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Global trafficking in persons—particularly for the 
purpose of sexual exploitation victimizing mainly 
women and girls—has been recognized as the 
most well known form of modern slavery. Victims 

are deprived of their human dignity and treated 
merely as sexual commodities. In the first decade 
of the 21st century various estimates were made 
concerning the range and extent of suffering caused 
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Global	Politics
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by trafficking in persons. For example, according 
to commonly quoted data published by the United 
States’ State Department (2009), an estimated 
total of 800,000 victims are annually trafficked 
across national borders. Among the many cross-
border problems that have emerged alongside 
the acceleration of economic globalization, 
trafficking in persons must be considered one of 
the most severe and complex issues. In contrast 
to drug trafficking or environmental pollution, 
trafficking in persons involves human beings not 
only as agents of the trade but as its object. This 
being the case, trafficking in persons, in depriving 
individuals of their personal liberty, perverts the 
neoliberal logic of globalization celebrated in 
the freedom of the movement of money, goods, 
and people. As such, this particular form of 
involuntary migration highlights the one critical 
aspect of qualitative change in the global order, 
i.e. the deterritorialization of the nation-state that 
has advanced in the aftermath of the Cold War. 
In the emerging post-Westphalian global order, 
governance is not exclusively conducted by 
national governments but involves an increasing 
number of other kinds of transnational actors, 
such as non-governmental organizations (NGOs), 
international organizations (IOs), multinational 
corporations (MNCs), organized crime groups, 
and, as the problem of trafficking in persons 
illustrates, a large population of victims.

While this qualitative shift in world politics 
implies a lack of global authority, the emergence 
of the notion of global governance has accounted 
for these changes described in the global 
political modus operandi of “governance without 
government” (Rosenau and Czempiel, 1992). 
Moreover, as has commonly been pointed out, 
addressing cross-border issues in a globalized 
world requires solutions that transcend the porous 
and interdependent levels of governance. Here, 
the enhancement of global governance capability 

through new forms of multi-level governance 
targets particular (victim) groups who are at the 
margins of global politics. The spread of failed 
states and global slums such as the Gaza strip 
have created security risks and risk groups at the 
margins of the globalized world whose experience 
of governance has generated in the eyes of some 
observers a “state of exception” that resonates with 
a modus of “anarchical governance” expressed in 
particular forms of a “targeted governance” (Tosa, 
2009). Meanwhile, in contrast to this top-down 
perspective on the governance of global risks, the 
erosion of central government authority and the 
spread of security risks in zones of insecurity and 
war has facilitated processes of civil-society-based 
self-governance within areas of limited statehood 
(Börzel and Risse, 2010). Forms of governance 
emerge at all levels of global society as natural 
patterns of organized interaction to govern the state 
of anarchy (i.e. a lack of centralized authority).

Thus, disregarding the analytical perspective 
employed in contemporary International Relations 
(IR) scholarship, consensus exists that the process 
of globalization entails a generation of large 
groups of victims excluded at the margins of 
global politics, trapped between the processes of 
an erosion of statehood on the one hand, and a lack 
of government authority at the global level on the 
other. In this vein, victims of trafficking represent 
a group at the periphery of global politics from 
whose perspective the qualitative shift of global 
order expressed in the deterritorialization of the 
nation-state and the advancement of globalization 
can be observed in full scope, and which requires 
a form governance that takes into account the 
current vectors of global change pointed towards 
increasingly porous state-borders accompanied 
by a lack of government capacity in response to 
cross-border problems.

Early attempts to address the problem of 
trafficking in persons include the successful 
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formation of a transnational advocacy network 
that involves the United Nations (UN), national 
governments, and NGOs, which brought the issue 
to the global political agenda. An active campaign 
against trafficking culminated in the 2002 UN 
Protocol on Trafficking in Persons2 as an optional 
protocol to the United Nations Convention against 
Transnational Organized Crime previously adopted 
in 2000. Trafficking in persons involving sexual 
exploitation has continued to represent one of 
the most serious problems in terms of scope for 
societies across the entire spectrum of economic 
development. The formation and diffusion of a 
credible anti-trafficking norm in the 1990s and 
early 2000s has indicated the advances made in 
human rights governance and problem awareness in 
many societies. And yet, the deficits in translating 
such advances into political and social practices and 
attempts to enforce anti-trafficking legislation for 
the purpose of ultimately preventing the occurrence 
of such transnational crimes are also indicated by 
the continuing existence and scope of this problem 
as reflected in the data presented above. 

It is here that new forms of multi-level 
governance which recognize the importance of 
the “region” as an institutionalized governance 
level have gained scholarly attention, as a range 
of local and regional initiatives have been 
launched to address the problem of trafficking 
in persons. Pioneering attempts to facilitate the 
implementation of global anti-trafficking norms 
have been made during the 1990s and 2000s by 
the European Union (hence EU). The EU seeks 
to encourage the implementation of global and 
regional norms within domestic legal systems 
and has developed many projects aimed at the 
strengthening of efforts against trafficking in 
persons. The purpose of such projects is to 
increase the effectiveness of global norms at the 
local level through the development of global 
support provided to NGOs, the formation of 

transnational networks and the distribution of 
information and resources. The role of regional 
governance institutions as a mediating and 
facilitating level in the process of global norm 
diffusion and implementation represents the 
focus of this paper. Thus, acknowledging the 
transboundary nature of trafficking in persons on 
the one hand and the increased role of regions as 
actors and arenas of governance on the other, this 
paper ascribes to regional organizations the role of 
norm entrepreneurs as well as norm facilitators in 
the fight against trafficking in persons.

Moving forward from the conclusions of this 
paper, I am looking ahead to longer term research 
aims including comparisons of regional structures 
in Europe and Southeast Asia. I wish to regard 
the measures taken against trafficking in persons 
by the EU as an example of a standard of “good 
practice” that enhances the practice of democratic 
governance through the facilitation of civil 
society-state relations at national and transnational 
levels. That is to say, we have reason to hope 
for the further development of citizen-society 
networks for the abolition of trafficking in persons 
in Europe through the growth of regional advocacy 
networks, the internalization of anti-trafficking 
policies and the enactment of laws and formation 
of measures deployed to deal with trafficking in 
persons by the EU. Interaction between domestic 
actors such as regional organizations and NGOs is 
important; the encouragement of regional activities 
being necessary for the development of measures 
which are agreed and effective in both specific 
and general contexts. Furthermore, the adoption of 
anti-trafficking measures by the EU having aided 
the local internalization of global norms shows a 
further degree of effectiveness for the top-down 
policy adjustment procedures of “Europeanization” 
in its implementation with regard to the process of 
the diffusion of human rights norms. As a result, 
the EU has actively taken a role for itself in the 
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civil society of “Europe”. One of the measures 
considered in this paper, the “Daphne Project”, 
provides clear evidence for this process of EU 
activity. This paper will take the discussion 
forward in the following ways:

First, this paper will introduce a general 
overview on the scholarly debate on the issue of 
trafficking in persons. Following this, the third 
section of this essay will discuss the current extent 
of trafficking in persons in Europe and generally 
explains the formation and diffusion of global 
anti-trafficking norms. Based on this general 
overview, I will move forward in discussing 
the role of regional governance and regional 
organizations regarding trafficking in persons. 
This discussion will include a detailed overview of 
the current EU anti-trafficking measures. Through 
a discussion of issues of norm diffusion and 

formation of advocacy networks, this paper will 
explain theoretically the development of policies 
in the EU for the adoption and implementation of 
these measures. Focusing on these kinds of policy 
development, while discussing the possibilities of 
“Europeanization” for the formation of European 
civil society, I will go beyond the example of 
the EU and engage in reconsidering the role of 
regional governance in combating the problem 
of trafficking in persons. Finally, in accordance 
with research on regionalism-global governance 
linkages (Cooper et al., 2008), the purpose of 
this paper is to consider the formation of regional 
not global level governance and the question of 
whether stronger governance networks may be 
developed leading from the entry of regional 
organizations into global governance networks. 

In response to the advancement of globalization, 
the proliferation of transboundary problems 
have received increased scholarly attention in 
the discipline of International Relations and its 
subfields. The variety of scholarship on the issue 
of trafficking in persons cuts across the social 
sciences, illustrating the complex nature of this 
particular issue. Broadly speaking, the problem 
of trafficking in persons can be separated into two 
major dimensions: (1) a cognitive dimension, and 
(2) a material dimension. These two dimensions 
have generated research in the fields of area 
studies, economics and developmental studies, 
critical theory such as gender studies, and IR 
research that focuses on the formation of global 
norms and international regimes that attempt 
to enforce legal prevention and prosecution 
of trafficking in persons and on the role of 

transnational actors. 
More precisely, the cognitive dimension 

incorporates on the one hand a gender-perspective 
highlighting the fact of female victimhood in 
trafficking in persons for the purpose of sexual 
exploitation, illustrated by the vast majority of 
victims being women and girls. One the other 
hand, this dimension recognizes the discrimination 
against particular persons of a certain ethnic 
and economic background, for example the 
sexual exploitation of trafficked individuals 
from developing Southeast Asian countries to 
industrialized areas featuring a large commercial 
sex industry like Germany or Japan, or/and forms 
of sexual exploitation that victimize impoverished 
persons trafficked within zones of economic 
poverty or into areas of material affluence. Of 
course many reported cases, provided by area 

Ⅱ.	 Research	Overview	on	Human	Trafficking	in	Global	
Politics
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studies research, incorporate all these dimensions. 
This is typically illustrated by the case of the Thai 
female sex-worker, who has been trafficked from 
a poor rural area into the metropolitan area of 
Bangkok where she is sexually abused by Japanese 
or European sex tourists (cf. Aoyama, 2009). 

Yet, the vast amount of research on trafficking 
focuses on economic disparities as the critical 
push factor behind this particular form of coerced, 
i.e. involuntary migration. The general line of 
explanation reduces the cause of trafficking in 
persons to the existence of poverty and market-
based supply and demand mechanisms, which 
force individuals into various circumstances 
of sexual exploitation. The demand for this 
exploitation is fueled by a growing commercial 
sex industry and the supply provided by desperate 
individuals trapped in poverty and organized 
crime groups exploiting these conditions for their 
own benefit (Shelley, 2010). More complex forms 
of economic explanation take into account the 
gendered dimensions of trafficking in persons 
pointing to the factor of female poverty caused by 
socio-cultural (ex. religious) constraints as a major 
breeding ground for trafficking for the purpose of 
sexual exploitation. Scholarship on international 
development has emphasized the need for the 
improvement of the economic conditions of 
women in developing societies–a major tool 
for achieving this goal has been sought via the 
provision of micro-loans.

However, as I have suggested in my earlier 
research, the occurrence of trafficking in persons is 
located at the intersection of these two dimensions. 
Here, cognitive factors represented in forms 
of ethnic, gender and economic discrimination 
are significant as are explanatory variables 
emphasizing economic factors (Nakamura, 2008). 
Thus there is a need for comprehensive research 
designs which are sensitive to both of these 
perspectives. It may be justified to argue that the 

cognitive dimension of the trafficking problem 
explains much of the demand side involved in 
sexual exploitation while the economic dimension 
seems to offer important insights into the factors 
behind the supply mechanisms. In summary, a 
comprehensive analysis of the causes and nature of 
trafficking in persons should follow the demand-
and-supply dichotomy while acknowledging the 
different factors that determine individual and 
group behavior underlying these two aspects. 

T h e r e  h a s  b e e n  a  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  o f 
transboundary problems as the result of increased 
interdependence and vulnerability between 
states and societies as the result of economic 
globalization and the diffusion of knowledge and 
technology. This has led to a greater amount of 
IR research having focused on the dynamics of 
domestic policy change in response to increased 
demand for engaging in the solution of global 
problems of collective action. Mainstream IR 
scholarship during the past decades was largely 
dominated by rationalist analyses in form of neo-
realist and neo-liberalist research programs. Yet, 
this research programs were challenged with 
the abrupt change in the international system 
resulting in the collapse of superpower bipolarity. 
This proved to be difficult to explain by drawing 
on the conventional assumptions of rationalist 
explanations assuming that actor preferences 
and interests are exogenously determined and 
stable. Thus, neo-realist research represented by 
the work of Kenneth Waltz (1979) did not pay 
much attention to the possibility of the emergence 
of international regimes for the regulation of 
conflict and coordination and regulation of state 
behavior, while neo-liberalist literature recognized 
the processes behind the rise of international 
cooperation and regimes understood as a function 
of state interests (Keohane and Nye, 2001). In the 
issue area of gender equality and human rights, 
an example of such an international regime— 
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commonly understood as a set of explicit rules that 
states agree to and which are embodied in treaties 
and other documents—is the Convention on the 
Elimination of Discrimination against Women 
(CEDAW) adopted by the United Nations General 
Assembly in December 1979 (Kardam, 2004). 
The 2000 UN Convention against Transnational 
Organized Crime is an example of a regime 
concerning trafficking in persons. 

However, in contrast to rationally calculated 
policy responses sought by states in these research 
programs, the occurrence of sudden change 
in state behavior proved difficult to explain 
without reference to the role of new transnational 
actors pressuring the state at the various levels 
of governance, and thus suggesting that policy 
change can indeed be the result of change in the 
interests and identities obtained by states and their 
constituting elites and general public (Wendt, 
1999). It is here that social constructivism in its 
various appearances has gained much ground 
in the field of IR since the end of the Cold War. 
This is particularly the case with regard to global 
governance issues such as human rights and the 
protection of the environment, in which the change 
of state behavior and the adoption and ratification 
of new global norms has generated a new field of 
research interest (Checkel, 1998). 

Accompanied by the emergence of a global civil 
society with non-governmental actors inhabiting 
the spheres of domestic and global governance, 
the study of norms has particularly focused on the 
processes and mechanisms of norm formation, 
diffusion and internalization. In doing so, attention 
has been paid to the role of transnational advocacy 
coalitions, incorporating states, NGOs and IOs as 
vehicles for the diffusion of norms, and individual 
actors as norm entrepreneurs in the process of 
norm formation (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998; 
Keck and Sikkink, 1998). Classic examples of 
such transnational advocacy networks bringing 

about policy change through the mobilization 
of international pressure include the study of 
the collapse of the South African apartheid 
regime (Klotz, 1995), as well as the transnational 
campaign for the banning of landmines which 
resulted in the Ottawa process in 1997. What has 
emerged from these studies is a general insight into 
the process of norm development understood as a 
“life-cycle” of formation and promotion, cascading 
and diffusion, and internalization into domestic 
policies (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998), the role 
of civil society in pressuring norm-violating states 
from within and from the outside (Keck and 
Sikkink, 1998; Risse et al., 1999), and insights into 
the possible causes that obstruct the internalization 
of global norms in political and socio-cultural 
practice (Acharya, 2004). 

However, what has not been sufficiently 
studied at this point is the role of regional 
governance institutions as a contributing media 
in bridging the global and national levels of 
governance and regional organizations (ROs) as 
a possible facilitator of norm implementation and 
the monitoring of norm appliance. Thus, with 
regionalism being a largely new phenomenon in 
global governance, studies that account for the full 
potential of regional governance structures such 
as the EU are needed. This study argues that in 
addition to the role of IOs as norm entrepreneurs, 
ROs can function as norm interpreters and 
facilitators allowing for the localization of 
global norms into regional political contexts (cf. 
Friedman, 2009). 

In its scope for regionalizing human rights 
norms the EU represents a case of advanced 
development. Its ability in facilitating policy 
formation and diffusion due to its high level of 
institutionalized governance at the supranational 
level represents a clear exception. As such, the 
EU embodies great potential for the diffusion of 
gender and human rights-related policies. Here, 
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the EU’s achievements have generated a large set 
of new literature (Kantola, 2010; Locher, 2007). 
What has been explained as the EU’s process of 
“Europeanization” (Cowles et al., 2001), i.e. the 
influence of EU policies with regard to domestic 
policy change has only very recently been studied 
with focus on the policy field of anti-trafficking 
measures (Locher, 2007; Montoya, 2008, 2009). 
This study aims to contribute to the emerging 
field of such studies through considering the EU 
case as an example of good governance practice 
in the fight against trafficking, and extend these 
scholarly efforts by analyzing ROs in other world 
regions. Comparisons conducted in such fashion 

will contribute to the growing field of the study 
of regionalism in global governance (cf. Cooper 
et al., 2008) and comparative studies of regional 
institutions (here esp. Acharya and Johnston, 
2007), adding specific insights to the study of 
policy-issue related institutional behavior and the 
role of ROs in the diffusion of global norms. The 
next section will outline the current situation of 
trafficking in persons in Europe. This will provide 
the basis for discussing the mechanisms by which 
policy change within the various member states 
of the EU has been achieved with regard to anti-
trafficking measures. 

1.	The	Global	anti-Trafficking	Norm	

Trafficking in persons is understood as a severe 
transnationally organized crime. In November 2000 
the Convention against Transnational Organized 
Crime concerning the involvement and collusion of 
organized crime syndicates, punishments for money 
laundering, the prevention of the detection of profit 
from crime, corruption and obstruction of judicial 
procedure was adopted as a treaty. This convention 
provided 3 optional protocols on trafficking in 
persons, illegal immigration and weapons smuggling 
and allowed for the introduction of special measures 
against international organized crime. Of these 
three protocols the section on trafficking in persons 
was ratified in 2002 entitled the Protocol to prevent, 
suppress and punish tra f f icking in persons, 
especially women and children, supplementing the 
United Nations Convention against Transnational 
Organized Crime and came into effect in 2003. 
Thus, the criminal and legal provisions for dealing 

with international trafficking in persons as an 
international organized crime were agreed upon and 
brought into action. Provision 3(a) of this protocol 
defines trafficking in persons as follows (see note 2):

“Trafficking in persons” shall mean the 
recruitment, transportation, transfer, harbouring 
or receipt of persons, by means of the threat 
or use of force or other forms of coercion, of 
abduction, of fraud, of deception, of the abuse 
of power or of a position of vulnerability or 
of the having control over another person, for 
the purpose of exploitation. Exploitation shall 
include, at a minimum, the exploitation of the 
prostitution of others or other forms of sexual 
exploitation, forced labour or services, slavery 
or practices similar to slavery, servitude or the 
removal of organs.

According to this provision the purpose of 
trafficking in persons is exploitation, more precisely 
sexual exploitation, forced labor, enslavement and 

Ⅲ.	 The	Current	Situation	of	Trafficking	in	Persons	in	
Europe
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organ trading. Methods for trafficking in persons 
include violence, threats, abduction, deception, 
the exchange of money and benefits and many 
others. Furthermore, provision 5 section 1 of this 
protocol apportions to signatory states the duty 
to criminalize actions involving the trafficking in 
persons. Provision 5 section 2 apportions to member 
states the duty to criminalize actions involving 
aiding and abetting trafficking in persons and 
attempted trafficking in persons. States considering 
the ratification of the protocol would be required to 
adjust their domestic laws to meet the demands of 
the treaty. At present, 137 states are signatories of 
this protocol. 

Thus it is safe to conclude that trafficking 
in persons has been recognized as a serious and 
transnationally organized crime. This illustrates 
the successful construction of a global norm to 
combat trafficking in persons and highlights moves 
toward regulation of areas affecting trafficking in 
persons. The empirical reality within which these 
advances have been made constitutes, however, an 
extremely serious concern in international society. 
What explains the formation and diffusion of this 
problem awareness as expressed in the definition 
stated above? General insights are provided by the 
growing scholarship on norms in IR. 

As Thomas Risse-Kappen (1994) has pointed 
out early on in his research on norm diffusion, 
“ideas do not flow freely” in the international 
society. Thus, a great deal of research in the field of 
IR has explored the way in which anti-trafficking 
in persons norms have been diffused and 
internalized in the EU, focusing on the activities of 
political entrepreneurs and advocacy coalitions as 
vehicles of norm development and policy changes. 
We may take the notion of the norm “life-cycle 
model” as put forward by Finnemore and Sikkink 
in their 1998 joint research as an example of an 
approach to understanding the formation, diffusion 
and internalization of norms understood as a life 

cycle of competing beliefs promoted by problem 
conscious political entrepreneurs. Furthermore, 
we can look to the research of the German scholar 
Birgit Locher and her work Trafficking in Women 
in the European Union published in 2007 for 
evidence of the application of this mechanism, 
and for a perspective on the role of governance 
actors such as the EU and the range of influence of 
regional governance has on norm diffusion. 

Constructivist research conducted in this 
vein illustrates the important role of transnational 
advocacy coalitions in the process of  norm 
diffusion. According to Keck and Sikkink (1998, 
pp. 14-25) advocacy coalitions are coming 
together through the close exchange of services 
and information among groups and individuals 
active transnationally and holding shared values 
and common discourses regarding a certain issue. 
Simply put, international organizations, NGOs and 
states have come to be seen as active players in 
these transnational advocacy coalitions advancing 
the process of norm formation and diffusion. 
However, the role of regional organizations has 
widely been overlooked. Models which explain 
norm formation, diffusion and internalization 
with particular regard to human rights such as the 
“boomerang”-model provided by Keck and Sikkink 
in 1998 (as shown in figure 1 below) and the “spiral 
model” put forward by Risse and Sikkink (1999) do 
not distinguish the special role played by regional 
organizations. These two models mainly focus on 
factors explaining the diffusion and obstruction 
of norms at the international/transnational and 
state/society levels, and the way external pressure 
and support of domestic civil society groups can 
generate policy change at the state level.
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Let us now turn to the concrete situation of 
trafficking in persons in Europe and apply some of 
the theoretical insights gained above to explain the 
role of regional organizations as represented by the 
EU.

2.	The	Current	State	of	Trafficking	in	
Persons in Europe

Due to a lack of information sharing, the illicit 
nature of this criminal activity, and a lack of 
cooperation and agreement regarding categories 
and definitions among institutions there is little 
general consensus regarding data on trafficking in 
persons. According to the Annual Report of the US 

State Department (2009) 12.3 million are subjected 
to forced labor.3 Among these, at least 1.39 million 
are subject to sexual exploitation. Furthermore, 56 
percent of forced laborers are women or female 
children. According to UNICEF (2009) data 
among the 600,000-800,000 transnational victims 
from one sixth to a half are children. Among 
155 nations surveyed by the UNODC (2009) 66 
percent of the victims of trafficking in persons are 
women, 12 percent are men, 13 percent female 
children and 9 percent male children. As we can 
see from the pie chart below showing the results of 
this UNODC survey on trafficking in persons, the 
majority of victims are female (figure 2). 

Figure 1.  The “boomerang effect” and norm diffusion in international politics
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Source: Keck and Sikkink (1998), p.13.

Figure 2.  The ratio of trafficking in persons victim groups (by age/gender distinction)

UNODC, Global Report on Trafficking in Persons (2009).
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It is estimated that every year about 500,000 
victims of trafficking in persons are brought into 
the EU territory (Locher, 2007:22). To address this 
serious problem the protocol was widely ratified 
in Europe, including eastern European countries 
outside of the EU, and domestic laws were 
amended accordingly. As a result the number of 
trafficking-related crime detections increased and 
brought to trial. Between 2003-2004 and 2006-
2007 guilty verdicts increased by 30 percent. As of 
2010, 23 of the 27 EU member states ratified the 
protocol (see Appendix).

As part of the background to the developments 
mentioned above, we find the diffusion of global 
anti-trafficking norms and their enactment in law 
since the second half of the 1990s onward. This 
was the stage of “norm cascade” as described in 
the famous norm life cycle model provided by 
Finnemore and Sikkink (1998). That is to say, 
this process describes the movement of central 
actors (norm entrepreneurs, i.e. the EU) toward 
the general promulgation and acceptance of 
norms. The EU has set the protection of human 
rights as a central pillar of its values and required 
anti-trafficking in persons policies from its new 
members and prospective members. As such 
the norm dynamics within the EU territory can 
be described as a process of ‘Europeanization’ 
understood as a process of policy harmonization 
and the movement towards practices of good 
governance for the protection of human rights. 
This becomes clear when we consider the 
following two examples provided by the UNODC 
(2009).

Firstly, in Bulgaria there were 3 trafficking 
in persons related guilty verdicts in 2004 and 
85 in 2007. In 2007 Bulgaria became a member 
state of the EU. Although the presence of a causal 
relationship between the increase in guilty verdicts 
and EU membership is unclear, it would seem 
likely that some influence of EU good practice 

regarding the protection of human rights has 
been in effect. Data on trafficking in persons in 
Germany states that 14% of victims are from 
Bulgaria. Victims from countries outside of 
Germany other than Bulgaria account for 62% of 
the total. Secondly, the second new EU member 
state in Eastern Europe, Romania, reported 49 
trafficking-related guilty verdicts in 2003, rising 
sharply to 188 in 2007. Romania also became 
a member state of the EU in 2007. Perhaps we 
may consider Romania’s case similar to that of 
Bulgaria. 

Furthermore, another side to the issue of 
trafficking in persons in the EU can be seen in 
the following case relating to the Netherlands in 
which many victims are from countries outside 
the EU. Together with countries like Germany, 
the Netherlands is a host country and endpoint 
for many of the victims trafficked into Western 
Europe. Precisely, statistics provided by the 
UNODC (2009) state that in the Netherlands 
domestic nationals make up 40 percent of victims. 
The largest proportion of victims from other 
nations is that of China with 11 percent, while 
trafficking in persons victims from countries 
outside of the Netherlands other than China 
account for 49 percent of the total.

The main area of  origin of  vict ims of 
trafficking in persons within the EU territory is 
Central Europe and the Balkans. This fact points to 
a problem which extends beyond Europe to various 
other countries in different parts of the world. 
Therefore we must treat trafficking in persons as 
a regional expression of a truly global problem. 
That is to say, despite the existence of the protocol 
and the norms and rules it represents, trafficking 
in persons continues to be a serious problem both 
on the global and European levels of human rights 
governance and crime prevention. For this reason, 
in the latter half of the 1990s and here especially 
from 1995 when the World Conference on Women 
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was held in Beijing, transnational advocacy 
networks for the fight against trafficking in persons 
spread throughout the world and made forceful 
demands for the adoption of anti-trafficking 
measures. We can locate the starting point for the 
EU’s anti-trafficking measures during this same 
period.  

Based on this broad overview of human 
trafficking as a global and European human 
rights issue, two important conclusions need to 
be drawn. First, human trafficking, especially for 
the purpose of sexual exploitation, is a gendered 
problem mostly affecting females. Second, 

human trafficking as a transnational crime mainly 
involves foreigners, trafficked from economically 
less developed regions towards economically 
highly developed regions/countries, or one which 
affects members of lower social classes in all 
kinds of societies across the affluence-poverty 
spectrum. As such, human trafficking, particularly 
for the purpose of sexual exploitation, represents a 
problem structure that is multi-faceted and which 
includes material (i.e. economic causes) as well as 
non-material, i.e. cognitive causes (discrimination 
against foreigners, and the exploitation of women) 
(Nakamura, 2008).

As a complex supranational governance structure 
the EU has attracted broad academic attention 
in the fields of IR, comparative politics, and 
policy-related studies. Inhabited by a broad set 
of transnational actors, state and non-state alike 
and of governmental, civil society and corporate 
sector origins, explanations of EU policy-making 
procedures require a comprehensive analytical 
focus. In general, as the Finnish political scientist 
Johanna Kantola (2010) points out, policy-making 
and decision-making in the EU can be divided into 
three broad mechanisms, each of which appears 
in different policy fields. Such a distinction 
takes account of the alternating arrangements 
of political actors in the many arenas of policy-
making at the European level. These mechanisms 
are: community method, the intergovernmental 
method, and the co-ordination method (Kantola, 
2010, Chp.4). While the latter two describe largely 
bureaucratic mechanisms of policy-making (see 
also Moravcsik, 1998), the community method 
describes a broadly democratic process of policy-
making and decision-making based on the role 

of the European Parliament and the Commission 
allowing for greater potential in the promotion of 
gender policies. 

Political achievements in the field of gender 
policies at the EU level can be assigned to what 
Kantola (2010, pp. 76-77) refers to as a “women’s 
policy agency”, i.e. “any state-based agency, at 
all levels of government or in any type of organ, 
that has been officially assigned the responsibility 
for promoting the advancement of women and 
gender equality” (Kantola, 2010, p. 76). While the 
notion of “women’s policy agency” often finds 
its expression in the activities of “state feminists” 
operating at the level of state policymaking, recent 
initiatives in the area of trafficking in persons 
initiated by the Commission indicate that European 
“femocrats” are now inhabiting the spheres of 
EU policy-making and decision-making. These 
“femocrats” have launched new gender policies 
in interaction with state feminists, NGOs, and 
scholars forming a broad advocacy coalition today 
known as the “velvet triangle” of gender activists 
operating within the EU advocating gender and 

Ⅳ.	 EU-Sponsored	anti-Trafficking	Networks	and																
the	Regionalization	of	Global	Norms
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human rights policies in accordance with global 
norms. The policy efforts described below must be 
considered the result of such developments. 

1.	EU	Efforts	to	Tackle	Trafficking	in	
Persons

Trafficking in persons, especially in women for 
the purpose of sexual exploitation, represents 
the dominant form of trafficking in Europe. It is 
reported that the number of women in prostitution 
in Europe has grown to more than half a million. 
For example, recent data for the 2000s show 
that 70 percent of prostituted women in Vienna 
come from Eastern Europe, while 15,000 Russian 
and Eastern European women are employed in 
Germany’s red-light districts (de Troy and Kovaliv, 
n.d.). According to the European Parliament, 
prostitution accounts for 43 percent of trafficking 
in Europe.4 Against this background, the starting 
point of EU efforts to tackle trafficking in persons 
is, as mentioned above, the World Conference on 
Women held in Beijing in 1995. The following 
year various NGOs, having been influenced by 
the conference, became extremely active in their 
campaigning. Taking the EU’s Vienna Conference 
held in June 1996 as an opportunity, the anti-
trafficking activities of NGOs and the EU became 
yet more engaged. The result of these efforts was 
the first concrete EU measure against trafficking in 
persons: “Stop”. 

“Stop” was established in November 1995 
with the purpose of strengthening information 
exchange, cooperation, surveys and research 
among EU member state judiciaries, prosecutors, 
police officers, immigration officials and NGO 
activists. During its first four years of operation 
it received 6.5 million Euros in financial support 
from the EU. In 2003 it merged with the EU 
“Aegis” program with the purpose of supporting 
the establishment of a Europe-wide network of 

information exchange and cooperation between 
member states and prospective members. Its 
budget in 2004 was 15 million Euros. 

As the German IR scholar Birgit Locher 
(2007) has pointed out, the above anti-trafficking 
in persons programs moved ahead successfully 
and significantly from 1995 when Anita Gradin 
became the EU’s Commissioner of Justice and 
Home Affairs. Drawing on the central notion of 
norm entrepreneur in the norm-literature in IR 
(Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998; Keck and Sikkink, 
1998), it is clear that, as a former long-serving 
member in the Swedish Parliament, Gradin must 
be considered a critical norm entrepreneur and 
facilitator in the EU’s process of tackling the 
problem of trafficking in persons. As a “femocrat” 
at the EU’s apex of policy- and decision-making 
the new commissioner constituted a crucial 
element of what appeared to be Europe’s “velvet 
triangle”, advocating gender policy issues. As 
other functioning parts of this triangle, NGOs, 
researchers and intellectuals are integrated as 
“gendered agents” to create advocacy networks 
and to promote and diffuse gender-related norms, 
such as the anti-trafficking norm.5  

This advocacy coalition of human rights 
activists has generated significant problem 
consciousness regarding the problem of human 
trafficking. As a result, the EU introduced the 
so called “Daphne Programme”, which may be 
considered as the movement’s most important 
achievement. The concrete objective of the 
“Daphne Programme” is to strengthen transnational 
networks for the extirpation of violence against 
children, women and youths. This violence is 
defined broadly to include domestic violence at 
one end of the spectrum and sexual exploitation 
at the other. Accordingly, victims of trafficking in 
persons are included in this definition. In general, 
the “Daphne Programme” comprises the following 
four stages, stretching from 1997 until 2013: 
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(1) Daphne Initiative (1997-1999); (2) Daphne 
Programme (2000-2003); (3) Daphne II (2003-
2008); and (4) Daphne III (2007-2013). 

Domestic organizations made up of actors 
including local government bodies, universities 
and NGOs became the target recipients of EU 
support, with 56.7 million Euros being distributed 
to 460 projects during stages 1-3 of the Daphne 
Programme. Furthermore, the budget for Daphne 
III in 2007 was 14.2 million Euros (not including 
1.9 million Euros granted to specific actions of 
NGOs).6 In 2008 the program received about 
14.74 million Euros7, about 17.79 million Euros 
in 20098, and about 17.63 million Euros in 20109; 
representing a very large funding commitment 
from the EU. However, each year the funding 
application guidelines have been different. The 
actors who may apply for funding through this 
program include the 27 EU member states and 
EFTA/EEA member states along with Turkey and 
the West Balkans. Projects which may receive 
support from the EU committee must either fit 
strategic requirements, be a transnational project 
which will benefit at least 2 EU member states 
or represent the activities of a domestic NGO 
which meet with the purposes of the program.10  
The EU will evaluate supported projects at every 
stage. The most important aspect of the “Daphne 
Project” is the positive and productive support and 
encouragement of the formation of transnational 
advocacy networks. That is to say, in the form 
of the provision of funds and information in this 
regard, the EU is supporting civil society actors 
more than states. 

These activit ies show a new aspect  of 
involvement in the processes of norm diffusion 
and norm internalization. A concrete example of 
a transnationally operating NGO network against 
trafficking in persons in Europe whose activities 
are largely financed by the European Commission’s 
Daphne III framework is La Strada International.11 

Against the background of the growing number 
of trafficked persons from Eastern Europe into 
Western Europe after the fall of the Berlin Wall, 
this network was launched in 1995 and is primarily 
active at the grass-roots level in Central and 
Eastern European countries. The initial momentum 
for this network goes back to the cooperation of the 
Dutch Foundation Against Trafficking in Women 
(STV), the Polish Feminist Association (PSF), 
the Polish Young Women’s Christian Association 
(YWCA) and the Central European Consulting 
Centre for Women’s Projects in the Czech Republic 
(PROFEM), and the Dutch Foundation Church 
and World, who took the initiative to organize a 
joint training seminar in 1994 for the purpose of 
exchanging information and knowledge on how to 
support victims of trafficking. The first activities 
of this network were financed by the European 
Commission’s Phare program. According to its 
own statement the underlying philosophy of this 
network is the 

(…) idea that strengthening non-governmental 
organisations (…) is crucial to tackling a 
controversial and sensitive issue like trafficking 
in women. Because of their independent status, 
organisations at the grass-roots level can win the 
confidence of women who consider migration 
and provide them with reliable information 
on the risks involved and how to protect 
themselves against those risks. (International La 
Strada Association, 2005, p.21)

Furthermore, grass-roots activities on the part of 
NGOs enables the provision of counseling services 
to trafficking victims, and the encouragement 
of victims to report their cases to the police. In 
carrying out these activities, NGO networks like 
La Strada see one of their major tasks as being 
the collection of information and the stimulation 
of public debate. For example, recognizing the 
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achievement of this network La Strada received the 
European MTV “Free Your Mind Award” enabling 
the network to raise awareness on trafficking in 
persons among young people in order to prevent 
new cases of trafficking. As of 2005, the La Strada 
network consisted of nine independent NGOs who 
operated in Poland, the Czech Republic, Ukraine, 
Bulgaria, Belarus, Bosnia Herzegovina, Moldova, 
Macedonia, and the Netherlands—thus in the 
countries of origin of many trafficking victims as 
well as one of largest host countries of trafficking 
in women for sexual exploitation. As such, the 
activities of this network at the grass-roots level is 
based on three main pillars, i.e. (1) the assistance 
and support of victims, (2) the provision of 
information and lobbying, and (3) prevention 
and education. Here, the network deliberately 
emphasizes the importance of advocating the 
rights of the female trafficking victims through 
cooperation with other NGOs and government 
agencies, as well as through the build-up of “strong 
and independent NGOs in Central and Eastern 
Europe” (International La Strada Association, 
2005, p.23). As such, capacity building represents 
a central part of the network illustrated through 
the provision of resources as well as training 
programs. With the support of the European 
Commission, La Strada has become one of the 
most important transnationally operating networks 
in Europe against trafficking in persons. 

2.	EU-Supported	Capacity	Building

Regional organizations including the EU are, as 
the “Daphne Project” has shown, important for 
the internalization of global norms, as important 
media for the campaign against trafficking in 
persons and in strengthening the process of norm 
diffusion. Established literature on norm diffusion, 
such as Keck and Sikkink’s “boomerang effect” 

or “the spiral model of human rights change” 
as put forward by Risse and Sikkink (1999) has 
shown that international organizations such as 
those which are part of broad advocacy coalitions 
can function to support domestic organizations 
where civil society actors do not exist or where the 
social environment does not provide for the active 
participation of civil society. Nevertheless, as I 
have mentioned above, the formation of the EU as 
a supranational governance entity and thus polity in 
its own right has shown that regional organizations 
can facilitate the norm internalization process by 
shortening the distance between the global and the 
local levels of governance. IR scholarship on norm 
diffusion has consistently pointed to the potential 
difficulties the process of norm internalization 
faces when exposed to societies with a different 
structure in their value and belief systems or/and 
a lack of governance capabilities when it comes 
to the institutionalization and enforcement of 
human rights norms (Acharya, 2004; Nakamura 
and Yamamoto, 2009). For this reason, I argue, 
regional organizations function not only as norm 
entrepreneurs in advocacy coalitions but also as 
norm interpreters in the process of norm diffusion. 
This function has been largely overlooked in the 
established IR literature on norm diffusion, but 
must be taken into consideration when we wish to 
account for the role of regional organizations as 
credible actors in global governance. In practical 
terms, as the American IR scholar Celeste 
Montoya (2008, 2009) has pointed out in her 
leading research on the EU’s Daphne Programme, 
regional organizations such as the EU exercise 
specific capacity-building functions. Those of the 
EU have attracted great attention in the advocacy 
activism of recent years and research on the 
internalization of norms. 

The capacity-building achievements of the EU 
can be seen in the field of human trafficking by 
focusing on the “Daphne Project”. A theoretical 
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framework to explain these achievements may 
also be provided. Against the background of the 
aforementioned policy initiatives launched by the 
EU in its attempt to tackle human trafficking in and 
around its sphere of governance, let me describe in 
more detail the role of regional governance in the 
form of institutionalized supranational polities by 
highlighting the following five functions: 

1. Regional organizations can gather and 
apply precise and appropriate resources, 
funding and information to deal effectively 
with problems which arise within their 
own territories.

2. Regional organizations can monitor 
cooperation on policy formation and the 
implementation of policy.

3. Regional organizations can work with 
transnational advocacy networks to diffuse 
global norms, and raise public awareness 
regarding issues relating to the norms.

4. The complicated governance structures of 
the EU provide a great number of actors 
with a forum for discussion which is not at 
the state level. 

5. In providing a new forum for discourse 
and through the distribution of resources 
and information regional organizations can 
empower NGOs and other non-state actors.   

We will now move on to integrate these ideas 
concerning the role of regional governance 
structures with the current set of theoretical 
literature on the process of norm formation and 
diffusion, as was briefly touched upon previously.

3.	Reconsidering	Explanations	of	
Norm	Formation,	Diffusion,	and	
Internalization

As Celeste Montoya (2009, pp. 330-331) has pointed 
out, the key premise for the effectiveness of the 

“boomerang model” is the presence of vital grass-
roots campaigns which demand state action on 
human rights abuses. For example, organizations 
such as NGOs, in international cooperation with 
other actors, can bring about sufficient external 
pressure on a target state to cause it to take account 
of the issue being raised. Especially in developing 
states the influence of civil society may not be taken 
for granted. Furthermore, target states must have 
sufficient and applicable capabilities to deal with 
the issues. 

However,  f rom the  1990s  onward the 
importance of formation of frameworks at the 
“regional” level, and, with the development of 
regional integration, regional organizations as 
actors have become ever more significant as the 
foci of analysis in the supra-national context. The 
EU, for example, developed from an economic 
community into a political community. That 
is to say, it became a powerful and important 
governance actor influencing nation states in 
a range of policy areas. To illustrate this we 
may give the example of monetary union as a 
significant financial policy, and also draw on 
developments in EU social policy, labor market 
liberalization and trade policies. And so, in the 
same way the EU human-rights policy has had 
a significant effect in the field of trafficking in 
persons. 

Although the anti-trafficking policies of the EU 
have been developed and promoted energetically, 
we must ask: “what is of fundamental significance 
to this aspect of regional organizations?” Though 
I have previously given an overview of the 
EU policies and programs relating to violence 
against women, it would be useful to consider the 
conceptualization of the EU’s capacity-building 
efforts in this regard provided by Montoya (2008, 
2009). The purpose of this capacity building is, 
firstly, to provide the necessary ability to achieve 
international goals relating to the “protection of 
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human rights”. According to Montoya the EU’s 
capacity building is of the following two general 
types, i.e. firstly, coercive enforcement strategies 
such as monitoring and sanctions, and secondly, 
management strategies such as capacity building, 
rule interpretation and transparency (Montoya, 
2008, p. 360).

Precisely, when (“target”) states concerned fail 
to take appropriate measures to address an issue a 
coercive enforcement strategy should be employed 
to facilitate policy change in accordance with a 
global norm. In contrast, management strategies 
should be employed when the (“target”) states 
concerned have committed themselves to action 
which they have as yet failed to successfully 
implement. However, in the case of the protocol 
described above, as most EU member states 
have ratified it, a coercive enforcement strategy 
is not necessary, since implementation appears 
to be more a question of a lack of governance 
capacity. Therefore, in this case capacity building 

is extremely important. In order for EU member 
states to implement new projects the EU provides 
resources in the form of funding and information. 
It is possible for international organizations, 
via the formation of transnational networks, to 
contribute to the capacity building of domestic 
organizations, for example through the support 
of civil-society actors, universities or local 
government agencies. In essence, Montoya’s 
notion of management strategies is an especially 
beneficial and effective approach in cases where 
there is no grass-roots activity in a given state. As 
such, critical reconsideration of the conventional 
“boomerang effect” as model for explaining 
norm diffusion is required in the light of the EU 
example. In doing so, Montoya has put forward a 
model she refers to as the “umbrella pattern” as a 
means to describe the activities of the EU in the 
policy area of human rights. This pattern of norm 
diffusion in the existence of ROs is illustrated in 
figure 3 below.

Figure 3.  The umbrella pattern as a process of norm diffusion through regional organizations

Source: Montoya (2009), p.329.
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As we can see from the figure above, in the 
“boomerang” model NGOs at the bottom of 
the figure put pressure on states and carry out 
monitoring tasks as well as engaging in the 
creation of issue-specific problem consciousness. 
In so doing, they frame particular issues, and 

when being blocked from direct access to 
the government, engage in the formation of 
transnational coalitions. Integration into such 
coalitions enables domestic civil-society actors 
to make their voices heard at the international 
level and to put international pressure on national 
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governments accused of human rights violations. 
As the result of such “naming and shaming” 
campaigns and international pressure, governments 
may be forced to change their policies. Yet, as 
examples from Southeast Asia and here most 
noticeably the case of Burma illustrate, pressure 
mobilization and policy change is a direct function 
of the existence of civil societies able to engage in 
transnational networking. 

However, in the “umbrella” model, weak 
organizat ions provide information to  the 
international organization at the top of the figure 
(including regional organizations) and also receive 
aid from organizations at the top. The EU causes 
NGOs to form links with NGOs from other states 
and applies pressure, moving from a situation 
located in one state to one involving all its 
member states. Thus, strong ROs with a sufficient 
level of concentration of governance authority 
at the supranational level are able to translate 
single-case pressure into dynamics of broad and 
coordinated policy promotion. However, although 
this model enables us to sufficiently account for 
the constructive role of ROs in norm diffusion, 
the preconditions for norm diffusion here are 
high: supranational governance structures willing 
to promote access to civil-society actors, while 
at the same time being independent and critical 
of their member states’ actions and thus able to 
enforce change of political practice vis-à-vis the 
nation state. Thus, in very much the same way as 
is presented via this model the EU has developed 
and promulgated its trafficking in persons related 
transnational advocacy network centering on the 
“Daphne Project”. This type of regional advocacy 
network is defined by the American political 
science scholars Melinda Adams and Alice Kang 
(2007, p. 455) as “a regional movement involving 
a shared purpose of individuals and organizations”. 
We may see the operations of this kind of 
mechanism in the case of the “Daphne Project”.

With an eye on Southeast Asia, it seems 
necessary to note that despite the fact that the 
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) 
represents a credible regional organization next to 
the EU regional governance in this world region 
it remains a long distance away from European-
style supranational governance. A meaningful 
comparison of regional organizations is commonly 
considered difficult to conduct, and critics further 
point out that comparative study of the constitutive 
norms of ASEAN’s modus operandi concerning 
the norm of non-intervention in domestic affairs 
will simply result in the conclusion that different 
organizations produce different policy outcomes 
with regard to the diffusion of global human-rights 
norms. This is a justified viewpoint. And yet, if 
we accept the posture that the protection of human 
rights based on particular global norms in itself 
represents a commonly accepted international 
objective, the empowerment of civil society and 
the participation of NGOs in policy-making will 
be essential parts in the evolution of human rights 
in Asia as they were in Europe. The evolution of 
civil society-state relations for the enhancement 
of human rights protection in Southeast Asia will 
be an essential aspect of the region’s trajectory 
towards democratic governance. Arguing that a 
comparison of the world regions of Europe and 
East Asia is unlikely to produce important insights 
given the different character of the norms that 
determine operation of regional organizations 
might risk reducing the notion of democratic 
governance to Europe alone. Comparative research 
on regional organizations in the field of norm 
diffusion—a virtually untapped research area (De 
Lombaerde et al., 2010) —must not engage in the 
comparison of two regions at a same point of time, 
but should compare same stages of development. 
Anything else will only result in conclusions 
emphasizing the uniqueness  of  European 
governance. 
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Meanwhile, the state of civil society in many 
ASEAN member states is in a sorrow condition, 
excluding NGOs from direct political participation. 
Thus, taking account of the positive experience 
of the EU in facilitating civil-society growth 
at the national and eventually the transnational 
level should be seen as a valuable lesson to those 
scholars and policymakers seriously interested in 
combating trafficking in persons as a transnational 
crime. Trafficking in persons takes place in corners 
of the society where the state appears to be a far-

off existence, thus the need for the involvement 
of civil-society actors operating at the local and 
remote areas of national-government policy-
making. As a result of this, we must recognize 
the causality involved in combating human-
rights violations and transnational crimes by 
acknowledging that attempts to engage in fighting 
such problems require democratization of society 
through the support and establishment of civil-
society actors. 

Considering the arguments and information 
discussed in this paper, we may conclude that 
the EU itself as a governance actor has played 
a leading role in the diffusion of anti-trafficking 
norms in the EU territory. It has also played an 
important role in the development of global anti-
trafficking norms from the stage of political 
rhetoric to that of policy implementation. Of 
course, this relates not only to the EU as a 
governance arena but also to its role as an actor in 
the protection and promotion of human rights. As 
the “umbrella” model shows, the EU strengthens 
the formation of regional advocacy networks and 
through this activity contributes to the formation 
of civil society within the EU. 

Furthermore, with regard to the issues 
discussed above, as Jeffrey Checkel (2001) has 
pointed out, we can understand “Europeanization” 
as a norm-diffusion mechanism. And as Thomas 
Risse-Kappen (1994) also argues, norms are not 
diffused automatically, but are brought to the 
stage of internalization through the activities of 
non-governmental actors and policy networks. 
The EU makes use of a pressure mechanism 
involving transnational networks in its anti-

trafficking campaigns through the strengthening 
of civil-society actors. The “Europeanization” 
discussed here, if we follow Risse et al.’s (2001) 
definit ion implies EU-based formation of 
governance measures, policy networks and the 
institutionalization of relationships between actors 
focused on EU policy directions with regard to the 
solution of certain political problems at the EU 
level. This form of governance, such as has been 
seen with the “Daphne Project” can be achieved 
through the formation of regional advocacy 
networks.

Needless to say, analyzing the EU’s measures 
against trafficking in persons merely by referring 
to advocacy networks and the power of norms 
would simplify the problem. New and promising 
IR scholarship has emphasized the attempt to 
achieve the “securitization” of the trafficking in 
persons problem (cf. Aradau, 2008). EU policies 
against trafficking observed from this standpoint 
include stricter border-controls conducted by 
the EU’s border control agency Frontex, stricter 
immigration legislation, or simply the building 
of new fences as proposed most recently by 
Greece pointing to its border with Turkey and 

Ⅴ.	 Conclusion:	Norm	Diffusion	as	‘Europeanization’	and	the	
Formation	of	a	Transnational	Civil	Society
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the stream of human trafficking into its territory 
from Africa and the Middle East.12 In fact, as 
recently as December 2010 the EU adopted new 
legislation against human trafficking, extending 
the punishments for aiding smuggling groups, 
while appointing Myria Vassiliadou as the new 
anti-trafficking coordinator and introducing a 
new website.13 However, the UK and Denmark 
opted out of the new law, fearing the EU’s judicial 
power.14 This circumstance alone does not only 
emphasize the limits of EU governance but also 
the importance of local civil-society groups that 
advocate future policy change in order to fight 
trafficking in persons.  

At the same time, while the EU represents a 
case of active human-rights leadership and good 
governance, the requirements for achieving similar 
results in other regions are high. Thus, even in 
the presence of weak civil-society organizations 
or the complete absence thereof, as is often the 
case in regions such as Southeast Asia, strong 
supranational governance structures can facilitate 
policy change through empowering civil society 
at the domestic and transnational levels. Creating 
policy and civil-society networks at these levels 
seems an inevitable initiative if we consider the 
transnational nature inherited in the problem 
of trafficking in persons. Thus, any approach 
to combating trafficking in persons needs to 
be comprehensive in scope, encompassing 
all levels of governance. As such, this paper 
has argued that measures taken to combat and 
prevent human trafficking will necessarily 
require democratization of society, given the 
importance of civil-society actors as vehicles for 
the protection and enforcement of human-rights 
norms at corners of society in which governments 
often lack governance capacities. In essence, the 
prevention and protection of human rights does 
necessarily require democratization if this means 
the toleration of and cooperation with civil-society 

actors at the domestic and transnational levels. 
This lesson should be taken into consideration by 
policymakers in regions such as Southeast Asia 
when seeking sustainable solutions for trafficking 
in persons in their regional neighborhood.  

In building on what little exists in terms of 
research on the processes by which the anti-
trafficking norm has been implemented in Europe 
and promoted by the EU in addition to an analysis 
of new policy initiatives by the EU, this paper has 
provided the basis for a broader comparative study 
investigating the role of regional organizations 
in the fight against trafficking in persons. Thus, 
while the United Nations has called for concrete 
measures against trafficking in persons in its 2009 
International Framework for Action: To Implement 
the Trafficking in Persons Protocol15 this paper 
identifies the need for future research that employs 
the conclusions drawn from the case of the EU 
to provide a comparison of the EU’s efforts with 
recent initiatives introduced by ASEAN. With 
comparative research on the differences of regional 
institutions having emerged only recently (Acharya 
and Johnston ed., 2007), research of this nature 
will likely provide new insights in the role of 
regional institutions and the effects of institutional 
differences on the promotion and enforcement of 
norm-implementation. Thus, in accordance with 
the growing amount of constructivist research and 
work on international organizations, the central 
focus of such studies remains with the questions 
of what the limits and potentials for regional 
organizations in the promotion and implementation 
of global norms may be, and how, when and under 
which conditions norms matter.
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Notes
  1 Earlier versions of this manuscript have been presented 

at the 11th Annual Meeting of the Japanese Society for 
Public Interest and Common Good Studies held at Seijō 
University, Tokyo (September 12, 2010), and the 29th 
Annual Meeting of the Japan Association for Social and 
Economic Systems Studies held Dōshisha University, 
Kyoto (October 30, 2010). The author wishes to thank all 
participants for their stimulating questions and comments. 
Particularly, the author wishes to express her gratitude 
to Professor Hiroshi Shiratori, Professor Hiroshi Yoda, 
as well as Professor Hiraku Yamamoto, as well as the 
anonymous reviewer of this journal for their valuable 
comments.

  2 The UN’s official document is entitled “Protocol to 
prevent, suppress and punish trafficking in persons, 
especially women and children, supplementing the United 
Nations Convention against Transnational Organized 
Crime”, available at http://www.uncjin.org/Documents/
Conventions/dcatoc/final_documents_2/convention_%20_
traff_engl.pdf (retrieved June 15, 2010).

  3 It should be noted that earlier reports of the US 
government until 2008 have referred to the number of 
800,000 victims trafficked across borders annually (US 
State Department, 2008, p. 7). With the arrival of the 
Obama administration, the 2009 report as adopted the 
larger number of the International Labor Organization 
which estimates that “there are at least 12.3 million 
adults and children in forced labor, bonded labor, and 
commercial sexual servitude at any given time”, p. 8. The 
use of ILO data represents in the area of the US’s policy 
regard the issue of trafficking in persons a shift away from 
the G.W. Bush administration’s unilateralism towards 
multilateralism. This seems reasonable, given the “naming 
and shaming” strategy that is employed in the Annual 
Reports. For such, any appeal of this data to be legitimate, 
data generated and provided by external multilateral 
international organizations appear to be of more effect. 

  4 http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-11993720 
(retrieved January 10, 2011).

  5 For a detailed discussion of the role of feminist politicians 
and bureaucrats in the EU and the function of the “velvet 
triangle” in EU gender policymaking see Locher (2007), 
pp. 212-224.

  6 For the 2007 budget for assigned to Daphne III see the 
Commission’s working programme for Daphne III based 

on its budget legislation, available at http://ec.europa.
eu/justice/funding/daphne3/awp_daphne3_2007_en.pdf 
(retrieved November 8, 2010).

  7 http://ec.europa.eu/justice/funding/daphne3/awp_
daphne3_2008_en.pdf (retrieved November 8, 2010).

  8 http://ec.europa.eu/justice/funding/daphne3/awp_
daphne3_2009_en.pdf (retrieved November 8, 2010).

  9 http://ec.europa.eu/justice/funding/daphne3/awp_
daphne3_2010_en.pdf (retrieved November 8, 2010).

10 For the specific requirements for application to EU 
funding granted within the Daphne framework see official 
Call for Papers of for the period of 2007-2010, available 
at http://ec.europa.eu/justice/funding/daphne3/funding_
daphne3_en.htm (retrieved November 8, 2010).

11 http://lastradainternational.org/ (retrieved January 10, 
2011).

12 http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-12109595 
(retrieved January 10, 2011).

13 http://www.europolitics.info/eu-tools-up-to-fight-human-
trafficking-art290878-16.html (retrieved January 10, 
2011).

14 http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-11993720 
(retrieved January 10, 2011).

15 Available at http://www.unodc.org/documents/human-
trafficking/Framework_for_Action_TIP.pdf (retrieved June 
15, 2010). 
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Appendix

Participant Signature Ratification

Austria 12 Dec 2000 15 Sep 2005

Belgium 12 Dec 2000 11 Aug 2004

Bulgaria 13 Dec 2000 5 Dec 2001

Cyprus 12 Dec 2000 6 Aug 2003

Czech Republic 10 Dec 2002

Denmark 12 Dec 2000 30 Sep 2003

Estonia 20 Sep 2002 12 May 2004

Finland 12 Dec 2000

France 12 Dec 2000 29 Oct 2002

Germany 12 Dec 2000 14 Jun 2006

Greece 13 Dec 2000

Hungary 14 Dec 2000 22 Dec 2006

Ireland 13 Dec 2000 17 Jun 2010

Italy 12 Dec 2000 2 Aug 2006

Latvia 10 Dec 2002 25 May 2004

Lithuania 25 Apr 2002 23 Jun 2003

Luxembourg 13 Dec 2000 20 Apr 2009

Malta 14 Dec 2000 24 Sep 2003

Netherlands 12 Dec 2000

Poland 4 Oct 2001 26 Sep 2003

Portugal 12 Dec 2000 10 May 2004

Romania 14 Dec 2000 4 Dec 2002

Slovakia 15 Nov 2001 21 Sep 2004

Slovenia 15 Nov 2001 21 May 2004

Spain 13 Dec 2000 1 Mar 2002

Sweden 12 Dec 2000 1 Jul 2004

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 14 Dec 2000 9 Feb 2006

* The “Global Anti-Trafficking Regime” is the “Protocol to Prevent and Punish Trafficking in 
Persons, Especially Women and Children, Supplementing the United Nations Convention 
against Transnational Crime”.

Source: Compiled by the author.

EU Member State Participation to the Global Anti-Trafficking Regime*


