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1.Why it  is  important  to  measure  the  impact  of  anti-trafficking  policies  and
measures

Since the UN Trafficking Protocol was adopted in 2000 there have been numerous attempts
in Europe and elsewhere to devise suitable methods for monitoring the implementation of
anti-trafficking  laws,  policies  and  related  measures,  both  to  see  if  they  are  having  their
intended effect and to find out if they are having other, unintended effects, whether good or
bad. 

While some methods have been designed that it is feasible to implement (along with others
that are too laborious to be practical), most require a great deal of time and resources to put
into practice.  Others appear incomplete or over-political  (in the sense that  they represent
pressure on a government to conform with the standards set by another government), such as
the monitoring and annual ‘trafficking in persons’ (TIP) reports issued by the United States’
Department of State. These are some of the reasons why, in Europe in particular, there have
been numerous  calls  for  governments  to  appoint  an  independent  National  Rapporteur  on
trafficking in  human beings  to  monitor  anti-trafficking responses  in  their  country  and to
report on these to the Government as well as publicly.1 

The  most  advanced  monitoring  procedure  by  an  international  body  is  probably  the  one
currently  implemented  by  GRETA,  the  Council  of  Europe’s  committee  for  monitoring
implementation by States Parties of the Council of Europe Convention on Action against
Trafficking in Human Beings (2006), sometimes known as the Warsaw Convention (details of
the  monitoring  procedure  can  be  found  at
http://www.coe.int/t/dghl/monitoring/trafficking/Docs/Monitoring/default_en.asp). 

However, at national level, both governmental and non-governmental organisations routinely
want to assess whether progress is being made with respect to a wide range of aspects of anti-
trafficking laws, policies and other measures (which are referred to together in this paper as
‘anti-trafficking responses’), so there continues to be interest in other methods. 

1The first call for the appointment of such Rapporteurs was made in The Hague Declaration by European Union
justice ministers in 1996, four years before the UN Trafficking Protocol was agreed.



Further, in 2007 an anti-trafficking alliance based in Thailand, the Global Alliance against
Trafficking in Women (GAATW), published a report which focused on the effects of anti-
trafficking measures which harmed the very people they were intended to benefit. The title of
this report, Collateral Damage2 (after the term used by the United States officials in Iraq to
refer to unintended damage caused during armed conflict), brought into the mainstream the
idea that well-intentioned anti-trafficking measures could have unintended and even negative
effects, and reinforced the importance of monitoring these effects, so that remedial action
could be taken. 

2.What do we mean by impact measuring (‘output’, ‘outcome’, ‘impact’ and the
differences between them)

While  at  first  sight  it  might  seem simple  to  find out  what  the  results  of  anti-trafficking
measures are (suggestion are usually, “Check if there have been more arrests” and “Check if
more trafficked persons have been identified”), in practice it is useful to distinguish between
the short-term, medium-term and long-term effects of the measures that are taken. In many
projects and programmes the terms used in English to distinguish between these are ‘output’,
‘outcome’ and ‘impact’.  The distinctions  can be  difficult  to  understand,  in  particular  the
distinction between ‘output’ and ‘outcome’, which even mother-tongue English speakers find
difficult to comprehend, so it is not surprising that they are routinely misunderstood. In effect,
‘output’ refers to the immediate result of an activity (e.g., at the end of a training activity, “20
judges have been trained”) while ‘outcome’ refers to the short- or medium-term effect of the
activity (e.g., “Judges take notice of statements by experts about the effects for a victim of
being trafficked”). 

It  is  probably  worth  quoting  from  the  lexicon  on  development  planning,  the  OECD
(Organisation  for  Economic  Co-operation  and  Development)  Development  Assistance
Committee Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management,3 published
in  English,  French  and  Spanish  in  2002  and  subsequently  translated  into  many  other
languages. This refers to “development interventions”, meaning any measure to bring about
change. It contains the following definitions:

Table  Definitions of relevant terms, DAC Glossary 2002
Output The products, capital goods and services which result from a development intervention; may

also include changes resulting from the intervention which are relevant to the achievement of
outcomes.

Outcome The likely or achieved short-term and medium-term effects of an intervention’s outputs.

Impact Positive and negative,  primary and secondary long-term effects  produced by a development
intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended.

Monitoring involves finding out whether anti-trafficking measures (and the various activities
to strengthen then, such as training police,  prosecutors or judges) are being implemented
according  to  plan  and  also  whether  they  are  having  the  results  that  were  intended.  For

2GAATW, Collateral Damage. The Impact of Anti-Trafficking Measures on Human Rights around the World,
Bangkok, 2007. 

3Available at
http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/glossaryofkeytermsinevaluationandresultsbasedmanagement.htm.



example, the objective in training front-line law enforcement officers in how to spot cases of
trafficking is  not  so  that  the  officers  in  question are  simply better  qualified,  but  so  that
detection rates increase or genuine cases of trafficking are not misidentified. 

As finding out  about  the ‘output’,  ‘outcome’ and ‘impact’ of  anti-trafficking measures is
potentially a laborious process, the conventional method for assessing them is to identify a
specific ‘indicator’ to measure in each case. The use of the term ‘indicator’ in this context
should not be confused with the term ‘indicators’ used by police and other organisations that
identify trafficked persons to assess whether a particular individual has been trafficked, or
other indicators that are tell-tale signs that a crime has been committed. In the context of
measuring  the  effects  of  efforts  to  bring  about  change,  the  term ‘indicator’ refers  to  an
‘indicator  of  success’:  a  qualitative or  quantitative change that  can be observed and will
‘indicate’ whether the intended change has occurred. Each indicator should be accompanied
by a ‘means of verification’, specifying (precisely) what will be measured, by whom and
when.
With respect to monitoring and indicators, the same DAC glossary provides the following
definitions:

Table  Further definitions of relevant terms, DAC Glossary 2002
Monitoring A continuing function that uses systematic collection of data on specified indicators to provide

management and the main stakeholders of an ongoing development intervention with indications
of the extent of progress and achievement of objectives and progress in the use of allocated
funds.

Indicator Quantitative  or  qualitative  factor  or  variable  that  provides  a  simple  and  reliable  means  to
measure achievement, to reflect the changes connected to an intervention, or to help assess the
performance of a development actor.

The European Commission has helped distinguish between the indicators that are used to
measure different results (‘outputs’ and ‘impact’) by defining an ‘indicator’ as 

 “A characteristic or attribute which can be measured to assess an activity in terms
of its outputs or impacts. Output indicators are normally straightforward. Impact
indicators may be more difficult to obtain, and it is often appropriate to rely on
indirect indicators as proxies. Indicators can be either quantitative or qualitative.”4 

Output indicators are sometimes also known as ‘immediate results’ indicators. 

3.Examples of ‘indicators’ and ‘means of verification’

Monitoring anti-trafficking measures usually means checking the effects of a wide range
of initiatives by many different agencies, notably activities concerned with prevention,
protection,  assistance  and prosecution,  and also  with  levels  of  coordination (between
ministries,  law enforcement  agencies and also non-governmental  organisations with a
role in preventing trafficking or assisting trafficked persons). 
For example, when an activity involves distributing information about trafficking in the
form of  1,000 leaflets  to  warn migrants  about  the  danger  of  being trafficked,  output

4Definition from the Glossary contained in Annex 3, page 99, of the Communication from the Commission to
the Council and European Parliament, ‘Evaluation of EU Policies on Freedom, Security and Justice’, COM
(2006) 332 final, 28 June 2006 (page 99).



indicators confirm that the leaflets have been produced and distributed, but not whether
they have had any of the intended effects. This is the role of ‘outcome’ and ‘impact’
indicators.

As  it  is  within  the  framework  of  national  plans  of  actions  that  much  monitoring  is
supposed to take place, here is one example from a recently adopted plan.

Table  Modified from a recent national plan
Objectives Expected results Indicators Means of verification

Develop and
advance
capacities of
state
institutions
to prevent
human
trafficking

Trainings for
central
institutions
(Judges and
newly assigned
prosecutors,
local
government
staff and labour
inspectors) 

1) Assess 'added value' of
trainings (not just numbers
involved), distinguishing
between municipal and central
government officials;

2) Measure how many of those
trained are still in a relevant job
after six months (to check what
proportion of trainees are in a
position to apply the training
and how many change job
soon after training, meaning
training was largely wasted).

1.Ministry of Local Government to
check the quality of training for
municipal‐level officials (more than
‘pre’ and ‘post’ forms filled in by
trainees – this requires observation
of training + questioning some
trainees six months after attending
training) 
2.Follow‐up checks six months
later to see how many trained
municipal officials remain in a post
were the training is relevant.
3.Similar monitoring of labour
inspectors.

The ‘means of verification’ could still be more precise, but this table helps point out that
it is necessary, at the planning stage, to be precise about what the ‘expected results’ of
any aim or objective are intended to be, so that it is possible to assess subsequently if they
have been achieved. In the first few years of the last decade, just after the UN Trafficking
Protocol had been adopted, there was a tendency to set rather unrealistic and general
objectives, such as “Prevent all cases of trafficking”. One important lesson that has been
learnt is that it is sensible to be more realistic and precise. 

1.Who has to do what (responsibility and accountability)

While  every  organisation  involved  in  implementing  any  kind  of  anti-trafficking  measure
should feel responsible for finding out the effects of its actions, it is generally within the
framework of a National Anti-Trafficking (or other) Plan of Action, or the framework of a
specific institution’s plans for future work, that objectives are set, along with a framework for
monitoring progress towards achieving the objectives, both to check the short-term results
(whether activities are delivered on time and according to the budget) or outputs, and the
medium- and long-term results (outcomes and impact).  

A wide range of planning methods have been used to prepare changes in law and practice on
the topic of human trafficking and, at some point since 2000, most European countries have
had one or more ‘national plans’ or ‘plans of action’, specifying changes they intend to bring
about  within  a  specific  period.  Rather  few  countries  have  maintained  this  discipline
consistently and it  seems that a number of countries have updated their plans in a rather
hollow way (that is to say, they have done so to meet the requirements of foreign donors, not
out of any intrinsic commitment to meeting the objectives of the plan). Once again, this is a



good  reason  why  it  is  appropriate  for  each  country  to  appoint  a  dedicated  National
Rapporteur to monitor and report on progress. However, a National Rapporteur is unlikely to
undertake the collection of all the data required for monitoring purposes herself or himself. If
responsibility for data collection is not specified in a national plans of action, the National
Rapporteur probably needs to specify what data should be collected by whom and when. 

It is important when anti-trafficking measures are going to be monitored to specify who will
measure  what.  However,  once  this  is  spelled  out,  there  is  a  danger  that  the  process  of
monitoring itself seems too onerous to the organisations required to do the monitoring. This,
for example, was the response of one senior police official when the European Commission
published a draft manual describing how the effects of measures taken by European Union
(EU) governments to tackle human trafficking and to assist people who had been trafficked
should be measures (it was issued as a draft in October 20075). For example, on the issue of
ensuring that assistance to presumed (i.e., possible) victims of traffickers was not made 
conditional on their willingness to provide information or testimony that could be used to
prosecute their traffickers, this manual suggested:

Question 38. Providing unconditional assistance to trafficked persons

Outcome indicator 38 Means of
verification

Evidence that no agencies in your country suggest to trafficked persons that either protection or
access to some or all forms of assistance are conditional on their agreeing to cooperate with
law enforcement officials or to take part in criminal proceedings. 

Affidavits
confirming
this  from
head of main
police  anti-
trafficking
unit and from
head  of
immigration
service;
AND
Reports
published  by
organisations
providing
services  to
trafficked
persons or by
others
monitoring
the
experience of
trafficked

5Measuring Responses to Trafficking in Human Beings in the European Union: an Assessment Manual, which
can be accessed at http://ec.europa.eu/anti-
trafficking/entity.action;jsessionid=JTrhRX2Dv3FQlQ6QZVSzmLYBQKD2b7RZXDh7pPyGGW46XJvZpvpS!
-1698180008?path=Publications%2FMeasuring+responses. The indicators mentioned in the manual were
intended to enable Member States to measure their progress in implementing recommendations made in the
Report of the Experts Group on Trafficking in Human Beings (published by the European Commission on 22
December 2004) which used to be available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/justice_home/doc_centre/crime/trafficking/doc/report_expert_group_1204_en.pdf. 



persons  in
your  country
after  they
have  been
identified. 

While a formal affidavit (sworn statement) from the head of a police anti-trafficking unit would constitute good
evidence, it was pointed out that this would be unnecessarily expensive to obtain and that a formally sworn
statement was unlikely to be necessary if information could be obtained more informally. 

2.What should be measured

The greatest challenge to monitoring the effects of anti-trafficking measures is that there are
potentially many different things to monitor. So far it has not proved possible to identify just
one or two indicators that tell the whole story about the progress being achieved. The annual
United States trafficking in persons report has tried, over the past dozen years, to measure
progress systematically (ranking each country in one of four ‘tiers’) and certainly manages to
convey a general notion of which countries are performing better or worse. However, using
its indicators, the annual report has consistently ranked the United Kingdom in the top tier,
while  anti-trafficking  activists  there  have  consistently  expressed  major  concerns  about
weaknesses  in  the  country’s  anti-trafficking  responses  and  successive  governments  have
made major changes to remedy some of the weaknesses, suggesting that they were far from
perfect! 

Nevertheless, at the general or strategic level it is desirable to measure whether progress is
being achieved in a series of separate fields and also to check what unplanned or unintended
results may be occurring as well. 

As  is  now  widely  understood,  there  is  a  so-called  ‘human  rights-approach’ to  human
trafficking,  which,  if  used (and the  author  thinks it  is  essential),  should almost  certainly
influence  the  objectives  and  activities  set  in  either  a  national  plan  or  an  anti-trafficking
organisation’s  individual  plan.  The  human  rights-based  approach  to  monitoring  and
evaluation is less well-known, but emphasises that it is the people who have been trafficked,
or who are proportionately more likely to be trafficked than others, who should be of central
concern.  Consequently,  finding  out  the  effects  on  them  of  the  various  anti-trafficking
measures that are implemented should be a matter of priority for any monitoring process.
Further, it is by consulting trafficked persons and other migrants that unintended effects of
anti-trafficking measures may be measured. Section 6.a addresses this in more detail. 

Statistics about crimes reported, crimes investigated and related criminal justice statistics are
helpful, but they do not tell the whole story (see section 6.b below on this point). 

Statistics about victims (about all the individuals who were identified as ‘presumed’ victims
of traffickers in a particular year or other period, along with those whom a national authority
officially confirmed as having been trafficked, disaggregated according to age, sex, national
or ethnic origin, and so on, are also helpful. However, once again these statistics only tell part
of  the  story,  so  for  monitoring purposes  it  is  invariably  necessary  to  collect  information
directly from a sample of victims to find out if and how the system for providing them with
protection and assistance has affected them. 



Meaningful information about what is called the ‘capacity’ of institutions to fulfil their anti-
trafficking role is notoriously difficult to collect, but nevertheless it is important to monitor
whether the required procedures (such as Standard Operating Procedures) are in place and
whether the organisations required to implement them have the know-how and resources to
do so. Similarly, measuring the performance of coordination mechanisms (such as a national
anti-trafficking commission or a National Referral Mechanism) is difficult, but this too is
important, particularly as some commissions or referral mechanisms in Europe are reputed to
have taken on a life of their own, but not to be performing their main task (of coordinating
the activities of others) effectively. 

3.How measurement should be done in order to be effective

When plans  are  made  that  deserve  monitoring,  it  is  almost  always  helpful  to  involve  a
specialist  with  suitable  monitoring  and  evaluation  experience,  to  ensure  that  objectives
(progress to achieving which is to be monitored) are as specific and measurable as possible
and that indicators are suitable or,  to use monitoring and evaluation jargon, “SMART” –
standing for “specific, measurable, agreed on by all relevant stakeholders, relevant and time-
bound”. There is no reason to expect the main participants in national anti-trafficking systems
(such  as  national  anti-trafficking  commissions  or  coordinators,  specialist  anti-trafficking
police units or even NGOs) to be able to formulate objectives in suitable technical jargon, yet
alone to design suitable indicators and monitoring systems. Stakeholders such as these are
crucial to consult, but specialists on planning, monitoring and evaluation have a major role to
play too, for too many plans have been marred by poorly formulated objectives (leaving it
unclear what the expected results were) or largely meaningless indicators, as well as by a lack
of  monitoring  or  evaluation,  which  means  that  the  next  plan  replicates  many  of  the
weaknesses of its predecessor, instead of building on what works and avoiding what does not.
Whatever it is that organisations involved in trying to improve anti-trafficking measures want
to  improve and change,  unless  they know what  the  situation is  at  the  outset,  before  the
activities  intended to  bring about  change begin,  they are  unlikely  to  be  able  to  find out
whether the activities subsequently have the desired effect. This applies whether they plan “to
end  all  cases  of  human  trafficking”,  or  “to  increase  the  capacity  of  specialist  police  to
organise pro-active investigations of possible trafficking cases” or “to increase awareness
among the X minority in Y canton that traffickers have recruited children belonging to the
minority,  and  inform  them  what  precautions  can  be  taken”.  Specialists  on  planning,
monitoring  and  evaluation  refer  to  the  situation  before  changes  occur  as  ‘baseline’
information.  Of  course,  to  everyone  who  is  in  a  hurry  to  bring  about  changes  and
improvement, it seems a waste of time to try and quantify the situation as it is before changes
occur.  However,  without baseline information, monitoring is difficult  and it  will  be more
difficult to conclude whether any new activities have contributed to bringing about change.
This was a general weakness of many anti-trafficking responses in the last decade, especially
as little meaningful information was available in most European countries about how many
people were actually being trafficked!

Collecting feedback from trafficked persons



Although it is 13 years since the UN Trafficking Protocol was adopted (and 11 years after the
UN High Commissioner for Human Rights issued her Recommend Principles and Guidelines
on Human Rights and Human Trafficking), there is still no standard or ‘off-the-shelf’ method
for consulting trafficked persons. Further, the methods generally used for checking whether
measures to  prevent human trafficking are effective are often so simplistic as to generate
meaningless  data  (this  is  partly  because  many  prevention  measures  are  themselves
inappropriately simplistic, for example assuming that a person who is told about the existence
of traffickers, and the dangers of falling under their control, will behave differently as a result
of receiving such information). 

Understanding  how  trafficked  persons  are  affected  by  anti-trafficking  measures  (those
expected to prevent trafficking, those to protect and assist people who have already been
trafficked, and prosecutions of traffickers at which testimony from trafficked persons is used
as evidence) sounds like a key activity for almost any monitoring system. And yet national
authorities and even specific projects and programmes have often been reluctant to collect
information directly from people who have been trafficked, sometimes arguing that this might
re-traumatise them (which it should evidently be a priority not to do–but far from impossible
to avoid), and sometimes asserting that trafficked persons routinely change their ‘stories’ and
are therefore an unreliable source. Sceptics such as the present author suspect strongly that
this reluctance reflects age-old prejudices that trafficked persons are themselves criminals in
some way, or that neither the national authorities nor some of the organisations providing
protection  or  assistance  to  trafficked  persons  want  to  hear  any  feed-back,  because  they
suspect it will be highly critical!

Feedback which is useful (or essential) for monitoring purposes can be obtained in a range of
ways.  For  example,  the  UK  Anti-Trafficking  Monitoring  Group  (see  7.b  below)  quotes
comments by anonymous trafficked persons, sometimes made in public and otherwise made
to an organisation providing a service to them (such as a lawyer or shelter). In this and other
cases it  is  crucial  that  the identity of  the trafficked person providing information is  kept
confidential and that specific measures are taken to guarantee this confidentiality. 

Some research projects have set out directly to collect feedback from trafficked persons and
to use this feedback to identify shortcomings in both systems designed to prevent trafficking
and in  protection and assistance  systems.  For  example,  almost  a  decade ago the  present
author designed a structured interview for adolescents in four Southeast European countries
who had been trafficked. This is available publicly in a 2006 report about child trafficking in
Southeast Europe.6 The interviews represented a form of monitoring and identified a series of
major  short-comings  in  systems  that  were  supposed  to  prevent  trafficking  (for  example,
police who were supposed to be able to identify traffickers at borders were reported routinely
to talk to men driving cars, who were posing as the fiancé of a girl with whom they were

6Action to prevent child trafficking in Southeastern Europe. A preliminary assessment, UNICEF and Terre des
hommes, 2006, available at http://www.unicef.org/ceecis/Assessment_report_June_06.pdf. Pages 73 to 89
contain the structured questionnaire that was used. A separate report issued by UNICEF in 2008 presents the
comments made by adolescent respondents in greater detail: Young People’s Voices on Child Trafficking:
Experiences from South Eastern Europe (UNICEF Innocenti Working Paper), available at http://www.unicef-
irc.org/publications/pdf/iwp_2008_05.pdf.



travelling, but who were in fact traffickers, and not to talk confidentially to the women or
girls who were accompanying them).

1.Existing examples 

Within  Europe  there  have  been  many  interesting  examples  of  effective  monitoring,  for
example by the Netherlands National Rapporteur and by the Council of Europe’s GRETA, so
the two examples described here have been chosen because they are less well known and, in
the second case, use altogether different methods to monitor anti-trafficking responses. 

Monitoring changes in national criminal justice systems

An Australian-funded project (by AusAID), ARTIP (Asia Regional Trafficking in Persons
Project), focused specifically on developing the capacity of criminal justice systems (police,
prosecutors and courts) in ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations) countries to
detect cases of trafficking and bring traffickers to trial. In both 2006 and 2011, five years
later, the project monitored these countries’ responses to trafficking in persons and the results
were published in ASEAN reports. 

An important starting point for establishing this monitoring system was the observation that
statistics on the performance of a criminal justice system (numbers of traffickers arrested,
numbers  of  cases  referred  for  prosecution,  numbers  of  trials  and  convictions,  lengths  of
sentences, etc.) did not tell the whole story. Indeed, if put under pressure to provide more
arrests or convictions of traffickers (as many countries have been as a result of the ranking
system used by the annual United States trafficking in persons report), there was a potential
for  the  police,  courts  or  others  to  manipulate  cases  (and  statistics)  in  order  to  impress
outsiders,  but without actually improving their performance. Instead, the project used the
human rights approach to human trafficking to set a series of minimum standards, against
which the performance of a national criminal justice system could be monitored and assessed
objectively. 

The seven (minimum) quality standards are on the following issues: 
1.A comprehensive legal framework in compliance with international standards;
2.A specialist law enforcement capacity to investigate trafficking;
3.A front  line  law  enforcement  capacity  to  respond  effectively  to  trafficking  in
persons;
4.A strong and well  informed prosecutorial  and judicial  response to trafficking in
persons;
5.Victims are quickly and accurately identified and provided with immediate support
and protection;
6.Victims of trafficking are fully supported as witnesses;
7.Systems  are  in  place  to  enable  effective  international  investigative  and  judicial
cooperation on trafficking in persons cases.



The details required to meet each standard are reproduced at the end of each chapter in the
2011 report.7 For example, standard ‘3’ specifies that “Front line law enforcement officials
know how to respond effectively to trafficking cases”. This is subdivided into four separate
sets of standards, with a total of 28 specific issues on which the performance of front-line
police was monitored. 

The monitoring system used by ARTIP for ASEAN was not quick or simple to use, but it
reveals the salient details that police force managers, ministers of justice or elected politicians
need to know in order to understand how their criminal justice system is performing and
whether adjustments are required in terms of procedures or resources. Although devised for
use  in  South  East  Asia,  almost  every  aspect  would  be  equally  applicable  in  European
countries,  so  anyone  monitoring  police,  prosecutorial  or  court  responses  to  trafficking  is
recommended to consult these quality standards. 

Monitoring by civil society organisations (an example of qualitative assessments)

In the absence of a functioning National Rapporteur, civil society organisations may wish to
monitor anti-trafficking responses in their country and to make recommendations (even if
these do not have the same status as those made by a government-backed organisation, such
as a National Rapporteur). The findings of a monitoring or evaluation exercise usually have
less impact if prepared and published by a single organisation than if published by an alliance
or  coalition of  different  organisations.  In  the  United Kingdom (UK),  an Anti-Trafficking
Monitoring Group was formed in 2009 to coincide with the entry into force in the UK of the
Council  of  Europe  Convention  on  Action  against  Trafficking  in  Human  Beings.  The
Monitoring Group has now published three reports commenting on the performance of the
UK’s  anti-trafficking  system.  The  methods  that  have  been  used  for  collecting  data  have
depended  on  the  topic  being  investigated  and  are  essentially  qualitative  rather  than
quantitative. 

The reports are:
1)Wrong  kind  of  victim?  One  year  on:  an  analysis  of  UK  measures  to  protect
trafficked persons, June 2010; 
2)All Change. Preventing Trafficking in the UK, April 2012;
3)In the Dock. Examining the UK’s Criminal Justice Response to Trafficking, June
2013.8

As the titles suggest, the reports are intended for advocacy purposes, to influence the UK
government and officials responsible for anti-trafficking policy and practice. 

7The 2011 report, Progress Report on Criminal Justice Responses to Trafficking in Persons in the ASEAN
Region, is available at http://www.artipproject.org/progress-
report/Progress%20Report_Criminal%20Justice%20Responses%20to%20TIP%20in%20the%20ASEAN%20Re
gion_2011.pdf.

8The three reports can be downloaded at
http://www.antislavery.org/english/what_we_do/programme_and_advocacy_work/trafficking/anti_trafficking_m
onitoring_group.aspx.



1.Positive and negative aspects/lessons learned of current models

Since  organisations  involved  in  anti-trafficking  responses  realised  that  some  forms  of
monitoring and evaluation were needed, a wide range of techniques have been tried. Often
these have been flawed by the lack of involvement of monitoring and evaluation specialists,
with plans containing objectives that are too general (not ‘SMART’) and which are therefore
not  conducive  to  assessment,  as  the  intended end results  are  not  clear  enough to  assess
whether they have been achieved or not.

Considering the vast number of national plans (against trafficking) that have been designed
and  implemented  in  Europe,  the  lack  of  professional  involvement  in  monitoring  and
evaluating these has also been a problem. In theory it would be reasonable to expect national
anti-trafficking  coordination  structures  (such  as  national  commissions,  inter-ministerial
coordination  groups,  or  National  Referral  Mechanisms)  to  have  developed  considerable
expertise  and  for  the  various  regional  organisations  involved  (OSCE,  ODIHR,  European
Commission and Council of Europe) and other donors (notably the United States) to have
played  a  role  in  ensuring  that  the  best  aspects  of  plans  and  monitoring  systems  were
replicated elsewhere and the least effective aspects abandoned. However, the turn-over of
staff involved, coupled with changes in the funding available (usually linked to projects that
only last a few years) and even a perception that national action plans were a shopping list
rather  than  a  means  to  implement  effective  anti-trafficking  action,  have  all  undermined
progress. 

2.Recommendations

This paper has emphasised the benefits of involving monitoring and evaluation specialists
throughout  any  process  of  planning  and  implementing  anti-trafficking  responses  (in
particular,  involving them during the planning process and not inviting their involvement
only once plans are in place, which then prove difficult or impossible to monitor).
While the concept of a National Referral Mechanism as originally designed by the OSCE’s
ODIHR  in  2003  emphasised  the  importance  of  coordination  and  of  planning  all  anti-
trafficking  responses  together,  doing  so  is  invariably  very  difficult  and  has  not  always
produced good results.  Good coordination is certainly required between plans to improve
criminal  justice  system  responses  and  those  to  improve  protection  and  assistance  for
trafficked persons, but some of the planning and monitoring can be done separately, as the
example of the ARTIP project in South East Asia suggests. The quality standards designed in
South East Asia are an appropriate model for planners and monitors in Europe to consult, in
particular as they are based on the same human rights principles that underpin the Council of
Europe Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings. 

3.Conclusions/ways forward

Anti-trafficking specialists in every country in Europe have something to learn from the way
that plans for strengthening anti-trafficking responses have been formulated and monitored in
other countries, both in Europe and elsewhere. However, just as in other respects, national
frontiers still prove a barrier to exchanging information and expertise. In the short-term, it



would be helpful to collect together those plans (and the monitoring process linked to them)
that are judged reasonable effective and to make them available on a website to others. In the
longer-term, in addition to ensuring the involvement of monitoring and evaluation specialists
at national level, it would also be appropriate for one of the various regional and international
organisations involved in supporting anti-trafficking efforts to provide on-going and specialist
support for monitoring processes at national level. 


