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Abstract 

The last decade has seen an increased interest in combating human trafficking, with the implementation 

of numerous international, national and local anti-trafficking policies, largely promoting the adoption of 

a victim-centred approach in responding to the crime. Despite the ongoing development in rhetoric 

towards prioritising safeguarding the victims’ welfare, the issue of human trafficking through the lens of 

those practitioners responsible for implementing such measures remains relatively under-researched. 

Aiming to address this gap, this study provides an overview of how relevant practitioners experience 

acknowledge current practices of identification and support for adult victims of trafficking in England in 

terms of policy and practice. To accomplish this goal more effectively, the study examines international 

and national anti-trafficking policies, analysing the promoted approach through examining how these 

expectations materialise in practice. Accordingly, this research included data from 27 semi-structured 

interviews with relevant practitioners from governmental and non-governmental agencies with 

responsibilities for identifying and/or supporting victims of trafficking in England in order to assess their 

understanding of those measures and their application. 

 

This study has highlighted how anti-trafficking efforts to identify and support trafficked persons in 

England are currently challenged by the relevant policies and processes, due to a lack of clarity and 

resources. The argument developed in this thesis is that the implications of gaps in policy responding to 

the crime are that it both legitimises inconsistent actions from different groups of practitioners that 

impedes guarantees of safeguarding victims’ welfare being a priority. This limits the extent of their 

compliance with the aims of the UK Government’s anti-trafficking strategy as informed by ratified 

international anti-trafficking conventions. It has been argued that current measures for victims to access 

support are subjugated to an extent to migration and crime-control issues, which jeopardises the UK 

Government’s emphasis on guaranteeing the victims’ start of a recovery from exploitation as 

underpinned by the UK National Referral Mechanism (UK NRM). Findings from this study reinforce 

the importance of understanding how the disregard of victims’ circumstances and needs are currently 

posing barriers of support access while triggering further elements of stress, vulnerability and 

dependency. This restricts their ability to seek support in order to recover from their exploitation whilst 

exposing them to further risks.  

 

This thesis provides an original contribution to the general debate surrounding human trafficking policy 

and practice by discussing how current anti-trafficking actions on identification and support of victims 

do not meet the expectations raised by rhetoric. Discussion of the findings have unpicked certain 
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implications of current policy and practice as well as including some recommendations and 

considerations for future research.    
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1 Introduction 

Human trafficking is a worldwide phenomenon that deprives individuals of their most basic human rights 

(Okech, et al, 2017) and no country is immune from this egregious crime (UNODC, 2016). Victims of 

human trafficking are held in the control of their exploiters and forced to work against their will through 

violence, threats and/or coercion (ILO, 2017a). Although data collection on human trafficking is 

complicated (Kangaspunta, 2007), in 2005 the ILO reported estimates of 12.3 million victims worldwide 

(ILO, 2017b). In 2016, estimates from the ILO indicated that on any given day during 2016, 40 million 

people were victims of modern slavery (ILO, 2017a). The constant increase in the number of cases of 

human trafficking may be linked to the high profits that criminals accrue from exploiting individuals 

while the risk of being caught by authorities lessens (Shelley, 2010: 89). Human trafficking is considered 

to be one of the most lucrative types of organised crime after drug and weapons trafficking due to the 

likelihood of profits from continued exploitation of victims. As a matter of fact, it is estimated that 

traffickers may derive more than 120 billion dollars profit from exploitation per year (ILO, 2014: 13). 

 

Since the estimate of victims has increased dramatically, the identification of obstacles to addressing the 

crime and protecting its victims are issues that have moved to the tops of political agendas. The resulting 

incessant development of policy activity surrounding human trafficking has resulted in the proliferation 

of diverse international, national and regional protocols, encouraging states to commit to the cause by 

implementing counter-initiatives and strategies (Chuang, 2014).  

 

In response to the urgent need to address human trafficking, the United Kingdom (UK) strongly 

committed to the cause by ratifying important international anti-trafficking legal instruments such as the 

Protocol of Palermo, 2000, which offered the first international agreed definition of the crime; the 

Council of Europe Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings, 2005, which emphasised 

the need for victims’ identification and support to be strengthened by governments; and the EU Directive 

2011/36/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 April 2011 on preventing and 

combating trafficking in human beings and protecting its victims which in turn expanded basic support 

actions for victims.  

 

International narratives tend to respond to human trafficking with a special focus on the needs of victims. 

Accordingly, a strong consensus on prioritising the welfare of victims of trafficking has strongly 

influenced the UK Government in its efforts to tackle the crime. Based on this premise, the UK PM 

Theresa May announced that the government’s anti-trafficking strategy “puts victims at the heart of 
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everything we do” (HM Government, 2014a) while including a support action plan aiming to cover 

victims’ individual needs in facilitating their recovery from exploitation (HM Government, 2014a).  

 

The UK Government has recently reaffirmed its commitment to increasing the level of assistance 

allocated to modern slavery to £150 million (HM Government, 2017) and anti-trafficking policy seems 

at on the surface to prioritise the protection of individuals from exploitation by promoting partnerships 

among relevant agencies in order to improve the identification and support of victims (HM Government, 

2014a).  However, the extent of adequacy of current support approaches has been seriously questioned 

due to a lack of governmental guidance or transparency (Human Trafficking Foundation, 2015). 

Essentially, anti-trafficking policies provide guidance for relevant practitioners to respond to human 

trafficking, determining which actions are to be undertaken by certain actors involved in responding to 

the crime and assisting its victims. Although literature offers guidance for practitioners in these specific 

practices, little is known about how those practitioners interpret the issue of trafficking and thus, how 

they undertake such anti-trafficking measures.  

 

In addition, policies will rarely encompass the totality of factors or elements which are presented in reality; 

therefore not all required actions will be predicted by law. If there is ambiguity with how policy informs 

policy practice, which in turn can affect interventions (Balch and Geddes, 2011), this may hamper the 

extent of compliance with anti-trafficking aims and actions, as highlighted by Souhami (2014). Literature 

is plagued with debates that emphasise definitional problems concerning human trafficking, reinforcing 

the continued lack of consensus on identifying the crime that often conflates concepts of human 

smuggling (Human Trafficking Foundation, 2015). The national interest in curbing migration and 

widespread evidence of patchy knowledge of trafficking among practitioners (HMICFRS, 2017), are 

factors which cause issues of tension for practitioners in deconstructing the narrative of anti-trafficking 

policies without jeopardising safeguarding victims’ welfare (Balch and Geddes, 2011). In this sense, 

practitioners’ understandings, goals and resources can significantly affect the interpretation and 

applicability of policies (Hasenfeld, 2009).  

 

This logically shifts an important weight towards practitioners’ decision-making when implementing 

policies, as also explored by Wagenaar (2004). The significance of this research as a contribution to 

current knowledge comes through seeking to understand firstly, how anti-trafficking policies are 

understood by relevant practitioners trying to respond to the crime and, secondly, how these policies 

affect their practices. This is achieved through an analysis of practitioners’ perceptions of actions linked 

to the identification and support of victims of trafficking in England. Understanding these perceptions 
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is expected to enhance knowledge of the extent of coherence of the present UK anti-trafficking strategy, 

which could also contribute to academic debates and influence policy-makers.  

 

Currently, there is widespread concern about how first responders and the Competent Authority (CA) 

responsible for granting the status of victim of trafficking do not uphold the same understandings of the 

crime. Figures from 2019 indicate that although the number of potential victims of trafficking referred 

through the UK NRM by first responders continues to increase, a 52% increase from 2018, only 7% of 

those individuals suspected of being a victim have received positive conclusive grounds decisions by the 

relevant CA (UK NCA, 2020). This denotes that not all practitioners involved in identifying victims of 

trafficking share the same understanding of the crime and its elements, which may have an impact on 

their ability to respond and co-operate across agencies. Therefore, this lack of understanding reinforces 

the aim of this study and thus, explores the reasoning and implications of current anti-trafficking practices 

that could open doors to creating improved response mechanisms.  

  

While the findings from this study relate to the UK context, its contribution sets out processes which 

can be implemented for other states, after outlining existing concerns of the challenges that first 

responders encounter in their anti-trafficking efforts to guarantee the welfare of victims along the stages 

of identification and support. These challenges include first responders’ lack of sufficient guidance, 

training and resources to adjust their approaches to victims’ needs, and how this legitimises actions upon 

agencies’ views and their own capacity to identify and support victims of trafficking, impeding any 

guarantees of the adequacy of their practices. Such enhancements are urgently needed if we are to live up 

to the international community’s pledge in responding to the crime of human trafficking through the 

adoption of a victim-centred approach. The intended outcome is to set important lessons for other 

countries subject to the same international treaties that can learn from the outcome of this study.  

  

 

1.1 Key Questions and Aims of the Research 

This study explores the way in which international anti-trafficking commitments have been interpreted 

under the specific domestic regime of the United Kingdom. It seeks to understand how the current anti-

trafficking system works in England from the viewpoint of first responders.  

 

Reflecting on whether rhetoric is coherent with practice in its promotion of a victim-centred approach, 

this study aims to facilitate answering the following questions: 
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• How do international and national anti-trafficking policies adopt a victim-centred approach? 

• How do first responders interpret these policies and apply them?  

• Based on this research, how does the rhetoric match the practice? 

 

The aim of this study is to explore how the main international anti-trafficking policies have shaped the 

anti-trafficking British context. Discussion of the anti-trafficking policies highlights an overarching focus 

on measures linked to the identification and support of victims of trafficking and thus a victim-centred 

approach in responding to the crime. Principally, this study prioritises the consideration of the following 

international and national anti-trafficking piece of legislation; the Protocol of Palermo, 2000; the Council 

of Europe Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings, 2005 (CETS197, 2005a); the EU 

Directive 2011/36/eu of the European Parliament and of the Council on preventing and combating 

trafficking in human beings and protecting its victims; the Modern Slavery Act, 2015; and the UK 

National Referral Mechanism, 2009. Analysis of anti-trafficking plans and policies allows understanding 

of how practitioners, as participants of this research, are acknowledged in theory (Bradford and Cullen, 

2013: 67) regarding the measures they are expected to undertake.  

 

To examine how the UK anti-trafficking system shapes practitioners’ responses in the identification of 

and support for victims of trafficking, by analysing practitioners’ experiences of implementing current 

victim-centric measures in responding to human trafficking. An examination of potential differences in 

approach between authorities and non-governmental organisations allows a better understanding of how 

agencies’ goals and beliefs may also impact on how anti-trafficking practices are carried out. Practitioners 

from governmental and non-governmental organisations are often the first agents to deal with cases of 

human trafficking, reinforcing the necessity of exploring their insights in working with victims.  

 

To explore the potential ‘fit’ between the aims of the UK’s current anti-trafficking approach and first 

responders’ interpretations, based on their own experiences, in order to understand whether the existing 

framework meets their needs. Analysis encompasses findings from interviewing first responders as well 

as examining the tools/referrals they use with reference to current international and national anti-

trafficking law. Special attention is also given to articles that advocate the defence of human rights.  

 

To contribute towards expanding the current debate on human trafficking by facilitating the identification 

of nuances of discord between rhetoric and practice, built upon practitioners’ narratives. To provide new 

insights into existing issues with identifying and assisting victims of trafficking while offering practical 

recommendations. Examining how first responders interpret present anti-trafficking policies will aid 

policy-makers to understand the extent to which current measures to approach the crime and its victims 
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are coherent. Findings from practitioners’ interpretations may be of special interest not only at local and 

national levels but also at an international level since national anti-trafficking measures are commonly 

influenced by international demands. The local level is where all strategies converge and materialise.  

 

1.2 Overview of Chapters 

Chapter 1 provides an overview of the key aspects of this study, such as aims and questions of the 

research, findings and explanations of the main terms utilised. The chapter begins with an introduction 

on the phenomenon of human trafficking and its implications in policy and practice, as well as for the 

purpose of this study. The fast expansion of the crime of human trafficking has prompted the adoption 

of numerous anti-trafficking protocols and strategies internationally and nationally, which aim to improve 

anti-trafficking responses by adopting a victim-centred approach. However, little is known about how 

relevant practitioners interpret and implement these measures. This helped to shape the aims of this study 

in seeking to understand how the present UK anti-trafficking strategy is interpreted by practitioners in 

England.  

 

Chapter 2 begins with a literature review based on the evolution of terminologies within international 

and national anti-trafficking policies. The review facilitates an understanding of how the law has 

constantly evolved towards a victim-centred approach. In addition, a discussion of existing literature in 

human trafficking provides a better understanding of how victims of trafficking are widely regarded and 

thus how practitioners are expected to operate.  

 

Chapter 3 provides detailed information about the adopted approach, selected methodology and method 

of research for this study as well as acknowledging its limitations. The research strategy was determined 

by the intended aims of the investigation, in other words, to achieve a better understanding of the current 

anti-trafficking system in England from a first responder standpoint. An interpretive analysis was adopted 

in order to comprehend the logic behind certain actions undertaken by staff from governmental as well 

as non-governmental organisations. The endeavour to understand practitioners’ perceptions shaped the 

criteria for the sampling and the adoption of semi-structured interviews, as interviewing first responders 

promotes the understanding of their reality through analysing their individual accounts. 

 

Chapter 4 has a particular focus on examining how first practitioners interpret the referral of potential 

victims of trafficking to the UK Home Office. This led to research focusing on practitioners’ 

interpretations of their approaches to identifying victims, and the tools required and/or implemented, 

such as the UK National Referral Mechanism (UK NRM). The analysis highlighted, with the input of 
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first responders, issues which limit their ability to effectively identify and refer victims of trafficking. Key 

findings indicated policy-led barriers to endorsing tailored approaches of identification (Chapter 4.3) and 

to promoting a coherent understanding of the crime and its victims among practitioners (Chapter 4.2).  

 

Chapter 5 examines how first responders interpret the support offered to victims of trafficking under 

and beyond the UK NRM. Lack of specific governmental guidance on supportive action reinforces the 

significance of the role of first responders’ decision making in assisting victims. This analysis highlights 

issues of concern relevant to policy as a lack of statutory measures of support puts at risk victims who 

do not consent to entering the UK NRM (Chapter 5.1) and exposes the gaps in how victims’ needs are 

assessed and catered for by relevant practioners and services (Chapter 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3). Key findings 

stress how the present system of identification jeopardises victims’ welfare due to the prioritisation of 

crime-control matters (Chapter 5.1) and migration issues (Chapter 5.2 and 5.3). 

 

Chapter 6 explores further implications of the absence of governmental guidance and funding beyond 

the ‘recovery and reflection period’, by exploring practitioners’ interpretations and how they engage with 

this situation in England. Discussion with first responders makes evident victims’ ongoing requirements 

of support at this stage and the issues that practitioners face in aiding victims due to a lack of 

governmental support (Chapter 6.2). Key findings highlighted that a growing concern for victims’ welfare 

reinforces a need for better outreach support services. European victims of trafficking face barriers to 

accessing support through the UK mainstream welfare system (Chapter 6.1) while non-European victims 

of trafficking who seek remedy through the asylum system are exposed to unsuitable policy restrictions 

(Chapter 6.3). 

 

Chapter 7 provides a reminder of the research goals followed by a discussion of the key findings of this 

study with relation to a broader theoretical framework. The discussion highlights numerous policy and 

practice areas of tension, exposing the contrast between the UK Government’s aim of pursuing a victim-

centred approach in responding to human trafficking due to the conditionality of support under the UK 

NRM, to their setting of criteria focused on issues of crime-control and migration. These competing aims 

challenge the ability of first responders to effectively adjust their practices to victims’ particular needs 

along stages of identification and support provision. Reflections upon the findings and implications in 

policy and practice pave the way for the inclusion of suggestions to ameliorate current areas of conflict 

between the rhetoric and practice of anti-trafficking approaches. 
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1.3 Definition of main terms 

• A victim-centred approach: This study has acknowledged this term as a type of 

multidisciplinary framework of anti-trafficking measures where the welfare of the victim is 

placed, as in a human-rights based approach, at the centre of countermeasures (Rijken and 

Koster, 2008). In this respect, the adoption of a victim-centred approach shifts from the classic 

two-sided crime-control and migration focus in responding to human trafficking, by placing the 

position of victims as paramount to responses of identification and assistance (Rijken and 

Koster, 2008). 

 

• Human trafficking: The term ‘human trafficking’ has been incorporated in this study in 

consonance with the legal definition adopted by the CETS197 (2005a). Thus, human trafficking 

involves the movement and/or recruitment of a person through means of force, deceit, threats 

and/or abuse of a position of vulnerability in order to facilitate his/her exploitation. Forms of 

exploitation can be so widely varied as to include sexual exploitation, domestic servitude, child 

and labour exploitation, forced marriage, forced criminality and organ harvesting (UNODC, 

2015). To avoid misconceptions, human trafficking does not have to involve the transportation 

of victims across borders as victims can be exploited within a country (Batsyukova, 2012) and 

exploitation does not have to materialise, as the preparatory elements towards exploitation are 

considered sufficient (Gallagher, 2010). 

 

• Potential victims of trafficking: This term has been employed in this study for those individuals 

who are presumably being trafficked although they have yet not been provided with formal 

confirmation of their trafficked status as underpinned by the UK NRM. This confirmation 

would consist of a positive conclusive decision on victimhood made by the relevant 

governmental Competent Authority (CA).  

 

• Competent Authority (CA): This study has included the term Competent Authority to refer to 

the roles of the UK Visas and Immigration department (UKVI) and the UK Human 

Trafficking Centre (UKHTC) later the Modern Slavery Human Trafficking Unit (MSHTU) to 

decide in accordance with the UK NRM who can be considered to be a victim of trafficking. 

The two authorities split the responsibilities over who decides upon the trafficked status 

according to migration status. Non-EEA victims are assessed in the UK by the UKVI while 

assessments for the rest of victims are conducted by the MSHTU. Decisions concerning 
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victimhood will determine the victims’ status and access to support and accordingly, the extent 

of collaboration between victims and first responders. 

 

• First responders: This term has been adopted by the National Crime Agency (NCA) in 

reference to staff from governmental and non-governmental agencies undertaking anti-

trafficking actions of identification and/or support provision for victims of trafficking in 

England (Gov UK, 2020a). While there are differences in duties, first responders are expected 

to liaise with the UK NRM and victims either at the point of referral and/or later during 

periods of support provision while the relevant CA makes a decision of victimhood. In this 

study, the term first responder has been employed in a broader sense in order to include other 

organisations not been included as such by the NCA despite they undertake similar actions. 

Please note that I sometimes utilised the term practitioner as a variation term.  
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2 Setting the scene: What we know about Human Trafficking 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter prepares the reader to have a better understanding of how the international and national 

anti-trafficking narratives acknowledge victims and how they are supposed to be assisted by relevant 

practitioners in England. In this regard, this chapter will unpack the main anti-trafficking treaties ratified 

by the UK, namely the Protocol of Palermo, 2000; the Convention of the Council of Europe (CETS197, 

2005a); and the EU Directive 2011/36/eu. The aim of this analysis is to examine how these anti-

trafficking policies have evolved the terminology concerning who is a victim of trafficking and what their 

rights are, and how this has shaped the UK anti-trafficking system over the years. A particular focus of 

this analysis was upon issues regarding terminology and the adoption of measures that could challenge 

the prioritisation of a victim-centred approach in response to human trafficking.  

 

Information contained in selected international and national anti-trafficking literature will be firstly used 

to guide this study, later being contrasted with practitioners’ interpretations and views of such measures, 

in order to understand the logic behind their individual implementation. 

 

2.2 International legal challenges related to human trafficking 

Forthcoming chapters will explore interpretations from first responders of current anti-trafficking 

measures, which are embedded in the present vision of a victim-centred approach. Prior to expanding 

the discussion on this approach to addressing human trafficking, it is necessary to understand the 

importance of focusing on victims in responses to human trafficking and why the practice can be complex 

due to policies dictated by issues of crime-control and migration (Rijken and Koster, 2008). 

 

International efforts to curb the human trade can be traced back to well before contemporary views of 

the need to adopt a victim-centred approach that places the victim at the forefront of anti-trafficking 

strategies. The first instances of systematic anti-slavery claims and protests can be traced back as late as 

the mid-eighteenth century when activists started to rise up against the treatment and conditions to which 

slaves at that time were exposed (Quirk, 2011: 6). These abolitionists started questioning the morality of 

the treatment of slaves on grounds of human rights and religion and thus demonstrated there was a moral 

duty to ban slavery (Martinez, 2012: 17). They were solely focused on the abolition of the slave trade. 

This differs greatly from current responses to the crime which encompass a large number of anti-slavery 
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provisions, such as civil and legal responsibilities to compensate victims for the harm caused, such as 

rehabilitation, financial compensation, social justice, etc. (Quirk, 2011: 7). 

 

Changes in law to prevent the trade in persons started, to a certain extent, to evolve towards a more 

victim-centred approach in around 1900 by encompassing measures that facilitated the inclusion of other 

actors who until then had not been considered as victims of this crime. These namely related to white 

illegally-resident foreign females who provided sexual services. This was largely identified as “white 

slavery” also referred to at the time as “immoral services” (Atasü-Topcuoğlu, 2014: 170). The terminology 

of the “white slave trade” was a reflection of concerns of the time about European females being 

trafficked for sexual purposes (Elliott, 2014: 50) which was reflected in the adoption of the 1904 

International Agreement for the Suppression of the White Slave Traffic (UN, 1904/1949) (ratified by the 

United Kingdom). This treaty is, as stressed by Sasaki (2012), considered to be a forerunner in introducing 

the terms of ‘traffic’ and ‘trafficking’ and a number of considerations that, as highlighted by Allain (2017), 

“still remain central to human trafficking”. Hence, the treaty had a focus on border control to address 

the crime (Article 2)1 while links between prostitution and/or sexual exploitation were already taken into 

consideration (Article 1)2 (UN, 1904/1949). Still far from being a victim-centred approach in responding 

to human trafficking, this Convention was formulated with a focus on reinforcing the duty of states to 

stop slavery rather than reinforcing the responsibility of states to safeguard the rights of victims. 

 

It was not until the past few decades that changes in law shifted drastically regarding slavery. It shifted 

from a broad sense of an individual’s condition of ownership (UNHCR, 2020), towards it being viewed 

as the pursuit of economic profit through the use of certain means of control that facilitate the 

exploitation of individuals (CETS197, 2005a). In addition, with this recent view of human trafficking, a 

growing international consensus has developed towards the consideration of the crime as a serious 

violation of human rights (Obokata, 2006).  

 

Regarding human trafficking as a matter of human rights violations is well supported under ‘claims of 

the immorality and unlawfulness of one person appropriating the legal personality, labour or humanity 

of another’ (OHCHR, 2014). In addition, a considerably large number of recognised human rights – to 

                                                   
1 Article 2 
“Each of the Governments undertakes to have a watch kept, especially in railway stations, ports of embarkation, and en route, for persons 
in charge of women and girls destined for an immoral life. With this object instructions shall be given to the officials, and all other 
qualified persons, to obtain, within legal limits, all in formation likely to lead to the detection of criminal traffic. The arrival of persons 
who clearly appear to be the principals, accomplices in, or victims of, such traffic shall be notified, when it occurs, either to the authorities 
of the place of destination, or to the Diplomatic or Consular Agents interested, or to any other Competent Authorities”. 
2 “Article 1 Each of the Contracting Governments undertakes to establish or name some authority charged with the co ordination of all 
information relative to the procuring of women or girls for immoral purposes abroad; this authority shall be empowered to correspond 
direct with the similar department established in each of the Con tracing States”. 
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individual physical and personal dignity, freedom and security, as well as the principle of non-

discrimination – are violated by human trafficking (OHCHR, 2014). Common practices involved in the 

trafficking in persons that amount to a serious breach of human rights include debt bondage or forced 

labour (OHCHR, 2014). Reinforcing the link between human trafficking and human rights, the breach 

of human rights can be present as the cause and as a consequence of the exploitation of individuals 

(Rijken and Koster, 2008).  

 

A human rights-based approach lays out a comprehensive system of compensation that requires the 

identification of the discriminatory practice against victims in order to effectively redress such 

circumstance of inequity that denies justice to trafficked individuals (OHCHR, 2014). An approach with 

a basis in human rights outlines the importance of applying a victim-centred approach which places 

victims at the centre of anti-trafficking strategies in order to redress the damage (Goodey, 2008), and 

requires a strong understanding of the damage caused in connection to human trafficking in order to 

adopt a coherent response.  

 

Although there are cases where states adopt a victim-centred approach to respond to human trafficking, 

a focus on victims is not always at the centre of all responses of trafficking. There is an ongoing tendency 

to regard human trafficking as a form of illegal migration and to confuse it with human smuggling (Rijken 

and Koster, 2008). The overlapping nature of these crimes often blurs the differences between them 

(Batsyukova, 2012).  

 

In principle, trafficked individuals accept their relationship with their traffickers who by dishonest means 

of deceit, coercion, threats or the abuse of a position of vulnerability (CETS197, 2005a) limit trafficked 

individuals’ choice to reject and/or to end their exploitation. Smuggled individuals are aware of their 

involvement in an illicit border crossing and are free to end the relationship with their smugglers upon 

arrival to the country of destination (Holmes, 2010). In this regard, the elements of deception in 

smuggling are not between smugglers and smuggled individuals but against the state due to the illegality 

of the entry (Holmes, 2010). Therefore, while human trafficking can be recognised as a crime against the 

individual that breaches individual human rights, the crime of human smuggling is considered as a 

‘violation of state sovereignty’ (Winterdyk, et, al., 2012).  

 

However, victims of trafficking, like smuggled individuals, have an irregular migration status and both 

groups may offer similar accounts to the relevant authorities that reflect their awareness of their 

involvement in illegal border crossing in order to better their working prospects, without including 

obvious elements of coercion or deception (Rijken and Koster, 2008). In addition, very often these 
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crimes can overlap since smugglers can claim higher expenses to smuggled individuals upon arrival, 

forcing them to accept any type of work to pay off their debts for their journey. Logically, smuggled 

individuals will not be willing to report exploitative working conditions if they might face legal reprisals 

due to their lack of legal migration status, giving smugglers the opportunity to exploit them and receive 

further profits (Holmes, 2010). This is when smuggled individuals can become victims of trafficking and 

therefore the crimes can overlap (Rijken and Koster, 2008). This fosters complex dilemmas for the theory 

and practice of prioritising anti-trafficking responses with a focus on victims as the interests of states 

with territorial sovereignty to control illegal migrants are also at stake (Bosniak, 1991).  

 

Seeing victims of trafficking as smuggled individuals means that the focus on victims will turn into a 

simple matter of migration or a more seriously type of organised offense (OHCHR, 2014), by which 

these illegal migrants are considered liable for their involvement in the criminal act (Obokata, 2006). 

Being considered to be criminal may have an impact on the victims’ trust in authorities, limiting their 

ability and willingness to collaborate in processes of investigation while fostering ongoing cases of 

exploitation (Brunovskis and Surtees, 2019). This shows how other aspects of the crime of human 

trafficking can conflict on the ground with holding a focus on victims in line with a victim-centred 

approach.  

 

Ultimately, the type of approach implemented by relevant practitioners to trafficking will be dependent 

on how international instruments of law implement obligations of which states are considered bearers 

(Obokata, 2006). Bosniak (1991) stressed how major human rights instruments place procedural 

restrictions on the power of states to offer protective measures to lawfully resident aliens. This view of 

the states as subject to the international law and accordingly taking on direct rights and responsibilities 

(Obokata, 2006) prompts the need for an examination of the extent to which international anti-trafficking 

instruments have imposed obligations upon states.  

 

Within the past two decades, most rights and measures of protection towards ensuring the welfare of 

victims of trafficking have been endorsed in several international anti-trafficking conventions, such as 

the Protocol of Palermo of 2000; the Convention on the Council of Europe, 2005; and the EU Directive 

2011/36/eu. This reinforces the rationale for this study to include in the following section an analysis of 

how these anti-trafficking legislations ratified by the United Kingdom have shaped the British anti-

trafficking strategy by which first responders are underpinned in England. 
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2.3 Transposition of international anti-trafficking laws in the UK 

British efforts to combat human trafficking have been strengthened by ratifying the Transnational 

Organized Crime Convention (6 February, 2006), the Trafficking Protocol (9 February, 2006), and the 

Council of Europe Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings, 2005 which came into 

force in 2009.  

 

However, the mere ratification of international anti-trafficking protocols does not guarantee victims of 

trafficking human rights protection either by the countries of source or destination (Batsyukova, 2012: 

46-47). This is especially the case as the United Kingdom, like most countries, sets independently the 

transposition of these international measures and therefore, what it considers sufficient for the provision 

of assistance and protection for survivors of trafficking. This level of independence raises the levels of 

concern regarding the focus of attention on identifying victims of trafficking and which measures are 

implemented in every single state. This reinforces a situation of uncertainty for the trafficked person. The 

following section includes a discussion about this matter, namely an analysis of how the international 

legal framework has shaped the British anti-trafficking strategy, by which practitioners’ responses to 

human trafficking and its victims are underpinned.  

 

2.3.1 UN Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons, especially 

Women and Children, 2000 

In the international legal context, the starting point for the development of anti-trafficking policies is the 

UN Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons, especially Women and Children, 

2000, which was adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in 2000 and entered into force on 

December 25, 2003. The protocol pursued three aims as outlined in Article 2; 

 

To prevent and combat trafficking in persons, paying particular attention to women and 

children; 

To protect and assist the victims of such trafficking, with full respect for their human rights; 

and 

To promote cooperation among States Parties in order to meet those objectives (UN, 2000). 

 

For these aims to be addressed, the Protocol of Palermo, 2000, shaped the understanding and responses 

of the international community aiming to facilitate national standardised and coherent anti-trafficking 

responses that could more effectively address the crime while protecting its victims (Shoaps, 2013). In 
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this sense, the Protocol of Palermo was the first legally binding instrument to offer an agreed definition 

of human trafficking, forming the basis for future international anti-trafficking approaches while working 

towards cohesion in the pursuit of addressing the crime. The definition is provided as follows: 

 

Article 3; Use of terms “For the purposes of this Protocol: (a) “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 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” (UN, 2000).  

 

Despite the fact that the Protocol of Palermo does not specify in its definition that human trafficking 

must include the element of “border crossing”, this criterion is confronted in certain articles within the 

Protocol, such as Article 4 in which the element of border crossing is emphasised as “those offences 

[which] are transnational in nature” (UN, 2000). In addition, the Protocol of Palermo, as stated in Article 

1 (UNODC, 2004: 42), should be implemented in conformity with the UN Convention against 

Transnational Organized Crime, 2000, in which human trafficking is considered to be a crime 

“transnational in nature that involves an organised criminal group (UNODC, 2004: 5-6). Moreover, the 

Convention makes more implicit this vision of human trafficking as an issue linked to border crossing 

and organised crime. Within its briefing introduction, it describes traffickers as “international criminals’’ 

and “criminal groups’’, emphasises that “they are powerful’ and, regarding the modus operandi; explains 

that “they thrive in countries with weak institutions’’ and “traffickers take advantage of open borders’’ 

(UNODC, 2004).  

 

In this regard, human trafficking is considered to be a threat to the peace and security of the state (Lee, 

2013). Accordingly, the Protocol emphasises the adoption of measures linked to addressing the threat to 

national security posed by foreign criminals by encouraging states to equip law enforcement, immigration 

or other relevant authorities to identify the modus operandi of organised criminal groups (Article 10) and 

strengthen immigration control (Articles 11-12). In contrast to the emphasis of the protocol upon 

criminalising the offence, measures towards encouraging member states to protect victims of trafficking 

were framed within only one article (Article 6), which was vague in formulation of terms and lacking 

details by which standards of adequacy should be adjusted. For instance, the provision of appropriate 

housing for victims of trafficking was considered to be essential but the Protocol did not include further 

guidance to clarify by which means accommodation for trafficked people should be established. 
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Moreover, the language utilised in Article 6 not only lacks accuracy but also a sense of compulsion, as 

commented upon by Wylie and McRedmond (2010: 3), evidenced by the repetitive employment of the 

terms; “in appropriate cases and to the extent possible under its domestic law, each State Party shall 

protect”. The utilisation of this soft language underplays the urgency and importance of the adoption of 

measures of support (Hyland, 2001) and likewise the importance of the provision of support according 

to the individual needs of the victim, such those relating to age or gender, is stated as a mere 

acknowledgement for state parties “Each State Party shall take into account,…” (OHCHR, 2000).  

 

In addition, the Protocol emphasised that women and children are especially vulnerable to trafficking. 

This is stressed not only in the title, but also reinforced in Article 2 (a) where member states are urged to 

prioritise preventive measures for women and children (OHCHR, 2000). The Protocol of Palermo 

enlarged the number and types of forms of exploitation, detailing that “Exploitation shall include, at a 

minimum, the exploitation of the prostitution of others or other forms of sexual exploitation, forced 

labour, forced labour or services, slavery or practices similar to slavery, servitude or the removal of organs” 

(OHCHR, 2000). However, the definition itself emphasises exploitation for sexual purposes in 

concordance with the widespread consideration of human trafficking at the time as being almost solely 

associated with sexual exploitation (Jägers and Rijken, 2014). In this sense, the lack of a clear definition 

in the new incorporated forms of exploitation in the Protocol did not contribute towards shifting the 

focus from sexual exploitation but perpetuated the idea of a victim who is a female and most likely an 

illegal migrant, due to the transnational nature of the crime and the emphasis given to the utilisation of 

means of force or coercion to exploit the victim for sexual purposes.  

 

Although the protocol has been ratified by 173 states (UN, 2020) in efforts to establish a solid foundation 

for states of human trafficking, this does not mean that all aspects of the crime and measures included 

are equally acknowledged worldwide as there are still discrepancies among states (Dempsey et al., 2012). 

This is understandable since the Protocol establishes international minimum standards but application is 

at the national level which means that the transposition of the Protocol and which obligations are set are 

expected to vary in consonance with states’ views and domestic legislation. Although each state will have 

its own reading of the treaty, the UK has clearly been influenced by the most prevalent elements of the 

crime and its victims as embedded in the Protocol since it was signed on 14 December 2000 and ratified 

on 9 February 2006. The UK prioritises the adoption of a criminal-migration approach to address the 

exploitation of mainly foreign women for sexual purposes. This was reflected when after signing the 

Protocol of Palermo, 2000, the UK decided to enact the Nationality, Immigration and Asylum Act in 

2002, in order to “make provisions of nationality, immigration and asylum; to create offences in 

connection with international traffic in prostitution; to make provisions in international projects 
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connected with migration, and for connected purposes” (Nationality, Immigration and Asylum Act, 

2002).  

 

Although this Act was designed in connection to human trafficking and in connection to international 

traffic under the stated aims of securing nationality, immigration and asylum, the act was actually 

imposing more restriction of access to support while reinforcing the immigration powers of those 

responsible for determining which migrants deserved support within the UK and which migrants would 

be subject to deportation. These consisted of denying asylum seekers access to support, as stipulated 

under Section 55, if claimers did not make their prerogative “as soon as reasonably practicable” after 

their arrival in the UK (Nationality, Immigration and Asylum Act, 2002). These changes in the UK 

legislation were made in order to discourage the number of benefits claimants. However, as debated by 

Stevens (2004: 623-624), the adoption of strict requirements of access to support for migrants to which 

trafficked persons also apply, is embedded in the prioritisation of a migration and crime-focused 

approach in responding to the crime.  

 

In addition, the prioritisation of this migration and crime-focused approach to address human trafficking 

in the UK was also reflected in discrepancies, as highlighted by Oram (2011) of the transposition of the 

definition of human trafficking within the Sexual Offences Act in 2003. The Act’s purpose was to “make 

new provision about sexual offences, their prevention and the protection of children from harm, from 

other sexual acts, and for connected purposes” (Sexual Offences Act, 2003). The Act incriminates human 

trafficking for sexual purposes, but in contrast to the definition given by the Protocol, does not require 

the elements of coercion or deception for the consideration of the offence. These changes to the 

definition were driven by the UK goal of combating human trafficking through strengthening its 

criminalization, as indicated in Part 6 D of the Sentencing Guidelines Council report where it is stated 

that all offences were “designed to cover anyone involved in any stage of the trafficking operation, 

whether or not there is evidence of gain’’ (Sentencing Guidelines Council, 2007).  

 

The prioritisation of a migration and crime-focused approach to address the crime was also reflected in 

how the UK intended to support victims of trafficking. At that time, there was only one project of 

support for victims of trafficking in the country: The Poppy Project. The Poppy Project was funded by 

the UK Government in 2003 with the aim of providing safe housing and support to trafficked persons 

in the country (HM Government, 2007). Despite this being the first and only project of support for 

trafficked persons, support was restricted in criteria only to females who had been trafficked for the 

purposes of sexual exploitation in the UK (Richards et al., 2006). In addition, access to support through 

the Poppy Project was on the condition not only that those supported be females trafficked for sexual 
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purposes in the country but also, as evidence from the charity Asylum Aid’s report (Richards et al., 2006) 

indicates, that they agree to collaborate with police investigations and asylum/immigration processes 

(Richards et al., 2006: 20-21). In this sense, the type of victim defined by the Palermo as a female illegally 

brought to the UK to be exploited for sexual purposes is also reflected in the UK legal context as well as 

support procedures. The criteria of eligibility enable only certain victims to access support, reflected also 

on access to the benefits of asylum.   

 

The lack of emphasis on the importance of protecting other victims of trafficking within the Protocol of 

Palermo while issues of crime-control and migration are prioritised (Wylie and McRedmond, 2010: 3) 

has been broadly critiqued, urging the development of new approaches. Thus, the Council of Europe 

Convention in Trafficking in Persons of 2005 was prompted by the need to reinforce protection of the 

human rights of victims of human trafficking. The proposal to reinforce the human rights of trafficked 

persons was seconded by the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the 

United Nations in 2003 as well as by the Foreign Affairs Ministers in several sessions in 2004 (CETS197, 

2005b). Although this Convention succeeded in incorporating measures linked to the provision of 

support for victims of trafficking, further discussion will indicate how these measures are also 

subordinated, to an extent, to the prioritisation of a migration and crime-focused approach instead of the 

safeguarding of victims’ human rights. Yet more important for the aims of this study, the discussion will 

also show how the British heavy reliance on the Convention to address human trafficking has accordingly 

shaped the UK anti-trafficking strategy.  

 

2.3.2 Council of Europe Convention on Action against Trafficking in Persons 

(CETS197) 

The Council of Europe Convention was built upon previous international anti-trafficking policies, such 

as the Protocol of Palermo, but altered perceptions of the crime by clarifying that trafficking in persons 

is not only a matter linked to organised crime and border crossing. Instead, the Convention recognises 

that human trafficking is an offence aimed at the exploitation of an individual, whether nationally or 

internationally, and whether or not connections to organised crime exist (CETS197, 2005b: 10). It shifted 

the scope of human trafficking and thus the responsibility of states to respond to the crime and its victims. 

However, the main added value of the CETS197 is the recognition of human trafficking as a violation of 

human rights and based on this premise, the provisions contained have as their paramount objective the 

protection of these rights. These consist of measures that could enhance adequate identification and 

welfare of victims, such as adopting special considerations of protection “when the age of the victim is 
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uncertain and there are reasons to believe that the victim is a child” (Article 10) and measures that could 

ensure victims’ rights to understand the legal process are met, such as requiring that “Each Party shall 

ensure that victims have access, as from their first contact with the competent authorities, to information 

on relevant judicial and administrative proceedings in a language which they can understand” (CETS197, 

2005a).  

 

The inclusion of an enlarged list of recognised rights of victims embedded in measures of protection and 

assistance will pose duties of compliance for states. The most relevant measure included in the CETS197 

is the obligation for member states to entitle victims of trafficking to a period of recovery and reflection 

of a minimum of 30 days if, based on its own system of identification, “there are reasonable grounds to 

believe that the person concerned is a victim” (CETS197, 2005a). The adoption of this period has two 

main intentions, firstly to provide sufficient assistance for victims to recover and secondly, to offer a 

period during which they could also reflect upon whether they would like to co-operate with Competent 

Authorities. As stressed in Article 13.1, “such a period shall be sufficient for the person concerned to 

recover and escape the influence of traffickers and/or to take an informed decision on cooperating with 

the Competent Authorities” (CETS197, 2005a).  

 

During this period, victims can remain in the country of issue while being provided with assistance that 

could cover basic needs, namely housing, medical assistance, counselling, translation if needed, legal 

assistance and education for children (Article 12). The assistance provided should not be conditional 

upon the victim’s co-operation with Competent Authorities or this creates the basis for discrimination. 

The explanatory report of the CETS197 clarified that “discrimination in treatment should be understood 

as the unreasonable justification of such distinction” (CETS197, 2005b:36-37). However, victims’ 

assurances of being entitled to this right will vary across states since the process of identification and the 

period of recovery and reflection period are alike left to the discretion of states and their ability to 

efficiently identify trafficked individuals.  

 

In the case of England, as part of the United Kingdom’s endeavour to improve and develop an anti-

trafficking identification system across the country, a multi-agency National Referral Mechanism was 

established in 2009 in order to set a better foundation regarding identification of the victims (Lipscombe 

and Beard (2014): 9). The UK NRM is still utilised in England and Wales as a referral system for victims 

of trafficking to be formally identified and provided with tailored support that could help them to recover 

and avoid further exploitation (Gov UK, 2018).  
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Under the UK NRM, support is conditional upon a referral being made by the relevant practitioner and 

a positive ‘reasonable grounds decision’ being made by one of the ‘Competent Authorities’ (either the 

National Crime Agency or the Home Office Visas and Immigration Department) (Gov UK, 2018). This 

approach to deciding who can be granted support as victim of trafficking was clearly driven by the 

CETS197 (2005), and is based upon three premises that place conditions upon the process of 

identification and the provision of support for trafficked individuals in the UK; victims must accept 

entering the UK NRM while relevant practitioners, such as first responders must be able to identify signs 

of trafficking in order to refer the case to the relevant Competent Authority (CA) who must provide 

evidence of victimhood through a positive ‘reasonable grounds decision’. These clauses driven by the 

Convention CETS197 (2005), subordinate the prioritisation of safeguarding victims’ rights and welfare 

to the prerequisite of proving victimization and relying thereby upon the effectiveness of the investigation 

(Stoyanova, 2017). In addition, this prerequisite of distinguishing ‘real victims’ who may access support 

indicates that guarantees of support are not officially established otherwise. This affects not only those 

who are not considered to be victims through the UK NRM mechanism but also those who do not wish 

to enter it. This places a great responsibility upon UK first responders and Competent Authorities to 

effectively approach victims while avoiding their misidentification.  

 

In this regard, it is debatable whether the CETS197 (2005), truly promotes the prioritisation of a human 

rights approach if the interests of victims are not placed at the core of anti-trafficking countermeasures. 

Member states are expected to subordinate entitlements of support for victims of trafficking to prove 

their victimization, as reflected in the UK context, and this limits victims’ assurance of welfare. This is 

also reinforced by the lack of mandatory requirements of support for member states beyond the recovery 

and reflection period and for those individuals who are not considered the responsibility of the state 

jurisdiction (CETS197, 2005b: 46). The Convention CETS197 (2005a), establishes among states a duty 

of support provision beyond the recovery and reflection period by distinguishing those victims who can 

qualify to access such support as “victims lawfully resident within its territory” (CETS197, 2005b: 48). 

Contradictorily, the Convention recognises that support cannot be conditional upon victims’ 

collaboration with authorities but states that distinctions between victims in their access to assistance can 

be legitimate based on grounds of migration (CETS197, 2005a). This is of especial relevance for those 

victims of trafficking who are also illegal migrants as, in contrast to the rest of victims, they may be at 

risk at this point of being deported instead of being granted temporary residency and support. 

 

These conditions for support based on matters of crime-control and migration shift the focus away from 

the importance of assisting victims of trafficking and safeguarding their human rights among states. The 

UK is not an exception and the level of support for victims of trafficking has been much debated. The 
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period of support currently stands at a minimum of 45 days and aims to cover victims’ basic needs, such 

as accommodation, access to mental and physical care and counselling as well as contact with legal aid 

(Gov UK, 2018). However, the purpose of this support is not to rehabilitate victims from their 

exploitation and abuse (HM Government, 2014b) but to facilitate victims “to begin to recover” (HM 

Government, 2014b), which connotes short-term assistance. In addition, the UK Government’s lack of 

initiative in creating official standards of support and a monitoring system has led to limitations for the 

UK Home Office in evaluating the quality of support approaches (Anstiss, 2020). Lack of precise and 

compulsory support measures and monitoring system from a national level means that first responders 

are left in a pivotal position on how to assist victims, although shaped by the protocols of each agency 

(Anstiss, 2020). This limits any possible assurance of whether victims of trafficking receive the sought 

after tailored support as encouraged by CETS197 (2005a).  

 

Conclusively, although the main intention of the CETS197 is to encourage member states to expand 

measures of protection for victims of trafficking, further analysis of its impact on the UK indicates that 

this is conditional to a great extent upon a migration and crime-focused approach that contradicts the 

aim of safeguarding victims’ welfare. Despite not all international anti-trafficking instruments promoting, 

at least to the same extent and effectiveness, a victim-centred approach, the evolution has clearly moved 

towards prioritising measures that enhance the identification and assistance of victims. In line with this, 

the EU Directive 2011/36/eu on preventing and combating trafficking in human beings includes 

provisions towards enhancing measures of identification and assistance for victims of trafficking from a 

victim-centred approach. Since ratification in 2011, these provisions have influenced the UK anti-

trafficking system, reinforcing the importance of its analysis in relevance to the aims of this study.  

 

2.3.3 EU Directive 2011/36/eu on Preventing and Combating Trafficking in Human 

Beings and protecting its victims, and replacing Council Framework Decision 

2002/629/JHA 

The EU Directive 2011/36/eu was adopted to replace the Council Framework Decision 2002/629/JHA 

and to reinforce measures to more efficiently prevent and combat the crime, as well as protecting its 

victims (EU Directive 2011/36/eu). The treaty, as part of the global endeavour to address human 

trafficking, advocated the adoption of an integrated, holistic and human rights-based approach to 

respond to the crime (EU Directive 2011/36/eu). It thus emphasised the adoption of victim-centred 

procedures in order to facilitate the identification and support of victims of trafficking while requiring 
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member states to strengthen training programs for those practitioners who are likely to be in contact 

with victims of trafficking (Article 18).  

 

With regard to the terminology employed in the treaty, the Directive included a broader concept of the 

offence in comparison to previous international anti-trafficking treaties by including forced begging as a 

form of forced labour and clarifying that forced marriage should also be considered as a slavery-like 

practice as both of these fulfil the constitutive elements of the definition of human trafficking (EU 

Directive 2011/36/eu). In addition, the Directive defines a position of vulnerability in connection to 

trafficking as the surrender of the individual’s power and control to be exploited; in Article 2.2 stating 

that “A position of vulnerability means a situation in which the person concerned has no real or 

acceptable alternative but to submit to the abuse involved” (EU Directive 2011/36/eu). In the context 

of the Directive, there are factors that make individuals particularly vulnerable to trafficking, such as 

gender, age, pregnancy, state of health and disability (EU Directive 2011/36/eu).  

 

In regard to the anti-trafficking strategy adopted, the Directive promotes enhancing measures of 

identification and assistance according to victims’ vulnerabilities and needs. For instance, the Directive 

encourages member states to provide a greater period of support for victims of trafficking ‘before, during 

and after’ the conclusion of the criminal proceedings (Article 11.1). Support should be provided 

unconditionally, at least during the reflection period, and as soon as there are ‘reasonable grounds’ to 

believe in their victimhood, and support should be adjusted to the needs of the victims (Paragraph 18). 

Specifically, the Directive places special emphasis on the acknowledgement of the gender-specific issues 

(EU Directive 2011/36/eu), as within its Article 1, as an obligation for member states to apply to their 

anti-trafficking programs. The emphasis on gender-specific issues is linked to the fact that gender 

inequalities are considered to be one of the root causes of trafficking (European Parliament, 2016), since 

women and girls are the most common type of victims identified. Therefore, the acknowledgement of 

gender-specific issues was endorsed in the Directive in order to promote more sensitive responses to 

trafficking, thus adjusting to the individual needs that may be specific to the form of exploitation 

(European Parliament, 2016).  

 

Although the Directive is a binding instrument that contributes towards broadening measures of 

consideration for member states, with safeguarding victims’ human rights as the primary objective, their 

implementation must be in consonance with states’ domestic legislation and resources which implies that 

legal coherence is expected to differ greatly from one state to another.  
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The impact of the EU Directive 2011/36/eu was also reflected in the British context as exemplified by 

the disclosure of the Modern Slavery Act in March 2015 (MSA). The MSA is considered a unique piece 

of legislation, which is focused on reinforcing previous international anti-trafficking policies while 

strengthening sentencing for perpetrators and improving the assistance system for survivors (Haughey, 

2016: 2). The aim of the MSA was to set out the UK anti-trafficking strategy underpinned by the ‘4P’ 

approach (Pursue, Prevent, Protect and Prepare) (Department of Health & Social Care, 2020) in order 

to facilitate addressing the crime. Corresponding with the EU Directive 2011/36/eu, there was a strong 

emphasis on safeguarding victims’ human rights and thus an especial focus on the aim of Prepare’, 

meaning that more victim-centred policies towards ensuring victims’ welfare will be pursued. 

 

This anti-slavery action plan, which became law comparatively recently, applies mainly to England and 

Wales, although issues regarding the functions of the Anti-Slavery Commissioner, the Gangmasters and 

Labour Abuse Authority, the promotion of transparency in supply chains and measures to defend 

overseas domestic workers’ rights have also been adopted in Scotland and Northern Ireland (HM 

Government, 2015). Additionally, MSA includes responsibilities for the private sector (Independent Anti-

Slavery Commissioner, 2017), such as large supply enterprises, by requesting them to demonstrate that 

they have implemented measures to safeguard their workers from being exploited across their supply 

chains (nationally and internationally). 

 

Since accuracy of terms and elements involved in the crime contributes to promoting clarity concerning 

who can be identified as a victim, the MSA defined the offence of human trafficking as the transportation 

of individuals by means of deception, coercion or threat in order for them to be exploited for the 

perpetrator’s or someone else’s benefit (Modern Slavery Act, 2015: Part 1, Section 3(5)). In addition, in 

line with the CETS197 and the EU Directive 2011/36/eu, the MSA acknowledged that an individual is 

in position of vulnerability in regard to trafficking if he/she has no other choice but to submit to the 

abuse involved (Modern Slavery Act, 2015). This understanding is also accompanied by a non-exhaustive 

list of indicators by which a person can be considered to be in a position of vulnerability as regards 

trafficking in order to facilitate a clearer picture of the elements of the crime and its victims:  

 

Article 1, 4) to any of the person’s personal circumstances (such as the person being a child, 

the person’s family relationships, and any mental or physical illness) which may make the 

person more vulnerable than other persons; 

 

In addition, the MSA, with this pursuit of facilitating a clear and shared understanding of the crime, 

expanded the list of slavery-like practices in concordance with the EU Directive 2011/36/eu, to include 
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sexual exploitation and removal of organs (Modern Slavery Act, 2015) and broadened the interpretation 

of possible forced labour forms to include shop theft or pick-pocketing as follows: 

 

21. Subsection (4)(b) “makes clear that, in relation to the forced or compulsory labour offence, 

the court can consider any work or services provided by the person including any work or 

services provided in circumstances that amount to exploitation under section 3(3) to (6). This 

makes it clear that the forced and compulsory labour offence can cover a broad range of types 

of work and services including types, such as begging or pick-pocketing, which could amount 

to exploitation under section 3(5) or 3(6)” (HM Government, 2015). 

 

Despite the national Act recognising a wide range of forms of forced labour, they have not been precisely 

defined which lessens the ability to guarantee consistent understanding and interpretations of present 

forms of exploitation across practitioners. This is especially so as the definition differs from the EU 

Directive 2011/36/eu by not making clear reference to the latest version of forms of exploitation 

included, such as forced marriage. This can lead to the portrayal in the UK of a different type of victim 

of trafficking from the international outlook.  

 

Although this does not mean that the UK will not investigate or persecute the same offences, lack of 

coherence and accuracy within the definition of the crime can hinder first practitioners’ duty not only to 

effectively identify victims of this crime but also, at a later stage, to assist them properly. As a result, 

victims involved may not be recognised as trafficked individuals, blocking them, unlike victims of the 

other forms of exploitation included in the definition, from a status that entitles them to support access. 

This is of especial importance considering that begging is illegal in some member states, including 

England (Vagrancy Act, 1824), which means that elements of the criminal offence could overshadow the 

situation of trafficking.  

 

With regard to assistance, the national anti-trafficking act does not provide accurate information about 

the type of assistance and support that victims of trafficking should be entitled to. Instead, the MSA 

merely establishes that the Secretary of State must offer intelligence to practitioners on “the sorts of 

things which indicate that a person may be a victim of slavery or human trafficking” to ease identification 

(Modern Slavery Act, 2015). Guidance for practitioners to identify victims better and assist them more 

effectively was included in the MSA, but as an abstract and vague delegated duty to the Secretary of State 

and the Independent Anti-Slavery Commissioner respectively. For instance, Article 49 “Guidance about 

identifying and supporting victims” states that: 
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(1) The Secretary of State must issue guidance to such public authorities and other persons as the 

Secretary of State considers appropriate about— 

a) the sorts of things which indicate that a person may be a victim of slavery or human trafficking; 

arrangements for providing assistance and support to persons who there are reasonable 

grounds to believe may be victims of slavery or human trafficking; 

arrangements for determining whether there are reasonable grounds to believe that a person 

may be a victim of slavery or human trafficking” (Modern Slavery Act, 2015). 

 

The act does not legally guarantee the type and manner of support to be provided to victims due to a 

lack of detail on the measures to be implemented. The regulations about identifying and supporting 

victims is a competency delegated to the Secretary of State and subjugated to at least a positive decision 

of “reasonable grounds” to believe that it is a case of trafficking (Modern Slavery Act, 2015). Despite this 

requisite for victims to have access to support, a year later in 2016, the UK Home Office included in a 

report guidance for first practitioners that emergency medical treatment should be provided to victims 

only if considered to be appropriate by the relevant practitioner (HM Government, 2016b). This 

approach could be considered to be an attempt to meet the EU Directive 2011/36/eu suggestions for 

member states to increase the period of support for victims in Article 11 to “before, during and an 

appropriate time after criminal proceedings’’ to allow them to apply for temporary residency (EU 

Directive 2011/36/eu). However, this measure also indicates that support may not be necessary in all 

cases, with the responsibility for deciding this falling upon practitioners – whose judgments differ. In 

addition, this measure of support is linked to the investigation of the crime and thus has a connotation 

of short-term assistance. Therefore, at this stage, support is uncertain since it is dependent both upon 

the victims’ consent to enter into the investigation process and upon the practitioner’s judgment on 

whether victims require urgent support until a decision of ‘reasonable grounds’ is reached. 

 

In addition, by directing arrangements for the identification and assistance of victims to the Secretary of 

State, the MSA does not explicitly place a duty on the State or practitioners to provide assistance to 

victims of trafficking (Anti Trafficking Monitoring Group, 2016). Since these regulations have not 

materialised yet (UK Parliament, 2010), this lack of mandated precise anti-trafficking actions in order to 

identify victims of trafficking and assist them efficiently by the national Act could be understood as a 

delegation of responsibilities to the local agencies who must determine which actions should be 

undertaken. This issue leads to uncertainty not only concerning how victims are to be assisted but also 

about whether present approaches of support fit victims’ individual needs as emphasised in the EU 

Directive 2011/36/eu.  
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In addition, this lack of specific measures of response reinforces the importance of training among 

practitioners with competences to work with victims of trafficking. The capacity of practitioners will 

delimit their ability to effectively respond to the crime and assist victims of trafficking (Wilson and Dalton, 

2008). The importance of training is also recognised by international calls in anti-trafficking policies, such 

as the EU Directive 2011/36/eu, which urges governments to contribute to the implementation of the 

treaty by maintaining consistent training for relevant practitioners (Article 18.3), in identification skills 

development and thus crime prevention (EU Directive 2011/36/eu). Likewise, the CETS197 (2005a), 

thoroughly arduously emphasised to member states the need to provide relevant practitioners with 

training that ensures victims’ identification and support (CETS197, 2005a: 45). Despite widespread 

international calls for training, this aspect is, similarly to the provision of guidelines of identification and 

assistance for practitioners, delegated to the Secretary of State in Part 4 of the MSA.   

 

In this sense, it is debatable whether the UK is acting in consensus with the EU directives which aim to 

enhance responses against human trafficking at the global level by reinforcing the responsibilities of 

countries, directly or indirectly, affected by the crime. This is especially so considering that the UK Home 

Office has not made available funding in order to develop training programs or produced adequate and 

accessible resources for those who provide it (SIGBI, 2018). The lack of an established system of training 

and funding results in uncertainty as to which views should guide the practices of practitioners with 

competences to identify and assist victim of trafficking in England. Meanwhile some currently available 

computer-based anti-trafficking training packages for relevant practitioners in the field (Gravett, 2015) 

are considered to be insufficient in content and detail while guidance for practitioners is absent 

(Mantouvalou, 2018). 

 

This discussion shows that in principle, victims of trafficking enjoy the protection of international law. 

Analysis of the present international anti-trafficking legal context shows that the tendency is to move 

towards a more human rights-based approach by increasing the number of victim-centred measures, 

which the UK is committed to respect through ratification. However, it has also been stressed how some 

victim-centred measures, within these international treaties, still remain subordinated to an extent by 

migration and crime-control approaches. This means that, within the international context, human 

trafficking is still considered to be an issue of illegal migration and transnational organised crime (Rubio 

Grundell, 2015). Accordingly, the promotion of measures towards safeguarding victims’ wellbeing will 

be limited in effect as they become subordinated to addressing the threat that organised crime networks 

place upon the sovereignty of countries (Rubio Grundell, 2015). 
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2.4 Conclusions 

This chapter has explored how international as well as national anti-trafficking efforts have evolved 

towards placing the victim at the centre of strategies in addressing the crime, which has broadly moved 

towards to prioritising a human rights-based approach or victim-centred approach. At the international 

level, the evolution of anti-trafficking policies towards a more victim-centred approach has been reflected 

in the adoption of more measures focused on safeguarding victims’ protection and welfare by primarily 

encouraging member states to enhance the identification and support of victims. However, analysis has 

stressed that how these international measures towards safeguarding victims’ welfare were subjugated to 

an extent to migration and crime-control issues, jeopardising the sought-after emphasis on guaranteeing 

victims’ welfare.  

 

Although the identification of human trafficking and its victims is an individual country’s responsibility, 

UK anti-trafficking strategy seems to have adopted a similar approach to international protocols by 

subordinating the ensuring of victims’ welfare to matters of crime-control and migration. This has been 

highlighted in the debate in regard to the transposition of international anti-trafficking laws in the UK, 

of which numerous examples have been provided to support this interpretation and upon which to base 

further reflection. For instance, the lack of specific measures or even emphasis on adopting measures of 

support beyond the process of criminal investigation has resulted in the UK’s lack of initiative towards 

establishing official means of support beyond the point when the official identification of the victim is 

completed.  

 

The lack of national specific guidance for practitioners to respond to human trafficking at different stages 

may be understood as a delegation of action to the local level, which increases uncertainty of how 

measures are implemented, as agencies vary in resources and priorities. This reinforces one of the primary 

aims of this study: to better understand how practitioners acknowledge and respond during stages of 

identification and support. 
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3 Research design: an interpretive analysis of the experiences of first 

responders to human trafficking 

3.1 Introduction 

This thesis has been guided by the UK Government’s declaration of committing to prioritise a victim-

centred approach in order to respond to human trafficking. To analyse the extent of this declaration’s 

coherence, an interpretative approach has been utilised in order to examine how first responders make 

sense of the current measures of identification and support they are required to engage with in England.  

 

Underpinned by the aims of this study, this chapter firstly sets out the theoretical stand behind this 

interpretive approach, followed by a discussion of the research methods adopted and issues therein. Then, 

it discusses the strategy used in the interview process, such as the selection of the location and the number 

and type of participants. This discussion includes the reasoning behind the choice of methods and how 

this evolved as the research progressed, especially when it came to accessing participants and actively 

engaging them in the study despite participants’ hectic working schedules. Furthermore, this chapter 

explains the data gathering techniques and data analysis employed in order to gain a perspective on first 

responders’ accounts on human trafficking. The research design consists of 27 semi-structured interviews 

with first responders from governmental and non-governmental agencies. Questioning was adjusted with 

respect to participants’ backgrounds in order to successfully gain understanding from their experiences. 

Finally, this chapter outlines the values of the study, as well as ethical considerations and limitations faced 

by this approach and steps taken to mitigate these.  

 

3.2 Theoretical Framework 

This study has been underpinned by an interpretive paradigm seeking to gain comprehension of the logic 

behind participants’ actions and thus seeking to better understand how they make sense of their own 

experiences (Larkin and Thompson, 2011: 101).  

 

Although there are numerous interpretive research approaches, they all focus on understanding how 

individuals give meaning to “events or settings” and how these meanings generate or influence responses 

(Swanson, 2009). Unlike a positivist approach, an interpretive paradigm rejects the idea of a single 

knowledge or reality (Prus, 1990; Yilmaz, 2013), since meaning is constructed upon individuals’ 

understandings and influenced by their own experiences (Schwandt, 1994; McCain, 2016) which shape 
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their actions (Bettman and Park, 1980). As argued by Blumer (1986), “people act towards things on the 

basis of the meaning that these things have for them”. 

 

Accepting that knowledge is reached through human experience reinforces the value of adopting an 

interpretive approach to explore how first responders give meaning to measures of identification and 

provision of support for victims of trafficking in England. Although policies frame certain rationalities 

for practitioners to follow, and social interactions can be shaped by existing social expectations (Goffman, 

2017), the implications of policies are not always clear or evident (Yanow, 2000). In addition, variations 

on meanings among first responders can be understood since not all practitioners have come from the 

same background or have had the same experiences with victims. Victim identification and support cuts 

across various sectors, such as governmental and non-governmental agencies, and demands responses 

from a range of specialists, with varying policies and levels of understanding that impact upon the 

interpretations of the service that is or should be provided (Anstiss, 2020). This has a significant impact, 

with practitioners’ actions and measures of support being to a great extent based upon their perceptions 

(Hay, 2002). This emphasises the value of understanding how interpretations of policies will influence its 

implementation (Gains and Clarke, 2007).  

 

This lack of an absolute reality has reinforced for this study a relativist ontological position as well as a 

subjective epistemological approach underpinned by the theory that knowledge is subjective and socially 

constructed by individuals and from the meaning  that they give to their own experiences (Schwandt, 

1994). Therefore, analysis must focus on knowing how individuals’ knowledge has come to establish 

reality, (Berger and Luckmann, 1991), and how these beliefs and meanings of this group shape their 

actions (Orlikowski and Baroudi, 1991).  

 

Accordingly, this study has adopted an interpretive approach by following Bevir’s (2003) method of 

interpretive policy analysis. Bevir’s method adheres to a post-foundationalist epistemology as it stresses 

that political actions and institutions are constructed by a “web of beliefs and traditions” (Bevir, 2003: 4). 

Based on this premise, Bevir proposes to explore how participants’ beliefs and values underpinned policy 

practices by “unpacking their beliefs and why they arose” (2003: 2). Following Bevir’s stand, this study 

has unpacked first responders’ experiences and the meaning they ascribe to their anti-trafficking 

experiences through the use of interviews with open-ended questions as suggested by Yilmaz (2013) This 

allows first responders to expose through language their realities and how they “make sense of the world 

around them and their experiences” (Yilmaz, 2013). As part of this process, the researcher ‘performs as 

a bridge’ providing the analysis and interpretation of the participants’ accounts (Ludlow and Blackham, 

2015: 103). In this regard, the interpretive approach has sought to give voice to the participants while 
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setting the basis, through the researcher, for “making sense” of their accounts (Larkin and Thompson, 

2011: 11). 

 

Thus, from an interpretative stand and through the richness of language as a source of information 

(Lincoln, 2010), analysis of descriptive data aimed to grasp knowledge of anti-trafficking policy and 

practice using first responders’ accounts as a mirror of their experienced realities.  

 

3.3 Method 

This section provides a detailed overview of the techniques utilised to gather information in order to 

answer the research questions. This includes data regarding how participants were selected for this study, 

such as sampling. In addition to data-collection techniques, information about the questioning and data 

analysis is included. 

 

3.3.1 Sampling 

This research has implemented non-probability sampling due to the nature of the study. Non-probability 

sampling is where samples are gathered in a process that does not give all of the individuals in the 

population equal chances of being selected (Elfil and Negida, 2017). Specifically, this study has adopted 

a purposive sample as it allows the researcher to select those participants who, according to pre-

established criteria, could have access to the sought-after knowledge which is the goal of the research 

(Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006: 61).  

 

A number of prerequisites were established for the selection of participants in order to better understand 

current procedures of identification and assistance for trafficked individuals in England. Firstly, the 

sample of participants needed to include first responders and secondly, they must have undertaken 

functions of identification and/or assistance for potential/former victims of trafficking.  

 

These prerequisites were crucial aspects in the selection of participants because in principle, first 

responders are the people who know about their communities and will most likely be the first to 

encounter potential victims of trafficking, to initiate an investigation if it is considered to be merited 

(Grubb and Bennett, 2012), and to refer the victim to support services. However, little research has been 

done into how understanding from this type of practitioner influences their practices while fulfilling their 

anti-trafficking mandates (Farrell, et al., 2015).   
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At this point, it is important to acknowledge that human trafficking is not only a transnational or national 

issue and that anti-trafficking responses are not only at the state level (Grubb and Bennett, 2012). Anti-

trafficking efforts have been developed at different levels of authorities and agencies which means that 

there is a reorganization of power due to globalization. This has shifted institutional and regulatory 

arrangements’ capabilities towards new scales, such as the local sphere “glocalisation” (Swyngedouw, 

2004). This has resulted in the strengthening of civil society organisations and local agencies’ powers and 

responses on issues of social welfare and justice which are not only applicable nationally, but also across 

borders (Hong and Song, 2010). 

 

Reinforcing the significance of the first responders’ role as the “primary component within the fabric of 

human trafficking measures” is critical (Grubb and Bennett, 2012), especially since the UK National 

Referral Mechanism (UK NRM) was adopted in England and Wales in 2009. This resulted in the 

utilisation of evidence from the testimony of 27 first responders as participants in this study, from 

governmental as well as non-governmental agencies, and limited the geographical area to England3. These 

included ten first responders from governmental agencies, seven police officers from the south regions 

of England, nine from non-governmental organisations, and one practitioner from the health-care sector. 

 

Although some of these agencies were purposely selected before conducting the interviews, the size of 

the sample and selection of agencies was not fixed at the beginning of the research design. In addition, a 

number of agencies refused collaboration and from those who agreed, not all workers showed interest. 

This issue led to the utilisation of snowball sampling4 in order to enlarge the sample of participants. This 

technique was implemented by selecting a primary sample and requesting from these first responders’ 

suggestions of other individuals who might be involved in the relevant procedures towards combating 

human trafficking. Although these suggestions made by participants of the study allowed the researcher 

to enlarge the sample size, it was the researcher who ultimately decided upon the inclusion of those 

participants. This was in order to avoid issues of skewed data (Tansey, 2007: 769-770) if participants 

knowingly suggested approaching individuals who share the same views. In the majority of cases, staff 

members from the selected agencies who showed interest in the research and wanted to participate were 

included in the study if the other criteria were also met. The table below illustrates the final number of 

participants included in the study;  

                                                   
3 The precondition was linked to England and Wales as they share the same criminal anti-trafficking law; agencies based in Scotland and 
Northern Ireland were excluded from the sampling since divergences in policies may influence practitioners’ perceptions and their actions 
which may challenge a holistic understanding of the issue of research. 
4 This technique allows the researcher to find more subjects of study, “one subject gives the researcher the name of another subject, who 
in turn provides the name of a third, and so on. This is an especially useful technique when the researcher wants to contact people with 
unusual experiences or characteristics who are likely to know one another” (Hegelund, 2005: 653). 
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Participants’ agency Number of participants 

Police Forces from the south area of England 

(Police) 
7 

Governmental Agency 1  3 

Governmental Agency 2 3 

NGO1                  4 

NGO2 2 

NGO3 1 

NGO4 2 

NGO 5 4 

Health Care Sector 1 

Table 1  Summary of participants 

 

 

Considering the relatively small sample of participants from each agency, this study acknowledges that 

data from each participant cannot be representative of the whole agency or sector. For instance, the local 

police department included in this study had a number of approximately 37 officers with competences 

to investigate and refer victims of trafficking but only seven were interviewed. Additionally, not all 

participants included in the study shared the same expertise, understanding or experience. Therefore, the 

size of the sample has not been designed to be statistically representative. Instead, the sampling of this 

study has aimed to be illustrative and suggestive of first responders’ interpretations when responding to 

human trafficking.  

 

3.3.2 The Interview Process 

Prior to conducting the interviews, the questionnaire was designed to meet the aim of the study and thus 

to gain understanding on human trafficking from the viewpoint of first responders. This study has opted 

for the collection of cross-sectional data allowing the researcher to collect data once in order to provide 

a ‘snapshot’ of the issue of human trafficking at the same point in time (King and Wincup, 2008: 357). 

However, since first responders have different backgrounds of expertise, the questionnaire needed to be 

adjusted in advance according to participants’ roles. For instance, detailed accounts regarding how 
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assistance is provided to victims of trafficking was not emphasised for practitioners who merely identify 

victims of trafficking and report them to the next agency in line, such as most law enforcement officers. 

 

Additionally, semi-structured interviews were conducted to give the researcher the ability to shape the 

focus of the interview as it developed (Kajornboon, 2005: 5-6). The adoption of semi-structured 

interviews offered the option of including additional questions that were not anticipated at the beginning 

of the interview (Kajornboon, 2005: 6). This flexibility in allowing questionnaire adjustment was 

considered to be an asset while conducting interviews, as participants’ valuable interpretations allowed a 

shaping of follow-up questions in order to more efficiently fit the aims of the research. See Appendix A 

and Appendix A*. 

 

The average time frame for interviews was set to be one hour and participants were informed of this in 

advance in order to ensure their full availability and commitment during the questioning. In addition, the 

context for interviews can influence the attitudes of participants towards the questioning, and thus the 

quality of the interviews, as ‘Place, persons and behaviour are linked thorough meaning and experience’ 

(King and Wincup, 2008: 62). The location for the interviews was therefore negotiated with participants, 

aiming to offer a safe and relaxed atmosphere for the selected practitioners to participate in the study. 

Taking this into consideration, an empty room where the participant could feel relaxed and not distracted 

was arranged for the majority of face-to-face participants, namely, a room either within the participants’ 

agency or at the Hartley Library at the University of Southampton. 

 

Access to participants was not as challenging as anticipated considering the position of the researcher as 

an “outside outsider” (Vogt and Johnson, 2011: 368)5with respect to the participants of the study. This 

notion comes from accepting that there are individuals who do not belong to the same groups, placing 

barriers in the relationship between researcher and participant (Savvides, et al., 2014). During the 

interview process, the role of an outsider researcher may be challenged by a lack of trust from participants’ 

organisations, which may see the position of the researcher as a threat (UN, 2008), who may criticise 

practitioners and their work and/or highlight insufficiencies (King and Wincup, 2008: 357). Instead, the 

main issue recognised was that most of the participants who displayed their willingness to collaborate in 

the study had difficulty scheduling dates for interviews due to their busy work commitments. Access and 

interaction with participants without major inconvenience could be understood with regard to the 

ideology of Walsham who identified being an outsider researcher as a positive aspect since participants 

                                                   
5 “work conducted by academics and others who are not employed or commissioned by the police or other governmental bodies with 
responsibility for policing”(Vogt & Johnson, 2011: 368). 
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could feel freer to relate their perceptions if the researcher is not involved in the process; “the researcher 

is seen as not having a direct personal stake in various interpretations and outcomes” (1995: 77). Likewise, 

Bucerius (2013: 691) considered the outsider role of researchers as an advantageous position in order to 

provide a divergent approach to understanding data. 

 

3.3.3 Data analysis 

The analytical techniques utilised for this study are described as follows; 

 

Firstly, document analysis (Miller and Alvarado, 2005) was employed prior to conducting the semi-

structured interviews in order to enhance comprehension of the issue of research. This initial analytical 

phase involved a thorough review of relevant anti-trafficking documents, such as anti-trafficking 

protocols ratified by the United Kingdom, British anti-trafficking law, strategies, reports and brochures 

as well as previous relevant studies. The selection of key information through document analysis 

permitted this study, as highlighted by Bowen (2009), to set the basis for the preliminary issues of 

investigation, gaining awareness of the main issues of interest for the study (Rapley, 2008) while 

identifying the “context within participants of research operate” (Bowen, 2009). Knowledge from 

document analysis led to the generation of preliminary questions of research and also at a later stage to 

the elaboration of the interview matrix by adapting the approach proposed by Bowen (2009) to this study, 

prioritising that the questionnaire was inquiry-driven and ensuring that questions were accessible to 

participants and aligned to the aims of research (Castillo-Montoya, 2016). See Appendix A and Appendix 

A*. 

 

Once the interviews were transcribed, a thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006) was conducted using 

Nvivo software. Following a thematic analysis as proposed by Braun and Clarke (2006: 87), all the 

collected data “quotations” from the participants’ narratives were subjected to “repeated reading”, 

seeking to establish meaningful groups organised into themes and sub-themes in order to establish 

categories where the information would be coded. The initial classification of key concepts was composed 

of three main themes that embodied practitioners’ anti-trafficking responses of identification and support 

provision from a victim-centred approach, presented as follows; 

 

• Referral of Victims; this category included all the information linked to the identification of the 

victim as such. Hence, information concerning the means of reporting, factors that ease 

identification as well as limitations were analysed under this umbrella theme. 
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• Support within the 45-day recovery and reflection period: this section incorporates first 

responders’ measures to assist victims or potential victims of trafficking. Under this theme were 

included all aspects of how first responders make decisions to determine the type of assistance 

that potential victims of trafficking will receive. 

 

• Release of Victims from the Support System: this category comprises the means of support 

acknowledged by first responders towards supporting former victims of trafficking once they exit 

the support in the 45-day recovery and reflection period. 

 

Although the thematic structure of the data was originally influenced by the purpose of the study in 

learning how practitioners identify and assist victims of trafficking, this is a flexible method which allowed 

also the generation of new themes and sub-themes from the data analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006: 80-

84). Thus, the selection of primary codes in the first stage led immediately to the generation of embedded 

ones and thus, the identification of patterns. In this sense, thematic analysis allowed “categorizing and 

coding the data to thinking about how the codes relate to each other and asking more complex questions” 

(Green and Thorogood, 2018). For instance, establishing the stage of referral facilitated connections of 

issues later identified, such as difficulties of practitioners in identifying victims. However, this is not a 

linear process, instead it could be described as an iterative process (Srivastava and Hopwood, 2009) due 

to the required cyclical reviews of themes and data in connection to emerging insights (Srivastava and 

Hopwood, 2009). This seeks to ensure, even along variations, relevance to the aims of this study as well 

as “leading to refined focus and understandings” (Srivastava and Hopwood, 2009). To ensure consistency, 

this study benefited from also employing at this stage document analysis, following recommendations 

from Yanow (2007) thus allowing for the clarification and refining of information relevant to the 

generated themes and sub-themes: 

 

Documents can provide background information prior to designing the research project, for 

example, or prior to conducting interviews. They may corroborate observational and interview 

data—or they may refute them, in which case the researcher is “armed” with evidence that can 

be used to clarify or, perhaps, to challenge what he is being told, a role that observational data 

may also play (Yanow, 2007: 411).  

 

Findings from the interviews were analysed in relation to existing literature. This analysis was helped by 

the elaboration of an interview matrix which combined under-researched matters in human trafficking 

relevant to aspects of victims’ identification and support (see Appendix A). The interview matrix 
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combines under different categories all the information relevant to the questioning employed during the 

interviews. Although it is important to clarify that is not the aim of this study to refute data collected 

elsewhere, subjecting findings to ‘secondary data analysis’ (Leech and Onwuegbuzie, 2008), has enabled 

this study to reflect on issues of cohesion or disagreement with other studies, highlighting what these 

findings add to existing literature. As a consequence of this analytical technique, some sub-themes as well 

as information contained were either deleted, increased in prominence or moved in order to facilitate 

learning in connection between existing information and findings.  

 

3.4 Research values and limitations 

The methodology selected for this study provides a glimpse into the realities of first responders. This 

facilitates an understanding of how these practitioners apply current anti-trafficking measures and 

resources to deal with issues of identification and support for victims of trafficking.  

 

The aim of conducting the interviews has always been to gain enriching data from participants’ accounts 

(Polkinghorne, 2005). Although the idealistic view of the interviews is, as argued by Qu and Dumay 

(2011); their role in “encouraging interviewees to reveal their authentic experiences by establishing 

rapport,” yet “no format is appropriate for all interviews, and no single way of wording questions will 

always work” (Qu and Dumay, 2011). As a matter of fact, some limitations can usefully be acknowledged. 

 

Firstly, this study had to deal with a limitation in the number of interviews that could realistically be 

conducted. Hence, the interviewing process is not straightforward as it requires a considerably long 

period of time to prepare the questions before establishing contact with the participants as well as training 

to be able to maximise the collected information (Adams and Cox, 2008: 21; Button et al., 2016: 23). The 

researcher needs training to learn how to avoid issues that could hinder the dialogue with the interviewees 

during the interviews, such as avoiding jargon or abstract questions (Qu and Dumay, 2011), while being 

able to design questions that are suitable for all participants. In order to avoid disappointment with the 

results and to obtain the best possible answers, the design of the questioning required the production of 

multiple questions and a great deal of adjustments tailored to the background of the first responder. In 

this sense, the questionnaires were adjusted to participants’ experiences and understanding with regard 

to the issue of human trafficking in order to facilitate the collection of meaningful data on the topic of 

research. Specifically, questions for staff from non-governmental agencies, unlike for police officers, were 

more focused on issues of support than matters of identification.  
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Secondly, seeking to understand first responders’ own interpretations of anti-trafficking practices has 

logically involved reliance on participants’ accounts, considering their context and experience as crucial 

(Creswell, 2003: 8). However, it is worth clarifying that this reliance on practitioners’ accounts does not 

mean that their experiences cannot be factually wrong since they could be built upon false reasoning or 

defective memories (Doğan, 2004). Although these beliefs may not intuitively be proven, these beliefs 

arise from a genuine memory that according to Goldman (1979: 18), justifies their reliability. Based on 

this regard, the quality and trustworthiness of this study have been justified by the methodology of the 

research’s own merits which has permitted meeting the research goals. Although the utilisation of an 

interpretive paradigm has enabled this study to understand how first responders make sense of the 

present anti-trafficking strategies which they are required to deal with, meticulous attention has been paid 

to fundamental concepts of reliability and validity within the process of seeking quality of the findings.  

 

The term  ‘reliability’ has generally been linked to consistency in results if the same measurements are 

implemented on repeated occasions (Leung, 2015: 325). This meant the evaluation of the study through 

testing in order to determine its quality (Golafshani, 2003) and the “integrity of the final conclusions” 

(Noble and Smith, 2015). The term  ‘validity’ has largely been connected to assessing the suitability of 

the selected “tools, processes and data” for the goal of the study (Harding, 1987: 2-3). Hence, the terms 

reliability and validity can be considered to be a type of measure in order to determine the quality of the 

research and thus, make a distinction between “good” and “bad” research (Golafshani, 2003: 602). This 

has reinforced the importance and value of analysing the techniques adopted in this study in order to 

stress the robustness of the research by addressing issues of reliability and validity. 

 

However, it is important to highlight that although aspects of reliability and validity are assessed in order 

to evaluate the quality of research, qualitative and quantitative research have divergent goals and 

approaches and this shift in paradigm should also be reflected in the criteria of validity and reliability 

(Jemna, 2016: 159). For instance, proving reliability through repetition become senseless for the aim of 

this study since issues of human beliefs and interactions are never static or the same, as highlighted by 

Merriam (2009, p.220). Accordingly, reliability in this study has been ensured by adopting the technique 

suggested by Silverman of using constant data analysis in order to make a fair judgment of the results in 

relation to the methods of choice (Silverman, 2010). In this sense, the degree of reliability of this study 

has been, in accordance with Stenbacka (2001), defined by the scope and analysis of data gathered in this 

study in order to make accessible the knowledge generated by the researcher. Thus, the elements of 

reliability and validity of qualitative paradigms such as this are connected to demonstrate issues of 

“trustworthiness, rigor and quality” (Golafshani, 2003: 604). In addition, a recent shift in criteria to 

validate qualitative studies has led this research to embrace ‘truth value’ (Rolfe, 2006: 308) in lieu of the 
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concepts of validity and reliability. The term ‘truth value’ has been associated with proving that observed 

reality and its interpretation have been efficiently reproduced (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: 294). In order to 

achieve this goal, ‘prolonged engagement’ as acknowledged by Lincoln and Guba (1985: 296) was also 

considered in this study by devoting a considerable length of time to reach successful conclusions.  

 

Finally, this research has been affected by the lack of time of the staff agencies included in this study. 

The initial timeline design for the interviewing was expected to start running in March 2017, after 

establishing contact with most of the agencies and thus some dates for the questionings were arranged 

for the following months. However, some of the agencies were suffering from a hectic period of work 

while some others were struggling to keep up due to staff shortages during holiday season. This led to 

staff members lacking the motivation to donate time for this study while causing numerous changes in 

the programme of this study, namely changing the starting point of the study due to the cancellation of 

some scheduled interviews and thus increasing pressure for the course of the research as deadlines had 

to be met. In addition, according to a study conducted by McGovern and Tinsley (1978: 169), factors 

connected to tiredness and motivation may affect considerably the attitude of interviewees towards the 

questioning and thus, the outcome may differ considerably.  

 

In order to overcome this difficulty, interviews were scheduled considering the most convenient date for 

participants and also the length of interviews varied according to their individual needs. These 

circumstances have been acknowledged in order to facilitate interviewees’ narration of their experiences 

as suggested by Tullar et al. (1979: 674) whose research noted that quality of answers may considerably 

improve if more time is allocated to participants to deliberate upon the answers. Hence, time limitations 

may affect the quality of the answers, especially when other factors such as a lack of motivation may also 

influence their behaviour. Consequently, the length of time allocated for the interviews was reasonably 

flexible in consideration of the availability of participants varying from approximately 30 minutes, in the 

case of the shortest interview, up to 104 minutes. On average most interviews lasted around sixty minutes.  

 

Moreover, in order to overcome difficulties in arranging face-to-face interviews, telephone interviews 

were chosen as a method to collect data and a total of 12 were included in the sample. Although the 

utilisation of telephone interviews deviated from the original approach, this well accepted approach to 

collect data in qualitative research permitted the overcoming of the issues of timing affecting the 

commitment of participants to take part in the study. Telephone interviews, unlike face-to-face interviews, 

may impede the researcher from utilising cues for understanding (Vogl, 2013) and prevent the interviewer 

from being guided by the body language and reactions of interviewees which could be an asset 

considering the sensitivity of the topic of study. I argue, however, that this was not entirely a limitation. 
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The lack of visual effects helped participants to avoid distractions (Vogl, 2013), and in this respect, 

participants of telephone interviews were, unlike of face-to-face interviews, at minor risk of losing focus 

(Qu and Dumay, 2011).   

 

No further limitations in the adoption of the selected methods of research were identified and no 

differences between the extent of details between face-to-face and telephone interviews were 

acknowledged. Perhaps this could be linked to the fact that telephone interviews offer a different context 

of intimacy, making participants “feel relaxed and able to disclose sensitive information” (Novick, 2008) 

and thus facilitating the gaining of honest answers (Vogl, 2013). While the utilisation of telephone 

interviews worked positively in this study, the total time period of the interviewing was extended to 

approximately 6 months from the original plan of a period of 2 months, due to difficulties in arranging 

interviews for participants over the summer period and internal problems of the agencies, such as 

shortages of staff which considerably limited their availability.  

 

3.5 Research ethics 

Prior to conducting empirical research for this study, ethical approval was required in order to guarantee 

that issues of safety and privacy were acknowledged and minimised. This is especially the case considering 

the sensitivity of the topic, which includes accounts from practitioners dealing with issues of human 

trafficking with a special focus on victims’ identification and support. Thereby, this research was 

subjected to the University of Southampton’s ethical approval process and adhered to its policy code 

once approval was reached (ID 24336).  

 

Hence, following the university ethical procedure regarding the conducting of interviews, participants 

were informed of the aim of the research, its significance and thus, the reason for their involvement and 

the necessity of understanding their views for the purpose of the study. This allowed the research to 

apply data in the participants’ agencies, helping with learning about the impact of current anti-trafficking 

policies in participants’ practices.  

 

In addition, participants were fully informed of all the relevant aspects of the research, as specified in the 

information sheet and consent form given (See Appendix B). Participants were informed that their 

participation was voluntary and it was clarified that although no financial compensation would take place 

for their collaboration, a copy of the thesis could be provided once finalised. Moreover, although no risks 

were expected to affect the course of the interviews, participants were informed of their right to end the 

discussion at any time if any feeling of distress arose due to the nature of the topic. Participants should 
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always be at liberty to withdraw from the study, to minimise risks and the researcher prioritised 

developing a solid ethical understanding of the main risks/challenges prior to and during the conducting 

of social research, such as matters linked to access and consent, confidentiality and trust (Punch, 2013). 

Namely, rehearsing conducting of interviews with peers in order to enhance the ability  to make enquiries 

in a neutral way while paying attention to mannerisms, as suggested within the report “Ethics and Human 

Rights on Counter-Trafficking Initiative” (UN, 2008: 13). Furthermore, seeking to guarantee the comfort 

of participants, the location for the interviews was a convenient one for participants, as suggested is a 

high standard of scientific and ethical practice in the report Ethical Guidelines for Good Research Practice (ASA 

Ethics, 2018). The importance of potentially negative disturbances for researchers prior and during the 

interviews was also understood.  

 

In addition, it was explained to participants in accordance with the University of Southampton’s ethical 

protocol (2012) how matters of anonymity and confidentiality were taken into consideration for the study. 

Usually confidentiality is guaranteed to interviewees, justified as a technical obligation to respect the 

privacy of participants (Gregory, 2003; Jerolmack and Murphy, 2017) and as way to achieve consent from 

participants (Gregory, 2003: 49) and better data collection (Fisher, 2016: 12).  

 

Guarantees of confidentiality to safeguard participants’ privacy were reinforced as highlighted by Oliver 

(2010) by giving detailed and explicit accounts of how data would be collected, analysed and shared 

(Oliver, 2010). Hence, participants who were interviewed face-to-face as well as through telephone were 

assured of linked anonymity rather than full anonymity. Instead, it was stressed that their anonymity 

would be preserved by not utilising their or their agencies’ names. Thereby, information from their 

accounts (quotations) gathered from interviews would be recorded and coded without including names 

to protect their anonymity. For instance, transcripts and analysis were coded as ‘Police’ or in the case of 

staff from non-governmental organisations, either ‘NGO 1’ or ‘NGO 2’.  

 

All participants were informed of interviews being recorded in advance and in regard to securing data 

from the interviews, participants were informed that, in compliance with the Data Protection policy of 

the University of Southampton and as informed by the University Ethics Committee, all transcripts 

would be recorded and electronically saved in a folder with a password only known by the researcher. In 

addition, consent forms and personal details of the participants would also be stored in encrypted file 

and for no longer than 10 years, as stipulated by the Data Protection policy of the University of 

Southampton. Only once all the relevant information was fully discussed and agreed with the participants, 

was their signature of consent to take part in the study requested.  
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4 Referral of Victims 

This chapter explores first responders’ experiences of the identification and referral of potential victims 

of trafficking to the relevant governmental agency as established by the UK National Referral Mechanism 

(UK NRM). The aim of this chapter is to better understand how first responders consider their current 

practices to be helped or hindered by the relevant policies and processes in place. 

 

Discussion of the findings will highlight issues of tension among first responders on the matter of 

identifying victimhood in consensus with the current legislation. The ambiguity of the terms of consent 

and vulnerability, in combination with similarities with the offence of smuggling, highlight instances of 

struggle among first responders in order to discern who is a victim of trafficking. Issues that limit a 

consistent knowledge on human trafficking among first responders seem to be connected to lack of 

training and data sharing with the government of the decisions regarding victimhood. In addition, first 

responders consider that the UK NRM does not facilitate the collaboration of potential victims of 

trafficking for referral, due to a failure to take into sufficient consideration the individual needs of victims. 

The UK NRM does not offer assurances of assistance and forms are not accessible for those victims 

who lack good English skills. Discussion of the findings will combine interpretations from first 

responders, highlighting possible experienced-based concerns with relevant references to the literature in 

order to facilitate, in the light of what is already acknowledged, the laying of foundations for future anti-

trafficking policies developments, if needed.  

 

4.1 The problem of consent in identifying victims of human 

trafficking 

Under the UK anti-trafficking legislation, practitioners are encouraged to improve the identification of 

victims by prioritising the search for elements that prove the victims’ lack of consent to his/her 

victimisation, namely, elements of force, threats and deceit with the purpose of exploitation. However, 

first responders struggle to identify such elements among victims if elements of awareness and consent 

concur. Issues of confusion are also linked to commonalities with the crime of smuggling. In this regard, 

evidence highlights the risk of misidentifying victims of trafficking and the potential implications of 

limiting their rights and support by instead treating them as smuggled individuals provided. 

 

The identification of victims of trafficking is, according to Brunovskis and Surtees (2019: 339-340), an 

expression that varies among geographical settings, which are also attached to different legal frameworks 

(Wylie, 2016: 143-144). As we have seen in Chapter 2, the UK has sought a strong and shared 
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understanding of human trafficking among relevant practitioners, such as first responders, in order to 

facilitate the identification of victims and their access to support. Consequently, characteristics of victims 

of trafficking were included in the UK National Referral Mechanism (UK NRM) forms (See Appendix 

C), and a definition of the crime underpinned by the three-element act-means-purpose nexus, in 

compliance with international anti-trafficking protocols, was provided within the Modern Slavery Act, 

2015 (MSA, 2015). Under this definition of human trafficking, the MSA 2015, in consensus with Article 

4(b) of the CETS197 (2005a), stresses the non-importance of consent for victims of trafficking (adults 

or minors) or any kind of slavery, forced or compulsory labour, nor their consent to be transported when 

the goal is to exploit the individual. This has its basis in the fact that their exploitation has been achieved 

through dishonest means, such as, according to Article 3 of the Modern Slavery Act (2015), when the 

person is subjected to ‘force, threats or deception’ as well as the ‘abuse of a position of vulnerability’ by 

which the victim is considered to have no other choice than subjugating to exploitation (HM 

Government, 2015). In addition, the MSA 2015 also includes in Article 3 a non-exhaustive list of factors 

of vulnerability, which explicitly includes the individual being a child, the person’s family relationships 

and any mental or physical illness. A child is defined in Section 56 (EU Directive 2011/36/eu) as a person 

under the age of 18 (Modern Slavery Act, 2015).  

 

However, the UK Government has not yet specified by which premises practitioners can discern if the 

victim was in a position of vulnerability that impeded avoiding his/her exploitation. This means that 

there is not much clarity on how to determine whether an individual had the opportunity to respond to 

the traffickers’ requests in one way or another, raising concerns about possible issues of misidentification. 

Namely, how relevant practitioners can objectively evaluate whether the victim made a free and informed 

decision to consent to exploitation and, thus, whether the individual had freedom of choice (Skrivankova, 

2010).  

 

Despite the fact that at present there are not legal or specific standards in connection to the consideration 

of lack of choice, this is the central key to presuming that a victim has been compelled to consent to 

exploitation. Under this premise, the consideration of whether someone is a victim of trafficking falls 

into a dichotomy between consent and coercion, understanding the concept of coercion as the utilization 

of physical force and/or mental domination, including the abuse of a position of vulnerability, in order 

to coerce an individual to consent to do something for the benefit of another individual (Bhabha, 2005). 

In line with this, the UNODC (2013) provided an extended list of factors constitutive of a position of 

vulnerability, such as poverty, illegal migration status, illness and disability, age, gender, dependency, 

isolation and lack of education among others. These factors were based on data from practitioners with 
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competences to deal with victims worldwide, who often linked factors of vulnerability to means of 

exploitation.  

 

However, reliance on this connection in order to identify victims of trafficking can be problematic since 

these elements of vulnerability are not exclusive to trafficked individuals. For instance, migrants and 

refugees, similarly to victims of trafficking, can also be lured by smugglers who use misinformation and 

propaganda of a better future elsewhere, in order to obtain their consent to be moved (Bilger, et al., 2006). 

The utilisation of deceitful information of better prospects aims to reduce the probabilities of refusal 

among individuals, especially those who are desperate and vulnerable (UNODC, 2019).  In addition, 

techniques utilised by traffickers to keep victims enslaved have also been identified within the crime of 

human smuggling. For instance, smugglers can also hold migrants temporarily with the intention of 

obtaining further payments before the journey can be completed, and, in some cases, resort to severe 

abuse or violence (Carling, et al., 2015). Smuggled individuals can also, regardless of their consent, be 

unaware of their smugglers’ plans of exposing them to “life-threatening means of transport, such as in 

sealed trucks or boats”, as highlighted by Abramson (2003). Moreover, similarly to trafficked individuals, 

those smuggled can be compelled at any point of the journey to accept exploitative labour in order to 

pay debts contracted with the smuggler, and are unlikely to report abuses due to their irregular migratory 

status (Abramson, 2003). These types of scenarios stress that smuggled individuals can be exposed to 

similar factors of vulnerability as those who are trafficked, such as deceit, abuse and threats, regardless 

of their consent. However, victims of trafficking usually differ from smuggled individuals because they 

are exposed to exploitative working/living conditions to which they are not considered as having 

consented to, since elements of coercion and deceit are involved (Marinova, 2017). Similarities within the 

causes, process and outcomes lead to questioning whether those smuggled and those trafficked are 

exposed to similar exploitative issues, (Haque, 2006: 7-10), reinforcing the extent of complexity for 

practitioners in efficiently identifying victims of trafficking.  

 

However, the sense of consent through coercion (as a means) does not merely mean that traffickers 

knowing an individual’s condition of vulnerability take advantage by offering exploitation. Under the 

Modern Slavery Act (2015), coercion goes beyond the condition of vulnerability or the character of 

exploitation of the offer by shifting attention to whether “a reasonable person in the same situation as 

the person and having the person’s relevant characteristics would have no realistic alternative to doing 

that act” (Modern Slavery Act, 2015). In this sense, the perception of the victim’s lack of choice other 

than to submit to exploitation is what makes the offer of the trafficker coercive (Bhabha, 2005). By this 

regard, practitioners can only estimate the capacity of victims, influenced by the abuse of traffickers, to 

refuse their consent to their exploitation. The identification of victims of trafficking based on the 
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generation of assumptions of agency among potential cases can expose practitioners to confusion and 

thus poses the risk of the misidentification of victims.  

 

Interpretations from practitioners’ narratives seem to support the same UK legal vision of victims of 

trafficking who are trapped in a situation of exploitation due to lack of choice. Practitioners described 

trafficking in the following ways: 

 

So, human trafficking is a system where people of all ages can find themselves in a situation where 

their freedoms and choice is stripped away (Communication 3 - NGO1). 

 

So, I suppose on an individual basis, human trafficking is essentially the taking of someone’s 

freedom and liberty and choice and exploiting them in situations that are potentially illegal and 

causing them great distress and vulnerability (Communication 4 – NGO1). 

 

The descriptions of victims as having been deprived of an alternative to their exploitation suggests that 

the consent of trafficked individuals to their exploitation is non-voluntary. In this respect, the majority 

of first responders highlighted that victims of trafficking usually consent to be recruited by their 

traffickers, in accordance with the UK legal definition of human trafficking, through coercive elements, 

such as force, deceit and/or threats:  

 

She was promised this contract and she signed the contract but then ended up rather than working 

8 hours a day working 23 hours a day… she had to do everything for them (Communication 2 – 

NGO5). 

 

They were being promised, “Come to the UK, you’ll get a good job as a taxi driver, we’ll supply 

you with a car, somewhere to live, we’ll pay for your training, get you your taxi licence, everything 

you need we will supply, and you can pay us back once you’re here.” When they got here they were 

saying, “We can’t get you on a course this month, but, don’t worry, you can pay us back that month’s 

rent later. It’s fine,” and this would go on for five/six months and, eventually, they would get their 

taxi driving course but, by that stage, they were massively in debt and, of course, interest had been 

applied to this, so it was a debt-bonded model…the Romanian drivers were ending up with £30 a 

week, and we were finding that there were eight drivers living in one four-bedroomed house because 

they were hot-bedding (Communication 7 - Police). 

 

In this regard, the outset of exploitative events appears to have been initiated by victims’ desire to achieve 

a better life. Under this premise, individuals who are in vulnerable circumstances are more likely to seek 
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desperate alternatives that help to palliate these difficulties, which can be utilised by traffickers as a 

strategy of recruitment (Adams, 2011b). Bales devoted an extensive analysis to those factors of 

vulnerability which resulted in highlighting issues of poverty, discrimination and political instability as the 

root causes of human trafficking (Bales, 2007). Accordingly, most first responders indicated that 

individuals who are in situations of vulnerability are at greater risk of being lured by traffickers and, 

therefore, consenting to their offers. As a matter of fact, it is not uncommon for first responders in 

England to uphold profiles of victimhood built upon common issues of vulnerability identified and 

attached to certain geographical contexts. For instance, the following statement made by one first 

responder interviewed for this study stresses how victims of trafficking from the same nationality would 

often share elements of vulnerability, which were utilised by their traffickers in order to exploit them: 

 

 A lot would depend on the nationality. For instance, Vietnamese boys will very often be encouraged 

to gamble until they create a huge debt, which then needs to be paid off. So, the traffickers will 

offer to bring them to the UK to work so they can pay off their debt. What they don’t realise is that 

debt will never be paid off, or they will say to the parents, “For a fee, we can take your child to the 

UK to be educated and he’ll be able to work and send money home”. So, that’s a scenario that is 

very common and the route they take from Vietnam to get to the UK is a fairly common route. 

You pick [it] up over time, from interviewing particular groups of people. You begin to see patterns 

emerging. For instance, girls from the north of Albania are not valued. Females are not valued. So, 

very often, the girls will be supposedly kidnapped but, quite often, they’ve actually been sold by the 

family because they don’t want them, and they’ll be trafficked around Europe and into the UK for 

prostitution. So, you begin to pick [it] up, as I say. In Nigeria, again, very often, there are supposedly 

family links, aunties and uncles, who are actually not blood relatives, but they’re called aunties and 

uncles, and they will entrap people in various ways. Again, coming to the UK, supposedly, for 

education, but it isn’t. It’s usually to some kind of servitude (Communication 2 – NGO1). 

 

In this sense, the exploitation of an individual seems to be facilitated by traffickers taking advantage of 

the vulnerabilities of certain individuals and the victims’ sense of a lack of choice. Therefore, the consent 

of victims to their exploitation involves, in accordance with Wheaton, et al. (2010), a sense of the victims’ 

loss of agency. In this regard, this sense of lack of choice as contrary to agency among victims in 

considered as not only the cause of exploitation but also the element that allows the continuity of 

exploitation. In line with this view, most first responders have dealt with cases of trafficking where victims 

could not refuse their trafficking since their agency was curtailed by their traffickers’ means of 

exploitation: 

 

She was allowed out once a month for 30 minutes to send money home but always had the driver 
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with her, was never allowed to be by herself and 30 minutes wasn’t always enough time to actually 

get to the place, wait in line and send it and then try and get food in that time. She pretty much 

survived on noodles and eggs or rice and eggs. They were threatened that if they left and didn’t 

return they may be killed or anything like that (Communication 4 – NGO5). 

 

They know that this is their new life and once they get that in their head, of course they want to go 

home, they crave to go home, they want to see their mums and their dads and their brothers and 

sisters but when you are coerced and controlled, you are scared and the threats are there, I’ve seen 

them. You know, they are definitely there and first hand witchcraft [threatened with witchcraft]– 

this woman believed it was happening, she thought the blood from her mouth was the witchcraft 

(Communication 1- NGO5). 

 

Despite widespread trafficking scenarios where the victims’ ability to avoid their exploitation is 

diminished through the traffickers’ utilisation of elements of force, threats, deceit or the abuse of 

vulnerability for the purpose of exploitation, a more in-depth analysis of the crime built upon first 

responders’ interpretations shows that interpreting human trafficking in compliance with the legal 

definition does not guarantee victims’ identification on the ground. First responders emphasised that a 

clear distinction of those elements in reality is not always obvious:  

 

The act, means and purpose are very prescribed; you’ve got to have an act, you’ve got to have a 

means and you’ve got to have a purpose, but the reality is, to say someone’s been tricked or forced 

or threatened to do something when they live in an address where they’re free to leave, they can 

leave if they want and they could walk to the local police station and report themselves, that’s the 

grey area (Communication 3 - Police). 

 

This means that a clear picture of trafficking where all elements are obvious is considered rare. Indeed,  

proving the crime based on the factual exploitation as suggested by Stoyanova (2017); could also 

contribute to the present confusion of differentiating between smuggled and trafficked persons if 

exploitation has not materialised at the point of identification. This approach could risk leaving in limbo 

those individuals who fit into the category of potential victim of trafficking, but whose identification 

takes place prior to their exploitation. Consequently, those individuals could never be recognised as 

victims or entitled to access to support or assistance, which exposes them at further risk of victimisation. 

However, some practitioners highlighted that hinging the evidence of the crime upon the traffickers’ 

intention of exploiting someone else, as encouraged by the MSA 2015, can also be challenging. One 

participant explained: “So, well, we can prove that they were working in the shop. What we can’t prove 

is that they were brought here for the purpose of exploitation” (Communication 6- Police).  
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In addition, some practitioners indicated that the means utilised by traffickers in order to facilitate the 

victims’ consenting to their exploitation are most likely to emerge once victims of trafficking start 

working, rather than from the very beginning during the recruitment and/or their transportation: 

 

They make promises and there is an expectation when the person arrives here. They’ve agreed to 

come. They’ll say they’ll be taken here, but when they get here, they’re then told, “You’ve got to 

pay the fare back”. The accommodation is not what they were expecting. The wage is not what 

they’re expecting. The work hours are not what they were expecting. So, you know, yes, sometimes 

they do come here willingly, but what they’re coming to changes the whole picture, from being, you 

know, someone just coming here to work, supposedly, to then turning into a trafficking and modern 

slavery situation (Communication 2 – NGO1). 

 

Interpretations from this narrative indicate that victims were commonly aware of the nature of the job 

but possibly not to a great extent, and they certainly did not know that they would be exposed to 

exploitative working conditions. This fact was defined by Aronowitz (2009) as “half-truths”. This finding 

alters the sense of pure innocent victims given by the UK legal definition and as envisioned by Christie 

(1986): the image of an “ideal victim”, those vulnerable and helpless individuals who are forced or 

deceived from the very beginning and go on to be exploited. This finding draws important lines 

connected to the modus operandi of traffickers and how this would shape practitioners’ responses in 

identifying victims of trafficking. This can involve the identification of victims who still believe that they 

are in control of their circumstances as well as their debts. Consequently, practitioners seeking to 

investigate whether victims were coerced, deceived or forced would need to evaluate those “working or 

living conditions and his/her ability to change them or escape from them” (Stoyanova, 2017). 

 

In many cases, victims can feel compelled to consent to their exploitation due to external factors that 

amount to conditions of vulnerability and/or coercion, such as critical financial issues and pressure by 

family members. There are other cases where the victim’s lack of choice is not that clear. Hence, a few 

first responders described instances where victims consented to exploitative working conditions if they 

considered that this was still the most profitable source of income: 

 

Because where they agree to move to somewhere, there’s always a reason why they’re doing it: it’s 

because they want to earn money, and in this country… and that’s their aim, I think, as well: they 

want their family to have something nicer, you know. Like, in Romania, it’s about £1 an hour, or 

something like that, or £1.50 an hour; so to come over here to earn £7.50 is great – maybe to earn 

£4, if they’re being exploited, or £3, is still better than working back at home; and working 
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conditions over here are somewhat better too. So, you could say it’s an agreement to move, in real 

terms, but they only do it because they’re told to, but they still know, if they escape, they won’t have 

any money, so they can’t send any money back. They don’t know, if they go and report it, what will 

happen to them, because their view of this country and the authorities is pretty much determined 

by those who have trafficked them, those who exploit them�so they’ll just agree, potentially, just 

to go with it, because they don’t want to ruin everything for themselves or their family back home 

(Communication 1 – Governmental Agency 1). 

 

This means that the traffickers’ utilisation of coercive means in order to facilitate victims’ consent towards 

their exploitation does not necessarily lead to a simple picture of victims who have lost agency or who 

have no choice but to subjugate to trafficking. Instead, this data suggests that victims can accept their 

exploitation as a type of living due to lack of better options. First responders find that this lack of strong 

evidence of the victims’ loss of agency makes it a challenge to prove the inability of victims to change or 

escape from exploitation. Consequently, this raises issues of confusion amongst practitioners in 

identifying victims of trafficking as distinct from smuggled individuals: 

 

So it’s difficult to say are you trafficked or are you smuggled. Yeah. I think to receive someone – so 

if I got to someone who had just come off of a boat, for example, I think that’s very early in the 

process for them and they’re mentally ready to move on and go and start working. So I think at that 

stage they’re really unlikely to make a complaint about how they’ve been moved. That would be 

more likely to happen with someone who’s seeking asylum at that early stage. What typically 

happens is they’ll find the police or they’ll find a police station and present as someone who’s 

seeking asylum, so they come to us much earlier in the process after that travel. But I think it would 

be very unusual for someone who’s agreed to be moved with a view to earning money, for them to 

actually say they’ve got a complaint at that stage. It’s hard to know because of the accounts that 

we’re given by people. They can sometimes be truthful or sometimes an element of truth or it might 

just be a lie they’re trying to protect. So yeah, there’s smuggling. So I believe that even the smuggled 

people know that they’re being smuggled and they know where they’re going. They may have been 

tricked into it or, you know, the threats – they may say, “Oh yes, I want to go,” because they’ve 

threatened me, saying they’re going to hurt my mother or something like that. So yeah, it’s a difficult 

one to gauge really (Communication 2 - Police). 

 

Interpretations from this account indicate that the element of agency, as opposed to free consent, due to 

the utilisation of coercive means, such as deception, threats, force or abuse of vulnerability, is not a 

reliable factor to differentiate between victims of trafficking and smuggling, which emphasises the 

complexity of identifying the crime on the ground. Hence, both smuggled individuals and victims of 

trafficking can share, as described in evidence, the same start of the journey and awareness of their 
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involvement with criminals, as well as the act of consenting, regardless of ongoing and future 

circumstances. Certainly, the implications of accepting coercion, deceit or the abuse of vulnerability as a 

means of identifying the victims of trafficking should only be recognised if there is a clear distinction 

between the factors that encourage smuggled persons to accept their smugglers’ offers. In turn, this 

facilitates the understanding and identification of who is a victim.  

 

4.2 Issues that constrain a consistent knowledge on human 

trafficking: patchy training and limited data-sharing  

Discussions with first responders indicated that they tend to rely on their own concepts of victims of 

trafficking and approaches to identification. However, findings highlighted that training among first 

responders is interpreted as being inconsistent, while data sharing between them and the government 

with regard to the categorisation of victimhood is limited. This study draws attention to the importance 

of these findings, since decisions on victimhood will be based, to a great extent, on the information 

contained in referrals in accordance with practitioners’ interpretations of human trafficking and its 

victims. 

 

In seeking to more effectively respond to human trafficking and its victims, governments are encouraged 

to develop anti-trafficking programmes that endorse cooperation amongst practitioners in order to 

facilitate actions against human trafficking. This is the focus of Article 11(4) of the EU Directive 

2011/36/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 April 2011 on preventing and 

combating trafficking in human beings and protecting its victims, replacing Council Framework Decision 

2002/629/JHA: 

 

Member States shall take the necessary measures to establish appropriate mechanisms aimed at the 

early identification of, assistance to and support for victims, in cooperation with relevant support 

organisations (EU Directive 2011/36/eu).  

 

According to Friesendorf (2007), cooperation among anti-trafficking actors requires that all efforts target 

a common aim and therefore, responses must clearly state the “the nature of the problem to be 

addressed”. In support of this view, international protocols have made several calls for governments to 

strengthen measures that enhance awareness-raising and training for those practitioners who are likely to 

encounter victims of trafficking (CETS197, 2005a; EU Directive 2011/36/eu). The importance of 

awareness-raising as well as the provision of training among practitioners rests on assuming that this will 
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equip them sufficiently to be able to understand and identify indicators of human trafficking and to know 

how to respond if they encounter it (Van Dyke, 2017). 

 

The UK Government has pursued the promotion of a shared and strong knowledge of human trafficking 

and its victims among governmental and non-governmental agencies through the inclusion of indicators 

of the crime within the UK National Referral Mechanism (UK NRM). This could, in principle, facilitate 

the development of a coherent anti-trafficking response plan, which would also facilitate the 

identification of potential victims of trafficking in partnership.  

 

Accordingly, since the UK NRM was adopted, the number of potential victims of trafficking referred 

through this mechanism has been constantly rising. For instance, NCA’s data shows that the number of 

referrals made in 2015 was 3266, a 40% increase on 2014 (UK NCA, 2016). In 2016, the proportion of 

referrals reached 3805, a 17% increment on the previous year (UK NCA, 2017). Similarly, statistics from 

2017 show a significant increase of referrals compared to the previous year, thus, 5142 referrals were 

made in that year while this figure would reach 36% in 2018, representing a number of 6993 potential 

victims who were referred into the UK NRM (UK NCA, 2019). 

 

Despite the ongoing increase in the number of referrals through the UK NRM, this does not mean that 

all the individuals suspected of being victims of trafficking were or will be granted such status. As a matter 

of fact, some statistics show that the numbers of potential victims of trafficking who are referred to the 

UK Government are significantly higher than the ones who are officially granted the status of victim at 

a later stage. For instance, figures indicate that in 2016 the number of potential victims of trafficking 

referred into the National Referral Mechanism in the United Kingdom experienced a rise of 17% (3805) 

in comparison to the previous year (UK NCA, 2017). However, figures dramatically fell for those 

potential victims who were officially identified as victims and thus entitled to assistance, with only 635 

being granted positive conclusive grounds. This difference in the number of individuals who were 

suspected of being a victim of trafficking by first responders but were refused this status by the 

government at a later stage seems to indicate that not all practitioners share the same understanding of 

human trafficking, which may also have an impact on their abilities of cross agency cooperation. This 

reinforces the need for further investigation.  

 

Analysis of the narratives has indicated that first responders only use the NRM as a “tick list” 

(Communication 1 – NGO1) of the identified indicators. First responders noted that the forms 

encompass a large number of questions, which would feel like a “script” and impede a natural questioning 

approach with potential victims of trafficking: 
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As a first responder, I basically will just try to encourage them to tell their story. So, I don’t try to 

prompt them with the questions. I might say things like, “So was the door locked?” simply to 

stimulate them to think about whether the door was locked or not. “How did you get your meals?” 

I may ask questions like that but only to try to prompt their responses. So, what happens is they tell 

their story and then as a first responder I have a tick list of different categories, as you saw, so I 

match their story to the tick list, write up their story and reference from the tick list along that story 

where it matches up, and then that gets sent off to the Home Office (Communication 1 – NGO1). 

 

Interpretations from first responders supported the utilisation of individual questioning rather than the 

UK NRM due to its style of questioning. Practitioners indicated that some questions were noted to make 

potential victims of trafficking uncomfortable, such as those questions related to their legal status. In 

addition, practitioners explained that they would rather avoid using the UK NRM as a questionnaire due 

to the lack of sensitivity of the questions that, based on previous experiences, undermined the trust of 

potential victims of trafficking to engage with them and thus be rescued from trafficking, as shown in 

the below accounts from practitioners:  

 

I know that they have been offended by some of the questions, and I’ve tried to understand and 

explain to them that they are asking questions to establish, you know, to establish their… whether 

they should be here or not, and so some of the questions they ask will come across as slightly 

officious and, you know, that… But I know they have been offended by some of the questions. 

They’ve been made to feel that they’ve already done something wrong, and that’s not helpful. But 

sometimes, if they have been interviewed and the result they’ve got is from an interview, and they 

have felt offended by some of the questioning or they sometimes feel that they’re already in the 

wrong. They’re being made to feel that they’re already in the wrong and it’s… there’s already a 

distrust of authority... (Communication 5 - Police). 

 

That’s why we go down the conversation route. You can’t – I have to make a decision whether 

you’re intimidated by the questions I ask you; not ask you, “Are you intimidated?” That’s why the 

tick-box doesn’t work, so that’s why we’ve taken that approach in X. I know other Forces will do 

a questionnaire and it’s not right (Communication 3 - Police). 

 

Therefore, approaches to identifying potential victims of trafficking will vary among practitioners who 

will, accordingly, obtain different responses. These responses from potential victims of trafficking have 

to be encoded into proposed indicators. Then, first responders’ interpretations of the collected data must 

fit into the UK NRM forms which may be challenging since realities  of the potential victims may not 
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always fit into categories and not all the categories will be fully representative of the reality (Crawford, et 

al., 2017). 

 

Despite the fact that referrals are crucial in order to identify victims of trafficking and allow them access 

to assistance, inconsistency of knowledge was identified among first responders from both non-

governmental organisations and authorities. Hence, while all practitioners were familiar with the term 

National Referral Mechanism as the official British tool to identify potential victims of trafficking, not all 

knew how to deal with this mechanism of identification: 

 

As for the referral mechanism, we don’t really have much involvement with that process 

(Communication 2 – NGO5).  

 

So, I can tell you not all police officers would know that it exists and where to find it. Definitely 

not (Communication 1 - Police). 

 

These narratives that stress inconsistencies in understanding how to utilise the UK NRM could also be 

seen as illustrating internal managerial decisions among agencies that favour a fragmentation in training 

due to lack of resources. In fact, the lack of funding among first responders’ agencies was a commonly 

raised issue that practitioners interpreted as impacting upon the agencies’ decisions on the type of training 

to be provided according to the individual role: 

 

I mean, there’s an economic factor behind it and then there’ll be a factor of time, but essentially, 

the way it works is all front-line staff, uniform will have a basic understanding of it and that might 

come from e-learning where their learning comes from a requirement to have a look at a computer 

programme and then it’s more specific and better training for those who are more exposed to it 

(Communication 1 - Police). 

 

Therefore, staff members of all agencies (governmental and non-governmental) included as first 

responders by the government will equip their workers according to the aims of the agency and their 

resources which may influence the quality of the training. This finding demonstrates the limits of 

compliance with Article 10 (CETS197, 2005a); as first responders, those who are responsible for 

identifying the signs of trafficking, are not provided by the government with a rigorous system of training 

(HM Government, 2014b); which deprives first responders from reaching the sought-after standardised 

knowledge concerning those who have to be rescued from trafficking. 
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In addition, lack of consistent understanding of the crime due to patchy training could impact on how 

those first responders, who utilise the UK NRM in order to refer potential victims of trafficking to the 

government, interpret it. Although the UK NRM includes a list of indicators to look for in potential 

victims of trafficking, it does not offer information on how to approach those potential victims. This 

may be of extreme importance considering that findings also revealed that “reasonable grounds” 

decisions in victimhood are made by the government but greatly influenced by those first responders’ 

assessments. First responders consistently raised instances in support of this issue, often stressing how 

decisions regarding victimhood are often made by the government without even meeting the individual: 

 

The initial assessment is just for us and then they will carry out a reasonable… they will, you know, 

make their reasonable grounds decision based on what we’ve said and potentially, you know, based 

on what the victim has said, if they speak to them as well (Communication 5 - Police). 

 

There’s a period of – I think it’s five working days, or it might just be five days, where UK HTC 

will review and make their decision about whether they believe that person to be a victim or not 

based on the information that we’ve got. If they are believed to be a victim, there is then a 40-day 

reflection period – I’m sure it’s 40 days, where that person, that victim, then becomes able to access 

the temporary accommodation… (Communication 2 - Police). 

 

In addition, detailed accounts of the government reasoning of their decisions could facilitate a common 

understanding of how the government evaluates the UK NRM indicators of trafficking, utilised by first 

responders, in order to develop consistent approaches to identification. Although international anti-

trafficking policies considered that partnership between governmental and non-governmental agencies 

would allow for sharing information as a strategy to more efficiently identify victims of human trafficking 

(CETS197, 2005a; EU Directive 2011/36/eu, 2011), further research highlights an opposite tendency 

within the British context. Interpretations from the first responders’ narratives indicate that information 

concerning potential victims of trafficking identified within the NRM is highly restricted: 
 

Information that’s on the NRM is the property of the Home Office. It’s not the property of X. The 

only reason we keep a copy in our – we’ve got a very complex National Crime Agency style database, 

which is – it’s got all the locks and bars that you can possibly have on a database. I don’t understand 

anything about it. I just know that it’s something from the National Crime Agency and therefore it 

is encrypted, it’s whatever you need to keep it confidential. But the NRM is the property of the 

Home Office (Communication 1 – NGO1). 
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Restrictions in data-sharing raise concerns regarding the extent to which there is compliance with the aim 

of collaborating with relevant organisations to ensure adequate identification of the victims as was 

endorsed in CETS197 (2005a). Discussions with first responders suggested that a lack of data sharing 

between the Home Office and first responders was a crucial issue. Decisions would be made, but detailed 

reasoning for the decision would not be provided. This first responder reflects on their experience:  

 

The other point to make here is that, as the first responder, although I am supposed to be informed 

of the reasonable grounds decision, it does not always happen. No idea. No idea at all. Sometimes, 

the reasonable grounds decision will be emailed from the Home Office. Other times, it doesn’t. It 

just depends, I presume, who the caseworker is but, officially, according to the National Referral 

Mechanism guidance, I should be told of the decision. No. They just send an email, which is a 

standard one that I’d have said they have been…the decision is that they are a potential victim of 

human trafficking or that they have not met the criteria. That’s it. It’s as basic as that. Nobody gets 

an explanation. It just says that they’ve either met the criteria or they haven’t met the criteria from 

their investigations (Communication 2 – NGO1).  

 

And I’ve just had an email this afternoon actually from them saying that they’ve – all four of them 

– have been rejected. The information I receive from UKHTC is only a decision, that’s the only 

information I receive, in other words, this person has or has not been accepted into the system 

(Communication 4 - Police).  

 

This finding is extremely relevant in order to determine the extent of collaboration between the 

government and other relevant agencies in developing present systems of identification as well as 

promoting a common knowledge of the crime.  

 

Based on the analysis of these findings, I would argue that the aim of spreading consistent knowledge of 

the crime across the United Kingdom fails due to a lack of data-sharing between the government and 

first responders, which has an impact on the extent of knowledge of the indicators of human trafficking 

prioritised by the government and reflected in their decisions. In addition, the absence of an established 

training system for first responders and a lack of guidance on how to approach potential victims of 

trafficking have indicated patchy anti-trafficking knowledge, with autonomous approaches to the 

identification of potential victims of trafficking, which thus challenges the sought-after aims of the 

government when it implemented the UK NRM in 2009 in compliance with the suggestions put forward 

by the CETS197 (2005a). Finally, decisions concerning the victimhood of the identified potential 

trafficked person made by the relevant Competent Authority (CA) may not need other evidence than the 
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information contained in referrals. This makes evident the importance of such referrals, while 

emphasising that there is uncertainty as to why standardised training was not given equal importance.  

 

Considerations according to the findings explored in this section draw attention to the need for a more 

coherent system of identification that reinforces a common understanding of human trafficking. This 

should be built upon the provision of guidance from the government, and transparency of the decisions 

made by the government, in order to grant individuals the status of victims. 

 

4.3 The impact of distrust on Victims of Trafficking 

In this section, we explore how first responders interpret their practices and tools to identify potential 

victims of trafficking. Since the UK NRM is the present system of formal identification for potential 

victims of trafficking in England, the aim is to better understand whether this framework suits 

practitioners’ identification plans. Findings highlight that the UK NRM does not facilitate collaboration 

regarding potential victims of trafficking due to a lack of assurance that victims will receive assistance. In 

addition, the UK NRM forms are not accessible for those victims who lack good English skills, thus 

failing to offer to victims tailored information of their legal rights. 

 

As we have seen in Chapter 2, international anti-trafficking protocols have consistently promoted among 

states the adoption of national legislation and measures that facilitate the identification of victims and 

their referral to support services. The United Kingdom, in its attempt to satisfy its legal obligation of 

facilitating the identification of victims of trafficking, adopted the UK National Referral Mechanism (UK 

NRM) in 2009. This mechanism aims to strengthen the identification of victims by providing to all first 

responders certain criteria of victimhood. In addition, this mechanism must be implemented with the 

informed consent of the potential identified victim, which means that they need, firstly, to understand 

the implications of being referred through the UK NRM and, secondly, to consent (HM Government, 

2019a). Victims who are referred through the UK NRM are assessed in order to be formally identified as 

victims. If they are, they will be granted specialised support during a 45-day recovery and reflection period 

(HM Government, 2019a). 

 

Despite the potential benefits of referring victims of trafficking through the UK NRM, evidence from 

some studies highlights that victims’ decisions on whether or not to collaborate in their process of referral 

are highly influenced by the ability of the practitioners involved to establish trust and to provide realistic 

information on the process, such as repercussions, rights and entitlements (Brunovskis, et al., 2007; 

Hemmings, et al., 2016a). 
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Setting the aspect of trust at the centre of referral pathways seems to be a logical approach, considering 

that fear and distrust of those in positions of authority are common responses among victims due to 

exploitation (Clawson and Dutch, 2008). Victims of trafficking can be exposed to a wide range of abuse 

during their exploitation (Sanchez and Stark, 2014), while being subjected to different methods of 

manipulation and control, which create dependency and limit their ability to exit from their exploitation 

(Ioannou and Oostinga, 2015). Following this type of abuse, victims  likely become fearful, mistrustful 

and hold feelings of insecurity (McTavish, 2017). These issues hinder the ability of victims to share 

information (Brunovskis and Surtees, 2012c: 12), and constrain their willingness to collaborate with the 

relevant practitioner if the implications of their accepting being referred as victims are not fully 

understood (Brunovskis and Surtees, 2007). In this sense, issues of fear, distrust and insecurity play an 

important role in the victims’ decision to refuse to collaborate with practitioners (Surtees, 2007).  

 

Accordingly, under the UK NRM, in order to avoid common barriers and issues that affect victims’ 

willingness to collaborate in their process of referral, potential victims of trafficking are entitled to 

counselling and information of their rights and services available in a language they can understand (HM 

Government, 2019a). This means that, at this stage, approaches of support aim to assist potential victims 

of trafficking to make a conscious decision of whether they want to collaborate with the criminal 

proceedings. Therefore, the importance of providing adequate support to individuals suspected of being 

trafficked rests, at this stage, on a dual humanitarian and crime-control basis. 

 

Despite the endeavour of the UK Government to adjust the referral system to the needs of victims, 

support under the UK NRM is conditional upon requirements of evidence of their victimhood. This 

means that first responders will not be able to provide certain information on the support available. This 

stresses the importance of providing victims with detailed and tailored written material in order to avoid 

issues of confusion and distrust among victims (Brunovskis and Surtees, 2007).   

 

This overview of potential issues which impact upon the victims’ willingness to collaborate with 

practitioners shows how not all actions of identification are conducive to the victims’ referral. This 

reinforces the importance of understanding how the identification of trafficked persons underpinned by 

the UK NRM takes place, and whether there are any elements of this process that could impact upon or 

have implications on their actions and decisions to collaborate to be referred. 

 

Discussions with first responders highlighted the element of distrust as the most common factor among 

identified potential victims which interferes in the stage of referral: 
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Very often, when they arrive, they won’t have told anybody that they have been a victim. And, it 

isn’t until they begin to trust somebody and will talk to somebody and someone then suspects and, 

having spoken to them, will refer them to us (Communication 2 – NGO1). 

 

A lot of victims we speak to will do their NRM on day one and they’ll give us a little bit; enough to 

keep us interested but don’t trust us enough to tell us everything (Communication 3 - Police). 

 

Most first responders described how this sentiment of distrust among victims of trafficking could be 

partly influenced by their traffickers’ acts of manipulation, especially for those victims coming from a 

country where the rates of corruption are high. Victims would be reluctant to talk to practitioners if they 

had assumptions that the authorities were corrupt: 

 

Their trafficker has told them something and they maybe like brainwashed them into what a safe 

house is going to offer and they may then think that they can’t trust us and like they’re brainwashed 

to not trust us so they run back to their trafficker because that’s all they know, so we do have cases 

of that (Communication 4 – NGO5). 

 

Then, sometimes, especially, because a lot of our labour exploitation is Romanian workers, they’re 

very untrusting of the police anyway because they come from a culture where the police are corrupt 

(Communication 6 - Police). 

 

Interpretations of first responders’ views indicate, in accordance with Logan, et al. (2009), that victims 

who come from countries in which corruption amongst government officials is rife. This distrust in the 

governmental system and authorities seems to be magnified among victims when they do not hold a legal 

migratory status and therefore fear legal reprisals:   

 

They might be distrustful for the UK authorities too, whether it would be Police, the GLA, or local 

authority, doctors, dentists, whatever. You know, anybody who might have a reasonable job, the 

fear would be: “Is somebody going to tell I’m either here illegally, for example, because I haven’t 

got my ID card?” or, “If I say anything to anybody, will they report it, and the Police come round, 

and everything else goes wrong back at home? (Communication 1 – Governmental Agency 1). 

 

In this sense, the element of distrust among victims of trafficking seems to be exacerbated, as in the study 

of Doyle, et al. (2018), by the implications of reporting the crime, such as terminating the source of 

income they receive from their exploitation. Having to renounce probably the only source of money they 
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have fuels their fear and uncertainty of the benefits of accepting being referred through the UK NRM, 

which in turn makes them reluctant to engage with first responders: 

 

Because often we go and talk to people and they don’t want to leave where they are, the unknown 

or the uncertainty about the NRM process or what it means to people, it means that people actually 

say they would rather stay where they are (Communication 1 – NGO3). 

 

Therefore, issues of distrust influenced by fear and uncertainty about the system impede victims of 

trafficking from engaging with practitioners. Some practitioners have also associated this distrust with 

those victims who do not share the same culture and do not understand the language and/or culture well. 

Victims’ poor knowledge of the language and of working rights blocks them from seeking collaboration 

with authorities:  

 

You tend to find that those who have quite a good level of English will be the ones who are less 

likely to be exploited because they understand their rights into the UK and, you know, they’re not 

easily exploited by the trafficker. It’s those who are maybe of a substandard education, lower level 

of English, that’s the type of people we come across (Communication 3 – Governmental Agency 

1). 

 

They find themselves, quickly, in a process where they’re controlled by individuals, mainly because 

they can’t speak the language, and that’s one of the main reasons that they are exploited 

(Communication 2 – Governmental Agency 1). 

 

Despite the fact that these elements that influence the victims’ trust over the system and practitioners 

while diminishing their willingness to come forward are not new (McGaha and Evans, 2009), a more 

thorough analysis revealed that they may not be under sufficient consideration within the present UK 

NRM. Current forms of referral (UK NRM) are only written in English. Practitioners did stress that it is 

always explained to victims what they are signing and that they usually contact translators to facilitate 

communication between them and potential victims of trafficking: 

 

We’ve got access to interpreters and translators without issue and within our different offices, 

you’ve got lots of posters with different languages explaining what… so we’re pretty good in that 

respect (Communication 1 – Police). 

 

We use an interpreter service which is…I think the Salvation Army have the contract with them 

and they pay the cost of the interpreters so we usually use Capita and we just dial through and ask 
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for, you know, the language and sometimes ask for a female interpreter if possible because that’s 

the preference of the client (Communication 2 – NGO5). 

 

The fact that the forms of consent to start the formal identification of the victims are not translated into 

the victims’ languages means that victims, who have potentially been rescued from a traumatic experience 

and may distrust anyone as a consequence of the trafficking experience, are expected to sign a form which 

they often cannot understand. This may not always fit a general ethical understanding of informed 

consent; and has led some practitioners to question its adequacy:  

 

So, that has to be completed; and although it’s completed in English, they will not be allowed to go 

into the NRM unless they’ve actually signed it – which is a bit of a nonsense, because how do you 

know what’s in it, because it’s in English? (Communication 2 – Governmental Agency 1). 

 

Additionally, discussions with first responders highlighted another issue of concern regarding facilitating 

the referral of victims of trafficking. This being, that assistance and protection cannot be ensured for 

those potential victims of trafficking who enter the NRM. Although victims of trafficking are entitled to 

45-day recovery and reflection period, this can only be granted when the government decides that there 

are reasonable grounds to believe in their victimhood. Staff members from governmental and non-

governmental agencies consider that this leads to further issues of uncertainty among potential victims, 

therefore negatively influencing victims’ trust and willingness to collaborate with practitioners in order 

to consent to entering the UK NRM:  

 

Within the system, I don’t think it offers enough. I don’t think the exit strategies are enough. You 

know, if you think about it, if I’m dealing with a victim of trafficking and I, you know, they’re being 

severely exploited, what can I offer them? I can offer them to enter the NRM. I can offer them 45 

days. When they say to me, “Well, what happens to me at the end of the 45 days?” That proves 

majorly difficult in getting people to come into the NRM (Communication 3 – Governmental 

Agency 1). 

 

As a result, victims may refuse to co-operate with authorities and fail to report the crime if assurance of 

protection and assistance is not guaranteed.  

 

4.4 Conclusions 

This chapter has analysed the intricacies in the referral of victims of trafficking in England and 

underpinned by the UK NRM.  
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The anti-trafficking policies in place and the UK NRM have promoted among practitioners the 

prioritisation of identifying coercive means of exploitation to prove the victims’ lack of choice in their 

trafficking. However, evidence from this study indicates that the identification on the ground of these 

elements is not easy, especially if elements of awareness and consent among potential victims occur. 

Difficulties in recognising the lack of choice or agency amongst potential victims of trafficking in 

accepting exploitative working conditions seem to reinforce issues of confusion among first responders 

when it comes to differentiating between victims of trafficking and smuggled individuals. In addition, 

findings highlighted that knowledge on human trafficking and the utilisation of the UK NRM among 

first responders is constrained by lack of training and data sharing with the UK Government on the 

reasoning involved behind the decisions of victimhood. Discussions with officials and staff from non-

governmental organisations show that practitioners frequently to struggle to collaborate with victims of 

trafficking due to issues of fear and distrust. Evidence from this study highlighted that the UK NRM 

does not palliate the issues that affect victims’ willingness to be referred as victims, since the UK NRM 

forms are not translated into the victims’ languages and assistance cannot be guaranteed. These issues 

are considered to limit victims’ understanding of the implications of the process of referral, thus limiting 

the ability of first responders to establish trust with them and to obtain their consent to enter the UK 

NRM.  
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5 Recovery and Reflection Period 

The previous chapter analysed how practitioners’ interpretations and present anti-trafficking measures 

influence the identification of potential victims of trafficking. Following a logical order, in this chapter, 

analysis will focus on how first responders in England interpret the system when it comes to facilitating 

victims’ start of a recovery from exploitation. The purpose of this chapter is to learn how victims are 

assessed and allocated support under the UK National Referral Mechanism.  

 

Discussion of the findings will derive theoretical and practical implications which aim to offer a holistic 

understanding of practitioners’ interpretations about the present UK NRM as well as the extent of its 

adequacy in supporting potential victims of trafficking. In addition, a more in-depth understanding on 

current anti-trafficking practices enables a better examination of the approach adopted on the ground to 

address human trafficking as well as to promote victims’ welfare. Conclusions aim to contribute to the 

development of future anti-trafficking policies, if needed.  

 

5.1 The UK NRM challenges victims’ welfare assurance before 

reaching a reasonable grounds decision 

In this section, we explore how first responders interpret the present anti-trafficking system in England, 

specifically how practitioners decide to act when there is a lack of governmental guidance in order to 

support victims of trafficking. This focuses on the period before a reasonable grounds decision on 

victimhood is made by the relevant Competent Authority (CA) as well as the circumstance of victims 

refusing to enter the UK NRM. Findings indicate that victims who seek support but refuse to enter the 

UK NRM are at risk of care neglect due to a lack of statutory support being required of practitioners. In 

addition, the absence of specific measures of support until a decision on victimhood is proven fosters 

managerial conflicts of responsibility among agencies and practitioners that limits consistency in their 

responses.  

 

Under the present UK NRM, approaches of support for victims of trafficking are provided under specific 

requirements, namely once victims consent to be referred as such and after receiving a positive decision 

on their victimhood (Gov UK, 2020a). Based on this regard, the UK NRM forms offer three options to 

be voluntarily signed by the potential victim. The first signature means that the person suspected of being 

trafficked gives their consent to enter the system. Once consent to enter the system is given, the victim 

can also sign in order to be assisted by non-governmental agencies. In other words, victims who sign 

these two options are reporting that they are victims of trafficking and that they wish to be offered 
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support. Finally, the last voluntary option is to agree to collaborate with authorities in the investigation 

of the crime. Therefore, all potential victims of trafficking should be entitled to receive governmental 

support through the UK NRM, without having, in principle, to collaborate with authorities, if they 

request it.  

 

According to the UK Government, if victims refuse to enter the UK NRM, practitioners still have a duty 

to notify the UK Home Office of a potential case of trafficking by completing and sending the form MS1 

(Gov UK, 2019a). Information gathered within this form is intended to be shared with the National 

Crime Agency and other law enforcement agencies in order to promote a better understanding of the 

crime and its victims that could also enhance future better responses among practitioners (Gov UK, 

2019a). The extent of information gathered within MS1 forms are conditional upon the degree of consent 

of the victim, which may vary considerably from one to another. Despite inconsistency in the information 

gathered, the current understanding of victims of trafficking who refuse to enter the UK NRM, as 

promoted by the UK Government, is of individuals who want ‘‘to remain anonymous and do not want 

specialist support’’ (Gov UK, 2019a). In consensus with this view, information that could expose the 

identity of the victim who did not wish to be referred into the UK NRM is, according to the UK 

government (Gov UK, 2019a), often not included within the MS1 forms.  

 

In addition, even when victims consent to enter the UK NRM, support is not guaranteed instantly. There 

is a period of about 5 days during which the relevant Competent Authority needs to evaluate whether 

there are reasonable grounds to believe that an individual may be a potential victim of trafficking in order 

for them to be entitled to assistance (Gov UK, 2020a). Such suspicion of “reasonable grounds” is as cited 

by HM Government (2014b): “I suspect but cannot prove”. The present UK anti-trafficking system 

establishes that these decisions on victimhood for potential victims of trafficking have to be made by the 

Modern Slavery Human Trafficking Unit (MSHTU) in the case of European individuals whereas claims 

for non-Europeans are decided by the Home Office Visas and Immigration (UKVI) (HM Government, 

2016b). This criterion indicates that a decision on a reasonable grounds decision will be undertaken by 

two different authorities, based on the migration status of potential victims of trafficking. However, 

specific actions of support are not considered at this stage within the UK National Referral Mechanism 

or the Modern Slavery Act, 2015. As a matter of fact, until this decision of reasonable grounds is made, 

no national guidance establishes whether victims must be supported beyond a circumstance of medical 

urgency (HM Government, 2016b). 

 

This means that under the UK NRM, uncertainty concerning the provision of support for victims of 

trafficking arises with regard to the actions to be undertaken by practitioners (if any) in the case of 
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scenarios which fail to meet the established requirements. These being, if victims do not consent to enter 

the UK NRM or, if they consent, which approach is to be pursued by practitioners in the period before 

a reasonable grounds decision is made. 

 

Interpretations from first responders indicate that the refusal of victims to enter the UK NRM is 

acknowledged as a termination of their legal responsibilities to support victims of trafficking: 

 

If they don’t then we can’t do anything with them. We submit a MS1 which is a notification to the 

Home Office that we’ve got a victim of trafficking that doesn’t want to consent (Communication 

3 – Police). 

 

If they refuse to sign consent, then that’s where our work with them has to finish because it’s the 

Government contract (Communication 2 – NGO1). 

 

In this sense, first responders consider that the UK NRM’s criterion of access to support and the lack of 

governmental guidance outside this, aside from their duty to notify the government of the potential case 

of human trafficking, circumscribes the role of first responders; it diminishes both the extent to which 

and the ways in which they are involved in the official process. However, this does not mean that some 

first responders would not pursue alternative approaches in order to support victims who do not consent 

to enter the UK NRM but still want to access support. In fact, some practitioners indicated that under 

these circumstances, victims could be referred to alternative agencies of support: 

 

If they don’t want to go into the National Referral Mechanism, that is entirely, you know, their 

decision. As far as our support is concerned, that’s where it finishes. We cannot support them if 

they have not gone through the National Referral Mechanism because the contract is linked to the 

National Referral Mechanism. That’s not saying that we wouldn’t signpost them to another agency. 

I mean, we’d signpost them to another organisation. We cannot give them support under the 

National Referral Mechanism and the contract if they do not wish to go through the National 

Referral Mechanism. If they refuse to sign, consent, then that’s where our work with them has to 

finish because it’s the Government contract (Communication 2 – NGO1). 

 

In this sense, although the UK NRM criteria delineates the limits of support access for victims, the 

absence of governmental guidance for first responders in such cases seems to foster inconsistencies of 

support approaches. Similarly, in cases when victims consent to collaborate with practitioners, lack of 

governmental guidance has been acknowledged on the ground as an assumed delegation of responsibility 

to the agency that makes the referral to the UK NRM. As such, the agency that identifies potential victims 
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of trafficking will decide, according to its own criteria concerning victims and protocols on action, 

whether support needs to be provided to a potential victim urgently and if so, how to operate. This 

legitimises a range of options and decisions made by first responders that may not be necessarily based 

on the same reasoning. Additionally, first responders group together a wide range of practitioners from 

different agencies and specialisations (Gov UK, 2020a), which may also play an important role in how 

they decide to respond to victims: 

 

Every local authority has their criteria. Does the person meet the eligibility needs? So, people do 

the social care assessments. After that’s completed, it’s done. I don’t know what else to say, and I 

think people will be supported to the limits of the understanding that they can be supported, like 

any other victims that will be receiving support who’s been a potential victim of abuse 

(Communication 1 – Governmental Agency 2). 

 

In addition, it is important to highlight that despite the agency of referral being in principle considered 

to be the one responsible for protecting and assisting the potential victim, the extent of support will be 

conditional upon the resources of agencies and also limited by the length of the identification system 

required by the relevant Competent Authority (CA). This reinforces not only the uncertainty of the 

support approach adopted by the agency of referral (if any) but also, its quality and adequacy since 

resources to support victims may not be sufficient in all cases. As a matter of fact, practitioners mentioned 

this as a possible source of tension that limits them from ensuring that victims will be provided with 

support: 

 

If they say that they want to go through the National Referral Mechanism to a UK human trafficking 

centre, they consent to that, then there’s a period where we would house them or, you know, 

charities would house them whilst their forms are sent off to be assessed, and it may be that they 

get some temporary accommodation after that. But it’s by no means secure for them and it is quite 

limited (Communication 2 – Police). 

 

In addition, although the UK Government considers that the length of this period should be of 

approximately five working days, practitioners indicated that this is not always the case. In fact, most first 

responders would associate the length of this period with the relevant CA responsible for making this 

decision. They highlighted specifically that decisions on victimhood for non-EEA individuals, which are 

assessed by the UK Visas and Immigration, are considerably longer than the rest of cases: 

 

The UK Visas are just a nightmare; they’re so slow and 18 months to make a five-day decision is 

my longest so far. Well, they’ll be detained in an immigration centre, so they’re being supported, 
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albeit detained, whilst that decision is made. They’re supposed to be under – they’re under the same 

parameters of five days and 45 days. The UKHTC will stick to their five days and 45 days; the UK 

Visas and Immigration will be weeks, months. Sometimes, because the pressure is off, because 

they’re an immigration centre –not for the victim, they don’t want to be stuck in an immigration 

centre whilst that’s ongoing – but from an organisational point of view, they’ve got less pressures 

(Communication 3 – Police). 

 

 

In this sense, research indicates that currently managerial distinctions based on migration status seem to 

decelerate the process of the identification of victims for those individuals assessed by the UKVI. This 

may be explained by understanding that the UKVI needs to deal with numerous asylum claims as well as 

to assess copious number of victimhood decisions (Anti-Trafficking Monitoring Group, 2013), which 

could influence the pace of the process by slowing it down considerably.  

 

Delays in the process of the identification of victims means that issues of tension amongst agencies 

aiming to offer support to victims can be intensified and this exposes victims to a longer period of 

support uncertainty. Under this premise, the absence of national guidance on supporting victims during 

this period while underpinned by a migration approach in responding to trafficking seems to put 

especially at a disadvantage non-EEA victims who can be exposed to a longer period of waiting. In 

addition, leaving other agencies with the responsibility of deciding whether to safeguard victims’ welfare 

just because their victimhood has not yet been ascertained poses serious issues of concern over the extent 

of compliance of the UK Government with the aims of the UK NRM. According to the UK National 

Crime Agency, the present UK NRM is an anti-trafficking scheme with the goal of developing actions of 

identification and assistance in order to ensure that victims of trafficking are provided with the right 

support (Gov UK, 2020a). However, findings indicate that the absence of guidance and funding until a 

decision on victimhood is proven, promotes inconsistent responses in assisting victims due to a lack of 

resources, impeding the assurance of victims’ wellbeing. 

 

5.2 Access to support during the 45-day recovery and reflection period 

is uncertain 

 

This section will explore how first responders interpret and apply current policies on supporting victims 

of trafficking during the 45-day recovery and reflection period. This analysis focuses on the period 

between a positive ‘reasonable grounds’ and a ‘conclusive grounds’ decision on victimhood, where a 
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number of difficulties have been identified regarding the adequacy and effectiveness of the support 

available. As we shall see, these difficulties flow from lack of sufficient consideration of victims’ 

circumstances under the present UK NRM due to the brevity of the reflection period, as well as from 

the ways in which victims’ needs are assessed and catered for by the relevant support services.  

 

As we have seen in Chapter 2, international anti-trafficking conventions, such as CETS197 (2005a), as 

well as EU Directive 2011/36/eu, have stressed governments’ responsibility in facilitating the adoption 

of a national referral mechanism during which tailored support could be granted to victims of trafficking 

for an adequate length of time. The aim of this period is to ensure that victims escape the influence of 

their traffickers and recover from their exploitation while they can reflect upon whether they want to 

collaborate with authorities (Article 13 – CETS197, 2005a). Under this premise, Article 12 of the 

CETS197 (2005a), as well as Article 11 of the EU Directive 2011/36/eu have endorsed a number of 

minimum standards of support for victims of trafficking, such as ensuring that victims are provided with 

adequate housing, protection and relevant legal information as well as translation, medical support and/or 

counselling if needed.  

 

In principle, the United Kingdom appears to comply with the EU international expectations as prescribed. 

Hence, victims of trafficking who enter the UK National Referral Mechanism (NRM) and obtain positive 

reasonable grounds are entitled to a 45-day recovery and reflection period, which even exceeds the 

minimum of 30 days suggested by CETS197 (2005a). Accordingly, during the 45-day recovery and 

reflection period, victims of trafficking are granted support access to cover their individual needs (The 

Salvation Army, 2019a). Since 2011, the provision of such support has been coordinated across England 

and Wales by the Salvation Army, which, in partnership with a wide range of charitable organisations, 

facilitates the access of victims of trafficking to specialist services of support (The Salvation Army, 2019b). 

To ensure the support provided to victims is adequate, lists of services facilitated by the Salvation Army 

and sub-contractors echo the measures of assistance prescribed by the EU Conventions, such as access 

to counselling, translation, relevant legal advice, etc. (The Salvation Army, 2015). The importance of 

providing tailored support to victims of trafficking is reinforced by emerging evidence of the acute 

implications of the absence of suitable support, such as severe mental health issues (Aberdein and 

Zimmerman, 2015; British Red Cross, et al., 2019). Risks to the welfare of victims of trafficking include 

impediments to their ability to develop resilience, increasing their risk of re-trafficking (Jobe, 2010; Munro 

and Pritchard, 2013; Balch, 2017). 

 

Although the provision of support during the 45-day recovery and reflection period is intended to be 

facilitated with regard to victims’ needs, it does not pursue victims’ full rehabilitation from exploitation, 
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as promoted by EU conventions (Gov UK, 2020a). Instead, the 45-day recovery and reflection period is 

considered by the government to be a stage during which victims are facilitated with support to ‘begin to 

recover’ while practitioners can collect more evidence for the criminal case (UK Parliament, 2009). 

Although the 45-day recovery and reflection period is intended to cover victims’ primary needs to 

facilitate the start of their recovery, this is uncertain in practice. The UK Government has not yet 

provided statutory measures of support to be supplied by the relevant care service, while such support is 

intended to run for 45 days and lacks a post-exit plan of care for victims of trafficking. This reinforces 

the importance of understanding whether this 45-day recovery and reflection period is considered to be 

adequate to prepare victims for their recovery. For this it is necessary to understand whether the time 

frame established by law for the 45-day recovery and reflection period is considered to meet its purpose.  

 

In accordance with the national view of the recovery and reflection period, practitioners interviewed for 

this study do not consider the 45-day recovery and reflection to be a period destined to rehabilitate 

and/or reintegrate victims of trafficking but only to facilitate the start of this process through support 

access: 

 

45 days is not enough. It’s a start. It’s a start on the process…, and that’s why the charities that help 

with moving on are so crucial. Yeah. So from the moment the person arrives in the safe house, the 

whole start of the journey is towards reintegration. So everything is about preparing that person to 

move on. And obviously when the time comes for them to move on, the caseworker will have tried 

to ensure that they are moved on as safely as possible (Communication 1 – NGO1). 

 

 

This period is intended to provide a space in which the victim can safely reflect on whether she/he 

wants to collaborate with the authorities while investigations of the crime can be pursued; “So, 45 

days to consider that… effectively their position and to make sure that they are safeguarded and 

looked after and that the NGOs are doing the right thing for them’’ (Communication 1 – Police). 

 

 

Interpretations from these accounts reinforce, in line with the policies in place, the importance of 

facilitating support access to victims of trafficking during the 45-day recovery and reflection period. At 

this stage, victims of trafficking have just exited exploitation, which means that the provision of assistance 

and protection could be crucial, as stressed by Idris (2017), in order to improve their ability to recover 

and to be able to make a conscious decision on whether they want to collaborate with authorities. With 

regard to facilitating the start of victims’ recovery from exploitation, the majority of first responders 

suggested that all programmes of support are intended to vary according to the needs of each victim. 
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Thus, several needs assessments are conducted during the 45-day recovery and reflection period. These 

needs assessments are conducted firstly by the first non-governmental agency at the point of 

identification and also by the relevant subcontractor at a later stage. The aim is to determine the type of 

assistance to which victims will have access: 

 
When we first have a client arrive we have like a needs assessment form, so we’ll go through it to 

see like what items of clothing, what things they have, medical needs, spiritual needs, if they’ve got 

any allergies so we have a little form and we’ll go through that (Communication 4 – NGO5). 

 

 

We will have done an initial needs assessment on the victim, as to what their needs are, and they 

will know whether they need counselling, whether they need to see a doctor, whether they’ve got 

problems with drugs and alcohol that needs working with, whether they need help to find a solicitor 

to start the asylum process. All those things will have been outlined on the initial assessment that 

we will have done after we’ve done the NRM documents and so that the process is, the safe house 

and the keyworker will work through what the person needs (Communication 2 – NGO1). 

 

 

In this sense, the conducting of needs assessments by agencies responsible for the provision of support 

in England are in line with the practitioners’ aim of offering tailored assistance to victims, as prescribed 

by ratified international anti-trafficking conventions, such as Article 12 of CETS197 (2005a) and Article 

11 of the EU Directive 2011/36/eu.  

 

Despite the aim of current programmes of support being to facilitate support adjusted to the needs of 

victims, further research seeking better understanding of the adequacy of the present recovery and 

reflection period indicates that the actual provision of tailored support for victims of trafficking is limited 

by its 45-day length. Hence, instances of first responders disagreeing with the length of 45 days of support 

were constantly raised, connected to the time period’s inadequacy given the consequences of exploitation 

upon victims: 

 

45 days is not long enough support for any victim to get themselves established in the UK, to go 

and fly solo after that. They’re traumatised, they’ve been moved from one place to another place to 

another place; 45 days is too short, far too short to expect them to be able to live in the UK and 

start a new life; it’s ridiculous (Communication 3 – Police). 

 

 



 

 

 68 

We can’t, you know, we take them to the Doctors, we take them to a Solicitor, we take them to the 

Sexual Health Clinic, we try to get counselling, you can’t do that in 45 days. And, some of these are 

so high needs that they’re not even going to be talking to you in 45 days because you have to build 

that trust up. So, within 45 days, it’s supposed to have a CG, which is Conclusive Grounds that this 

[is a] victim (Communication 1 – NGO5). 

 

 

Interpretations from these accounts seem to indicate that the current length of the recovery and reflection 

period as established by the UK Government hinders first responders’ efforts to facilitate tailored 

support for victims of trafficking. Most difficulties to facilitate support access for victims during the 45-

day recovery and reflection period were linked to the common and substantial struggle of victims to 

overcome appalling traumas due to their exploitation that often results in victims’ mistrust of others: 

 

The most common characteristics I think are trauma, I think fear, I think lack of trust and I know, 

particularly I think with the person I’m trying to engage with, the fear of authorities. And I know 

from talking to some of my health colleagues of people that have gone through trauma therapy with 

some people that have been given leave to stay and that were trafficked. There’s a very large fear of 

authority because of the trauma that’s happened before they came to the country, they just don’t 

trust, trust is a major issue (Communication 2 – Governmental Agency 2). 

 

 

This reluctance among victims to trust anyone, due to ongoing suspicion that they will be treated unfairly 

or dishonestly, is an issue considered as an impediment for practitioners not only in identifying victims 

(as we have seen in Chapter 4), but also, in offering them support during the current recovery and 

reflection period: 

 

A lot of it is trying to get the victim… it’s embarrassment for the victim that they’ve allowed 

themselves to end up into that situation, and it’s gaining their trust and just basically getting them 

to open up, which can take some time to do. You know, it’s not easy for them. I’ve had grown men, 

you know, break down in tears and say, “How has this happened to me? I’m 58 years of age. How 

has this happened to me? (Communication 3 – Governmental Agency 1). 

 

A lot of them spend a lot of their time in their rooms, it takes them a while to trust staff just because 

they may not trust people for, they’re quite shy. It’ll take maybe a week or more for them to come 

out of their shells to be more engaging in activities. Although you do get some people who realise 

how happy they are but if they have a medical appointment then generally you’ll find they’re very 

down after that, especially if they have particular issues or conditions. And a lot of them like support 
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for quite a while and they kind of need your help for quite a while until they feel comfortable but 

we’re trying to make them go out on their own and some of them it takes a lot longer than others 

(Communication 4 – NGO5). 

 

These findings are consistent with the work of Hemmings, et al. (2016b), which indicates that 

practitioners often need a longer time period to build relationships of trust with victims due to their abuse 

under exploitation which usually leads to impediments and/or delays in practitioners being able to 

facilitate the support needed.  

 

In addition, discussions with first responders indicate that it is not only victims’ lack of willingness to 

engage with them and accept assistance that slows down the process of preparing victims for the start of 

their recovery during the 45-day recovery and reflection period, but also the current UK bureaucratic and 

NHS health system. Some first responders indicated that current UK NHS waiting times impede the 

ability to ensure that victims of trafficking will be able to access health care support during the 45-day 

recovery and reflection period; “because counselling is… takes so long to get, the waiting lists are huge. 

A lot of our ladies either just start counselling or they don’t even get to start it” (Communication 3 – 

NGO5). 

 

This data with regard to the waiting times for individuals to access mental health support services within 

the UK NHS may not be new, considering that the UK Government had already supplied estimates of 

between six and eighteen weeks for these waiting times (Gov UK, 2014). However, this finding indicates 

that victims of trafficking who are directed to access support during the 45-day recovery and reflection 

period may not be a priority consideration under the UK NHS. This is particularly concerning 

considering that most practitioners indicated that specialist treatments, such as counselling and medical 

treatment, are rarely provided by practitioners in-house; “There’s help to establish language skills, there’s 

help with medical process and counseling. Now, we wouldn’t necessarily provide all that in-house but we 

would coordinate and facilitate any support that a victim needs, bearing in mind the Government offer 

typically 45 days to achieve that” (Communication 3 – NGO1). 

 

This data means that victims of trafficking often rely on the UK National Health Service (NHS) to access 

support and therefore, victims could, as with the rest of British and EEA-citizens in the United Kingdom, 

face waiting lists of weeks and months (Annison, 2013). Consequently, victims of trafficking could be at 

risk of not being able to access health care support by the time the recovery and reflection period ends 

(45 days) despite some studies having already shown that subjecting individuals to long waits in order to 

access mental health support considerably decreases the likelihood that they will attend therapy (Wooster, 
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2019). According to Pascual-Leone, et al. (2016), victims of trafficking commonly “face an extensive 

battle when trying to heal from their experience and varying needs”, which will often require trauma 

counselling (Malloch, 2012; Pascual-Leone, et al., 2017), due to the abuse suffered during their 

exploitation. Accordingly, numerous examples in support of the importance of counselling for victims 

of trafficking were raised by first responders; “because a lot of them often suffer with depression, low-

mood, self-harm as a way of coping emotionally with their circumstances” (Communication 1 – Health 

Care Sector). 

 

Consequently, the present UK Government could be at risk of breaching its commitment to ensure 

victims are provided with a set of minimum support standards in accordance with suggestions set out by 

ratified international anti-trafficking protocols that promote a victim-centred approach to respond to the 

crime. Article 12 of the CETS197 (2005a) states that:  

 

Each Party shall adopt such legislative or other measures as may be necessary to assist 

victims in their physical, psychological and social recovery. Such assistance shall include at 

least: [...] counselling and information, in particular as regards their legal rights and the 

services available to them, in a language that they can understand. 

 

In this sense, the extent of the support accessed by victims during the 45-day recovery and reflection 

period is uncertain, which poses a risk for the UK Government of breaching their consensus with the 

principles contained in the CETS197 (2005a) and the EU Directive 2011/36/eu in providing support to 

victims during the recovery and reflection period.  

 

This debate has shown how a lack of sufficient consideration of how the circumstances of victims can 

pose obstacles for their ability to access support during the 45-day recovery and reflection period, limiting 

assurances that they will start their recovery by the end of this period. Findings indicate that practitioners 

often encounter issues of distrust among victims that postpone their engagement with support, and that 

this seems to be in conflict with the current length of time allocated for assisting victims of trafficking 

during the recovery and reflection period. In addition, linking victims’ support provision during the 45-

day recovery and reflection period to the long waiting times to access general UK NHS services or 

alternative charitable sources of support have also reinforced concerns concerning the adequacy of the 

short time period in order to ensure the victims start recovery.  

 

Concerns over the extent to which victims’ needs and practitioners’ struggles during the 45-day recovery 

and reflection period are understood has reinforced the need to investigate further whether it would be 
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feasible to extend this allocated time towards ensuring victims may start recovery and if so, how this 

might be done.  

 

5.3 Consequences of extending the 45-day recovery and reflection 

period 

The aim of this section is to offer an overview of how the lack of a precise time frame for the recovery 

and reflection period, in the case of extensions, affects first responders’ practices of support. Support is 

officially granted by the UK Government for a minimum of 45 days, but this period is often extended 

either until a ‘conclusive grounds’ decision by the UK Government is made or by request from 

practitioners. Findings suggest that extending the recovery and reflection period in order to decide the 

status of and the prospects of support for victims undermines their welfare as it prolongs their fear and 

stress regarding the outcome of the decision. Meanwhile, a lack of certainty concerning when the decision 

is due limits practitioners’ ability to plan support to prepare victims for their care exit. 

 

As discussed earlier in Chapter 5.2, within the British context all potential victims of trafficking are 

entitled to receive a minimum of 45 days of support if they receive a positive reasonable grounds decision 

on their victimhood and prior to consenting to enter the UK NRM. During this period, the relevant 

Competent Authority (CA) will be assessing the victimhood of the potentially trafficked person, although 

the government has not established that the decision must be made within 45 days. In effect, the 

expectation is that the relevant CA will make a decision as soon as possible following this 45-day period 

(HM Government, 2019a), therefore decisions on conclusive grounds do not have a fixed deadline. This 

means that decisions can take longer than 45 days, which means that length of the recovery and reflection 

period can be extended, if the CA needs a longer time period in order to prove the likelihood of 

victimhood. As a matter of fact, data from the 2018 UK NRM shows that delays of the process in order 

to reach a conclusive grounds decision are often the case. Hence, four individuals referred into the system 

as potential victims in 2013 are still waiting for a conclusive decision on their victimhood, 69 from 2014, 

208 from 2015, 398 from 2016 and 1613 from 2017 (UK NCA, 2019). This data shows that an incredibly 

high number of individuals are exposed to long periods of waiting to receive a decision on their status 

and accordingly their prospects of support. In addition, requests for extensions can be made by the 

relevant practitioner if this is considered necessary based on a victim’s welfare circumstances. Based on 

the report published by the UK Home Office, circumstances under which requests for extensions are 

likely to be accepted are of “serious health issues, severe mental health or psychological issues (including 

post-traumatic stress disorder) requiring a longer period of recovery and reflection and high levels of 

victim intimidation” (HM Government, 2019a: 93). Regardless of the specific reasoning behind such a 
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request, the report established that once the request of an extension is granted, updates of the victims’ 

circumstances must be provided by the relevant practitioner at least every 28 days (HM Government, 

2019a). 

 

However, a more recent report published in 2019 shows that governmental guidelines regarding the 

process of extensions have lessened considerably. Hence, practitioners are merely advised to request 

extensions by submitting “information they deem relevant to a case” (HM Government, 2019a: 53) while 

information concerning further requirements to request the extension or to provide the government with 

updates of the victims’ circumstances are absent. Lack of detailed information of the process indicates 

that the government will consider the length of an extension on a case-by-case basis. This reinforces 

about the extent of support approaches that practitioners will be able to implement during a process 

supposed to facilitate the start of recovery for victims of trafficking.  

 

Some of the practitioners interviewed for this study stressed the regularity of extensions of the 45-day 

recovery and reflection period due to the need of the CA to make a ‘conclusive grounds’ decision: 

 

We have got people in the outreach service that have been waiting two years for their conclusive 

transition (Communication 1 – NGO3). 

 

I would have to hazard a guess and say something like six months before the Home Office makes 

a conclusive grounds decision, yeah, I think it varies a lot around that and we do have cases where 

people have been with us past a year so… (Communication 2 – NGO5). 

 

Although an extension of the process of proving a trafficked person’s victimhood may also prolong the 

provision to support and safe houses, this does not mean that extensions of the recovery and reflection 

period contribute to safeguarding their welfare. Discussions with practitioners indicated that delays 

within the recovery and reflection period expose victims to enduring feelings of stress and fear about the 

decision regarding their victimhood: 

 

It has such a detrimental effect on the health of these young people because they are just so scared 

and so worried. So, it’s not a good process for them even if the outcome is positive, waiting for that 

decision and that process is really difficult for them (Communication 1 – NGO4). 

 

Well, unfortunately, it does cause them a substantial amount of trauma because they are left in a 

situation of essential limbo, so they can’t work during that period, they find that they’re always on 

edge because at any point they could get a refusal. There is always that concern that they are going 
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to be removed, they’re going to be refused and removed, so essentially the longer the decision takes, 

the worse it can be on someone’s mental health (Communication 4 – NGO1). 

 

Practitioners’ interpretations demonstrate that the widespread sentiments of fear and stress suffered by 

potential victims of trafficking are associated with the risk of receiving a negative decision that would 

terminate their prospects of remaining in the country and accessing support. Therefore, it is the 

uncertainty of the outcome of this decision that fosters these sentiments of stress and fear. In this respect, 

delays to a process that already undermines the welfare of victims can only lead to reinforcing the extent 

of the damage, as indicated by the work of Silove, et al. (1998), where uncertainty of residency status 

among asylum seekers, migrants and refugees exposed them to higher degrees of stress.  

 

However, analysis of the data from this study indicates that these elements that undermine victims’ 

welfare are not exclusive to this stage. Elements of distrust in the system, fear of legal reprisals including 

being deported, amongst others, were certainly highlighted in Chapter 4 as elements that impeded victims 

seeking help. In this regard, these types of delay in the process of identification, in accordance with Oram, 

et al. (2011), exacerbate existing issues of vulnerability in victims while fostering new issues that 

undermine victims’ mental health, such as uncertainty. It is a matter of concern that these vulnerabilities 

make victims more susceptible to the risk of re-trafficking (Probst, 2018). This may be attributed, based 

on findings, to the lack of assurances during this period regarding their status, their prospects of 

remaining in the country or the extent of support allocated.  

 

One way to ensure that these or other elements of vulnerability among victims are sensibly addressed is 

by providing them with counselling (Probst, 2018). In England, victims of trafficking may access 

counselling among other measures of support as part of the Salvation Army’s support approach (2019a), 

perhaps influenced by much of the international anti-trafficking discussion focused on the necessity that 

states adopt a comprehensive system of support that ensures safeguarding of the welfare of victims. 

However, the UK Modern Slavery Act, 2015, did not include any specific statutory measures of support, 

limiting certainty regarding what assistance may be provided to victims during the recovery and reflection 

period as well as if this period is extended. Discussion in section 5.2 highlighted that the provision of 

counselling cannot be guaranteed as long waiting time-scales to access mental health support through the 

UK NHS exceed the length of the allocated 45-day recovery and reflection period. Although an extension 

of this period could in principle be an alternative, practitioners stressed that the uncertainty regarding 

when a conclusive decision will be made limits their ability to have an accurate and consistent approach 

to support: 
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Yeah, I mean we’re hugely limited by the time, so generally the idea of counselling can’t always 

happen because the average that generally they’re meant to stay with us is like max. two months but 

I mean most people stay longer but you still can’t commit to anything because we just don’t know 

when they’ll be leaving (Communication 4 – NGO5). 

 

This finding highlights that key support approaches to prepare victims of trafficking to start their 

recovery in England, such as access to counselling (The Salvation Army, 2016; Homeless Link, 2018), 

may be challenged by making the length of this period conditional upon the course of an investigation. 

This is exacerbated by the fact that that the government has extremely short timescales for victims to 

withdraw from support once a decision on victimhood has been reached. These are, namely, 48 hours in 

the case of a negative conclusive decision, or two weeks to exit governmentally funded safe houses for 

those whose status as victims of trafficking is confirmed through a positive conclusive decision (UK 

Parliament, 2017).  

 

Extensions of the recovery and reflection period can be requested by practitioners if this is considered 

as essential for the victims’ welfare, with one practitioner explaining that “the contract is 45 days. In 

essence, we often have to extend that and ask for extension when necessary, you know, if things have 

not been resolved by the end of the 45 days, as I said” (Communication 2 –NGO1). However, extensions 

to enable practitioners to further assist victims of trafficking cannot be guaranteed. This process is subject 

firstly to the relevant practitioner’s own discretion and then, to the government decision, and may not be 

a straightforward process. Some practitioners stressed that positive extension requests are now harder to 

obtain since more justifications are requested by the government, reinforcing concerns of uncertainty 

surrounding support provision: 

 

I think it varies a lot around that and we do have cases where people have been with us past a year 

so… I’m not sure if there’s a limit but I think it’s become more difficult for the extensions to be 

granted. I sense that a lot more evidence has to be given when you apply for the extension as to 

exactly why and it has to be a really good reason. Whereas it used to be a little bit more, you know, 

a one liner and just like an admin exercise but I think it seems to have been clamped down on a 

little bit in the last six months or so (Communication 2 – NGO5). 

 

In this sense, practitioner-requested extensions of the recovery and reflection period for victims seem to 

require ongoing justifications that have to meet strict criteria from the UK Government whereas delays 

can be often justified based on the need of further evidence for the relevant CA to make a conclusive 

decision on victimhood. This brings into question whether facilitating the start of victims’ recovery is 

indeed the central purpose of the present recovery and reflection period underpinned by the UK NRM. 
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Analysis has also shown how this type of common delay of the recovery and reflection period is the key 

driver of tensions in victims while limiting practitioners’ approaches of support. It jeopardises any 

assurances concerning the support provided during this period while fostering issues of stress and fear 

among victims. This analysis concludes with a strong plea for developing approaches of identification 

that do not undermine the welfare of victims of trafficking.  

 

5.4 Conclusions 

This chapter has explored how the present UK NRM is acknowledged by first responders to facilitate 

the start of a recovery in victims of trafficking.  

 

Firstly, the current absence of guidance for first responders in case of certain scenarios caused by the UK 

NRM have led to widespread inconsistency in approaches of support. These scenarios are, namely, both 

when victims do not consent to enter the UK NRM, and, if they do consent, regarding support provision 

during the period before a reasonable grounds decision is made concerning their victimhood. In addition, 

for those victims who consent to entering the system, the allocation of support is considered to be the 

responsibility of the agency of referral until they are granted a positive reasonable grounds decision 

concerning victimhood. This means that assistance for victims of trafficking is conditional upon agencies’ 

own criteria and resources during a period of identification, which is often delayed. Findings seems to 

indicate that delays of the period of identification, especially in the case of non-EEA victims, increases 

uncertainty regarding support for victims while fostering managerial issues of conflict among agencies 

due to a lack of resources. 

 

In addition, findings suggest that the current length of the UK recovery and reflection period lacks 

coherence in its aim of facilitating the start of victims’ recovery from exploitation. Victims’ mistrust of 

others commonly results in delays of practitioners’ ability to provide support, which along with the 

current UK NHS waiting list, poses obstacles for victims’ access to support during the 45-day recovery 

and reflection period. This limits assurances that the victims have started the process of recovery by the 

end of this period.  

 

Furthermore, this chapter has highlighted that the present UK NRM does not fully comply with its aims 

of prioritising victims’ protection and the provision of adequate support since such support is not 

guaranteed. Tailored assistance seems to be constrained by the Competent Authority’s lack of deadlines 

in deciding to grant “conclusive grounds”, which fosters uncertainty among practitioners as to how far 

their support approaches to assist victims will extend. Limiting assurances of support provided during 
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this period risks breaching the consensus upon providing specific actions of support as regulated by UK 

ratified international anti-trafficking protocols, such as the CETS197 (2005a) as well as the EU Directive 

2011/36/eu. In addition, findings highlighted how the lack of a deadline for conclusive grounds decisions 

may foster uncertainty among victims who are exposed to further issues of stress and fear regarding the 

outcome of the decision. This limits the extent of victims’ welfare and thus limits the ability to achieve 

the aim of the UK NRM concerning facilitating the start of recovery for victims.  
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6 Release of Victims 

This chapter discusses and explores findings from practitioners with regard to the stage after the 45-day 

recovery and reflection period – Day 46 and beyond. At this stage, victims could, in the relevant cases, 

go back to their countries of origin or remain in the country and attempt to access support through 

general means of support, such as the UK’s general welfare or asylum support systems, due to a lack of 

specific national support for trafficked persons. The purpose of this chapter is to explore further the 

implications of this absence of an official system of support by exploring practitioners’ interpretations 

and how they engage with this situation in England. Discussion of the findings will highlight how current 

general means of support do not sufficiently take into consideration the specific circumstances of victims. 

Elements of their trafficking pose victims with obstacles in meeting the criteria of support access, while 

increasing their risk of falling into destitution and homelessness. Likewise, victims who opt to claim 

asylum are exposed to unsuitable and strict restrictions that seem to reinforce and/or generate elements 

of vulnerability that could be used by traffickers again. Discussion of the findings combines 

interpretations from first responders, highlighting possible experience-based concerns with relevant 

references to the literature. 

 

6.1 EEA-victims and access to the welfare system in the UK 

A lack of specific means of support for trafficked individuals after the recovery and reflection period 

leaves European (EEA) victims of trafficking to rely on the general mainstream of support in the UK. 

However, current mainstream support seems to not take into enough consideration victims’ 

circumstances, as elements of their trafficking could be in conflict with criteria of support access. Victims 

of trafficking face obstacles to access assistance after leaving safe houses which as a consequence may 

leave them at risk of destitution and homelessness while increasing their risk of re-trafficking. 

 

As discussed in chapter 5, under the present UK anti-trafficking strategy, victims of trafficking are offered 

a 45-day recovery and reflection period within safe accommodation (Gov UK, 2020a). However, future 

prospects of support are conditional upon the nationality of the victim. Although, current support access 

is expected to be subject to changes in the light of Brexit, for now EEA nationals can legally remain in 

the country, which means that they, unlike non-EEA nationals, are allowed to access the UK general 

welfare system. The decision to make a distinction on the basis on the migration status of victims in order 

to determine their pathways of support in England could be acknowledged as having been possibly 

influenced to some extent by international anti-trafficking treaties ratified by the United Kingdom. For 

instance, the Convention of the Council of Europe, 2005 (CETS197, 2005a), encourages member states 
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to establish norms of support for victims of trafficking adjusted to their needs if they are considered as 

lawful residents of the country. Also, Articles 12.3 and 12.4 of the EU Directive 2011/36/eu, make 

special mention in support of providing tailored assistance to victims of trafficking as long as the victim 

is a lawful resident of the host country.  

 

Although based on these premises, EEA victims of trafficking should be entitled to access support in 

the United Kingdom since they can remain in the country as lawful residents (HM Government, 2019b), 

recent changes in support access criteria may pose some obstacles for trafficked individuals. EEA 

migrants, including former victims of trafficking, need to prove their right to reside in the UK as well as 

meeting the criteria established by the test of “habitual residence” in order to access further benefits 

(House of Commons, 2017a).  

 

Although the Habitual Residence Test (HRT) was originally implemented in 1994, ongoing government 

reforms towards limiting access to benefits for economically inactive migrants was effectively reflected 

in 2013 when more comprehensive evidence of the claims became required, prioritising aspects of 

eligibility based on the initial reason for coming to the UK and future prospects, such as working 

intention (Gov UK, 2013a). In addition, once the criteria of the HRT are met, further requirements to 

determine who could opt to access support also became needed. Specifically, EU migrants need to prove 

their residency in the country for three months in order to claim Jobseeker’s Allowance, which would 

only last for the duration of three months and be conditional upon their proving genuine prospects of 

employment (Kennedy, 2015).  

 

This means that EEA-migrants, like EEA- victims of trafficking, wishing to access specific benefits in 

the United Kingdom such as Jobseeker’s Allowance and housing benefits need to meet further criterion 

than before. They need not only to prove their intention to work if they have not worked before but also 

that they have resided in the UK for longer than three months in order to be eligible for Jobseeker’s 

Allowance as well as housing benefits. These recent changes in policies were made in order to impede 

high numbers of EEA nationals from accessing benefits in what the government defined as “benefit 

tourism” and, as clarified below by the Prime Minister then in post, in order to reduce the number of 

migrants who arrive in the UK intending to live on benefits: 

 

We’re also making sure people come for the right reasons – which has meant addressing the 

magnetic pull of Britain’s benefits system. We changed the rules so that no one can come to this 

country and expect to get out-of-work benefits immediately; they must wait at least three months. 

And we are announcing today that we are cutting the time people can claim these benefits for. It 
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used to be that European arrivals could claim Jobseeker’s Allowance or child benefit for a maximum 

of six months before their benefits would be cut off, unless they had very clear job prospects. I can 

tell Telegraph readers today that we will be reducing that cut-off point to three months, saying very 

clearly: you cannot expect to come to Britain and get something for nothing (David Cameron, 2014 

- The Telegraph).  

 

However, subjecting victims of trafficking to the general requirements of the public welfare system may 

pose concerns regarding fairness since their conditions of victimhood seem to have been undermined 

within the general criterion of access. Hence, former victims of trafficking may be unable to provide 

information about their reasons for coming to the United Kingdom due to their exploitation, therefore 

limiting the possibility of their being able to provide certain evidence of their future intentions. Likewise, 

victims of trafficking who have been in slavery may be unable to produce evidence of previous work 

experience or bank accounts due to their conditions of exploitation. This is especially concerning 

considering that their inability to have proof of residence and/or work could be evidence of their 

trafficking (Law Centre NI, 2017). Therefore, even if former EEA-victims of trafficking express their 

willingness to seek a job after care exit, they may still “fall between the gaps” as highlighted by the House 

of Commons (2017b). Thus, under the present statutory Amendment Regulations 2014 that amended 

the Housing Benefit Regulations 2006, EU/EEA trafficked persons may be at high risk of being destitute 

and homeless (Hyland, 2016) as the lack of or inability to prove previous work experience in the UK may 

leave them ineligible for public funds.  

 

Changes restricting access to support for European migrants could partly explain the low number of 

victims of trafficking who after exit care are moved on to Local Authority Housing, according to a report 

published by the Salvation Army, 2016. Although it may difficult to analyse the extent of the impact on 

EEA victims of these requirements due to a lack of data, some evidence suggests that victims of modern 

slavery could be at high risk of becoming homeless after the 45-day recovery and reflection period, as 

stated by the Human Trafficking Foundation (2015). In fact, the report shows that 64% of homelessness 

organisations in the UK recorded having been in contact with potential victims of modern slavery. 

Concerns regarding these high rates were supported by Kelly (2018b), based on statistics provided by 

Hope for Justice, which indicated that 70% of victims of modern slavery in 2015 faced issues of 

homelessness due to the struggle to access support after the 45-day recovery and reflection period. 

 

Practitioners’ interpretations of the present strict criteria for EEA-migrants to access support in the 

United Kingdom raise concerns over the extent of fairness and adequacy of the process for former 

victims of trafficking. Some practitioners indicated that victims of trafficking are not only transported 
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prior to their trafficking but also throughout the period of exploitation. The element of transportation as 

defined by the Protocol of Palermo, 2000, is considered as a tool utilised by the traffickers to perpetuate 

the crime. However, practitioners stressed that victims will still be moved within the destination country 

among particular work areas, as identified in England: 

 

The majority in agriculture, food processing and packaging, horticulture; that’s the majority of them; 

but now, what we have realised is that, as we’ve regulated a particular sector, workers don’t just stay 

in that sector. They are migrated, and they are moved into different environments to work in, and 

they will move in and out of different sectors (Communication 2 – Governmental Agency 1). 

 

She married him and then the week after they married, she was then assaulted and taken straight to 

work in a brothel and then was transported from house to house for a period of 12 years 

(Communication 3 – NGO1). 

 

This data stresses that moving victims of trafficking from one sector to another can facilitate their 

exploitation as it limits the likelihood of identification and therefore their rescue from exploitation. 

Practitioners interpret the logic behind this approach as being a method of control utilised by traffickers 

in order to make victims’ exploitation easier and in the long term, more lucrative. Since victims of 

trafficking may not be kept in one location while being exploited, they may struggle to provide evidence 

of a minimum three-month residency and therefore may not be eligible to access support in the United 

Kingdom. This means that EEA-victims of trafficking could be barred from accessing support beyond 

the 45-day recovery and reflection period since elements of their victimisation have not been taken into 

sufficient consideration under the present criteria for support access in England.  

 

Although there are possible exceptions to the criterion of a minimum of three months’ proven residency, 

these exceptions are conditional upon evidence of having arrived in the UK with the intention of settling 

down and taking up residency for a considerable period (HM Government, 2018). However, this 

exception to this may also fail to take into sufficient consideration the fact that victims of trafficking are 

very often trafficked in the UK by means of deceit, force or coercion which can impede them from 

proving their conscious intentions to come to the country. As a matter of fact, the great majority of 

practitioners interviewed cited instances of traffickers commonly using deceit in order to facilitate the 

exploitation of individuals: 

 

They will be told; we have a job as a chef in London for you to come and work, they will agree to 

that. They will come to the UK and then they will be thrown in to a brothel, so they’ve been lied to 

in order to get them to the UK (Communication 4 – NGO1). 
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In this regard, the application of these general criteria to former victims of trafficking in order for them 

to access support beyond the reflection period raises concerns over the extent of adequacy and the 

prioritisation of victims’ welfare within the present UK system.  

 

The function of this national minimum threshold of support is to determine the circumstances under 

which a person’s needs should be met. However, by setting these national criteria of access to support, 

it is expected that local authorities should comply with these in their provision of support. Therefore, if 

victims do not meet the general criteria of support access, the relevant council is not obliged to provide 

measures of support. This means that challenges for victims to access support can be reinforced at all 

levels, risking leaving former victims destitute and homeless.  

 

This has fostered widespread concerns among practitioners who consider that present criteria of 

eligibility operate as a loop. Challenges to accessing support driven by the present eligibility criteria leave 

former victims of trafficking in a new, if not ongoing, condition of vulnerability. This increases the risk 

of former victims of trafficking being re-trafficked: 

 

One of the things that local authorities don’t have an obligation to do is to house immigrants that 

have come out of the NRM. So, invariably, I rescue you… You’ve been trafficked, I rescue you, 

you go through the NRM, you then eventually turn up at your local housing authority and they look 

at you and they say, “You don’t meet the criteria for housing,” or, “You meet the criteria for 

housing, but not urgent”, so we’ve got a long waiting list. It could be a year. So, you go and sort 

yourself out for a year. So, you end up with this concept where people are then more susceptible… 

Victims of trafficking are more susceptible to becoming homeless, and people who are homeless 

are more susceptible to being trafficked and exploited (Communication 6 – Police). 

 

So receiving a positive conclusive grounds decision, isn’t granted discretionary leave and then finds 

themselves in a situation of homelessness or unable to access recourse to public funds then that is 

likely to put them in a situation of vulnerability whereby the traffickers would then prey on them 

or more likely to prey on them because they are vulnerable (Communication 4 – NGO1). 

 

The fact that victims of trafficking must – and often cannot – meet the same criteria for support as any 

other EEA migrants raises concerns over the extent of understanding of the crime and the possible 

consequences. This is especially the case as according to the majority of practitioners interviewed, most 

of the victims of trafficking identified in the United Kingdom are foreigners which means that a high 
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rate of trafficked individuals are exposed to being at risk of care neglect if unable to provide work and 

residency evidence, if they are not opting to claim asylum. 

 

6.2 Alternative means of support: risks and consequences 

In this section, we explore how the lack of specific measures of support beyond the recovery and 

reflection period as well as obstacles to accessing the UK general welfare system leave victims of 

trafficking with limited means of support. Alternatively, this leads to victims requesting charitable 

assistance from non-governmental agencies or to rely on alternative network of support, such as relatives 

or family members. Findings will stress that victims’ demands for support have encouraged some 

agencies to pursue the provision of outreach programmes of support, fostering managerial conflicts due 

to a lack of governmental guidance and funding. In addition, having to rely on victims’ own networks 

due to a lack of official means of support generates dependency while reinforcing victims’ vulnerability 

towards being re-trafficked. 

 

For those trafficked individuals who may choose to return home, the UK Home Office has adopted 

programmes to allow EEA citizens to be allocated support (Gov UK, 2020b), such as advice about their 

care options, compensation and advice after leaving care in order to assure them of a safe return to their 

countries of origin and to facilitate their rehabilitation/reintegration. However, victims are very often 

reluctant to go back to their countries of origin. This could be understandable since returning to the place 

where traffickers once targeted them may put them at the same risk again. As a matter of fact, they may 

still be subject to the same means of control of and resulting from the previous period of exploitation, 

such as ongoing debts contracted to their traffickers which put them at risk of being targeted again 

(Toney-Butler, et al., 2019). 

 

Lack of a national post-exit care system leaves victims of trafficking with two possible alternatives. Either 

victims of trafficking are capable of finding support themselves after leaving care for 45 days, or they 

may be helped by dedicated support workers who ease their transition towards care independence. 

However, as argued by the House of Commons (2017b), this may not always be possible. This was 

supported by the last report published by the Salvation Army which included the routes of support that 

victims most often choose at this stage. Namely, victims are most likely to be leaving safe care to live 

with “friends/family/partner” (within the UK or abroad), in asylum support accommodation (especially 

for those non-EEA citizens claiming asylum), private accommodation, private accommodation within 

another EEA-country or were reported as missing (The Salvation Army, 2016). This data shows how, 

perhaps due to the present strict criteria restricting support access through the UK mainstream welfare 
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system as debated in Chapter 6.1, victims tend to rely on their own network, such as 

“friends/family/partner” (The Salvation Army, 2016). This evidence increases concerns regarding 

victims’ welfare beyond the recovery and reflection period since literature on human trafficking has 

exposed the fact that trafficked individuals often lack an extensive network of support (Jobe, 2010; 

Renzetti, et al., 2011) and of those who have some support networks, these networks could often be 

involved in the exploitation of victims (Renzetti, et al., 2011; Dragiewicz, 2014). This could also explain 

why victims of trafficking are usually deceived by individuals who they once trusted enough to believe in 

their promises (Hepburn and Simon, 2013). A clear example but not exclusive is the traffickers’ utilisation 

of the “loverboy” strategy (Kara, 2009). 

 

Some of the practitioners interviewed for this study made explicit reference to cases where individuals 

close or related to victims somehow were involved in the trafficking: 

 

They’ve actually been sold by the family because they don’t want them, and they’ll be trafficked 

around Europe and into the UK for prostitution. So, you begin to pick up, as I say. In Nigeria, 

again, very often, there are supposedly family links, aunties and uncles, who are actually not blood 

relatives, but they’re called aunties and uncles, and they will entrap people in various ways. Again, 

coming to the UK, supposedly, for education, but it isn’t. It’s usually to some kind of servitude 

(Communication 2 – NGO1)6. 

 

The exploitation of individuals by the hands of relatives/family is usually facilitated due to existing 

elements of obligation and fidelity as stressed by Cruz Zuñiga (2014). The coexistence of these elements 

jeopardises victims’ sense of victimisation, which therefore prevents them from exiting their exploitation. 

In this regard, victims are more likely to accept the role assigned by their abusers (Cruz Zuñiga, 2014). 

 

In addition, victims’ reliance on this type of network can often continue beyond the recovery and 

reflection period as indicated by some practitioners’ interpretations based on experiences within England: 

 

The only people who they can contact is someone from within their own community and then, you 

know, lo and behold, before you know it, you’re back into the situation whereby somebody’s 

controlling your money, controlling where you live and controlling where you work 

(Communication 3 – Governmental Agency 1). 

 

                                                   
6 Note that this quotation has also been used in Chapter 4.1 p. 44 
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In this sense, the evidence is that victims’ enduring reliance on their own network of support in 

combination with a lack of official provision of assistance beyond the recovery and reflection period, 

seems to not offer realistic alternatives of further support for victims, reinforcing reliance upon risky 

support networks that could expose them again to exploitation. 

 

In addition, victims may not only lack extensive support networks but also have been strategically isolated 

as a method of control utilised by their traffickers in order to facilitate their exploitation. For instance, 

victims are often moved to countries where they do not speak the language, lack knowledge of the 

country’ working law and lack a support network (Brennan, 2008). This limits victims’ ability to seek help 

and may also diminish the risk to traffickers that victims escape exploitation, keeping them under their 

traffickers’ control. The lack of official means of support for former victims of trafficking beyond the 

recovery and reflection period impedes any assurance that victims are able to address those factors of 

vulnerability that once kept them under the control of their traffickers, thus allowing the continuation of 

further cycles of risk for exploitation. According to a report published by the Human Trafficking 

Foundation (2015), “if survivors are still experiencing the same risk factors after leaving safe houses, then 

the problem is simply being put on hold”. These concerns reinforce the need for further research in 

order to understand how this issue is actually acknowledged on the ground and whether practitioners 

perceive any hazards for victims’ welfare prospects after leaving safe houses. A better understanding of 

the adequacy of the present anti-trafficking system and the UK NRM is required in order to support 

victims of trafficking efficiently. Analysis of this data suggests that the lack of guarantees of support for 

former victims of trafficking beyond the recovery and reflection period may indeed expose former 

victims to remain in situations of risk of further exploitation. This is especially the case as the factors of 

vulnerability that once subjugated victims of trafficking to exploitation may still be latent at the point of 

care exit. 

 

According to first responders interviewed for this study, the great majority of victims of trafficking 

identified in England suffered from troubling financial circumstances including contracted debts, 

motivating them to seek work and better prospects to overcome these difficulties. Falling into 

exploitation implies that these victims will get little if any payment while having to spend what they do 

earn on the basics necessary to survive. Hence, victims will rarely be able to earn enough to cover these 

contracted debts, which will keep them in a cycle of never-ending dependency. In fact, practitioners 

suggested that victims can still feel pressured by these debts which often pushes them to desperately seek 

sources of income after support is withdrawn: 

 

Once the authorities get involved and hopefully then they’re placed in foster care and they’re safe, 
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for some young people the fear of that debt is still so significant that they just need to get out and 

work, and they want to get out and work as soon as possible to try and pay back what they owe 

(Communication 2 – NGO2). 

 

So, the fear of going home after not following what you’ve been instructed to do and you haven’t 

made that call, you haven’t earned that money, you’re still in debt and then you go home with that 

debt is very, very frightening for young people (Communication 1 – NGO4). 

 

Interpretations from findings, in accordance with the work of Brunovskis and Surtees (2012a), indicates 

that leaving victims of trafficking without guarantees of support that could address latent vulnerabilities 

may foster sentiments of dependency towards anyone who could provide for their needs, including 

traffickers. This phenomenon was categorised as ‘survival relationships’ by the Human Trafficking 

Foundation (2015), a relationship based on need that fosters dependency. In this sense, the present anti-

trafficking approach could be considered as counterproductive since subjugating former victims to be 

under someone else’s control may lead to new cases of exploitation due to their still vulnerable condition 

at care exit (Human Trafficking Foundation, 2015; Alquist, 2018). Victims of trafficking may lack most 

basic skills for their independence due to long periods of having being under the control of and 

subjugated to traffickers’ demands. For instance, some practitioners implied that victims struggle to 

understand the value of money, how to manage it or even how to make payments since the majority were 

underpaid, if given any earnings. Therefore, there are concerns over the extent of autonomy of former 

victims of trafficking who suddenly need to handle rents and bus fares in addition to job hunting; “You 

know; they’ve been a victim for so long that that’s all they know” (Communication 2 – Police). 

 

In addition, interpretations from practitioners interviewed indicated that the great majority of victims 

suffer from issues of distrust due to latent factors of vulnerability caused by their exploitation, which 

leads to their isolation. The isolation of victims may be linked not only to the method of control utilised 

by traffickers to facilitate victims’ exploitation but also to the difficulties of trust among most victims 

after exploitation which limits them from engaging with society. Victims are perceived by practitioners 

to be vulnerable individuals who have been exposed to very traumatic conditions of exploitation, which 

they had been impeded from exiting by the feeling that they lacked any alternatives. The emotional impact 

resulting from having experienced exploitation can endure for years after former victims of trafficking 

are discharged from safe houses, as suggested by one of the practitioners interviewed who is an expert in 

the department of mental health care: 

 

Physical wounds tend to heal quicker than psychological wounds. You know, to be told that your 

mother or your sister can be killed can impact far more on somebody than burning you with a 
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cigarette. It would be painful but it would heal quicker than the fact that you have to live with the 

fact for years. So, psychological can be far more impacting (Communication 1 – Health Care 

Sector). 

 

In this regard, interpretations from practitioners of the severity of issues to which victims are often 

exposed, which are caused or reinforced by their exploitation, increase concerns over their capacity to 

make safe autonomous choices after leaving support. The lack of official means of support engenders 

again desperate alternatives of survival, leading victims to rely on whoever can compensate for their 

condition of disadvantage. In fact, some practitioners identified these connections in cases of re-

trafficking in England as a consequence of latent factors of vulnerability among trafficked individuals 

which had not been addressed and/ had been neglected: 

 

There is evidence of the same traffickers, or they find themselves in a really desperate situation, 

again whether that is homeless, destitute or isolated and lonely that then they find themselves taking 

the risk with somebody else. Or they link in with somebody else that takes advantage of them 

(Communication 1 – NGO3). 

 

Not knowing about trusting, about relationships and who to trust and if they’ve not learnt that from 

being trafficked before, but possibly, probably more going back to their traffickers (Communication 

3 – NGO5). 

 

People are very liable to be re-trafficked if they don’t get that support, and they have gone into the 

NRM, and they come out; because they haven’t got anybody to turn to (Communication 2 – 

Governmental Agency 1). 

 

This discussion has emphasised that a lack of long-term support impedes the ability to determine whether 

former victims of trafficking are able to establish healthy relationships of trust after leaving safe houses. 

Evidence of frequent demands of support to non-governmental agencies indicates that assistance is still 

needed. This has resulted in some agencies pursuing the implementation of autonomous programmes of 

outreach support, facilitating monitoring victims after care exit in order to guarantee their welfare by 

supporting reintegration into society: 

 

We also work with individuals through our own organisation, ... to help them reintegrate in to 

society, whether that be through group activities, church meetings, depending on what the 

individual needs as the type of support, we will provide that to them as a Christian organisation 

(Communication 4 – NGO1). 
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After people leave our service, we have a resettlement service afterwards, after the NRM 

(Communication 1 – NGO3). 

 

However, these independent projects of outreach support differ based on the resources and priorities of 

the agency as well as the circumstances of the victim. This could be understandable since none of these 

outreach support projects are guided, regulated or funded by the government. In fact, the struggle of 

some of the agencies to provide outreach support due to a lack of financial resources was stressed by 

practitioners: 

 

Well as soon as they are out of our service, that’s it. Don’t get me wrong, we have them knocking 

on the door and we have them phoning up. Last week I spent all week with ex-clients because they 

are just left [on their own]. It is ridiculous. We are giving the rest and reflection everything, now 

they are out there on their own, some with newborn babies, it is just disgusting (Communication 1 

– NGO5). 

 

In line with this view, another practitioner stressed how the frequent demands of support from ex-clients 

have resulted in a serious struggle by practitioners to meet the needs of new and former victims at the 

same time: 

 

We can have contact from quite a lot of ex-clients that really do still need help and it’s quite tough 

because we also have new clients coming in all the time that really need help, so it’s sometimes a 

real balance you try to achieve between the two. You don’t really want to close the door on anyone. 

It doesn’t feel right at all, but at the same time, there’s no guidance really apart from if when 

somebody leaves the service (Communication 2 – NGO5). 

 

In this sense, practitioners’ primary role of supporting victims of trafficking can be subordinated in effect 

to the prevalence of managerial issues. In fact, some practitioners considered that, in connection with 

the lack of a governmental system of outreach support, the lack of funding and guidance is responsible 

for constraining their decisions and approaches:  

 

We shouldn’t contact them, we should wait for them to contact us but then, if they do there’s not 

really much guidance on how to play that. There isn’t a monetary provision to continue any support 

for somebody who’s left the service that I know of (Communication 2 – NGO5). 
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Therefore, the current lack of an official system of support beyond the UK recovery and reflection period 

does not fully prevent practitioners from trying to keep supporting and keeping track of former victims 

of trafficking but limits victims’ welfare assurance. At this stage, the quality and adequacy of support 

provided by non-governmental agencies fluctuates in accordance with their resource capacity due to a 

lack of governmental aid. This lack promotes non-standardised outreach support programmes that, 

contrary to suggestions from international anti-trafficking treaties, limit guarantees of evaluating all the 

undertaken actions, of partnership among agencies and of sharing a common knowledge of the crime 

and its victims.  

 

6.3 Non-EEA Victims in the Asylum System 

Non-EEA victims of trafficking who leave a safe house after the 45-day recovery and reflection period 

to which they are entitled can only opt to remain in the country and access support by claiming asylum. 

However, findings will highlight how subjugating victims of trafficking to further migration assessments 

fosters issues of stress, fear and frustration that undermine their welfare. These feelings appear to be 

exacerbated by the common long delays of the asylum regime, combined with working restrictions and 

recent decreases in asylum benefits. Placing victims within hostile migration environments is associated 

with the risk of re-trafficking. 

 

Claiming asylum implies that non-EEA trafficked persons are subject to the same asylum process as the 

rest of non-EEA migrants, which means that proof of well-founded fear must be provided in order to 

access support after the statutory 45 days of recovery and reflection. This well-founded fear of 

persecution was noted by Hathaway and Foster (2014), to be a coordinated combination of two premises, 

the individual’s subjective fear of persecution and objective evidence of the context supporting such 

subjective fear, which may be for any of the reasons pre-established by the UN Convention and Protocol 

relating to the Status of Refugees (UNHCR, 2010), namely, reasons of race, religion, nationality, 

membership of a particular social group, or political opinion. Therefore, assessments will take into 

consideration not only past events that posed risks but also the likelihood of future ones (Anderson, et 

al., 2014).  

 

Critically, UK Governmental guidance indicates that decisions on victimhood and on asylum claims are 

intended to be processed simultaneously by the UKVI (HM Government, 2019a). Therefore, non-EEA 

potential trafficked persons will have to provide evidence of their fear of persecution due to their 

exploitation while their trafficking status has yet to be confirmed. Depriving non-EEA potential victims 

of trafficking of the objective evidence of their exploitation raises concerns about the victims’ ability to 
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justify their fear of persecution. A lack of formal confirmation of their status as victims during their 

assessment for asylum will diminish the likelihood that their being members of a particular social group 

will be linked to their exploitation as “former victims of trafficking”, due to a lack of firm evidence at 

this stage of the fact of having suffered from exploitation. Likewise, a lack of evidence of exploitation at 

this point means that victims will not be able to justify their fear of persecution based on this context. 

This is evidence of the inability of the country to prosecute traffickers and protect them from re-

trafficking, as interpreted in the Case (SB (PSG - Protection Regulations - Reg 6) Moldova v. Secretary 

of State for the Home Department, 2007) (Gov UK, 2013b) and suggested by Gallagher (2004). 

Challenging the ability of non-EEA victims to meet current criteria for refugees due to a lack of firm 

evidence of their exploitation indicates that decisions on asylum claims will be influenced to a great extent 

by the credibility of their accounts. As a matter of fact, UKVI agents are encouraged by the UK Home 

Office to make decisions on victimhood by focusing on the victim’s ability to be consistent in their 

accounts about their exploitation and fears: 

 

It is reasonable to assume that a Potential Victim of Trafficking relating an experience that occurred 

to them will be more expressive and include sensory details such as what they saw, heard, felt or 

thought about an event, than someone who has not had this experience. It is also reasonable to 

assume that a potential victim who has experienced an event will be able to recount the central 

elements in a broadly consistent manner. A potential victim’s inability to remain consistent 

throughout their written and oral accounts of past and current events may lead the Competent 

Authority to disbelieve their claim (HM Government, 2019a).  

 

Although it may difficult to analyse the extent of the implications of this approach on victims’ testimonies 

and of its influence on Competent Authorities’ decisions, some statistics show that since 2010, 34.8% of 

identified victims of trafficking in the UK were refused asylum, which left them without legal status in 

the country (Kelly, 2018a) and thus unable to access support. Concerns have also materialised in 

criticisms made by the House of Commons Work and Pensions Committee that categorised as 

“inexcusable” the lack of support for the estimated 13,000 modern victims in the UK. As Kate Roberts, 

Head of Office of the Human Trafficking Foundation, declared, “we know that once they have been 

formally identified as victims of slavery, most victims are not given a secure immigration status or right 

to remain and so find themselves almost instantly destitute and without anywhere to live” (Kelly, 2018a).  

 

Although all asylum seekers have the right to be supported with housing and an allowance if needed until 

their claim is resolved, the UK Home Office in March 2018 announced that they aim to reduce the 

weekly allowance allocated to victims of modern slavery from £65 to £37.75, a reduction of almost 50% 
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(Kelly, 2018b). In addition to cuts of benefits payments, victims of trafficking who are also asylum 

claimants are subjected to strict restrictions underpinned by the asylum regime, such as being prevented 

from studying and working while being obliged to remain at the allocated asylum address (HM 

Government, 2019b)7. In this regard, subjecting victims of trafficking who claim asylum to successive 

asylum restrictions on both welfare and work rights in order to discourage those migrants who are not 

in need have posed serious concerns over the claimants’ standards of living (Monheim, 2008). 

 

Practitioners’ interpreted the regularity of negative decisions on asylum claims among non-EEA 

trafficked as being partly linked to the inability of victims to give sufficient evidence of their fear of 

persecution due to stress and fear regarding their claims’ outcome. One practitioner commented that “it’s 

not unusual for the stories to change and that’s because they’re worried. They’re worried about what’s 

going to happen to them and they’re worried about what’s going to happen to their family as well” 

(Communication 2 – Police). 

 

The struggle of victims to narrate their accounts due to fear and stress concerning the outcome of their 

testimonies can be understood considering that a negative decision on their claim will mean that support 

is withdrawn and, most likely, that they will be returned to their countries of origin without guarantees 

of safety or prospects. In fact, this negative effect of pressuring victims to provide coherent accounts of 

their exploitation in order to access support may not be a new finding; De Angelis (2016), already 

highlighted in her study that this pressure could limit their capacity to respond due to their fear of support 

neglect based on their responses. Critically, decisions on asylum tend to mainly rely on claimants’ 

accounts, as promoted by the Home Office, and thus, as stated by Van Veldhuizen, et al. “credibility on 

their stories becomes the main focus” (2016). This places most of the weight of decisions on whether to 

grant asylum on subjective interpretations of the danger for claimants if returned to their countries of 

origin, which may risk blocking non-EEA trafficked persons from the only path of support after care 

exit. In addition, the UKVI agent who assesses the victimhood of non-EEA migrants will also be the 

person responsible for deciding whether to grant asylum. This means that the inability of victims to 

provide consistent evidence of their exploitation may also affect the credibility of their fear of persecution, 

which may then have a crucial impact on their migration status when it comes to who fits into the idea 

of a victim and thus, who deserves assistance or not (Chapkis, 2003). 

 

Despite evidence concerning the inability of victims to provide consistent accounts for their asylum 

claims, discussions with practitioners indicate that non-EEA victims of trafficking are often subjected to 

                                                   
7 Exceptions for working permits can apply if decisions have been made within a year (HM Government, 2019b). 
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the asylum screening process before the recovery and reflection period ends. This approach seems to be 

pursued by practitioners in the best interest of trafficked individuals who want to remain in the country 

and access support. Since claiming asylum can guarantee their continuity of support beyond the 45-day 

recovery and reflection; “obviously when it comes to internationals it’s again if they want to return home, 

we help them back, if they want to stay here then we help them begin their asylum claim” 

(Communication 4 – NGO5). 

 

However, starting the process of asylum for non-EEA victims during their recovery and reflection period 

poses serious concerns of adequacy and fairness. Running assessments of victimhood and asylum 

simultaneously means that the attempt to ensure continuity of support for non-EEA victims beyond the 

45-day recovery and reflection period must be built at the expense of their right to start recovery from 

their exploitation in order to prove they meet the criteria for asylum (CSJ, 2013). This implies that victims 

are cut off from their right of a period to start recovering from their exploitation in order to prove criteria 

regarding their status as refugees. This is of especial importance as in order to prove criteria for asylum 

criteria, non-EEA victims, are subjected to intense and detailed screening sessions to provide solid 

evidence of their fear of persecution in connection to their exploitation. As interpreted by practitioners:  

 

They have a Substantive Interview and from that Substantive Interview, it’s their statement. This is 

the statement that they have to make and refer back to, time and time again with dates, times, how 

they got into the country, what happened to them. Once that’s done, they are then entered into 

NAS. Now NAS is the National Asylum Seekers and then they house them. So, they will be going 

into a NAS house (Communication 1 – NGO5). 

 

In this regard, the issue up for debate is the suitability of subjecting non-EEA victims of trafficking, 

unlike EEA victims, to further screening process in order to discern whether they are migrants deserving 

of further support. This provision of support relies on migration responses (Stepnitz, 2012), which puts 

into question the prioritisation of upholding a victim-centred approach to respond to issues of trafficking. 

This concern is reinforced by the fact that non-EEA victims who have proved their exploitation and can 

be under precarious circumstances may be barred from being granted leave to remain in the UK and 

access to support if they fail to meet the criteria of refugee to be given asylum. This issue could be crucial 

as the rejection of asylum claims made by victims of trafficking results in them being left unable to access 

housing, medical care, education and safety (Stepnitz, 2012). 
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Although victims of trafficking may not all fit into the definition of refugee under the Convention and 

Protocol relating to the Status of Refugees (UNHCR, 2010)8, all applicants who claim asylum in the UK 

are entitled to financial and housing support. The support underpinned by the present UK asylum regime 

is common to all claimants and conditional upon certain restrictions. For instance, all asylum claimants 

must remain in the address allocated by the asylum regime while also being restricted from studying and 

working (HM Government, 2019b)9. Barring former victims of trafficking from studying and working 

for a long interval of time whilst awaiting a decision on their asylum application raises concerns regarding 

to what extent these measures are adequate. These restrictions underpinned by the asylum regime place 

victims in a circumstance where they lack of choice, a feeling through which, as highlighted previously in 

Chapter 2, they are often subjugated to exploitation. As a result, some practitioners consider the 

uncertainty and dependency fostered by the asylum system to be a cruel extension of the victims’ abuse 

that holds them in “limbo”: 

 

Well, unfortunately, it does cause them a substantial amount of trauma because they are left in a 

situation of essential limbo, so they can’t work during that period, they find that they’re always on 

edge because at any point they could get a refusal; there is always that concern that they are going 

to be removed, they’re going to be refused and removed, so essentially the longer the decision takes, 

the worse it can be on someone’s mental health (Communication 3 – NGO1). 

 

In addition, contrary to the expected 6-month wait, evidence from this study indicates that non-EEA 

victims of trafficking can be exposed to a significant long-standing period of uncertainty while subject to 

restrictions underpinned by the general asylum system until a decision on their claim determines their 

status. For instance, one practitioner interviewed for this study described having had a case of victims 

being placed in support while waiting for six years for a decision on asylum. A practitioner from a 

different agency offered an account of an even longer period of awaiting an asylum’ decision, stating that 

“I know people who have been in the system 12 years waiting for their court case to come to the Tribunal” 

(Communication 3 – NGO1). 

 

In this regard, it would not be surprising if sentiments of fear and stress about the outcome of the decision 

are fostered among victims. In line with the discussion of the previous section, a negative decision 

regarding their claim will terminate the support allocated as well as their right to remain in the United 

                                                   
8 Article 1 (A) 2 “owing to well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular 
social group or political opinion, is outside the country of his nationality and is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself 
of the protection of that country; or who, not having a nationality and being outside the country of his former habitual residence as a 
result of such events, is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to return to it” (UNHCR, 2010) 
9 Exceptions for working permits can apply if decisions have been made within a year (HM Government, 2019b). 
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Kingdom. Regardless of the sentiments caused by the state of uncertainty itself, practitioners interestingly 

stressed the impact of the waiting time as a source of further discomfort among asylum claimants, 

including non-EEA trafficked. During this length of time non-EEA trafficked persons are subject to 

working restrictions as underpinned by the asylum regime, which according to practitioners, fosters 

sentiments of frustration among victims of trafficking: 

 

In general people come to us and they struggle with the fact that they can’t work and they come to 

the house and they feel quite, you know, all of a sudden they’ve gone from doing a lot even if it’s 

in a situation that’s not been healthy for them and they’ve really not enjoyed, sometimes they’ve 

been earning some money, like from mainly cases of domestic servitude, some money, not fair pay 

but some. But then to come here and then not be allowed to work and they know that they can’t 

just go off and get a job (Communication 2 – NGO5). 

 

In addition, findings also highlight concerns over the suitability of asylum housing and allowances for 

victims of trafficking. Non-EEA trafficked persons who claim asylum in the UK, as with the rest of 

asylum seekers, do not get to choose where to live as housing is allocated by the government. Asylum 

housing can vary in type from a bed and breakfast or hotel to a house (Gov UK, 2019b), usually based 

outside London and the South East of England and often located in dispersal areas (Joannon, 2017), 

where housing is cheaper. Placing victims of trafficking far from main cities, where most specialist 

services are based, means that those with high needs who seek to access this specialist support may have 

to invest money and a long time travelling in order to attend the outreach support they need (Annison, 

2013). However, the present asylum allowance may not have taken this issue into consideration since the 

UK Home Office announced in early 2018 that it was aiming to reduce the weekly allowance allocated 

to victims of modern slavery from £65 to £37.75, almost a 50% reduction (Kelly, 2018b). Victims will 

have to invest part of this allocated £37.75 on covering basic needs, such as medication as part of their 

treatment and on transport to attend medical appointments (Human Trafficking Foundation, 2015), since 

they are not entitled to work at this time and most likely will not be able to rely on savings after leaving 

safe houses. Subjecting victims of trafficking, who are still under difficult financial circumstances, to these 

restrictive environments raises concerns regarding the adequacy of allowance and housing provision. 

These restrictions can encourage them to seek illegal alternatives means of support. Thus, there is a risk 

of victims falling again into exploitation while waiting for a decision on their asylum claim (Kidd, et al., 

2019). 

 

Practitioners have concerns over the struggle of trafficked persons who have to live on this allocated 

allowance while coping with medical issues, perceiving this situation a potential risk that might lead 
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victims to withdraw from asylum support and seek desperate alternatives of support. One practitioner 

described a situation in which “Another issue is for her [the trafficked person] the medical issues, she’s 

waiting for surgery here and if a negative asylum decision arrives before she can have her surgery she 

may try and leave the country again to gain the medical care that she needs” (Communication 2 – NGO5). 

The struggle of victims to afford and commit to treatments under the present asylum system seems to 

indicate that victims will continue to seek further sources of support which, according to Espersen and 

Vasquez (2013), could be perceived as an opportunity for traffickers to re-invest in their exploitation.  

 

This study argues for a more coherent approach by which accommodation and allowance support would 

be determined by the needs of the individual and not set as a fixed rate. In the absence of rights to work 

and benefits, all categories of claimants receive same asylum welfare support which limits any assurance 

that special consideration is paid to the needs of non-EEA victims of trafficking. This study calls for 

structural changes by which the likelihood of risk and the general suitability of the allocated asylum 

accommodation will be monitored based on ongoing assessments. The circumstances of trafficked 

individuals, as well as other asylum claimants, can vary considerably both among them and during the 

process. 

 

6.4 Conclusion 

This chapter has stressed that the lack of a national system of support beyond the 45-day recovery and 

reflection period limit assurances of the effectiveness of such period, interrogating therefore whether the 

UK anti-trafficking framework meets its aims of ensuring adequate measures of protection and support 

for victims of trafficking. In addition, lack of an outreach support system seems to generate conflicts of 

responsibility among some practitioners as well as leading to concerns about the welfare of former victims 

of trafficking who are still vulnerable when leaving safe houses. Interpretations from practitioners seem 

to indicate links between enduring factors of vulnerability and the likelihood of victims being re-trafficked, 

influenced by the lack of long-term tailored support. Moreover, the lack of an established system of 

support beyond the 45-day recovery and reflection period leaves EEA victims of trafficking only able to 

access support through meeting the general criteria of the UK welfare system. However, evidence has 

shown that these requirements may not take into sufficient consideration the circumstances of victims 

of exploitation, limiting their access to support while posing risks of destitution and re-trafficking. 

Furthermore, victims of trafficking who choose to seek support by claiming asylum may also be exposed 

to having to meet general criteria for asylum seekers, which may be counterproductive. Evidence stressed 

that the screening process and asylum support does not take into enough consideration victims’ needs, 

which fosters as a result further elements of vulnerability such as stress, fear and dependency. 
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Consideration should be given to the adoption of a different path of support for victims of trafficking 

who are also asylum seekers, as the present approach may restrict their welfare to a great extent. 
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7 Discussion, Conclusions and Recommendations 

This chapter provides an overview of key findings that outline the existing challenges that first responders 

encounter in their efforts to guarantee the welfare of victims of trafficking along the stages of 

identification and support provision in the UK. These challenges include first responders lacking 

sufficient resources to be able to adjust support to the particular needs of victims, and are partly 

influenced by the UK Government’s overarching focus on issues of crime-control and migration to 

respond to human trafficking. This jeopardises the relevance of protective measures for victims and 

generates issues of concern among first responders.   

 

Discussion of the key findings in relation to a theoretical framework will highlight some implications for 

policy and practice, prefaced by a brief reminder of this study’s research goals. 

 

7.1 Recap of Research goals  

A key motivation in the development of this thesis was to enhance understanding of anti-trafficking 

policy and practice.  

 

Since policy informs practice (Shonkoff, 2000), prior to analysing the UK national context, Chapter 2.2 

provided an overview of how international anti-trafficking policies have developed to prioritise 

guarantees of victims’ welfare. There has been a clear tendency towards stressing the importance of 

adjusting anti-trafficking responses in accordance with a victim-centred approach, also known in 

literature as a human rights approach. This means that special focus is placed upon safeguarding victims’ 

welfare by promoting effective identification and support at all stages (The Bali Process, 2016). This 

places the victims’ needs at the centre of all anti-trafficking actions. Despite attention to the victim within 

international anti-trafficking efforts, the extent to which this approach is implanted is largely dependent 

upon states and their interpretation of how measures of identification and assistance should be 

undertaken by relevant actors. This premise shaped a thorough analysis of how the main international 

anti-trafficking conventions influenced the UK national anti-trafficking strategy (Chapter 2.3). This 

analysis aimed to provide an overview of the measures implemented. Implementation is the role of 

service providers and thus interpretations from staff from non-governmental organisations and 

authorities were crucial for the purpose of the study. 

 

Accordingly, this study has sought to understand how first responders implement the present UK anti-

trafficking system as underpinned the UK National Referral Mechanism (UK NRM), and how this system 
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shapes their practices of identification and support in England. The gathering of empirical data has helped 

to facilitate an understanding of the level of coherence between policy and practice, thus identifying the 

major challenges associated with adopting a victim-centred approach to the identification and support of 

victims of trafficking in England. 

 

7.2 Discussion of findings 

Analysis indicates that there are issues of tension within anti-trafficking responses underpinned by the 

UK National Referral Mechanism that jeopardise the prioritisation of safeguarding victims’ welfare, in 

compliance with a victim-centred approach to the stages of identification and assistance of victims of 

trafficking in England.  

 

Discussion of the findings has highlighted how, in general, first responders tend to emulate anti-

trafficking policies’ expectations with regard to pursuing approaches of identification and support 

adjusted to the individual needs of victims. However, this research establishes that a victim-centred 

approach to identifying and assisting victims of trafficking cannot be guaranteed due to the UK 

Government’s interest in controlling crime and migration. This has been reflected in the adoption of the 

UK NRM in order to facilitate the recognition of the crime, whilst less attention has been given to 

ensuring that relevant practitioners have the resources needed to safeguard victims’ welfare.  

 

A lack of governmental guidance and resources for first responders in order to clarify elements of the 

crime and what measures of support are to be implemented, have legitimised a wide range of anti-

trafficking practices. These are conditional upon different agencies’ views and their capacity to identify 

and support victims of trafficking, impeding any guarantees of the adequacy of their practices.  

 

This has led the researcher to identify few predominant themes related to first responders’ perceptions 

of issues of tension underpinned by the UK NRM, which impact upon their practices. These themes are, 

namely: the disregard of victims’ needs, consequences for first responders and victims, structural 

disparities in identifying and assisting victims of trafficking due to issues of migration, and when 

protection for victims of trafficking is subject to crime control issues - consequences for first responders 

and victims.  

 

The implications for policy and practice will be considered in a discussion of the findings, reinforcing the 

importance of enhancing first responders’ skills and resources to allow them to support victims of 

trafficking effectively and according to victims’ needs. 
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7.2.1 The disregard of victims’ needs: consequences for first responders and victims  

This study has sought a better understanding of how the UK has envisioned a victim-centred approach 

in responding to human trafficking, learning from first responders’ considerations of their practices of 

identification and support provision as underpinned by the UK NRM. Although analysis has shown that 

most measures in place tend to prioritise victims’ welfare in order to satisfy the minimum standards 

suggested by most international protocols, yet findings have highlighted how victims’ needs have not 

been sufficiently considered. Victims are not offered information on the UK NRM in their own language 

and the provision of support and assistance is uncertain both prior to and after being granted a reasonable 

grounds decision on their victimhood. This was considered to eventually diminish the victims’ welfare, 

affecting their willingness to collaborate with first responders and thus limiting the aim of the UK anti-

trafficking strategy. 

 

This study has highlighted how the UK’s endeavour to address human trafficking has, in accordance with 

international anti-trafficking protocols, been influenced by, aside from the State’ interest in reducing 

migration, a dual humanitarian and crime-control strategy. This is evident in the measures of 

identification and support for victims of trafficking which are designed to both facilitate their start of a 

recovery from exploitation and to enhance their capacity to make a conscious decision concerning 

collaborating in the judicial process.  

 

In order to achieve this, under these premises, the UK has ensured that all those individuals suspected 

of being trafficked are, as informed by Article 15.1 CETS197 (2005a), provided with the service of 

interpreters (if needed) in order to facilitate them with a firm understanding of the process. In addition, 

victims of trafficking are granted with a recovery and reflection period destined to facilitate access to 

tailored support for a period that exceeds the minimum of 30 days suggested by CETS197 (Article 13), 

as soon as they are granted a positive reasonable ground decision on their victimhood. 

 

However, findings from this study have highlighted how this agreement between international anti-

trafficking conventions and the UK Government, intended to improve the identification of victims of 

trafficking, cannot be guaranteed.  

 

Although the utilisation of translators as informed by law could in principle facilitate victims’ 

understanding of the legal process, we have seen how the victim’s informed consent to enter the UK 
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NRM is given by signing forms which are only written in English and are therefore not accessible for all 

victims (Chapter 4.3). This finding has stressed how those victims who lack a good level of English can 

only rely on verbal information on a legal process if they are to opt for assistance after exiting exploitation, 

due to a lack of tailored written information. 

 

Not providing the UK NRM forms translated into the victims’ languages presents serious implications 

for the identification of victims in practice. Accounts from respondents for this study have highlighted 

issues of concerns with regard to the victims’ ability to establish trust with practitioners and of their 

comprehension of the UK NRM system, by making them sign forms on their process of referral in a 

language that not all may understand (Chapter 4.3). According to Brunovskis and Surtees (2012b), this is 

often the risk of providing information of the assistance only verbally to victims of trafficking when they 

are in a state of confusion. 

 

It is important to understand that at this point, many victims are still suffering the effects of their 

exploitation such as issues of fear, stress, shock, confusion and/or distrust (Brunovskis and Surtees, 2007, 

ch.4) while many seem to also lack a good level of English (Chapter 4). This means that victims’ abilities 

to understand the information given by first responders will be conditional upon the victims’ capacities, 

such as their level of knowledge of the English language, their psychological state and their 

comprehension capacity (Brunovskis and Surtees, 2012b). 

 

Data from this study makes evident the potential humanitarian and crime-control implications of only 

providing the relevant information to victims of the legal process verbally (if translated) (see also Chapter 

4.3). This lack of tailored legal information of the process can constrain victims’ full understanding of 

the process and their prospects. This poses serious issues of concern regarding the legal and practical 

emphasis on gaining victims’ informed consent to enter the UK NRM while findings from this study 

indicate that more attention should be placed on ensuring the victim’s capacity to make a conscious 

decision of whether they want to collaborate in their referral.  

 

I argue that the identification of issues that constrain the provision of tailored information of the process 

to victims of trafficking should not be disregarded. Instead, it should reinforce the need for ongoing 

developments within current anti-trafficking approaches towards providing victims with a suitable means 

of communication that guarantees a genuine informed decision. In this regard, this study suggests 

considering that, as argued in the study of Brunovskis and Surtees, 2012b, the provision of tailored 

information for victims should encompass written material that helps victims to further understand the 

UK NRM legal process.  
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Informed by these findings, I proceed to contend that information on the process and rights of victims 

of trafficking must be provided to them with consideration to their particular circumstances in order to 

guarantee a full understanding that does not lead to further issues of confusion or distrust. These 

elements have been constantly stressed by first responders as crucial in determining the extent (if any) 

and type of collaboration with victims along stages of identification and support provision. Findings from 

this study have drawn attention to how issues of distrust among victims endure long after their exit from 

exploitation, proving that this issue and its serious implications are not easily palliated (Chapters 4-6).  

 

This study has shown how the adoption of a 45-day recovery and reflection period, in consonance with 

the international protocols, does not necessarily facilitate victims’ willingness to collaborate with 

practitioners. First responders have stressed, influenced by their own experiences, how making support 

and protection under the 45-day recovery and reflection period conditional upon victims’ evidence of 

victimhood limits them from protection and support assurance. This will rarely address victims’ common 

ongoing issues of distrust towards the system. In opposition with its aims, this contributes to discouraging 

victims from entering the UK NRM (Chapter 4.3).  

 

I argue that a lack of guarantees of support will rarely encourage victims to trust the system and may lead 

to them seeking, even if under exploitative conditions, the only source of income they consider available 

to them (McGaha and Evans, 2009; Doyle, et al. 2018). This is especially the case as most victims are 

considered to be vulnerable migrants with scarce support networks and noticeably struggling in financial 

matters (Chapters 4-5).  

 

First responders related that the absence of assurances of support fosters among victims further 

sentiments of fear and uncertainty of the system and the implications of accepting engaging with first 

responders (Chapters 4-5.1). These victims are often still under their traffickers’ control (Doyle, et al. 

2018). These sentiments commonly result in the victims’ distrust in the system and the first responders 

struggle to effectively refer victims into the UK NRM due to their common reluctance to come forward 

and engage with practitioners (Chapter 5). 

  

Although the UK has made great efforts towards adopting a victim-centred approach in its anti-

trafficking strategy, such as offering to victims an extended recovery and reflection period of 

approximately 45 days, data from this study has indicated that this is not sufficient to address issues of 

distrust among victims. Instead, findings stress how the UK Government’s view of trafficking as a 

problem of organised crime and/or migration (as it will be discussed in Chapter 7.2.2.), hinders the 
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adoption of anti-trafficking responses where the victims’ welfare is truly prioritised. Instances in support 

of this view have been linked to the identification of issues of concern from respondents regarding the 

inadequacy of the 45-day recovery and reflection period to provide victims with adequate support until 

a decision on victimhood is made. 

 

First responders have highlighted how ongoing issues of distrust amongst victims compromise their 

abilities to engage with them in order to facilitate victims with support access before the 45-day recovery 

and reflection period ends. This was often linked to the brevity of the recovery and reflection period and 

the usual delays of first responders’ approaches of support since victims appear reluctant to engage with 

them due to issues of distrust (Chapter 5.2). This issue appears to be exacerbated by the short notice of 

support withdrawal imposed by the UK Government, consisting of only two weeks for those whose 

victimhood has been confirmed, while current waiting times to access UK NHS specialist care support 

can be months. Delays on support approaches combined with long waiting lists to access the UK health 

system (NHS) means that victims are often unable to access support by the point of care exit (Chapter 

5.2). 

 

The inability of first responders to guarantee support access for victims during the 45-day recovery and 

reflection period poses a risk for the UK Government of breaching its commitment of facilitating for 

victims the start of their recovery from exploitation. This conflicts with international anti-trafficking 

expectations, since, in accordance with suggestions made by CETS197 (2005a) and the EU Directive 

2011/36/eu, the UK adopted a recovery and reflection period that even exceeded the minimum of 30 

days suggested.  

 

These findings have stressed that conformity with the international anti-trafficking treaties does not 

necessarily guarantee the feasibility in practice of victim-centred approaches. This data reinforces the 

importance of understanding first responders’ experiences and victims’ needs in order to avoid those 

factors that hinder the adequacy of policing initiatives.  

 

7.2.2 Structural disparities in identifying and assisting victims of trafficking due to issues 

of migration.  

This study has highlighted how current migration-led policies fail to effectively adopt tailored protective 

measures of support for victims of trafficking. 
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Although the element of migration is not a crucial aspect of victimhood under the legal definition of 

human trafficking (Modern Slavery Act, 2015), we have seen how current approaches of identification 

and support for victims in England are in practice subordinated to issues of migration. Non-EEA victims 

of trafficking who wish to access support are, unlike EEA victims, subjected to thorough screening 

processes conducted by migration agents (the UK Visas and Immigration department).  

 

Data from this study highlights how requiring non-EEA victims to disclose information regarding their 

victimisation to migration agents places them at a more disadvantaged position. Most first responders 

have connected victims of trafficking’s inability to effectively disclose consistent accounts of their 

exploitation to issues of fear of legal reprisals, such as deportation in the case of not holding a legal 

migration status (Chapters 4-6).  

 

Victims of trafficking are commonly found to suffer from a profound distrust of anyone and especially 

of the system and authorities due to fear of legal reprisals commonly attributed to issues of manipulation 

by their traffickers (Sanchez and Stark, 2014). In some cases, victims of trafficking are brainwashed to 

the point of trusting and colluding with their traffickers, believing that if they engage with law 

enforcement they will be arrested or deported (Sanchez and Stark, 2014). Threats to deter victims from 

engaging with authorities can be very powerful as most of them do not know their legal rights or even 

the language but may hold strong beliefs about a corrupt legal system, influenced by their experiences in 

their countries of origin (Chapter 4.3). In this respect, it is not surprising that the subjection of non-EEA 

victims’ assessments of victimhood to structural differences underpinned by a migration-focused 

reasoning reinforces enduring issues of fear and distrust, affecting victims’ capabilities to provide 

coherent accounts of their experiences of exploitation. This places them in a difficult position regarding 

proving their experience of victimisation and their entitlement to the official victim status and access to 

support (Chapters 4.3, 5.1, 5.3 and 6.3). 

 

At this point it is important to acknowledge the gravity of fostering further issues of fear among victims 

during their process of identification, which could affect their ability to offer coherent accounts of their 

exploitation. This is serious as decisions on victimhood can be influenced to a great extent, as encouraged 

by the UK Government, by the consistency of victims’ accounts of their experiences of exploitation10”  

 

                                                   
10 The report published in 2016 by the Home Office contained further considerations for the Competent Authorities before refusing a 
claim were established, “However, before the Competent Authority come to a negative conclusion, they must first refer back to the first 
responder or other expert witnesses to clarify any inconsistencies in the claim” (HM Government, 2016c). 
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Despite the fact that the identification and support of victims should be considered as high priority under 

the present anti-trafficking system, I argue that the conditionality of measures of support upon migration-

focused approaches to identification fosters risks of misidentification and care neglect. Conversely, we 

have seen how first responders have indicated that a shift towards prioritising building trust with victims 

helps them to reduce the strain of disclosure, facilitating victims’ ability and willingness to collaborate in 

their identification process (Chapters 4.3 and 5.2). In this respect, if addressing victims’ issues of fear and 

trust can improve present approaches of identification, policies in place should not conflict with these 

protective practices.  

 

However, a still stronger focus on restricting the options available for migrants in the UK leads to an 

apparent disregard for the importance of victims’ testimonies, crucial for obtaining evidence and for 

determining the course of the investigation and the prospects of victims. Since recent changes in policy 

have moved towards speeding up the process of asylum in order to encourage asylum seekers to apply 

as soon as they enter in the UK. This means that non-EEA victims of trafficking are, like the rest of 

asylum seekers, subjected to this sense of urgency to provide testimonies.  

 

We have seen how first responders, influenced by the lack of an outreach support system and these 

changes in migration policies, commonly initiate the asylum claim for non-EEA victims during the 45-

day recovery and reflection period in order to guarantee continuity of support (Chapter 6.3). In this 

regard, non-EEA victims of trafficking, opposite to the rest of victims, can be assessed during their 45-

day recovery and reflection period by the UKVI regarding their victimisation and/or their potential fit 

with the refugee criteria. This denotes that current practices of support rest under a combination of 

criminal and migration policies. As a result, the processes of identification and asylum in the UK are 

expected to run simultaneously for those non-EEA victims who want to access further support after the 

45-day recovery and reflection. 

 

Subjecting non-EEA victims to numerous asylum screenings to prove their victimhood and how they fit 

the asylum criteria before they exit the 45-day recovery and reflection period can be seen as a short-term 

solution towards providing guarantees of support, but the risks do have to be considered. Initiating the 

process of asylum for non-EEA victims at this time poses a risk of breaching consensus with the 

international protocols on offering to all victims of trafficking who have received a positive reasonable 

grounds decision on their victimhood, without conditions of any type, a recovery and reflection period 

(Article 10 of CETS197, 2005a and Paragraph 18 of the EU Directive 2011/36/eu). In addition, it is 

debatable whether subjecting victims of trafficking, whose status as such, and accordingly whose 
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prospects of support have not yet been confirmed, to discuss and revisit their experiences of exploitation, 

will ease victims’ fears regarding the decision’s outcome (CSJ, 2013; Gallagher, 2004). 

  

Moreover, findings from this study have highlighted numerous instance of concern with regard to 

applying the restrictions of the asylum regime on victims of trafficking. First responders consider that 

preventing victims from studying or working while waiting for a decision on their status fosters issues of 

stress, fear and frustration that undermine their welfare (Chapter 6.3). I argue that victims’ sentiments of 

frustration due to their exposure to working restrictions are understandable considering that issues of 

poverty will remain unaddressed until a decision of asylum takes place. We have seen how most victims 

are considered to have fallen into trafficking due to a lack of choice while seeking better working 

prospects to overcome financial difficulties (Chapter 6.2). Related to this, this study has highlighted how 

some victims can often be reluctant to collaborate with first responders if this involves having to 

renounce what is probably their only source of income, even if this is exploitative (Chapter 4.3). Therefore, 

issues of poverty can certainly be considered to be key root causes of trafficking (Bales, 2007) as well as 

factors of control utilised by traffickers in order to keep victims under conditions of exploitation (Toney-

Butler, 2019).  

 

In this regard, I argue that making non-EEA victims subject to the working restrictions established by 

the current asylum regime, contradicts the interest of victims and, accordingly, compliance with 

international and national anti-trafficking protocols’ aim of placing the victims’ welfare at the centre of 

all approaches. Evidence from this study suggest that the UK current migration-focused system fails to 

balance with migration-related factors the necessary guarantees of tailored protective measures of support 

for victims of trafficking (Cherti et al., 2012). First responders have stressed the serious implications for 

the welfare of non-EEA victims of trafficking who are subjected to longstanding periods of uncertainty 

during the time when their prospects of support through the asylum system are being decided, while also 

being prevented from working or studying (Chapter 6.3). First responders perceive common delays in 

the process of asylum as exposing non-EEA victims to long periods of waiting for a decision on their 

status in order to recover and move on from their ordeal (Chapter 6.3). This period of uncertainty could 

last for years (Chapter 6.3), and during this time victims are banned from legitimate working routes or 

the right to study. Due to recent changes in policies, the current allowance allocated to asylum seekers is 

less than 6 pounds per day (Kelly, 2018b).  

 

This situation fosters a new situation of dependency for victims of trafficking after leaving control from 

their traffickers and will rarely enhance their resilience towards recovering from exploitation (Joannon, 

2017) which could be seen creating further opportunities of exploitation for traffickers (Espersen and 
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Vasquez, 2013). Evidently, migration support pathways that are not specifically designed for victims of 

trafficking cannot guarantee the provision of support adjusted to their particular needs, leading instead 

to unwelcome consequences for trafficked individuals (Cherti et al., 2012).  

 

This view is also reinforced by the lack of outreach support system for EEA-victims of trafficking who 

wish to access further support after exiting the 45-day recovery and reflection period. They are then left 

in a situation where they remain vulnerable, indeed may even be more so, due to the UK general welfare 

system’s recently introduced stricter criteria of eligibility (Chapter 6.1). Discussion concerning the 

challenges for victims to meet such criteria focused on the fact that this situation seems to trigger a sense 

of dependency which, as with the impact that the asylum regime causes, increases their risk of re-

trafficking (Chapters 6.1-6.2). In this respect, the current UK anti-trafficking response seems to be largely 

led by an overarching focus on migration control that makes it harder to ensure support and protection 

for victims (Cherti et al., 2012).  

 

These findings reinforce the importance of understanding how framing and addressing the issue of 

human trafficking as an issue of migration, calling into question the extent to which the government 

consider victims’ circumstances and to what extent it prioritises safeguarding victims’ welfare. I argue 

that a firm understanding of victims’ needs should guide the development of coherent measures of 

support, regardless of a victim’s nationality, and that it is necessary to avoid structural disparities that fail 

to address victims’ issues of vulnerability. 

 

These findings provide an insight into how the identification and support of victims of trafficking in 

England are interpreted by practitioners in the field, highly relevant considerations with regard to both 

the development of policy and of theoretical knowledge in the United Kingdom. Practitioners’ insights 

have reinforced that the UK current anti-trafficking system should be further developed towards 

promoting more effectively the welfare of victims, regardless of nationality, by prioritising the provision 

of tailored measures of support. Until it does, current migration-led approaches to address human 

trafficking will frequently fail to accomplish the stated aims of facilitating relevant practitioners with the 

means to identify and support of victims adequately and thus in their best interests.  
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7.2.3 When protection for victims of trafficking is subject to crime-control: 

consequences for first responders and victims  

This study has stressed how the quality and extent of current support approaches for victims of 

trafficking are subject to issues of crime-control. This has been reinforced by the lack of statutory 

measures of support for victims of trafficking to ensure the start of their recovery from exploitation while 

the UK Government makes the extent of support conditional upon the course of the investigation. Key 

findings outline how this has been considered as posing limits upon being able to ensure the adequacy, 

accuracy and consistency of support provided to victims, at variance with the principles of a victim-

centred approach and hindering the extent of compliance in the UK NRM’s aims and practice. 

 

This research has highlighted how the UK Government’s efforts to prioritise the victims’ welfare at all 

stages cannot be ensured. Analysis of the findings has highlighted how making support approaches 

conditional upon evidence of victimhood fosters enduring feelings of uncertainty, stress and fear amongst 

victims (Chapters 4-6). We have seen how those who accept entering the UK NRM as potential victims 

of trafficking have the right to support access once they have given firm evidence of their victimisation 

which has led to a positive reasonable grounds decision. Although this criterion can be seen as an 

approach in conformity with the international legal expectations, namely Article 10.2 CETS197 (2005a) 

and Article 11.2 of the EU Directive 2011/36/eu, findings from this study highlight how this requirement 

triggers a number of issues that diminish the extent of compliance of the UK NRM to a victim-centred 

approach. 

 

Findings from this study have highlighted how in the absence of legal compulsion on agencies to 

undertake specific measures of support during this process of identification, decisions of support will be 

based on the agency of referral’s own criteria of victims and protocols of action. This lack of specifics 

from the government has been acknowledged on the ground as leading to the assumption of 

responsibility for action by the agency that makes the referral to the UK NRM.  

 

However, first responders are made up of a wide range of practitioners from different agencies and 

specialisations (HM Government, 2019a), whose responses may not necessarily follow the same 

reasoning. This is apparent in numerous examples, such as how practitioners use individual ways to 

approach victims for their identification (Chapter 4.2); how the provision of support until a reasonable 

grounds decision is made by the government depends on the organisation of referral (Chapter 5.1); or 

how the lack of an outreach system of support beyond the 45-day recovery and reflection period has 
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generated varied responses amongst first responders to provide support to EEA-victims (Chapter 6.2) 

and non-EEA victims (Chapter 6.3). 

 

In this respect, victims’ access to support will be dependent on whom they are recognised by, which 

certainly can be influenced by the culture of the agency and aligned experiences (Farrell, et al., 2015). 

This reinforces not only uncertainty concerning the support approach adopted by the agency of referral 

(if any) but also concerning its quality and adequacy. 

 

In addition, the consideration of agencies as responsible for protecting and assisting the potential victim 

until the relevant Competent Authority (CA) makes a decision on victimhood due to lack of further 

governmental guidance, means that the extent and adequacy of support are conditional upon the 

resources of agencies and the required length of the identification system. At this point, it is important 

to highlight that resources among agencies vary considerably, and that support approaches under the UK 

NRM are only intended to run during the recovery and reflection period, thus for approximately 45 days. 

 

Data from this study has made evident how, during this interval of decision making, agencies are 

commonly exposed to managerial difficulties throughout the process, which is often delayed beyond the 

intended 5 days (Chapter 5.1). This fosters issues of uncertainty among first responders to the point of 

limiting them from being able to ensure that resources to support victims are sufficient in all cases 

(Chapter 5.1). 

 

In this regard, lack of governmental statutory measures of support until a decision on victimhood is 

confirmed does not necessarily prevent first responders from pursuing further actions. This fosters 

inconsistent responses of support, affected by issues of managerial discord and common delays in the 

process of identification. This currently impedes the adequacy of support for victims and correspondingly, 

guarantees regarding prioritising victims’ welfare when responding to human trafficking.  

  

Once a positive reasonable grounds decision on victimhood has been made, victims are officially granted 

support access as part of the 45-day recovery and reflection period aimed to facilitate the start of their 

recovery from exploitation (HM Government, 2014b). However, similarly to the stage during which a 

reasonable grounds decision is being made, the UK Government has not yet provided statutory measures 

of support for those who are granted a 45-day recovery and reflection period. The duration of this period 

is also conditional upon further evidence of trafficking and thus a conclusive grounds decision on 

victimhood. Analysis of the findings indicates strong support of the views of Stoyanova (2017), who 

argued that the blending of the identification of victims with the criminal process demonstrates that the 
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anti-trafficking framework holds a robust criminal justice focus. This may in consequence lead to conflict 

when it comes to ensuring standards of protective support. 

 

Accordingly, we have seen how making the extent of support approaches conditional upon the course 

of the investigation means that prior to and after reaching a positive reasonable grounds decision of 

victimhood, similar issues of tension are fostered among first responders, and accordingly between 

victims. The lack of a fixed deadline for the period hinders first responders’ accuracy and the consistency 

of support approaches. This limits their ability to address existing issues of vulnerability among victims, 

while fostering enduring feelings of uncertainty, stress and anxiety that appear to be exacerbated by 

common delays in the process (Chapter 5).  

 

However, practitioners could also intervene to extend this process for victims of trafficking. This 

intervention depends on the practitioners’ perceptions of the needs of the victim and its outcome is 

ultimately conditional upon the government’s approval. Although the relevant practitioner plays a key 

role in the extension of this period on the basis of victims’ welfare, recent policy changes have introduced 

stricter criteria, making the process of gaining an extension more complex. First responders have 

critiqued these changes as having created a structural disparity instigated by the UK government, where 

more weight is given to identification processes than to safeguarding victims’ welfare (Chapter 5.3). Since 

first responders stress how the process of requesting extensions on the basis of victims’ needs poses 

more impediments now due to the adoption of stricter criteria, but that this rigour is not applied to the 

delays prompted by the government during the process of proving their victimisation.  

 

To limit extensions of support for victims of trafficking requires careful consideration of the potential 

implications. Preventing former victims of trafficking from accessing the support needed to enhance 

their resilience limits their ability and willingness to address their enduring issues of vulnerability, 

fostering risks for their future re-victimisation (Jobe, 2010). Accordingly, respondents from this study 

were aware of continued issues of vulnerability among victims of trafficking leaving the 45-day recovery 

and reflection period. Some of the issues were linked to limitations in victims’ abilities to make safe 

choices, while more often than not, victims were considered to be pressured by existing debts which 

pushed them to seek desperate sources of support (Chapter 6.2). 

 

Evidence of existent issues of vulnerability among former victims of trafficking at the stage of care 

withdrawal denotes that the current approaches of support underpinned by the UK NRM are not 

sufficient to enable victims to start their recovery from exploitation. This is of especial relevance 

considering that the UK Government has not yet established a path of outreach support beyond the 45-
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day recovery and reflection period, while first responders highlight the existence of ongoing demands of 

support from former victims of trafficking after exiting care provision under the UK NRM.  

 

In relation to this, I argue that further consideration should be given to the development of the 45-day 

recovery and reflection period after the process of identification comes to an end. The current absence 

of a specific outreach support system is considered by first responders to be a push factor for former 

victims of trafficking to seek other avenues of help (Chapter 6). This can place former victims of 

trafficking at risk of falling into hazardous relationships of dependency that could lead to exploitation 

(The Human Trafficking Foundation, 2015).  

 

These findings demonstrate the necessity of the UK Government taking into consideration the 

implications of victims seeking alternative means of support beyond the 45-day recovery and reflection 

period, either from non-governmental agencies or by relying on victims’ own networks, such as relatives 

or family members (Chapter 6.2). Analysis of the data shows that, corresponding with (Jobe, 2010; 

Renzetti, et al., 2011), trafficked individuals are considered to be often isolated due to their exploitation 

(Chapter 6.2 ), which prevents them from having an extensive and safe network of support that could 

provide for their needs.  

 

First responders’ awareness of risks to victims in combination with their continued demands of support 

have encouraged some agencies to pursue the facilitation of outreach programmes of support. However, 

we have seen how a lack of sufficient governmental guidance and resources for first responders beyond 

the 45-day recovery and reflection period have fostered managerial conflicts of support among agencies 

that impede consistency in their approaches while diminishing assurances of adequate support (Chapter 

6.2). 

 

By analysing findings, I argued that there are numerous discrepancies between what the rhetoric of policy 

aims for, promotes and supports and what first responders experience on the ground. This results in 

widespread concerns among practitioners over the adequacy of a system of support that undermines 

victims’ welfare. 

 

This analysis concludes with a strong plea for policy-makers to take into consideration how the present 

lack of statutory measures of support and guidance for first responders hinders their ability to respond 

to victims’ demands of assistance and to meet their needs before, during and after the 45-day recovery 

and reflection period. Failing to address victims’ needs exposes them to enduring issues of vulnerability 
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while increasing their risk of being re-trafficked. This calls for governmental action as current ambiguities 

in policies on supporting victims of trafficking weaken practitioners’ effectiveness in identification.  

 

Although the UK Government currently places conditions for support provision upon victims of 

trafficking proving firm evidence of victimisation, it is important to not disregard meanwhile the key role 

that is played by relevant practitioners in responding to victims’ demands of support accordingly. This 

reinforces the importance of enhancing first responders’ skills and resources to allow them to support 

victims of trafficking effectively and according to their needs.  

 

7.3 Implications for policy 

Training of relevant practitioners such as first responders has been a key anti-trafficking goal within the 

UK Government (HM Government, 2017), based on the assumption, as cited by Van Dyke (2017), that 

better trained practitioners will adopt better identification and support approaches. Under this premise, 

the UK adopted the UK National Referral Mechanism (UK NRM) in 2009 aiming to promote a 

consistent knowledge among relevant practitioners with regard to human trafficking and its victims in 

order to ensure effectiveness in their anti-trafficking practices (HM Government, 2014b). In addition, 

the UK Government introduced the UK Modern Slavery Act in 2015 with the aim of ensuring a better 

understanding of the crime and coherent responses to it. This Act included a legal definition of human 

trafficking and highlighted the need of relevant agencies to access training (Articles 33 and 41). In addition, 

a range of initiatives destined to spread awareness of human trafficking and of the UK NRM have been 

adopted by governmental and non-governmental organisations and across the UK (UK Government, 

2017). 

 

Despite the UK Government’s endeavours to facilitate a common understanding of human trafficking 

across services, evidence from this study stressed that the identification of victims remains a difficult task: 

 

You can’t; in my experience and I’ve dealt with hundreds, it’s never black and white. It’s always grey 

and it is probably the most difficult – there is never one thing that says, “This is straightforward 

modern slavery offences that have been committed.” They are – you have to take all of the answers 

and all of the circumstances to make a decision and I’ve never yet had a clear-cut, “This is modern 

slavery” (Communication 3 - Police). 

 

Findings from this study have shown how confusion may arise amongst first responders in identifying 

clear signs of victimhood. This results from the prioritisation, as informed by the law, of elements that 
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prove the potential victims lacked any choice that might have enabled them to avoid their exploitation. 

However, we have seen in Chapter 4 how the identification of such ambiguous elements does not 

necessarily prove or disprove victimhood. Victims of trafficking as well as smuggled individuals can share 

elements of agency, such as the possibilities of informed consent or self-reporting, which diminishes the 

extent of reliability of the element of lack of choice as a way of identifying victims of trafficking and/or 

differentiating between these and smuggled individuals: 

 

There’s, you know, there’s a real distinct difference between being smuggled and being trafficked, 

so you know, if that control element is there, if they are being fearful, they need to contact their 

trafficker to make that call to get back to them somehow, to pay a debt back, that coercion, that 

exploitation element is there. If they are – if they’ve just turned up in a country and they’re here for 

a better life they, you know, I don’t know, just want better education, then we could say that then 

they have been smuggled or whether they’ve paid an agent and, they’ve just arrived, however, some 

trafficked children say that they are just here for a better life too, and they’ve been taken in by that 

deceit and that lie, and then what’s in store for them isn’t. The trafficker will have told them again 

that this is part of their the better life that you’ve been promised, but actually what’s in store for 

them is some kind of exploitative situation, so even on those cases sometimes it can turn into a 

trafficking situation, but yeah, you know, an unaccompanied coming through would have to be 

assessed as to whether it’s a child that has arrived via a smuggler or via a trafficker (Communication 

1 – NGO2). 

 

Thus, another implication for policy concerning first responders’ struggle to identify signs of victimhood 

is the risk of misidentifying victims, thus posing serious limitations for their care access. In this area, 

further governmental endeavours are needed in order to develop consistent knowledge amongst relevant 

practitioners on how to identify victims of trafficking, as underpinned by the UK NRM. Reflections from 

first responders in this study mirror the literature regarding the need for well-founded training amongst 

first responders as an absence of suitable training hinders their ability to recognise trafficking signs and 

respond in accordance with the victims’ needs (Pearce, 2009: 195). In a study by Villacampa and Torres 

(2017), it was stressed that the lack of a firm understanding of human trafficking contributes to 

practitioners’ reliance upon stereotypes for the identification of victims. This approach was defined by 

Farrell and Pfeffer (2014), as “cultural blinder”, consisting of the prevalence of actions of identification 

being based on the perceptions of victims that are held within the culture of the agency. These studies 

conclude by emphasising the need for robust training that deconstructs approaches of identification 

based on myths in order to diminish the risk of misidentification of trafficked individuals, which risk 

leads governments to fail to improve current systems of identification.  
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In addition, it is critical that policy makers consider how a lack of governmental and specific statutory 

measures and resources to improve training on human trafficking for first responders can affect their 

decision-making and their understanding of the UK NRM and the crime. Many of the first responders 

interviewed for this study highlighted that training on human trafficking and how to utilise the UK NRM 

is patchy. Many considered training to be conditional upon the agency’s managerial resources, which 

could explain the lack of consistency in how to identify and support victims of trafficking underpinned 

by the UK NRM:  

  

If the subject chooses to go on the NRM, then obviously the form gets filled out, sent away and 

that’s how it’s utilised. So, I can tell you not all police officers would know that it exists and where 

to find it. Definitely not (Communication 1 - Police). 

 

We want to learn; we want to be really up to date with whatever’s going on, any new stuff, any new 

initiatives. Legislation changes all the time, there’s the new immigration act that’s just come in which 

will affect children, young people when they leave care. So, it’s just making sure that my team get 

to any… you know, some of the training is a bit expensive in London but there is some sort of free 

training that goes on as well so we’ll get them onto anything we possibly can that’s just going to, 

you know, increase their knowledge and just keep them up to speed. I think with the ever-changing 

world, you know, the government changes things at sort of the drop of a hat and then we just have 

to keep or try to keep one step ahead (Communication 1 – NGO4). 

 

These findings mirror the work of Mapp, et al. (2016), which highlighted how the ability of front-line 

practitioners to define human trafficking and to identify and assist its victims is influenced to a great 

extent by the type of training accessed by practitioners.  

 

Aside from training, it is important to stress how a lack of data-sharing between first responders and the 

UK government concerning the reasoning involved in the decisions on victimhood has a negative impact 

on the ground. This issue constrains the ability of first responders to achieve a common understanding 

of the signs of victimisation while increasing the uncertainty regarding their approaches of identification 

and support, which will determine victims’ welfare.  

 

In this respect, I argue that the lack of consistency and the absence of guarantees concerning the adequacy 

of current approaches to identification and support limit the UK’s ability to meet its commitment of 

facilitating the provision of tailored support to victims when responding to human trafficking. 
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7.4 Implications for practice 

Findings of this study indicate a critical need for a widespread knowledge of victims’ circumstances and 

needs across relevant services in order to avoid implications of distrust. 

 

It is important to acknowledge that victims of trafficking come from very different backgrounds (UK 

NCA, 2019) and often subjected to diverse means and types of exploitation that may affect considerably 

their trust in others (Ioannou and Oostinga, 2015). We have seen how as a consequence most first 

responders have experienced struggles approaching victims of trafficking. Their issues of distrust could 

be instigated by varied and multiple factors such as desperate financial circumstances, fear of legal 

reprisals or retaliation from traffickers and limitations in their level of comprehension of the English 

language or of working rights, amongst others (Chapters 4-6): 

 

Then, sometimes, especially, because a lot of our labour exploitation is Romanian workers, they’re 

very untrusting of the police anyway because they come from a culture where the police are corrupt, 

so sometimes we back off and I need people like Jess and Heather to explain, you know, what’s 

happening here, that’s not right, that’s not how it’s done in this country. You might be okay with 

it, but this really is wrong, you know, and that’s, kind of, where we’ll go with the guys in the [town] 

car wash. I need someone who’s not a police officer, because they don’t trust me. I need someone 

who’s not a police officer, that they can build up some trust, who can explain to them, “Do you 

know what? This isn’t right. You should be paid a lot more than this for what you’re doing. You 

shouldn’t have to pay £15 for the materials you use at work; you shouldn’t all be living in one four-

bedroomed house with inadequate facilities (Communication 7 - Police). 

 

These issues of concern have reinforced the importance of interactions between victims and practitioners 

and therefore the need for knowledgeable practitioners to implement relevant sensitive anti-trafficking 

approaches that facilitate interactions of trust with victims. These interactions can be decisive for the 

number of referrals and thus the victims’ decisions to leave exploitation and collaborate with practitioners 

to opt for support access (Ruiz, et al., 2019). In this regard, the provision of tailored measures of support 

as envisioned by a genuine victim-centred approach proves to be additionally beneficial to the UK 

Government’s aim to facilitate for victims the start of recovery in order to boost the number of referrals. 

Thus, the extent of consideration of victims’ needs will determine to a great extent the feasibility of 

current anti-trafficking strategies of identification and support adopted by the relevant practitioners. This, 

in accordance with the literature, reinforces the need for thorough training among relevant practitioners 

in order to avoid current factors that affect their interactions with victims, such as enduring issues of 

distrust (Alrabe, et al., 2017). 
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First responders are in a crucial position when it comes to identifying victims of trafficking and assisting 

towards their recovery from exploitation. In fact, in England most victims are identified and assisted by 

first responders (UK NCA, 2019). This means that first responders are in a unique position to determine 

which approach of interaction is best with each victim of trafficking in order to gain their consent to be 

referred into the UK NRM and being supported towards their recovery from exploitation. In this regard, 

it is of significance importance that first responders have the skills, training and resources required in 

order to facilitate effective approaches of identification and support for victims (Ruiz, et al., 2019). 

However, data from this study has highlighted how the current lack of consistent training and/or 

guidance for first responders when it comes to approaching victims of trafficking compromises the 

effectiveness of their performances and of the support provided: 

 

I think if …for example, approaching the client about going to a GUM clinic to get a sexual health 

check, it’s usually quite a sensitive subject obviously because, you know, a certain group of clients 

that have been sexually abused. And of course it’s up to the client to say yes or no but sometimes 

if they say no on that initial assessment when it’s initially offered there’s not really any timeframe to 

follow that up …I don’t know, I think sometimes the approach of…you know, example with the 

sexual health check as well, I don’t know, it would be good to have a bit more of a framework on 

how to approach it and how to present that to a client, it’s not just a tick box of do you want to 

have a sexual health check or go to a GUM clinic which doesn’t mean anything to some 

people…(Communication 2 – NGO5). 

 

This discussion has stressed key issues that affect current anti-trafficking practices of identification and 

support provision, as informed by first responders. Accounts from respondents consistently reinforced 

the importance of their roles in order to prepare victims of trafficking to begin their recovery from 

exploitation. This emphasised their need to be well equipped in order to offer more guarantees of 

adequacy of support. Critically, it has highlighted the implications of how the lack of training can affect 

interactions between first responders and victims.  

 

7.5 Future research avenues  

This thesis has drawn attention to certain critical issues of tension in responding to human trafficking 

that reinforce differences between the policy aim of developing better measures of identification and 

support for victims of trafficking, and the practice. One of the key issues is linked to the lack of data 

sharing between first responders and the governmental agencies responsible for making decisions on 
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victimhood, these being either the UK Visas and Immigration (UKVI) or the Modern Slavery Human 

Trafficking Unit (MSHTU).  

 

Although this thesis has been based on an interpretive analysis of key anti-trafficking policies and 

interviews with first responders, further research with a broader set of participants would certainly 

provide further insights of the situation that could help to expand our current understanding of how the 

UK responds to human trafficking. 

 

In this regard, further research could examine how MSHTU and the UKVI interpret current anti-

trafficking policies and mechanisms to grant the status of victimhood and how they interact with first 

responders. We have seen how the current lack of governmental data sharing regarding the decision of 

victimhood impedes the ability of first responders to understand and share the same reasoning (Chapter 

4.2). This has an important array of implications in policy and practice, preventing relevant practitioners 

from achieving common knowledge of the process of identification. This contributes to existing issues 

of confusion among first responders, both in distinguishing elements of victimisation from those of other 

crimes such as human smuggling (Chapter 4.1) and regarding the detrimental effect on first responders’ 

support approaches of a lack of certainty about the length of time that will be required by the government 

to make decisions on victimhood (Chapter 5). This has a damaging effect on victims’ welfare due to their 

exposure to lengthy periods of uncertainty regarding their consideration as victims of trafficking 

(Chapters 4, 5, 6). 

 

These implications reinforce the critical need to combine knowledge on human trafficking that could 

inform current research and guide policy based on which anti-trafficking practices would be underpinned 

(Okeh, 2012). A better understanding of the issue built upon conducting further research with a broader 

spectrum of practitioners could facilitate the identification of consistent interventions across agencies, 

creating a path of efficient interventions in partnership to respond to human trafficking, in accordance 

with international anti-trafficking conventions (EU Directive 2011/36/eu and CETS197, 2005a). 

Therefore, further research focused on how the process of identification is interpreted by governmental 

agencies should be seen as part of a process, not its end.  

 

Finally, further research on the area of human trafficking should definitely consider how victims of 

trafficking interpret the current practices of identification and support built upon current policies. 

Victims’ perceptions on how such measures affect or meet their needs can provide valuable information 

(Hodge, 2014). As with the aims of this study, this data from victims could facilitate a better 

understanding of the coherence of holding a victim-centred approach to respond to human trafficking.  



 

 

 116 

Given that the current anti-trafficking programmes apply to a wide range of victims, a consistent 

theoretical framework is needed in order to promote an effective service of identification and support 

delivery by all practitioners involved. For now, this study has illustrated challenges of current anti-

trafficking efforts underpinned by the UK NRM directed towards upholding a victim-centred approach 

to respond to human trafficking in England.  

 

First responders are an essential piece of the fight against the crime of human trafficking as they are 

frequently the first to encounter victims in the course of their duties. Therefore, and given the seriousness 

of the crime, it is necessary that anti-trafficking policies are reflective of the expressed concerns by first 

responders in order to avoid the continuity of misplacing efforts and resources.  
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Appendix A: Matrix Interview Questions 

The following appendix combines all the information relevant to the questioning employed during the 

interviews. 

 

Sub-questions and follow-up questions: These were formulated only if the sought information was not 

given by the participant as a response to the previous enquiry and/or the participant experienced 

difficulties in answering. Hence, full attention was paid to the narratives related by participants in order 

to identify during the course of interviews which information was still missing, in order to guide future 

questions. 

 

Hypothesis: This category combined relevant aspects linked to victims’ identification and assistance, 

helping to shape the questions used in this study by highlighting gaps in knowledge and thus establishing 

an objective for these questions. Despite the fact that this is not a positivistic study where hypotheses are 

established prior to conducting empirical work, all research, without exception, needs to be planned. In 

this sense, the area of hypothesis stressed matters in human trafficking that need further investigation. 

Rather than formulating hypotheses for the purpose of testing them, this study has opted to interpret 

first responders’ viewpoints about these concerning and under-researched matters. 

 

Unit level: this category clarifies whether questions were tailored to different agencies depending on their 

role. Duties differ considerably between enforcement bodies and NGOs, for example. Hence, it was 

sometimes necessary to add/remove/alter questions so that participants were better able to discuss issues 

that were relevant to their profession – as opposed to a standard set of questions that some participants 

might have been unable to answer.  

 

Dimension: The information collected has been classified under the categories of: Referral of victims, 

Recovery and Reflection Period and Release of victims in order to better understand how information 

regarding the identification and assistance of victims of trafficking would be included within these 

categories. Questions were not necessarily placed solely in one category due to the possibility of applying 

the same enquiry to more than one of the different stages of the process. The acknowledgment of this 

issue allows the expansion of data collection, which may provide considerable and valuable insights from 

different sources and parts of the process of identification and assistance. 
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Methodology: This category allowed for the distinguishing between those answers that could be analysed 

categorically (quantitative) from those which could not (qualitative). This distinction facilitates advance 

planning on how data could be analysed and presented. 

 

Instruments: This category combines relevant sources of information on the interviews. For instance, 

this category included whether interviews were conducted face-to-face or via the telephone, in order to 

clarify how the primary data was gathered. It also includes other information that guided the questioning, 

such as the secondary data that was utilised to highlight existing gaps in knowledge that formed the 

rationale behind the questions. These consisted of anti-trafficking measures and suggestions made by 

official bodies for consideration by governments and practitioners. 
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Appendix A: Interview matrix 

N° Question Sub-question Follow-up question Objective Hypothesis Unit level Dimension Methodology Instruments 

1 

Tell me about 
your work and 
how it relates to 
tackling human 

trafficking. 

  

Since the included sample of 
first responders may adopt 
different roles within the 

agency that also may vary due 
to the nature, (governmental or 
non- governmental) aims and 
resources, responses to human 
trafficking may considerably 
differ from one participant to 

another. This initial 
demographic question may aid 

avoiding misleading future 
questions based on assumptions 

about participants’ role and 
power (Agee, 2009: 443-444). 

Very divergent approaches may 
currently intertwine in addressing 

human trafficking, feeding the 
complexity of the crime detention 

since, as noted by Laczko and 
Gramegna (2003: 184), 

“each agency gathers data 
according to its own needs”. 

Therefore, the identification of 
victims of trafficking will depend on 

firstly, the approach followed by 
practitioners and, secondly, the 

recognition of victims’ 
characteristics associated with the 

crime. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Demographics Qualitative 
• Interview 

face-to-face & 
via telephone 
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N° Question Sub-question Follow-up question Objective Hypothesis Unit level Dimension Methodology Instruments 

2 

In your own 
words, could you 
please describe 

what human 
trafficking is? 

What does 
‘exploitation’ 
mean to you? 

 

The inclusion of follow-up 
questions has been motivated 
by the goal of understanding 
the boundary conditions that 
frame the concept of human 
trafficking - understanding 

where the concept of human 
trafficking begins and ends and 

how well defined the 
boundaries are. 

"Exploitation" is included in most 
international anti-trafficking protocols 
but not defined. The Modern Slavery 

Act links exploitation to the 
commission of an offense or/and under 
acts of "force, threats, deception". The 

lack of a precise definition and the 
utilisation of ambiguous terms leave 
room for open interpretations of the 

crime and its elements. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of victims Qualitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone 

• Protocol of 
Palermo, 2000 

• CETS 197, 
2005a 

• EU 
Directive 
2011/36/eu 

• Modern 
Slavery Act, 
2015 

How is this 
definition different 

from modern 
slavery? 

 

Ambiguous definitions and the growing 
diversification and specialisation of 

agencies that assist victims of 
trafficking may play an important role 
in the type of exploitation they are able 

and/or inclined to identify. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of victims Qualitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone 

• Protocol of 
Palermo, 2000 

• CETS 197, 
2005a 

• EU 
Directive 
2011/36/eu 

• Modern 
Slavery Act, 
2015 

What types of 
trafficking cases 
have you dealt 
with in the past 

two years? 

 To gain knowledge about 
participants' interpretation of 

their daily practices in order to 
offer a more accurate account 

about the scope of human 
trafficking within the selected 

context through first 
responders' lenses. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector Referral of victims / 

Recovery and 
Reflection Period/ 
Release of victims 

Quantitative/ 
Qualitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone How often, in your 

work, would you 
expect to come 

across cases 
involving human 

trafficking? 

 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 
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3 

Tell me about the 
last case of 

trafficking that 
you were 

involved in 

Tell me 
specifically what 
role you played? 

 

To gain knowledge about how 
participants interpret their daily 
practices such as identifying or 
assisting potential victims of 

trafficking or sharing 
information with other 

agencies. In addition, these 
questions aim to highlight 
patterns in perceptions and 

practices, such as individuals’ 
considerations about what to 

improve and present 
limitations. 

Anti-trafficking protocols offer 
suggestions on the elements of 

trafficking to be identified, types of 
services to provide to victims and also 

suggest collaboration between agencies. 
However, although the literature offers 
guidance for first responders in these 

specific practices, little is known about 
how those practitioners interpret the 

issue of trafficking and thus, how they 
undertake such anti-trafficking 

measures. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of victims/ 
Recovery and 

Reflection Period/ 
Release of victims 

Qualitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone 
 

• Protocol 
of Palermo, 
2000 
 

• CETS 197, 
2005a 
 

• EU 
Directive 
2011/36/eu 
 

• Victims of 
modern slavery 
– frontline 
staff guidance, 
(HM 
Government, 
2016b) 
 

• Traffickin
g Survivor 
Care 
Standards, 
(UN, 2000) 

How did the case 
come to light? 

 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of victims 

Quantitative/ 
Qualitative Based on your 

experience of 
trafficking, how 

typical was this case? 

 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of victims/ 
Recovery and 

Reflection Period/ 
Release of victims 

	
What was the 

outcome of the 
case? 

 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Qualitative 

Would you 
describe this 
outcome as 
successful? 

• If yes: Why? 
 

• If no: Why?  
What was missing to 
consider the case 
successful? 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Quantitative/ 
Qualitative 
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4 

Focusing on the 
identification 

process, do you 
follow a 

standardised 
questionnaire or 

not? 

If yes: Could I 
possibly have a 

copy of this 
questionnaire? 

 

To gain further 
understanding of how first 
responders identify victims 
of trafficking. In addition, 

this question aims to 
highlight patterns in 

identification processes in 
order to understand how 

guidance is implemented in 
practice. 

The National Referral Mechanism 
offers a tick-box list of elements 
linked to commonly identified 

characteristics of victims of 
trafficking for first respondents to 
recognise. However, this official 

referral system does not offer 
guidance of how to approach victims 
in order to access this information. 
This may vary among agencies and 

individuals due to the array of 
specialisations in different types of 

exploitation and thus it may 
influence how those characteristics 

are acknowledged. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of victims Quantitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & via 
telephone 
 

• National 
Referral 
Mechanism 
form for 
potential adult 
victims of 
modern slavery 
(England and 
Wales) (Gov 
UK, 2010) 
 

• National 
Referral 
Mechanism 
(NRM) form 
for potential 
child victims of 
modern slavery 
(England and 
Wales) (Gov 
UK, 2010) 
updated in 
January 2020 

If no: Try to recall 
the last time you 

questioned a 
potential victim of 
trafficking then, 

Which three questions do 
you consider essential for 

the identification? 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of victims Qualitative / 
Quantitative 
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5 

Which are the 
most common 
characteristics 

among victims of 
trafficking? 

Which gender do 
you think is the 
most common 

amongst victims 
of trafficking? 

And the 
nationality? 

Age? 

 

To gain knowledge about 
participants' practices in 

identification. These questions 
aim to highlight possible 

patterns in responding as a 
result of focusing on specific 
aspects of identified victims. 

Lack of empirical research raises 
concerns about accuracy due to a 

lack of evidence about the extent of 
understanding of human trafficking 
and its victims. Controversially, an 

image of a ideal victim of trafficking 
has been widely spread and 
accordingly, responses of 

identification and assistance may be 
built upon misleading information. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 

Authorities / Police 
/ Health Care 

Sector 

Referral of victims/ 
Recovery and 

Reflection Period/ 
Release of victims 

Qualitative / 
Quantitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone 

Are victims of 
trafficking usually 
found illegally in 

the UK? 

 

To gain knowledge about 
participants' practices in 

identification. These questions 
aim to highlight possible 

patterns in response as a result 
of focusing on specific aspects 

of the identified victims. 

The ongoing growing conception of 
human trafficking as a migration 

issue has led to the proliferation of 
awareness campaigns to prevent 
both phenomena together, human 

trafficking and migration 
(Nieuwenhuys and Pécoud, 2007: 

1679-1683). These narratives 
strengthen the image of victims who 
would not choose to migrate nor to 

accept trafficking if they were better 
informed of possible risks 

(Nieuwenhuys and Pécoud, 2007: 
1688). Thus victims of human 

trafficking will be identified if they 
share attributes of victims of such a 
serious crime which contributes to 

the envisioning of a distinct category 
of migrants that embody the image 

of a victim of trafficking (O'Connell 
Davidson, 2010: 257) and who 

deserve to be granted with assistance 
and protection. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 

Authorities / Police 
/ Health Care 

Sector 

Referral of victims Quantitative 
• Interview 

face-to-face & 
via telephone 

Would you say 
whether most of 

the identified 
victims were 
previously 

smuggled? If so, 
could you recall a 
scenario and tell 
me more about 

this case? 

• Which elements 
were the key to 
distinguish between a 
case of smuggling and 
trafficking? 

• Can you recall a case 
when a victim was 
referred to your agency 
from the detention 
centre? 

• If so, why was it so 
difficult to identify the 
victim at the first place? 
Does this issue occur 
often? 

To gain knowledge about 
participants' practices in 

identification. These questions 
aim to highlight possible 

patterns in response as a result 
of focusing on specific aspects 

of the identified victims. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 

Authorities / Police 
/ Health Care 

Sector 

Referral of victims Qualitative 
• Interview 

face-to-face & 
via telephone 
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6 

(If they have not 
dealt with 

smuggling) Have 
you dealt with 

cases of victims of 
trafficking in 

which the 
trafficked person 

consented to 
work with their 

traffickers 
initially, knowing 
the nature of the 

job? 

What proportion 
of the cases you 
have dealt with 

involve the 
consent of the 

trafficking 
victim? 

• If none: Go to 
Question 7 
 

• If yes: Why do you 
think a person could 
agree to the traffickers’ 
will/offers? 

 

• Recalling the last 
scenario of trafficking, 
and picturing a line 
where, one extreme point 
set A is; the recruitment 
of the victim by the 
perpetrator, the other 
extreme point set B is; 
the reporting of the 
crime. Then, what was 
the point that made it 
feasible to distinguish 
those jobs which were 
not consented to?  

To gain knowledge about 
practitioners' perceptions of 
the crime and its elements 
and how these perceptions 

play a role in victim 
identification. 

Although victims’ consent has been 
disregarded by most anti-trafficking 
policies due to the use of dishonest 

means, such as force, deceit, coercion or 
threat, the complexity and ambiguity of 

these terms may still risk victims’ 
misidentification. In addition, the 

element of consent has generally been a 
factor to distinguish smuggled 

individuals from trafficked since only 
traffickers would obtain consent by 

means of abuse, violence, deception or 
coercion (Simon, 2009: 639). 

Therefore, trafficked persons may be 
considered to be individuals who lacked 
the agency to accept being transported 

abroad illegally, due to the type of 
means utilised by their traffickers to 

convince them (Campana and Varese, 
2016: 90). 

Thus, unlike trafficked persons, only 
smuggled persons would be considered 

as able to make a conscious choice 
regarding whether to cross borders 
illegally or not, risking overlooking 

those trafficked individuals who do not 
meet these criteria. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of victims Qualitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone 

 
• Protocol of 

Palermo, 2000 
 

• CETS197, 
2005 

 

• EU Directive 
2011/36/eu 

 

• Modern 
Slavery Act, 

2015 
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7 

In your own 
words, could you 
please describe 

what re-
trafficking is? 

Which factors 
would you say 
facilitate re-
trafficking? 

 

To gain knowledge of how 
practitioners acknowledge this 

under-researched issue and 
respond to it. 

Divergent interpretations of human 
trafficking due to the ambiguity of 
terms raise concerns concerning 
whether re-trafficking may be 

acknowledged differently as there is 
not an agreed definition yet. 

Hence, a lack of consensus in defining 
re-trafficking is a controversial matter 

that causes data comparisons and 
information sharing limitations (Jobe, 

2010: 16-17). 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of 
victims/ Recovery 

and Reflection 
Period/ Release of 

victims 

Qualitative 
• Interview 

face-to-face & 
via telephone 
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8 
Does your agency 
keep a record of 

re-trafficked 
persons? 

If not, how could 
this be recorded? Go to Question 9. 

To gain knowledge of 
practitioners' understanding of 
re-trafficking and how this data 

is collected, processed and 
shared with other agencies in 
order to prevent victims' re-

victimisation. 

Despite the great interest in combating 
human trafficking, much controversy 
has arisen regarding the accuracy of 

measurements and guesstimates at the 
national and international level as the 
current data on human trafficking and 

re- trafficking is mainly based on 
estimations due to complexities in 

gathering accurate and standardised 
information. The lack of consensus in 

defining re-trafficking is a controversial 
matter that causes data comparisons and 
information sharing limitations (Jobe, 

2010: 16). 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of 
victims/ Recovery 

and Reflection 
Period/ Release of 

victims 

Qualitative / 
Quantitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone 

If yes: Which 
details concerning 

cases of re- 
trafficking are 

recorded? What 
about if re- 

trafficking occurs 
abroad? 

Based on your 
experience: 

• What are the most 
common identified 
features of re- 
trafficked persons? 
 

If not mentioned: 
From the last scenario 
of re-trafficking that 
you can recall: 

• Were re-trafficked 
persons deported or 
did they stay in the 
United Kingdom? 

• Which was the 
most common type of 
exploitation for re-
trafficked persons? 

• And the most 
common agency to 
identify and assist 
them? 

• Were these 
victims, trafficked and 
re-trafficked by the 
same perpetrator(s)? 
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9 

Describe for 
me the 

assistance 
that your 

department 
provides to 
victims of 
trafficking 

How does the 
assistance your 
agency provides 

for victims in these 
cases differ from 

the assistance 
provided in other 
cases that don't 

have a trafficking 
component? 

 

To gain knowledge 
about the extent of 

provision of tailored 
assistance for 

victims of 
trafficking. 

Lack of specific guidance for practitioners to 
assist victims of trafficking. For instance, the 

Modern Slavery Act, 2015 offers a type of 
guidance that leaves room for open 

interpretations on: (a) the sorts of things which 
indicate that a person may be a victim of 

slavery or human trafficking; 
(b) arrangements for providing assistance and 
support to persons who there are reasonable 

grounds to believe may be victims of slavery or 
human trafficking. In addition, limited 

empirical research raises concerns about how 
assistance is provided and differs among 

victims according to their individual needs. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of 
victims/ 

Recovery and 
Reflection 

Period/ Release 
of victims	

 

Qualitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & via 
telephone 

• Protocol of 
Palermo, 2000 
(art.6) 

• Modern 
Slavery Act, 2015 
(art. 49) 

• EU Directive 
2011/36/eu (art. 
11-16) 

• CETS 197 
(art. 12) 

Is there any 
difference within 

the process of 
providing 

assistance between 
British and 
foreigners? 

• If yes: Could you tell me more? 
 
• If no: What about if the foreigners 

are in the UK illegally; could this be a 
limitation for them to access 
assistance? 

 

To gain further 
understanding of 
how assistance is 

provided to potential 
victims of 

trafficking as well as 
to figure out 
whether first 
responders 

acknowledge 
differences based on 

the element of 
nationality as it is 

made at the national 
level. 

Debates regarding equality in treatment start 
from the very basic need of being identified as a 

victim, however the decision to grant the 
official status of victims to potential victims of 
trafficking is made by two different agencies 

based on their nationality: The NCA's Modern 
Slavery Human Trafficking Unit (MSHTU) for 

Europeans and The Home Office Visas and 
Immigration (UKVI) for internationals. 
Differences in assessment based on the 

nationality of potential victims, by agencies 
which differ in motivations and specialisations, 

raises concerns of whether this issue 
materialises in more stages of the process of 

assisting victims. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of 
victims/ 

Recovery and 
Reflection 

Period/ Release 
of victims 

Quantitative/ 
Qualitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & via 
telephone 

• Victims of 
modern slavery – 
frontline staff 
guidance (HM 
Government, 
2016b) 

Is the assistance 
split in certain 

categories that fit 
victims’ needs? If 

so, which 
categories?	

• From the last case you were 
involved in, could you tell me how the 
initial assessment predetermined the 
type of assistance that the victim 
needed? 

• What is the aim or contribution of 
the assistance that your agency 
provides? i.e. healing, rehabilitation, 
temporary support, reintegration? 

• If more agencies have identified the 
victim as such and therefore, more 
assessments have been carried out for 
the same individual, does this 
information flow both ways? 

To gain knowledge 
of how victims are 
assisted in practice 

as guidance is 
limited.	

International anti-trafficking protocols 
encourage countries to provide tailored 

assistance for victims of trafficking however 
the British national anti-trafficking bill does not 
specify whether assistance should be provided 

according to their individual needs. Lack of 
compulsory specific measures about assisting 

victims of trafficking emphasises a situation of 
uncertainty for the trafficked.	

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector	

Referral of 
victims/ 

Recovery and 
Reflection 

Period/ Release 
of victims	

Qualitative	

• Interview 
face-to-face & via 
telephone 

• Protocol of 
Palermo, 2000 
(art. 6.4) 

• CETS197, 
2005 (art. 12.7) 

• EU Directive 
2011/36/eu (art. 
18) 

• Modern 
Slavery Act, 2015 
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10 

What would you 
say is the 

“lifespan” of an 
average case of 

trafficking? 
From start to 
completion. 

Anti-trafficking 
policies encourage 
agencies to provide 

long- term assistance, 
how does your 

department interpret 
it? 

• If yes: Is this 
long- term assistance 
feasible? 
 

• If no: what is the 
obstacle for this? 

Seeking understanding of 
practitioners' views of the 

present anti-trafficking system 
and specifically aiming to find 

out whether first responders 
provide long-term assistance. 
If not, what are the perceived 

impediments to this? 

Former victims of trafficking are at a 
much higher risk of becoming re-

trafficked when the required assistance 
is not adequately provided due to their 
level of vulnerability (Davidson, 2010: 
249). Thus, long-term assistance could 
also be considered to be an important 

stage towards assuring that former 
victims of trafficking are reintegrated 
into society and while avoiding their 

re-trafficking. 

NGOs and 
Governmental 

Agencies 
providing 
assistance 

Recovery and 
Reflection 

Period/ Release 
of victims 

Qualitative / 
Quantitative 

• Interview face-to-
face & via telephone 

• Review of the 
National Referral 
Mechanism on Victims 
of Trafficking, 2014 

• Report concerning 
the implementation of 
the Council of Europe 
Convention (GRETA, 
2016: 46-47) on Action 
against Trafficking in 
Human Beings by the 
United Kingdom 

How is the provision 
of assistance affected 
due to the length of 

time that victims may 
have to wait for a 

government decision? 

 

Limitations in resources for some 
agencies may influence the provision 
of assistance when the governmental 
decision is delayed or negative. The 
lack of empirical research impedes 

understanding whether there are 
alternatives to ensure victims’ 

assistance. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Recovery and 
Reflection 

Period/ Release 
of victims 

Qualitative 

Is this length of time 
affected in any case if 
the victim decides not 
to submit the case to 

the NRM? 

• If yes: Could 
you tell me more? 
 

• If no: Go to 
Question 11. 

Seeking understanding of how 
practitioners respond to human 
trafficking when there is a lack 

of governmental strategy. 

Provision of assistance is designed for 
those potential victims who get into 

the NRM system. Lack of 
governmental provision for those who 
do not leaves a lacunae in theory while 

reinforcing uncertainty about the 
prospects of the potential victim in 

such cases, as well as the first 
responders' response. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of 
victims/ 

Recovery and 
Reflection 

Period/ Release 
of victims 

Qualitative / 
Quantitative 

• Interview face-to-
face & via telephone 

Is the provision of 
assistance altered in 
any way for victims 
who report the crime 

several months or 
years after?	

	

To acknowledge whether the 
condition of "historic victim" 
is still a discriminatory barrier 
towards accessing assistance 
for victims of trafficking, and 

to what extent.	

In the past, "Historic Victims" (when 
victims were exploited a long time 
before its identification) were not 

always considered eligible for 
assistance. Changes in the NRM 
allowed such individuals to be 
officially identified as victim 

(conclusive grounds). 
However, the "lack" of an imminent 

perception of danger may not 
encourage practitioners to provide 

equal assistance.	

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector	

Referral of 
victims/ 

Recovery and 
Reflection 

Period/ Release 
of victims	

Qualitative / 
Quantitative	

• Interview face-to-
face & via telephone 

• Report concerning 
the implementation of 
the Council of 

• Europe Convention 
on Action against 
Trafficking in Human 
Beings by the United 
Kingdom (GRETA, 
2016: 40)	
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11 

Who usually 
informs 
potential 

victims (British 
or foreigners) 

about their legal 
rights and 

proceedings? 

Are these 
professionals 

familiar with the 
issue of 

trafficking? 

 

To gain further 
understanding of how 

victims of trafficking are 
assisted, specifically how 
information about their 

rights is given. 

Informing victims of trafficking of 
their rights and prospects has been 

included in the majority of 
international anti-trafficking protocols 

as well as the national bill. 
However, concerns regarding the 
extent and the adequacy of this 

information have been reflected in 
reports encouraging the UK to pursue 

assurances of this matter (GRETA, 
2016: 59-61). 

Victims’ lack of information or 
experience with social services and 

processes to access support can 
discourage victims of trafficking from 
seeking aid, limiting their possibilities 

of reintegration (Surtees, 2013: 8). 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of 
victims/ 

Recovery and 
Reflection 

Period/ Release 
of victims 

Qualitative 

• Interview face-to-face 
& via telephone 
 

• Report concerning the 
implementation of the 
Council of Europe 
Convention on Action 
against Trafficking in 
Human Beings by the 
United Kingdom (2016:59-
61) 
 

• Protocol of Palermo, 
2000 (art. 6b) 
 

• CETS 197, 
2005 (art. 12.7) 

 
• EU Directive 

2011/36/eu (art. 11.5) 
 

• Victims of modern 
slavery – frontline staff 
guidance (HM 
Government, 2016b: 45) 
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12 

Could you please 
explain how the 
reflection period 

works in 
practice? 

What type of 
approach does 

your agency have 
with the potential 
victims during the 
reflection period? 

• From your point 
of view, how could 
this approach be 
improved? 
 

• Is it feasible? 
Why? 

To gain knowledge 
about how practitioners 
interpret the reflection 

period and interact 
during this period. 

Granting a reflection period to potential 
victims of trafficking has as its main aims to 
assist victims and provide a recovery period 

that should not be conditional upon the 
victim’s co-operation with Competent 

Authorities. However, this reflection period 
was instigated in view of illegal victims who 

would eventually be sent back to their 
countries of origin, ignoring whether or not 
they could still be supported there. Indeed, 
the Explanatory Report - CETS197 (2005b: 

46) highlights that measures of assistance for 
victims of trafficking are to be considered 
within the jurisdiction of the country. As a 

result, the recovery process may be affected 
by the established period by law and as well 
as the endeavour of practitioners. Hence, the 
minimum period of 30 days as a reflection 

period (recovery) during which assistance to 
victims is provided should not be conditional 
upon their collaboration but, once this period 

of only 30 days has passed, assistance and 
residency become conditional. Therefore, it is 

debatable whether the main aim of 
establishing the reflection period is as an 

unconditional time for potential victims of 
trafficking to recover when support is not 

guaranteed after such a short length of time. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Recovery and 
Reflection Period/ 
Release of victims 

Qualitative 

• Interview face-
to-face & via 
telephone 
 

• Report 
concerning the 
implementation of 
the Council of 
Europe Convention 
on Action against 
Trafficking in 
Human Beings by 
the United Kingdom 
(GRETA, 2016: 55) 
 

• CETS197, 2005 
(art. 13) 
 

• EU Directive 
2011/36/eu (18) 
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13 

Is your agency 
involved in any 

kind of re- 
integration 

programmes for 
former victims of 

trafficking? 

• If no: Go to 
Question 15. 

Are you aware of any 
system of evaluation of 
successful integration of 
victims of trafficking? 

Since international protocols 
ratified by the United 

Kingdom encourage member 
states to adopt measures that 
ensure victims' reintegration, 

this question seeks 
understanding of whether the 

present anti-trafficking 
system is coherent between 

the theory and practice. 

Former victims of trafficking are at 
incredibly higher risk of becoming re-
trafficked when the required assistance 
is not adequately provided, due to their 

level of vulnerability 
(Davidson, 2010: 249). The lack of 

firm governmental provision for 
victims of trafficking after exiting care 
services aggravates concerns about the 
realistic provision of assistance towards 

their reintegration avoiding their re- 
trafficking. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 

Authorities / Police 
/ Health Care 

Sector 

Release of victims Quantitative/ 
Qualitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone 

• CETS197, 
2005 (art. 16.5) 

• EU Directive 
2011/36/eu 

(22-23) 
• If yes: 

Could you tell 
me how this 
programme 
works? 

14 

What do you 
think it would be 
a good outcome 

of human 
trafficking case? 

Is this “outcome” 
possible? 

• If yes: How? 
 

• If not: Why? 

To gain understanding of 
individual perceptions and 

expectations of the crime in 
order to facilitate the 

identification of strengths 
and weaknesses within the 

present anti-trafficking 
system. 

Dichotomies of agencies’ interests have 
reinforced a duality of perceptions of 

human trafficking, namely as a security 
threat and as a humanitarian problem 

(Aradau, 2004: 251). 
In this sense, the police would be 

considered as the agency that 
safeguards the national interests by 

prioritising impeding the crime while 
non-governmental organisations are 
connected by a focus on meeting the 
victims’ needs while safeguarding 
victims' human rights (Breuil et al., 

2011: 37). The category of first 
responders groups together a very 

varied range of agencies which 
accordingly may have very different 
judgments and interpretations of the 
crime and its victims, depending on 
factors such as the agency’s culture, 
experience, knowledge or concerns. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 

Authorities / Police 
/ Health Care 

Sector 

Referral of 
victims/ Recovery 

and Reflection 
Period/ Release of 

victims 

Qualitative 
• Interview 

face-to-face & 
via telephone 
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N° Question Sub-question Follow-up question Objective Hypothesis Unit level Dimension Methodology Instruments 

15 

Based on your 
experience, can 
you explain how 

your agency 
utilises the 

National Referral 
Mechanism? 

Does the NRM 
acknowledge all 

types of 
exploitation? 

Is the NRM easy to use? 
Why? 

Seeking understanding of 
how first responders 

acknowledge the NRM in 
order to identify patterns or 
obstacles that ease future 

changes within the 
identification system. 

The quality of information given by first 
responders about potential victims of 

trafficking through the NRM is incredibly 
important. 

Hence, inconsistencies or errors in forms 
may delay the process (Gov UK, 2018) 
and influence the final decisions from 
Competent Authorities, which limits 

opportunities for victims of trafficking to 
appeal when the decision from the 

authority has been negative (Anderson 
and Conlan, 2014). Therefore, first 
responders are very often the first 

agencies to identify potential victims of 
trafficking and based on these initial 
judgments, potential victims may be 
considered as such along the process. 

However, the category of first responders 
groups together a very varied range of 
agencies, such as non-governmental 

organisations, police forces and 
government agencies and accordingly, 
judgments and interpretations of the 

crime and its victims may differ 
considerably depending on factors, such 

as the agency’s culture, experience, 
knowledge or concerns. Despite the fact 

that certain mechanisms of identification, 
such as the NRM, were in principle set to 
facilitate victims’ access to assistance and 

safeguard their human rights, limited 
perceptions of how practitioners 

acknowledge the NRM raise concerns of 
the extent of understanding among first 

responders. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 

Authorities / Police 
/ Health Care 

Sector 

Referral of 
victims/ Recovery 

and Reflection 
Period 

Qualitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone 

 
• MODERN 

SLAVERY, 
ENGLAND 
AND WALES 
The Modern 
Slavery Act 
2015 (Duty to 
Notify) 
Regulations 
2015 
(Legislation UK, 
2015) 
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N° Question Sub-question Follow-up question Objective Hypothesis Unit level Dimension Methodology Instruments 

16 

What system does 
your department 
use to gather data 

on human 
trafficking, and 

how does it differ 
from the systems 
you use to gather 

data on other 
forms of modern 
slavery? (demo 
will be asked) 

If yes: 
Could you show me how 

this tool works? 

To gain knowledge about 
how practitioners from 

different agencies identify 
victims of trafficking, which 

aspects are prioritised and 
which type of assessment 
they use, as well as which 

agencies they share the 
information with. This can 

shed light onto the feasibility 
of data-analysis in order to 

establish collaboration 
between agencies. 

The great variety of first responders 
whose remit includes identifying victims 

of trafficking may utilise different 
systems of victim identification due to the 
great variety of priorities within agencies 

as well as differences in resources. 
Therefore, referrals and risk assessments 
may considerably differ between agencies 
which may make difficult data-sharing, 

analysis and comparisons, thereby 
limiting plans of prevention. Thus, 

analysing differences in data-collection 
among first responders may ease the 

generation of more standardised systems 
of identification. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 

Authorities / Police 
/ Health Care 

Sector 

Referral of 
victims 

Qualitative / 
Quantitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & via 
telephone 

 
• Review of the 

National Referral 
Mechanism for 
victims of human 
trafficking (HM 
Government, 
2014b) 

 
• Report 

concerning the 
implementation of 
the Council of 
Europe 
Convention on 
Action against 
Trafficking in 
Human Beings by 
the United 
Kingdom (Coe & 
GRETA, 2016) 

 
• 2016 Report of 

the Inter- 
Departmental 
Ministerial Group 
on Modern 
Slavery (Home 
Office, 2016) 

If not mentioned: 

• Can you filter the 
data by any aspects of 
the crime/victim? 
 

• What is the 
lifespan of this data in 
the system? 
 

• Is the system 
shared/ utilised co-
jointly with other 
organisation/agency? 
 

• If so, nationally or 
internationally? 

Quantitative 

17 
Could I possibly 

have a sample of a 
referral and a risk   

assessment? 

If no: Go to Question 18. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 

Authorities / Police 
/ Health Care 

Sector 

Referral of 
victims 

Quantitative 

If yes, read a bit 
and ask: 

• How long 
approximately can the 
police take to make the 
first referral of 
trafficking? 
 

• Is it easy to fill in? 
Why? 
 

• What is the most 
challenging part of 
filling the first 
referral? Are any of 
these referrals shared 
with any other agency? 

Qualitative / 
Quantitative 
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N° Question Sub-question Follow-up question Objective Hypothesis Unit level Dimension Methodology Instruments 

18 

What does your 
agency 

acknowledge as 
monitoring 

former victims of 
trafficking? 
Does your 

department 
monitor victims of 

trafficking? 

If no: 

• What about 
potential victims of 
trafficking? 
 

• What about during 
the 45-day reflection 

Period? 

Seeking knowledge of present 
reintegration measures, such as 

monitoring in order to avoid 
victims' re-trafficking. Lack of 
national compulsory measures 
leaves a dearth of guidance for 
first responders on how to act 
after 45-day reflection period. 

Since former victims of trafficking are 
at high risk of re-trafficking due to their 

level of vulnerability, on- going 
monitoring could help practitioners to 

identify at an early stage possible 
impediments toward the reintegration 
of victims. This preventive approach 

could enable agencies to achieve an in-
depth understanding of the 

(re)integration process as well as to 
identify any potential needs of the 

victim over time (Surtees, 2013: 16-
17), facilitating understanding the 

behaviour of victims while easing their 
identification by practitioners 
(Marie and Skidmore, 2007). 

However, the government has only firm 
plans of assistance during the period 
when deciding whether to identify an 
individual as a victim is taking place 
(GRETA, 2016: 46-47). This lack of 

guidance creates uncertainty about how 
local agencies should act to prevent re-

trafficking. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of victims/ 
Recovery and 

Reflection Period/ 
Release of victims 

Qualitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone 
 

• Victims of 
modern slavery 
- frontline staff 
guidance, 2016 
 

• EU 
Directive 
2011/36/eu 

(18) 

If yes: For how long? Quantitative 
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N° Question Sub-question Follow-up question Objective Hypothesis Unit level Dimension Methodology Instruments 

19 

Describe for me 
please the way in 
which way your 
agency works in 
partnership with 
other agencies. 

If no: Go to Question 20. 

Seeking understanding of how 
first responders undertake anti-

trafficking actions in 
partnership. 

The main goal of implementing a national 
referral mechanism in 2009 was to set up a 
multi-agency strategy in order to increase 

partnership between practitioners and 
stakeholders at a national and also a local 
level by regulating identification, referral 

and assistance actions in order to safeguard 
the human rights of victims of trafficking 

(Kanics et al., 2005: 56-57). 
However, the latter anti-trafficking bill, the 
Modern Slavery Act, 2015, does not address 
issues concerning the NRM, monitoring, or 
partnership, nor on long- term assistance. 

Issues about the prevention of human 
trafficking, identification of victims and 
compensation are included. Cooperation 

may be crucial to safeguard the human rights 
of victims of trafficking, as non- 

governmental organisations usually struggle 
to provide the support due to their common 
shortage in resources (Spencer and Broad, 

2012: 279). 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of 
victims/ Recovery 

and Reflection 
Period/ Release of 

victims 

Quantitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone 
 

• Protocol of 
Palermo, 2000 
 

• CETS197, 
2005 
 

• EU Directive 
2011/36/eu 
 

• Modern 
Slavery Act, 

2015 

If yes: 

• Which agency do 
you usually refer 
victims to? And 
receive from? 
 

• Does your agency 
receive reports of 
missing identified 
victims in care? If so, 
what is the procedure 
then? 
 

• Does your agency 
work with the agency 
in charge of the return 
and reintegration of 
victims? If so, what is 

the procedure? 

Qualitative 

What does your 
agency 

acknowledge as 
rehabilitation for 
former victims of 

trafficking? 

Could you tell me 
the differences 

between 
rehabilitation and    
reintegration in 

practice? 

 

Seeking an in-depth 
understanding of the aftermath 

and the extent of assisting 
victims of trafficking. 

The length of support and its aim may differ 
according to an agency’s aims and 

resources. This may vary and thus, so may 
the adequacy and quality of support. 

Guidance for first responders encourages 
practitioners to assist victims while setting 

the path towards recovery during the 
reflection period (approx. 45 days). 

Concerns regarding the feasibility of 
preparing the victim for exiting care services 

generate uncertainty about what is the 
outreach plan in order to guarantee 

rehabilitation and reintegration of victims. 

NGOs and 
Governmental 

Agencies 
providing 
assistance 

Recovery and 
Reflection Period/ 
Release of victims 

Qualitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone 
 

• Victims of 
modern slavery - 
frontline staff 
guidance, 2016 
(2.2.3) 
 

• CETS197, 
2005 (art.16.5) 
 

• EU Directive 
2011/36/eu 

(22) 
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N° Question Sub-question Follow-up question Objective Hypothesis Unit level Dimension Methodology Instruments 

20 

Finally, could 
you tell me about 
the training that 
the members of 

staff of your 
agency receive in 

human 
trafficking? 

Is the training 
equal for all 

members of staff? 
 

Seeking a better understanding of 
the types of training that first 

responders receive, by whom it is 
provided, and the frequency with 

which it is undertaken. 
Having detailed account of the 

source of training and frequency as 
well as how specific it is helps to 

facilitate understanding 
practitioners' approaches and 

responses to trafficking 

International anti-trafficking protocols 
encourage governments to contribute 
in providing consistent training for 

first responders. 
While the government is developing 

new and standardised learning 
methodologies and content for 

Competent Authorities, training is 
usually offered by NGOs whose 

initiatives may be influenced by the 
aims of the agency, resources and 
particular experience. In addition, 

informal training limits the extent of 
practitioners’ understanding as it is not 
regulated, which reinforces the level of 
uncertainty regarding the quality and 

frequency of training. 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Demographics Qualitative / 
Quantitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone 
 

• CETS197, 
2005 (art.29) 
 

• Protocol of 
Palermo (art.10) 
 

• EU 
Directive 
2011/36/eu (art. 
18) 
 

• Modern 
Slavery Act 

2015 

21 

Is there anything 
we have not 

talked about that 
you would like 

to? 

  
Maximising data-collection, giving 
an opportunity to the participant to 

offer new insights and/or clarify 
any important aspects. 

Although the questioning is semi- 
structured, participants' answers have 
been directed by the questions which 

may influence the quality of the 
interview. Giving the participant self-
determination to discuss what he/she 

considers relevant can firstly assure the 
researcher that the interviewee covered 
everything he/she wanted (Leong and 

Austin, 2006: 257) 
and secondly may be an opportunity to 
obtain revealing information (Morse 

and Field, 2013: 75). 

NGOs / 
Governmental 
Authorities / 

Police / Health 
Care Sector 

Referral of 
victims/ Recovery 

and Reflection 
Period/ Release of 

victims 

Qualitative / 
Quantitative 

• Interview 
face-to-face & 
via telephone 
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Appendix A*: Interview 

An example of the questioning utilised for the interviews is presented as follows: 

 

Hi, my name is Ana and I’m a researcher from the University of Southampton. Before we start, I just 
want to explain what we are doing here today. As mentioned in the email, I’m looking at: 

 

1. How anti-trafficking policies are understood by practitioners trying to combat and prevent the 
crime. 

2. How these policies affect practitioners’ work. 

 

(ERGOS) In addition, I’d like to highlight that confidentiality is guaranteed as the data will be recorded 
and coded without including names to protect participants’ anonymity. As just mentioned, I’d like to 
record the interview (pointing at the recorder), because this saves me having to take detailed notes and I 
can pay full attention to what you are saying. 

Do I have your permission to use the recorder? START RECORDER 

 

1. Tell me about your work and how it relates to tackling human trafficking. 

 

2. In your own words, could you please describe what human trafficking is? 

Follow-up question: 

 

• What does ‘exploitation’ mean to you? 

• What types of trafficking cases have you dealt with in the past two years? 

 

3. What types of trafficking cases have you dealt with in the past two years? 

Follow-up questions: 

• Tell me about the last case of trafficking that you were involved in. Tell me specifically what 
role you played? 

• How did the case come to light? 
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• Based on your experience of trafficking, how typical was this case? 

• What was the outcome of the case? 

• Would you describe this outcome as successful? 

o If yes: Why? 

o If not: Why? What was missing to consider the case successful? 

 

4. Focusing on the identification process, do you follow a standardised questionnaire or not? 

• If not, try to recall the last time you questioned a potential victim of trafficking then, which 
three questions did you consider essential for the identification? 

 

5. Which are the most common characteristics among victims of trafficking? 

Follow-up questions: 

• Which gender do you think is the most common amongst victims of trafficking? 

• And the nationality? Age? 

• Are victims of trafficking usually found illegally in the UK? 

• Would you say whether that usually most of the identified victims were previously smuggled? 
If so, could you recall a scenario and tell me more about this case? 

o Which elements were the key to differ between a case of smuggling and trafficking? 

 

6. (If they had not dealt with smuggling) Have you dealt with cases of victims of trafficking 
in which the trafficked person consented to work with their traffickers initially, knowing 
the nature of the job? What proportions of the cases you have dealt with involve the 
consent of the trafficking victim? 

• Is it becoming more or less likely that people collude with their trafficker? 

• If yes; how does it affect its identification? 

• Could you provide an example? 

 

7. In your own words, could you please describe what re-trafficking is? 

• Which are the factors would you say that facilitate re-trafficking? 
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• Which forms of exploitation are the most common of re-trafficked? 

• Does your agency keep a record of re-trafficked? 

 

8. Describe for me the assistance that your department provides to victims of trafficking 

• From the last case you were involved in, could you tell me how the initial assessment 
predetermines the type of assistance that the victim needed? 

• What about if the person refuses to enter the UK National Referral Mechanism? 

 

9. What would you say is the “lifespan” of an average case of trafficking? From start to 
completion 

• Anti-trafficking policies encourage agencies to provide long-term assistance, how does your 
department interpret it? 

 

10. Based on your experience, can you explain: How does your agency utilise the NRM? 

• Talking about the NRM, have you ever experienced any obstacles by using this kind of 
identification tool? 

• Anything that could be improved within the NRM? 

• Could you please explain, in your own words, how does the reflection period work in practice? 

• What type of approach has your agency with the potential victims during the reflection 
period? 

 

11. Is your agency involved in any kind of re-integration programmes for former victims of 
trafficking? 

• Are you aware of any system of evaluation of successful integration of victims of trafficking? 

 

12. What do you think it would be a good outcome of human trafficking case? 

Follow-up questions: 

• Is this “outcome” possible? 

o If yes, how? 
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o If not, why? 

 

13. Describe for me please the way your agency works in partnership with other agencies. 

Follow-up questions: 

• Which agency do you usually refer victims to? And receive from? 

 

14. Finally, could you tell me about the training that member staff of your agency receives in 
human trafficking? 

• Is equal training provided for all members? 

 

15. Is there anything we have not talked about that you would like to? 

 

That is the end of the interview, 

 

Thank you so much for your collaboration. 

 

In the case that further questions arise, would you mind if I contact you again? 

 

I will provide as soon as possible information regarding the findings for your interest. Thanks again. 
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Appendix B: Participant Information Sheet 

Study Title: An Assessment of Frontline Practitioners’ Efforts to Combat Human Trafficking and 

Prevent Re-Trafficking in England 

 

Researcher: Ana Maria Fuentes Cano Ethics number: 24336 

 

Please read this information carefully before deciding to take part in this research. If you are 

happy to participate you will be asked to sign a consent form. 

 

What is the research about? 

 

This research is funded and supported by the University of Southampton and outcomes from this study 

aim to contribute law enforcement, NGO workers and policy-makers, as suggestions will be made 

considering the specifics context agencies included in this study, participants’ understanding of the issue, 

current anti-trafficking policies and participants’ realistic resources/tools.  

 

Firstly, this study aims to provide an in-depth analysis of the current anti-trafficking programmes/policies 

and how these policies affect practitioners’ actions when aiming to combat human trafficking and re-

trafficking. 

 

Secondly, the study aims to explore collaborations between agencies i.e. partnerships in order to assess 

the extent and working of co-operation to fights human trafficking. 

 

Finally, this study will explore the data-gathering methodologies utilised by practitioners to identify 

vicitms of trafficking. The study will consider how partnership works among practitioners and 

monitoring potential victims of trafficking can be accomplished efficiently.  

 

Why have I been chosen? 

 

You have been selected as a suitable participant for this research due to the interest of this study on 

assessing practitioners’ views, understandings and perceptions on combating and preventing human 

trafficking and re-trafficking. 
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What will happen to me if I take part? 

 

The researcher will interview you and answers will be recorded for analysis purposes. The questions will 

be regarding the identification of victims of the trafficking process, the utilised tools to record the data, 

the type of assistance provided by the organisation as well as partnership and monitoring programmes. 

You may be asked to provide forms of referrals, risk assessments and other files in which no information 

of victims is shown. The main purpose of analysing this documentation is mainly regarding the format. 

 

Are there any benefits in my taking part? 

 

Although no financial reward will be given, the participant will be entitled to a copy of the research study, 

once it is finished. Hence, the participant/organisation/authority can be benefited by the generation of 

suggestions where needed to more efficiently respond to human trafficking and prevent re-trafficking 

while making a contribution to knowledge. Research allows for the ability to inject data into the 

participants’ agencies helping to identify the impact of current anti-trafficking policies in participants’ 

practices. Finally, findings can be further discussed for clarification if requested by the 

participants/agencies.  

 

Are there any risks involved? 

 

No risks are expected to affect the interviews. If the participant feels any distress due to the nature of the 

topic, the discussion can be ended at any time. 

 

Will my participation be confidential? 

 

Firstly, the researcher and transcriber, who will have to sign a confidentiality agreement prior to accessing 

any data, will be the only individuals with access to the collected information for this study.  

Secondly, complete anonymity cannot be promised (linked anonymity) at first stage as the researcher 

who is also the interviewer will be able to link the generated information with the identity of the 

participant. However, data will be recorded and coded without including names to protect anonymity of 

the participants. For instance, transcripts and analysis will be coded as “Police 1” or in the case of staff 

from non-governmental organisations, either “NGO 1” or “NGO2”. In addition, all data will be recorded 

and electronically saved in a folder whose password is only known by the researcher.  

Finally, consent forms and personal details of the participants will also be stored in an encrypted file and 

for no longer than 10 years as stipulated by the Data Protection policy of the University of Southampton. 
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What happens if I change my mind? 

 

The participation in this research is voluntary. Hence the participant can quit the interviews at any time 

if he/she does not wish to continue. No information will be disclosed and will not affect the participant 

anonymity either. 

 

What happens if something goes wrong? 

 

• Research support officer, Ying Ying Cheung (risethic@soton.ac.uk)  

• Head of Research Governance (02380 595058 - rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk)  

 

Where can I get more information? 

 

If you wish to request further information about the research, please contact: 

 

- Ana Fuentes- amfc1e14@soton.ac.uk (Researcher)  

- Dr Harry Annison – h.annison@soton.ac.uk (Supervisor) 

- Professor David Gurnham – d.gurnham@soton.ac.uk (Supervisor) 
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Appendix B: Consent Form (1.0) 

Study title: RE-THINKING TRAFFICKING: 

An analysis of human trafficking in England from a victim-centred approach 

 

Researcher name: Ana Maria Fuentes Cano 

Ethics reference: 24336 

 

 

Please initial the box(es) if you agree with the statement(s):  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Data Protection 

I have read and understood the information sheet (24/07/2017 

/version 1.0. of participant information sheet) and have had the 

opportunity to ask questions about the study. 

I agree to take part in this research project and agree for my data 

to be used for the purpose of this study 

I understand my participation is voluntary and I may withdraw at 

any time without my legal rights being affected  

I am happy to be contacted regarding other unspecified research 

projects. I therefore consent to the University retaining my 

personal details on a database, kept separately from the research 

data detailed above. The ‘validity’ of my consent is conditional 

upon the University complying with the Data Protection Act and I 

I am happy for the interview to be tape recorded 
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I understand that information collected about me during my participation in this study will be stored 

on a password protected computer and that this information will only be used for the purpose of 

this study. All files containing any personal data will be made anonymous. 

 

 

Name of participant (print name)…………………………………………………… 

 

 

 

Signature of participant……………………………………………………………….. 

 

 

 

Date………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Appendix C: National Referral Mechanism form for potential adult victims of  

modern slavery 

To note: this form is for all adult cases in England or Wales. For Scotland or Northern Ireland 

cases please see separate guidance and form.  

 

 

How to complete the form 

Throughout the form, items marked with an asterisk(*) should be supported by documentary evidence 

where possible. This form should be completed with reference to the linked guidance available on 

gov.uk 

  

Where to send the form  

Completed forms should be sent to the NCA Modern Slavery and Human Trafficking Unit via email to 

nrm@nca.x.gsi.gov.uk or by fax to 0870 496 5534. 

 

Duty to notify  

From 1 November 2015, specified public authorities are required to notify the Home Office about any 

potential victims of modern slavery they encounter in England and Wales. Completing this NRM form 

is sufficient to satisfy this duty to notify as long as all of the sections marked with a † are completed. 

However, if the potential victim does not want to be referred to the NRM, then an MS1 form should be 

completed and sent to dutytonotify@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk. The MS1 form can be anonymous. The 

MS1 form and associated guidance is available at www.gov.uk/government/publications/duty-to-notify-

the-home-office-of-potential-victims-of-modern-slavery. NRM forms should not be sent to the 

dutytonotify@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk address.  

 

 

Section A: Nature of referral (Indicate the nature of the referral and whether support is required 

and has been requested, to ensure the case is dealt with efficiently.)  

 

¨ Full NRM referral no support (adults must sign the form prior to referral) 
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¨ Full NRM referral with support (support is optional, adults must sign both consent sections to 

receive support).  

 

¨ Individual has been referred to The Salvation Army by First Responder (having signed 

relevant parts of the form).  
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Section B: Consent of potential victim  

(The potential victim should have the NRM referral clearly explained to them and sign the form 

to indicate their consent here. If they do not consent, the form cannot be accepted into the NRM 

and a duty to notify form (MS1) should be completed. You should also highlight that as they are 

a victim of crime the form will be shared with the police, either by the SSL / First responder or 

once referred to the Competent Authority. This does not mean the individual is required to 

cooperate with the police.) 

 

Consent to the referral (mandatory)  

I consent to my details including name and date of birth being submitted to the Competent 

Authorities (UK Visas and Immigration/ Immigration Enforcement/NCA Modern Slavery and 

Human Trafficking Unit /Multi Disciplinary Panel) and the Home Office, who where appropriate 

might contact other relevant agencies to assist in the identification and decision making process.  

 

The police will also be provided with a copy of the NRM form – to assist in the detection and 

prevention of modern slavery offences. The police will record the incident in line with Home 

Office Counting Rules and consider further action, but may not pursue a case unless the 

individual engages with them directly. 

 

 

Signed:……………………………………………………………………Date: ……/......../…….... 

 

Request for support (optional)  

(Support through the NRM is optional. If a potential victim wishes to receive support they need 

to sign the following declaration. You should explain that this can include advice, 

accommodation, protection and independent emotional and practical help delivered by specialist 

charities.) 

 

I consent that my details, including name, date of birth and contact details, may be passed on 

to support providers The Salvation Army, and their subcontractors, for the purpose of assessing 

my support needs.  
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Signed: ……………………………………………………...……………Date: ……/......../…….... 

 

Indication of willingness to engage with police (optional) (Referral to the NRM and access 

to NRM support is not dependent on engaging with the police. However, if a victim is willing to 

engage with the police the police will engage with them to keep them informed of any action 

taken in relation to their modern slavery experience. Information will still be shared with the 

police where an individual will not engage – see above.) 

 

I am willing to be contacted by the police in relation to my modern slavery experiences, and 

would like to be kept up to date on action taken. 

 

Signed: ……………………………………………………...……………Date: ……/......../…….... 

 

 

 

 

Section C: Potential victim personal details 

 

*†Last name: ………..…………………………… *†First name(s): ………..…….......................... 

 

†Also known as: ………………………...……………………………………….…………………… 

 

*†D.O.B: ……/......../…….. Age: ……… Sex: ……………………...  

 

 

*†Nationality: ………...………………………………………….…....................................................  

 

Language(s) spoken: ……………………………………................................................................ 

 

Any English spoken:  Y or  N    Interpreter needed:  Y or  N 

 

Immigration status (where known): …………………………………………................................... 
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Other communication aids required (for example sign language):  Y or N Details:  

 

……………..……………….…………………................................................................................... 

 

Home Office (immigration) reference where known: ……………………………………………… 

 

UK visa or work permit reference: ……...........................................……..................................... 

 

Any other reference numbers (e.g. National insurance number, or your organisation’s reference 

number):  

 

…………...…………………………………………………………………………………………..……. 

 

Safe telephone number on which to contact the potential victim, such as a personal mobile 

number: ….………………………..….………………………..….…………..................……………..  

 

Other safe means of contacting the potential victim, such as via legal 

representative. .….…………………………....................................................................................

....................... 

 

UK current 

address...................................................................................................................... …………...

…………………………………………………………………………………………..……. 

 

Can address be used for correspondence relating to victim identification and support?  Y  / N  

 

 If not, please provide an alternative safe address for postal communications if available. 

......................................................................................................................................................

...................................................................................................................................................... 
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Section D: Contact details of person making referral  

 

Name: ………………………………………………………………………………………………...… 

 

Job 

title: ....…………………………………………………………………………………………………...

…… 

 

†Organisation: ..………………………………………… Unit or area.............................................. 

 

Tel: …………………………………………… Mobile: ……………..……………………................… 

 

Email: ……………………………………………………………………………….........……………… 

 

Signature: ……………………………………………...............................Date: ……/......../….….... 

 

 

Section E: General details of the encounter  

 

Date of encounter: ……/......../……...  

Location of encounter (provide address if different from 

above): .........................................................................................................................................

............. 

...................................................................................................................................................... 

 

†Responsible police force area for this location: 

 

……………………………………….......................................………………………………………........ 

 

†Have you reported the case to the police: 

¨ †yes 

¨ †no 
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¨ NRM referral is being made by the police 

 

†If yes, was the case reported to the police in England, Wales, Scotland or Northern 

Ireland? 

……………………………………….......................................………………………………………........ 

†If reported to the police in England or Wales, which police force was the case reported 

to?  

……………………………………….......................................………………………………………........ 

 

Crime reference numbers relating to this incident of modern slavery (where available): 

 

……………………………………….......................................………………………………………........ 

 

 

 

If you have not referred the case to the police, what was the reason for this? 

 

……………………………………….......................................………………………………………........ 

 

General information about the suspected modern slavery 

 

†Suspected victim of (tick any that apply): 

 

¨ †human trafficking 

 

¨ †Slavery, servitude, forced or compulsory labour 

 

†Age at the time the slavery or human trafficking is believed to have first occurred: 

 

¨ †Under 18 

 

¨ †18 or over 
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†The country or territory where the modern slavery is believed to have occurred 

 

……………………………………….......................................………………………………………........ 

 

†Suspected form of exploitation or forced service: 

 

¨ †domestic servitude (i.e. occurred wholly or partly within residential premises) 

 

¨ †forced or compulsory labour 

 

¨ †provision of sexual services or the commission of sexual offences by the victim 

 

¨ †criminal services (i.e. involved the commission of an offence by the victim) 

 

¨ †removal of organs 

 

¨ unknown 

 

¨ other (please state)................................................................................................. 

 

 

 

Section F: general indicators for modern slavery (mark all that apply and add any not listed 

under ‘other’ – this is not an exhaustive list. Record further details of how indicators presented 

in Section J) 

Please tick all relevant boxes 

 

1. Distrustful of authorities ¨ 

2. Expression of fear or anxiety ¨ 

3. Signs of psychological trauma (including post traumatic stress disorder) ¨ 

4. The person acts as if instructed by another ¨ 

5. Injuries apparently a result of assault or controlling measures ¨ 

6. Evidence of control over movement, either as an individual or as a group ¨ 
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7. Found in or connected to a type of location likely to be used for exploitation ¨ 

8. Restriction of movement and confinement to the workplace or to a limited area ¨ 

9. Passport or documents held by someone else ¨ 

10. Lack of access to medical care ¨ 

11. Limited social contact / isolation ¨ 

12. Limited contact with family ¨ 

13. Signs of ritual abuse and witchcraft (juju) ¨ 

14. Substance misuse ¨ 

15. Person forced, intimidated or coerced into providing services ¨ 

16. Doesn’t know home or work address ¨ 

17. Perception of being bonded by debt ¨ 

18. Money is deducted from salary for food or accommodation ¨ 

19. Threat of being handed over to authorities ¨ 

20. Threats against the individual or their family members ¨ 

21. Being placed in a dependency situation ¨ 

22. No or limited access to bathroom or hygiene facilities ¨ 

23. Self identifies ¨ 

24. Any other, please provide details in section J ¨ 

 

 

Section G: Indicators of forced or compulsory labour (mark all that apply and add any not 

listed under ‘other’ – this is not an exhaustive list. Record further details of how indicators 

presented in Section J) 

 

Are any of these indicators present? (tick as applicable) 

Yes ¨ please tick all relevant boxes in section G 

No ¨ continue to section H 

 

1. No or limited access to earnings or labour contract ¨ 

2. Excessive wage reductions, withholding wages, or financial penalties ¨ 

3. Dependence on employer for a number of services for example work, transport and 

accommodation ¨ 

4. Any evidence workers are required to pay for tools, food or accommodation via 

deductions from their pay ¨ 
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5. Imposed place of accommodation ¨ 

6. Found in poor living conditions ¨ 

7. Evidence of excessive working days or hours ¨ 

8. Deceived about the nature of the job, location, or employer ¨ 

9. Any other, please provide details in section H ¨ 

10. Employer or manager unable to produce documents required when employing migrant 

labour ¨ 

11. Employer or manager unable to provide record of wages paid to workers ¨ 

12. Poor or non-existent health and safety equipment or no health and safety notices ¨ 

13. Any other evidence of labour laws being breached ¨ 

 

Where indicators are identified record full details in section J 

 

 

 

 

 

Section H: Indicators of domestic servitude (mark all that apply and add any not listed under 

‘other’ – this is not an exhaustive list. Record further details of how indicators presented in 

Section J) 

 

Are any of these indicators present? (tick as applicable) 

Yes ¨ please tick all relevant boxes in section H 

No ¨ continue to section I 

 

1. Living with and working for a family in a private home or place of accommodation ¨ 

2. Not eating with the rest of the family or being given only leftovers, or inadequate food ¨ 

3. No private sleeping place or sleeping in shared space for example the living room ¨ 

4. No private space ¨ 

5. Forced to work in excess of normal working hours or being ‘on-call’ 24 hours per day ¨ 

6. Employer reports them as a missing person ¨ 

7. Employer accuses person of theft or other crime related to the escape ¨ 

8. Never leaving the house without permission from the employer ¨ 

9. Any other, please provide details in section J ¨ 
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Where indicators are identified record full details in section J 

 

 

Section I: Indicators of sexual exploitation (mark all that apply and add any not listed under 

‘other’ – this is not an exhaustive list. Record further details of how indicators presented in 

Section J) 

 

Are any of these indicators present? (tick as applicable) 

Yes ¨ please tick all relevant boxes in section I 

No ¨ continue to section J 

 

• Adverts for sexual services offering individuals from particular ethnic or national groups 
¨ 

• Sleeping on work premises ¨ 

• Movement of individuals between brothels or working in alternate locations ¨ 

• Individuals with very limited amounts of clothing or a large proportion of their clothing is 

‘sexual’ ¨ 

• Only being able to speak sexual words in local language or language of client group ¨ 

• Having tattoos or other marks indicating ‘ownership’ by their exploiters ¨  

• Person forced, intimidated or coerced into providing services of a sexual nature ¨ 

• Person subjected to crimes such as abduction, assault or rape ¨ 

• Someone other than the potential victim receives the money from clients ¨ 

• Health symptoms (including sexual health issues) ¨ 

• Any other, please provide details in section J ¨ 

 

Where indicators are identified record full details in section J 
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Section J: evidence to support reasons for referral  

 

Please use this section to: 

1. Expand on the circumstances or details of your encounter or contact with the potential 

victim, providing background to how the information was provided (for example on first 

encounter during police operation). Please set out in as much detail as possible exactly 

what you think has happened to this person that makes them a potential victim of modern 

slavery, and why you think the story is credible – for example external supporting 

evidence, or the behaviour and appearance of an individual. 

2. provide evidence of the indicators that you have identified in sections F to I 

3. note whether it is likely that further information will be become available at a later date 

4. provide any other relevant information that you consider may be important and wish to 

include for example living or working conditions, behaviour, appearance, demeanour  

5. movements in or to the UK, including dates (if known) 

6. suspected place of exploitation (if known)  

7. †name of agent, exploiter or trafficker (if known) 

8. †name of other victims (if known) 

9. record any action you have taken including referral to other agencies (for example The 

Salvation Army, police, UK Visas and Immigration) where appropriate 

10. note any immediate concerns regarding the potential victim’s health, psychological well-

being or safety.  

 

(If a further sheet is required, please indicate that section J is continued and provide with referral 

form)  

 

 

Section Indicator 
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Section Indicator 
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Appendix D: National Referral Mechanism form for potential child victims of  

modern slavery 

To note: this form is for all child cases identified across England and Wales. For Scotland or 

Northern Ireland cases please use the relevant form.  

 

For referral of potential adult victims please refer to the specific adult guidance and form. 

 

Modern slavery, including child trafficking, is child abuse. When an agency comes into 

contact with a child who may have been exploited or trafficked, Local Authority Children’s 

Services and the police should be notified immediately. A referral into the NRM does not 

replace or supersede established child protection processes, which should continue in 

tandem. 

 

All children, irrespective of their immigration status, are entitled to safeguarding and 

protection under the law. Referrals to the NRM should be for all potential victims of 

trafficking and modern slavery, who can be of any nationality, and may include British 

national children, such as those trafficked for child sexual exploitation or those trafficked as 

drug carriers internally in the UK.  

 

Where there is reason to believe a victim could be a child, the individual must be given the 

benefit of the doubt and treated as a child until an assessment is carried out. 

 

This form should be completed with reference to the linked guidance available on gov.uk. 
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How to complete the form 

Throughout the form, items marked with an asterisk(*) should be supported by documentary 

evidence where possible. This form should be completed with reference to the linked guidance 

available on gov.uk 

  

Where to send the form  

Completed forms should be sent to the NCA Modern Slavery and Human Trafficking Unit via 

email to nrm@nca.x.gsi.gov.uk or by fax to 0870 496 5534. 

 

Duty to notify 

From 1 November 2015, specified public authorities are required to notify the Home Office about 

any potential victims of modern slavery they encounter in England and Wales. Completing this NRM 

form is sufficient to satisfy this duty to notify as long as all of the sections marked with a † are 

completed. However, if the potential victim does not want to be referred to the NRM, then an MS1 

form should be completed and sent to dutytonotify@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk. The MS1 form can be 

anonymous. The MS1 form and associated guidance is available at 

www.gov.uk/government/publications/duty-to-notify-the-home-office-of-potential-victims-of-

modern-slavery. NRM forms should not be sent to the dutytonotify@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk 

address.  
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Section A: child’s details 

 

†Last name: ………..………….…………………… †First name(s): ………..………….……………………………………......... 
 

†Also known as: ………………………...……………………………………….…………………………… Sex: …………........... 
 

†Date of birth: ……/......../……......... known  /  claimed  (delete as appropriate) 
 

Age (approximate if not known): ………........... known  /  claimed  (delete as appropriate) 
 

Place of birth: …….…………........................................................................................................................................................  
 

†Nationality: ………...……………………………………………...……………………………………………...……………………….... 
 

Immigration status (where known):………………...............………...……………………………………................................ 
 

Language(s) spoken: ……………............................................................................................................................................. 

 

Any English spoken / interpreter needed (delete as appropriate) 
 

Home Office reference (where known): ……………………..............................................………...……………............... 
 

UK visa reference (where known): ………....................................................………...……………………………………..... 
 

Any other reference numbers:..…………………………………………………………….......................................................... 
 

UK home address: …………………….………………………….………………………………....................................................... 
 

……………………………………………................................................................................................................................................. 

 

UK Port of entry (where known)…………………………………………………..... known  /  claimed  (delete as 

appropriate) 
 

Method of entry to UK (where known) ………………………………………………………………………….......................... 
 

Carrier (where known): ………………………………………………….................……………………………………..................... 
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Section B: contact details of person making referral  

 

Name: ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….................... 
 

Job title: ....………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................ 
 

†Organisation: ..………………………………………………………………………………………………….................................... 
 

Unit or area: ……………………................................................................................................................................................. 
 

Tel: ………………………………………………………......... Fax: ……………..………………………………………………........... 
 

Mobile: ……………………………………………Email: ……………………………………………................................................ 
 

 

Signature……………………………………………………………………………………….............Date: ……/......../……............ 

Section C: General details of the encounter  

 

Date encountered (if relevant) or date of first agency contact: ………………………………………………… 
 

Address encountered or place of first contact with your agency (if different from above): 
 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………….................................................... 

 

 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………….................................................... 

 

Date of referral to local authority: ......……/........../……...................... 
 

Local authority area ………………………………………................. 
 

Local authority / social worker contact details: ………..................………..................…..................………......... 
 

......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

 

†Responsible police force area for this location: 
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……………………………………….......................................………………………………………........ 

 

†Have you reported the case to the police: 

¨ †yes 

¨ †no 

¨ NRM referral is being made by the police 

 

†If yes, was the case reported to the police in England, Wales, Scotland or Northern Ireland? 

 

……………………………………….......................................………………………………………........ 

†If reported to the police in England or Wales, which police force was the case reported to?  

 

……………………………………….......................................………………………………………........ 

 

Crime reference numbers relating to this incident of modern slavery (where available): 

 

……………………………………….......................................………………………………………........ 

 

If you have not referred the case to the police, what was the reason for this? 

 

……………………………………….......................................………………………………………........ 

 

Section D: General information about the suspected modern slavery 

 

†Suspected victim of (tick any that apply): 

 

¨ †human trafficking 

 

¨ †Slavery, servitude, forced or compulsory labour 

 

†The country or territory where the modern slavery is believed to have occurred 
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……………………………………….......................................………………………………………........ 

 

†Suspected form of exploitation or forced service: 

 

¨ †domestic servitude (i.e. occurred wholly or partly within residential premises ) 

 

¨ †forced or compulsory labour 

 

¨ †provision of sexual services or the commission of sexual offences by the victim 

 

¨ †criminal services (i.e. involved the commission of an offence by the victim) 

 

¨ †removal of organs 

 

¨ unknown 

 

¨ other (please state)................................................................................................. 
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Section E: potential indicators of children who may have been victim of modern slavery 

(Y = Yes, S = Suspicion)    
 

Child development Parenting Capacity Family/environment 
Exploitation Y S Exploitation Y S Exploitation Y S 

Claims to have been exploited through sexual exploitation, 
criminality, labour exploitation or domestic servitude by another 

person 

  Required to earn a minimum amount of money every day   Located / recovered from a place of exploitation (for example 
brothel, cannabis farm, involved in criminality) 

  

Physical symptoms of exploitative abuse (For example sexual or 

physical) 
  Involved in criminality highlighting involvement of adults (for 

example recovered from cannabis farm / factory, street crime, petty 
theft, pick pocketing, begging) 

  Deprived of earnings by another person   

Underage marriage   Performs excessive housework chores and rarely leaves the 

residence 
  Claims to be in debt bondage or “owes” money to other persons 

(for example for travel costs, before having control over own 
earnings) 

  

Physical indications of working (For example overly tired in school, 
indications of manual labour – condition of hands/skin, backaches) 

  Reports from reliable sources suggest likelihood of sexual 
exploitation, including being seen in places known to be used for 

sexual exploitation 

  Receives unexplained / unidentified phone calls whilst in 
placement / temporary accommodation 

  

Sexually transmitted infection or unwanted pregnancy   Unusual hours / regular patterns of child leaving or returning to 

placement which indicates probable working 
  No passport or other means of identity   

Story very similar to those given by others, perhaps hinting they 
have been coached 

  Accompanied by an adult who may not be the legal guardian and 
insists on remaining with the child at all times 

  Unable or reluctant to give accommodation or other personal 
details 

  

Significantly older partner   Limited freedom of movement   False documentation or genuine documentation that has been 
altered or fraudulently obtained; or the child claims that their 

details (name, date of birth) on the documentation are incorrect 

  

Harbours excessive fears / anxieties (for instance about an 
individual, of deportation, disclosing information) 

  Movement into, within or out of the UK   Movement into, within or out of the UK   

Movement into, within or out of the UK   Gone missing from local authority care   Entered country illegally   
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Returning after missing, looking well cared for despite no known 

base 
  Unable to confirm name or address of person meeting them on 

arrival 
  Journey or visa arranged by someone other than themselves or 

their family 

  

Claims to have been in the UK for years but hasn't learnt local 

language or culture 
  Accompanying adult previously made multiple visa applications for 

other children / acted as the guarantor for other children’s visa 
applications 

  Registered at multiple addresses   

Other risk factors   Accompanying adult known to have acted as guarantor on visa 
applications for other visitors who have not returned to their 

countries of origin on visa expiry 

  Other risk factors   

Withdrawn and refuses to talk / appears afraid to talk to a person in 
authority 

  History with missing links or unexplained moves   Possible inappropriate use of the internet and forming online 
relationships, particularly with adults 

  

Shows signs of physical neglect – basic care, malnourishment, lack 
of attention to health needs 

  Pattern of street homelessness   Accounts of social activities with no plausible explanation of the 
source of necessary funding 

  

Shows signs of emotional neglect   Other risk factors   Entering or leaving vehicles driven by unknown adults   

Socially isolated – lack of positive, meaningful relationships in 
child’s life 

  Unregistered private fostering arrangement   Adults loitering outside the child’s usual place of residence   

Behavioural - poor concentration or memory, irritable / unsociable / 
aggressive behaviour  

  Cared for by adult/s who are not their parents and quality of 
relationship is not good 

  Leaving home / care setting in clothing unusual for the individual 
child (for example inappropriate for age, borrowing clothing from 

older people) 

  

Psychological – indications of trauma or numbing   Placement breakdown   Works in various locations   

Exhibits self assurance, maturity and self confidence not  

expected in a child of such age 
  Persistently missing, staying out overnight or returning late with no 

plausible explanation 
  One among a number of unrelated children found at one address   

Evidence of drug, alcohol or substance misuse   Truancy / disengagement with education   Having keys to premises other than those known about   

Low self image, low self esteem, self harming behaviour including 

cutting, overdosing, eating disorder, promiscuity 
  Appropriate adult is not an immediate family member (parent / 

sibling) 
  Going missing and being found in areas where they have no 

known links 

  

Sexually active   Appropriate adult cannot provide photographic identification for the 

child 
     

Not registered with or attended a GP practice         
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Not enrolled in school         
Has money, expensive clothes, mobile phones or other possessions 
without plausible explanation 
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Section F: evidence to support reasons for referral (2 pages available) 
 

Please use this section to: 

1.  expand on the circumstances and details of the encounter or contact  

2.  provide supporting evidence for the indicators that you have identified in the matrix (please number 

the indicator you are referring to) 

3.  provide details of any other indicators you feel are relevant but are not listed. 

4.  provide any other relevant information that you consider may be important and wish to include for 

example details of behaviour, abuse and neglect 

5.  provide details of any movements into, within or out of the UK, including dates (if known) 

6.  provide name of any adults, exploiters or traffickers (if known) 

7.  provide details of any linked victims (if known) 

8.  provide suspected place of exploitation (if known) 

9.  provide details of suspected form of exploitation (whether this had taken place or was yet to take 

place) 

10.detail any action you have taken including referral to other agencies such as police, local 

authorities. 

11.provide reasons why you think individual is a child  

details of any adults or other children the individual was encountered with, or whether the child was 

unaccompanied. 

 

(if a separate sheet is required, please indicate that section D is continued and provide with referral) 
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Section D: evidence to support reasons for referral (continued) if required 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 
 


