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Executive Summary 

Human trafficking is a growing problem and has begun to receive increasing attention on 
the international level.  The equivalent to modern-day slavery, human trafficking 
significantly impacts hundreds of thousands of people each year who are coerced into 
forced labor, domestic servitude, or the commercial sex industry. 
 

In addition to adopting regional initiatives aimed at enhancing international cooperative 
efforts to end trafficking in persons, many countries have enacted domestic legislation 
specifically targeting traffickers.  Some recent large-scale efforts included the United 
Nations’ adoption of two protocols: 1) the U.N. Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish 
Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women and Children, and 2) the U.N. Protocol 
Against the Smuggling of Migrants by Land, Air and Sea, which were signed and ratified 
by dozens of countries. 
 

In particular, the United States has been a forerunner in adopting anti-trafficking 
legislation.  Since the Clinton administration, the United States’ government has focused 
on curbing the crime and has enacted several major pieces of legislation, including the 
Violence Against Women Act, the Victims of Trafficking and Violence Protection Act of 
2000, and the Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act of 2003. 
 

On the state level, Arizona’s efforts to reduce human trafficking encompass a variety of 
responses through the creation of new legislation and task forces among other 
approaches, including: 
 

- The creation of the first State Illegal Immigration Enforcement Squad, 
- The declaration by Governor Napolitano’s pronouncing January 11 as the 

state’s observance of Human Trafficking Awareness Day, 
- The  Arizona Attorney General Office’s creation of a Border Trafficking 

Team designed to target human smugglers and their financial networks, 
- The creation of the Greater Phoenix Area Human Trafficking Task Force to 

educate various branches of local law enforcement and community leaders on 
identifying and responding to incidents of human trafficking, 

- The implementation of two measures – the Stolen Vehicle Border 
Enforcement Strategy and the Fraudulent Identification Task Force – meant to 
target some of the tools traffickers rely on to facilitate their crimes, and 

- The establishment of the Arizona League to End Regional Trafficking 
(ALERT), a local non-profit organization designed to educate the public and 
offer assistance to trafficking victims. 

 

While Arizona has displayed great initiative and seen some success in combating human 
trafficking, greater public awareness is needed, and the results of its current policies and 
programs remain unclear due to a lack of publicly accessible records.  To better evaluate 
Arizona’s efforts to end trafficking within its boundaries, current programs need to 
establish clear measures of success and revise reporting procedures to provide for a 
comprehensive accounting of human trafficking cases, rather than grouping them 
together with human smuggling cases.
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Introduction 
The United States officially outlawed slavery with the passage of the 13th 

Amendment, yet slavery has persisted to the modern day in the form of human 

trafficking.  Predominantly involving the forced exploitation of women and children for 

labor or the sex industry, trafficking in persons affects hundreds of thousands, potentially 

even millions, of lives each year.  However, despite these figures, human trafficking 

largely remains an infrequent topic of widespread media and legislative discourse.   

In the last few decades, trafficking in persons has begun to receive wider 

international attention.  In the United States, concerns about human trafficking largely 

center on the porousness of the southern border and the number of people being 

smuggled into the country.  However, a commonly held misperception is the belief that 

human smuggling is equivalent to human trafficking.  These two phrases are not 

interchangeable and the differences between them can best be described in the following 

statement, “Smuggling is an offense against the integrity of the U.S. borders and requires 

an illegal crossing of said border, whereas trafficking, is an offense against a person and 

does not require the crossing of borders” (Kelley and Purucker). 

This paper will predominantly focus on the legislative and policy actions taken on 

the international, national, and local level to combat trafficking in persons.  For the 

purpose of this paper, and in keeping with dominant international definitions, human 

trafficking is generally understood as the movement of an individual within or across 

borders for the purpose of extracting their labor by means of fraud, coercion, and physical 

violence or threat of violence against their own person or against their family members.  

The following table offers a clear illustration of the most notable differences between 

human smuggling and human trafficking: 
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TRAFFICKING SMUGGLING

Must Contain an Element of Force, Fraud, 

or Coercion (actual, perceived, or implied), 

unless under 18 years of age involved in 

commercial sex acts.

The person being smuggled is generally 

cooperating.

Forced Labor and/or Exploitation There is no actual or implied coercion.

Persons trafficked are victims
Persons smuggled are violating the law. 

They are not victims.

Enslaved, subjected to limited movement or 

isolation, or had documents confiscated.

Persons are free to leave, change jobs, 

etc.

Need not involve the actual movement of 

the victim.

Facilitates the illegal entry of person(s) 

from one country into another.

No requirement to cross an international 

border.

Smuggling always crosses an international 

border.

Person must be involved in labor/services or 

commercial sex acts, i.e. must be "working".

Person must only be in country or 

attempting entry illegally.
 

    -- U.S. Dept. of State. Bureau for International Narcotics and Law 

Enforcement Affairs, Human Smuggling and Trafficking Center.  “Fact 

Sheet: Distinctions Between Human Smuggling and Human 

Trafficking.”  1 Jan. 2005. 

 

As noted in a 2004 report conducted by the United States Department of Health and 

Human Services, it was found that “[a]fter drug dealing, human trafficking is tied with 

the illegal arms industry as the second largest criminal industry in the world today, and it 

is the fastest growing”.  The numbers are staggering – according to the United States’ 

Department of Health and Human Services, an estimated 14,500 to 18,500 people are 

trafficked annually into the United States and 600,000 to 800,000 are trafficked globally 

(U.S. Dept. of HHS – Human Trafficking Fact Sheet).  However, the difficulty in 

recognizing human trafficking and the frequent inability of victims to communicate their 

situations to law enforcement officials have led to a variety of estimates in the United 

States, with the CIA estimating a greater number of people – 40,000 to 50,000 – were 

trafficked into the country annually (Suveiu and Uekert 105).  The difficulty in 

recognizing instances of human trafficking as well as the difficulty in bringing traffickers 
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to justice has produced a similar variation on the international level as to the crime’s true 

scope, with some reports estimating one to two million people are trafficked per year, 

while “The International Labor Organization (ILO) – the United Nations (UN) agency 

charged with addressing labor standards, employment, and social protection issues – 

estimates there are 12.3 million people in forced labor, bonded labor, forced child labor, 

and sexual servitude at any given time; other estimates range from 4 million to 27 

million” (Hyland 29; U.S. Dept. of State TIP Report 6).  As a result of economic and 

social conditions, the criminals involved in trafficking tend to exploit vulnerable and poor 

members of society, a tendency reflected in trafficking statistics with a majority of those 

brought into the United States originating from less economically developed countries in 

East Asia or the Pacific, and nearly 80% of all trafficking victims are female – 70% of 

whom are trafficked for the commercial sex industry (NCJRS – TIP Facts and Figures).  

However, human trafficking in the United States is not simply limited to international 

victims brought into the country – a recent study revealed American citizens are victims 

of trafficking as well: “…10 to 15 percent of all homeless and street children are 

trafficked nationally” (Suveiu and Uekert 105). 

Research into human trafficking has shown trends exist in the characteristics of 

those who are trafficked as well as the geographic and economic conditions that create an 

atmosphere open to trafficking.  These trends reveal the tendency for trafficked victims to 

typically be removed from less developed home countries and relocated to more highly 

developed destination countries (Miko 40).  Additionally, trafficking victims share 

common demographic characteristics: they tend to be poor, uneducated, originate from 

rural areas, and are transported to urban centers (Miko 40; McClain 589).  Victims of 
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trafficking are often repeatedly bought and sold throughout their lifetimes, yet the initial 

perpetrators of this cycle are frequently the victim’s own family members who acted 

through greed or needed the money to survive (U.S. Dept. of State TIP Report 9).  In the 

2004 “Trafficking in Persons Report”, the U.S. State Department reported approximately 

80% of those annually trafficked were female and almost half were under the age of 18 

(U.S. Dept. of State TIP Report 6).  Victims are typically kidnapped or lured into being 

trafficked through false job offers, newspaper ads, or marriage proposals (Miko 39-40;  

Di Nicola 194; Shelley 199).  A common trafficking scenario involves false job 

advertisements for domestic positions, such as nannies or maid servants, and responding 

applicants are subsequently forced or coerced into forced labor or prostitution     

(Ribando 5; U.S. Dept. of State “Fact Sheet…”).   

The full magnitude of trafficking in persons on a global scale is difficult to 

determine.  Due to the nature of human trafficking, many victims are kept isolated.  

Typically, traffickers confiscate individual passport and legal documents to retain control 

over their victims, since it strips them of their legal status and serves to further 

dehumanize them, making the trafficked persons more malleable.  Revocation of their 

passports also serves to further decrease a trafficked person’s chances of escape, since the 

lack of proper documentation can delay investigations and possibly even result in the 

deportation of trafficked victims (Shelley 206).  In the past, it was not unusual for 

trafficking victims to be penalized for speaking out against their traffickers by also being 

treated as criminals by law enforcement, wherein such instances sometimes resulted in 

trafficking victims being prosecuted as illegal immigrants or prostitutes.  Furthermore, 

many trafficking victims share common characteristics that allow traffickers greater 
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control over them, such as a lack of English-speaking skills, a lack of education, a fear of 

law enforcement derived from the reputation of law enforcement officials from their 

home lands, and a belief that they have no available legal recourse should they escape 

(Shelley 205; McClain 589).  As a result of these limitations, trafficked victims are often 

physically and linguistically isolated and fear speaking out about their situations, making 

it difficult to detect incidents of trafficking and to understand the full scope of the 

problem (Shelley 205). 

 Human trafficking has existed in many forms since ancient times, but several 

events in recent history have contributed to the growth of human trafficking in the 

modern era.  Among these contributing factors was the fall of Communism in 1991, 

which led to a significant increase in human trafficking from former Soviet countries to 

countries in Western Europe as well as the United States (Miko 42; Shelley 196).  In 

Southeast Asia, contributing factors to the prevalence of human trafficking are primarily 

related to the growing popularity of the commercialized sex tourism industry, the lower 

social status accorded to women in many countries, and globalization, which allows a 

greater ease in moving people across borders (Miko 41; Shelley 196; McClain 584).  Due 

to poor economic conditions and rampant government corruption, many Asian countries, 

particularly China, Thailand, Myanmar, and the Philippines are havens for human 

traffickers (Ward and Mabrey 387-399; Miko 41).  In particular, the extreme poverty and 

the presence of organized criminal groups have resulted in the kidnapping, selling, and 

exploitation of thousands of women and children.  These circumstances are especially 

prevalent in China where it was reported, “From 1991 through 1996, Chinese police freed 

88,000 kidnapped women and children and arrested 143,000 people for participating in 
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the slave trade (Liu & Elliot 1998: 48 qtd. in Ward and Mabrey 391).  Thus, traffickers 

are opportunistic and take advantage of periods of social upheaval and armed conflict to 

prey on vulnerable individuals whose disappearances are less likely to be noticed, 

particularly children who have been orphaned or separated from their families.  

Recognition of this method of operation sparked greater vigilance in the movement of 

people in the aftermath of the 2004 Sumatra Tsunami (Miko 38).  

As the U.S.-led crackdown on international drug trafficking raises the risk of 

exposure for criminals, established criminal organizations expand their activities into 

human trafficking and other illicit trades to diversify their holdings (Shelley 197).  Once 

estimated at producing approximately $6 billion per year in profit, global human 

trafficking is now estimated at producing annual profits in excess of $9 billion each year 

(Shelley 198; U.S. Dept. of State TIP Report 9).  The explosive growth of this industry 

reflects the attractiveness of human trafficking for transnational criminal organizations as 

a viable and highly profitable alternative to drug trafficking due to the lower risks of 

detection, prosecution, and incarceration (Shelley 198).  Due to the concentrated effort to 

reduce drug trafficking, human traffickers are benefiting from the relative inattention: 

“Despite intense efforts to increase trafficking prosecutions, the U.S. Department of State 

has identified less than 8,000 cases worldwide, in contrast to the tens of thousands of 

cases generated in relation to drug trafficking” (Shelley 197-198).  

 Although human traffickers use a variety of routes, the U.S. remains a popular 

destination due to its wealth, demand for cheap labor, and growing commercialized sex 

industry (U.S. Dept. of State TIP Report 11-12).  Human traffickers make wide use of 

airports in the United States, particularly large and desirable entry points include the 
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major port cities of Miami, New York City, Los Angeles, and San Francisco (Di Nicola 

191).  To gain entry into destination countries, traffickers typically rely on ‘tried-and-

true’ methods involving transporting their victims by car, boat, or plane.  In some cases, 

traffickers who represent, or are part of organized crime units, will traffic people to or 

from countries along the same route the organization may use for transporting other illicit 

items, such as drugs or illegal weapons (Di Nicola 190-191). 

 

 

The International Community’s Response 

 Although recognized on an international level for the last several decades, the 

distinctions between human trafficking and human smuggling were not legally 

formalized on the international scene until the implementation of two U.N. Protocols, 

which served to supplement the U.N.’s Convention Against Organized Crime: 1) the 

U.N. Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women 

and Children, and 2) the U.N. Protocol Against the Smuggling of Migrants by Land, Air 

and Sea.  The trafficking protocol was designed to specifically deal “with the trade in 

human beings for the purpose of exploitation” whereas the smuggling protocol was 

developed to counteract the increase in human smuggling by organized criminal networks 

(Di Nicola 183).  The trafficking protocol was enacted Christmas Day 2003, and the 

smuggling protocol entered into force shortly thereafter on January 28, 2004 (UNODC 

“The United Nations Convention Against…”).  As of November 2007, the smuggling 

protocol was signed by 112 countries and ratified by 78 countries, and the trafficking 

protocol was signed by 117 countries and ratified by 86 (UNODC “Signatories to the 
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CTOC Migrant Smuggling Protocol”; UNODC “Signatories to the CTOC Trafficking 

Protocol”; for a complete list of signatory countries for both protocols see Appendix A 

and Appendix B).  The U.N. Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in 

Persons, Especially Women and Children represented the first transnationally recognized 

definition of human trafficking.  According to the Protocol, human trafficking is defined 

as: 

“…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 a position of vulnerability or of the 

giving or receiving of payments or benefits to achieve the consent of a person 

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” (McClain 599). 

The definitions of human trafficking and smuggling contained within these U.N. 

documents helped establish a universal standard in defining and recognizing human 

trafficking as a transnational crime and provided the groundwork for many nations to 

incorporate similar language into their own anti-trafficking laws.  Additionally, since the 

United States has taken the lead in passing anti-trafficking legislation and in the 

prosecution of traffickers, many countries look to the United States’ framework as 

another model (Hyland 29). 

In addition to the protocols adopted by the United Nations, several members of 

the international community have taken combating trafficking in persons one step further 
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by creating regional initiatives to enhance regional cooperation and equip countries to 

provide better assistance to victims.  The first of these initiatives was developed in 

October 2004 by representatives from six countries of the Greater Mekong Sub-region – 

China, Cambodia, Thailand, Lao PDR, Vietnam, and Myanmar – who committed their 

countries to “coordinated action on trafficking prevention, law enforcement, the 

prosecution of traffickers, and the recovery, reintegration and support of trafficking 

victims” (Rush).  The creation of this regional agreement was particularly significant 

because human trafficking is rampant in the area wherein “[a]pproximately one-third of 

all trafficking in women and children takes place from and within the East Asia region” 

(Rush).   The Memorandum of Understanding that resulted from this October meeting 

provided the groundwork for the development of a “comprehensive and strategic Sub-

regional Plan of Action to jointly combat human trafficking”, which served as an impetus 

for each of the six participating nations to adopt a national anti-human trafficking 

strategy as part of their duties under the action plan (People’s Daily Online).  Officially 

termed the Coordinated Mekong Ministerial Initiative against Trafficking (COMMIT), 

the sub-regional action plan works to promote policy dialogue among participating 

countries in regards to identifying trafficking victims, promoting greater monitoring of 

migration policies and labor laws, promoting international cooperation by working with 

U.N. agencies and non-governmental organizations (NGOs), focusing on a victim-

centered approach, and accomplishing its goals in a timely fashion among many other 

guidelines for a total of thirty-four articles of interest that comprise this cooperative 

regional effort to reduce human trafficking, particularly that of women and children 

(Thatun).  In the three years since its development, COMMIT has expanded and annually 
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hosts a Regional Training Program to educate mid-level government employees about 

recognizing and understanding human trafficking in the hope of influencing policy in the 

region (“COMMIT Anti-Trafficking Training Programme…”).   

  

 

The United States’ Response 

During the 1990s, human trafficking entered into the international spotlight.  U.S. 

efforts to combat human trafficking paralleled this development with efforts made by 

both the Clinton and George W. Bush administrations to raise awareness of the increasing 

trafficking problem.  The Clinton administration initiated the International Crime Control 

Strategy, which made a provision for the development of an interagency task force to 

address the international implications of human trafficking (Miko 43).  On the eve of the 

United Nations Fourth World Conference on Women in Beijing in August 1995, 

President Clinton created the Interagency Council on Women, which was tasked with 

leading the United States’ response to issues relevant to women’s progress, such as job 

security, domestic violence, and income equality among others (United States 

Information Agency).  In addition to these duties, the council also focused on 

coordinating the country’s anti-trafficking efforts and created the United States’ first 

policy definition of modern human trafficking: 

“Trafficking is all acts involved in the recruitment, abduction, transport, 

harboring, transfer, sale or receipt of persons; within national or across 

international borders; through force, coercion, fraud or deception; to place persons 

in situations of slavery or slavery-like conditions, forced labor or services, such as 
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forced prostitution or sexual services, domestic servitude, bonded sweatshop labor 

or other debt bondage” (Hyland 30). 

Additionally, during the Clinton administration, several anti-human trafficking strategies 

were developed, including a directive to “establish a U.S. government antitrafficking 

strategy of prevention, protection and support for victims, and prosecution of traffickers” 

(Miko 43-44). The Clinton administration continued its mission of prevention and 

protection by establishing a “senior governmental working group on trafficking” and 

passing the Victims of Trafficking and Violence Protection Act (VTVPA), which 

represented the combined evolution of two bills originally passed in Congress amending 

the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) of 2000.  President Clinton signed the 

VTVPA into law on October 28, 2000 (Miko 44). 

The current Bush administration continued the United States’ strong anti-human 

trafficking stance with a renewed push for federal agencies and departments to make anti-

trafficking a priority.  During this time, the administration established the Interagency 

Task Force to Monitor and Combat Trafficking in Persons, and President George W. 

Bush signed the Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act of 2003 into law 

December 19, 2003 (TVPRA).  The TVPRA and further renewals of the act (reauthorized 

in 2005) allocated greater funding to combat human trafficking and served to increase 

U.S. efforts to assist children and foreigners who were trafficked into or within the 

United States.  The act also served to direct U.S. agencies’ anti-trafficking efforts in the 

wake of conflicts and natural disasters abroad as well as extending government oversight 

on the activities of government contractors, employees, peacekeepers, or aid workers who 
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may become involved in human trafficking while working on behalf of the U.S. 

government (Miko 45). 

As noted, the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) was revised and 

reauthorized in 2000 and later in 2005, with the VAWA 2005 making provisions 

expanding the protections to immigrants who were in the U.S. unlawfully as a result of 

“severe forms of human trafficking” (Conyers 459).  The act also allowed for the creation 

of a specially trained VAWA unit, which consolidated all VAWA immigration functions 

into a single unit to allow for greater efficiency in identifying eligible cases as well as 

greater consistency in adjudications (Conyers 461).  Section 817 of VAWA 2005 

extended protections to immigrant victims of trafficking to prevent information from 

being disclosed to the trafficker that may be detrimental to the well-being of victims as 

well as preventing “the use of information provided by abusers in removal proceedings” 

(Conyers 462).  Thus, the new protective measures included in the renewed VAWA 2005 

increased the safety of trafficking victims, offered legal immigration opportunities and 

relief services through the T-visa and U-visa programs, which increased the likelihood of 

prosecuting human trafficking cases by allowing victims who cooperated with law 

enforcement officials the opportunity to remain in the country legally and provide 

evidence against their captors (Ribando 14).  Furthermore, individuals who were granted 

T-visas and U-visas may eventually be allowed to become permanent legal residents of 

the United States (United States Congress “INS and the Executive Office…”). 

In a move strengthening the original policy definition of trafficking derived by 

President Clinton’s Interagency Council on Women, the Victims of Trafficking and 

Violence Protection Act of 2000 (VTVPA) represented the United States’ first legal 
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definition of trafficking in persons.  According to U.S. law, human trafficking is defined 

as: “…the recruitment, harboring, transportation, provision, or obtaining of a person for 

labor or services, through the use of force, fraud, or coercion for the purpose of 

subjection to involuntary servitude, peonage, debt bondage, or slavery” (Ribando 5).  

Following federal guidelines defining human trafficking, the VTVPA better enabled the 

Civil Rights Division of the Department of Justice to meet its responsibilities, which 

included the criminalization of trafficking in its many forms, permitted prosecution in 

cases where identification documents were confiscated, increased sentences for all 

slavery violations, required court ordered restitution to victims upon conviction of the 

trafficker, and implemented new victim assistance programs (U.S. Dept. of Justice 

“Victims of Trafficking…”). 

The passage of the VTVPA also led to the creation of the Trafficking in Persons 

and Worker Exploitation Task Force (TPWETF).  As part of the Civil Rights Division of 

the U.S. Department of Justice, the TPWETF served as an interagency task force working 

jointly with the FBI, INS, and the U.S. Attorney’s Office.  Since its inception, the number 

of open slavery investigations has tripled (U.S. Dept. of Justice “Trafficking in 

Persons…”).  However, the increase in investigations and convictions represents only a 

fraction of the problem: “From 1998 to 2004, the number of cases concerning trafficking 

jumped from two to twenty-nine, the number of defendants charged almost tripled from 

nineteen to fifty-nine, and the number of convictions increased from twenty-five to forty-

three” (McClain 591).  The TPWETF provided information to advocacy organizations, its 

investigations increased the effectiveness of prosecutions, it implemented increased 
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statutory maximum sentences for traffickers, and it offered new protections for victims 

(U.S. Dept. of Justice “Trafficking in Persons…”). 

 The passage of the Victims of Trafficking and Violence Protection Act of 2000 

was followed three years later by the Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act 

of 2003 (TVPRA), which similarly served to strengthen previous anti-human trafficking 

legislation.  The TVPRA amended the original Trafficking Victim Protection Act of 2000 

and created a “Special Watch List” of countries suspected of actively participating in 

human trafficking (NCJRS “Trafficking in Persons”).  The TVPRA increased the funding 

for anti-trafficking efforts and set forth “minimum standards for the elimination of 

trafficking that governments must meet and placed on such governments the 

responsibility to provide the information and data by which their compliance with the 

standards could be judged” (Ribando 19).  Accordingly, the TVPRA then annually 

evaluates each foreign government on a tiered system based on each respective country’s 

efforts to combat human-trafficking.  The evaluation ranks countries from Tier 1 to Tier 

3, in which Tier 1 countries have a human-trafficking problem and are making significant 

efforts to combat it, Tier 2 countries are making moderate efforts to combat human 

trafficking, and Tier 3 countries are making little, or no effort to enact or enforce anti-

human trafficking laws (Di Nicola 199).  A country that receives Tier 3 status faces 

possible economic sanctions from the United States (U.S. Dept. of State TIP Report 5).  

In 2006, thirty-nine countries were placed on the Tier 2 Watch List, twelve countries 

were placed on Tier 3, and three countries received full sanctions: Burma, Cuba, and 

North Korea (Ribando 23). 
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The U.S. State Department’s Trafficking in Persons Report serves to annually 

evaluate foreign governments on their efforts to minimally comply with U.S. anti-

trafficking standards and provide assistance to trafficking victims (Miko 45; U.S. Dept. 

of State TIP Report 5).  Although the Trafficking in Persons Report rates countries’ 

efforts in combating human trafficking in a three-tiered system, there are actually four 

possible categories in which a country can be placed: Tier 1, Tier 2, Tier 2 Watch List 

(added in 2004), and Tier 3 (Miko 47-48).  It has been noted by members of the Untied 

States’ diplomatic corps that the Tier 2 Watch List serves as an effective tool to influence 

many countries’ actions as they seek to improve their anti-trafficking ranking and prevent 

the possibility of sanctions, yet some countries base their trafficking laws on stipulations 

of movement (Miko 47).  The State Department, however, found such movement to be 

‘incidental,’ rather, the “…force, fraud, or coercion exercised on that person to perform 

or remain in service to a ‘master’ is the defining element of trafficking in modern usage” 

(U.S. Dept. of State TIP Report 8). 

 Despite the United States’ efforts as a leader in the fight against trafficking in 

persons, there have been some discrepancies in the nation’s policies, specifically in 

regards to the link between human trafficking and the sex industry, Dr. Donna Hughes, in 

testimony before the Senate Subcommittee of East Asian and Pacific Affairs, noted that 

although the U.S. has implemented anti-trafficking legislation as well as created national 

offices and policies to fight trafficking, the U.S. has granted aid in the past to health 

organizations that worked to reduce the spread of HIV/AIDS by campaigning for 

increased condom use in brothels of developing countries, yet turned a blind eye to those 

forced into prostitution in order to accomplish their public health mission.  Thus, 
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organizations that received financial assistance from the United States needed to undergo 

further scrutiny and reporting procedures needed to be developed, so aid workers who 

suspected sex trafficking or exploitation understood the methods required to report to the 

proper authorities.  In order to correct this loophole, Representative Chris Smith (R – 

New Jersey) introduced an amendment to the Global HIV/AIDS bill (H.R. 1298) that 

would prohibit funds from the act for “being used to provide assistance to any group that 

does not have a policy explicitly opposing prostitution and sex trafficking” (Hughes 1-3).  

On May 27, 2003, the Global HIV/AIDS bill, including Representative Smith’s 

amendment, was signed into law by President Bush as the United States Leadership 

Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria Act of 2003 (P.L. 108 – 25; United States 

Peace Corps).  The act directed $3 billion per year over a five year period to combat the 

spread of HIV/AIDS around the world and included strategies to “eradicate prostitution, 

the sex trade, and sexual abuse and exploitation of women and children” among others 

(Kaisernetwork.org; Office of Legislative Policy and Analysis).  The act was set to expire 

in September 2008, but was introduced into the Senate by Senator Richard Lugar (R – 

Indiana) for reauthorization last fall as Senate Bill 1966, the HIV/AIDS Assistance 

Reauthorization Act of 2007.  However, since the senator’s introductory remarks, the 

reauthorization act has seen no further action in Congress (Congressional Record). 

Furthermore, although the United States has enacted legislation, created task 

forces, and participated in international efforts to combat trafficking in persons, there are 

limitations to the country’s anti-trafficking efforts.  According to the Government 

Accountability Office, a report from 2006 “concluded that U.S. Government efforts to 

combat trafficking have been hampered by the lack of a coordinated strategy and the 
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absence of performance measures by which to judge the impact of its antitrafficking 

programs abroad” (Miko 49).  Due to the perceived border issues and concerns with 

illegal immigration, in the past it was not unlikely for victims of trafficking to be viewed 

as illegal immigrants and deported once their presence was known.  Thus, trafficked 

persons were doubly-victimized and treated as criminals with no possible way to testify 

against their traffickers (Miko 48; McClain 585). Furthermore, not all governments report 

their anti-trafficking statistics and most official figures that do exist are estimates, so the 

exact number of people annually trafficked internationally remains unknown (U.S. GAO 

“Human Trafficking: Better Data…” 19-22).    Thus, despite the increased attention and 

new legislation developed to combat human trafficking in the United States, only a small 

fraction of victims are identified and few traffickers are prosecuted. 

 

 

Response on the State Level – Arizona 

 Arizona is one of several states to introduce additional anti-human trafficking 

legislation to supplement federal laws and enhance the state’s capabilities to prosecute 

traffickers (“U.S. Policy Alert…” 1).   

During the forty-eighth legislative session, Arizona lawmakers introduced two 

measures: Senate Bill 1268 (SB 1268) and House Bill 2310 (HB 2310).  Introduced on 

January 24, 2007, the Senate Bill was meant to provide increased measures for defining 

and classifying those engaged in child prostitution.  The bill expanded several existing 

measures penalizing child prostitution violators and specifically provided that it would be 

“…a Class 2 felony for a person to recruit, entice, harbor, transport, provide or obtain by 

any means another person under 18 years old with the intent of causing the other person 
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to engage in prostitution” (Arizona House of Representatives “House of Representatives: 

SB 1268 Summary”).  The bill was passed unanimously in the Senate, but was halted in 

June on the House floor (Welch; Arizona State Legislature “Bill Status Overview: 

SB1268”). 

During the same legislative session, Representatives Ray Barnes and Mark 

Anderson introduced a bill that would revise the Arizona Revised Statute pertaining to 

Dangerous Crimes Against Children (§ 13-604.01).  The bill revised language from the 

pre-existing statute and specific additions included variations of the phrase “commercial 

sexual exploitation of a minor who is twelve years of age or younger” to clarify victim 

groups in sections pertaining to the sentencing guidelines for people convicted of 

dangerous crimes against children (Arizona House of Representatives “HB 2310”).  

However, since January 2007, the bill has seen no further action due to being held in 

committee (Arizona State Legislature “Bill Status Overview: HB 2310”). 

Although the more recent SB 1268 and HB 2310 failed to be enacted, the 2005 

legislature succeeded in passing an anti-trafficking statute that was signed into law by 

Arizona Governor Janet Napolitano.  The new law, SB 1372 (A.R.S. § 13 – 306), made 

human trafficking and human smuggling felony crimes in Arizona.  It also established 

“…sex trafficking, if committed against a person who is under 15 years of age, a 

dangerous crime against children” and provided “for restitution to victims of sex 

trafficking and people who were trafficked for the purposes of forced labor or services” 

(National Conference of State Legislatures).  Thus, this new human trafficking statute 

provided the state with another means of combating human trafficking within its 

boundaries. 
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Analysis – Arizona 

 In addition to its legislative stance, Arizona has adopted a multi-faceted approach 

to countering human trafficking.  The state’s efforts include the creation of an illegal 

immigration enforcement team, a specially assigned anti-trafficking task force in the 

Phoenix metropolitan area, and a border smuggling task force within the state’s Attorney 

General’s office.  Furthermore, the state has sought to increase public awareness of the 

scope of the problem – this past year marked Arizona’s first observance of Human 

Trafficking Awareness Day, which was officially recognized by Governor Napolitano on 

January 11 and is to be observed on the same date every year hereafter (Napolitano 

“Human Trafficking…”).  As a result, increases in manpower and policies dedicated to 

combating human trafficking have had some success in curbing human trafficking within 

the state by targeting both trafficking itself as well as other illegal activities traffickers 

engage in as part of the trafficking process, such as auto theft and identity fraud. 

 In response to the increasing occurrence of human smuggling and trafficking 

across Arizona’s southern border, Governor Napolitano took the initiative and 

implemented the first ever State Illegal Immigration Enforcement Squad in 2005 

(Napolitano “Message of the Week Aug. 17, 2005”).  Representing a unique partnership 

between state and federal law enforcement officials from the Department of Homeland 

Security (DHS), the Enforcement Squad was comprised of a twenty-four member team 

evenly divided between each respective level of government – twelve officers from the 

Arizona Department of Public Safety and twelve United States Border Patrol agents.  

Tasked with “enforcing laws specific to the violent practice of human and drug 

trafficking”, the Squad offered a training opportunity for DHS agents in recognizing 
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human trafficking and a unique partnership with local law enforcement.  In addition to 

cracking down on violent human trafficking, members of the squad were also tasked with 

assisting in reducing the number of ‘catch and release’ incidents across the state, wherein 

local law enforcement officers apprehend illegal immigrants and are forced to release 

them due to a lack of manpower and jail overcrowding on part of U.S. Immigration and 

Customs Enforcement.  Although the creation of this specialized squad represented a 

distinctive milestone in combating human trafficking, the Squad itself was a pilot 

program meant to be activated for a one-year period and evaluated at the end of its term.  

Furthermore, funding for the unit was made available on a temporary basis – since the 

Arizona State Legislature had not approved funding for the creation of the squad, the 

Arizona Department of Public Safety became responsible for providing funding for the 

entire project (L’Ecuyer; ““Overview of the Governor’s…””).  Thus, the success of the 

State Illegal Immigration Enforcement Squad was difficult to determine, since research 

indicated the program fulfilled its single term of service and records failed to indicate a 

renewal of the program in a more permanent capacity. 

 Following the creation of the human smuggling statute in 2005, the Arizona 

Attorney General’s office created the Border Trafficking Team.  Established by Arizona 

Attorney General Terry Goddard, this nine-member team focused on prosecuting those 

engaged in human smuggling and fraudulent identity cases.  The Border Team also 

worked with financial institutions to actively disrupt the coyotes’ financial networks.  As 

a result of these efforts, Attorney General Goddard released a statement in March 2006 

stating, “In the past year, we have arrested 160 smugglers, stopped more than 12,400 wire 

transfers and seized more than $15 million in funds.  We have also taken $3 million in 
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vehicles used by smugglers and $5 million in other property” as well as seized “…11 

used car lots and more than 400 vehicles in the Phoenix area being used by smugglers” 

(Goddard; Office of the Arizona Attorney General).  However, this statement does not 

differentiate between the number of trafficking cases prosecuted under the statute versus 

the number of prosecuted smuggling cases, which makes it difficult to determine the 

effectiveness of the statute in reducing human trafficking within the state.  Additionally, 

although the number of smugglers prosecuted for their crimes appears relatively small, 

Arizona has experienced greater success than other regions, such as southwest Florida, 

which, in recent years, has seen only nine prosecutions for human trafficking and has 

seven on-going investigations (Boudreau).  As Arizona focuses on undermining the 

financial stability of smuggling operations, the state is emerging as the nation’s leader in 

identifying, investigating, and prosecuting fraudulent transfer payments (Goddard).  

However, despite these efforts, the state’s anti-trafficking policies are limited by its 

jurisdiction and largely represent stop-gap measures, which attempt to secure Arizona’s 

border that provides a beckoning gateway to traffickers, since the federal government has 

failed in its responsibility to secure the Mexican-American border. 

 As a result of the federal government’s failure to secure the Arizona-Mexico 

border, members of Arizona’s law enforcement agencies have become pseudo-Border 

Patrol agents, dealing with the increasing surge in illegal border traffic in addition to their 

regular duties (Morrison 2-3).  As Governor Napolitano noted in her testimony to the 

U.S. House of Representatives Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees, 

Border Security, and International Law, the federal government owes a significant debt to 

Arizona under the State Criminal Alien Assistance Program (SCAAP), which legally 
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mandates that the federal government is responsible for reimbursing states for the costs of 

incarcerating illegal immigrants.  In reality, the federal government is only minimally 

reimbursing the state despite the significant increase of costs incurred through Arizona’s 

efforts to secure the border on its own – Arizona spent $357,516,523.12 on border 

security in 2006, and unpaid costs have risen this year to almost $500 million (Napolitano 

“Ensuring Full Implementation…”; Napolitano “‘Stimulus’ and the States”; United States 

Congress “Comprehensive Immigration Reform…”).  Consequently, the state’s first 

responders are facing strains on manpower and funding, which affects the overall security 

of the state and makes it more desirable for human traffickers to operate in the area.  

 Last fall, Glendale, Arizona, hosted a day-long task-force training event at a local 

community college for over 250 law enforcement members, victim advocates, and 

various community representatives.  The event marked an effort by the Greater Phoenix 

Area Human Trafficking Task Force to “…inform law enforcement, business, and 

community leaders on how to identify and report potential victims of trafficking; to 

demonstrate how federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies work together to 

investigate and prosecute human trafficking and help victims seek compensation for their 

exploited labor”.  In remarks made at the seminar, First Assistant U.S. Attorney Ann 

Harwood stated the task force was created to “…increase collaboration among local, 

state, and federal agencies, and NGOs to better assist victims and to work together to 

fight this terrible crime” (Raynor 1).  Thus, the training provided to the conference’s 

attendees allowed for the spread of common knowledge in properly differentiating human 

trafficking from human smuggling, which would increase the efficiency of law 

enforcement’s response, make investigations more effective, and provide better 
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assistance to victims.  In addition to providing training for law enforcement, the task 

force also made it easier to report human trafficking violations with the creation of 

hotline: 1-888-60-ALERT (Raynor 1).  As of 2005, this task force represented one of 

twenty anti-trafficking task forces developed by the Department of Justice (Suveiu and 

Ekert 105, 107; for further information on other task locations  see Appendix C). 

 In keeping with its pattern of developing unique strategies to combat border 

crime, specifically human and drug trafficking, Arizona in recent years has also 

implemented two measures –the Stolen Vehicle Border Enforcement Strategy and the 

Fraudulent Identification Task Force – to target some of the tools that traffickers rely on 

to facilitate their criminal activities (L’Ecuyer).  As part of Governor Napolitano’s 

“Strong Border, Secure Arizona” plan, the Stolen Vehicle Enforcement Strategy was 

designed to utilize “high-tech cameras to detect stolen vehicles traveling southbound 

toward the Arizona-Mexico Border” and represented the “first concentrated effort by the 

state government to crack down on auto theft at the Arizona-Mexico Border” (Napolitano 

“Message of the Week Nov. 2, 2005”; “Overview of the Governor’s…”).  A second part 

of the strategy included an international collaborative agreement between law officials on 

both sides of the border: members of Arizona and Sonora, Mexico, law enforcement 

agreed to share intelligence regarding auto theft to further reduce border crime and limit 

the transportation options and financial assets available to smuggling operations 

(L’Ecuyer; “Overview of the Governor’s…”; Napolitano “Message of the Week, Nov. 2, 

2005”).  The Fraudulent Identification Task Force was originally comprised of 

representatives from the Arizona Liquor License and Control agency, but soon received 

additional funding from the Department of Homeland Security and is now comprised of 
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seventeen agents from ten federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies, including 

the U.S. Border Patrol, U.S. Department of State, U.S. Immigration and Customs 

Enforcement, Arizona Department of Public Safety, Arizona Office of Inspector General, 

Arizona Department of Economic Security, Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections, 

Arizona Department of Corrections, and Phoenix Police Department (González; 

L’Ecuyer; Logan; “Overview of the Governor’s…”).  Within a year of the Fraudulent 

Identification Task Force being implemented, the National Governors Association Center 

for Best Practices hailed the program as a success, noting, “…task force operations have 

resulted in the seizure of nearly $1.5 million and 19 weapons, the confiscation of nearly 

one thousand fraudulent documents, and more than 750 criminal charges filed against 

127 defendants” (Logan).  

In addition to these official measures, Arizona is also home to the Arizona League 

to End Regional Trafficking (ALERT).  Created through a grant from the U.S. 

Department of Justice Office for Victims of Crime in 2003, ALERT represents on of the 

country’s few non-profit organizations that strictly deals with educating the public in 

regards to human trafficking and offering assistance to trafficking victims, which 

includes providing “…food and shelter; medical care; mental health counseling; 

immigration assistance; legal assistance; language interpretation; case management; and 

other culturally appropriate services” (“About ALERT”).  The organization has partnered 

with representatives of local law enforcement, faith-based communities, and various 

other community leaders to expand its anti-trafficking initiative (“About ALERT”).  

Although research yielded no direct data pertaining to the number of trafficking victims 

assisted per year, ALERT’s efforts to raise human trafficking awareness have had some 
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impact through the organization’s participation in seminars, such as the Greater Phoenix 

Area Human Trafficking Task Force Seminar in Glendale last fall (Kelley and Purucker). 

Moreover, efforts to inform the public are slowly paying off.  For instance, this 

past April, the University of Arizona’s Social Justice League hosted a week-long series of 

activities to raise human-trafficking awareness including movie screenings, guest 

speakers, and a craft fair on the university’s mall where students had the opportunity to 

support trafficking survivors by purchasing crafts made by these individuals (Myers). 

Arizona is ahead of many states in the union.  It is one of a few states to have both 

anti-trafficking legislation and anti-trafficking task forces.  However, due to funding 

shortfalls, a need to further increase public awareness, and a lack of understanding on the 

part of law enforcement in clearly recognizing instances of human trafficking the state 

still has room for improvement.  Despite the efforts of the Greater Phoenix Area Human 

Trafficking Task Force Seminar to provide a uniform understanding of human trafficking 

to the conference’s attendees, the number of individuals affected by this broadened 

awareness represent only a fraction of the law enforcement officers, legal personnel, and 

other community members who work to prevent human trafficking in the state.  

Furthermore, through a lack of a clear evaluation procedure to indicate measures 

of success, Arizona is failing, in some regards, to follow through on its policies.  

Research on the specific number of traffickers caught since legislation was enacted in 

2005 was scarce and the Governor’s State Illegal Immigration Enforcement Squad was 

only funded for one year with little information as to its success available in the public 

domain.  However, while the lack of clearly available results and human trafficking 

activity persists within the state, Arizona has made marked strides in meeting the 
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challenges of this pervasive crime.  In the future, the state needs to focus on evaluating 

the effectiveness of existing anti-trafficking policy efforts by establishing clear standards 

to measure success, and revising law enforcement reporting methods to allow for a 

differentiation in recording incidents of human trafficking, rather than including it under 

the umbrella of human smuggling.  
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APPENDIX A 
Signatories to the U.N. Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in 

Persons, Especially Women and Children supplementing the U.N. Convention 

against Transnational Organized Crime 
 

Country  Signature  

Ratification, Acceptance (A), 

Approval (AA), Accession (a), 

Succession (d)  

Albania   12 Dec 2000   21 Aug 2002   

Algeria   6 Jun 2001   9 Mar 2004   

Argentina   12 Dec 2000   19 Nov 2002   

Armenia   15 Nov 2001   1 Jul 2003   

Australia   11 Dec 2002   14 Sep 2005   

Austria   12 Dec 2000   15 Sep 2005   

Azerbaijan   12 Dec 2000   30 Oct 2003   

Bahamas   9 Apr 2001     

Bahrain     7 Jun 2004 a   

Barbados   26 Sep 2001     

Belarus   14 Dec 2000   25 Jun 2003   

Belgium   12 Dec 2000   11 Aug 2004   

Belize     26 Sep 2003 a   

Benin   13 Dec 2000   30 Aug 2004   

Bolivia   12 Dec 2000   18 May 2006   

Bosnia and Herzegovina   12 Dec 2000   24 Apr 2002   

Botswana   10 Apr 2002   29 Aug 2002   

Brazil   12 Dec 2000   29 Jan 2004   

Bulgaria   13 Dec 2000   5 Dec 2001   

Burkina Faso   15 Dec 2000   15 May 2002   

Burundi   14 Dec 2000     

Cambodia   11 Nov 2001   2 Jul 2007   

Cameroon   13 Dec 2000   6 Feb 2006   
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Country  Signature  

Ratification, Acceptance (A), 

Approval (AA), Accession (a), 

Succession (d)  

Canada   14 Dec 2000   13 May 2002   

Cape Verde   13 Dec 2000   15 Jul 2004   

Central African Republic     6 Oct 2006 a   

Chile   8 Aug 2002   29 Nov 2004   

Colombia   12 Dec 2000   4 Aug 2004   

Congo   14 Dec 2000     

Costa Rica   16 Mar 2001   9 Sep 2003   

Croatia   12 Dec 2000   24 Jan 2003   

Cyprus   12 Dec 2000   6 Aug 2003   

Czech Republic   10 Dec 2002     

Democratic Republic of the Congo     28 Oct 2005 a   

Denmark 1    12 Dec 2000   30 Sep 2003   

Djibouti     20 Apr 2005 a   

Dominican Republic   15 Dec 2000   5 Feb 2008  

Ecuador   13 Dec 2000   17 Sep 2002   

Egypt   1 May 2002   5 Mar 2004   

El Salvador   15 Aug 2002   18 Mar 2004   

Equatorial Guinea   14 Dec 2000   7 Feb 2003   

Estonia   20 Sep 2002   12 May 2004   

European Community   12 Dec 2000   6 Sep 2006 AA   

Finland   12 Dec 2000   7 Sep 2006 A   

France   12 Dec 2000   29 Oct 2002   

Gambia   14 Dec 2000   5 May 2003   

Georgia   13 Dec 2000   5 Sep 2006   

Germany   12 Dec 2000   14 Jun 2006   

Greece   13 Dec 2000     
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Country  Signature  

Ratification, Acceptance 

(A), Approval (AA), Accession 

(a), Succession (d)  

Grenada     21 May 2004 a   

Guatemala     1 Apr 2004 a   

Guinea     9 Nov 2004 a   

Guinea-Bissau   14 Dec 2000   10 Sep 2007   

Guyana     14 Sep 2004 a   

Haiti   13 Dec 2000     

Honduras      1 Apr 2008 a  

Hungary   14 Dec 2000   22 Dec 2006   

Iceland   13 Dec 2000     

India   12 Dec 2002     

Indonesia   12 Dec 2000     

Ireland   13 Dec 2000     

Israel   14 Nov 2001     

Italy   12 Dec 2000   2 Aug 2006   

Jamaica   13 Feb 2002   29 Sep 2003   

Japan   9 Dec 2002     

Kenya     5 Jan 2005 a   

Kiribati     15 Sep 2005 a   

Kuwait     12 May 2006 a   

Kyrgyzstan   13 Dec 2000   2 Oct 2003   

Lao People's Democratic Republic     26 Sep 2003 a   

Latvia   10 Dec 2002   25 May 2004   

Lebanon   9 Dec 2002   5 Oct 2005   

Lesotho   14 Dec 2000   24 Sep 2003   

Liberia     22 Sep 2004 a   

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya   13 Nov 2001   24 Sep 2004   
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Country  Signature  

Ratification, Acceptance 

(A), Approval (AA), Accession 

(a), Succession (d)  

Liechtenstein   14 Mar 2001   20 Feb 2008  

Lithuania   25 Apr 2002   23 Jun 2003   

Luxembourg   13 Dec 2000     

Madagascar   14 Dec 2000   15 Sep 2005   

Malawi     17 Mar 2005 a   

Mali   15 Dec 2000   12 Apr 2002   

Malta   14 Dec 2000   24 Sep 2003   

Mauritania     22 Jul 2005 a   

Mauritius     24 Sep 2003 a   

Mexico   13 Dec 2000   4 Mar 2003   

Moldova   14 Dec 2000   16 Sep 2005   

Monaco   13 Dec 2000   5 Jun 2001   

Montenegro 2     23 Oct 2006 d   

Mozambique   15 Dec 2000   20 Sep 2006   

Myanmar     30 Mar 2004 a   

Namibia   13 Dec 2000   16 Aug 2002   

Nauru   12 Nov 2001     

Netherlands 3   12 Dec 2000   27 Jul 2005 A   

New Zealand 4    14 Dec 2000   19 Jul 2002   

Nicaragua     12 Oct 2004 a   

Niger   21 Aug 2001   30 Sep 2004   

Nigeria   13 Dec 2000   28 Jun 2001   

Norway   13 Dec 2000   23 Sep 2003   

Oman     13 May 2005 a   

Panama   13 Dec 2000   18 Aug 2004   

Paraguay   12 Dec 2000   22 Sep 2004   
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Country  Signature  

Ratification, Acceptance 

(A), Approval (AA), Accession 

(a), Succession (d)  

Peru   14 Dec 2000   23 Jan 2002   

Philippines   14 Dec 2000   28 May 2002   

Poland   4 Oct 2001   26 Sep 2003   

Portugal   12 Dec 2000   10 May 2004   

Republic of Korea   13 Dec 2000     

Romania   14 Dec 2000   4 Dec 2002   

Russian Federation   12 Dec 2000   26 May 2004   

Rwanda   14 Dec 2000   26 Sep 2003   

Saint Kitts and Nevis     21 May 2004 a   

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines   20 Nov 2002     

San Marino   14 Dec 2000     

Sao Tome and Principe     23 Aug 2006 a   

Saudi Arabia   10 Dec 2002   20 Jul 2007   

Senegal   13 Dec 2000   27 Oct 2003   

Serbia   12 Dec 2000   6 Sep 2001   

Seychelles   22 Jul 2002   22 Jun 2004   

Sierra Leone   27 Nov 2001     

Slovakia   15 Nov 2001   21 Sep 2004   

Slovenia   15 Nov 2001   21 May 2004   

South Africa   14 Dec 2000   20 Feb 2004   

Spain   13 Dec 2000   1 Mar 2002   

Sri Lanka   13 Dec 2000     

Suriname     25 May 2007 a   

Swaziland   8 Jan 2001     

Sweden   12 Dec 2000   1 Jul 2004   

Switzerland   2 Apr 2002   27 Oct 2006   
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Country  Signature  

Ratification, Acceptance 

(A), Approval (AA), Accession 

(a), Succession (d)  

Syrian Arab Republic   13 Dec 2000     

Tajikistan     8 Jul 2002 a   

Thailand   18 Dec 2001     

The Former Yugoslav Republic of 

Macedonia   
12 Dec 2000   12 Jan 2005   

Togo   12 Dec 2000     

Trinidad and Tobago   26 Sep 2001   6 Nov 2007   

Tunisia   13 Dec 2000   14 Jul 2003   

Turkey   13 Dec 2000   25 Mar 2003   

Turkmenistan     28 Mar 2005 a   

Uganda   12 Dec 2000     

Ukraine   15 Nov 2001   21 May 2004   

United Kingdom of Great Britain 

and Northern Ireland   
14 Dec 2000   9 Feb 2006   

United Republic of Tanzania   13 Dec 2000   24 May 2006   

United States of America   13 Dec 2000   3 Nov 2005   

Uruguay   13 Dec 2000   4 Mar 2005   

Uzbekistan   28 Jun 2001     

Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)   14 Dec 2000   13 May 2002   

Zambia     24 Apr 2005 a   

-- United Nations.  Office on Drugs and Crime.  Signatories to the CTOC 
Trafficking Protocol.  2007.  Nov. 1, 2007. <http://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/ 
treaties/CTOC/countrylist-traffickingprotocol.html>. 
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APPENDIX B 
Signatories to the U.N. Protocol Against the Smuggling of Migrants by Land, 

Air and Sea supplementing the U.N. Convention against 

Transnational Organized Crime 

 

Country  Signature  

Ratification, Acceptance 

(A), Approval (AA), Accession 

(a), Succession (d)   

Albania   12 Dec 2000   21 Aug 2002   

Algeria   6 Jun 2001   9 Mar 2004   

Argentina   12 Dec 2000   19 Nov 2002   

Armenia   15 Nov 2001   1 Jul 2003   

Australia   21 Dec 2001   27 May 2004   

Austria   12 Dec 2000     30 Nov 2007 

Azerbaijan   12 Dec 2000   30 Oct 2003   

Bahamas   9 Apr 2001     

Bahrain     7 Jun 2004 a   

Barbados   26 Sep 2001     

Belarus   14 Dec 2000   25 Jun 2003   

Belgium   12 Dec 2000   11 Aug 2004   

Belize     14 Sep 2006 a   

Benin   17 May 2002   30 Aug 2004   

Bolivia   12 Dec 2000     

Bosnia and Herzegovina   12 Dec 2000   24 Apr 2002   

Botswana   10 Apr 2002   29 Aug 2002   

Brazil   12 Dec 2000   29 Jan 2004   

Bulgaria   13 Dec 2000   5 Dec 2001   

Burkina Faso   15 Dec 2000   15 May 2002   

Burundi   14 Dec 2000     

Cambodia   11 Nov 2001   12 Dec 2005   

Cameroon   13 Dec 2000   6 Feb 2006   
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Country  Signature  

Ratification, Acceptance 

(A), Approval (AA), Accession 

(a), Succession (d)   

Canada   14 Dec 2000   13 May 2002   

Cape Verde   13 Dec 2000   15 Jul 2004   

Central African Republic     6 Oct 2006 a   

Chile   8 Aug 2002   29 Nov 2004   

Congo   14 Dec 2000     

Costa Rica   16 Mar 2001   7 Aug 2003   

Croatia   12 Dec 2000   24 Jan 2003   

Cyprus   12 Dec 2000   6 Aug 2003   

Czech Republic   10 Dec 2002     

Democratic Republic of the 

Congo   
  28 Oct 2005 a   

Denmark 1    12 Dec 2000   8 Dec 2006   

Djibouti     20 Apr 2005 a   

Dominican Republic   15 Dec 2000     10 Dec 2007 

Ecuador   13 Dec 2000   17 Sep 2002   

Egypt     1 Mar 2005 a   

El Salvador   15 Aug 2002   18 Mar 2004   

Equatorial Guinea   14 Dec 2000     

Estonia   20 Sep 2002   12 May 2004   

European Community   12 Dec 2000   6 Sep 2006 AA   

Finland   12 Dec 2000   7 Sep 2006 A   

France   12 Dec 2000   29 Oct 2002   

Gambia   14 Dec 2000   5 May 2003   

Georgia   13 Dec 2000   5 Sep 2006   

Germany   12 Dec 2000   14 Jun 2006   

Greece   13 Dec 2000     

Grenada     21 May 2004 a   
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Country  Signature  

Ratification, Acceptance 

(A), Approval (AA), Accession 

(a), Succession (d)   

Guatemala     1 Apr 2004 a   

Guinea     8 Jun 2005 a   

Guinea-Bissau   14 Dec 2000     

Guyana    16 Apr 2008 a  

Haiti   13 Dec 2000     

Hungary   14 Dec 2000   22 Dec 2006   

Iceland   13 Dec 2000     

India   12 Dec 2002     

Indonesia   12 Dec 2000     

Ireland   13 Dec 2000     

Italy   12 Dec 2000   2 Aug 2006   

Jamaica   13 Feb 2002   29 Sep 2003   

Japan   9 Dec 2002     

Kenya     5 Jan 2005 a   

Kiribati     15 Sep 2005 a   

Kuwait     12 May 2006 a   

Kyrgyzstan   13 Dec 2000   2 Oct 2003   

Lao People's Democratic 

Republic   
  26 Sep 2003 a   

Latvia   10 Dec 2002   23 Apr 2003   

Lebanon   26 Sep 2002   5 Oct 2005   

Lesotho   14 Dec 2000   24 Sep 2004   

Liberia     22 Sep 2004 a   

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya   13 Nov 2001   24 Sep 2004   

Liechtenstein   14 Mar 2001   20 Feb 2008  

Lithuania   25 Apr 2002   12 May 2003   

Luxembourg   12 Dec 2000     
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Country  Signature  

Ratification, Acceptance 

(A), Approval (AA), Accession 

(a), Succession (d)   

Madagascar   14 Dec 2000   15 Sep 2005   

Malawi     17 Mar 2005 a   

Mali   15 Dec 2000   12 Apr 2002   

Malta   14 Dec 2000   24 Sep 2003   

Mauritania     22 Jul 2005 a   

Mauritius     24 Sep 2003 a   

Mexico   13 Dec 2000   4 Mar 2003   

Moldova   14 Dec 2000   16 Sep 2005   

Monaco   13 Dec 2000   5 Jun 2001   

Montenegro 2     23 Oct 2006 d   

Mozambique   15 Dec 2000   20 Sep 2006   

Myanmar     30 Mar 2004 a   

Namibia   13 Dec 2000   16 Aug 2002   

Nauru   12 Nov 2001     

Netherlands 3   12 Dec 2000   27 Jul 2005 A   

New Zealand 4    14 Dec 2000   19 Jul 2002   

Nicaragua     15 Feb 2006 a   

Nigeria   13 Dec 2000   27 Sep 2001   

Norway   13 Dec 2000   23 Sep 2003   

Oman     13 May 2005 a   

Panama   13 Dec 2000   18 Aug 2004   

Peru   14 Dec 2000   23 Jan 2002   

Philippines   14 Dec 2000   28 May 2002   

Poland   4 Oct 2001   26 Sep 2003   

Portugal   12 Dec 2000   10 May 2004   

Republic of Korea   13 Dec 2000     
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Country  Signature  

Ratification, Acceptance 

(A), Approval (AA), Accession 

(a), Succession (d)   

Romania   14 Dec 2000   4 Dec 2002   

Russian Federation   12 Dec 2000   26 May 2004   

Rwanda   14 Dec 2000   4 Oct 2006   

Saint Kitts and Nevis     21 May 2004 a   

Saint Vincent and the 

Grenadines   
20 Nov 2002     

San Marino   14 Dec 2000     

Sao Tome and Principe     12 Apr 2006 a   

Saudi Arabia   10 Dec 2002   20 Jul 2007   

Senegal   13 Dec 2000   27 Oct 2003   

Serbia   12 Dec 2000   6 Sep 2001   

Seychelles   22 Jul 2002   22 Jun 2004   

Sierra Leone   27 Nov 2001     

Slovakia   15 Nov 2001   21 Sep 2004   

Slovenia   15 Nov 2001   21 May 2004   

South Africa   14 Dec 2000   20 Feb 2004   

Spain   13 Dec 2000   1 Mar 2002   

Sri Lanka   13 Dec 2000     

Suriname     25 May 2007 a   

Swaziland   8 Jan 2001     

Sweden   12 Dec 2000   6 Sep 2006   

Switzerland   2 Apr 2002   27 Oct 2006   

Syrian Arab Republic   13 Dec 2000     

Tajikistan     8 Jul 2002 a   

Thailand   18 Dec 2001     

The Former Yugoslav 

Republic of Macedonia   
12 Dec 2000   12 Jan 2005   
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Country  Signature  

Ratification, Acceptance 

(A), Approval (AA), Accession 

(a), Succession (d)   

Togo   12 Dec 2000     

Trinidad and Tobago   26 Sep 2001   6 Nov 2007   

Tunisia   13 Dec 2000   14 Jul 2003   

Turkey   13 Dec 2000   25 Mar 2003   

Turkmenistan     28 Mar 2005 a   

Uganda   12 Dec 2000     

Ukraine   15 Nov 2001   21 May 2004   

United Kingdom of Great 

Britain and Northern Ireland   
14 Dec 2000   9 Feb 2006   

United Republic of Tanzania   13 Dec 2000   24 May 2006   

United States of America   13 Dec 2000   3 Nov 2005   

Uruguay   13 Dec 2000   4 Mar 2005   

Uzbekistan   28 Jun 2001     

Venezuela (Bolivarian 

Republic of)   
14 Dec 2000   19 Apr 2005   

Zambia     24 Apr 2005 a  

-- United Nations.  Office on Drugs and Crime.  Signatories to the CTOC 
Migrant Smuggling Protocol.  2007.  Nov. 1, 2007. <http://www.unodc.org/ 
unodc/en/treaties/CTOC/countrylist-migrantsmugglingprotocol.html>. 
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APPENDIX C 

U.S. Department of Justice Human Trafficking Task Force Locations 2006 

 

 -- United States.  Dept. of Justice.  “Attorney General’s Annual Report to Congress on U.S. 
Government Activities to Combat Trafficking in Persons Fiscal Year 2006.”  May 2007.  10 Apr. 2008 
<http://0225.0145.01.040/ag/annualreports/tr2006/ag reporthumantrafficing2006.pdf >. 
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