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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
There are an estimated four to five million migrant workers in Thailand, the majority from neighboring
Cambodia, Myanmar, and Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR). Migrants from these, and other
countries in the region and across the world, typically arrive as low-skilled laborers, and risk being forced
or coerced into labor or sexual service.1 The United States Agency for International Development’s
(USAID's) Regional Development Mission for Asia (RDMA) commissioned a rapid assessment of
transnational Trafficking in Persons (TIP) into Thailand to inform future planning for counter-trafficking in
persons (CTIP) activities. A small assessment team (AT) conducted the assessment in-country, using a
qualitative methodology at six fieldwork sites. The assessment responds to twelve questions posed by
USAID which cover a wide range of issues, including: the trends and nature of transnational trafficking to
Thailand; migrant vulnerabilities to trafficking; gender dimensions of vulnerability and the extent to which
gender is considered in responding to TIP; enablers/drivers of TIP; and the quality and effectiveness of
CTIP efforts.
Thailand is mainland Southeast Asia’s main destination for low-skilled migrants, as well as the leading
source of demand for TIP among these same migrant flows. In previous years, a subset of this migrant
flow to Thailand experienced conditions of forced labor or TIP that were characterized by outright
physical force and detention, physical and sexual abuse, and brute control exercised directly by Thai
employers in Thailand. Respondents in this rapid assessment indicate that TIP is changing from this earlier
form and in recent years has taken a more sophisticated, subtle form, often through legal migration
channels. Instead of brute force, exploiters are now more likely to use the imposition of fees to cause
indebtedness and withhold wages as a means to obtain forced migrant labor. This rapid assessment revealed
a commonly-held misperception among the general public and government officials that legal migrants cannot
be victims of trafficking.
TIP is a transnational crime that is “pushed” by social and economic disparities in the region’s source
countries and inadequate anti-TIP efforts from these source country governments.The causes of migrants'
vulnerability to exploitation and trafficking, however, have not changed significantly over time,
with the “quest for better economic opportunities” leading respondents' identfication as the "pull" factor
that makes migrants from neighboring countries vulnerable. The lack of opportunities in their home
communities, the need for men to fulfill societal roles as breadwinners, and some women's drive to support
their parents economically are also factors pushing people to migrate to Thailand. A lack of information
about legal rights and protections for migrants in Thailand, exacerbates their vulnerability to exploitation.
The National Council for Peace and Order (NCPO), which has administered the Royal Thai Government
(RTG) since May 2014, has shown clear signs that it appreciates the significance of the TIP issue.
Respondents were in near-complete agreement that the RTG has shown increased attention,
responsiveness, and movement on the issue of TIP over the last two years. Respondents differed starkly,
however, on whether these responses are effective and sustainable.

United Nations Thematic Working Group on Migration in Thailand, “Thailand Migration Report 2014,”
accessed December 20, 2016, http://th.iom.int/images/report/TMR_2014.pdf.
1
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Part of the RTG’s greater responsiveness to TIP has been an acceptance of the prevalence of labor
trafficking. The mid-2015 discovery of fishermen from Thailand, Myanmar, and Cambodia in conditions
of severe exploitation aboard Thai fishing vessels in Indonesia, helped bring the transnational labor
dimension of TIP into stark relief.
There are three tangible signs of the RTG’s efforts
1. Progress on legislative reforms addressing the criminal justice responses to TIP;
2. New labor laws concerning migrants and the fishing sector; and
3. A willingness to address the population of labor brokers and recruiters operating in Thailand
Some of the legislative reforms were drafted quickly and enacted almost immediately upon completion.
While most respondents applaud the content of the new legislation and regulations, there remains
considerable confusion and concern regarding their implementation.
The AT’s interviews found a gap between the legal and policymaking levels of the national government in
Bangkok, and the local government officials charged with implementing the many new laws, regulations,
and policy decrees. There are reportedly few efforts to explain some of the new reforms or provide
implementation guidance to practitioners on the ground. Among provincial level officials, a narrative of
CTIP success has taken hold that declares a decided reduction in TIP – particularly in the fishing and
seafood sector – by virtue of the measures enacted by the national government since 2015. This narrative
explains the near total lack of TIP cases identified in the key fishing provinces of Ranong, Samut Sakhon,
and Chonburi, and results in officials easing the need for aggressive inspections of boats and onshore worksites.
Non-governmental organization (NGO) and international organization (IO) respondents offer a very
different narrative for the current TIP situation. The continued lack of a clear government migration
system – with continually changing regulations on how migrants can enter Thailand legally and how
undocumented migrants already in the country can become “regularized” – makes migration unnecessarily
complex and risky and actually encourages irregular migration, as this is perceived as more efficient, and
often safer.
The intricate patchwork of regulations, laws, and policies on migration empowers and enables exploitative
brokers and recruiters, and migrants and employers are, in turn, compelled to use their services. By
seeking to facilitate migration and adding significant costs and debts to migrant workers, these brokers
and recruiters drive much of the trafficking today. Yet, until recently, there were no laws governing these
key actors.
Government CTIP responses at the provincial (operational) level are uneven, weak, and do not reflect
adequate coordination with the national level. In Thailand, at the provincial level, there is a segregation of
duties among agencies responsible for CTIP, with no single agency having responsibility over all aspects.
This leaves some elements of the CTIP response weak or unaddressed, and this is particularly seen in
the lack of effective complaint mechanisms for migrants. Local officials have differing views over the
definition of TIP, few accept that exploitative debt or withholding of pay can be a means of forced
labor/TIP, and many provincial level officials erroneously equate legal migrant status with an inability to be
a victim of TIP. Respondents identified no incentives for local government officials to identify more victims,
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but cited several disincentives, including, in one case, officials being instructed by their superior not to
identify any trafficking victims.
With the intention of protecting victims, identified trafficking victims are sometimes held for long periods
of time in government shelters. Being involuntarily held represents a violation of the UN Office of High
Commissioner on Human Rights Recommended Principles and Guidelines on Human Rights and Human
Trafficking (Guideline 6.1), sometimes re-traumatizes victims, and advance knowledge of the rules in these
shelters leads some victims to conceal their situations and not cooperate with authorities in order to
avoid being identified as a trafficking victim.
Among drivers or enablers of TIP, corruption acts as a significant enabler for TIP. Corruption takes
many forms, including officials taking payments from trafficking offenders and officials directly engaging in
TIP. Another enabling factor is the poor public attitude towards migrant workers, which creates an
environment in which corrupt law enforcement officials can extort money or otherwise exploit
migrants, sometimes through brokers or recruiters, with little threat of punishment.
The government has a mixed relationship with NGOs on CTIP. On the one hand, officials
recognize the unique strengths that NGOs have in dealing with foreign victims of trafficking nimbly and
cost-effectively. On the other hand, some officials resent NGOs’ critical watchdog role and their
demands to be included as partners in multi-disciplinary team (MDT) responses to trafficking situations.
Some government respondents see representatives of the NGO community as “having an agenda” to
tarnish Thailand’s name and point to the speed with which these organizations go to the international media
with TIP-related complaints. NGOs counter, however, that the government frequently shuts them out
from a meaningful dialogue, leaving them no choice but to use other channels to get their message out.
NGOs and IOs are not coordinating their efforts well or sharing their lessons learned, and this
unproductive environment is partly the result of donors’ emphasis on awarding grants to individual
organizations through competitive processes, rather than encouraging partnerships and platforms for
collaborative learning. Duplication of efforts is common.
The private sector is emerging as a CTIP force, though most observers still see business efforts as
modest and driven by outside pressure, such as the EU's "yellow card" on Illegal, Unreported, and
Unregulated (IUU) Fishing. There have been requests from US and European buyers of Thai seafood to
hold companies more accountable for exploitation within Thai supply chains and Thai companies
are trying to understand what this means and what investments they need to make in this area.
The AT concluded that significant improvement in Thailand’s CTIP efforts will be unlikely, given
1. A politically-driven inclination to narrate success against TIP that diverges from the reality on the
ground;
2. Systemic corruption among all sectors of the CTIP response;
3. A severely flawed migration system and victim identification effort;
4. Poor treatment of victims that are identified; and
5. Failure to address the lesser, associated labor violations and gender-based violence (GBV) offenses
that create and sustain the enabling environment for TIP
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This otherwise poor prognosis could be improved if the Royal Thai Government (RTG) were to take steps
in the right direction. Based on the evidence collected, the AT recommends that it should:
1. Overhaul the victim identification process, including the victim identification form;
2. Consider replacing the current migrant legalization process with a more durable migrant policy;
3. Remove mandatory shelter requirements for victims of TIP in line with international norms of
victim protection; and
4. Make all TIP prosecution decisions public and ensure sufficient resources for courts to be able to
try TIP cases openly and fairly
The AT also recommends that USAID consider the following CTIP efforts:
1. Assess the feasibility of a bank-based wage payment system for migrant workers to improve
transparency in wage payments;
2. Develop alternative joint NGO-governmental complaint mechanisms for TIP, labor exploitation,
and GBV;
3. Support formal and informal education and basic vocational skill training and stronger CTIP
programming in source countries
4. Coordinate USAID work with other donors’ efforts through the Bali process regional strategic
roadmap;
5. Conduct a CTIP evidence summit targeting small and medium-size enterprises (SMEs); and
6. Provide gender-awareness and sexual harassment training for male and female CTIP actors
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1. RAPID ASSESSMENT BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE
1.1 RAPID ASSESSMENT BACKGROUND

The international phenomenon, formally
“…the recruitment, transportation, transfer,
known in contemporary international legal and
harboring or receipt of persons, by means of the
policy arenas as trafficking in persons (TIP),
threat or use of force or other forms of coercion,
affects every country in the world and takes
of abduction, of fraud, of deception, of the abuse
on myriad forms and associated names. One
of power or of a position of vulnerability or of the
such parallel term is forced labor, and the
giving or receiving of payments or benefits to
International Labor Organization (ILO) has
achieve the consent of a person having control
estimated that 19.7 million people are
over another person, for the purpose of
subjected to forced labor or trafficking at any
exploitation. Exploitation shall include, at a
given time.2 Of the nearly 20 million victims of
minimum, the exploitation of the prostitution of
forced labor or TIP, 56% are found in the Asia
others or other forms of sexual exploitation,
region. While reliable estimates of trafficking
forced labor or services, slavery or practices
prevalence on a country or sub- regional level
similar to slavery, servitude or the removal of
are not available, it appears that most of
organs.”
Southeast
Asia's
trafficking
involves
transnational migrants, rather than persons
The United Nations Definition of Human
subjected to conditions of TIP within their
Trafficking (from the Transnational Organized
own country. This is supported by the
Crime Convention)
estimate of transnational migration in or from
the Asia region, which accounts for almost half of the global estimate of 244 million migrants, according
to the UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs.3 Within the Southeast Asia region, there has been
growing recognition of the linkage between transnational labor migration and TIP. In response to this
acknowledgment, all ten national leaders of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) signed
the 2015 Convention on TIP, which covers all forms of trafficking, including labor trafficking, and contains
provisions for protecting migrants who fall victim to trafficking in other countries.
There are an estimated four to five million migrant workers in Thailand with the majority from neighboring
Cambodia, Myanmar, and Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR).4 Migrants from other countries
in the region and across the world typically arrive as low-skilled laborers and risk being forced or coerced
into labor or commercial sexual exploitation.5 Thailand has faced increasing pressure from the
international community to address TIP in recent years.

2

The ILO Global Estimate of Forced Labor, accessed December 20, 2016, http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/--ed_norm/---declaration/documents/publication/wcms_182004.pdf.
3
UN dataset, “Trends in International Migrant Stock: The 2015 Revision,” accessed December 20, 2016,
http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/blog/2016/01/244-million-international-migrants-living-abroadworldwide-new-un-statistics-reveal/.
4
IOM Thailand’s National Strategy 2017-2020, accessed March 28, 2017,
http://thailand.oim.info/sites/default/files/document/publications/IOM%20Thailand%20%20National%20Strategy%202017%20-%202020%20%28English%29.pdf.
5
United Nations Thematic Working Group on Migration in Thailand, “Thailand Migration Report 2014,” accessed
December 20, 2016, http://th.iom.int/images/report/TMR_2014.pdf.
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The 2014/15 U.S. Department of State (DoS) TIP Report ranked Thailand as a “Tier 3” country for its
incomplete compliance with the minimum standards of the U.S. Trafficking Victims Protection Act.6 In
2015, the European Union issued Thailand a “Yellow Card,” putting Thailand on formal notice for not
taking sufficient measure to address illegal, unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing and related labor
exploitation, such as trafficking.7
The RTG has recently made measurable progress on several TIP-related fronts, including passage of
additional laws, and dedication of greater resources to TIP issues, particularly in the fisheries sector. In
acknowledgement of these efforts by the RTG, DoS upgraded Thailand’s ranking by one level to Tier 2
Watch List in the 2016 U.S. DoS TIP Report.8 However, TIP remains a key issue for Thailand.
1.2 RAPID ASSESSMENT PURPOSE

Social Impact (SI) was contracted by the United States Agency for International Development’s (USAID’s)
Regional Development Mission for Asia (RDMA) to carry out a rapid assessment to serve as a timely
stock-taking of the TIP situation in Thailand as a destination and transit country, in anticipation of
upcoming USAID counter-trafficking in persons (CTIP) activities (Please see Annex 1 for the Scope of Work
for this Assessment). This rapid assessment provides an overview of the following: trafficking trends and
challenges; efforts currently being implemented by the RTG, civil society, and the private sector; and
existing gaps in services and information. USAID/RDMA set forth twelve questions to be addressed by
this rapid assessment:
1. What are the current trends for types, patterns, flows and routes of TIP into and out of Thailand?
2. What are the key drivers associated with Thailand as a destination and transit country for
trafficked persons?
3. What are the profiles of trafficked persons and vulnerability factors for irregular migration and
trafficking?
4. What are the types of industries involved with TIP?
5. What are the border and law enforcement issues related to TIP?
6. What is the profile(s) of traffickers? For example, characteristics and traits of traffickers, roles of
traffickers, and categorization of trafficking groups?
7. What are the RTG policies, protocols, and operating procedures for preventing TIP, identifying
trafficked persons, providing them with support and assistance for return and reintegration, and

United States Department of State, “2014 Trafficking in Persons Report,” (2014), accessed December 20, 2016,
https://www.state.gov/j/tip/rls/tiprpt/index.htm.
United States Department of State, “2015 Trafficking in Persons Report,” (2015), accessed December 20, 2016,
https://www.state.gov/j/tip/rls/tiprpt/index.htm.
Note that, according to these TIP Reports, the United States Government Definition of ‘Trafficking in persons' and
'human trafficking' have been used as umbrella terms for the act of recruiting, harboring, transporting, providing, or
obtaining a person for compelled labor or commercial sex acts through the use of force, fraud, or coercion.
7
European Commission Press Release Database, “EU acts on illegal fishing: Yellow card issued to Thailand while
South Korea & Philippines are cleared,” (last modified April 2015), accessed December 20, 2016,
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-15-4806_en.htm.
8
United States Department of State, “2015 Trafficking in Persons Report,” accessed December 20, 2016,
https://www.state.gov/documents/organization/258876.pdf.
6
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8.

9.

10.
11.
12.

to what extent do the policies, protocols, and operating procedures affect vulnerable migrant
workers and trafficked persons of different genders?
What are the ongoing programs in Thailand to prevent TIP and those to identify and support
trafficked persons by all stakeholders including community based organizations, civil society
organizations, international donors, private sector and others, and to what extent is the gender
dimension integrated into the whole cycle of these programs?
Recognizing the nexus between TIP and gender-based violence (GBV), to what extent do the
efforts made by the RTG and other development partners prevent and respond to GBV in
Thailand?
What is the Thai public attitude towards migrant workers and trafficked persons?
What is the role of Thailand in addressing TIP through its participation in regional commitments
and cooperation framework such as ASEAN, Bali Process and others?
What are the recommendations on any opportunities for female leadership and empowerment,
either on the side of the migrants/trafficked persons or among development actors engaged in
CTIP for USAID's future programming?

2. METHODOLOGY
This assessment used a document review and qualitative
approach to provide USAID with information on the twelve
assessment questions specified in the Statement of Work. Data
sources included a desk review as well as in-depth interviews
with a broad range of actors, including: RTG officials; civil
society organizations (CSOs); local and international
organizations (IOs); academics; private sector actors; and USG
stakeholders. As the RTG, non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), and IOs are the leading actors in Thailand’s CTIP
arena, the majority of respondents were from these three main
groups.

Figure 1: Data collection locations

2.1 SAMPLING & DATA COLLECTION

USAID/RDMA and SI jointly selected six sites for field data
collection, targeted for their reputation for undocumented
migration and TIP: Chonburi, Ranong, Ubon Ratchathani, Samut
Sakhon, Chiang Mai, and Bangkok (Figure 1). Within these sites,
the assessment team (AT) identified and contacted
governmental and non-governmental actors working on the
issue of trafficking. In each site, the AT ensured key
governmental actors were interviewed, including police, social
workers, and labor inspectors, in addition to a range of
CSOs/NGOs. Data collection took place between November
10 and December 8, 2016.
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Data collection consisted of in-depth, semi-structured interviews with individuals, and, in some cases,
groups of individuals. Interviews generally lasted between one and one and a half hours, though in some
cases two to three hours with highly knowledgeable respondents. Due to the sensitivity of the topic, the
AT did not make audio recordings of respondents’ statements; instead, hand-written notes were taken
during interviews, which were later transcribed, coded and analyzed. Respondents were assured the right
to confidentiality before providing verbal informed consent prior to the start of each interview.
To maximize coverage, the AT split into two sub-teams after conducting fieldwork together at the first
site. The team conducted a total of 88 individual and group interviews during the data collection period.
Figure 2 shows the distribution of respondents by profession. Figure 3 shows that of the 143 total
respondents included in the assessment, 48% were female.
Figure 2: Number of respondents by profession (n=143)

Figure 3: Percentage of respondents by sex (n=143)

3
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2.2 DATA ANALYSIS

Data were analyzed iteratively over the course of fieldwork through regular team meetings, review of
notes, and synthesis of findings. Midway through data collection, the two assessment sub-teams met to
assess findings to-date and develop a draft codebook to be used for the final analysis of qualitative data.
Upon concluding fieldwork, the AT finalized the codebook and coded all field notes using the Dedoose
software platform. The AT generated code reports, which formed the basis of the findings in this report.
2.3 LIMITATIONS

This study was designed as a rapid, cross-sectional assessment. Accordingly, three limitations should be
noted. The first limitation relates to sampling. The number and range of fieldwork sites and respondents
were limited, given the short-timeline for the assessment.
In particular, the team was not able to interview trafficking victims due to the difficulty in identifying and
accessing this population, but also due to ethical concerns. As national government representatives proved
4

difficult to access, the team was also unable to reach as many of these actors as initially planned.
Additionally, due to the AT’s focus on NGO/IO and government actors, respondents include a very limited
number of private sector and academic respondents. Also, though the AT assessed the pool of
respondents as adequately covering the agricultural sector, there was very little data obtained on TIP in
this sector, which relies heavily on migrant labor. Few NGOs are focusing on labor exploitation in
agriculture and government agencies have not detected significant TIP or exploitation of migrant workers
in the sector. Secondly, as this assessment did not use a representative, quantitative methodology, the AT
cannot generalize or speculate about trafficking prevalence in Thailand. Rather, the findings included herein
convey perceptions from the testimony of sampled respondents, which may under or overestimate true
prevalence. To mitigate this limitation, the team triangulated the interview data from subject matter
experts with various other sources, where possible. See Annex 2 for the list of respondent organizations.
Third, data for this assessment were collected at a single point in time. As such, the findings presented in
this report do not examine or address change in TIP prevalence over time. This single “snapshot” view
introduces a recall bias in which respondents are reflecting on subjective experiences over many years.
The team, again, addressed this limitation by attempting to triangulate interview data with other data
sources.

3. FINDINGS

Figure 4: Trafficking trends (source: summary of respondent interview data)

3.1 TRAFFICKING TRENDS

The range of trafficking trends that respondents
identified reflects the diversity of human trafficking
found in Thailand. Differences in the trends that
respondents described appear to be based on the
geographic region in which the respondent was
working. For example, NGO representatives in
Chonburi (Pattaya City) offered insights into the
changes in ways children are trafficked for
commercial sexual exploitation, which is the
dominant form of TIP seen in the tourism area of
Pattaya in Chonburi province.
Regardless of their regional or sectoral focus,
many NGO and government respondents
reported a shift in trafficking from a more visible
form involving physical indicators of force – such
as kidnapping, physical violence, and confinement
– towards a more sophisticated, subtle, and, for
responders, a more complex form of trafficking
that is more difficult to detect through traditional
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screening methods.9 Indicators of the “means” element defining TIP (per the aforementioned U.S.
Government and UN definitions) are now much more likely to be non-physical and indirect; coercion or
force is not being levied directly by the employer of the workers, but rather by third parties such as
brokers, recruiters, and migrant worker supervisors. The non-physical forms of coercion that are seen
more regularly today are predominantly in the financial realm, soundly grounded in the key driver behind
men and women’s migration to Thailand: the search for money. In this context, force and coercion take
on a monetized quality, and manifest as either debt imposed on migrant workers by recruiters, brokers,
or employers (or any combination of these three), or the withholding of wages by employers as a means
of holding migrant workers captive in labor or service. The common imposition of excessive fees on
migrant workers by recruiters and brokers was facilitated by the lack of legislation (until August 2016,
when a decree was issued on recruiters’ activities) restricting fees that recruiters can charge. The common
withholding of migrant workers’ wages by employers – often for many months – is facilitated by the lack
of any legal requirement that employers pay workers through transparent and accountable means.
Currently, most migrants are paid in cash with minimal or no documentation.
A sub-trend reported within this realm of changing trafficking patterns is the use of the legal or
“Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) channels,” in which recruiters and brokers bring migrant
workers from Myanmar, and to a lesser extent from Cambodia and Lao PDR, to Thailand. Thai law
enforcement officials reportedly perceive human trafficking to take place exclusively or largely within
illegal migration, and therefore, assume that trafficking does not occur within legal migration channels.
Accordingly, government victim identification efforts sometimes neglect those migrants with legal status.
Another general trend observed across respondent groups is a perception of increased RTG
responsiveness to CTIP in recent years under the National Council for Peace and Order (NCPO).
Respondents point to numerous new laws, executive decrees, and new regulations as evidence that the
government takes the issue seriously (particularly regarding the TIP problem in the fishing industry), and
is committed to dealing with it effectively. Local government respondents (provincial officials) expressed
support for the Bangkok-directed measures, though some confided that most of these directives are not
accompanied by sufficient explanation, implementation guidance, or training for the local authorities to
implement them correctly or effectively. Nevertheless, from these legal, regulatory, and policy reforms
a common analytical view on the effectiveness of CTIP effects has emerged. Local officials insist that TIP
is waning, particularly in the fishing industry or related seafood processing industry. They point to the
near total lack of TIP cases identified in Chonburi, Samut Sakhon, and Ranong as evidence. Marine Police
and Command Center for Combatting Illegal Fishing (CCCIF) inspectors point to the wider use of PortIn, Port-Out (PIPO) inspections of boats as testament to the lack of TIP on Thai fishing boats.
Respondents differed, however, in their views of both the sincerity and impact of these efforts. Most
NGO respondents ascribed the RTG response to TIP as reactive to external pressures and an insincere
attempt at meaningful reform. Conversely, government officials often highlighted greater responsiveness,

Another trend in the literature, but not mentioned by the respondents interviewed is the increasing
use of technology by traffickers to mask their trade. For example, see: Latonero, Mark, et al., “The rise
of mobile and the diffusion of technology-facilitated trafficking,” (Los Angeles, CA: University of Southern
California, Center on Communication Leadership & Policy, 2012).
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attributing CTIP efforts to a sincere commitment from the national government to address trafficking,
which the government acknowledges as a serious security and social threat.
Respondents from the fishing industry reported a trend of Thai boat owners and captains beginning to
distance themselves from worker exploitation by employing largely non-Thai crew masters, who manage
the migrant fishermen and enforce rules set by the boat owner or captain. NGO respondents believe
that this trend is an attempt to limit the possible legal liability for TIP that the Thai captains or boat
owners may face if investigated.
3.2 INDUSTRIES AND SECTORS

Most trafficking victims start out as migrants seeking better wages and new economic opportunities. Upon
arrival in Thailand, victims may face exploitation in various economic industries depending on their country
of origin and their sex. For example, some migrants from Myanmar are exploited in factories and
agricultural areas near the border,10 while others are drawn to the job market in Bangkok, where they
find work in domestic service, hospitality, or construction. Migrant men and boys from Myanmar are
largely found in the fishing sector (not including seafood processing) and in manufacturing, while women
from Lao PDR are most often encountered in the sex trade. Cambodian migrants are found largely in the
fishing industry in south and central ports, and in agriculture and factories in the central and eastern areas
of Thailand.
As discussed in the limitations section of this report, this assessment was not designed to rigorously assess
the scale or prevalence of trafficking in various industries in Thailand. As such, findings presented here
convey perceptions of respondents.
COMMERCIAL SEX IN URBAN AREAS

The perception of respondents interviewed for this assessment was that trafficking for the purpose of
commercial sexual exploitation (forced prostitution) was decreasing compared with earlier years (1990’s2000). Trafficking for commercial sexual exploitation exists in the same commercial sex arena marketed
to a largely Thai consumer base: karaoke establishments, massage centers, and brothels. According to the
interviews conducted for this assessment, trafficking for commercial sexual exploitation has increasingly
become associated with child trafficking for commercial sexual exploitation; only a few respondents spoke
of adult cases within the country. The leading urban areas where commercial sexual exploitation of
children reportedly occurs are Chonburi (Pattaya City), Bangkok, and Chiang Mai (Chiang Mai City).
RTG and civil society efforts appear to have succeeded in curbing sex trafficking in the country.
Respondents who have been working on CTIP issues in Thailand for over ten years note that highly
visible acts of trafficking of minor girls for commercial sexual exploitation through brothels and massage
parlors in Chiang Mai, Chiang Rai, and other locations in the Northeast – usually involving girls from
Myanmar in the North and girls from Lao PDR in the Northeast – are receding. Although the prostitution
of adult women11 remains common, indicators of forced adult prostitution are increasingly rare.
Jaisat K., E. Biel, J. Pollock, and B. Press, “Migrant Workers in Thailand’s Garment Factories,” Clean Clothes
Campaign, (2014), accessed January 6, 2017, https://cleanclothes.org/resources/publications/migrant-workers-inthailands-garment-factories.
11
The age of majority in Thailand is 20 years (Thai Civil and Commercial Code (2008).
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FORCED LABOR IN THE FISHING AND SEAFOOD PROCESSING INDUSTRY

Overwhelmingly, respondents pointed to the fishing industry and its
associated on-land seafood processing industries as the sector with the
highest reported prevalence of TIP, and the perception of the highest
number of migrant workers subjected to extreme exploitation.
Accordingly, media, NGOs, and IOs have focused interest and
resources on the Thai fishing industry in recent years. The unique
nature of the workplace in the fishing industry with migrant workers
working on boats often in international waters or other countries’
waters, reportedly affords employers and supervisors a high degree of
impunity and minimal oversight and is particularly conducive to a highly
exploitative environment. NGO respondents noted that migrant
fishermen frequently report knowledge of migrant murder at the hands
of captains or crew supervisors. As respondent testimony indicates, the
fishing industry appears to be the only sector in Thailand in which
migrant workers face a significant risk of murder associated with TIP.
There is growing awareness among government officials and private
sector actors of the labor trafficking problems found in the Thai fishing
industry and nascent efforts to respond to these.
Photo Courtesy of Mark Taylor

Respondents in the coastal
provinces of Samut Sakhon,
Ranong, and Chonburi were
quick to identify the fishing
and
related
seafood
processing industries as an
economic sector of high TIP
prevalence, likely due to
coastal respondents’
proximity to the industry and
the
migrant
worker
communities working therein.
This perception was also
echoed by respondents from
Chiang Mai and Bangkok,
who identified the fishing
industry as the leading culprit
in trafficking migrant workers.
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CONSTRUCTION AND DOMESTIC SERVICE

Several respondents from both government and NGOs pointed to the construction and domestic service
sectors as areas with significant prevalence of TIP, though neither is presently a priority focal area for
government, local NGOs, or IOs. Among migrants who are trafficked into construction work, 60% are
men, and 40% are women12, while predominantly migrant women are reportedly subjected to forced
labor in domestic service in private residences. These populations are believed to be underrepresented
as trafficking victims, and as targets of CTIP efforts in Thailand, due to the difficulty in accessing such
transient groups. Construction crews, for example, are highly mobile, and employers reportedly often
use brokers as sub-contractors, which results in employers with no formal records of workers
onsite. Similarly, domestic workers remain isolated in private homes, often as individuals, and both NGOs
and government agencies face difficulties accessing workplaces that double as private residences. The
Thai labor law does not permit inspections of workplaces for domestic workers; labor inspectors
cannot enter a private residence without first obtaining a warrant or special permission. Nevertheless,
some NGOs reported providing assistance to migrant workers in domestic service and construction
who were identified exhibiting signs of TIP.
LIGHT MANUFACTURING

Respondents noted considerable forced labor and TIP in various manufacturing sub-sectors. Food
processing (non-seafood) in the central region requires low-skilled migrant labor, and respondents
reported that many processing factories use the same recruiter-broker networks as the fishing sector to
entrap migrant workers and extract their involuntary labor.
The level of research on TIP in this area of economic activity is weak and not commensurate with the
perceived level of TIP prevalence. One reason hypothesized by several NGO respondents for this lack of
research is the criminal defamation case being pursued by the owner of a food processing company against
anti-TIP activist and UK citizen, Andy Hall, for reporting of alleged labor exploitation and TIP conditions
found in food processing and packaging factories. Respondents also report TIP in small factories operating
along the Myanmar border region near Tak province (Mae Sot), Thailand. These factories, established by
Thai companies, manufacture garments, household items, and plastics, often doing piece work to be
finalized in another country. These factories take advantage of the availability of low-skilled migrants from
Myanmar, who can cross into the two- to five-kilometer zone in Thailand with an easily-obtainable border
pass, while skirting national labor law requiring a national minimum wage of 300 Thai Baht (USD $8.50)
per day.13
3.3 THE TRAFFICKING OFFENDERS – WHO ARE THEY?

Trafficking is perpetrated through a variety of individuals inside and outside of Thailand. While some are
involved in an organized criminal network, others operate more informally and are not considered
organized crime actors. Trafficking offenders can be men or women, Thai or non-Thai, and in some
12

Napier-Moore, Rebecca and Kate Sheill, “High Rise, Low Pay,” (2016), accessed February 23, 2017,
http://www.ilo.org/asia/whatwedo/publications/WCMS_537743/lang--en/index.htm.
13

As of 2017, national minimum wage is 300 Thai Baht ($8.50) per day. However, some provinces have
instituted minimum wages of between 305 and 310 Thai Baht per day.
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instances, they are former victims of TIP. Regardless of the trafficking offender’s profile, trafficking
offenders are people responding to economic opportunities in an environment of impunity. There are
three main categories of trafficking offenders: employers, brokers/recruiters, and government officials.
1. EMPLOYERS

Employers are trafficking offenders when they wittingly seek to exploit cheap migrant labor, and that
exploitation is obtained (even with the role of another party, such as a labor broker/recruiter) through
force, fraud, or coercion. Employers are ultimately accountable for the conditions of employment of their
workers. Respondents held varying opinions about the extent to which employers are aware of and
complicit in the trafficking taking place in the workplace. While some respondents noted that employers
are knowingly committing TIP, others noted that employers may not understand the working conditions
that constitute trafficking, and therefore, unwittingly subject their workers to conditions of TIP or forced
labor. For example, some employers reportedly hold worker documents – which is not legal and is cited
by the ILO as an indicator of forced labor – as a means of preventing workers from leaving the workplace
to seek work elsewhere. The role of fees paid by employers for recruitment, worker registration, and
informal protection by corrupt law enforcement officials, reinforces the incentive for employers to
undertake such measures to “protect their investment.”
Still others say that employers likely know trafficking is occurring, but try to create a separation so as to
claim plausible deniability. For instance, a fishing boat, construction site manager, or factory might claim
they do not know the details of the circumstances of their employees’ arrangement with an agent,
subcontractor, or broker. A new trend of boat owners and captains relying on crew supervisors to both
recruit fishermen and control them while working onboard is one such effort to distance employers from
the liability of exploitation. Another measure, noted by NGO respondents providing legal aid to a group
of victims of forced labor aboard fishing boats, is for fishing boat owners to photograph labor brokers
presenting salary payments to fishermen; although the payments are retracted moments after the photos
are taken, the boat owners use the photos in court as evidence of fair salary payments. Employers of
migrant workers largely pay the workers their salary in cash, which leads to problems with accountability
and transparency with employers able to manipulate pay sheets without any ability of the employee to
prove receipt or non-receipt of wages. A night club owner might claim she does not know that her
employees are engaged in prostitution in nearby hotels when the worker is ordered to engage in
prostitution. Respondents also noted businesses paying bribes to police to prevent workplace inspection
or to receive advanced notice of workplace inspections, an issue corroborated by some government
officials.
2. BROKERS AND RECRUITERS

Brokers or recruiters play the role of seeking out workers and connecting them with jobs in Thailand.
Non-Thai brokers have usually worked in Thailand previously, and can recruit workers from their origin
country either on behalf of an employer or as a freelancer. On a fishing boat, for instance, one respondent
noted the broker could be a boat captain responsible for keeping his boat fully staffed. In other instances,
a broker receives a fee from an employer for every worker recruited. In other circumstances, a non-Thai
woman may marry a Thai man and they may start a prostitution ring together. Some recruiters or brokers
are legally registered in Thailand or one or more of the labor source countries for purposes other than
labor recruitment; e.g., as a travel agent. As such, they create an appearance of being “legal” but are not
legally licensed to recruit migrant workers.
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Recruiters or brokers whose role it is to conduct the initial recruitment of workers in the neighboring
source countries (Myanmar, Lao PDR, and Cambodia) are usually non-Thai brokers known to the origin
community or who have otherwise built a trusting relationship with people there. Sometimes brokers are
from the same community in which they are recruiting. These brokers approach a community with the
promise of good jobs and higher wages in Thailand. Many respondents categorize this as deception, noting
that brokers already know that people will not be working under the terms they are promising. People
then leave their communities expecting a particular job and wage and end up working under different
terms. For example, a woman might be recruited to work in a high-paying job in a restaurant, but when
she arrives there, she is forced into sex work and owes the expense of her transport and other fees to
the broker or employer. Similarly, a man may be expecting a construction job, and find himself on a fishing
boat at sea with no way to leave. In addition to face-to-face recruiting, respondents report that brokers
are recruiting via Facebook or other social media, especially in recruiting women and girls into commercial
sexual exploitation.
While some brokers are intentionally deceiving potential victims, others believe they are providing a
mutually beneficial arrangement for their friends and family back home; the broker is providing a job for
the potential victim, while the broker is collecting a fee. In a similar circumstance, migrant workers may
return to their communities with money and parents and relatives may persuade the worker to find similar
work for other family members. Some NGO respondents noted that families do not question where the
money comes from or the conditions of the work.
NGO respondents described that once workers are recruited in their home communities, non-Thai
brokers generally collaborate with Thai brokers to facilitate transport of these workers’ and make other
arrangements, such as obtaining any necessary papers or false documents. Thai brokers can also be
involved in identifying street children in Thailand and recruiting them into trafficking situations. The child
may have come to Thailand with migrant parents who are working during the day, while the child roams
the streets unsupervised, perhaps begging or doing odd jobs. A broker may identify this child and recruit
him or her into forced begging or trafficking for commercial sexual exploitation, for example. Child victims
often have a “minder,” or someone who watches over them, often pretending to be the child’s parent.
Some taxi drivers were also reported to act as informal brokers in the commercial sex industry; these
drivers have agreements to bring customers to certain establishments.
Some recent government efforts have sought to address the role of labor brokers in perpetrating
trafficking. New laws prohibiting sub-contracting in the recruitment sector aim to shorten the supply chain
and to improve the transparency of labor practices. Moreover, the Department of Employment currently
enforces a new Act (in effect since August 2016) to control labor brokers by requiring them to register
with the Department of Employment. However, as of the date of the AT’s interview with the Ministry of
Labor (MOL) (December 1, 2016), only three recruiters/brokers had registered.
3. GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS

Many respondents either explicitly cite or otherwise allude to the role of government officials in sustaining
trafficking. As one government respondent stated, it would not be possible for trafficking to occur unless
government officials were complicit, since government actors are the gatekeepers. At the local level,
respondents most frequently cited police involvement in trafficking, though a handful of respondents also
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noted corruption among labor inspectors, prosecutors, judges, military, and politicians. At the border,
immigration police can accept bribes to allow the smuggling of migrant workers transported by brokers.
One NGO respondent reported a case where a police officer smuggled workers in a police car. Police
reportedly also accept bribes from businesses to avoid inspections of their workplace. With respect to
night clubs and karaoke bars, several NGO respondents reported police accepting sexual services as a
form of bribe payment, or extorting sex workers directly. Both those within and outside of government
noted the inefficacy of government inspections due to such corruption. Several NGO respondents and
social workers noted that when they suspect a business is perpetrating TIP, they request an inspection,
after which it is clear to them that the employer was prepared ahead of time.
3.4 VICTIMS AND VULNERABILITY

Victims of trafficking in Thailand are adults and children, both male and female. The vast majority are
migrants coming from the neighboring countries of Lao PDR, Cambodia, Myanmar, and Vietnam, but some
arrive from farther areas, such as Africa, Central Asia, and Colombia, particularly those migrants found in
the sex industry. Among migrant groups arriving in Thailand, respondents report that all groups are
vulnerable to TIP. Women and girls are particularly vulnerable for commercial sexual exploitation,
domestic work, some construction, and on-land processing of seafood, while boys and men are most
vulnerable to exploitation aboard fishing boats and in agriculture.
The literature on human trafficking cite a variety of individual, household, and community factors14 that
create vulnerability to trafficking, including: poverty, limited economic and employment opportunities, low
levels of education, social exclusion and marginalization, political conflict and poor governance, violence
and crime, drug and alcohol addictions and mental health problems, among other factors.15 The single
largest vulnerability of migrants, according to respondents, is their dependence on labor brokers, who can
deceive prospective migrants about the true nature and terms of their work agreement. This is, in part, a
result of low levels of education of most migrant workers, as some are effectively illiterate and few have
access to information on changing laws, regulations, and conditions of employment in Thailand.
Most respondents both government and non-government did not see particular gender-based
vulnerabilities for trafficking, but rather sex-based selection for trafficking; males are sought after for
exploitation in manual-labor sectors, such as fisheries, and females are sought after for domestic service
and commercial sex. When asked about particular challenges faced by men, women, and transgendered
persons, some respondents noted that men are particularly vulnerable to the societal pressures to be a
“breadwinner” for the family. Men will, therefore, take risks to migrate for economic opportunities
abroad. Once subjected to forced labor across the border, men are often not perceived by government
authorities as victims of trafficking due to stereotypes that only women can be TIP victims and that men
should be tough enough to handle difficult work conditions. Thus, men who are victims of TIP sometimes
are not identified as such. Even when men are identified as victims, responders are less likely to recognize
needs such as psycho-social counseling services for these victims.

Johannes Koettl, “Human Trafficking, Modern Day Slavery, and Economic Exploitation,” in Social
Protection Discussion Paper (Washington, D.C.: The World Bank, 2009). http://go.worldbank.org/3G952TICB0.
15
Megumi Makisaka and A. Marc, “Human Trafficking: a brief overview,” in Social Development Notes, Conflict,
Crime, and Violence, no. 122 (2009).
14
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Young, single mothers are reportedly a highly vulnerable group, as they must find work to care for their
children, and often have little education and few occupational skills. Some respondents also note families
increasingly looking to their daughters to find work and send money home, noting that sometimes families
know a woman or a girl may be forced into prostitution as her only option for earning a wage. Women
who migrate following a husband can be vulnerable to exploitation after migration, as employers often see
such women as submissive, and unlikely to protest poor working conditions. When identified correctly
by government officials as trafficking victims, some respondents noted that women are provided services
in the absence of consent or regard for victims’ needs. For example, according to several NGO
respondents, it remains standard procedure for the government to hold adult women victims of trafficking
in shelters – without consent – until they can be repatriated to their home communities, with no option
of working outside of the shelter, as is sometimes permitted for male victims. Respondents were not able
to provide information on the vulnerabilities of transgendered persons, often stating that this group is
unlikely to fall victim to trafficking. The one recent report about transgendered sex workers specifically
does not address the issue of international migrants – but only internal migrants.16
3.5 PUBLIC ATTITUDES

The AT asked respondents their perception of the Thai public’s attitude toward TIP, and general attitudes
toward migrant workers. Most government respondents indicated that the Thai public perceives TIP as a
serious crime that is rightly assigned a high national priority. Some NGO respondents indicated that the
Thai public perceives TIP as solely or largely involving prostitution, while others indicated that the public
is still largely unaware of the issue. When probed further about the Thai public attitude towards migrant
workers, responses tended toward negative perceptions, though some positive perceptions were noted.
Common responses are shown in Table 1 below.

Jarret Davis, John Quinley III, and Glenn Miles, “Same Same But Different – A Baseline Study of the
Vulnerabilities of Transgender Sex Workers in Bangkok's Sex Industry,” (May 2016).
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Table1: Respondent reports of the Thai public's attitude toward migrant workers and TIP

Positive Attitudes

Negative Attitudes

Thais understand the need for migrant
workers to fill low-skilled, labor-intensive
jobs.

Migrant workers are sources of disease and
commit crimes.

Thais in border towns live in harmony with
migrants from neighboring countries,
many of whom share their ethnicity.

Migrants should not have equal rights to Thais.

Thais ha ve a ‘kind nature’ so they treat
migrant workers as family members.

Migrants should accept poor conditions; at
least their conditions are better here than in
their country of origin.

TIP is an unacceptable crime.

Migrant workers should not be taking jobs
from Thais.
Migrants are benefiting from Thai public
services to the detriment of Thai citizens.
Migrants involved in sex work should not
expect to have the same rights as other
workers.

The few respondents who offered a positive response regarding public perceptions of migrant workers
did so by qualifying their responses as confined to a particular region (e.g. Tak province, adjacent to the
Myanmar border), or a specific segment of the Thai public (e.g. employers of migrant workers). In these
areas, the respondents reported that the value of migrant workers is appreciated, and that migrants and
Thai citizens coexist well. A couple of government respondents stated that the Thai public attitude toward
migrants is one of kindness or pity/compassion in recognizing the difficult economic situations in migrants’
home countries, and that this attitude is reflected in Thai policy through generous provisions for worker
registration, which allows migrants to bring their families to Thailand.
These responses generally track with a 2011 ILO national survey of public attitudes towards migrant
workers in Thailand and three other migrant labor destination countries.17 Nearly 60% of Thai
respondents in the ILO study believed that migrant workers are exploited, 58% believed that migrant
workers are needed to fill labor shortages, and 57% believed migrant workers should be treated equally
with national workers. The study also found that many Thai citizens have not directly encountered
migrants; just 17% reported knowing a migrant worker personally, of whom nearly all reported that these
ILO Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific, “Public Attitudes toward Migrant Workers: a four-country
study,” (2011), accessed November 23, 2016, http://apmagnet.ilo.org/resources/ilo-four-country-study-on-publicattitudes- to-migrant-workers.
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individuals are acquaintances, not friends or colleagues. When asked where they have heard about migrant
workers, 97% reported learning through news and other media.
The ILO study points to several negative attitudes toward migrant workers among the general public of
Thailand. Nearly 90% of the study respondents agreed with the statement that government policies should
be more restrictive in admitting migrants, and 82% agreed with the statement that unauthorized migrants
cannot expect to have any rights at work. The study notes that attitudes are important markers of migrant
worker experiences in a country, because attitudes can translate into behaviors that negatively impact
migrants. Further, the study indicates policymakers may propose policies in accordance with actual or
perceived public preferences. This predatory behavior described by the study where law enforcement
personnel routinely extort money from migrant workers, is promoted by these attitudes. In respondents’
interviews by the AT, several noted that lax government efforts to identify and protect victims of trafficking
among migrant workers reflect this negative view.
3.6 DRIVERS, ENABLERS, INCENTIVES, AND DISINCENTIVES
DRIVERS IN SOURCE COUNTRIES

Respondents of all groups were unanimous in citing economic pressures and poor labor markets in
neighboring countries as creating the largest “push factor” or driver of migration to Thailand and
subsequent conditions of TIP. Other drivers of migration cited included low education levels, domestic
violence within families, and, in the case of Myanmar, conflict in particular regions. Particularly, the overall
lack of development in Myanmar’s border with Thailand, China, India, and Bangladesh complicated by
social and cultural tensions leads to a dearth of economic opportunities for the ethnic minority populations
residing in these areas. The wide disparity in wages between Thailand – measured at the minimum wage
of 300 Thai baht ($8.50) per day – and much lower prevailing wages in Myanmar, Cambodia, and Lao PDR
provides a significant driver for young men and women to migrate to Thailand to save wages either to
carry home later, or to remit home to family.
One NGO respondent cited the failure of private banks’ micro-credit lending in migration source areas
of Myanmar and Cambodia as pushing migration to Thailand, as farmers seek to flee micro-loan debts they
cannot repay. When probed for the basis for this comment, the respondent claimed that it was based on
data collected first-hand from rural communities. At least one study in Cambodia found “some households
explicitly used microfinance loans to finance the costs of migration; for others, migration was a coping strategy to
manage shocks resulting in over-indebtedness. Most commonly, microfinance loans were taken out by households
receiving remittances or those who expected to. Here, remittances were seen as a steady means of repaying newly
available low-cost loans, and were used for a variety of purposes, including home construction and the purchase of
large consumer items, such as motorbikes.”18
NGO respondents working directly with trafficking victims also cited several "pull factors" that draw
children, men, and women out of their communities and into the flows of migration to Thailand. By far,
the leading factor cited is the desire "for a better life," with related factors including access to higherMaryann Bylander, "The Growing Linkages Between Migration and Microfinance," in Migration
Information Source (2013).
See also – Maryann Bylander and Erin R. Hamilton, "Loans and leaving: migration and the expansion of
microcredit in Cambodia," in Population Research and Policy Review 34.5 (2015): 687-708.
18
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paying jobs, desire for wealth and status, and the ability to purchase consumer items like mobile phones.
The relative economic success of Thailand, compared with its neighbors, provides an attraction for
migrants who perceive a higher standard of living, including low-skilled workers.
At play in the political economy of TIP in Thailand are a number of forces that serve to perpetuate
trafficking of migrants and counteract policies and strategies to eliminate it. These are profiled in the
following sections.
MIGRATION SYSTEM

Many respondents noted a key enabler of TIP to be the dysfunctional legal/formal migration channel for
low-skilled migrant workers coming to Thailand. Although Thailand has MOUs on labor migration with
the three largest sources of low-skilled labor (Myanmar, Cambodia, and Lao PDR), less than ten percent
of the estimated four to five million migrant workers use this legal migration channel. According to figures
from the Ministry of Labor of Thailand from August 2016, there are roughly 171,600 migrants via MOUs
from Myanmar (49% of total MOU), 140,000 from Cambodia (40%) and 38,500 from Lao PDR (11%).19
These data show that the vast majority of migrants from the three neighboring source countries enter
through irregular, non-MOU channels, typically relying on brokers/recruiters. The informal system relies
on brokers, corrupt law enforcement, and their associated high fees to avoid enforcement and to navigate
Thailand’s opaque laws and regulations regarding labor migrants, often pushing workers into situations of
TIP. Nevertheless, this informal system has proven to date to be more efficient and less costly in moving
migrants into jobs in Thailand than the legal system, as affirmed by several studies on migration in the subregion.20,21 Underpinning the informal system of migration, which is illegal at its start, is the near guarantee
of ex post facto registration or regularization of the undocumented migrants once they have secured a
job inside Thailand.
Adding to the disincentive to use the legal route for migration are the frequent and unpredictable changes
in the patchwork of administrative regulations and decrees that constitute Thailand’s migrant labor system.
19

International Labour Organization, “TRIANGLE II Quarterly Briefing Note,” (2016) accessed February 14, 2017,
http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---asia/---ro-bangkok/documents/publication/wcms_531474.pdf
20

Human Rights Watch/Asia, “From the Tiger to the Crocodile: Abuse of Migrant Workers in Thailand,”
(February, 2010): 11, accessed January 30, 2017,
https://www.hrw.org/sites/default/files/reports/thailand0210_insert_low.pdf.
“Thai government policies on migrant worker registration and residence are complex and frustrating for many
migrants and their advocates. . . New formal migration channels have so far been underutilized due to the
complexities and slowness of procedures, and higher costs involved.”
21
International Labor Organization, “Regulating Recruitment of Migrant Workers: an Assessment of Complaints
Mechanisms in Thailand,” (2013): 55, accessed October 17, 2016, http://apmigration.ilo.org/resources/regulatingrecruitment-of-migrant-workers-an-assessment-of-complaint-mechanisms-in-thailand.
“The most desirable regularization regime for many migrants was found to be using what could be described as
migrant worker protection rackets established by local authorities. Depending upon the location, many of these
rackets are highly organized, charging regular monthly fees of THB300-500 and even issuing picture ID cards to
participants, listing their name and employer. These types of local schemes appear to be operating in direct
competition with official channels for recruitment and regularization established by the national authorities.
Qualitatively speaking . . . these rackets are clearly superior at meeting the needs of many migrant workers –
allowing for small monthly payments, less contact with authorities, a quicker and easier administrative process and
considerable protection benefits from local authorities because of the direct financial benefit they receive.”
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For example, in July 2009, the RTG, in collaboration with the Myanmar government, began implementing
a “Nationality Verification (NV)” process for undocumented Myanmar migrants already in Thailand, who
constitute the vast majority of migrant workers in Thailand.22 NV processes for Cambodian and Lao
migrant workers started in 2006 and continued.23 This allowed Myanmar, Lao, and Cambodian workers
to have their nationality verified by representatives of their home governments, and then be issued regular
or special worker passports. Workers could then be given Thai work permits that would, in theory,
afford them the full rights of other legal foreign residents. The NV process suddenly stopped in 2015,
when the RTG, with little warning, started a new “registration” campaign in 2016. Currently, no
fewer than five agencies issue guidelines for migrant workers; often these rules and regulations are
not explained in the native language of the migrant workers.
CORRUPTION

Both NGO and government respondents cite corruption as a major obstacle to addressing trafficking in
Thailand, though the government has made some achievements in arresting, investigating, and prosecuting
public officials allegedly involved in TIP over the last year. Respondents perceived corruption at the local
level and the national level in all government agencies, except for the Ministry of Social Development and
Human Security (MSDHS), for which the team heard no reports of corruption. Most frequently, NGOs
and government officials cited examples of police corruption and bribes from businesses and individuals
to overlook violations, particularly inspection of karaoke bars and other night clubs. Several respondents
noted employers being “tipped off” to imminent labor inspections. Other government respondents
expressed fear to identify anyone as a victim of TIP, citing that they received guidance from their superiors
not to identify anyone as a victim. This way, local government offices can report a low level or absence of
trafficking cases, which is perceived by them as the goal sought by the national government. Government
respondents also referenced some known TIP perpetrators who are “untouchable,” and one respondent
noted high-level corruption within the national courts as an obstacle to TIP prosecutions and the justice
system in Thailand as a whole. While some spoke openly about the issue of corruption, some government
respondents preferred more subtle terms, such as "influential people."
DE-FACTO IMPUNITY FOR EMPLOYERS

NGOs often cited cases their clients had personally experienced in which workers who had been abused,
exploited, or forced to labor by employers or brokers were returned to the same exploiters after
interacting with the police. The perception that Thai authorities are supportive of Thai employers and
unsympathetic to the conditions of migrant workers is widespread. This suggests that there is little threat
of enforcement action against employers who seek to engage in forced labor or TIP. When enforcement
does happen, lower-level functionaries are more likely to be blamed than owners.
Several government officials express the view that the debts workers have incurred are the responsibility
of the worker to pay back – to the employer, broker, or both – regardless of the exploitative and coercive
22

IOM, “Migrant Information Note: Procedures for nationality verification of Myanmar/ Burma nationals in
Thailand” (August 2009), accessed January 28, 2017, http://www.burmalibrary.org/docs08/IOMMigrant_Info_Note_No2(en).pdf.
23
Migrants Action Program, “Process for Nationality Verification,” (January, 2014), accessed January 28,
2017, http://www.mapfoundationcm.org/eng/policy-law/current-migration-policy/37-process-for-nationalityverification.html.
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nature of the fee or debt. The inability of law enforcement investigators to accurately gauge the use of
high recruitment/migration fees and imposition of debt on migrant workers as elements of force or
coercion compounds the problem.
One major obstacle to the effective identification of TIP victims is a paradoxically held view among
government officials who are charged with identifying and assisting victims of trafficking (“frontline” CTIP
responders): that “legal” migrants are not likely to be trafficking victims, and therefore do not need to be
screened for trafficking indicators, while “illegal” migrants should not, and cannot, avail themselves of labor
complaints mechanisms owned by the Department of Labor, even though these labor complaint
mechanisms are legally accessible to all workers – Thai and non-Thai, documented and undocumented.
As a result of this paradox, respondents report a culture of exploitation and trafficking impunity that
enables employers and brokers.
WORKER EXPLOITATION IS LUCRATIVE

Many respondents note the reliance of certain sectors of the Thai economy on cheap migrant labor. These
sectors include fishing, seafood processing, textiles, domestic work, the service industry, and agriculture.
In a system with minimal regulation, companies are incentivized to exploit (or be complicit in exploiting)
workers, according to one respondent. For example, employers and managers are under pressure to keep
costs down, and have few incentives to look for TIP in their supply chains. Another respondent noted
that until companies are severely sanctioned for violating TIP, they will continue to exploit migrant labor
and accrue the resulting benefits.
3.7 GOVERNMENT CTIP RESPONSES

The RTG’s strategy to combat TIP is structured around the 5P’s framework, namely Policy, Prosecution,
Protection, Prevention, and Partnerships.24 The government's CTIP efforts are highly centralized, with all
laws, policies and regulations emanating from national agencies in Bangkok under the Office of the Prime
Minister’s control. As Figure 5 shows, three main committees in Bangkok oversee the formulation,
implementation, and monitoring of all governmental CTIP efforts. Given Thailand’s role as a destination
for TIP, effective responses to this transnational crime are to a significant extent contingent on the level
of complementary anti-TIP efforts by governments in the source countries (i.e., Myanmar, Cambodia, and
Laos).
Thailand’s overall CTIP efforts are directed by an Anti-Trafficking in Persons Committee (ATP
Committee) led by the Prime Minister as chairperson – as stipulated in the Anti-Trafficking in Persons Act
B.E 2551 (2008). The ATP Committee is responsible for providing recommendations to the Cabinet
concerning the policy on prevention and suppression of TIP, and developing strategies and measures for
the prevention and suppression of trafficking in person.
This ATP Committee is supported by another national committee which is also mandated in the Act: the
Coordinating and Monitoring of Anti-Trafficking in Persons Performance Committee (CMP Committee),
led by the Deputy Prime Minister as chairman. In recent years, the RTG elevated human trafficking as a
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top national priority, and more national directive bodies were established under the leadership of different
Ministries. In 2015, a Policy Committee on Migrant Workers and Human Trafficking was formed and is
chaired by the Deputy Prime Minister, with a subordinate sub-committee established to coordinate the
management of migrant workers and human trafficking; this sub-committee is chaired by the MOL.
Later in 2015, a Counter Human Trafficking and Illegal Fishing Policy Committee was established by the
prime minister. This Committee has five sub-committees: the Human Trafficking Sub-Committee; the
Fisheries and IUU Sub-Committee; the Sub-Committee on Child Labor, Forced Labor, and Migrant
Workers; the Sub-Committee on Women’s Issues; and the Sub-Committee on Legal Affairs and Public
Relations. Each of these national directive bodies have similar compositions. Their membership is
comprised of representatives of relevant agencies such as the MSDHS, the MOL, the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, the Royal Thai Police (RTP); the Department of Special Investigation (DSI), and the Office of the
Attorney General (OAG). The MSDHS acts as the focal point for coordinating the country's overall CTIP
efforts. More specifically, the agency’s Division of Anti-Trafficking in Persons and National Operation
Center on Prevention and Suppression of Human Trafficking (both under the Office of the Permanent
Secretary) lead the charge on CTIP efforts within MSDHS.
The recent law and subsequent policies promote collaboration amongst stakeholders, and the national
government has seen an improvement of policy coordination surrounding CTIP. The government has also
made an effort to further coordinate with external stakeholders, including civil society organizations and
the private sector. For example, in January 2016 the CCCIF signed an MOU with 36 organizations,
including 12 government agencies (including the Marine Department and the Department of Fisheries), 22
seafood private companies (such as the Thai Tuna Industry Association and the Thai Frozen Foods
Association) and two organizations, namely the Labor Rights Protection Network and the ILO, to combat
IUU fishing and human trafficking in the fishery sector.
The Maritime Coordination Center, a Navy-led law enforcement unit addressing maritime crimes that
predates the most recent effort against IUU fishing, brings together several Thai agencies on maritime
crime (including TIP).
Respondents from all sectors noted the raft of new legislative reforms, executive decrees, and regulations
issued by the government to address TIP since the NCPO assumed power in May 2014. These measures
have been accompanied by guidance from the Prime Minister's office for local authorities for
implementation.
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Figure 5: Thailand’s mechanism to address TIP
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Respondents were asked to score the RTG’s effectiveness in the CTIP areas of victim care, law
enforcement, prevention, and policy coordination on a scale from one (very ineffective) to five (very
effective). Figure 6 displays mean scores, disaggregated by respondent type (government or NGO). As
might be expected, government officials scored each of these areas more favorably than NGOs. Both
government and NGO respondents scored law enforcement lowest of the four areas, on average. This
finding corroborates qualitative responses from both respondent groups indicating perceived
shortcomings in this area.
Figure 6: Mean scores for government CTIP response effectiveness, by respondent type
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3.8 PREVENTION
MISPERCEPTION OF REGISTRATION (PINK CARD) CAMPAIGN

Acknowledging that the vast majority of the estimated four to five million migrant workers in Thailand
arrived through irregular channels, the RTG is currently attempting to “regularize” these undocumented
workers. These efforts attempt to allow workers to become “legal” through documentation in
government databases, without disrupting their employment or needing to return to their home countries.
Legalization mechanisms currently center on the registration of migrant workers by their employers,
which results in the worker being issued a “pink card” granting limited benefits for up to two years.
Government respondents unanimously cited this ongoing campaign as one that curbs current TIP and
prevents future TIP. Conversely, NGO and IO respondents were adamant that this “regularization” does
not shield workers from exploitation and TIP, as it does not investigate the conditions currently faced by
workers, or ensure that workers have a valid and enforced contract that meets Thai legal labor standards.
INSPECTIONS OF FISHING VESSELS AND OTHER WORKPLACES

In recent years, the RTG has emphasized improving legislative frameworks, eliminating legal loopholes,
and promoting coordination among concerned agencies. Amendments to the Anti-Human Trafficking Act
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2015 were promulgated with the aim of supporting authorities to immediately shut down work places or
suspend operating licenses of factories where evidence of trafficking was found. Punishment terms for
traffickers have also been increased.
By conducting regular inspection of workplaces, the RTG has also expanded the scope of prevention to
those areas at risk of TIP. Fishing vessels and seafood processing factories have been inspected, both in
order to prosecute those who violate the laws, as well as to prevent workers from becoming TIP victims.
The CCCIF, established in May 2015, has led interagency inspections, and consists of officials from key
relevant ministries, including the Navy, Marine Police, and Labor Protection and Welfare Office of MOL.
At sea, prevention of trafficking is led by the Navy patrol. Inspections are conducted in workplaces and at
sea, but TIP cases are rarely identified.
The passing of the Royal Ordinance on Fisheries B.E. 2558 (2015) aimed to address IUU fishing and,
secondarily, to eliminate forced labor and improve the welfare and working conditions of workers in the
fisheries sector, both inland and at sea. It facilitates officials’ ability to monitor labor practices, and ensure
that all suspicious conduct in fishing vessels can be promptly investigated, and cases pursued. Penalties for
offenders have also increased significantly. The emphasis of this law, however, is on IUU fishing and
insufficient weight and specificity is given to trafficking and labor exploitation. There are still gaps in policy
and practice in the government’s efforts to address these issues in the fishing industry.
AWARENESS RAISING ACTIVITIES

In the past decades, both government and civil society organizations have conducted information and
awareness raising campaigns for the purpose of prevention of TIP. There is, however, a lack of evidence
to prove the effectiveness of awareness-raising campaigns. For example, there is no comparative study or
indication to suggest that the number of TIP victims has declined as a result of this large investment in
campaigns.
NGO respondents noted that awareness campaigns have not accessed all targeted populations, and have
not been conducted in the right locations (i.e. high-risk areas). Respondents claimed these awareness
campaigns need to be developed in languages that are understood by current and aspiring migrants.
Further, due to the reliance on funding from NGOs and INGOs, a number of past prevention programs
were considered to have had a short duration.
According to government respondents, the effectiveness of safe migration information campaigns is often
countered by the strong pull factor of prospective economic gains in Thailand, as perceived by migrants.
Such limitations of information campaigns were assessed by World Vision's regional program "E-TIP" in a
report on "Vulnerabilities" in 2015.25

Near the conclusion of a five-year regional program aimed at preventing child trafficking in the Mekong sub-region,
the program’s implementer concluded that there was no link between the negative migration experiences
encountered by children migrating for work (which amounts to first-hand information that these child migrants
received) and their intent to re-migrate for the same pur
World Vision International “The Vulnerability Report: Human Trafficking in the Greater Mekong Sub-region”
accessed January 28, 2017, http://www.wvi.org/end-trafficking-persons/publication/vulnerability-report-humantrafficking-greater-mekong-sub-region.
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PREVENTION EFFORTS IN SOURCE COUNTRIES

Respondents in the RTG, as well as some from NGOs, complained about the inadequate CTIP efforts
carried out by source country governments, noting few prevention efforts currently led by the Myanmar,
Cambodian, and Lao governments. Some respondents suggested that TIP prevention should be the
responsibility of the source country, rather than the destination country.
Some respondents note that prevention programs attempting to stop irregular migration across the
border are ineffective because there are not enough pre-departure trainings currently conducted in the
origin countries. For example, while the International Organization for Migration (IOM) Thailand now
collaborates with IOM Myanmar to provide information sessions to returned victims, efforts remain smallscale. Additionally, due to a lack of systematic effort to prevent re-trafficking, and persistence of “push”
factors incentivizing migration in source countries, there is no guarantee that TIP victims will not attempt
to return to Thailand following their return to their respective home countries.
3.9 PROTECTION
VICTIM IDENTIFICATION

The victim identification process is key to the government's CTIP response. Among migrants in Thailand,
those identified as victims are treated differently than those not identified as victims. Those identified as
TIP victims are subject to the MSDHS protection procedure for victims, which provides medical
treatment, psychosocial support, legal aid, and repatriation. Migrants who are undocumented and
identified as non-TIP victims are deported back to the country of origin by Immigration Police.
Misunderstandings and misinterpretations of trafficking definitions in laws and policies have troubled
government officials, particularly at the local levels, which has led to the misidentification of victims by
front-line responders, such as police and immigration officials. One example is the definition of forced
labor and debt bondage; these two forms of TIP are defined formally in Thai law, but neither is wellinterpreted for practical use by law enforcement practitioners at local levels.
CUMBERSOME VICTIM IDENTIFICATION FORM

The RTG reports improving its preliminary victim identification form, and the broader victim identification
process, in 2015. The form became effective in January 2016. Front-line officers are required to use this
new form in all interviews, and record information about the interviewees in expanded detail. The eightpage form contains a section where an interviewer is required to take note of TIP indicators, which
indicate if the person is considered a TIP victim. One province-level police respondent reported that this
approach is more practical and user-friendly, though this was a view not shared by other respondents.
Annex 3 contains the official Thai version of the Victim Identification Form as well as an unofficial English
translation produced by the AT.
Opinions from officials who use this form in the field varied. One official at the provincial level said that
the checklist is so extensive that it is difficult to complete, and, thereby, difficult to make an identification.
An NGO representative and an academic respondent both noted that the form consists of a checklist of
yes/no questions, which are difficult to determine if the official does not have extensive experience
identifying TIP. Officers need training to correctly ask the questions and identify victims, they suggested,
23

and the officers currently do not receive sufficient training in interviewing and identifying victims. Similarly,
another NGO representative stated that although the victim identification form has been improved, the
explanation of the terms is not sufficient for a field officer.
Many respondents noted that the form is still difficult to use in identifying labor trafficking. The AT
reviewed the Thai version of the form, which contains highly formal legal jargon that would not be
understandable to many potential users. Respondents similarly noted this challenge. One respondent
noted that the use of fees or debts as possible means of force or coercion (the "means" element of the
TIP definition) is not well represented in the government's identification form. There is only one reference
to debt, and it is listed simply as "debt bondage," which is described using a legal definition that is difficult
to apply practically. An academic suggested that the screening form ask about the circumstances of the
employment in open-ended format, such as with in-depth interviews, as the legal terminology of the form
was not well understood by officers conducting the interviewing.
VICTIM IDENTIFICATION PROCESS

According to national level government officials, the victim identification form is used during screening of
migrants who are suspected trafficking victims, which is only triggered when a front-line responder, such
as an immigration officer, a labor inspector, or a PIPO inspector identifies a possible illegal migrant.
Government front-line officials do not carry out routine screening of all migrant workers. The form may
also be used when law enforcement officials are conducting spot checks, though respondents indicated
that this type of proactive screening does not happen frequently. Since February 2016, a European Unionfunded ILO project, has been working with the RTG to enhance the capacity of government officers,
including labor inspectors, to identify and take action against human trafficking.26
NGO respondents pointed out that the Thailand 2008 Human Trafficking Act, as amended, contains a
requirement that victim identification must be performed within 24 hours of case notification, justified by
the desire that TIP victims receive protection services with minimal delay. Although this deadline can be
extended up to seven days in the case of insufficient information, officials tend not to seek this extension,
instead confining themselves to the 24-hour deadline, and often conducting screening in a hurry. According
to some NGO respondents, police usually go through the checklist quickly by confining questions to a
yes/no format, not seeking more information on migrants’ stories. As a result, many people are reportedly
not correctly identified as TIP victims, when, in fact, they are. UN agencies have recommended that more
than 24 hours be allowed for interviewing suspected TIP victims. Recommendations include extending
time to include a “reflection period” that would allow suspected victims to recover from trauma, absorb
information regarding options for protection and legal recourse, and make informed decisions on their
future.
THE MULTI-DISCIPLINARY “TEAMS” (MDTS)

Government respondents regard the Multi-Disciplinary Teams (MDTs) as the front-line entity and an
integral part of the Thailand's CTIP efforts at the local level. The MDT is headed by the police, and also
International Labour Organization, “Combatting unacceptable forms of work in the Thai fishing and
seafood industry,” accessed March 28, 2017, http://www.ilo.org/asia/whatwedo/projects/WCMS_484124/lang-en/index.htm.
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consists of one or more social workers and individuals from other government agencies. Respondents
give varying descriptions of the strength and effectiveness of these MDTs, which have been created to
identify trafficking victims. In some provinces or districts, it appears that MDTs proactively conduct
inspections of boats and workplaces, looking for indicators of TIP. In most localities, however, it appears
that deployment of the MDTs is reactive and infrequent; the MDT is only constituted when front-line
inspectors (such as a port inspector at a seaport area) finds a suspicious boat.
All respondents indicate the MDTs are not dedicated as full-time units. Some members of MDTs have
reportedly disagreed over victim identification. One MOL respondent stated that all three elements of
the UN TIP definition – the act, the means, and the purpose of exploitation – should be identified by a
MOL labor inspector before the MDT is called out to screen a possible victim.
Government respondents confirm that police hold the ultimate decision-making power in the MDT to
determine whether a case should or not be deemed TIP. However, unlike social workers, police are not
required to be trained or certified in identifying TIP. This lack of training sometimes results in a police
ruling with which a social worker disagrees. Moreover, in some cases, a TIP screening is conducted by
police without the presence of a trained social worker. Of course, language barriers also present
challenges between social workers, police, and migrants in cases where migrants do not speak Thai.
PERVASIVENESS OF ‘FALSE NEGATIVE’ CASES: SOME 'FALSE POSITIVE' CASES

Several NGO respondents spoke of many cases in which TIP victims identified by NGOs were
subsequently screened by an RTG authority, and the ultimately not identified as TIP victims.
An NGO representative reported that government officials misunderstand the definition of forced labor;
interpreting forced labor as requiring the use of physical forms of force or coercion and not acknowledging
that force or coercion can be produced through non-physical forms (e.g. threats, intimidation). The
government officials also place an undue emphasis on whether the worker consented to enter the
fishing/maritime job as a determinant of trafficking. For example, some officials reportedly use the excuse
of “s/he volunteered,” or, “s/he knew the conditions of the job,” as justification for not identifying someone
as a TIP victim, though a victim’s initial consent is not a disqualifier for defining TIP under Thai or
international law. Some officials also do not consider exploitative debt/debt bondage as trafficking. (As
stated earlier, the citation of “debt bondage” on the government’s TIP victim identification form relies on
an impractical legal definition that is not explained.) Therefore, these groups of people are not identified
as victims, despite falling within the Thai and international definitions of TIP.
There is also an important gender dimension to the victim identification process. A 2013 study
commissioned by the UN Action for Cooperation Against Trafficking (UN-ACT) found a particular lack
of protection services offered to male victims of trafficking.27 Data collected for this assessment
corroborate this finding; NGO respondents note that women are more likely to be screened for
identification of trafficking victims, and are consequently more likely to be sent to a shelter.
United National Inter-Agency Project on Human Trafficking in the Mekong Sub-Region (UNIAP), “After
Trafficking: Experiences and Challenges in the (Re)Integration of Trafficked Persons in the Greater Mekong
Subregion,” (2013), Accessed October 15, 2016, http://un-act.org/publication/view/trafficking-experienceschallenges-reintegration- trafficked-persons-greater-mekong-sub-region/.
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A number of NGO representatives stated
that victims of trafficking are reluctant to
divulge their victim status for fear of being
detained involuntarily in a shelter, and the
subsequent inability to earn income they
need to repay debts. Some victims have
spent up to two years detained in a shelter,
according to some NGO respondents. Law
enforcement authorities state that these
lengthy stays in shelters are needed to retain
the witness for legal proceedings and for the
victims’ security.

“In one case two years ago, involving perhaps
the largest group of potential victims, over
230 victims were reportedly identified by an
international organization as victims in
another country, and then all but some 30
were determined by Thai authorities not to
be victims of trafficking after their
repatriation to Thailand.”
-An NGO Respondent

The perceived disincentives to being classified as a trafficking victim may lead some migrant workers to
hide their conditions of forced labor or forced prostitution. One example was reflected in a border
province where, each day, large numbers of irregular migrant workers are deported via a checkpoint.
When interviewed by Thai officials on the Thai side, migrants did not reveal information that indicated
that they were TIP victims, and they were promptly deported as undocumented migrants. Once they
arrived in their country of origin, these migrants revealed facts about their situation that indicated they
had been subjected to TIP conditions in Thailand. Similarly, one NGO respondent cited a case where
there was a major discrepancy between the identification of victims of TIP by an IO in another country
and Thai authorities, detailed in the quote above. This discrepancy in identification occurs in part because,
according to NGO interviewees, if identified as TIP victims, migrants know they will need to endure
lengthy stays in shelters, and wait for court procedures that could take many months to unfold.
Conversely, some RTG respondents noted that some migrants know how to use the Thai law to falsely
claim victim status – namely, by claiming falsely that they were abused – to take advantage of protective
services and paid transportation back to their countries of origin.
COMMUNICATION BARRIERS

Another obstacle during the process of victim identification is the language barrier encountered when
Thai officials attempt to investigate a possible TIP situation involving foreign migrants. Often, the police
or investigators of the DSI must rely on representatives of the broker or employer to conduct this
interpretation, though assistance from NGOs is preferred, if available. Unfortunately, it is reported that
there are not enough interpreters to conduct interviews of suspected TIP victims, and government
agencies are given little funding to pay for this service. When large groups of people are identified, there
are often not enough interpreters to help officials interview the cases. Police and DSI investigators
reportedly sometimes rely on free interpretation provided by employers or brokers who speak the
language of the migrant workers, and the resulting interpretation is at risk of bias.
REACTIVE POSTURE

NGOs and donor respondents acknowledged that the government has undertaken a systematic effort to
identify victims and equip police to identify victims; however, there is little evidence that this effort has
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translated into proactive investigation of suspected trafficking. Furthermore, in listing efforts to address
TIP, the government sometimes cites activities that are not designed to or capable of identifying TIP
victims effectively. For example, the PIPO inspections cited by government (carried out at ports in 22
provinces) are meant to inspect fishing boats for licenses, proper paperwork on crew, and legal fishing
gear. However, these PIPO inspections are not meant to identify trafficking victims. Another example is
the government's promotion of a Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) as an anti-TIP measure. VMS will allow
the tracking of Thai-flagged fishing boats while out of port, and is a useful tool for monitoring fishing
activity and tipping off authorities to suspected IUU cases, but is of limited utility in identifying TIP, because
TIP is found to exist among fishermen on both legally registered boats (using VMS) and those not using
VMS.
COMPLAINT MECHANISMS

As a mechanism for reporting possible TIP victims, government respondents cite the MSDHS "1300"
hotline, which is meant as a resource for Thai and non-Thai children, women, and elderly persons to seek
help on a wide range of social issues in Thailand. This hotline purportedly provides 24-hour service with
interpreters in seven languages. It was reported by the RTG that, as the result of an expanded outreach
of advertising campaigns for the 1300 hotline, the number of calls received by the hotline rose 188.4% –
from 15,029 to 43,345 in 2015. Of the 43,345 calls received, 171 or 0.4 percent were related to TIP.28
The government does not provide further disaggregation on the characteristics of the calls, such as the
percentage received from migrants. An NGO respondent noted that phone calls to the 1300 hotline are
not answered at night, and that cases received by the hotline do not receive thorough follow-up. This
respondent, and other NGO respondents, claimed that the 1300 hotline is not TIP-specific, but rather a
general hotline, which may explain the very low TIP-related share of the overall calls received.
One NGO with significant access to migrant worker communities also operates a hotline, and claimed
that it receives 5,000 calls from migrants on this hotline per year; 55% of calls are related to labor
trafficking, especially related to wage payment. The NGO reported that complaints were referred to
MOL, but MOL has not yet followed up on these cases.

EFFECTIVENESS OF PROTECTION

Most government officials, as well as a number of NGO representatives, feel that Thailand’s victim’s
protection and repatriation programs are good. Victims are taken care of and returned to their home
communities without cost. “The Thai government is taking care of migrant workers better than their own
people," said one government official. The MSDHS, which is both the agency charged with victim
protection responsibilities and the government's focal point and coordinator of overall CTIP efforts, has
negotiated MOUs for trafficking victim returns with neighboring countries. MSDHS runs the government's
The Royal Thai Government, “The Royal Thai Government's Response to the US TIP Report,” (January
1 through December 31, 2015), Accessed February 20, 2016, http://www.thaiantihumantraffickingaction.org/Home/?p=1801#more-1801.
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nine dedicated TIP shelters in the country (two of which are dedicated for male victims), and the agency
arranges the safe repatriation of foreign trafficking victims from Thailand.
An NGO representative said that the protection service has improved within the last ten years, especially
the interpretation service. Some government shelters are more accommodating of cultural and religious
needs of specific groups, such as Rohingya Muslims.29 Some government shelters collaborate with NGOs
to provide better services to victims. There are, however, still gaps in the protection and return processes.
Some of the gaps cited by respondents are as follows:
Vocational training provided to victims is not appropriate for when victims return to their home
countries. For instance, hairdressing skills are not considered useful in village life. The shelter has limited
capacity to provide individualized skills required by all victims.
Psychosocial and mental health support is required to meet the needs of victims, particularly men,
who are not perceived to need such support. Some respondents note that services are available, but that
there are not enough staff trained to manage trauma. A high number of victims who resided at shelters
are reportedly mentally disoriented and require specialized help. Some people in the shelters are at risk
of suicide, yet care providers are not responding to this risk adequately. Language barriers also hamper
the effectiveness of psychosocial support in the shelter.
Right of Movement for Victims in Government Shelters. TIP is a crime involving personal
freedoms, and additional, serious harm may be done if an intended protective response (restricting victim’s
movement) is perceived by the victim as another form of denied freedom. Information from NGO
respondents clearly indicates that government shelters do not allow victims to freely leave the premises,
unless under exceptional circumstances. MSDHS respondents were adamant that victims’ informed
consent is sought prior to entry into a government shelter but there is no claim that victims are allowed
to withdraw their consent after they have entered the shelter. In all shelters, victims are only allowed to
leave the premises in the following exceptional circumstances: if they have a work permit (very rare) and
are leaving for work; if they require medical attention that cannot be given at the shelter; or to attend a
court proceeding. However, NGOs contend that very few victims in government shelters are given work
permits. Moreover, according to NGO respondents, women are less likely to be granted a work permit
than men. Visitors are also monitored, and need to ask permission in advance to visit someone in a
government shelter. Phone calls made by victims residing in government shelters must be monitored by
the staff, and are sometimes not allowed. Government respondents state that these rules are in place to
ensure the safety of the victims, particularly female victims. In some cases, brokers, or employers visit
victims at the shelter to persuade them to cease cooperating with the government. In one case, parents
of a victim were brought in to the country by the broker to persuade their child to drop the case.
Nonetheless, mandatory detention of TIP victims in shelters represents a violation of the UN Office of
High Commissioner on Human Rights Recommended Principles and Guidelines on Human Rights and
Human Trafficking (Guideline 6.1).
The Rohingya are an ethnic minority residing in Rakhine state of Myanmar. The government of Myanmar does
not acknowledge the Rohingya as an indigenous ethnic group, but rather sees them as immigrants from Bangladesh,
and has implemented ever increasingly restrictive policies that deny them the rights afforded to Myanmar
citizens. Consequently, significant flows of Rohingya refugees have been noted out of Myanmar to Malaysia through
Thailand.
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Government shelters should be more secure, as victims are vulnerable and need special protection. The
lengthy court procedure also has an impact on shelters’ safety. Shelters often have to request police to
provide security support at the premise. International NGO representatives said that because some
government shelters for TIP victims were established as centers for sex workers, it has reinforced the
RTG’s approach to victim care, which is considered overly protective and patriarchal, and forcing training
that is deemed necessary for societal reintegration of victims. The rights of victims to work while staying
in the shelter, an explicit provision of the 2008 Anti-TIP Act, is not universally practiced. One NGO
assessed that implementation of this provision is the exception, rather than the norm.
Over the course of data collection, the AT received feedback from TIP responders, particularly female
responders, that they could benefit from physical and emotional support to help them manage the difficult
and sometimes dangerous work they undertake as responders to TIP. Respondents noted that the work
they do, especially those interacting directly with victims, is emotionally draining, and that they would
benefit from regular or intermittent counseling to help them cope with the circumstances encountered in
their work. Respondents also noted the ever-present threat to their safety working on behalf of victims
of trafficking—including threats of death and rape—for interfering on behalf of victims. Threats such as
these involve both emotional trauma and physical safety concerns—some male CTIP workers cited the
latter reason as justification to pass women over for front-line work.
REPATRIATION GAPS

The government-directed repatriation process remains slow and cumbersome. Even though there are
bilateral agreements, some RTG respondents, including from MSDHS still feel that it is not supported by
efforts from source countries. Some of the obstacles at the field level include, for example, Thailand's focal
point for repatriation is the MSDHS, while the focal points for the neighboring countries are the police
or border protection. It is preferable for MSDHS of Thailand to have direct contact with social
development agencies in Myanmar, Cambodia, and Lao PDR.
An NGO respondent claimed that some source countries have neither gone through appropriate
repatriation processes, nor sent victims back home in a safe and responsible way, nor followed up to
ensure victims do not become re-victimized. According to this respondent, these countries did not
conduct follow-up assessments, which resulted in some victims sent back home to harmful environments.
For example, one NGO reported a case of two girls who had been sold by their parents. After they were
rescued, they were sent back to stay in a shelter, but were later reunited with their parents.
Another repatriation gap is that there has been insufficient follow-up with reintegrated victims to assess
their needs after they returned home to effectively prevent re-trafficking. In Cambodia, some NGOs like
Plan Cambodia and IOs like IOM are working on the repatriation of TIP victims, though these efforts are
small-scale thus far.
NGO OPERATED SHELTERS

Although the Anti-TIP Act provides for CSOs to operate shelters for TIP victims, this is not widely
implemented yet. Presently, some NGOs have established parallel victim support services alongside the
government’s response in particular localities. These NGOs seek to avoid referring trafficking victims to
government-run shelters due to the perceived poor quality of care at these shelters; therefore, the NGOs
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have shouldered the responsibility of providing shelter and other services to victims. Many respondents
including some government CTIP practitioners, view NGO-operated shelters as valid alternatives for TIP
victim, filling the gaps in government-provided services. It is worth noting that at present there are no
registered NGO shelters directly for TIP victims in Thailand, even though under Section 33 of the AntiHuman Trafficking Act (B.E. 2551), NGOs that have registered with the government are able to provide
shelter for trafficking victims. An NGO-operated shelter must be in accordance with the SOP to be
determined by the MSDHS. At present, the MSDHS is drafting the said SOP and this draft will be finalized
in 2017.
ANTI-TRAFFICKING IN PERSONS FUND

Section 42 of the Anti-Human Trafficking Act establishes a Fund in the MSDHS called "the Anti-Trafficking
in Persons Fund" to be used as capital for the prevention and suppression of TIP and the management of
the Fund. The Fund is intended to be used for assisting trafficking victims, both Thai and foreign, including
the repatriation of victims from Thailand (in the case of Thai citizens) or to foreign countries for foreign
victims. There are, however, many gaps in the utilization of this fund. For example, a government official
cited that the process of repatriation took too long due to difficulty in coordinating the budget. While the
budget for repatriation of victims could be drawn from this Anti-Trafficking in Persons Fund (managed by
the MSDHS) and a separate Justice Fund (managed by Ministry of Justice), the procedure for drawing on
these funds is lengthy and not fully understood by staff of responsible agencies. The Anti-Trafficking in
Persons Fund was budgeted in the fiscal year 2014 for 62.5 million baht, (approximately $1,785,714)
though the government reports spending only 16.79 million baht of this budget – 4.79 million baht for
compensating 544 victims of trafficking, and 12 million baht for 31 projects conducted by various
government agencies that year.30
3.10

PROSECUTION

The government’s law enforcement response to TIP is multi-layered, but appears increasingly centralized
since the advent of the NCPO government in mid-2014. Several government respondents assessed law
enforcement efforts as more effective in recent years, and most governmental officials and some NGO
representatives praised the military government, with its “zero tolerance policy” and non-compromising
approach in addressing TIP, especially in the fishing industry. Some noted that the military government has
been able to institute changes that were not previously possible with former governments. However, such
approaches were cited as top-down, without much participation or consultation with relevant
stakeholders.
TIP SPECIAL UNITS ESTABLISHED

The OAG is responsible for all prosecutions of trafficking cases throughout Thailand; public prosecutors
under the OAG’s purview prepare cases for trial based on evidence assembled by police or the DSI. TIP
cases are prosecuted at either the provincial district courts, or in Bangkok's high court. Cases related to
labor exploitation must be tried in both criminal and labor courts. As reported in the RTG's Annual
Report on TIP (January – December 2015), and echoed by government respondents in interviews,
Royal Thai Government, “The Royal Thai Government 2014 Budget,” 612. Accessed February 23,
2017, http://www.bb.go.th/budget_book/e-Book2557/FILEROOM/เอกส ารงบป ระมา ณ %20ฉ บบั ที%
่ 204%20.pdf.
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Thailand recently established specialist trafficking agencies in every step of the criminal justice process;
namely, the Special Human Trafficking Division within the Criminal Court in Bangkok, and the new
Department of Anti-Human Trafficking at the OAG. The Anti-Human Trafficking Center within the DSI
was elevated to the level of a bureau in 2016 to ensure more officials with expertise and more budget in
dealing with human trafficking cases. Respondents generally held a positive view of DSI-managed TIP
investigations, noting that DSI has superior expertise when compared with local police. However, given
DSI’s focus on complex transnational TIP cases and its limited investigate resources, (the anti-TIP unit has
no more than 30 people for the entire country), DSI sometimes transfers cases to the local police who
may not have the same level of skills and may be more susceptible to corruption. One respondent
indicated that local police, motivated by corruption, sometimes sabotage TIP investigative cases to ensure
they are rejected by the prosecutor.
NGOs have been advocating for the RTG to prosecute trafficking cases in the High Courts in Bangkok,
instead of small district courts where they perceive influential people in the community as holding too
much power over the outcome. The relatively recent establishment of the OAG’s dedicated anti-TIP
prosecution unit and the special high court for TIP cases seems to make this argument more compelling.
LAW ENFORCEMENT EFFECTIVENESS

Some informants reported that there have been fewer TIP cases found in recent years, and attributed this
to stricter law enforcement. In two of the six provinces visited by the AT, government respondents
reported that only one case of TIP had been reported in each province over the last two years. Moreover,
a few TIP cases involving corrupt government officials have been prosecuted, indicating some signs of
improvement. To date, however, successful human trafficking prosecutions have not involved major
organized crime players or politicians. The national government reported 280 TIP cases investigated in
2014 and 317 cases investigated in 2015, of which (in 2015) 69 involved labor trafficking and 39 of those
were in the fishing industry. In 2016, the number of TIP cases investigated was 333, of which 43 involved
forced labor in the fishing industry.31
The effectiveness of the criminal justice responses to TIP were assessed differently at various stages.
Several NGO respondents noted that, in general, the share of TIP cases investigated and prosecuted by
authorities are disproportionately low compared with the perceived magnitude of the problem, based on
the victims encountered by these NGOs. From another respondent's perspective, there is a large gap
between the number of victims who are rescued and the number of traffickers who are prosecuted for
these trafficking crimes.
One government respondent stated that the Anti-TIP Act sets too high a bar for evidence in proving a
trafficking case. Evidentiary demands are high, and if a witness changes his/her cooperation, or the evidence
is not gathered properly, the case will not succeed. Effectiveness of a TIP prosecution also depends on
attention from top political leaders. If the case is sensational and attracting media coverage, it will have a
better chance to success, noted this respondent.

Thailand Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Thailand’s Country Report on Anti-Human Trafficking Response
2016,” (February 2, 2017), Accessed February 23, 2017, http://www.thaiantihumantraffickingaction.org/Home/?p=2284.
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VICTIMS’ COOPERATION

Governmental respondents bemoaned many TIP victims’ unwillingness to cooperate with the prosecution
process. Pressured to increase the number of prosecuted cases, victims are strongly encouraged to take
part in prosecutions. NGOs and some government officials acknowledge that this unwillingness stems
from lengthy court cases that require victims' detention in a shelter until the legal process concludes, as
well as emotional trauma and the fear of facing the perpetrator in court. Moreover, victims seldom receive
compensation from these trials. One respondent noted that victims are usually offered a sum of money
by trafficking offenders to not cooperate in the prosecution of the case, and the victims will often accept
this as the alternative of waiting an extended time for prosecution and the prospect of no financial gain
for themselves.
INVESTIGATIONS NOT GENDER- AND CHILD-SENSITIVE

According to an NGO representative, many police investigators still show practices that are not sensitive
to women, girls, boys, and Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender (LGBT) persons. A dearth of female
police officers often results in male investigators interviewing female victims of trafficking for commercial
sexual exploitation. Female investigators are quite rare and are not yet based in all police stations, though
it is noted that the government has made an effort to promote more women to this position. One female
law enforcement respondent noted that, despite her years of experience on TIP, her views and advice
were not taken seriously and she is the only women in her unit.
GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE (GBV) COMPLAINTS MECHANISM LACKING

NGO respondents readily acknowledged the implicit link between GBV and TIP, most obviously seen in
trafficking for commercial sex exploitation, but also in forced labor. Government officials, however, stated
that GBV is not considered an indicator of possible TIP and instead should be addressed by the labor law
if GBV offenses against migrant workers occur in the workplace. NGOs and government respondents
alike attested to the lack of any GBV indicators in the government's formal victim identification screening
process.
NGO and Academic respondents noted that migrant workers have experienced GBV in Thai workplaces.
The AT probed government respondents to ask about complaints mechanisms for GBV and elicited
various responses, indicating a possible lack of clarity on how such a situation would be handled, and
signaling that such reporting is not occurring through any of these mechanisms. Many NGO respondents
indicated that migrants “would not dare” report a claim of GBV to the government as this population is
already fearful of the government. As an academic respondent assessed the situation: "They are aware
that their status is illegal so they don’t dare to complain to the police.”
LACK OF INCENTIVES FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL

Police and immigration respondents indicated that their work on CTIP is not career-enhancing, as they
do not receive tangible rewards for their achievements in the CTIP realm. One of these respondents
suggested that his/her CTIP work was detrimental to his/her career. Per the provisions of the 2008 AntiTIP Act, each of Thailand's 76 provinces has an anti-TIP Taskforce or Committee chaired by the Governor.
Per a 2013 RTP Plan on TIP, there should be provincial level anti-TIP units and nine regional anti-TIP
centers. However, the RTP has failed to staff these with dedicated CTIP police investigators. The only
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dedicated police CTIP investigators in the country are in Bangkok at the Anti-Human Trafficking Unit.32
To compensate for this reality, a roster of TIP-trained investigators is kept at the provincial level for use
when TIP cases arise; if non-TIP-trained investigators are resident in a province, TIP-trained investigators
from neighboring provinces are requested to assist temporarily. A police officer respondent indicated that
the provincial Anti-TIP Taskforces lack sufficient recognition and resources; they do not have dedicated
personnel and a strong mandate.
CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS OF TRAFFICKING OFFENSES

The OAG recently set up the Department of Anti-Human Trafficking, based in Bangkok. This new
dedicated CTIP unit prosecutes TIP cases within the jurisdiction of the criminal court in Bangkok, while
the cases investigated by local police will be prosecuted by the public prosecutor in each province.
However, if the case is complex or involves influential people in the area, the police might ask permission
from the court to transfer the case to the human trafficking division of the criminal court in Bangkok.
Hence, the prosecutor of this Bangkok department will prosecute the case. While provincial prosecutors
can still prosecute TIP cases, the Bangkok-based Department of Anti-Human Trafficking will perform
coaching and mentoring for public prosecutors nationwide to ensure uniform standards.
Several NGOs, and even some government respondents, claimed that a high number of cases investigated
by police do not translate into an equal number of trafficking prosecutions. The number of reported
prosecution cases are disproportionately low, as prosecutors in the OAG reject many cases for court
trial. The prosecutors attribute their high rejection rate to poor investigative work on the part of the
police, who fail to collect adequate evidence to support the case. Conversely, the police reportedly
complain that they are too time-constrained during the investigation. When a case is rejected by the OAG
for prosecution, the victim in the case loses victim status and is deported due to their undocumented
migrant status.
The Human Trafficking Case Division within the Criminal Court in Bangkok began operation in August
2015. This is a dedicated CTIP court, consisting of a high-court panel of three judges. While cases
investigated by local police and prosecuted in the provinces still proceed at the various provincial courts,
the intent is for the cases investigated by national law enforcement agencies and/or involving complex
crimes to be handled by the new court in Bangkok. The Chief of the Supreme Court can transfer cases
from any provincial court to the Human Trafficking Case Division within the Criminal Court in Bangkok,
provided those specific cases protect the safety of vulnerable victims and/or witnesses at high risk of being
influenced by defendants. The victims who are testifying as witnesses in the prosecutions are often
transferred to a shelter in the vicinity of the court. This division now has judges specialized in human
trafficking, with separate trial schedules from the other cases. Some respondents hope that this newly
established Division will help speed up the prosecution process.

Royal Thai Police, “Royal Thai Police Plan on Prevention and Suppression of Trafficking in Persons,”
(November 2014), Accessed January 25, 2017,
http://www.forensic.police.go.th/FS/html/policy_2558/protect1.pdf.
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OFFICIAL COMPLICITY

Corruption has been cited widely among respondents as a leading factor hampering effective CTIP efforts
in general, and CTIP law enforcement efforts in particular. Government respondents pointed to the
stringent “Administrative Measures to Prevent Public Official’s Involvement in Human Trafficking” recently
established by the RTG as a testament to its commitment to fighting corruption, and the complicity of
officials in TIP. This measure places direct responsibility on the heads of all government agencies at all
levels to ensure that none of their officers are involved in human trafficking.
Many respondents noted that collusion between employers and police occurs, with the police taking
money, and, in turn, tipping off employers to impending inspections. As a result, few inspections find any
serious exploitation, since business owners may know well in advance about the inspections, which allows
owners to coach workers on what to say to inspectors.
Similar corruption also occurs within the judicial branch. An NGO respondent claimed prosecutors are
complicit in seeking to have TIP cases dismissed. These dismissals, according to the respondent, can be
executed either through poor investigative work (lack of adequate evidence), or through paying off
prosecutors to not find evidence, or otherwise corrupt the case file, depending on how influential the
accused trafficking offender is.
3.11

PARTNERSHIPS

PROVINCIAL LEVEL COORDINATION

At the province level, an MDT is the main operational body handling TIP cases. In provinces visited by the
team, coordination at provincial level was reported to be good. The MDT conducts rescue mission, victim
identification process, investigation and case management meeting to provide services to the victim.
Regular meetings were also conducted for relevant agencies to update on progress and jointly identify
Anti-TIP priorities of actions. Some NGOs are allowed to play a role in MDT efforts. Many said that they
have a good relationship with the government; NGOs refer cases to the government, join the rescue
team, take part in victim identification process, and provide temporary support.
The effectiveness of the various MDTs' operations, however, is significantly based on interpersonal
relationships. When those relationships are strong, the MDT works well together. Provincial offices were
also cited to give priority in following policy of their line ministries, rather than coordinate with other
provincial agencies horizontally. One respondent reported some duplication of work among provincial
offices. For example, some employers complained of being inspected for TIP numerous times from several
different agencies.
An NGO representative said that law enforcement agencies do not cooperate well, particularly in sharing
information among one another (i.e. between police and DSI) or with other members of their own agency.
In one case, as reported by the same NGO respondent, a police investigator at the local level removed
all the case files he had been pursuing as he transferred elsewhere, so that his successor was forced to
build new case files without the benefit of his predecessor’s work.
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CROSS BORDER COLLABORATION

At the provincial level, cross-border collaboration has been effective, according to some respondents. In
provinces visited by the AT, cross-border subcommittees were established to discuss border issues
including labor migration and TIP. For example, in Ubon Ratchathani, the subcommittee was set up to
involve provincial offices of Thailand’s Ubon Ratchathani Province and Champasak of Lao PDR. This crossborder committee met one to two times a year to share information on each other’s' policies and discuss
cross-border issues such as trafficking victims’ protection. Media and NGOs from both countries
participated.
There are areas for improvement with regards to cross-border cooperation at the provincial level. As
stated by an official at the provincial level, fishing boats operating outside of Thailand’s waters have a
significant number of trafficking victims, and cooperation with law enforcement officials in neighboring
countries holds potential in successfully resolving this problem. Forging of operational partnerships with
law enforcement authorities in Indonesia, Malaysia, Myanmar and Cambodia would greatly boost the ability
of the RTP and DSI to carry out cross-border investigations of TIP involving long-haul fishing boats.
PARTNERSHIPS WITH NGOS

IOs, such as IOM, ILO, UNODC and Australia-Asia Program to Combat Trafficking in Persons (AAPTIP),
and to a limited extend the U.S. Department of State's International Narcotics and Law Enforcement
Assistance (INL) program, are largely focused on capacity building among RTG and NGO responders.
Activities center on trainings, consultations, research, and the development of guidelines, such as victim
identification tools and victim referral mechanisms. These organizations are all based in Bangkok, and, with
the exception of IOM, have no field presence outside of the capital.
International NGOs vary considerably in size and scope of work. Some of the NGOs with global scope
carry out projects on the ground and in provinces in various parts of the country. Others are focused on
specific trafficking victim populations – such as seamen/fishermen and females in commercial sex work –
and operate in geographical areas where these victims are found.
A number of NGOs are focused on addressing commercial sexual exploitation of children, and these are
found largely in Bangkok, Chonburi (Pattaya) and Chiang Mai. Chonburi (Pattaya) reportedly has a
significant problem with commercial sexual exploitation of children, with small children on the street,
subjected to informal labor exploitation and sexual exploitation. Chiang Mai has a large concentration of
international NGOs (from the U.S., Australia, and New Zealand) working against the commercial sexual
exploitation of children. Thai officials and Thai NGOs with long-term experience on CTIP in the Chiang
Mai region note that trafficking of children for commercial sexual exploitation has actually declined in
recent years. Government officials cited a couple dozen victims identified in 2015, suggesting a problem
of modest magnitude. However, several respondents noted that there has been a problem with two
fraudulent NGOs working in this space in Chiang Mai in the last two years, and two government
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respondents noted that there is some distrust between NGOs and between some government
responders and some NGOs.33
Few NGOs provide legal support services to exploited and trafficking migrants, and those that do are
centered in Bangkok, and are in great demand. There is a modest concentration of NGO resources in
Samut Sakhon, but few resources found in the seaports of Chonburi. The areas with least coverage by
NGOs are the Northeast and the South.
Most RTG respondents identified strengths in NGOs’ involvement in CTIP, specifically citing NGOs ability
to respond to suspected trafficking situations quickly, and having better access to migrant communities
and victims of trafficking. The government is comfortable working with NGOs in the provision of training
to front-line responders and in assisting with the rescue of victims and the provision of services to
identified victims. NGO respondents expressed appreciation for their collaboration with the government,
with some describing the relationship as symbiotic, but others complained that it can often be a “one-way
street,” with NGOs providing the government much-need help without receiving funding or positive
results from the government’s criminal justice system.
Government respondents offered some criticism of NGOs, noting that a few “have agendas” that include
making Thailand look bad in the international arena. These NGOs find a negative situation and, rather
than raising the issue first with the government, will go to the international media to air the problem. This
lack of cooperation is driven by a lack of “voice” for NGOs in the country and a lack of venues for
discussion and cooperation on TIP issues.
Some NGOs are members of National Committee on Anti-Human Trafficking or one of the provincial
government committees on TIP. In Chiang Mai province, where the “multi-disciplinary approach” to CTIP
was born and is now referred to as the “Chiang Mai model,” NGOs are well integrated into the provincial
government’s CTIP efforts, which focus overwhelmingly on the commercial exploitation of children.
A few NGO respondents pointed to what they see as an unhealthy environment fostered by international
CTIP donors through tough competition for limited funding, the lack of encouragement for NGO
partnership, and the lack of sharing of information of what is being funded and the results of past efforts.
This has led to a duplication of efforts and working at cross-purposes among donor-funded NGOs. It has
also stymied greater growth through learning by the anti-TIP community as data and very valuable lessons
learned remained hidden away and not shared.
PRIVATE SECTOR PARTNERSHIPS

The AT asked respondents about private sector efforts to address TIP in Thailand. The majority expressed
little known proactive efforts to address TIP in Thailand on the part of the private sector. Rather, most
respondents stated that any private sector responses have been modest and in reaction to new regulations
from the government or outside sanctions (from buyers in the US or Europe or from the EU’s “yellow
Chiang Mai based NGO “COSA” exposed in fraud and exploitation of minor girls by US documentary film
crew. Bob Cannon, “The Wrong Light Investigates a Human Trafficking Scam,” (May 6, 2016), accessed January
25, 2017, http://archive.northjersey.com/arts-and-entertainment/movies/montclair-film-festival-2016-the-wronglight- investigates-a-human-trafficking-scam-1.1567801.
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card”). Respondents were generally optimistic that private companies could have greater impact, in that
they can insist on ethical standards and business practices that prevent exploitation and TIP.
Representatives of private sector and some governmental officials view the current CTIP role of
businesses as limited to ‘complying with the law’. A government official at the provincial level mentioned
that “we ask for their collaboration by respecting the law.” One or two companies in the fishing industry
have become more active in the last few years due to government's CTIP policy in the industry, according
to respondents. These companies collaborate with the government by participating in the meeting
conducted by the government, and disseminate information on newly updated law and regulation to their
association members. A fishing industry association representative also said that they collaborate with the
government by not hiring irregular migrant workers, and facilitating government inspection in their
factories.
European and American companies buying seafood from Thailand are very influential, and have also played
important roles in pressuring the Thai industry through product boycotts. This has come in the form of
collaborative movements such as Shrimp Taskforce led by a large enterprise aiming at creating changes at
the supply chain level. A few larger businesses have adopted a more proactive profile on CTIP, which
could be replicated and expanded further in other businesses. For example, the Thai Frozen Foods
Association (TFFA) announced in its new initiatives in early 2016 that it would bring all shrimp preprocessing operations in house to provide oversight and ensure transparency throughout its supply-chain.
By implementing this measure, TFFA can ensure that the supply-chain of all its pre-processing operations
will be free of IUU, human trafficking, child labor and forced labor. Members of TFFA who do not comply
and continue to source from external pre-processors would lose their membership, and thus their ability
to export shrimp products overseas, according to private sector respondents.
NGOs and IOs have established partnerships with private companies as a means for responding to CTIP.
For example, the Issara Institute works with purchasers like Nestle, Walmart, and TESCO to advance
protections for workers while cleaning the supply chains of these major international buyers of Thai
products.
Some respondents also noted smaller philanthropic initiatives or corporate social responsibility (CSR)
initiatives such as marches, festivals, or donations to organizations who work with migrants and TIP
victims. In Samut Sakhon, for example, seafood processing factories donate money for schools with
migrant children for school building construction, school uniforms, scholarship and salary for additional
teachers. These efforts captured by interviewees suggest some steps forward on the part of the private
sector but respondents generally report that greater effort on the part of the private sector is needed.
While a more indirect form of assistance involving only Thai victims to date, several large hotel chains in
Chonburi’s tourism hub of Pattaya participate in job placement for Thai former victims of TIP.
3.12

REGIONAL RESPONSES AND THEIR IMPACT ON THAILAND

Regional and bilateral collaboration is crucial as TIP is transnational in its nature. These regional
mechanisms are meant to serve as platforms for collaboration and to hold member-states accountable
in working together to address TIP.
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ASEAN CTIP EFFORTS

The ASEAN Convention against Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women and Children (ACTIP) was
signed by ten ASEAN leaders in December 2015 at the 27th ASEAN Summit in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia.
This Convention is indicative of the firm commitment of ASEAN Member Countries to combatting TIP
and protecting victims in accordance with their rights. ACTIP’s key substance covers cooperation on
prevention, protection and prosecution aspects, plus a step beyond the UN TIP Protocol in its emphasis
on addressing the root causes of human trafficking, such as poverty, other push and risk factors, as well
as measures to reduce the possibility of re-trafficking. ACTIP also identifies instances in which severe
penalties should be leveled against traffickers, including complicit government officials in human trafficking.
In tandem with ACTIP, the ASEAN Plan of Action against Trafficking in Persons (APA) has also been
developed to complement and guide implementation of the ACTIP. The ASEAN mechanism is rather new
and respondents note that it is too soon to tell whether it will influence implementation at the national
and provincial level. However, the strategy in addressing TIP itself is still questioned. An academic said
that ASEAN tends to prioritize national security, and the Political and Security Community of ASEAN is
given the lead on managing the TIP issue; human rights does not command the leading perspective on TIP.
An NGO respondent noted that ASEAN anti-TIP efforts lack the strength to protect migrant workers in
the region. ASEAN members have been discussing the development of a binding agreement on the
protection of migrant workers for over eight years, but have yet to reach agreement on this instrument
that would prevent TIP. Additionally, the ASEAN Economic Community’s (AEC’s) goals for the end of
2015 did not include the easier mobility of the region’s massive unskilled and low-skilled labor force; it
only addressed the greater mobility of workers in eight highly-skilled categories.
BALI PROCESS

The Bali Process on People Smuggling, Trafficking in Persons and Related Transnational Crime (the Bali
Process) was started in 2002 as a platform for promoting South-South collaboration and harmonization
of efforts dealing with these transnational issues. While having "Trafficking in Persons" in its formal subtitle,
the Bali Process until 2015 focused largely on irregular migration, including people smuggling. A working
group on TIP started in 2015. Since then, the Bali Process had developed a TIP Quick Reference Guide
intended to be used by border officials in the region for victim identification. At the time of fieldwork, the
Bali Process had recently completed development of the Regional Strategic Roadmap, an online portal
developed for policy-makers and legislators in the region to share best-practices, inform policy reform,
and engage collaboratively.
The RTG has played an active role in the Bali Process. It is one of the most engaged members and is part
of the Bali Process steering group. It is one of the founding members of the Bali Process. Thailand has
been a Coordinator of the Bali Process Activities on Policy and Law Enforcement Response since 2009.
The substantive dialogue on CTIP is nascent, but this mechanism is positioning itself to become an
important repository of information for regional cooperation, and it was cited to be complementary to
other work.
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COMMIT

At the Mekong sub-regional level, the Coordinated Mekong Ministerial Initiative against Trafficking
(COMMIT) is an inter-governmental process that started in 2003 between China, Cambodia, Thailand,
Lao PDR, Viet Nam and Myanmar to combat human trafficking. COMMIT addresses all forms of human
trafficking, and focuses on a range of trafficking-related issues, including criminal justice, repatriation, victim
support, channels for safe and legal migration and exploitative labor practices. In 2004, senior officials from
the six countries that comprise the Greater Mekong Sub-Region signed an MOU that sets forth a
framework for concrete action on sub-regional cooperation against human trafficking. UN-ACT is the
Secretariat to the COMMIT Process.
To operationalize that MOU, COMMIT has worked on the basis of “Sub-regional Plans of Action (SPAs),”
of which three have been implemented to date. The current SPAIV guides COMMIT’s work between
2015 and 2018. The SPAIV development process has revealed a need to strengthen the regional dimension
of cooperation in COMMIT, and to build sustainable and sustainable systems for cooperation between
countries, for the Process to live up to the commitments in the COMMIT MOU.
Some respondents are concerned that there is overlap and duplication between ASEAN and COMMIT in
addressing TIP, and noted that there is negligible collaboration between the two regional bodies The
COMMIT process has kept the dialog on TIP among countries in the sub-region moving, but has not had
significant policy impact. Sub regional MOUs do not appear to have had much impact in comparison with
bilateral MOUs. COMMIT, as stated by an IO representative, is useful as a platform for implementationlevel officials to come together to exchange information on practical issues such as victim identification
and prevention.
NGOs and government at the provincial level report that they do not see much in the way of impact of
these three regional mechanisms to-date. However, both provincial and national-level respondents note
that such mechanisms are a good starting point from which to work with neighboring countries to address
TIP, noting that it remains to be seen whether any real impacts will manifest as a result of these
mechanisms.
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4. CONCLUSIONS
Based on the findings presented in this report, the AT draws the following conclusions.
4.1 FINANCIAL FORMS OF COERCION ARE COMMON BUT OVERLOOKED

Financial forms of coercion are the most commonly reported form of the “means” element of TIP found
among migrant TIP victims in Thailand. These financial forms of coercion fall into two categories:
exploitative fees that often produce debt and debt bondage; and the withholding of wages by employers.
These highly prevalent forms of financial coercion are not acknowledged by government officials as
elements of TIP. Currently, most migrants are paid in cash with minimal or no documentation, leading to
a lack of transparency and accountability in wage payment.
4.2 THE GOVERNMENT’S CTIP NARRATIVE DIVERGES FROM REALITY ON THE GROUND

Government officials overwhelmingly report that the NCPO has markedly improved CTIP measures over
the last two years, citing numerous new laws, executive decrees, and new regulations as evidence that the
government takes the issue seriously, particularly the TIP problem in the fishing industry, and is resolved
to deal with it effectively. In contrast, NGOs working on the ground report that TIP has not subsided,
and officials appear dis-incentivized to identify and report TIP cases.
4.3 THE GOVERNMENT IMPLEMENTS A REACTIVE RATHER THAN PROACTIVE APPROACH

Front-line responders, such as the police, immigration, Department of Labor inspectors, Marine Police,
CCCIF and PIPO inspectors, wait for someone to report a suspected trafficking situation or the
identification of a suspected trafficking victim before the MDT is assembled and mobilized to perform the
requisite investigation. The weak link in this process, however, is that there is no clarity on what should
trigger the MDT’s deployment for victim screening.
A good CTIP practice that is applicable in all countries is the proactive intelligence gathering and
investigation of TIP. Experts and practitioners around the globe attest to the fact that trafficking victims
often are reluctant to come forward and “self-report,” or are unable to do so (e.g. due to language
barriers, lack of access to telephone, or fear of reprisal). Victims are afraid of law enforcement in Thailand.
The lack of any discernable intelligence gathering on trafficking or proactive techniques to work with
migrant communities to gain trust and learn about centers of exploitation is striking and is perhaps one
of the leading reasons for the ineffectiveness of some of the RTG’s CTIP efforts.
4.4 SOURCE COUNTRY EMPLOYMENT DEFICITS AND LOW WAGES ARE KEY DRIVERS

The scarcity of employment opportunities and low wages in the key source countries of Myanmar, Lao
PDR and Cambodia are driving unsafe migration that creates vulnerability to TIP. Particularly, the overall
lack of development in Myanmar’s border with Thailand, China, India, and Bangladesh complicated by
social and cultural tensions leads to a dearth of economic opportunities for the ethnic minority populations
residing in these areas.
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4.5 LOW EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AND LIMITED VOCATIONAL SKILLS MAKE PEOPLE VULNERABLE
TO TIP

Migrants in Thailand in search of work often have little education and sometimes low levels of literacy,
which makes them vulnerable to exploitation. These people may not be able to read an employment
contract, for example, or have access to information on their rights as workers. Young, single mothers
are a particularly vulnerable group.
4.6 FEMALE TIP VICTIMS AND RESPONDERS FACE SEX-BASED AND GENDER-BASED DISCRIMINATION

Sex and gender influences victims’ vulnerability to trafficking. Sex of victims of trafficking translates into
separate needs and requirements from service providers. Traditional gender roles and gender stereotypes
that underlie the RTG’s CTIP response result in a variety of practices that detrimentally affect women,
men, and transgender victims of TIP, as outlined throughout this assessment.
This assessment found that CTIP responders also face sex-based and gender-based discrimination that
impede their work and ultimately their ability to meet the needs of victims. These include being
overlooked for a position on the basis of sex or gender identity, sexual harassment, and threats of violence.
4.7 VICTIM IDENTIFICATION PROCESS IS FLAWED

An accurate definition of TIP and forced labor are not uniformly and systematically applied in the victim
identification process. Instead of attempting to teach front-line responders how to appropriately respond
to victims’ trauma and focus on migrant workers’ conditions of work and living, the government uses a
checklist of yes/no questions filled with legal jargon that are not well understood by officers or other
responders and migrants alike. Faced with the difficulties of implementing the cumbersome form, frontline responders are not always completing the form in its entirety and defaulting to tests they can
understand, such as whether a migrant entered the country legally or started a job consensually, which
lead to both ‘false positive’ and ‘false negative’ instances of TIP.
The current victim identification process also fails to appreciate the substantial role of what can be called
“financial harm” (a term introduced by the U.S. Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act of 2007
to better define forced labor in US criminal law) – the use of either imposed fees/debt on or withheld
wages from a worker as the means to force or coerce them to work. NGO, IO, donor and even some
government respondents noted that fees or exploitative debt, and/or the withholding of wages are the
top characteristics of trafficking found in Thailand. Yet these red-flag indicators – which the ILO includes
among its eleven indicators of forced labor34– are consistently overlooked by Thai officials conducting
victim screening. Several government respondents opined that the non-payment of wages to a migrant
worker is automatically a wage complaint issue, rather than an indicator of TIP.

An illustrated booklet published by the ILO containing eleven indicators of forced labor, including the
withholding of wages, the withholding of travel documents, recruitment fees/debt, and physical and sexual
violence. ILO, “ILO Indicators of Forced Labour,” (2012), Accessed December 17, 2016,
http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---declaration/documents/publication/wcms_203832.pdf.
34
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4.8 ASSOCIATED ABUSES ARE NOT BEING ADDRESSED AND NOT SEEN AS TIP INDICATORS

The AT found a paradox in the government's efforts to identify TIP cases. In requiring a "high bar" of
evidence through the victim identification form, front-line responders such as labor inspectors regularly
pass over indicators of associated abuses such as wage violations, physical abuse at the workplace, GBV,
health and safety violations, compulsory overtime, and other exploitative labor practices. These issues are
not being addressed, yet many of them are indicators of an exploitative work environment that enables
forced labor and TIP. Indeed, some of them are known as indicators of TIP and should, if Thailand had a
workable victim identification process, immediately trigger further investigation into possible TIP. The
paradox is that, in its quest to find TIP, Thai authorities are overlooking attendant crimes, and because of
this oversight, they are ultimately finding few TIP cases.
4.9 POOR TREATMENT OF VICTIMS CREATES DISINCENTIVES TO COOPERATE WITH AUTHORITIES

Trafficking victims are sought to serve as witnesses in trafficking prosecutions. This generally entails
prolonged stays in government shelters both as a means to ensure the safety of the victim and also to
preserve the victim as a witness. While MSDHS respondents were adamant that victims' informed consent
is sought and obtained before they are entered into a government shelter, this does not track with the
reporting of many IOs, NGOs, and other government officials who equate these stays with detention, and
there is no claim by the MSDHS to allow for victims to withdraw their consent once in a shelter.
4.10 PRIVATE SECTOR ROLE IS WEAK, UNDERDEVELOPED

The AT found nascent efforts by the private sector to address TIP in Thailand. What effort has been made
by Thailand-based corporate entities, has been driven by large businesses that trade on the global level
such as TFFA shrimp supply chain efforts, the Shrimp Taskforce, and partnerships between large
corporations such as Nestle, Walmart, and TESCO with Thai businesses. Small and medium-size
enterprises (SMEs) in the same sectors do not face the same international exposure or inspection
requirements and therefore are less likely to adopt CTIP reforms. The AT concludes that the private
sector has great potential for addressing TIP conditions on the ground (at the workplace) and driving
CTIP reforms on a strategic level, though this potential is largely not being realized.
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5. RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE ROYAL THAI GOVERNMENT
5.1.1 OVERHALL THE VICTIM IDENTIFICATION PROCESS, INCLUDING THE VICTIM IDENTIFICATION
FORM.

This assessment found that the current identification form and process needs to be improved. The AT
recommends the RTG review and revise the current victim screening process such that it
systematically conducts initial screenings of migrant workers, regardless of work permit status, to
identify any possible indications of TIP. Though currently only available in English, the Quick Reference
Guide on Interviewing Victims of Trafficking developed by the Bali Process may be a helpful resource
for operationalizing an initial screening.
For those people identified as possible victims of TIP, the RTG should implement a thorough victim
identification screening, using a form with open-ended questions that requires responders to analyze
working conditions. Responders should be sufficiently trained to identify the indicators of TIP based
on answers to these open-ended questions. Additionally, legal jargon should be removed from the
victim identification screening to ensure responders and potential victims understand the concepts
underlying the terms rather than the terms themselves. For example, rather than asking whether or
not this person is a victim of debt bondage, the modified form should operationalize a practical
definition of debt bondage: a situation in which a worker is required to repay a financial debt through his/her
labor services. Initial victim identification need not be cumbersome or the pretext for a criminal case,
but rather a test of a person’s conditions. The RTG should include the ILO, IOM, and other
international and regional stakeholders in the review and revision process.
5.1.2 CONSIDER REPLACING THE CURRENT MIGRANT LEGALIZATION PROCESS WITH A MORE
DURABLE MIGRANT POLICY.

Migrants are currently registered and authorized to work for up to two years via issuance of a pink
card, specifying the industry, location, and employer for which a person is authorized to work. The
RTG should consider an overhaul of Thailand’s labor migration system, with the goals of making it a
simpler straightforward process. The AT recommends a transparent, durable migration policy that
places more emphasis on regular migration, transparent and cost- free recruitment, and which
provides for long-term legal status for migrant workers and freedom of movement and job mobility.
Constructing and then implementing a new migrant labor system will be difficult, but the gains would
be enormous. Eliminating migrant workers’ dependency on brokers and strengthening migrant’s rights
under the law would greatly reduce TIP vulnerability.
5.1.3 REMOVE MANDATORY SHELTER REQUIREMENTS FOR VICTIMS OF TIP, IN LINE WITH
INTERNATIONAL NORMS OF VICTIM PROTECTION.

The AT recommends that the RTG remove mandatory shelter requirements for victims of TIP, and
adopt measures to incentivize victims to participate in legal proceedings, in line with international
norms. These include: regular use of pre-trial depositions by victims, allowing victims to return to their
countries of origin or to other employment before a court case begins; more frequent use of videoconference remote testimony for court hearings to allow victims to testify from their home country;
a more robust effort to provide victims with temporary employment while they are receiving shelter
protection and awaiting court proceedings; and a more aggressive effort to provide victims with
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compensation, either through criminal restitution orders that accompany successful prosecutions or
through more effective use of the aforementioned MSDHS Victims Fund.
5.1.4 MAKE TIP PROSECUTION DECISIONS PUBLIC AND ENSURE SUFFICIENT RESOURCES FOR
COURTS TO BE ABLE TO TRY TIP CASES OPENLY AND FAIRLY

The AT recommends that the RTG either expand the resources available to courts at the provincial
level or make more use of the newly created CTIP prosecution unit and CTIP court at the Bangkoklevel. CTIP prosecution is a highly complicated and nuanced offense and requires specialized expertise
on TIP which may be difficult to attain in all provinces. Making more use of the CTIP court at the
Bangkok-level may also ameliorate conflicts of interest and potential local influence at the provincial
level and show the government’s commitment to prosecuting TIP fully.
The RTG should also consider measures to disseminate the court decisions on TIP cases publicly, as
currently TIP prosecution decisions are not made public. The Thai media could play a strong role in
this regard, as it has shown substantial coverage of TIP topics in general.
5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR USAID
5.2.1 ASSESS THE FEASIBILITY OF A BANK-BASED WAGE PAYMENT SYSTEM FOR MIGRANT WORKERS
TO IMPROVE TRANSPARENCY IN WAGE PAYMENTS

USAID should support a feasibility study for a transparent, electronic banking system to be used
between employers and migrants for payment of wages to ensure transparency and accountability
among employers to pay migrants fairly and in accordance with Thai law and the worker’s contract.
Such a system has been developed with migrant workers in other destinations in Asia, and this appears
replicable in Thailand, so USAID can utilize this model as a starting point.35 Partners would be
interested parties in the financial services sector (banks and/or remittance services) and
employer/business associations such as the National Fishing Association of Thailand and the Thailand
Food Processing Association. The level of technology employed could reflect the assessed
circumstances; either the direct electronic transfer of wage payments into traditional bank accounts;
or the use of digital banking through smart phones, which the vast majority of migrant workers possess.
To ensure uniform compliance among employers, the RTG would need to support this initiative by
regulating or legislating a requirement that employers provide migrant workers with salary payment
through bank or mobile money accounts in the migrant workers’ names. This would be very significant
in counteracting the current prevailing trend of withholding wages to migrant workers as a means of
coercing their labor.
5.2.2 DEVELOP ALTERNATIVE JOINT NGO-GOVERNMENTAL COMPLAINT MECHANISMS FOR TIP,
LABOR EXPLOITATION, AND GBV.

Data from this assessment reveal substantial distrust amongst migrant workers of governmental
complaints mechanisms. Migrants are not reporting labor violations or GBV experienced in the
workplace for fear of deportation or abuse by government officials. USAID should consider supporting

The UAE in 2010 instituted the Wage Protection System for migrant workers, the key provision of which
was to require employers to deposit salary payment electronically and on time into a bank account in the
worker's name. ILO, “ILO Note on “Wage Protection System (UAE),” accessed January 25, 2017,
http://www.ilo.org/dyn/migpractice/migmain.showPractice?p_lang=en&p_practice_id=186.
35
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an alternative, client-driven hotline or other reporting mechanism for redress of alleged abuses via
CSO partners. These organizations have proven access to and trust with migrant workers who face
exploitation and trafficking. Therefore, it is considerably easier for these entities to establish effective
channels for complaints. USAID could support CSOs to partner with an existing hotline similar to the
current 1300 hotline and should ensure language-sensitive services; an alternative option is a SMSbased system through which violations can be reported and a service-provider can follow up. This
mechanism should have substantial CSO involvement to ensure migrant trust, but ideally, it would be
government-funded to establish government ownership and sustainability.
5.2.3 SUPPORT FORMAL AND INFORMAL EDUCATION, AND BASIC VOCATIONAL SKILL TRAINING
AND STRONGER CTIP PROGRAMMING IN SOURCE COUNTRIES.

USAID should continue and build upon its work supporting primary and secondary school
interventions and basic vocational training in Myanmar, Lao PDR, and Cambodia aimed to increase
educational attainment and employment readiness. While these cannot directly reduce TIP, both are
considered protective factors for TIP. Examples of USAID-funded education projects that may
contribute to risk reduction through increasing educational attainment include the School Dropout
Prevention Pilot Program (SDPP) and an Early Grade Reading program in Cambodia. Vocational
training could include training in manual labor in small and medium enterprises and rapid growth
industries. If possible, vocational training programs should partner with employers and business
associations that can pledge support for post-training job placement.
USAID should also consider a stronger CTIP focus in all programming in source countries by ensuring
efforts to address vulnerabilities are built in to existing and future USAID procurements.
5.2.4 COORDINATE USAID WORK WITH OTHER DONORS' EFFORTS THROUGH THE BALI PROCESS
REGIONAL STRATEGIC ROADMAP

Several respondents noted lack of donor harmonization as a problem in anti-human trafficking work
in Thailand and surrounding counties. USAID should seek to engage with other donors to reduce
duplication of efforts and maximize synergies to improve efficiency and effectiveness of donor funds.
One important way to operationalize this is through use of the Regional Strategic Roadmap online
platform recently rolled out by the Bali Process to encourage collaboration to address TIP
(http://www.baliprocess-rso-roadmap.net/). In particular, USAID can use the portal to catalogue
training and other initiatives planned and underway to reduce duplication; the portal can also be used
to identify gaps.
5.2.5 CONDUCT A CTIP EVIDENCE SUMMIT TARGETING SMALL AND MEDIUM-SIZE ENTERPRISES
(SMES)

Overall, the private sector’s role in CTIP is very modest and this is particularly true of SMEs, which
are less engaged in the global marketplace, face more limited labor inspections, and have a more limited
understanding of the Thai Labor Law and good labor practices. The AT recommends USAID build on
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the success of the CTIP Evidence Summit held in 2016,36 with a focus on the private sector and SMEs
in particular, as a means to engage in dialogue with the private sector on addressing TIP.
5.2.6 PROVIDE GENDER-AWARENESS AND SEXUAL HARASSMENT TRAINING FOR MALE AND FEMALE
CTIP ACTORS

Traditional gender norms were highly apparent amongst many of the respondents interviewed for this
assessment, particularly among the police. Women report having less of a voice in decision-making in
the victim identification process and are rarely involved in TIP investigations. Moreover, women in
these roles face sexual harassment from colleagues or others that impede their work. USAID should
consider providing gender-awareness and sexual harassment training for both male and female TIP
responders. The AT recommends targeting members of the MDTs. Given that MDT members come
from a variety of ministries (police, DOL, MSDHS), USAID should explore working with these
ministries to incorporate gender-awareness and sexual harassment modules into existing training
structures such as in- service and/or pre-service trainings.

USAID held the Asia Counter-Trafficking-in-Persons Evidence-Gathering Summit from January 25-26, 2016
in Bangkok, Thailand. The Evidence Summit convened stakeholders including IOs, donors, civil society
organizations (CSO), subject matter experts, governments, and private sector partners to present ongoing
CTIP activities, identify existing gaps, agree on priorities for the region, and to inform the development of
USAID’s Asia Regional CTIP Action Plan and the design of new CTIP programs.
36
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6. DATA GAPS AND AREAS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
GOVERNMENT DATA ON VICTIM IDENTIFICATION AND PROSECUTION DO NOT RELIABLY CAPTURE
THE SCALE OF TIP IN THAILAND.

The AT identified serious shortfalls in the way victim identification and prosecutions are currently
being managed by the RTG. Notably, only a subset of potential victims of trafficking are being screened
for TIP in the current operating environment. Moreover, the AT identified important deficiencies in
the victim screening process leading to ‘false negative’ results and, in some cases, 'false positive' results
(as reported earlier in the "Government Response" Section). Moreover, the negative reputation of
shelters existing today amongst civil society and the public have dissuaded victims from identifying
themselves as victims and prompted some NGOs and CSOs to advise victims against self-identification.
On the prosecution side, barriers include poor quality investigations, lengthy court processes, the
policy of close court opinions, as well as low-level and high-level corruption.
Recommendation: USAID or other stakeholders should consider the utility of a quantitative,
population-based survey to rigorously measure the scale of all trafficking in Thailand or, particular
streams of trafficking – such as domestic servitude and forced labor in the construction sector. Similar
surveys have been contracted by USAID in the Democratic Republic of Congo37 for example, and
USAID should consider the extent to which it is of interest and importance to USAID programming
in Thailand and the region to conduct additional surveys of this type.
To investigate challenges in prosecutions, USAID or another donor or implementing partner could
commission a legal case study analysis involving in-depth examination of a cross-section of legal cases
in various stages of the prosecution cycle, though this would likely require the consent and
collaboration of the RTG, particularly the new anti-TIP prosecution unit in the OAG. Alternatively,
USAID could reach out to the Australian government for cooperation in sharing AAPTIP's deep
knowledge on the Thai criminal justice system, which would likely shed light on these challenges to
CTIP prosecutions in Thailand.
SCARCITY OF INFORMATION ON NATURE AND PREVALENCE OF TIP IN OTHER INDUSTRIES SUCH
CONSTRUCTION, DOMESTIC WORK, AGRICULTURE, AND THE SERVICE INDUSTRY.

In recent years, the international community has highlighted TIP in the fishing industry in Thailand. In
response to that attention, this sector has received greater attention with respect to trafficking than
other industries where people may be vulnerable to TIP. This assessment revealed that the RTG is
doing little to screen for trafficking in these other industries. Moreover, NGOs and CSOs may have
limited ability to access people in these industries where TIP may be more hidden and where
awareness may be lower, particularly domestic work since this occurs within a household, and to
some extent in agriculture since people in rural areas are generally located further away from
resources.
Recommendation: If USAID were to commission the population-based survey mentioned above, it
could be stratified by sector of work to capture the scale of trafficking in each industry. Domestic
workers will likely be a challenging population to reach. Creative strategies would need to be employed
such as a meeting place where people might go on a day off, such as a market or community center.
J. Kelly, N. Greenberg, D. Sabet, & J. Fulp, USAID, “Assessment of Human Trafficking in Artisanal Mining
Towns in Eastern Democratic Republic of the Congo,” (2014) http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00K5R1.pdf
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In the case of possible TIP victims who might not have a day off, this may be even more challenging.
As such, the team would need to identify creative strategies to address challenges such as these in the
design phase.
SYSTEMATIC EVIDENCE OF THE EXTENT TO WHICH MIGRANT WORKERS ARE AWARE OF THEIR
RIGHTS AND AVAILABLE COMPLAINTS MECHANISMS.

Qualitative evidence suggests migrant workers do not always fully understand their rights as workers
or the available recourse channels through with they can address violations.
Recommendation: Obtaining rigorous, systematic evidence on specific knowledge gaps among
migrants would provide USAID actionable guidance for CTIP programming. Moreover, this
assessment would constitute a baseline upon which future impact or performance evaluations can
be built to test the effectiveness of interventions in addressing identified knowledge gaps. Should
USAID decide to pursue such an assessment, the AT suggests, designing this as a rigorous,
population-based survey.
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ANNEX 1: CTIP SOW
SECTION C – DESCRIPTION / SPECIFICATIONS / STATEMENT OF WORK
C.1

TITLE OF ACTIVITY

USAID/RDMA Assessment of Countering-Trafficking-in-Persons Situations in Thailand
C.2

BACKGROUND

The purpose is to collect available information on the scope of trafficking-in-persons (TIP) in
Thailand as a destination and transit country for trafficked persons and synthesize available data to
identify trends and challenges, document existing countering-trafficking-in-persons strategies and
activities, and recommend appropriate countering-trafficking interventions. It seeks to review the
efforts and interventions of government, civil society and the private sector to address the issues,
identify organiz ations interested in developing anti-trafficking initiatives and suggest ways USAID
may support them. Furthermore, it seeks to outline gaps in information and recommend further
research needs, as well as recommend next steps to be taken by the Thai government, civil society
organizations, and other stakeholders. The assessment will be conducted in targeted areas of
Thailand, for instance, Ranong, Chonburi, Chiang Rai among others, that are notorious for irregular
migration and trafficking in persons.
CTIP Assessment
In anticipation of USAID counter trafficking in persons (CTIP) activities in Thailand, USAID/RDMA
identified a need to conduct a study on TIP to assess the existence, nature and impact of the problem
in Thailand. This assessment is intended to help USAID and all other CTIP stakeholders in Thailand
develop a better understanding of the problem, and would serve as an input for future actions and
USAID funded activities. This assessment will use a participatory approach, which involves not only a
desk review but also in-depth consultations with a broad range of government officials, civil society
actors, local and international organizations, academic institutions, private sector organizations and
other key CTIP actors.
As a source, transit and destination country for human trafficking, Thailand faces significant pressure
from the international community to take serious steps in addressing TIP, particularly since the
Andaman Sea Crisis in 2015. There are an estimated three to four million migrant workers in Thailand,
which is a key destination for migrants from Cambodia, Myanmar and Lao PDR. Undocumented
migrants are highly vulnerable to trafficking due to their lack of legal status, which often makes them
fearful of reporting problems to government officials and non- governmental organizations (NGOs).
Some of these migrant workers are forced, coerced, or defrauded into sex trafficking or labor
trafficking in such sectors as fishing, low-end garment production, factories, domestic work,
construction and street begging.
The U.S. State Department Trafficking in Persons (TIP) Report in 2014-2015 has ranked Thailand as a
Tier 3 country for not fully complying with the minimum standards of the Trafficking Victims
Protection Act and for not making significant efforts to do so. Protection of trafficking victims remains
one of the key areas that requires improvement. Specifically, the inadequacy and inconsistency in the
victim identification process was one of the key government shortages identified in the TIP Report for
2014. The most recent 2016 TIP report released in early July 2016 upgraded Thailand from Tier 3 to
Tier 2 Watch List. Despite significant efforts to address TIP issues, Thailand yet does not fully meet
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the minimum standards for elimination of trafficking. In response to Thailand’s TIP ranking downgrade
and other TIP-related pressures, the RTG has made measurable progress addressing TIP, especially in
the fisheries sector. Additionally, Thailand increased government spending, manpower and law
enforcement operations to identify victims of trafficking and prosecute traffickers, resulting in some
recent positive enforcement outcomes. Despite these accomplishments, pressing issues in human
trafficking remain inadequately addressed and require immediate attention and better coordination
among various stakeholders for a more robust and comprehensive response. While the steps taken
by the RTG illustrate a commitment to combating human trafficking, they are principally limited to
strengthening its inspections, operations and monitoring of vessels in the fisheries sector.
TASKS
This CTIP assessment should be based on USAID’s latest Democracy, Human Rights and Governance
Assessment Framework. The framework suggests that the assessment methodology should proceed
through four steps. The first identifies the key problems of irregular migration and TIP in Thailand as
a destination and transit country. The second conducts a political economy analysis of the actors and
institutions that are likely to reduce TIP and/or cause TIP and/or hinder CTIP efforts. The third
considers the USG’s and USAID’s and other development partners’ interests and resources. The final
step then offers strategic and programmatic recommendations given the problems, actors, and
institutional constraints identified. Data shall be disaggregated by sex where possible and appropriate.
Based on the framework mentioned above, USAID requires a better understanding of TIP within
Thailand. This includes information on:



current trends for types, patterns, flows and routes of TIP into and out of Thailand;



key drivers associated with Thailand as a destination and transit country for trafficked
persons;



profiles of trafficked persons and vulnerability factors for irregular migration and trafficking;



types of industries involved with TIP;



border and law enforcement issues related to TIP;



profile of traffickers, for example characteristics and traits of traffickers, roles of traffickers,
and categorization of trafficking group;



Thai government policies, protocols, and operating procedures for preventing TIP, identifying
trafficked persons, providing them with support and assistance for return and reintegration,
and to what extent the policies, protocols and operating procedures affect vulnerable migrant
w orkers and trafficked persons of different genders;



ongoing programs in Thailand to prevent TIP and those to identify and support trafficked
persons by all stakeholders including community based organizations, civil society
organizations, international donors, private sector and others, and to what extent the gender
dimension is integrated into the whole cycle of these programs;



recognizing the nexus between TIP and gender-based violence (GBV), to what extent the
efforts made by the Thai government and other development players prevent and respond
to GBV in Thailand;
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Thai public attitude toward migrant workers and trafficked persons;



role of Thailand in addressing TIP through its participation in regional commitments and
cooperation frameworks such as ASEAN, Bali Process, and others; and,



recommendations on any opportunities for female leadership and empowerment, either on
the side of the migrants/trafficked persons or among development actors engaged in CTIP
f or USAID’s future programming.

Additionally, USAID requires that the assessment employs a gender lens throughout data collection
and analysis to ensure representation of migrant workers and trafficked persons of all genders
(women, men, and other genders) and a cross-section of society (young/old, rural/urban, ethnic
minority, etc.). This assessment will target identified in-country and border areas in Thailand, and will
include a gender-sensitive analysis of the political, legal, social services and civil society aspects of TIP.
The contractor will carry out the following indicative activities.

●

An Assessment Workplan: The contractor will develop the assessment plan that includes
the research design, including key and sub question(s), detailed methods, data collection
instruments, and data analysis plans.

●

A Desk Review: The contractor will collect information and review any pertinent trafficking
assessments and analyses, relevant legislation and regulations, and past and current antitrafficking programs and actions undertaken by the government, civil society and the private
sector across prevention, protection and prosecution interventions in Thailand. This review
will also include regional and global documents of relevance.

●

Stakeholder and Key Informant Interviews and Focus Groups: The contractor, in consultation
with USAID, will identify a list of individuals and organizations to be consulted including officials
of the RTG, U.S. Government employees, civil society, development and relief organizations,
USAID/RDMA and bilateral missions, U.S. Embassy Bangkok, local and international
development partners, academic institutions, the private sector, other donors, in-country
researchers and regional experts. It is anticipated that key informants will include officials and
experts in a wide range of fields, including human trafficking, human rights, labor rights, child
labor, law enforcement, migration, border control, health and social services and gender issues.

●

Analysis: Using the data of the desk review, interviews and focus groups, the contractor will
compile and analyze the data, consolidate findings, and provide conclusion and
recommendations for programmatic actions.

●

A Presentation of Findings and Recommendations: To facilitate consensus-building regarding
next steps, the contractor will present initial findings and recommendations in- persons
to USAID - including other key stakeholders, if necessary, - for feedback and validation.

●

Assessment Report: The contractor must submit a draft report to USAID/RDMA for review
and comments as per the timeline laid out in relevant section of this task order. The report
will summarize information on TIP in Thailand with actionable recommendations. Should
further study be recommended, the report would provide notional scope of such work. The
report shall reflect and respond to comments received from the presentation of findings and
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recommendations meeting. USAID may share the draft report with relevant partners and/or
stakeholders as appropriate, and will provide consolidated comments to the contractor. The
final report must incorporate comments provided by USAID.
The assessment report must:

●

outline data gaps and make recommendations concerning future research needs;

●

represent a thoughtful, well-researched and well-organized effort to collect available
information on the scope of TIP in Thailand, document existing CTIP strategies and activities,
and recommend appropriate CTIP interventions;

●

address all assessment questions included in the scope of work, and meet the objectives and
purposes of the assessment;

●

be a maximum of 50 pages, not including cover pages, executive summary, and annexes;

●

be written in correct English grammar, flow logically, and be written in an appropriate style and
tone;

●

include an Executive Summary of 3-4 pages that is stand alone and provides a sufficient summary
of the assessment background, methodology, findings, conclusion and recommendations;

●

at least include the following documents as annexes;

●

○

final statement of work;

○

data collection and assessment tools,

○

all sources of information,

○

list of documents reviewed

be submitted to USAID/RDMA within the specified timeframe, after which USAID/RDMA will
be submitting to the Development Experience Clearinghouse (http://dec.usaid.gov) no more
than 90 days after approval of the report by USAID.
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ANNEX 2: LIST OF RESPONDENT ORGANIZATIONS
NOTE: For the purpose of this Respondents List, there are five codes for Categories of
Respondents:
“GOVT” for all government respondents;
“NGO” for all CSO, NGO and IO respondents;
“DONOR” for all representatives of aid agencies or governments that are donors;
“ACADEMIA” for researchers and academics; and
“BUSINESS” for representatives of the private sector.
Organization

Category

Location

Number of
Respondents By Sex
0M
3F
0M
1F

Sisters of the Good Shephard

NGO

Chonburi

A-21

NGO

Chonburi

Anti-Human Trafficking & Child
Abuse Center (ATTC)
Foundation Against Child
Exploitation (FACE)
Issara Institute

NGO

Chonburi

1M
0F

NGO

Chonburi

0M
1F

NGO

Chonburi

0M
1F

Stella Maris

NGO

Chonburi

0M
1F

Helping Hands Foundation

NGO

Chonburi

0M
2F

Father Ray Foundation

NGO

Chonburi

1M
0F

Haven's Children's Home

NGO

Chonburi

0M
1F

Service Workers in Group
Foundation (SWING)
World Vision Foundation of Thailand

NGO

Chonburi

2M
0F

NGO

Chonburi

1M
0F

Department of Labor, Office of
Employment
Department of Social Development &
Human Security
Marine Police

GOVT

Chonburi

0M
1F

GOVT

Chonburi

0M
1F

GOVT

Chonburi

1M
0F

Police

GOVT

Chonburi

1M
0F

Ranong Diocesan Social Action
Centre (DISAC)

NGO

Ranong

0M
1F
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Foundation for Education and
Development (FED)
International Organization for
Migration (IOM)
World Vision Foundation of Thailand

NGO

Ranong

1M
0F

NGO

Ranong

1M
0F

NGO

Ranong

0M
1F

Department of Labor - Office of
Employment
Department of Labor - Office of
Labor Protection & Welfare
Immigration

GOVT

Ranong

0M
1F

GOVT

Ranong

1M
0F

GOVT

Ranong

3M
0F

Department of Social Development &
Human Security
Police

GOVT

Ranong

1M
3F

GOVT

Ranong

1M
0F

Port-In, Port-Out (PIPO)

GOVT

Ranong

1M
0F

Ranong Fishing Association

BUSINESS

Ranong

5M
1F

Labor Rights Protection Network
(LPN)
Migrant Workers Rights Network
(MWRN)
Raks Thai Foundation

NGO

Samut Sakhon

NGO

Samut Sakhon

NGO

Samut Sakhon

Solidarity Committee for Protection
of Myanmar Migrant
Workers (SPCN-ACC)
Department of Labor - Office of
Employment
Department of Labor - Office of
Worker Protection & Welfare
Immigration

NGO

Samut Sakhon

1M
1F
1M
1F
1M
0F
3M
0F

GOVT

Samut Sakhon

GOVT

Samut Sakhon

GOVT

Samut Sakhon

Marine Police

GOVT

Samut Sakhon

Port-In, Port-Out (PIPO)

GOVT

Samut Sakhon

Samut Sakhon Fishing Association

BUSINESS

Samut Sakhon

Islamic Human Rights Commission
(IHRC)
Raks Thai Foundation

NGO

Ubon Ratchathani

NGO

Ubon Ratchathani

1M
0F

Alliance Anti-Trafficking (AAT)

NGO

Ubon Ratchathani

0M
1F

Department of Labor - Office of
Employment
Department of Labor - Office of
Labor Protection & Welfare
Immigration

GOVT

Ubon Ratchathani

2M
1F

GOVT

Ubon Ratchathani

0M
1F

GOVT

Ubon Ratchathani

1M
0F

1M
0F
1M
0F
3M
0F
1M
0F
1M
0F
1M
0F
1M
0F
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Police

GOVT

Ubon Ratchathani

1M
0F

Department of Social Development &
Human Security
University of Ubon Ratchathani

GOVT

Ubon Ratchathani

1M
1F

ACADEMIA

Ubon Ratchathani

0M
1F

Hug Project

NGO

Chiang Mai

0M
1F

M igrants Assistance Program

NGO

Chiang Mai

1M
0F

World Vision Foundation of Thailand

NGO

Chiang Mai

1M
0F

Zoe Foundation

NGO

Chiang Mai

0M
1F

International Justice Mission

NGO

Chiang Mai

0M
1F

FOCUS

NGO

Chiang Mai

1M
0F

New Life Center

NGO

Chiang Mai

0M
1F

Empower

NGO

Chiang Mai

0M
4F

Urban Light

NGO

Chiang Mai

0M
1F

U.S. Consulate

DONOR

Chiang Mai

0M
1F

U.S. Consulate

DONOR

Chiang Mai

1M
0F

Immigration

GOVT

Chiang Mai

0M
1F

Department of Labor - Office of
Employment
Department of Labor - Office of
Worker Protection
Department of Social Development &
Human Security
Police

GOVT

Chiang Mai

1M
1F

GOVT

Chiang Mai

1M
0F

GOVT

Chiang Mai

1M
2F

GOVT

Chiang Mai

1M
1F

Police (TICAC) Thailand Internet
Crimes Against Children Task Force

GOVT

Chiang Mai

0M
1F

Bali Process Regional Support Office

NGO

Bangkok

1M
2F

Freeland

NGO

Bangkok

1M
0F

International Organization for
Migration (IOM)
Freedom Fund

NGO

Bangkok

2F
1M

NGO

Bangkok

0M
1F

Night Light

NGO

Bangkok

0M
1F

Plan International, Thailand

NGO

Bangkok

0M
1F
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Raks Thai Foundation

NGO

Bangkok

1M
0F

UN Action for Cooperation Against
Trafficking in Persons (UN-ACT)
Alliance Ant-Trafficking (AAT)

NGO

Bangkok

2M
0F

NGO

Bangkok

1M
0F

Human Rights Development
F oundation (HRDF)
SR-Law

NGO

Bangkok

0M
2F

NGO

Bangkok

1M
1F

Issara Institute

NGO

Bangkok

0M
1F

International Labor Organization
(ILO)
UN Office on Drugs and Crime
(UNODC)
UN Office of the High Commissioner
on Refugees (UNHCR)
Human Rights Watch

NGO

Bangkok

0M
1F

NGO

Bangkok

0M
1F

NGO

Bangkok

1M
0F

NGO

Bangkok

1M
0F

Greenpeace

NGO

Bangkok

1M
0F

USAID-OCEANS Project

NGO

Bangkok

0M
1F

Prime Minister's Office

GOVT

Bangkok

0M
1F

Office of the Attorney General
(OAG)
Ministry of Labor

GOVT

Bangkok

1M
0F

GOVT

Bangkok

1M
4F

Department of Special Investigation
(DSI)
Ministry of Social Development &
Human Security
Chulalongkorn University; Asia
Migration Center for
Research (AMCR)
Mahidol University; Institute of
Human Rights and Peace Studies
Thailand Tuna

GOVT

Bangkok

1M
0F

GOVT

Bangkok

0M
1F

ACADEMIA

Bangkok

0M
1F

ACADEMIA

Bangkok

0M
1F

BUSINESS

Bangkok

0M
1F

Thailand Food Processors Association

BUSINESS

Bangkok

1M
0F

Microsoft

BUSINESS

Bangkok

1M
0F

Australian Government (DFAT)

DONOR

Bangkok

1M
0F

European Union Mission to Thailand

DONOR

Bangkok

0M
1F

Japan International Cooperation
Agency (JICA)

DONOR

Bangkok

0M
1F
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USAID-RDMA (Regional
Development Mission for Asia)
US Embassy in Thailand

DONOR

Bangkok

1M
2F

DONOR

Bangkok

3M
2F
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ANNEX 3: RTG VICTIM IDENTIFICATION FORM
(Translation from Thai Version)
Preliminary Interview Form for Screening Victims of Trafficking

Interview Location………………...………………
Date….…Month ….………….……...Year ………
This interview form documents that today at ……………(time) the following officers and
other relevant members, including……………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………...................................................
………………………………………………………………………………………………...
interviewed the following person to screen for victims of trafficking after receiving their
consent.
1. Information of interviewee
Name: Miss (

) Master (

) Ms. (

) Mrs. (

) Mr. (

) …………………………………

Name in his/her own language (if relevant, please ask them to write their name):
………………………………………………………..…………………………………………
Identifying Features: ……………………………….…………………………………………..
Date of Birth: ………………Age: …… years

Nationality: ……………...……………….….

Race: …………..……………………....Place of Birth: …………………………………….…
Name of Father:………………………..Name of Mother: …………………..………...............
Address: ………………………………………………………………………………….……..
I.D. Card No.: ……………………….. Passport No.: ………………………………………....
Do you have other personal documents? Yes ( ) No ( ) If yes, please specify:
…………….…………………………………………………………………….……….…..….
How did the person enter into Thailand: …………………………...……………..……………
Mode of travel:

Walking ( )
Car ( ) Bus ( ) or Other ( ), please specify ……………………………

Types and details of documents used for entry into and out of Thailand: ……………………..
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..
Name of person who facilitated the travel: …………………………..........................................
Note: interviewer has noticed age of interviewee:
(

) Consistent to reference documents and verbal information

(

) Inconsistent to reference documents and verbal information. Should refer to
medical check up for verification.
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2. Fact Finding from the Interview
2.1. Facts gathered regarding his/her journey should include: (What was the motivation for
their journey? Who persuaded them? What did they expect to do? Was there a guarantee of income
and how much? Were there any signed written agreements? (If yes, where is the agreement and
what are the details of the agreement?) What was mode of travel? Did he/she have passport? Who
accompanied him/her? Did he/she pay for this travel? What were those expenses for? Did he/she
pay this cost before or after the travel? Paid to whom? Who paid? Were they cheated, sold,
forced

against

their

will,

or

kidnapped,

etc?)

………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………….………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………….
2.2. Facts gathered from interviewee about treatment during his/her stay, in the
workplace, or at the place of their job interview: Who agreed to have the interview at the place
and what kind of job was offered? Was the job offered the same as promised? Was the interviewee
happy to work the assigned job? What are the room conditions where the interviewee stays? Can
the interviewee contact others? Can the interviewee go in and out of the place when they want?
Does the interviewee have their passport/ID card with him/her? (if not, who keeps his/her personal
documents and for how long?) What are his/her working conditions? How much money does he/she
earn? How many hours does he/she work in a day? Does that align with the original agreement?
What are the working conditions? Did the employer force him/her to work? Did the interviewee
receive their income? Was money deducted from his/her income to pay for debt? How much debt
does the interviewee have? To whom does the interviewee have to pay debt? How did the
interviewee pay the debt? Is the amount of money he/she must pay the same as agreed? Does the
interviewee have a loan contract? Has the interviewee ever received mental or physical abuse? Is
the interviewee entitled to have a day off for sick leave or to participate in religious activities? Can
the

interviewee

resign

or

find

another

job?

Etc.)

………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
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………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
2.3 Other facts that the interviewee shared:
……………………………………………………………………………………………………….
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
3. Facts from Section 2 to fit to the trafficking criteria as below:
3.1. Was the interviewee treated to any one of the following acts: (Mark all apply)
( ) Procuring
( ) Buying

Procuring (for someone through any means, for any purpose);
Giving money in exchange for a person, (does not include a sale agreement)

( ) Selling

Trading someone for money, receiving another person's money in exchange
for working for such persons; "slavery”

( ) Distribution /

Selling, paying, giving out, exchanging, transferring, giving away, anything that

Deductions

derives from pay

( ) Being brought

Taking someone from their place of origin. A person can be taken from

from

anywhere, inside or outside the territory.

( ) Sending to

The act of moving someone from one place to another, to a receiver or target,
by means of passing over, passing through, passing to, moving from, as opposite

( ) Detaining
( ) Isolating

to taking from. This can include moving to any place, inside or outside the
Keeping,
territory holding, confining a person in any place
Forcing someone to stay in a limited area, keeping someone in a limited area

( ) Harboring

Preparing a place of stay/rest for someone

( ) Receiving a

Receiving or taking someone to a lodge or keeping such person in a proper

person

place

3.2. Was the interviewee treated to the acts in question No. 3.1 by any of the following
methods: (Mark all apply)
( ) Threats

Such could cause one to feel frightened, to feel nervous, to be afraid of harm to
oneself, their family or property by an imminent danger
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( ) Use of force

Physically force someone to do something, or use power to order someone to do
something by physical force or other means, to body or mind, causing the
person to be in an irresistible circumstance

( ) Abduction

Taking someone away illegally without his/her consent

( ) Fraud

The use of deception to cheat people

( ) Deception

The act of deliberately making someone believe something that is not true

( ) Abuse of power

Exerting influence over someone to do something, regardless of such person's
consent, or against his/her will, that causes damage to other persons, and
that is against the law, rules, order, regulations, etc.

( ) Giving money or benefits to achieve the consent of a person having control over another
person by allowing the offender to exploit the person under his control.

3.3. Have the acts described in (3.1) and the methods in (3.2) have been accomplished with any
of the following exploitative intentions? (Mark all apply):
( )

( )

1. Seeking or

Prostitution means acceptance of money or other benefits for sexual

receiving benefits

intercourse, or of any other similar act, or any act leading to another

from prostitution

persons' sexual satisfaction, regardless of sex of both parties

2. Production or

Creating or distributing any pornographic materials, documents,

distribution of

printed matter, drawings, photos, films, VDO clips et al, including those

pornographic

stored on electronic devices.

materials
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( )

3. Other forms of

Receiving benefits from other forms of sexual relief performed for

sexual exploitation

either males or females. Using adults or children as sex objects by
means of luring, or by agreement of the person, by providing benefits
such as cash, property, objects and services, including providing
assistance and protection etc. Treating others as if they were a sexual
commodity, meaning luring or seducing others for sexual benefit,
including marriage, o r getting someone to express themselves
sexually such as b y touching a n o t h e r p e r s o n ’ s sexual organ, or
dressing/acting obscenely.

( )

4. Slavery

A slave is a person who has been placed under the absolute power
of another person and has to work for them

( )

5. Causing another

Begging involves asking others for money for survival

person to be a
beggar
( )

6. Forced labor or

Any other means o f causing a person to be in a state of being unable

service

to resist
Hiring of service means, according to the Civil Code Section 575, a
contract whereby a person, called the employee, agrees to render services
to another person, called the employer, who agrees to pay remuneration
for the duration of the services.
- Debt bondage, or bond labor, is a person's pledge of labor or
services as security for the repayment of a debt or other obligation. The
services required to repay the debt may be undefined, and the services'
duration may be undefined. The condition is not under the normal
condition of obtaining a loan from a bank or formal lending system.

( )

7. Coerced removal - Coerced removal of bodily organs (for example, a kidney) for the
of organs for the

purpose of trade

purpose of trade
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( )

8. Any other

Exploitation that is similar to acts 1 – 7, which should include any act of

similar practices

forced extortion, which means exploitation by means of the use of

resulting in forced

force upon someone to obtain his or her consent

extortion whether
the person has
agreed or not.
Note: If the interviewee is a young person (under 18-years-old): If any act of trafficking in persons is
done to a child, either through any of the aforementioned means or with the consent of the child, the child
is considered a trafficked person, or victim of trafficking in persons.
4. Conclusion of victim identification
( ) 4.1 The interviewee is considered a TIP victim.
Recommendations for the victim:
………………………………………………………………………………………………….…………
……………………………………………………………………………………….……………………
…………………………………………………………………………….………………………………
………………………………………………………………….…………………………………………
……………………………………………………….………………………………………
( ) 4.2 In case the interviewee is considered a TIP victim, a temporary protection process is
recommended or the process of victim identification shall be conducted again.
( ) The interviewee agrees to receive temporary protection or provide
additional information to officials
( ) The interviewee does not agree to receive temporary protection or provide
additional information to officials. In such cases, the official uses the power
under Section 29 of the Act of Prevention and Suppression of Trafficking,
2551 (2008)
Recommendations for services provided:
...............................................................................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................................................................
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( ) 4.3 The interviewee is not a victim of trafficking, but he/she should get
assistance and protection under the laws listed below: (Mark all that apply)
( ) 1. Child Protection Act, B.E. 2537 (2003)
( )

2. Labor Protection Act, B.E. 2537 (1998)

( )

3. The Workmen's Compensation Act, B.E. 2537 (1994)

( )

4. Victims Compensation Act and Compensation and Cost for Criminal Defendants,
B.E. 2544 (2001)

( )

5. Act of Employment Protection and Job Seeker, B.E. 2528 (1985)

( )

6. Other Acts (Please specify) ………………………………………………………

Recommendations for service provided including refer to the abovementioned officials
......................................................................................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................
......................................................................................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................
( ) 4.4 The interviewee is not a victim of trafficking, but he/she should be make a
complaint about the employer’s actions which might relevant to other acts as listed below:
(Mark all that apply)
( )

1. Criminal Code Act

( )

2. Prevention and suppression of prostitution act, the B.E. 2539., (1996)

( )

3. Prevention and Suppression of Female and Girl’s Prostitution Act, the B.E. 2560.,

( )

(2017)
4. Working of Alien Act, B.E. 2551 (2008)

( )

5. Control of Beggars Act, B.E. 2484. (1941)

( )

6. Maritime Labour Act B.E. 2558 (2015)

( )

7. Occupational Safety, Health and Environment Act B.E. 2554 (2011)
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( )

8. Immigration Act B.E. 2522 (1979)

( )

9. Money Laundering Act, B.E.2542 (1999)

( )

10. Other Acts (please specify)
……………………………………………………….……………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………
….…………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………
Recommendations
for service provided:
………….
......................................................................................................................................
......................................................................................................................................
......................................................................................................................................
Recorded to be evidence
(Signature)........................................................... Interviewee
(...........................................................)
(Signature)........................................................... Interviewer/ Recorder
(...........................................................)
Position ...............................................................
(Signature)........................................................... Co-Interviewer
(...........................................................)
Position ..............................................
(Signature)........................................................... Interpreter
(...........................................................)
Position ...............................................
Note:

1. In case the intervieweee cannot write, using the right thrumb finger print is
acceptable.
2. In the case of any different opinions or additional inputs, the co-interviewer can
provide addition notes.
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Thai Version
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ANNEX 5: FIELD INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS
Interview Protocol – USAID CTIP Assessment
Hi, my name is [NAME] from Social Impact, an international development consulting firm based
in the Washington, DC area. Social Impact has been contracted by the US Agency for International
Development (USAID) to carry out a survey to better understand current efforts in Thailand to address
trafficking in persons (TIP)—by the Royal Thai Government, NGOs, businesses, and international
organizations—as well as current gaps in services. The survey will be a useful resource for USAID and
stakeholders in planning programming in Thailand.
I invite you to participate in an interview lasting around 1 hour in which I will ask you some questions
about your professional experience with CTIP efforts in Thailand and your perceptions of successes,
opportunities, and needs to further address TIP. We are selecting professionals from the Royal Thai
Government, NGOs, businesses, and international organizations in six sites—Bangkok and the provinces
of Chonburi, Samut Sakhon, Ranong, Ubon Ratchathani, and Chiang Mai—and identified [you/your
office/your organization] based on your knowledge and experience working to address TIP in this area.
There are no direct benefits or anticipated risks to you for participating in this interview, though the
information you share will have the indirect benefit of contributing to programming efforts to prevent
TIP and better assist survivors. Should you choose to participate, your responses will be kept strictly
confidential. Your responses will be summarized and grouped together with responses from others and
not linked with your name or your specific title/position in our report. (For example, we may say, “a
government official said…”). Participation in this interview is completely voluntary. Should you agree to
the interview, you may refuse to answer any question that you do not wish to answer, and are free to
withdraw your participation at any time.
Do you have any questions? Do you agree to participate?
If after this interview you have any questions about the survey, please feel free to contact [NAME] at
[NUMBER].
Guiding Interview Questions
 What is your agency’s role in efforts to address trafficking in persons in Thailand?
 From your experience, what would you say are the main factors driving/causing trafficking in
Thailand?
 Where is Trafficking in Persons most prevalent in Thailand – which sectors or industries?
o What are some of the routes for Trafficking in these industries?
o Who are the likely victims in each of these industries? What are the profiles
and/or vulnerability factors for becoming a victim of trafficking?
 Who perpetrates trafficking? What are the characteristics of traffickers? What are the various
roles involved in trafficking?
 Do you observe any trends or changes in the situation of TIP in recent years?
 How do you view trafficking vulnerability of the following groups: women, men, girls,
boys? LGBT? Please articulate.
 What efforts are being made by NGOs and international organizations to prevent trafficking in
persons and identify victims of trafficking?
o To what extent have gender considerations been integrated into programs/efforts, and
how?
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To what extent have NGOs addressed prevention of and response to GBV in Thailand
(women, LGBT)?
Do NGO activities effectively coordinate with the government?
How do you view NGO and INGO anti-TIP efforts with regards to your own activities? Are
they complementary? Or in conflict with each other? Please give examples.
Now I want to ask you about the Thai government’s efforts to address trafficking in persons in
various areas. Please tell us about practices in the following areas as they related to men,
women, children, LGBT:
o Identification of and initial care for victims of trafficking
o Law enforcement investigations of trafficking crimes
o Return and reintegration of trafficking victims
o Prevention of future trafficking in persons
o Policy coordination
In recent years, the private sector appears more involved in responses to trafficking in persons
in Thailand. What are these efforts? Are they significant in contributing to the effectiveness of
anti-trafficking efforts in general?
Please identify the key obstacles to an improved anti-trafficking response in Thailand. What
would be required to effectively mitigate these obstacles?
What is the Thai public’s view on Trafficking in Persons? What is the Thai public’s attitude
towards migrant workers from neighboring countries?
How have regional programs and organizations contributed to anti-trafficking progress in
Thailand – such as ASEAN, COMMIT and the Bali Process? How has Thailand played a role in
these efforts?
Do you have any recommendations on any opportunities for female leadership and
empowerment, either on the side of the migrants/trafficked persons, among development actors
engaged in CTIP, or within the government agencies charged with CTIP responsibilities?
Please add anything that you think is relevant and has not been discussed.
o
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NGO Individual and Group Interviews
File naming convention: Site_organization_month_day
Sites: BKK, CHB, SSN, CHM, UBN, RAN

Informed Consent
Respondent Type:
Name:
Organization:
Title:
Sex:
Date:
Start time:
End time:
A. In brief, please summarize your organization’s role in efforts to address TIP in Thailand?

B. From your experience, what would you say are the main factors driving/causing TIP in Thailand?

C. Who perpetrates trafficking? What are the characteristics of traffickers?

D. Do you observe any trends or changes in the situation of TIP in recent years?

E. Now I want to ask about what makes people vulnerable for trafficking.
a. What makes men vulnerable to trafficking?
b. What makes women vulnerable to trafficking?
c. What makes children vulnerable to trafficking?
d. What makes LGBT community vulnerable to trafficking?
F. Does the government has a complaints mechanism for migrant workers to report rape/sexual
assault/GBV? Does DOL handle sexual assault complaints or police?
a. Are migrant claims of sexual assault or GBV by an employer investigated and prosecuted?
G. Does government consider acts of GBV/sexual assault as a possible indicator for trafficking or risk
factor on the Victim Identification Form?
H. Now I want to ask you about the Thai government’s efforts to address trafficking in persons in
various areas. How well does the Thai government respond to the specific vulnerabilities of
women (probe: in terms of identification, care, return/reintegration, law enforcement, and
prevention)?
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I.

J.

a. Men?
b. LGBT?
Please tell me where the Thai government is being effective and not effective in each of the
following areas. Please rank on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 representing “very effective” and 1
representing “very ineffective.”


Victim care, return and reintegration of trafficking victims?



Victim identification and law enforcement of trafficking crimes?



Prevention of future trafficking in persons?



Policy coordination?

Are there any Thai government policies or practices that you see as (inadvertently) contributing to
the trafficking in persons problem? If so, please describe.

K. How effective are the CTIP activities currently being implemented by NGOs and international
organizations?
A. To what extent have gender considerations been integrated into programs/efforts, and
how? (probe: in what ways do programs address the distinct vulnerabilities of
men/women/LGBT)? Are there any ways that NGOs can better address gender?
B. How well do NGO activities coordinate with government efforts? How about specifically
related to your own activities? Are these complementary/conflicting? Please explain.
L. In recent years, the private sector appears more involved in responses to trafficking in persons in
Thailand. What is your view of these efforts? Are they significant in contributing to the
effectiveness of anti-trafficking efforts in general?

M. Please identify the key obstacles to an effective CTIP response in Thailand. What could be done to
mitigate these obstacles?

N. How have regional programs and organizations contributed to CTIP progress in Thailand – such as
ASEAN, COMMIT and the Bali Process? How has Thailand played a role in these efforts?

O. Do you have any recommendations for how to advance female leadership among CTIP actors?
Survivors of TIP? Migrant workers?

P. Please add anything that you think is relevant and has not been discussed.

80

Business Interviews
File naming convention: Site_organization_month_day
Sites: BKK, CHB, SSN, CHM, UBN, RAN

Informed Consent
Name:
Organization:
Title:
Sex:
Date:
Start time:
End time:
Q. Does this business/association play a role in addressing trafficking in persons in Thailand? If so, how?
R. Are there ways/other ways in which this business/association can play a role in addressing TIP? If so,
how?
A. From your experience, what would you say are the main factors driving/causing trafficking in your
industry in Thailand?
B. In your industry, where is Trafficking in Persons most prevalent? (probe: which steps in the supply
chain?)
a. What are some of the routes for Trafficking in this industry?
b. Who are the likely victims in in this industry? What are the profiles and/or vulnerability
factors for becoming a victim of trafficking in this industry?
c. How do you view trafficking vulnerability of the following groups: women, men, girls,
boys? LGBT? Please articulate.
C. Who perpetrates trafficking in your industry? What are the characteristics of traffickers? What are
the various roles involved in trafficking?
D. Do you observe any trends or changes in the situation of TIP in your industry in recent years?
E. Now I want to ask you about the Thai government’s efforts to address trafficking in persons in
various areas. For each of these, please consider your industry in particular and tell me where the
Thai government is being effective and not effective. Please rank on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5
representing “very effective” and 1 representing “very ineffective.”
 Victim care, return, and reintegration?
 Identification and Law enforcement investigations of trafficking crimes?
 Prevention of future trafficking in persons?
 Policy coordination?
F. To what extent if any, have Thai government policies on CTIP differed for men and women
victims/survivors?
G. Are there any Thai government policies or practices that you see as (inadvertently) contributing to
the trafficking in persons problem? If so, please describe.
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H. What efforts (if you are aware of any) are being made by NGOs and international organizations to
prevent trafficking in persons and identify victims of trafficking in your industry?
C. Are these effective and coordinate with the government?
I.

Please identify the key obstacles to an improved anti-trafficking response in Thailand in your
industry. What would be required to effectively mitigate these obstacles?

J.

What is the Thai public’s view on Trafficking in Persons? What is the Thai public’s attitude towards
migrant workers from neighboring countries? How do these (two sets of) public views shape the
government’s response to trafficking in persons?

K. How have regional programs and organizations contributed to anti-trafficking progress in Thailand –
such as ASEAN, COMMIT and the Bali Process? How has Thailand played a role in these efforts?
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ANNEX 6: DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST FORMS
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U.S. Agency for International Development
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