women in the study, and if the number of youth recruitetienstudy
remained at 200, then there would have been comparatively few ymmgn referred
into the database. The desire to refer more young women ingiutig was one reason
why the research team felt it necessary to extend the mwhbesearch subjects beyond
the 200 that had been initially proposed. But even then, the rate of youngvithe
coupons approaching the researchers to get screened was much thaskeoung
women who were contacting the project. As such, after sever&ksvedeaccepting any
young person with a coupon, the project began to press researchsstijgiste their
coupons to young women, especially pimped girls. Shortly after thgbydiect stopped
interviewing young men entirely, and accepted coupons only from yoongew and
transgender youth. Recruitment slowed considerably after young mensul#racted
from the equation. Even though it appeared that there were far rmong ynen than
women who were given coupons and entering the study, young men aistedegoung
women into the sample, and when they were excluded, the abiliybtestly recruit
young women was hampered.

The project recruited a few pimped girls in the first 8 weektghefstudy (n=8),

and others who were interviewed said that they knew pimped girB6) rend thus, it
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seemed apparent that it was possible to refer them in #tigfaif the recruitment trees
were allowed to continue to grow. But given the limits of the sarsigks, the research
team decided that it was necessary to alter the recruipnecdss to increase the number
of pimped girls in the sample. As such, we began to ask subjegiteettheir coupons to
pimped girls, and even offered extra coupons to young people who saidethaiould
refer pimped girls for the project, though none did so.

To recruit more pimped girls, two research subjects who had stidbess
recruited eligible subjects into the project were asked to gmmoynCurtis and | into the
field (in Queens and Hunt's Point in the Bronx) to assist in thauitenent of pimped
girls. Both subjects had assured us that they knew pimped girlshabhdhey were
familiar with the locales where pimped girls worked. We rhetrt early one night in
midtown Manhattan, near a Zip Car garage, and drove first to the \RttoAeenue area
of Jackson Heights, Queens. The area along Roosevelt Avenue thatetbeted to
search had a reputation for prostitution, especially houses thatef@atlispanic girls,
and more recently, street-level solicitations. But on this nighheavy overlay of
uniformed police officers (from Operation Impact, an NYPD antreriinitiative)
lingered on the corners, and there was no activity to observe/oia getting stopped by
the police for suspiciously “cruising” the area, we drove to HuntstRo continue the
search, arriving there before midnight. But after spending an haangltip and down
the streets of Hunts Point, we saw nothing. Similar to our exmerieith the Citiwide
Harm Reduction sex worker outreach team, this approach seemeddtkaf avork with

little pay off, and we discontinued this method of locating pimped girls.
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On four separate occasions, | accompanied outreach staff fronexhe/&kers
Project to try and refer pimped girls. The Sex Workers Projgtth is a project based
out of the Urban Justice Center, provides legal services, legah¢radocumentation,
and policy advocacy for sex workers. They have a small outteaan of former and
current sex workers who canvass well known strolls, and distribwgerlgbts pamphlets
and contraceptives to sex workers. Because the outreach workerdawaliar with
many of the girls and boys (both young and old) that worked thesstnal were hoping
that a formal introduction made by someone the youth were famiitArwould help
with our recruitment efforts. On one occasion, at approximately lilAMid-October,
four outreach workers and | walked along Jamaica Avenue in Quéemnsonly
encountered older transvestite prostitutes. We then drove to SutpmoeiweQueens
where there is a well-known pimped girls track by an indugtagk. Although the area
was quite desolate, we parked the car and circled the block a cotiphegf We spotted
only one girl on the street; however, she was quickly picked up by someone inGnear
of the outreach workers pointed out several cars with tinted windoalisg the area,
and noted that rather than have the girls stand outside where they peked up by the
police, the girls’ pimps will drive them around until they spot a mitdecustomer. After
realizing that we would not be able to refer anybody for theystuthis area, we went
home. On the other three occasions, the outreach workers andtbwanit's Point and
the West Village. Although we were unable to refer anyartéunt’s Point, we did find
transgender youth at a well known stroll in the West Village wieve willing to
participate.

A final way that the researchers sought to recruit and iew@rpimped girls was
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by seeking them out at the Queens Criminal Court and Midtown CortynGourt. On
five occasions, | visited the courts, and met with a case wor@ar the Mount Sinai
Sexual Assault and Violence Intervention Program (SAVI) atiheens Criminal Court
and a Legal Aid attorney at the Midtown Community Court. With thp bélboth of
these individuals, | was able to refer and interview twelve pubstitgirls. All but two
of the females interviewed through the court system were counttofi@imps. Although
they all claimed to know at least one other prostituted youth, none girtheecruited
anyone for the study. In fact, a couple of the girls rehigtdaook the referral coupons,
and it is unknown whether or not they discarded them once thethéeihterview site.
This more or less confirmed that pimped girls are, as our coll@mrpartners had
warned us, one of the more (if not the most) difficult sub-groups to recruit.

Although the data collection process did not go as originally pthnared the
research team encountered a number of challenges, we were nablentp reach the
goals outlined in the grant proposal to NIJ, but were able to farssutppeam. Based on
the information and data obtained from the interviews with the youtliotbgving three
chapters will explore the social networks of the CSEC populatiorYi@ &hd how these

networks affect the building of normative social capital.
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Chapter 4

CSEC Population Estimate and Attributes of CSEC Netorks and its
Members

As stated in Chapter 2, the number of commercially sexuallyoike@lyouth in
New York City is unknown, but previous estimates have ranged from apikym
2,200 (Gragg, et al., 2007) to 5,000 (ECPAT, 2001). Additionally, verg h&tsearch
has been conducted on the characteristics of the CSEC networks avedribers. Thus,
how many commercially sexually exploited youth reside in NeskCity and what are
the attributes of the CSEC networks and its members? This clapi® to provide a
population estimate for commercially sexually exploited childmerNew York City
based on two mathematical formulas. It also seeks to providdtimsig the recruiting
patterns and different network make-up of the CSEC population througimipleyment
of the Respondent Driven Sampling Analysis Tool. Key themes ihdieraddressed in
this chapter include: recruitment patterns by gender, race, ddictian, and credibility

of the subject and estimated population proportions by birth and gender.

Background
To gain a better understanding of the CSEC population in New Yorka&sgmple
of 329 youth were recruited using Respondent Driven Sampling methods tak&) m
estimates of the size of the population, and 2) to provide a redallethnographically
rich description of the recruiting patterns of the local CSEC papaolaBelow, the RDS

recruiting trees are drawn, with the seed for each of the major groupsl ¢fFajure 1).
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Figure 1: RDS recruiting trees
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Population estimates and special seeds

The most valid and reliable method of estimating the size a2 8teC population
is by comparing the RDS-generated sample with official rdscoln this case, arrest
records provided by the Department of Criminal Justice Services (DGé&dthe most
reliable source of official data. Such a method is referregista “capture-recapture”
methodology. Originally developed in biology (Kendal 1999), this method hais be
applied widely in social sciences (Bouchard 2007; Bouchard and Tremn2bld),
including in prior studies of prostitution (Roberts and Brewer 2006).ts Imost simple
form, a capture / recapture population estimate is based on oheiteyithe proportion of
a representative sample of a given population that conforms to a letatigtic germane

to that population (in this case, arrest records for “loiteriog grostitution” and
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“prostitution” for offenders 18 and under for the five boroughs of New Yauki
assuming proportional levels of un-arrested individuals in the largergiapylto derive
a total populatiorf. In other words, where there exists a sample(s) of an unknown
population (P), a known statistic of that that samp)ec&n be used in conjunction with
the same statistic for the unknown populatia) {0 determine the total population,
where:

P= £)(s)

(&

In the present study the respective value of each of these variables is:

P

(599) (249)
37.8

The known statistic for the total CSEC populatidi) (vas derived from the DCJS
“prostitution” and “loitering for prostitution” arrest statistits youth 18 and under in

2005 and 2006. In 2005, 60 males were arrested (19%), 238 females (77%), and 13
transgender (4%). In 2006, 47 males were arrested (16%), 218 feifzdels and 23
transgender (8%). In the sample population(s), 249 youth were deensderelind
included in the study. The known statistic of the sam@leMas excogitated from the
arrest history information obtained from the interviews with 172hef249 youth (see

page 90 for arrest history breakdown). According to the data, 88 youth Vexdbeen
arrested, 75 had last been arrested in 2005 or 2006 and 9 had last béet @ri@sto

2005. We assumed that there had not been a significant chang¢inoeein the

5 In order to estimate the CSEC population in NY&nsulted with Dr. Bilal Khan, Professor of
Mathematics and Computer Science at John Jay @ollBg. Khan derived both population estimate
formulas. The first method consisted of a simplepprtion that used data from the study and adatst
provided by DCJS. Dr. Khan developed the seconthode which relied strictly on data from the study.
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conditional probability of an individual being charged with loitering for
prostitution/prostitution, given that they have been charged with same®. From this
assumption, it follows that in our sample, the distribution of timpseld since last arrest
is the same as the distribution governing the time elapsed sst@rast for loitering for
prostitution/prostitution. Since 10.75% of the arrestees in our sampteted being
arrested over 2 years ago, we deduced that of the 42 respondentspatiedr being
arrested for prostitution, only an estimated 37.5 should be counted ag Hmaen
arrested for loitering for prostitution/prostitution during 2005 and 2006e known
statistic for the sample population is 42-10%=37.8. Thus, the estim&®&C C
population for New York City is 3,946.

In order to obtain a percentage breakdown of how many of the 3,946 youth are
female, male and transgender, Respondent Driven Sampling Analysis Tool (RZSAT)
used to estimate the percentage based on the sample population prapdBzmngle
population proportions are basic ratios of how many of a particular group wasecktou
the total number of recruits. It is not adjusted for statistiades. From the sample
population proportions, RDSAT calculates estimated population proportions foatae
Smoothed population equations, which accounts for statistical biasesATRE38mated
that of the total estimated CSEC population, 53.5% are male, 42fénaaée and 4.5%
are transgender. However, because the transgender sampjeiteasnall (n=19), 4.5%
is most likely an under-estimate of prostituted transgender youth in NYC.

As has already been described above, in our study the population essmat

derived from arrest records via the method known as the "captaetues'

6 Such an assumption follows from the fact that redetto other offenses, loitering for
prostitution/prostitution has not experienced digant changes in status, both from the vantagetdi
potential perpetrators circumstances and the cahjirstice system's priorities.
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methodology—the standard way of estimating the size of the papulay comparing
the RDS-generated sample with official records. However,réisearch staff also
developed and tested a new population estimation technique, to serve ascnostia
validation against the "capture-recapture" estimate of the papulaize. The novel
method was implemented as follows: about two months into the projedO(@r06),
once the RDS recruitment trees had gone through severaloitexathe researchers
selected seven "special seeds" (5 females and 2 males) ariigrmai®20 a week to call
or visit the research staff (using their RDS code number to fgethiemselves) and
report if they were offered any coupons, and if so, to report thébenjs) of those
coupons. Five of the seven special seeds reported any coupons offéresh tior three
months, until the end of December 2006. One of the special seeds arkgaire with
researchers twice, and the other was arrested for solictingffiger in beginning of
November 2006, and never heard from again.

The special seeds were not offered many coupons over the thrdesnimritthey
were offered a few (13 coupons from 11 distinct sources). The figlosv shows the
positions of the 7 special seeds in the RDS sample tree, togathethe offers they
received. The analysis proceeded as follows. From eachijeed Obtained the self-
reportednetwork size (n). Theadjusted network size (nj) was then computed to be
(n)) minus the number of coupons that were distribiigdeed (i). Thus (hserved as
an upper bound on the number of offerings that we wexjd:ctseed (i) to receive if and
when the RDS sample were to exhaust the population. diBgevered offerings(d)
were the actual number of offerings seed (i) received in thedoprior to the end of the

study. Thepost-seed sampl€A) is the number of coupons retrieved from circulation in
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Figure 2: RDS recruiting trees and special seeds
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the RDS study after the time that seed (i) was assigaespécial status. The relevant

data is shown below:

Table 4.1:Seed analysis

Seed Network Adjusted Discovered Post-seed
Number (i) | Size (n) Network (m;) Offerings (d;) | Sample
(A)

196

177

162

172

160

155

96

361 15 12
456 4 1

457 30 27
483 90 85
535 12 10
549 50 45
695 6 3

RIN|O|R(O|k|O

If we hypothesize that the RDS sampling has gone througltisatly many iterations to

approximate a random sampling of the population, and furthermore that the network of an
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individual is drawn from the population as a whole uniformly, independantigndom,
then by linearity of expectation, the expected valug of given by

E[d]=mi (A/N)

where N is the true population size. Thus for every seed (i) Hatwvthe sampled value
of d > 0, we can compute an estimateoNthe true population size as follows:
Ni=Ai[mi/di]

These estimates are given below.

Table 4.2:Population estimate based on seed data

Seed Population
Number (i) Estimate (N
456 177

483 14620

535 272

549 3488

695 288

Although these estimates vary widely, the mean value of the population estitaateadb
using the five seeds was 3,769, which is comparable to the populatioatestintained
by the traditional capture-recapture technique. The application afetivetechnique in
this study shows considerable promise—as is readily seen gotifleence of estimates
obtained through classical "capture-recapture” and the speedl teehnique. The
theoretical hypotheses in which the special seed technique can dee tomaeliably
generate population estimates are still under investigation.

One important caveat to the population estimates attempted isttillg is that
they calculate the number of youth that are likely to exidtinvithe universe from which
they sample, that is, they estimate the number of youth who stehdnae of getting

recruited into the study, but not those who stand no chance of being recruited. The project
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demonstrated that it was possible to refer pimped youth into thg siidthere are some
CSEC sub-groups that are likely to be excluded from this estirea., those who are
trafficked into New York City from other countries to work in tightly con&dlin indoor

environments, and whose lack of cultural and linguistic skills make it impossiblesfar t
to network with the larger universe of CSEC youth. To the degrédhidse sub-groups
exist — and there is no doubt that some do exist — the CSEC populatibe laiger than

what this study has estimated. Unfortunately, the methodologyogetblhere cannot
offer any insight into the size of this component of the CSEC populas none of the
youth that were recruited into the study offered any informati@t hinted at the
existence or prevalence of these youth. Other methods of investigatuld be required

to gain insight into the number of these types of youth.

RDS Recruitment Data

The RDS recruitment data offers a wealth of information that provides insight int
the attributes of the CSEC networks and its members. For exaypiaeasuring the
CSEC network’s homophily and recruitment patterns, we can getea batierstanding
of how diverse the connections are within the population. The RDSaatdescribe if
certain groups of individuals (e.g., girls and boys, Whites and Blatk$,recruit others
like themselves and how many youth are part of a certain grayp lfern and raised in
NYC, pimped, etc.). Much of the social capital literature dististges between bonding
social capital (constraining/strong ties) and bridging socaglital (weak ties) (Burt,
1992; Granovetter, 1973; Lin, 2001; Lin, Cook & Burt, 2001; Woolcock, 2001). Lin
defines “string ties” as “those which follow the principle of ‘homdphbinding people

with others similar to themselves; weak ties bring togepeeple from different social
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and cultural backgrounds” (Lin, 2001, p. 75-6). Thus, those groups with a high
homophily score are not as diverse, and are more likely to soamatizehose similar to
themselves.

The network data produced by the RDS sampling method was analytheithevi
Respondent Driven Sampling Analysis Tool (RDSAT) program (Héckaf 2007) to
provide information on network strength, density, and homophily. In tefngender,
one of the most unexpected outcomes was the large number of boys santpke.
Although past literature has suggested that there are a sizable numlostiaited males
in the U.S. (Estes & Weiner, 2002; Finklehor & Ormrod, 2004; Spangenberg, 2001;
Weisberg, 1985; and West, 1993) the research team was not expeataoguit such a
large number of males for this study. Even with the alteratiorthd recruitment of
research subjects that the research team implemented to lavoecruitment of girls,
boys were still estimated to outnumber girls in the population, 54%2%. The
homophily data show that boys are slightly more inclined to rewther boys
(Hx=.176), and more to the point, girls are slightly more inclinedetwuit boys (or
transgender youth) than other girls (Hx=-.15) (see Table 4.3). Ufgests that boys are
less likely to have a diverse network of friends than girls.

Despite the greater number of boys in the RDS data, however,vibezemore
problems with their eligibility for the study than with girls wansgender youth, and
many of them were removed from the database for the analysear¢hpresented in
subsequent sections. After reviewing all of the interviews, the reseaffcilostal that 69
boys (35%) were not credible (because they were too old or not involv&SEC

activities), but only 8 girls and transgender youth were not credible. 8=c4this, the

84



Table 4.3:Population estimates by gender

CSEC RDS Population estimateby gender

Male Female
Total Distribution of recruits 177.0 106.0
Estimated Population Proportions 0.535 0.42
Sample Population Proportions 0.562 0.386
Recruitment Proportions 0.604 0.362
Mean Network Size, N (adjusted) 7.193 5.561
Homophily (Hx) 0.176 -0.15
Degree Homophily (Hd) 0.129 -0.144
Standard Error of P 0.038 0.036

*transgeer youth are omitted from this table
percentage of boys in the CSEC market is certainly lesstieabd% that was estimated
with raw RDS numbers, but removing the non-credible males anddemsidl leaves us
with exactly 108 of each (not counting seeds). Thus, while estimdktiagexact
proportion of males versus females versus transgender youth in the CSEC maaket rem
unknown, at the very least, the proportion of males in the overall populatfan more
substantial than had previously been reported (Gragg, et al., 2007).

The existence of a large number of non-credible subjects rdgriadicates the
need for better screening methods (though it is difficult to inealgow one might do that
for CSEC youth), but what was surprising about the recruitmentwathe fact that
non-credible research subjects often recruited youth who werédleredor example, of
the 64 non-credible males, 21 recruited credible male subjects, aedriBed credible
females (see Table 4.4). While the existence of non-credil@arassubjects is a clear
indication of the degree of deception that plagued the project, théhéamon-credible
subjects were able to recruit eligible ones, is evidence oflatyer web of social
relationships to which CSEC youth belong that includes more than sotifgy sexually

exploited youth. However, due to the fact that the non-commercigtipited youth
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were willing to deceive the research team, most likely ier monies being offered in

exchange for the interview, suggests that they are involved in other deviant activitie

Table 4.4:Recruitment by gender and credibility

Recruitment by Gender and Credibility
(Recruitment Count)

Person who Recruite(Recruits
MaleCr. MaleNotCr. Female/TG Cred.Female/TG Not Cred. Total

Male Cred. 48 24 51 1 124
Male not Cred. 21 23 18 2 64.0
Female/TG Cred. 37 20 38 5 100.C
Female/TG Not Cred. 2 2 1 0 5.0

*to run some analyses on RDS, wetbaderge the female and transgender youth categori

The degree to which ineligible youth recruited eligible ones,\acel versa, is
also captured in the illustration below that depicts the RDS recruitmen{figase 3):
During the data collection phase of the project, in order to cieatproblems that
would accompany the over-recruitment of males — not the leaghich was that later,
35% of them were found to be ineligible — efforts were made tasfoa recruiting more
girls, especially pimped girls. In the RDS data reported belowettreitment of pimped
youth is illustrated. The pimped girls that were recruited tieaend of the project and
that were interviewed as “seed” cases do not appear in the sample of repoited
below, so the number of females in the RDS data is lower tleanumber of pimped
girls in the sample. But, one interesting finding from the RD®urecent process was
that 90 non-pimped males recruited 8 pimped males and 10 pimped fevhdéethe 13
pimped girls in the sample produced no referrals of other pimped youth (see Table 4.5).
Some may interpret the lack of recruitment by pimped girlstbér pimped youth as

evidence of the degree of control that pimps have over youth, and that may very well be
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true, but more important, that it is possible to refer pimped tjirtsugh youth that are

not pimped, including non-pimped boys.

Figure 3: RDS recruitment trees by gender and credibility

EDE Recriitment Trees:

Iilale=circle; Female=triangle; Transgender=diamond
Credible=grey; Mot-Credible=red

The various races, ethnicities or nationalities claimed byadl¢h also produced
some revealing proportions within the overall CSEC population. According to Chiticos e
al. (2001), “Trust is higher when similarity is greatest, andquions of a criminal
threat are often directed against ethnic others. Ethnicity canféetor in ensuring the
network’s homogeneity.” Although criminal threat might not lbeigsue within this
population, by looking at which ethnicities had a high homophily rate, amenéer the
level of trust the prostituted youth have with one another. Black youth were estitmat

be the largest single group within the population, but at only 29% of the total, theae was
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Table 4.5 Recruitment by gender and pimped and non-pimped

Recruitment by Gender and Pimped
(Recruitment Count;
Transition Probability)

Person who Recruited Recruits
Nonpimped Nonpimped Pimped Pimped Total
Male Female/TG Male Female/TG
Non-Pimped Male 90 52 8 10 160
Non-Pimped Female/TG 43 34 4 7 88
Pimped Male 8 7 1 2 18
Pimped Female/TG 11 2 0 0 13

significant presence of other groups, including 23% whites, 23% Hispénduding
Puerto Ricans and Dominicans, which were separate categan€es)2% of the youth
who identified as “multi-racial® The degree to which the sample was diverse is reflected
in the diagram below that depicts the RDS recruitment trees (Figure 4):

One outcome that was somewhat unexpected was the high homophily score
(Hx=.499) exhibited by white youth: an indication that white youth wery likely to
refer other white youth (see Table 4.6). One reason why white ypp#aato be so
insular is that over 60% of the youth recruited for the study wer&aratone of the five
boroughs. Thus, this might limit the diversity of their network since white youth might
gravitate to other white youth due to higher trust and comfortalehtgis. Additionally,
many of the white youth were recruited from a group of “traveferith that move from
city to city and rely on each other for survival. Black youth alsoahemhdency to recruit
other Blacks (Hx=.256), but not nearly to the degree that whitesnitath their own
group. And Hispanic youth, somewhat surprisingly, were more likelyeter non-

Hispanics than members of their own group (Hx=.086). Multi-racial yolulwved the

"Youth from a multi-racial background can rangenfra mix of Black and White, Black and Hispanic,
Puerto Rican and Dominican, etc. Because the ygaik such detailed accounts of their racial
background, and did not classify themselves asspeeific race, a general multi-racial category was
created.
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lowest homophily score (Hx=.073) of all the groups, meaning that they were jilstls

to refer another multi-racial youth as they were a member of another. group

Figure 4: RDS recruitment trees by race and gender

ED3E Recruitment Trees:
Wihite=white; Black=hlack; Hispanic=hrowr; Other=hlue
Lilale=citcle; Femmale=triangle; Transgender=diamond

Table 4.6:RDS Population Estimates by Race, Ethnicity or Nationality

BI. Wh. His. Dom. P.R. Asn. NvAm Mix Total
Total Distribution of recruits 90.0 65.0 40.0 40 240 50 3.0 62.0 293.0
Estimated Population Proportions 0.294 0.232 0.137 0.012 0.081 0.016 0.009 0.2191.0
Sample Population Proportions 0.298 0.204 0.131 0.018 0.088 0.021 0.009 0.2311.0
Recruitment Proportions 0.307 0.222 0.137 0.014 0.082 0.017 0.01 0.2121.0
Equilibrium Sample Distribution  0.295 0.232 0.126 0.011 0.078 0.014 0.008 0.2361.0
Mean Network Size, N (adjusted) 6.474 6.458 5.916 5.96 6.206 5.505 5.76 6.981
Mean Network Size, N (unadjusted 18.89417.06213.04€10.5 16.53€9.667 19.0 20.12

Homophily (Hx) 0.256 0.499 0.086 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 0.073
Affiliation Homophily (Ha) 0.255 0.499 0.098 -1.0 -1.0 -10 -1.0 0.052
Degree Homophily (Hd) 0.001 0.0 -0.083-0.077-0.039-0.147-0.108 0.02
Population Weights 0.986 1.141 1.049 0.65 0.924 0.761 0.974 0.946
Recruitment Component (RCx) 0.989 1.141 0.962 0.6 0.889 0.649 0.869 1.023
Degree Component (DCx) 0.997 0.999 1.091 1.083 1.04 1.173 1.121 0.925
Standard Error of P 0.038 0.043 0.028 0.009 0.017 0.005 0.006 0.023
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There was one concern at the beginning of the RDS recruitmergsprot the
potential biasing effect of the geographic distribution of seeds, tieeigh, according to
RDS theory, the starting point should not have mattered. Because, afateacollection
began in the Bronx, and three subjects were interviewed there arsthreght. But those
three subjects did not refer anyone else to the project, andoadtliseeds were sought
through a collaborative partner in Manhattan. From those few seedsntire sample
grew, resulting in 5 major “trees” (see Figure 1). Nearly the eraimgke is contained in
Table 4.7:Population Estimates By Place of Birth

Man. Bk. Qns.Bx. S. N.J. NYS Penn.USA Oth. Total

Total Distribution of 76.0 41.0 13.0 380 7.0 18.0 120 6.0 550 27.0 293.C

recruits

Estimated Population 0.246 0.165 0.0420.119 0.026 0.089 0.04 0.0210.177 0.0721.0
Proportions

Sample Population 0.24 0.149 0.04€0.134 0.021 0.055 0.043 0.024 0.185 0.1031.0
Proportions

Recruitment Proportions  0.259 0.14 0.04£0.13 0.024 0.061 0.041 0.02 0.188 0.09z1.0
Equilibrium Sample
Distribution

Mean Network Size, N
(adjusted)

Mean Network Size, N
(unadjusted)
Homophily (Hx) 0.085 -0.038-1.0 0.021 -1.0 0.048 0.038 -1.0 0.078 0.08t
Affiliation Homophily (Ha) 0.073 0.02 -1.0 0.01 -1.0 0.07 0.036 -1.0 0.073 0.064

0.256 0.142 0.04€0.129 0.024 0.068 0.043 0.017 0.182 0.09:1.0

6.688 5.527 6.77€¢6.962 5.914 4.868 6.785 5.3356.582 8.24¢

16.50713.33:14.4 16.65¢12.85712.23t36.78¢9.0 21.27€19.5

Degree Homophily (Hd) 0014 -0.1390.00%0.011 -0.079-0.2420.002 , ;o 0.006 0.02Z
Population Weights 1.023 1.11 0.9610.891 1.222 1.632 0.947 0.862 0.955 0.701
?ng;‘;itme”t Component 1 56 0,956 1.01:0.967 1.126 1.237 1.001 0.717 0.979 0.901
Degree Component (DCx) 0.96 1.162 0.9470.922 1.086 1.319 0.946 1.2030.975 0.77¢
Standard Error of P 0.029 0.026 0.010.027 0.011 0.027 0.021 0.0110.026 0.01F

five major “trees,” with the largest tree extending to 12 (begua bon-eligible research
subject) waves of recruitment, far more than needed to produce sermtatere sample

of the population, and the second-largest tree extending to 9 wavesrawtment. The
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findings regarding the geographic distribution of research submasalrthat youth from
all 5 boroughs of New York City were recruited into the studywal as youth from
across the country and abroad (see Table 4.7). A larger samplenoduce slightly
different estimated population proportions by birth (Queens, for exangdems
underrepresented), but the sample appears to have accomplishedltbé geographic
representation.

Based on past studies, there appears to be a high correlatioremetwg and
alcohol abuse and sexual exploitation (Clatts, et al., 1998; Clddavés, 1999; Gaetz &
O’Grady, 2002; Gwadz, et al., 2005; Kipke, et al., 1995; Yates, et al., 19%F).data
from this study confirmed this high correlation based on thetfatt85% of the youth
recruited for the study abused some type of drug or alcohol (see Table 4.8)orfedigiti
a large majority of the youth who did not abuse drugs or alcohalited other juveniles
who did. Over half the youth (53.8%) in the study used marijuana andogeajuarter
abused cocaine (26.1%) and alcohol (25.3%). Although there was ansmdder of
youth who did not abuse drugs or alcohol, they were more likely to daetwork of

friends who did.

Table 4.8:Recruitment by drugs

Recruitment by Drugs
(Recruitment Count;
Transition Probability)

Person who Recruited Recruits
No Drug Use  Drug Use Total

No Drug Use 9.0 25.0 34.0
0.265 0.735 1.0

Drug Use 29.0 186.0 215.0
0.135 0.865 1.0
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Conclusion

This chapter provided both a population estimate and a description of the
attributes of the CSEC sub-networks and its members. A populationatestwas
calculated based on two different methods, and both methods produced approximately the
same number. This suggests that the estimate of the populatisragheampled is close
to accurate. However, the estimate does not account for the youtarevtrafficked in
from outside the United States, and those that are isolatedttfimmest of the CSEC
population because they were not part of the social networks of thie ngmutiited for
this study.

Some of the findings from this chapter validated what was previdusiywn
about the CSEC population. The majority of the youth recruited for dtudy
(approximately 75%) were minority, and were more likely to hawzalig diverse
networks (see Dalla, 2000; Norton-Hawk, 2001 and Rotheram-Borus, et al., 1992)
half the youth in the sample were born and raised in one of the five bsrofidNew
York City, which is consistent with past research on this populatea Robertson &
Toro, 1998; Schick, 1981 and Yates, et al., 1991). Previous research has shown that there
is a high correlation between drug and alcohol abuse and sexual atiqio{Clatts, et
al., 1998; Clatts & Davis, 1999; Gaetz & O'Grady, 2002; Gwadz,.e2@05; Kipke, et
al., 1995; Yates, et al., 1991) which is accordant with the findings in this chapter.

Respondent Driven Sampling data does not allow for complex netwonsemnal
but still provides insights about the CSEC population that were not kndwreberhe

attributes of the CSEC sub-networks that were previously unknowrdaicld) There
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are a lot more boys involved in the CSEC market then previouslyteep@nd they are
more inclined to recruit other boys than girls or transgender y8)tNon-pimped girls
and boys have access to youth who are pimped; thus, it is possieéch pimped youth
without having to go through the pimp; C) The network is also quite diesigencludes
youth who are not involved in the CSEC market, yet, might be involved in déveant
activities; and D) Caucasian juveniles are more likely sm@ate with other Caucasian
youth, and tend to migrate to New York City from other areas of the country.

The findings from this chapter provide a better understanding @xteat of the
CSEC issue via the population estimate and the characteastios youth who make up
the CSEC sub-networks. These findings provide the background informatissargce
to comprehend how the youths’ deviant social networks can prevenfrii@nobtaining
the fundamental tools needed to build normative social capital and telynexit “the
life.” The subsequent chapter will investigate whether yorghveore likely to seek help
from others with criminal or normative social capital when takimg account the
youths’ deviant social network size, current living situation, edoicatevel, other
sources of income, drug abuse, race, gender and age of first invotventea CSEC

market.
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Chapter 5

Pre-existing Social Capital Among the CSEC Populabin

Introduction

Chapter Two provided an estimated prevalence rate of comnhersxually
exploited youth in New York City, and also the attributes of the C8&tworks and its
members. Knowing how many youth are involved in the CSEC markeharsize and
diversity of their networks (e.g. race, birthplace, drug use, andcegeatbws for a better
understanding of whether a youth is capable of building the normsdiei@l capital
necessary to exit “the life”. The focus of this chapter isated by the research question:
Are youth more likely to seek help from others with criminahormative social capital
when taking into account the youths’ deviant social network size, cuirriggt situation,
education level, other sources of income, drug abuse, race, gender earnd gt
involvement in the CSEC market? If who the youth go to when in trocdebe
predicted correctly, which of these variables are centrahenprediction of who they
would go to? Does the inclusion of a particular variable increasdecrease the
probability of a specific outcome? The aim of this chapteotso measure the level of
normative social capital that the youth possess, but rather theiy &bibuild social
capital in normative networks. This chapter outlines the quantitatiaby/sis employed

to answer this question and discusses a number of key findings that have been identified.
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Methodology

Given that the aim of this chapter is not to measure the ¢égglcial capital the
youth possess but rather their ability to build normative sociatataphne following
variables were chosen to measure this: who the youth go toes tfrtrouble, personal
network size, current living situation, other sources of income, &duockevel, drug
abuse, race, gender and age of first involvement in the CSEC masieq able to rely
on and trust an adult that maintains some level of normative saatialcis one
important way to measure if the youth have the basic hunptalcée.g., social support)
in order to build normative social capital (Bourdieu, 1980; Coleman, 1994; &ahl
Spencer, 1993; Putnam, 1993). Thus, who the youth go to in times of trosbddesen
as the dependent variable. The dependent variable was dichotomizeebigi@ups: 0
equals the group of people who the youth go to for help that possessatrapital,
which include market facilitators, fictional kin, friends, partnarsj no one; 1 equals the
group of individuals who the youth seek help from that maintain norenaticial capital,
which include parents, grandparents, other family members, policersffaed social

service workers.

The following independent variables were chosen since they could alhtiadiy

have an effect on the dependent variable:

1) Personal deviant network sfze ratio-level, continuous variable. The larger the
network size, the more embedded the youth is in “the life” and thdikedy he

would go to an adult that possesses normative social capital for hets

® The youth were asked how many other youth they kwbes were engaged in the CSEC market. Thus,
only the size of their deviant social network isidable for analysis.
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2)

3)

relationship is expected to be significant since past literatates that the more a
juvenile is embedded in his social network, and in this casetlteis deviant
social network, the more likely he is to adapt their attitudes lzeliefs and

ultimately their behaviors (Granovetter, 1992; Krohn, 1986; Lin, 1982).

Current living situation: a categorical variable broken into tigreeps, 1=squat,
shelter, streets, market facilitator's home, group home and otree (e.g.,
customer’s home); 2=friend’s home and own apartment; and 3=family.hdfme
the youths’ currently living situation falls in category 1, thes I#sely he would

go to an adult that possesses normative social capital for helg.a3$umption
would uphold previous findings (McCarthy, Hagan and Martin, 2002) that
homeless youth are more likely to rely on their friends for suppattsarvival
than adults. Group homes, market facilitator homes and other homesadad

to this category since youth are less likely to rely on or tamst adults that

possess normative social capital in these living situations.

Other sources of income: a categorical variable dichotomizedwd groups,
O=dealing drugs, panhandling, theft, other illegitimate work, other and not
applicable; 1=legitimate work (e.g., receives a companyekgaycheck, under
the table construction work, etc.), welfare and dependent (e.g., recaives
allowance from a relative). If the youth has other sources of iacbhmis more
likely to seek the help of an adult that maintains normative soaftal. This
would support Hirschi’s social control theory since a youth who is ctteufrtio a
legitimate job or has access to other sources of legitimebene is more likely to
have access to and patrticipate in a non-deviant social network.
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4)

5)

6)

Education level: a ratio-level, continuous variable. The higherythgh’'s
education level, the more likely he would be to seek the help afdalt that
maintains normative social capital. This would also support Hisscducial
control theory since a youth who is committed to school and school iastiiat

more likely to have access to and participate in a non-deviant social network.

Drug abuse: an interval-level variable ranked by the sewardyaddictiveness of

the drug, 1=heroin, 2=crack, 3=cocaine, 4=other drugs (e.g., Sgcsta
hallucinogens, prescription pain killers), 5=marijuana, 6=alcohol and 7=none.
The greater the youth’s dependency on the more addictive and sevesehdrug
less likely he would go to an adult that possesses normative social cagiialpfor
Because past research has indicated that there is a higlatorr between drug
and alcohol abuse and sexual exploitation (Clatts, et al., 1998; &ld&&vis,
1999; Gaetz & O’'Grady, 2002; Gwadz, et al., 2005; Kipke, et al., 1995s,Yeite

al., 1991) one can assume this relationship would hold true since dru¢edddic
youth would be less likely to trust adults that would judge thentHeir drug

addiction.

Age of first involvement in the CSEC market: a ratio-level, cadus variable.
The younger the youth entered the CSEC market, the less likely he wouldrgo to a
adult that possesses normative social capital for help. Thisorehip is highly
likely because the younger a juvenile enters a deviant sociabrkethe more
likely he is to become embedded in that network and adapt sattifurdes and

behaviors as his peers.
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7) Race: a categorical variable broken down into five groups: 1=akfriamerican,
2=Caucasian, 3=Hispanic, 4=0Other, 5=Multi-racial. Race could hayenaral
effect on the outcome variable, especially since past literain social capital
has indicated that minorities living in an urban environment aree rikely to
have lower levels of normative social capital (Reisig, Hakfre& Morash,

2002).

8) Gender: two categorical, dichotomized variables. The first blaridivides the
sample into male and transgender (0) and female (1), and the sectidevar
separates the transgender youth from the rest of the sample &hd 1=yes).
Gender could have a general effect on the outcome variable, dlgp®nice past
literature on social capital has shown that women are lesyg tixgdlossess non-

deviant social capital then men (Reisig, Holtfreter, & Morash, 2002).

Once the independent and dependent variables were identified, measwrestral
tendency, independent t-tests and chi-squares and logistic regressityses were

conducted to determine if any of these relationships were significant.

Results
Measures of central tendency were conducted on the interval antexai variables
(personal deviant network size, education level, drug abuse, aget ahol/ement in
the CSEC market) to assess the effects of outliers andbtetste basic assumption of
normality. All the variables had relatively normal distributi@mnsl were not affected by

outliers except for personal deviant network size. One reasonefaron-normality was
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that there were a number of outliers for the variable, partigutaw subject who claimed

to know over 200 youth involved in the CSEC market. To decrease thydaae
skewness of the network size variable, a transformation procedwepeaviormed in
order to reflect and take the log of the variable. Measofesentral tendency were
conducted on the log of the network size variable, and the skewness andskurtos
variables were much closer to zero (see Table 5.1). Thus, fymimgrd, the personal
deviant network size variable will be referred to as the loghef gersonal deviant
network size.

Once the continuous variables were normally distributed, independett &iteischi-
squares were conducted to determine if a relationship existeddretive predictor and
outcome variables. Independent-sample t tests were calculat@araagnthe means of
the ratio-level, continuous variables (log of personal deviant netaiaek education
level, drug abuse, age of first involvement in the CSEC markéhetavho the youth go
to in times of trouble variable. No significant differencesev®und at p < .05 (see
Table 5.2).

Chi square tests of independence were calculated comparing thentrgmpfethe
categorical variables (current living situation, other souodescome, gender and race)
in those youth who seek the help of individuals with criminal capitaklzose who seek
the help from individuals with normative social capital. There wastatistically
significant relationship between the youths’ current living sibmaénd who they go to in
times of troubley2(2)=16.086, p < .05) in this sample. Looking at the cell percentages it

seems that youth living in a group home, market facilitator's home, squat, sétetets
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Table 5.1: Measures of central tendency for network size, education, drug abuse, age
and log of network size

Network Drug Log of Network
Education Age

size Abuse Size

Mean 15.66 10.39 4.21 15.29 2.25
Median 8.00 10.00 4.00 16.00 2.20

Mode 20 10 7 16 3.00
Std. Deviation 20.87 1.73 1.96 1.74 1.00

Skewness 4.2 119 -.054 -.610 .150
S.E. of skewness .155 157 157 155 156

Kurtosis 27.33 -.264 -.936 .082 -.122
S.E. of kurtosis .309 312 314 .309 311

Minimum 0 6 1 9 .00
Maximum 200 15 7 19 5.30

Table 5.2: T-tests for variables log of network size, education, drug abuse, and age on
who the youth go to when in trouble

Std. Error
t df Sig (2-tailed) Mean Diff.
Diff.
Log of Network Size .080 241 .936 .01069 13397
Education -1.228 239 221 -.284 231
Drug Abuse -1.870 237 .063 -.48926 .26161
Age -540 245 .590 -.125 231
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or other home are more likely to seek help from an individual withicgal or no social
capital than youth living in a friend’s home or their own apartment ¢e0atr a family
home (38.1%). There was also a statistically significdatiomship between the youths’
other sources of income and who they go to in times of troyB(2)E9.493 p < .05).
Looking at the cell percentages it seems that youth withirtegge work, collecting
welfare benefits or treated as a dependent by a relaBvaare likely to seek help from
an individual with normative social capital (56.1%) than youth with offoerrces of
illegitimate income or no other income (33.2%). Gender and race dighrodtice
significant results (see Table 5.3). A Gamma test wasuledéd for the relationship
between the categorical variables and the outcome variable. yAstreng positive
relationship was found between the youths’ current living situatiomdnadthe youth go
to when in trouble (Gamma=.421, p < .05). Thus, youth who live in a family hena
to seek help from individuals that possess normative social capitaloderately strong
positive relationship was found between other sources of income and wjauthego to
when in trouble (Gamma=.356, p < .05). Thus, youth who have other sources of
legitimate income tend to seek help from individuals that possessative social
capital.

Although significant relationships were only found between two of the
independent variables and the dependent variable, a binary logisesgiegr analysis
was conducted to determine if all the independent variables combined could bettdr predi
whether a youth would go to someone with criminal capital or someone@gsesses
normative social capital in times of trouble. Prior to running twestic regression

model, logistic regression assumptions were tested to ensuneoti&tf the violations
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were violated. The log of all the continuous variables was cadcljland then the
interaction terms were tested between the independent variabléseandgs. None of
the results were significant; thus, the linearity assumptionneasiolated. Tests were
then conducted to determine if the assumptions for outliers and mutécolty were

violated, and there were no issues involving outliers and no collinearity problems.

Table 5.3: Chi-squares for variables current living situation, other sources of income
gender and race on who the youth go to when in trouble

Pearson Chi Square  df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Current living situation 16.086 2 .000*
Other sources of income 9.493 2 .009*
Gender (M/F) 1.412 1 235
Gender (TG) .928 1 335
Race .858 4 .930

*significant at p < .05

The first binary logistic regression model included all the inddget variables
identified in the methodology section as the predictor variables tla@ddependent
variable as the outcome variable. The model predicting who the youthigdimes of
trouble using current living situation, other sources of income, drugeabog of
personal deviant network size, education, age of first involvemerd, aad gender
(M/FITG) was not significanty@(13)=18.028, p > .05). Several subsequent models were
run to see whether subtracting certain predictor variables fiermbdel would result in

a significant prediction of the outcome variable. The modealigiiag who the youth go
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to in times of trouble using current living situation, other sourcescoime, drug abuse,
personal deviant network size, education, age of first involvement awierg@ G only)

was significant¥2(8)=15.698, p < .05). Though the model was found to be significant, it
was not very strong. The goodness of fit of the model includingréghictors was only
about 9.2% better than the goodness of fit of the null niddlelgelkerke R=.092).
Furthermore, the model was able to accurately predict the obsexhexs in only 66.8%

of the cases.

Table 5.4: Binary logistic regression with predictor variables current livinguation,
other sources of income, drug abuse, log of personal network size, educationfiegge of

involvement and gender- transgender on outcome variable who the youth go to when in
trouble

B Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Constant -3.503 4.750 1 .029 .030
Current living situation ®

Friend’s home & own apartment 468 1.690 1 194 1.598

Family home 1.258 9.147 1 .002* 3.519
Other sources of income -027 327 1 568 .973
Drug abuse .069 728 1 393 1.071
Log of personal network size 134 .789 1 374 1.143
Education .057 .386 1 535 1.059
Age of first involvement .098 1.156 1 282 1.102
Gender - Transgender -581  .956 1 .328 .559

*significant at p < .05
a. Reference category: shelter, squat, streetketfcilitator's home, other home

® The null model does not include predictors, just¢bnstant.
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One variable was found to be significant after controlling fortlad other
variables in the model: current living situation — family home@02). The summary of
model variables is displayed in Table 5.4. Based on the Wald istétiseems that
current living situation — family home (Wald=9.147) contributed morda¢omodel than
other variables. On average, the odds of a youth who lives in a taonilg seeking help
from an individual that possesses normative social capital is 8rB&89 higher than for a
youth who lives in a squat, shelter, streets, market facilitator's home ohatine. Even
though only one variable was significant, the other variables weglett in the model
for theoretical purposes; all the variables have the potentidieict ahe’s ability to build
social capital and must be controlled for. Possible reasons fathke variables not
being significant are sampling error, missing data, or operétiatian of the constructs.
Although the use of these variables in the model could have caosedm®ise in the

results; it did not affect the overall significance of the model.

Discussion

This chapter examined whether it can be predicted that a youth weekdthe
help of an individual with criminal capital or an individual that possegsormative
social capital when taking into account the youths’ deviant socialonetsize, current
living situation, education level, other sources of income, drug abuse, gander and
age of first involvement in the CSEC market. The findings providgeace that out of
all of these variables, only whether a youth lives in a famigmber’'s home is a valid
predictor for who a youth will chose to seek help from in timesaftide, which lends
further support to the findings from past research on adolescents,ecoimnsexual

exploitation and social capital. Previous research has shownhthatignificance of
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social capital — including employment, stable accommodation, goodyfama social
relationships, non-CSEC interests and friends who are not engathed@$SEC market —
in enabling prostituted youth to exit “the life” is influenced by-pxrésting normative
social capital and the amount of normative social capital thewlae2to retain while
engaged in the CSEC market. The findings from this study letiiefusupport to this
claim since it suggests that youth who live with their fanifve some pre-existing
normative social capital, and thus the youth are more likelyek #$e assistance of an
individual who has normative social capital when they are in trouble.

Previous literature on social capital and juveniles has statédythéh with
limited access to positive external influences and informatioaterstrong bonding
networks that are likely foster deleterious norms of behavior (Ferlander, 20@pijtal is
built in relationships that individuals wish to avoid losing. Dependimgvhom those
relationships are with “social capital can be gained or losbddyaving in a manner
deemed ‘criminal’ by the larger society” (Savage and Kanaz&®02, p. 190). The
more an individual relies on their deviant network for support and sljr¢he& more
embedded he will become in that network. Embeddedness affect®tipesability to
influence its members’ attitudes and beliefs and exercise caweoltheir actions and
behaviors (Granovetter, 1992). Prostitution and youth gangs offer eesarmaplhow
embeddedness in deviant social networks can lead to less thahysbesaable ends
(McCarthy, Hagan and Martin, 2002). The major finding from this arsigdicates that
youth who live in a family home are more likely to seek the helpnoindividual that
possesses normative social capital then one who does not. Thus, pdogttte with

limited access to adults who possess a high level of normatival sagital are more
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likely to create strong bonds with their network of friendsnynaf whom engage in the
CSEC market, which ultimately decreases their ability to build novenabcial capital of
their own. The more embedded CSEC youth are in their deviant setwalriks, the less
likely they will be able to develop relationships outside theiradogphere that could
provide them with the social support and resources they need to exit “the life”.

Why youth who live with a family member(s) enter the CSEGCketahas not
been thoroughly investigated. Previous research has shown that gdwsatal, and
mental abuse suffered by the hands of a family member can directly or iydeadtto a
youth engaging in the market (Seng, 1989 and Simons & Whitbeck,.19€4f) there is
a dearth of research on why youth who live in stable homes with ¢oudial
relationships enter the CSEC market. Future research would néedcdanducted to

further explore this phenomenon.

Conclusion

Overall, the evidence from this study suggests that youth who hasexiptig
social capital before entering the CSEC market and aret@abteintain some level of
normative social capital while engaged in the market are nmkely lio seek help from
individuals who possess higher levels of normative social capitate specifically, the
findings from this study concluded that the youths’ current living sitnds the only
valid predictor of determining who the youth were more likely tk dedp from — an
individual with criminal or no social capital or someone who has normative socitlcapi

The findings suggest that youth living in the streets, a sheltgrat,s or market
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facilitator's home are more likely to be members of socialvodts characterized by

relative shortages of normative social capital.

Although over one-third of the sample had visited (many on a rebakis) a
youth-based social service agency, these findings suggestahgtof these youth do not
seek the help of a counselor or do not fully disclose their situatidheir counselor.
They would rather seek the help of a friend, partner, etc., ooarashamed to speak to
anyone about their issues. As a result, the youth stunt theiy dbilbuild normative
social capital both in the present and in the future. The next chept®cus mainly on
youth who do not have pre-existing normative social capital, and xethime whether
the lack of alternatives available to prostituted youth constraindheices to the point
where they have very few options (if any) but to engage ICHEC market in order to

survive.
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Chapter 6

Constrained Choices and Lack of Agency among the && Population

Introduction

The previous two chapters have provided insight into the social netwobkits of
the CSEC population and how certain demographic and social capitanicihg
variables affect the youths’ ability to build normative socigiited. This chapter will use
gualitative data gathered from the study to investigate the falptwpothesis: The lack
of alternatives available to prostituted youth constrain their chéecdéise point where
they have very few options (if any) but to engage and remaineilCBEC market in
order to survive. In order to better understand how constrained choicdac&naf
agency prevent prostituted youth from attaining social capital inoomiig social
networks, the chapter will look specifically at recruitment ite CSEC market and
leaving “the life.” Narratives taken directly from the inMiews were used, in addition to

descriptive statistics, to support this hypothesis.

Methodology
To identify categories and concepts that emerged from thectiatiens and link
the concepts into with theories of social capital, a grounded theprpach was used
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Strauss and Corbin, 1990). “Grounded theopyedssc
patterns of behavior or thought in a set of texts (Bernard, 2000)méeEhevere drawn
from the narratives given by the youth to the following questiodsw did you first
become engaged in the market? Is there anything you like &beulife”? Is there

anything you dislike about “the life”? What do you need in orddeave “the life"? Is
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there anything else you would like to add? Once the themesiaesrified, they were
linked to the concepts evident in social capital theories. Thesesshemparticular
appeared to support several of the ideas and findings found in studies aredicake
discourse on social capital. More specifically, these narrapir@gde an explanation for
why youth continue to engage in the CSEC market, and what is prevémmgfrom

leaving. Quotes were then selected from the interviews that illuminatduetirées.

Discussion

Recruitment into the CSEC market

Economic desperation

Since youth are “more likely to be influenced by the norms and bebavideens
with whom they spend time because they are more exposed to thesafh¢ayk &
Felson, 2006, p. 928; Akers, 1985, 1998; Regnerus, 2002; Sutherland, 1960) it should
come to no surprise that the majority of youth in this studydosinvolved in the CSEC
market through a friend (see Table 6.1). However, this opposesideepread belief
that adults — especially pimps — are directly responsible foertrg of youth into CSEC
markets. Adults preying on vulnerable youth was not the most frequaethyioned
route into commercial sexual abuse reported by youth in the sangaldy half (47%,
n=116) claimed that it was “friends” that introduced them into thEC8&arket. Girls
and boys reported similar (though, surprisingly high) percentaf#iseir “friends” as
responsible for their entry to CSEC markets (46% and 44%, respggtiveit

transgender youth reported that 68% of the time, “friends” initiatech.tbdthough
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“friend” was loosely defined by the teens, there was littidence to suggest that these
friends were not already a part of the youths’ social network.

Many of the youth claimed that a lack of viable alternatives prdvidem with little
choice but to engage in the CSEC market in order to survive. Frinddscquaintances
were often important actors in initiating youth into CSEC markatsl many of these
cases seemed to be accompanied by narratives of economicatieapiat drove them
to enter the market. One 17-year old Caucasian male fromavidry'was desperate for
money, hungry and sleeping in the streets. | met some people whadoveg it and they
kind of introduced me to it. So I've been stuck with it as my source of income.” Another
16-year old Caucasian female was alone and destitute and meb#swnegouth on the
streets who were in a similar situation:

My dad passed away and | had no family members. And | never knew my mom.

| didn’t have no money in my pocket — | didn’t know how to survive so | just

went on the streets. So | knew some people around here. And th@jdustt

you know, that they are in the same place that | am. Sodgigsimy body, just
to survive and to eat.

Table 6.1 How youth got involved in the CSEC market by gender

Females Males Transgender | Total
(n=119) (n=111) (n=19) (n=249)
How Youth Got Involved

Friend 46.2% 44.1% 68.4% 47.0%
Customer Approached Me 16.2% 32.4% 10.5% 23.1%
Market Facilitator 16.2% 0.9% 0.0% 8.1%
Homeless 7.7% 2.7% 10.5% 5.7%
Internet 2.6% 3.6% 5.3% 3.2%
Relative 0.9% 2.7% 0.0% 1.6%
| Approached Customer 0.9% 2.7% 0.0% 1.6%
Bar 0.0% 2.7% 0.0% 1.29
Party 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2%
Club 0.9% 0.9% 0.0% 0.89
Escort Service 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.4%
Other 6.0% 6.3% 5.3% 16.1%
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Homeless teens have no one to turn to for help and are thus fore@adrtacdping and
survival methods from other homeless and street youth. The absdanglial relations
or relationships with individuals in good societal standing lends #xladf legitimate
alternatives. Thus, in numerous stories, youth engaged in the CSKE! msm@ means

for survival.

Family support and neglect

Not all the youth who engaged in the CSEC market as a meansviMasuwere
homeless and alone. Several of the youth lived at home with timeiy;fdhowever,
because their family was in economic dire straits, and the yeeitl unable to find a
conventional job, they sought other ways to make money to help thely fash One
18-year old Hispanic girl who said that she started at age Halgder aunt pay bills and
avoid being evicted from her apartment, reluctantly decided to gg atah a friend to

meet some “guys”:

| was living with my aunt and niece and the bills were pilin’ mal & didn’t
want us to get evicted, so | didn't feel like | had much of a choice. | couldn’t get
a job, 1 don’'t have high school behind me. So, | was out in the South Bnohx
this girl who | used to go to school with, she was like, “Yeah,donmna get me
some money.” She was waitin’ for this guy or whatever. Aad&me over
there with another friend of hers and they was like, “Yeah, you kifoyau

need sumpin’, I'll take care a you or whatever.” And I'm likepilnot really.”

| didn’t feel comfortable with it, but you got a dude offerin’ yokeli$150, and

you can’t say no to it, you know what | mean?

Similarly, a 16-year old African American girl from Brooklyliving with her mother
and younger brother, was experiencing hard times at home, aerddifitroduced her to

a guy who was willing to help her out financially:
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| tried it once. It was a...like we were goin through really, lyeakally hard
times, and the electricity was off and everything, and | redidin’'t wanna
disturb my mom’s money. So | tried it one time and it worked outwal
uncomfortable, but...it worked out. And it was easy. And, um, aftdritha
started to notice how, like...it was easy.

One recurring theme among the narratives given by the youtthatasnce parents
became unable to meet the needs of their child, the teens turtredr triends to have
these needs met. This peer group tends to be young and lacking conveationales,
so they turn to illegitimate alternatives. One 15-year okp&hic male was recruited

into the CSEC market by an entire group of friends in junior high school:

| was having a hard time at home with my parents. So thidte’sieeds that |
needed to do and stuff, and they weren’t helping me. So | just deoica
that. Once | got into junior HS, my friends introduced me to imet my first
customer by a group of friends. We just started hanging out adowva ended
up having sex.

Another 17-year old African American female did not engage in tBEGmarket for

money, but rather for the attention and “love” that she did not receive from hr. fam

| was with my mother and she had a problem. And that started to us being put in
other people’s homes, and through the system. And it was atvesgfal time

for me. And I just didn't feel loved, and cared about, so | started Hmigst

like drinking, smoking and you know, | just kept doin a lot more. So that's what
it led up to.

Similarly, one 14-year old Caucasian female from Brooklyn fedhdbned by her family

and needed money for food and other necessities:

| have a tough life. My dad used to beat my mom and they got acdivor
But...they have five kids together. He has other kids with diffes@men, and
they don't really care about me. They don’t care what tim@me home, they
don’t care what I'm doing. So, like...I needed money. My friends andréw
hangin out and | had a very bad night. Just had got in a figintmyi parents. |
was hungry, | needed food...
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Lack of parental support correlates to stronger attachment to pénch, in turn limits

the alternatives available to them.

Sub-group norms: Traveler and Transgender youth

While many youth cited either survival or lack of familiaipport, youth who felt
ostracized socially were more likely to flout societal rulé§&roup solidarity among
members of depleted social networks is strengthened by theirdsbgperiences that
have blocked upward mobility, such as discrimination. One result of tlesed
experiences is an oppositional stance to conventional values and behaxnos”
(Reisig, M., Holtfreter, K. & Morash, M., 2002, p.180). This statemergairticularly
true for the traveler and transgender youth. Traveler youth tehe tmnaway and
thrownaway teens that move from city to city (depending on thehe®atnd squat in
abandoned buildings with other traveler youth. They are also morg tickble addicted
to drugs such as heroin (Clatts, et al., 1998; Clatts & Davis, 199&z@& O’Grady,
2002; Gwadz, et al., 2005; Kipke, et al., 1995; Yates, et al., 1991). Timeg\yaeool
resources, such as money, drugs, food and clothing, and thus creztéastikes that
build trust and dependency on one another (McCarthy, B., Hagan, J. & Matrtin, M
2002). In this alternative environment, the youth create their ownsnanah behaviors,
which replace the intimacy, support and care normally provided bjiganOne 18-year
old, heroin addicted Caucasian male from Pennsylvania claimed, “Tdmepk was
hanging out with in the squat, | guess they kinda desensitized mas just flyin a sign
one night and somebody propositioned me...” Another 18-year old, heroin dddicte

Caucasian male from Chicago had a similar story: “| wadrothe streets. People just
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came back wit shitloads of money. And you know, we were ralhgtout dopeheads.
That's how | got into it...” An 18-year old Hispanic male fromviNdersey would use
the money he received in the CSEC market to purchase drugshemdhetessities for
the fifteen other traveler youth with whom he was squatting in Brooklyn:

| was usin drugs and...like the kids that...the scene | was hangin arowas

like, you know, a lotta kids were doing that. It was on the Lovest Bide. |

would run away from home and then me...foster parents would come and look

for me — and put me in Juvey Hall. But the scene | was with.. diketta the

kids were like, you know, using drugs. And that's one a ways yaudnget

money. A guy offered to gimme money for a specific thing...

Many of these self-identified traveler youth felt that followtwnventional norms, such
as sitting in a classroom or working a nine to five job weninagdheir beliefs and
restricted their freedom. They could act on these principles dnelsviay forming bonds
with other traveler youth in an insular environment.

Transgender youth are similar to traveler youth in developingdlgirgroup norms
and values, which are often times borne out of discrimination. afedsearlier, these
youth tend to have lower self-esteem and self-worth, and findamsnof identification
and acceptance within this sub-culture. Because finding acceptanc@instream
society is extremely difficult, transgender youth tend to lagénay which constrains
their choices. Engaging in the CSEC market is one of the onlyevigibions for them to
make money and gain acceptance within a group. One 18-year ®&&H mace
transgender first engaged in the CSEC market in New Orlessrasise she was unable to
find a job:

It started in New Orleans, cause you have a rough patch, wblehnhy parents

that | was homosexual. And they got very outta hand, so they kickedtrige

house. So in order to survive, | had to start doin my own thing. Agsbvery

hard to find in New Orleans...So my next bet was either go out tsirthet and
make money, or...sell drugs. | mean, the drug thing wasn’t my thing, so...
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Another 17-year old African American transgender from Georgiaptained that she
was unable to find a job due to lack of identification and was indotgdnay another
transgendered teen:
| was livin in a shelter after moving here from Savannah andsl hangry and
didn’t have any other money. It was hard for me to get a jolubecaresident
at the shelter had stole all my identification. And | had adrigat was doing
this — she’s a trans — and she was like, you know, you don’t have any swney
you gotta do what you gotta do.
Transgender youth have very few options for employment, housing, antl squiart,

which would allow them to build normative social capital. As a tetué peer group,

which may include alternative deviant norms, is able to gain influence.

Leaving “the life”

According to social capital theorists, access to and use @l sesources, such as
wealth, power and status, that are embedded in social networks azhrtolebetter
socioeconomic status (Lin, Cooke and Burt, 2002; Bourdieu, 1980; Putnam, 1993;
Coleman, 1994). However, if an individual's social network does not hawssato
these social resources, he will find it difficult obtaining thessources outside of his
network. Youth “whose human and social capital remains undeveloped anedlést
unemployment” (Braithwaite, 2001, p. 242). High levels of human andlsmapital are
usually passed down from parents to their children (Coleman, 1994hBade, 2001).
Yet, for children whose families lack endowments of human and scagetial, they are
forced to rely on state-funded resources (e.g., welfare, public sedaohtion, public
housing) and friends that may not help them achieve high levels of inansacial

capital, but do allow them to survive. Because CSEC youth aréfieldss dependents,
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they are unable to access the state-funded resources on theihwsyrthéy are forced to
rely on family members for their needs. If the family nbens are unable to access these
resources or do not use them to satisfy the needs of their childeegouth are then
forced to survive on their own. Youth who are a part of a deviantl smtigork are less
likely to establish the human capital (education and job skills) detedese above their
disadvantageous situations and more inclined to depend on social redbatqgeromote
criminal behavior (e.g. selling drugs and prostitution), also knownriasnal capital
(Reisig, Holtfreter and Morash, 2002). Thus, attempts to leave lite grow
increasingly more difficult as their ability to develop human tedpwhich in turn will

help build normative social capital, diminishes.

Wanting to leave “the life”

When the youth were asked if they would like to leave “the life"pw@rwhelming
majority, 87% (n=211), stated that they would like to exit if givem dpportunity (see
Table 6.2). In many ways, this was not a surprising finding becthesr lives seemed,
for the most part, quite difficult and often unpleasant. Most of thatinaes included the
desire to stop what they were doing and move their lives in anothestidir. For
example, one 18-year old mixed-race female from the Bronx who leadito¢he market
for more than three years told the researchers:

| think that people should know the only reason why you should stargselli

your body is if you are...at rock-bottom. And you really don’'t hawdbady. |

just wanna advise anybody to please find another way, ‘causeedtly not

worth it to go through all the crap.

An 18-year old Black female from Brooklyn who said that she exdtadt 16, was

decidedly negative about her experience in the market:
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The profession is hard. It take away from you every day thatlgots It's not
something that you can do with pride. It's like, it eats at youligad/ou’ll get
tired of it. And then you’re gonna wanna stop. Like, anything can happen. You
can end up pregnant with a disease, and you don’t know how you got it. You
can get killed, ‘cause there’s a lotta crazy people out here. It's crazy!

Table 6.2:Youth that would like to leave to leave “the life” by gender

Females Males Transgender | Total
(n=117) (n=107) (n=19) (n=243)
Youth Would Like to Leave
“The Life”
Yes 87.2% 85.0% 94.7% 86.8%
No 6.8% 8.4% 0.0% 7.0%
Don’t Know 6.0% 6.5% 5.3% 6.2%

Even though the overwhelming majority of youth in this study $atlthey wanted
to leave “the life”, most of them did not have a plan to execute it, and many hewltgif
even envisioning an exit route. Several of the youth said thatireuwiith their family
was one potential route, but very few described their famiBea hopeful or potential
option. For example, one 17-year old Portuguese male from bdhasssits blamed the
lack of good parenting as one of the main reasons he strayed tanwdaviant social
network:

| was actually a good kid, but my parents weren't around. My faths never

there. My mother left me until | was about eight years oldenTéhe came

back, and it just didn’t work. So, having good parents...
A 17-year old white female from Brooklyn who moved in with &efid” at age 13,

seemed to hold out some hope that her family could someday be repaired:

| need a better home life. | want my parents to come tontieeally wanna fix
whatever problems we have. Whatever problems they have...

But many youth did not mention their family as a possible route otlteoarket, and

their sense of isolation was palpable. An 18-year old white fefrae out of the city
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who said that she started at age 16, seemed resigned to stayihg life” for the
foreseeable future:
Death definitely isn’t scaring me from it. Maybe if somebdloigt cared came
along, then | could have help. Maybe a counselor or a friend... bbarsto
make friends that aren’t doing what you’re doing.
Some teens seemed to believe that the only way out was to geffram it all. An 18-
year old Hispanic male from the Bronx said that he believed ltbabrily way he could
move on was by leaving NYC altogether:
| used to have respect for myself. | always thought | was headsand that |
was gonna make it -- | had plans. | had plans for my lifad. A’m nowhere.
I’'m nowhere near that path. | would like to get back on it, but you khdeon't
see it happening. If | was to leave New York, | could do it. | know | could do it.
Another 17-year old African American female felt that she hastdp associating with

her deviant friends, and in order to do that she had to move out of NYC:

| have to stop...hangin out with the people I'm hanging out with, and just —
change. And maybe move away for a little bit.

Although the desire to leave “the life” is evident, what prevemist of the youth from
doing so is precisely what brought them in: the lack of necessmgunces and
alternatives. They essentially feel “forced” to do what thaye to do in order to

survive, which includes engaging in the CSEC market.

Narratives on “the life”

Although the reason most cited as to why the youth continued to engage in the CSEC
market was that it is “fast and easy money”; in actudlisgemed that some of the youth
were trying to justify why they continued to be involved in theket(see Table 6.3).
When asked what they disliked the most about “the life”, the youth stated reasgimg

from “sex” to “being homeless” (see Table 6.4). However,nlost common response
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was the fact that they felt that they were left with no ahbigt to engage in the market in
order to survive, even when it went against their belief syst&awveral of the youth that
identified as heterosexual would serve male clientele becausk&rtbe that it was what
the market demanded of them and it was rare to find female carstor®ne 18-year old
Asian male from Manhattan stated, “I kind of like to think of glfyfas not homosexual
and you know you gotta do...You gotta eat and you gotta live.” Similarly, an 18-gear ol
Black male from Brooklyn claimed, “I don’t consider myself homasdxat all. | just
gotta do what | gotta do and so | can eat every day. | don’'tHi&dact that | have to be
with another man just to survive. That's what | hate the most.”

Many of the youth talked at length about the shame, stigma, degradamibn
loneliness they felt on a constant basis while in the maiMany said that being labeled
and stigmatized by their family, peers, and society ovdedllthem with low self-esteem
and self-worth, which often resulted in an inability to leave fifee” For one 18-year
old transgender from the Bronx, it seemed to be a vicious cycle:

There are a lotta dangers. There are health dangers, tbetargers with the

law. There are dangers with...yourself, because, it's like...wheneydain’

something on a routine basis -- you sort of become what you're doiog. Y

sorta label yourself as what you do. But you’re not, you're jusgalar person,

that's who you are. (566)

An 18-year old Hispanic and white female from Brooklyn worried about the stigma

A lotta people frown down on it. They frown on what you’re doingit, Bke,

some of them don’t know that’s like the only way some people can survive.
Another 18-year old white female from Manhattan who lived on thetsteaid that she

was unable to have a healthy relationship with her mother oyfadrw because of her

lifestyle:
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It's degrading. It's dirty. It's shameful. | can’t tely mom what | do. And
it's...hard for me to be in a relationship with somebody when | do thhave
to lie to them and go behind their backs most of the time.

Table 6.3: Things the youth like about “the life” by gender

Females | Males Transgender Total
(n=118) | (n=105) | (n=19) (n=242)
Things Youth Like About “The Life™
Fast Money 38.7% 38.7% 42.1% 39.0%
Nothing 31.1% 19.8% 31.6% 26.1%
Freedom 14.3% 9.9% 0.0% 11.2%
Everything 3.4% 6.3% 15.8% 5.6%
Customers 2.5% 5.4% 5.3% 4.0%
Drugs 2.5% 0.9% 10.5% 2.4%
Sex 0.8% 3.6% 5.3% 2.4%
Other 10.1% 17.1% 15.8% 13.7%
Don’t Know 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 0.8%
*youth chose more than one answer
Table 6.4:Things the youth dislike about “the life” by gender
Females | Males Transgender Total
(n=116) | (n=105) | (n=19) (n=240)
Things Youth Dislike About The Life*

Sex 28.6% 24.3% 21.1% 26.1%
Everything 20.2% 9.99 21.1% 15.7%
Customers 16.8% 8.1% 26.3% 13.7%
Being Homeless 8.4% 13.5% 0.0% 10/0%
Risk of Getting Harmed 6.7% 4.5% 10.5% 6/0%
Nothing 5.0% 5.4% 5.3% 5.2%
Addiction 0.8% 6.3% 0.0% 3.2%
Risk of Getting Caught 0.8% 1.8% 21.1% 2|8%
Money 1.7% 0.9% 0.0% 1.2%
Other 19.3% 28.8% 26.3% 24.1%
Don’t Know 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.4%

*youth chose more than one answer

An 18-year old Black male from Brooklyn reflected on his disappointimndnting up to

the lessons that he learned early in life:

My mother taught me a lesson. If you're ashamed a sumpin’... dort} yloui
know? But at the same time, and | live by that, | live by tbke, but at the
same time, when you're in the position that I'm in, it's hard ¥e by it. You
know, because I'm very much ashamed of what | do, you know?
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One 18-year old multi-racial male from Arizona who said thatstagted at age 15,
described some of the emails he received regarding his ads on the internet:
The fact that people think that I'm doing it because | want to,eam| get
replies all the time on e-mail, and they tell me, “You know, why dgol just
get a job?” Well, no shit Sherlock! Honestly! | don’t know, | wolilke
someone to be able to offer me something.
Without the positive support from non-deviant relationships and lackingesio@irces of

adequate employment, housing and education, the youth became furthechedra

“the life” and their ability to leave it became increasingly diffi@nid almost unfeasible.

Resources needed to leave “the life”

Most youth, it seemed, blamed themselves for their predicamenthéwtalso
admitted that, with help, they might have a chance to get oat, least, improve their
lives. The scarcity of steady employment or a stable patiee was cited by many as
the primary factors that kept them in the market (see Tabje &&r many youth who
wanted to get out of “the life”, there were deep concerns abouh@raljob and making
money, especially a job that paid as much as they were makéhthat could support
their lifestyle. More than half of the teens interviewed (60%, n=%a@] that stable
employment was necessary for them to leave the market (flldyy education (51%,
n=128) and stable housing (41%, n=103)). One 18-year old African Amdenaaie
who was recruited by a pimp at age 15 believed that a lotleffgit trapped due to lack
of options:

It's extremely hard to get out. It's like a lotta girls, thnole mindset be

trapped because...they have no assistance. If | leave this parsdmgonna be
able to get housing, am | gonna be able to eat, will | have clothes on my back?
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One 16-year old Puerto Rican female, who lived with her familg supported her

siblings with the money she earned from sex work, stated, “If ddoud a job that paid

$8-3$10/hr | could support my brothers and sisters.” A 16-year oldnitatiale from

Brooklyn noted that:

If there was another way to make this much money, without, you know, an
education. I’'m not even graduating high school yet. | have a loggavgo in
my school career, but if there’s another way for a kid mytageake this much

money, tell me ‘cause I'll do it.

A 17-year old Black/Hispanic female from Brooklyn who said gfee started at age 12

said that she felt too entrenched in the market to exit:

| really wanna stop now, but | can’t, ‘cause | have no source of incomel'smce
too young. So it's like that | have to do it, it's not like | wannatdoAs | say,
I'm only 17, | got a 2-year old daughter, so that means | got pregreal

young.

guardian, | don’'t have nobody to help me but [friends], so you know, we all

this together.

Table 6.5:Changes needed to leave “the life” by gender

Didn’t have no type of medicaid... Can’'t get a job, have no legal

Changes Needed to Leave The Life*
Steady Employment
Education
Stable Housing
Quit Addiction
Maturity
Positive Support System
Other
Don’t Know
Don’t Want to Leave

Females
(n=118)

61.3%
52.9%
39.5%
9.2%
8.4%
6.7%
3.4%
4.2%
5.9%

Males Transgender
(n=109) (n=19)
56.8% 73.7%
49.5% 52.6%
45.0% 31.6%
13.5% 10.5%
7.2% 5.3%
3.6% 0.0%
2.7% 10.5%
5.4% 5.3%
6.39 0.0%

Total

(n=246)

60
51.4
41.
11.7
7.6

3.6
4.8

*youth chose more than one answer

An 18-year old African American transgender from Brooklyn wasiqaatrly bleak

when discussing the lack of opportunities afforded to transgender youth in NYC:
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Some of these girls, where we come from, college is not raallyption all the
time. Like in Brooklyn, they don’t always think about college alltthee. And
then, with the girls, its even worse because some of us don’t evenwiei
gonna make it out of our teens, some of us don’t think we gonna liveeto se
college. We don't get the same opportunity. Even though we are pgasple
like other people, you really can’t tell the difference when vaedkvdown the
street. We have the insecurity that somebody’s gonna find out, you know?
Without access to these social resources, the majority ofotlté yn this study felt that
they would not be able to exit “the life.” However, gaining asdesthese amenities
proved even more difficult given that the youth had a dearth of positive relaisngiti
individuals that could provide the tools needed to build both human and normatale soc

capital.

Conclusion

This qualitative chapter set out to illustrate that the lackitefraatives available to
prostituted youth the beliefs that they have very few options Yif lamt to engage in the
CSEC market in order to survive. Research has shown that “sapitdl can contribute
to inequality by leveling down people’s aspirations” (Harper, 2001, p.L&&eneva,
1998, p. 82; Portes, 1998). As a result, groups that struggle with adagrgicpntrovert
mainstream society come together and create their own norms and ofoslgrvival.
Social scientists have found that the more time youth spend with fiends
(sociability), the more they are exposed to group norms which eantdedelinquent
behaviors (Adamczyk & Felson, 2006; Felson, 2002). These group norms oftentpre
the group from attaining normative social capital since theibitans are leveled
downward (Portes, 1998). Youth who do not have the proper resources todotald s

capital in normative social networks (e.g., positive social suppetivork, stable
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housing, and educational opportunities) are more likely to seek latibonships with
youth from similar backgrounds. They do not have the comfort leveleatify with
mainstream groups and norms. Because the majority of the prostitwtédiry this study
were either homeless or depended on their friends for housing, theinraents to their
friends who are in a similar situation grew even stronger.

Juveniles who foster strong attachments to their friends valueftiegidships more
than other relationships in their lives, and will do almost anythotgo jeopardize those
friendships (Hirschi, 1969). This is especially true for teensstthee very little, if any,
parental supervision, and rely solely on their friends for support @ad\aal. One study
(Radcliffe and Stevens, 2008) found that being part of a drug-tadngnunity can
provide a source of identity and provides a sense of meaning to thalursers’ lives.
The same can be said about the CSEC population. By being pasbofal network that
is involved in similar deviant behaviors, the youth feel less stigethand are provided
with a sense of identity and trust. As a result, they adopgbehaviors and attitudes of
their friends in order to be accepted and not risk weakening ldt@nships they have
grown to depend upon. Because prostituted youth develop social networksthveth
prostituted and/or deviant youth, their agency is further diminishddheeir exposure to
outside positive influences is decreased; thus limiting their alternatives.

The youth in this study provided a plethora of narratives to supporygothesis for
this chapter. Due to the lack of alternatives available to thesy, felt that their only
possibility of surviving was to engage in the CSEC market. Thisvdgjon arose from
several places: economic desperation, lack of parental support agetipenorms and

behaviors adapted by the friends within their affiliated sub-group#though past
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research has indicated that pimps are the main recruiting agenthe child sexual
exploitation market, this study has shown that friends have apartjen persuading the
youth to partake in the market. However, as the youth become more @med m
entrenched in the lifestyle, the less hope they have in being @diadt legitimate
alternatives for survival.

Even if the youth wanted to leave “the life”, as most in thisystlid, the resources
needed to do so (e.g. stable employment and housing, education and posiaVe soci
support) were extremely limited. Being “forced” to do somethihgy wouldn’t
normally chose to do in order to survive resulted in feelings of ghidtine and isolation.
The youth felt stigmatized by their family, friends and eveansfers that they passed on
the street. This often prevented the youth from seeking help frerfetwv social service
agencies that did have access to some of these resources, arullithgiossibly help
them in establishing the human capital (education and job skills) néedest above
their disadvantageous situations. Without the ability to establish human capiyaithe
have very little chance of building the normative social capie¢ded to lead a

productive life that does not involve deviant behavior.
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Chapter 7

General Discussion and Conclusion

This study sought to remove the veil covering the commercial kexpbitation
of children (CSEC), a devastating problem that has been garnering od toedia
attention in the past decade, but is still relatively misunderstddus dissertation has
sought to add value to the extant body of knowledge surrounding this iSkaeter one
introduced the background to the commercial sexual exploitation odirehiland
identified the overarching research question: what are thbuaétsi of the deviant social
sub-networks of the CSEC population, and how do these networks affect thes’ yout
ability to build normative social capital. Chapter two containeevaw of the research
literature on the commercial sexual exploitation and providedhalige explanations to
this issue, which were rooted in social capital theories. The meumsas that social
capital is based on social networks, and when these social netwerk®aed in
deviancy, they can create their own group norms which influence ttinedes and
behaviors of its members. Chapter three described the methodaedyto recruit all
329 subjects, and the challenges the research team faced whigttryollect the data,
which led to a number of changes to the original proposal.

The next three chapters tested the individual hypotheses and prowieed t
subsequent results. Taken together, these results provide a picheeCSEC networks
and its members and the role social capital plays in the youitisy &0 eventually exit
the CSEC lifestyle. A summary of the results is reportedhe following section,

followed by discussions of the inherent limitations of this researbethodological,
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theoretical and policy implications regarding the commerciauale exploitation of

children and directions for future research are also addressed.

Discussion of the Findings

The hypotheses for this research were somewhat exploratomergslittle
previous research had been conducted on the attributes of the networksradrciaty
sexually exploited youth and its members to give direction to thgedation. To gain a
better understanding of the CSEC population in New York City, a samh@29 youth
was recruited using RDS methods to generate a prevalencerrtie CSEC population,
provide a reliable and rich description of the attributes of the C&&E®orks and its
members, examine the role of social capital in the youths’ kwes the necessity to
possess normative social capital in order to exit “the lifehe Tollowing section will

discuss the overall findings from chapters three through six.

Methodology

The Respondent Driven Sampling method was used to recruit the subyettis
study since this method has previously been effective in regyuitpresentative samples
of hard-to-reach groups by taking advantage of intra-group samalections to build a
sample pool (Abdul-Quader, Heckathorn, Sabin, and Saidel 2006; Heckathorn 1997,
2002; Heckathorn, Semaan, Broadhead, and Hughes 2002; Robinson et al. 2006).
However, the project challenged all of the researchers involvednbetinodologically
and emotionally. Methodologically, the initial definition of the problthat was based

upon previous research and others’ experience with the CSEC populatioh,ledithe
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research team to plan for a study that was substantiatgreht from the methods and
techniques that were eventually employed during the data collectise ph#he project.
The adjustments to the research plan that were made in the ablahdoning the idea of
meeting the youth where ever they pleased and interviewing tiede iof a rental car,
in favor of meeting in a conveniently-located public park where thends could linger
nearby and provide safety — challenged the researchers to quidklyesits and abandon
many of their notions about who the youth were, where and when theylmehgaged,
and what they were willing talk about.

Emotionally, the impact of recruiting and interviewing the youth was sulbetgnti
greater than the researchers had anticipated, but it seerhatéd a lesser impact on the
interviewees. Indeed, the IRB had worried about the traumatefiegt that a truly
probing interview might have on the youth, and because of that corfeenesearchers
had purposively developed a questionnaire that did not attempt to “digepd dre that
regard, the research team did well and only one or two youth whoineréewed had
an adverse reaction to the interview process (none required professionatiatimmgubut
no one had considered the impact that the work might have on the memhlbes of
research team. The researchers were clearly affectechétythey saw and heard, and
most reported that over the course of several weeks after thef émelinterviews, they

had disturbing dreams and difficulty sleeping.

RDS and Population Estimates
To estimate the size of the CSEC population in New York Citydibsertation
used two methods. In the first, using a “capture-recapture” methpgdotbe RDS-

generated sample was compared with arrest records provided Hyepatment of
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Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) in 2005 and 2006, to calculate aapopusize of
3,946 youth. In the second, a new population estimation technique — using “special
seeds” — was developed and tested to serve as mutual crossesaliggainst the
"capture-recapture" estimate of the population size. The mean eflire population
estimate obtained using the special seeds was 3,769, which is comparaibie
population estimate obtained by the traditional capture-recaptatenigeie. The
application of the new technique in this study shows considerable prenais is readily
seen in the confluence of estimates obtained through classapalife-recapture” and the
special seed technique (Bouchard, 2007; Bouchard and Tremblay, 2005; Kendal, 1999;
Roberts and Brewer, 2006). Future research will need to be condoctegt tthe
theoretical hypotheses in which the special seed technique can dee tmmaeliably
generate population estimates.

One important caveat to the population estimates attempted isttilg is that
they calculate the number of youth that are likely to exidtinvithe universe from which
they sample, that is, they estimate the number of youth who stehdnae of getting
recruited into the study, but not those who stand no chance of beimgtagc The
research demonstrated that it was possible to recruit pimpeld ydatthe study, but
there are some CSEC sub-groups that are likely to be excludedH®mstimate, e.g.,
those who are trafficked into New York City from other countt@svork in tightly
controlled in indoor environments, and whose lack of cultural and linguistic skillsimake
impossible for them to network with the larger universe of CS&@hy To the degree
that these sub-groups exist — and there is no doubt that some do éxestGSEC

population will be larger than what this study has estimated. tumfately, the
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methodology employed here cannot offer any insight into the sizaso€dmponent of
the CSEC population, and none of the youth that were recruited into the study offered any
anecdotal information that hinted at the existence or prevalentteesé youth. Other
methods of investigation are required to gain insight into the numbiiesé types of

youth.

RDS Data and the composition of the CSEC Population

In addition to demonstrating that the commercial sexual exploitafiahildren
currently afflicts approximately 4,000 youth ages 18 and younger in Nawk City,
chapter four also provided results that posed a greater chaltengaventional wisdom.
Although it is likely that most CSEC youth are female, the eawié obtained in this
study suggests that there is a significant male population Hs especially in the
borough of Manhattan. Even with the alterations to the recruitmemtsefrch subjects
that were implemented to favor the recruitment of girls, ballsostnumbered girls in
the sample. Past research has focused on the role that pimps thlayrecruitment of
young girls into the CSEC market and the coercive tacticsahmgploy to force the girls
to remain in “the life” (Bracey, 1979; Gray, 1973; Kennedy, et al., 2B@rton-Hawk,
2001; Silbert & Pines, 1983). However, as these results demonstrate, abd
transgender youth are just as commercially sexually exploited, if not mdies girls.

The RDS homophily data showed that both boys and girls were sligjuttg
inclined to recruit other boys into the study. Yet the number of boyee market is
likely to be less than what RDS estimated for them because 35%te dboys were
determined to be ineligible for the study (because they wer®ld or not involved in

CSEC activities). Because of the large number of boys thet vecruited in the initial
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stages of data collection, the project altered the recroitpeocess to favor girls,
especially pimped girls. But one interesting finding from an amalgf the recruitment
process was that non-pimped youth, including males, successfullytedcpimped
youth, but pimped girls did not recruit other pimped youth. The projenbastrated
that it is possible to recruit a sample of pimped youth, but therpatof recruitment
suggest that pimped youth are not very adept at recruiting each other.

The findings from chapter four indicated that most CSEC youth wete
trafficked into the country. Foreign-born youth accounted for less @6 of the
interview sample and over half the youth in the sample were boaised in one of the
five boroughs in New York City, a finding consistent with pastéaesh which has shown
that a large percentage of prostituted youth are often born aed tally (Robertson
& Toro, 1998; Schick, 1981, Yates, et al., 1991). The actual percentageighfbosn
youth may be higher, since the figures are likely to undeesept girls who are
trafficked and then tightly controlled by adults in indoor environmextsetheless, the
results raise questions concerning the true extent of overlapedret CSEC and
international human trafficking.

Nearly the entire sample is contained in 5 major “trees,” With largest tree
extending to 12 waves of recruitment (begun by a non-eligiblangssubject), far more
than needed to produce a representative sample of the population, arabtitklamest
tree extending to 9 waves of recruitment. The findings regardieg geographic
distribution of research subjects revealed that youth from allbiiweughs of New York
City were recruited into the study, as well as youth from across the gamatabroad. A

larger sample may produce slightly different estimated populairoportions by birth,
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but the sample appears to have accomplished the goal of geogremi@sentation of
youth.

The RDS recruitment process also produced an estimate of the popatithe
various racial, ethnic or national identities claimed by the yaitihin the overall CSEC
population. Black youth were estimated to be the largest single grathp the
population, but there was a significant presence of other groups, mglR8% whites,
23% Hispanics, and 22% of the youth who identified as “multi-raciut’in terms of
who recruited whom: white youth were very likely to recruit otivaite youth; Black
youth had a slight tendency to recruit other Blacks, but Hispanithyeere somewhat
more likely to recruit non-Hispanics than members of their owigrAnd multi-racial
youth were just as likely to recruit another multi-racial yoaghthey were a member of
another group. This is consistent with findings from past reseagendiag prostituted
youth and racial background (Dalla, 2000; Norton-Hawk, 2001 and RotH&oaums, et
al., 1992).

The findings from chapter four provided further evidence of a higreletion
between drug and alcohol abuse and sexual exploitation (Clatt, @€998; Clatts &
Davis, 1999; Gaetz & O’Grady, 2002; Gwadz, et al., 2005; Kipke, et al., 19986s,Yet
al., 1991) since 85% of the youth recruited for the study abused spm@ftyrug or
alcohol. Additionally, a large majority of the youth who did not abusesdougalcohol
still recruited other juveniles who did. This suggests that althdhgie is a small
number of youth who do not abuse drugs or alcohol, they are still likehate a

network of friends who do.
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The RDS data include the cases of those youth that were |&emded to be
ineligible for the study (and whose data were excluded from 8tCGCanalysis). They
cannot be excluded from the RDS database because their emclusuld disable the
ability to connect subjects to each other. Keeping them in ttabake allows the RDS
data to be analyzed, and these cases were useful (or will fe) dse several other
reasons. First, from a review of the RDS recruitment datagibkgisubjects were often
adept at recruiting youth that were eligible; clearly, tineye participants in the web of
social relationships that included CSEC youth. For example, of theof4redible
males, 21 recruited credible male subjects, and 18 recruited eréelbales. In addition
to their utility in recruiting eligible youth, the data from then-credible cases are likely
to provide additional insights in subsequent analyses. For exarmp$® subjects that
were found to be ineligible because they were older than 18 mesg semodel the
developmental trajectories that youth are likely to follow dythremain in the market,
and a comparison of these cases to the eligible youth may rdfght to policy makers
and professionals who seek to prevent youths’ participation in the m&wketiosely
examining excluded subjects that were not believed to be panticipa CSEC markets
to see how they constructed idealized images of themselves asecoally sexually
exploited children, the researchers would look for narratives thstrdted dominant and
emerging cultural norms within the wider youth culture that en#ideexpansion of
CSEC markets. In short, while the existence of ineligiblecasmplicates the ability to

analyze the data, they also provide unique opportunities for additional future analyses
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Demographic profile of a complex and diversifying population of youth

The sample of 249 eligible youth was diverse in a varietyayls — by gender, by
race/ethnicity, and by nationality or place of origin. The largebmrof boys that were
recruited was a surprise because although boys had been octasierioned by
policymakers, practitioners and some researchers prior to thenbegof data collection
for this project, no one had focused on boys as a significant segitdr@g market or
determined anything about the unique sets of problems — quite diffesemtthose of
girls — that these boys face. For example, heterosexual batysdscribed their disgust
and shame about having sex with men for money provided some of the wvetisgyi
harrowing and heartbreaking accounts. And yet, they remain aénbtely invisible in
the shadow cast by the stereotypical CSEC victims: pimpexl Githile we might argue
about the relative proportion of boys versus girls in the CSEC mablese can be little
doubt that boys are far more numerous in CSEC markets than is ocdynm
acknowledged.

African American and “mixed race” youth made up nearly halthef sample,
while about a quarter of the sample of youth was white or Hisp@inecaverage level of
education for the sample was approximately tenth grade, withoonequarter dropping
out before completing ninth grade. The majority of the youth in tpleasaid that they
were born in New York City, but many were currently homelesth) 82% of them
“living in the street,” though girls more often than boys describethselves as living in
their “family home,” in a “friend’s home,” or in “another home.” &3 findings — that
many youth are from New York City and less than half of theenhmmeless — lend

credence to the anecdotal reports from the police and past research&(Clattis, 1999;
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Nandon, et al., 1998; Robertson & Toro, 1998; Schick, 1981 and Yates, et al., 1991) that
that have characterized an increase in CSEC markets ovastreeVeral years as being
populated by local youth rather than youth imported from outside of New iy,
especially from “down south.” There are no reliable statistiasd¢an inform us about the
composition of CSEC markets in the past, but it seems entir@lgiple that there has
been an increase in the number of local neighborhood youth that are participg®Edn C
markets, and if so, it begs the question of what is going on in New ¥dy
neighborhoods to produce this outcome.

The reason why some youth become participants in CSEC markaimgex,
but the chronic lack of jobs, and hence money, for youth in many neighborhoaxls is
important factor. Despite the difficulties that youth in New Y@iky have in finding
employment, many youth in the sample said that they were lgctigeking for a job,”
and that they did not like what they were doing to earn money. In88gauth said that
they had other sources of income besides participating in CSEKets1aincluding
panhandling, dealing drugs and a wide variety of odd jobs. Thus, theolmasus
explanation about why youth entered the market, and the one that tis¢yreguently
mentioned, was economic necessity, and 95% of them said that theyngad sex for
money. Far fewer youth said that they exchanged sex for other tikeghelter, drugs,
or food and items such as clothing or electronic goods. These findings aeg sitilose
reported in other research (Bagley & Young, 1987; Dalla, 2000; Getgal., 2007,
Murphy & Venkatesh, 2006; Silbert & Pines, 1982; Thukral & Ditmore, 200&sberg,

1985; West, 1993).
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Friends and Peers

Girls, boys and transgender youth all reported surprisingly higteptges of
their “friends” as responsible for their entry to the markd8%, 44%, and 68%,
respectively), though some of these “friends” seemed as thoughvereysimply acting
as surrogate recruiters for pimps. Still, most friends did po¢ar to have or need pimps;
they were already deeply involved in CSEC markets themselwdsmany youth said
that their friends put them directly in touch with their firsttousers. Past research has
shown that youth with limited access to positive external influeaoes information
create strong bonding networks with friends that are likely tefateleterious norms of
behavior (Ferlander, 2007). The more an individual relies on their deneanbrk for
support and survival, the more embedded he will become in that netwbtke role of
“friends” in initiating youth into CSEC markets is as largetlae data suggest — nearly
half of the time — this complicates our view of their victiniiza, so often seen as the
outcome of adult manipulation and exploitation. It suggests that youthtautheir
friends first at critical junctures in their lives — perh&gsause there are so few choices
available to them for help — and that efforts to prevent their émioythe market may
benefit from greater attempts to recognize and provide appropgsEienses when these
crises happen.

Many youths’ accounts of their initiation into CSEC markets vem@mpanied by
narratives of economic desperation, but some young people did nabtalk their need
for money; instead, they described social contexts where sex werkes integral to
their peer networks, and these networks seemed to draw in otresrsime. This was

particularly true among the traveler and transgendered youth. TQgess that
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juveniles who foster strong attachments to their friends valueftiedships more than
other relationships in their lives, and will do almost anything ngeépardize those
friendships (Hirschi, 1969). Thus, CSEC peer groups were not onlyojaluths’ entry
into the market, but also to their ability to engage the maricktlzir decision to remain
in “the life.” Some of their networks were quite extensine aver one quarter of the
teens claimed to know 20 or more CSEC youth, an additional 20% of thesgodttinat
they knew between 10 and 20 other CSEC youth. There was a widesttreadfe
among CSEC youth of helping each other out, even if they did not kredwodzer very
well, and this orientation extended into the market and beyond, which efteltsrin the
creation of group norms . These group norms often prevent CSEC youthtfeammg
social capital since their ambitions are leveled downward to those of the group.
Despite the competition that existed in the market, some yoidhhsd they felt an
obligation to help their peers find customers, and provide emotional aadcial
support. This impulse was partially an outcome of the strong bondsaimat wouth
developed with members of their peer group, but was also likelputeme of the
isolation that was so deeply expressed by many youth and theflaok other source of
help to solve their problems. Youth who do not have the proper resourdrsldo
normative social capital (e.g., positive social support network, statlesing, and
educational opportunities) are more likely to seek out relationshtpsotiher youth who
come from similar backgrounds since there is a level of comfaitlack of judgment

that allow the youth to bond and survive with few tangible resources.
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Current Services for Youth

Nearly all of the youth in this sample (87%) expressed a dsgrit; however,
felt that the lack of alternatives available to them consttatheir choices to the point
where they had very few options (if any) but to engage in the G8&®&et in order to
survive. This was born out of economic desperation, lack of parental s@pabthe
group norms and behaviors adapted by the friends within theiagdtlisub-groups. In
order to successfully exit “the life,” the youth highlighted tieed for services and
support, and identified employment, educational, and housing servicestias!grdy
important to build human capital. Their frequent portrayals of fardiysfunction,
coupled with reports of daily violence and fear in their currensjigeiggest a need for
intensive counseling services as well. The kinds of needs thatotith expressed in
research interviews largely mirrored those that were preyi@ssumed to exist by the
city’s policymakers.

Many CSEC youth lack social support networks, like families, to thelm cope
with problems. Among the youth in the sample, less than 10% saidéatdhld go to a
parent if they were in trouble, and another 17% said that they cduldrr@ther family
members or family friends to help them out. Fully 17% of the yoaith that they had
“no one” they could go to in times of trouble or doubt, and only 22% saidhinatould
rely on friends for support. To fill this wide gap, New York Citgshover a dozen
agencies that provide services to runaway and homeless youth, 2Dblgearsl under.
Among the services that are provided are included: emergencyaasiitmal housing,
counseling, food, clothing, showers, employment opportunities, educatiasaks, job

training, legal services, medical services and life skills training.
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Despite the availability of services to youth in New York Cdge-third of the youth
in the sample said that they had not visited an agency; sachthatithey did not need
help, others said that they did not know about the agencies or thatwdreytoo
embarrassed or ashamed to seek help. Aggressive outreach effeethaps through
peer-directed recruitment — are needed to engage the segméet ©EEC population
that is not currently receiving services. Without access &ethesources, the youth have
very little chance of building the normative social capital e€ead lead a productive life

that does not involve deviant behavior.

Reflections on “the Life”

When the youth were asked if they would like to leave “the 1B&% said, yes,
but most quickly added that they were doing what they had to do to suvlang. youth
talked at length about the shame, stigma, degradation and lonelinetseyhi@lt. They
added that being labeled and stigmatized by their family, paedssociety overall, left
them with low self-esteem and self-worth, which often resulteahimnability to leave
“the life.” Beside the self-loathing that they experienceamfrparticipating in CSEC
markets, one of the youths’ biggest dislikes was providing sexuatesrto strangers,
and the risk of being raped or killed weighed most on their minds.

Despite the fear that they expressed about the violence and danigemadrket,
there was an attitude among many youth that they would survive, anthithavas
simply a stage in their life. Many youth said that they wartieget out of “the life”, but
they had deep concerns about finding a job and making money, espemallthat paid
as much as they were making and that could support their lifegiyén though the

overwhelming majority of youth said that they wanted to leave Ifte& most of them
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did not have a plan for accomplishing it, and many had difficulty enviggoan exit
route. Most youth, it seemed, blamed themselves for their predicamgnthey also
admitted that, with help, they might have a chance to get oat, least, improve their
lives. More than half of the teens said that stable employmennhe@essary for them to
leave the CSEC market, followed by education and stable housing. \Wket w&hat
kind of help could be useful for teens like themselves, they steghges number of

services, including greater outreach initiatives and more non-judgmeuateatimg.

Social capital and commercial sexual exploitation of children

Social capital theories were used to explain many of the findimgsighout this
dissertation. Many of the youth recruited for this study did nosggssany normative
social capital, but there are some that did. The results frapter five suggest that
those youth who had pre-existing normative social capital, ane a@e to maintain it
while engaged in the CSEC market, were more likely to Heelelp of an individual
who possesses higher levels of normative social capital. Asul, rinese youth have a
better chance of exiting the market and building more of ther narmative social
capital.

Prostituted youth with limited access to adults who possess a éwgh of
normative social capital are more likely to create strong bontls their network of
friends, many of whom engage in the CSEC market, which ultimdetyeases their
ability to build non-deviant social capital of their own. The mondbedded CSEC youth
are in their deviant social networks, the less likely theyl Wwd able to develop

relationships outside their social sphere that could provide thentheatlocial support
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and resources they need to exit “the life”. Thus, as demadtmatchapter six, the
youths’ agency is further diminished, and as a result, their ehdoiecome more
constrained and they lack access to positive alternatives. Télehdé their only chance
for survival is engaging in the CSEC market. One sub-group thaiss affected by this
is transgender youth. Many have been alienated from theiri¢amaind because society
in general has a difficult time accepting their gendtantity, they feel even more
ashamed, isolated and stigmatized. They turn to their friendsifigrort and guidance,
and because sex work has become more or less normalized bygabesr transgender
youth feel that engaging in the CSEC market is their only chance at $urviva

By using social capital theories to explain the issues surrounuhostituted
youth, we can better understand what actions need to be taken to help them exd.*the lif
Without access to a positive social network that includes adults higth levels of
normative social capital, and without the provision of resources, sustalae housing,
employment and education, prostituted youth will not be able to buildlsmapital of
their own. And, as this dissertation has shown, without normative| scamtal,
prostituted youth have little chance of leaving “the life” aratlleg healthy productive

lives.

Limitations

Despite all of the innovations that were made implementing ctetiigg research
methods in the recruitment of sexually exploited youth, a numbermpimmises were
made that weakened the quality of the data. In particular, thenarigumber of 200

youth that the study intended to recruit via RDS proved to be too smatlequately
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represent some portions of the CSEC population that were known to(esgpsicially
pimped girls), and thus, the study extended its recruitment goal béywodginal target
to help ensure that subgroups within the CSEC population were adgqepiesented
(i.e., that there were a sufficient number of them to perform meghuni statistical
measures). At the end of the data collection phase, 329 youth had begeddxy the
project, but the limitations of time and money and the desire toestisat some sub-
populations were included in the sample, resulted in the discontinuatibe ekpansion
of the various recruitment trees according to the rules that g&@&recruitment near
the end of the project. As the project approached the target of 200em there was
concern about an insufficient number of girls versus boys in theplea especially
pimped girls, and eventually only girls were recruited for thuglyst This, of course,
considerably diminished the capacity of the project to sustain tieemnt trees, and while
it did boost the number of girls recruited into the project, it didtsbeaexpense of the
quality of the RDS data, which was skewed by this new diregteditment strategy.
One remedy to this problem would be to recruit a much largeplsaso that recruitment
trees grow long enough to ensure adequate representation fronospk-ar the larger
network (or determine that sub-groups are not sufficiently coeddot make them part
of the extended network), but this project did not have the luxury of dmmaoney to
recruit such a large number of youth.

In focusing the questionnaire on current market conditions and avoidisganse
that might lead the youth to feel emotionally distressed, thegbralgo compromised the
depth of information that might have otherwise been collected aboutlitlesir Yet it

could also be argued that much of the information that one might wémnite about
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these youth — such as which factors from their childhood were mdistlicto their
subsequent entry into CSEC markets — is not best collected retreslyebecause
people have very selective memories that may edit out the aordahat were critical
in their development while focusing attention on others that were notddaite the
intention of focusing on present-day behavior to avoid the emotional trausiewed
accounts that asking about the past might elicit, many youtstedson discussing their
past anyway, and they often attempted to rationalize their behavibeir experiences
with precisely the types of accounts that we were careful to avoid asking about

One of the goals of this dissertation was to conduct both qualiatyeuantitative
analyses; however, because the dissertation was born out of dwstddg by NIJ, who
were mainly interested in a population estimate and the chasticeeand needs of the
CSEC population, the data collected for this study was almosjualitatively based,
with the exception of the RDS data, which presented severasidsuag the coding and
analysis process. During the data collection stage, cariaasures were not taken to
ensure that the data being collected would be usable in traditionaltafisetstatistical
methods. For example, interviews did not consistently follow theviete protocol,
which resulted in a large amount of missing data for a number ofatiebles, which
rendered them unusable. Additionally, only a limited number of questierss asked
that could be coded as continuous variables, which restricted the df/statistical
methods that could be employed. As a result, my original @@seguestions and
hypotheses had to be modified so that they could be answered using éheehadre

variables in the dataset.
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There were only two main requirements that were mandated feubgect to
participate in this study: the individual must have been 18 yeaagefr younger and
must have been offering sexual services in exchange for money, fotidr shealrugs.
Because the majority of the collected data relied on selftiagp there was a strong
possibility of deception, particularly with regards to the age oftligect and his or her
involvement in prostitution. Since there was a monetary incentiveafbicipating in the
study, an individual was even more inclined to “fit” the subjeded, and might have
went to great lengths to deceive the researcher. As statker,ea process was put in
place to check the veracity of the interviews, which resultethénexclusion of 80
interviews. However, this does not meant that the remaining 248 da$ not involve
deception. Additionally, self reported data cannot be independentliederthich could
have resulted in an under- or over-estimation of the actual populagealgmce and
network characteristics.

New York City is the most populated city in the United Statesyever, based on its
diverse population, the data collected for this study is not necgsgamniéralizable to the
rest of the country. Thus, some might question the external vatiflithe research
findings. For example, in past studies on CSEC that were conductbe arest coast
and the mid-west, a large majority of the research subjects @aucasian. Yet in New
York, African American and Hispanic juveniles make up a largegméage of runaway
and homeless youth, and adolescents involved in the child welfare syatdmugh the
findings may not be applicable to all cities, they still provide a better uaddrsg of the
CSEC problem, and will hopefully urge others to replicate theystudther cities across

the U.S.
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Methodological Implications

This study broke new ground in the study of hidden populations. In usipgftint
Driven Sampling (RDS) methods to recruit a sample of youth, the stewhonstrated
that the CSEC population was highly networked rather than compossmatéd pockets
of youth who were connected by a few fragile bridges. The stlsty proved that the
RDS method was successful in reaching what is consideredfdhe largest unknown
populations. Because the commercial sexual exploitation of childram iissue that
affects not only the United States, but many countries all dveemiorld, finding a
method that is able to reach all networked sub-groups of the CSEC population iryany cit
in any country can help us better understand the problem andiveffieactombat the
issue. Although the respondent driven sampling method requires sonagtfar users,
the required software is user friendly and could be easily adaptedther studies
looking at hidden populations. This study could be replicated in almpsitgnstate or
country if one is granted sufficient funds and has a dedicated skath) v8 necessary to

successfully employ this method.

Theoretical Implications
Social capital theories have been used to explain phenomena in @mngeaeof fields
including education, the economy, health and well-being, civic duty, denzati@t and
crime and deviancy. Research often measures social dapit@bking at variables such
as trust, education, cooperation, reciprocity, and volunteering, buttéelies look at

what foundation and services are needed in order to build normative sapitdl.
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Without non-deviant social capital, an individual will have greatdifty finding stable
housing and employment and a positive support system, which arsaaitiakfor living
a healthy and productive life. This dissertation examined what &malsesources are
necessary for a youth to build social capital in rule conforraoggal networks. Future
research will need to be conducted to better understand how social Gegpinto these
youths’ lives, and how building social capital can help them to bgitGSEC market

without recidivism.

Policy Implications

Many of the findings from the NIJ study have considerable pahgplications,
particularly for CSEC initiatives that are currently being pursued bgywmoakers such as
the Safe Harbor for Exploited Youth Act. Although many of the neied by the youth
were in line with what policymakers already expected amihigy population, other
results propounded a greater challenge to conventional wisdom. Althosdlkély that
most CSEC youth are female, the evidence obtained in this studgsssigigat there is a
significant male population as well. Yet, this population remdmest invisible in the
shadow cast by the stereotypical CSEC victims: pimped gmldadt, several of the
provisions outlined in the Safe Harbor Act target girls exclixgivEhe evaluation also
yielded interesting implications regarding the roles of pirapd customers, and the
general policy, expressed by stakeholders and apparent inlaifi@at data, not to target
the solicitors of child prostitution for enforcement.

Based on the information that is now known about commercially sexergiipited
youth, the following suggestions could help implement more succemstuleffective
policy changes to the existing legislation:
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e As boys and transgender youth make up a significant portion of the CSEC
population, the focus can no longer be solely on girls. Services ¢éhatiaently
available to prostituted girls also need to be offered to prostitobgd and
transgenders, which include: emergency shelter, long-term housingsivete
counseling, medical services, educational opportunities, life-skills and joingya
and employment opportunities.

e Mandating youth, either through the court system or by law enforcenment
partake in services will most likely not result in the youthiegithe life. As
demonstrated by this study, prostituted youth are significamillyenced by their
peers, whether it is through recruitment into the market or reasons to remain in the
life. Thus, finding ways to infiltrate the youths’ social netwonkdl be
instrumental in effectively delivering much needed services. foasible way to
do this is to find, with the help of existing youth agencies, indivgdduath the
largest and most diverse CSEC network and have them conduct outrelaein to t
peers.

e Training youth agency staff and law enforcement will be kegatioing the trust
of prostituted youth. Without the proper training, agency staff amd la
enforcement officials could discourage a youth from ever seekilpy duain.
Almost, if not, all sexually exploited youth have severe, deemdassues with
adults and authority, and if they are not approached in a non-judgnaewntal
sympathetic manner, they will see no reason to leave the life.

To ensure that any and all policy changes are properly implechelnoth the state

and federal government will be required to set aside appropriatexfufodiboth housing
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and services. This will not be an inexpensive endeavor, and wilteegjdiedicated team
of professionals to map out an efficient and reliable plan. Omeésg outcome of

interviewing the youth was the degree to which the study opened theodavhat had

been a taboo subject at some of the social service agencies mdngyeof these youth
were clients. About a month after the project began interviewingditieetor of one

agency that had referred some of the initial “seeds” to thgqr commented that the
interviews had broken the ice on the topic of prostitution, which had bheesn openly

discussed in their group therapy sessions. The interviews, accardiing,thad opened a
floodgate of discussion, but it remained unclear as to whetherltivtarece to talk about
this topic at social service agencies was because of the slmahtbe stigma that youth
felt, or whether staff members at the agency had been reltotanng up the topic for
fear of alienating their clients. Yet, with properly tralnprofessionals, the topic of
commercial sexual exploitation can be properly broached, and the youtteek and

ultimately receive the help they need without having to worry abaungladged or

further stigmatized.

A better understanding of the issues and needs surrounding comiypexeialally
exploited youth will require changing the mindset of not only paliaiers, advocates
and law enforcement, but also the public at large. If we contmueeat prostituted
youth as offenders rather than victims, we will never succeednmbating this issue.
Most importantly, more needs to be done to educate criminalgustiministrators and
the public about the harms of criminalizing the behavior of those whonest

vulnerable to being exploited by adults.
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Future Research

Since this is a cross-sectional study, only a single tiamadrwas captured. This was
sufficient in estimating a prevalence rate and gathering irgom on the characteristics
and needs of the CSEC population, which will ultimately help to infosfity; however,
it does not help to explain why and how juveniles “enter and éatptostitution market
and the fluctuation of prevalence rates over a given time periodheFuesearch will
need to be conducted, particularly with a longitudinal framework, in dodemswer
these questions.

Because this study looked at the CSEC issue from a more4eaet perspective,
the issues that specific sub-groups of the population are confrontedsugth,as drug
abuse, risky sexual practices, normalization of sex work, peepiarce, violence and
stigmatization, need to be further investigated in order to bettersiadd the needs of
the different sub-groups. By looking at these issues from a magiastevel, we can
better inform policy and appropriately serve the needs of the wouthat they can not
only successfully exit the CSEC market, but possibly never @ni begin with. This
would entail focusing more narrowly on the characteristics asdurees that the
majority of the youth possess prior to entering the market, whichbe#er inform
professionals on the warning signs which could prevent them becoming caaliye
sexually exploited.

Now that we know that the CSEC population in New York City wadlhig
networked rather than composed of isolated pockets of youth who were eshhgc
few fragile bridges, future analysis should be conducted on thesg setworks so that

network topologies can be generated, which would provide more detaibechation on
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the make-up of these social networks. This would entail coltecetwork data on an
individual level. In other words, it would require the youth to providermétion on
everyone they know who is involved in the CSEC market so that cytte atal
differential degree evidence can be collected which are needgeherate the network
topologies. Investigating the make-up of the network will allovtousetter understand
the density and multiplexity of the CSEC networks, which could ulemdtelp service

providers more effectively serve the needs of this population.
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Appendix A: NYS Penal Laws on prostitution related offenses

Prostitution as defined in the NY statute occurs when a “persaagesgr agrees or
offers to engage in sexual conduct with another person in return fee.’a Sexual
conduct is not defined within the statute.

In NYS, the five main subcategories of prostitution-related offerere: prostitution,
NYS Penal Law, Section 230.00; patronizing a prostitute (1st, 2nd, 3rd aledtke)
NYPL Sections 230.03-230.07; promoting prostitution (1st, 2nd, 3rd or 4th degree)
NYPL Sections 230.15, 230.20. 230.32, 230.35; permitting prostitution, NYPL 230.40;
and loitering for the purpose of engaging in prostitution offense, NYPL Section 240.37.

Loitering for the purposes of engaging in prostitution is a sepafégase defined in
NYPL Section 240.37 of the NY Penal Code. This statute prohibitgimérng in and/or
wandering about a public place in order to engage in prostitutiorkoBiag to cars and
pedestrians, conversing or trying to converse with people walking ipjyooking the
sidewalk for the purpose of engaging in prostitution is a criminghe# separate from
the crime of prostitution itself. It applies to those actiagupstitutes, those patronizing
prostitutes and those who promote prostitution. Loitering for the pusmdgeostitution
is a violation at the first offense and thereafter, a misdemeanor offense.
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Appendix B:

Oral Consent Form

A. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

You are invited to help us do a study of teenagers who engageg forsmoney in New
York City. The information | will give you can help you make a gebdice about
joining or not joining the study. We hope that the information we d¢oNdchelp solve

some of the problems that you and others in your situation face, antedhat these
problems become smaller and not bigger.

You are invited to be part of this study because you said you hawwekdor money and
you said you are less than 18 years of age. This study - sporisoitbé National

Institute of Justice - is being done by researchers from John Jay College.

B. PROCEDURES

If you agree to take part, you will participate in a 30-40 minuaterview about
prostituted teenagers in New York City. You may refuse to anawy questions at any
time for any reason. If you refuse to answer a question or doamtttev participate any
further, you will not be penalized in any way.

Since we are interested in interviewing people like yourskd lwnow about teens who
have sex for money, after your interview, we will explain how yan belp us recruit
other people to participate in the study. If you want to end youcipation at this point,
you will not be penalized in any way. If you don’t want to talkhwits, you can stop at
any time.

C. RISKS

There are minimal risks from being in this study, but our intervigy cause you some
stress. Remember, you are free to not answer any questioio dhes interview at any
time, but our staff is trained to help you with your problems, and nké rpau anxious.
All the answers you give will be kept private and confidential. Thiglynot be given to
the police or anyone else.

D. BENEFITS

Benefits you may get from being part of this study include r@feto local social service
programs that can offer help for a wide variety of needs, includ®adth and housing, to
name a few. Our staff is specially trained in making appatgneferrals for you, and
they will provide you with as much or as little help as you refjueyou want us to take
you to one of the places that can offer you help, we will do that.

Another benefit is that this study will help professionals leaonenabout how to better
deal with the problems that you and others like you face.

E. COMPENSATION
To account for your time in answering questions, we will pay youa$2be end of the
interview or give you a gift certificate for the same amount
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If you agree to participate in helping the project recruit amthi people to interview,
you will be paid $10 (or a gift certificate) for each dligi person that you recruit who
completes the interview.

F. PERSONS TO CONTACT

This study is run by Ric Curtis, a professor at John Jay Colléigephone number is
(212) 237-8962. You may call him with any questions about your participation.

If you have questions about your rights as a study participahyouifeel that you have
been harmed, contact Dr. Martin Wallenstein, the Chair of theunstial Review Board
at John Jay College. His number is 212-237-8364.

G. PRIVACY STATEMENT

Your participation in this study is completely confidential. Onlpseudonym (a fake
name you pick) will be attached to your responses. No one excepudyessiff at John
Jay College will have access to anything you tell us. Thetrepoour findings will not
be written in a way that would let someone who reads it figure out who you are.
While your responses are confidential, there is a very sligimcehtnat an unauthorized
person may get access to them. To prevent this from happening, yootviae asked to
give your name or the names of persons you know to any memlber stidy team. Any
answers that you give us on surveys or in interviews will beikegptocked file cabinet
at the study office, to which only specific study staff will have access.

H. VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL STATEMENT
This study is VOLUNTARY. You are not giving up any legal claims or rightabsge of
your participation in this study. If you do join, you are free to quit at any time.

l. AGREEMENT
Are you willing to be in this study?
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Appendix C

Interview Protocol

Interviewer’'s name: Respondent’s Serial Number

Date: Respondent’s Recruiting Serial Numbers
Location: Respondent’s Personal Network Size
Time: Respondent’s unique physical marks

Thanks for volunteering to talk to me. The questions I'll ask you lawatavho you are
and where you live; what you do and whom you know; your financial and health
concerns; your experience with the police; and lastly I'll ask you about ypactions.

Text in italics will be used as probes.

Demographic Characteristics
1. How old are you?
2. What'’s your date of birth?
3. What's your ethnicity? Rlack/African-American, Hispanic/Latino, White,
Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American/Alaskan Native)
What's your genderMale, Female, Transgender)
How many school years have you completed?
What'’s the name of your last school?
When did you last go there?
What grade were/are you in?

© © N o 0 &

For how long have you been a sex worker?
10.Where are you from?
11.Where do you live?

Who else do you live with?
How long have you lived there?
Who pays the rent/bills?

Market Involvement

The questions I'm going to ask you next will focus on your work.

154



How old were you when you first started this work?

Tell me how you got involved.

Do you work on or off the streets these days?

How do you get the customers2réet, pimp, internet, referral, other)

a kr 0N e

Where do you go with the customergarks/alleys, hotels, brothel/parlor, bars,
own room, client’s residence, other)
6. Who negotiates prices with the customers?
What prices are charged?
7. About how much money do you make each day/night?
8. About how much money did you make last week?

Do you share your money with anyone when you make it?
If yes, with who and how much do you share?
What's the first thing you pay/buy when you get your pay?
Do you have any other source of income?
If yes, what is this source?

9. What are your main expensesent, food, clothes, other

10. Do you owe anyone money?

If yes, how much, for what and to who do you owe?

How are you supposed to pay back the money? (kind of installments)
11.Tell me about the tracks.

Do you usually work the same track?
If yes, where? If not, how often and why do you change it around?
About how many hours did you work last week?
About how many and what days/nights did you work last week?
12.Have you had any trouble with people in the neighborhood where you work?

(boyfriends, residents, store owners, dealers/gangsters, cops) johns
If yes, tell me what happened.
13.Have you ever been in a verbal or physical fight as a seken? theft, beatings,
rape, othey
If yes, how often and with who? (johns, pimps, sex workers, residents, itteg pol
other)
Tell me about your most recent fight.

14. How do you protect yourself against beatings, theft, or other forms of assault?
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Network Size and Characteristics

Next I'm going to ask you about the people you come in contact with.

1.

Tell me about the customers.

How many customers do you see in one day/week?
Who are your customers? (profession, ethnicity, age, residence, marita, stat

other)

How many of these would you refer to as steadies?
How are the steadies important to you?
Do you have a pimp?

If you do, who is he? (physical description, ethnicity, age, other)

How is the pimp important to you?

How did you get to know him?

How do you get along with him?

Do you know any other pimps?

How many others work for your pimp? Who are they? (gender, age, ethnicity,

other)

3.

How do you get along with them?
How many other sex workers do you know?

Who are they? (gender, age, ethnicity, other)
How do you get along with them?

How many sex workers under the age of 18 do you know?

How many of these are boys?

Service History and Needs

Now, I'd like to talk to you about your income, expenses, health.

1.

Do you ever use protection against pregnancy and sexual diseases?

If yes, how often and what kind of protection? (condoms, wash/douche, check-ups
with a doctor, other)

Have you ever had a sexually transmitted disease (STD)?

If yes, what STD and how have you taken care of it?

2. When was the last time you checked up with a doctor and for what?

Do you have any health-related troublek@alth conditions, financial concerns,

other)

4. What drugs do you take@l¢ohol, cigarettes, pot, cocaine, heroine, other)

5. How much do you spend on drugs per day?
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When did you start taking them?

7. Have you talked with any professionals about your problems?

Has any social service agency tried to contact yoy@s, who? What services
did they offer? Did you accept help from them?

Who would you go to when in trouble or doubt?

Experience with the Law Enforcement and Courts

Finally, I'd like to ask you a few questions about your experience with the police

1.

Have you had any run-ins with the police?

If yes, how often and why?

2. How many times have you been arrested?

3. For what kind of offenses?

4. What happened last time when you interacted with the police an wde were

arrested?

5. What do you do to keep away from the police?

6. How many times have you been to colt? what charges?

7. What court did you go to last tim@2Ill me what happened.

Expectations

1.

N o g M wDd

Are there things that you like about this work?

What are the things you dislike about this work?

Would you like to leave the sex work?

What changes in your life do you need to see to be able to leave?

Do you wish there were people who could help you make these changes?
Do you ever think of going back to schodVhy or why not?

Would you like to find a better living arrangemenif? yes, what kind of
arrangement?

Is there anything else you would like to share with me?
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Appendix D: Respondent Driven Sampling Coupns
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