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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION

THE TRANSNATIONALDIFFUSION OF HUMAN TRAFFICKING POLICY

Globalization has promoted the transnational diffusion of public policies. Recognizing
that policies of one country are shaped by policies of others, scholars have developed several
theories to explain policy diffusion. Because empirical evidence forthese theoriesis contested,
this study evaluates the relative explanatory power of the major theories of policy diffusion for
human trafficking policies. To test competing theoretical claims, this study uses quantitative
methods on an original, cross-national data setto analyze how human trafficking policies
diffused. The results reveal thatfor the diffusion of human trafficking policies coercion and
constructivist theories have robust support, while supportis less consistent for reputation
theory and altogetherlacking for competition theory. Surprisingly, the findings show that
irresolute sanction threats were more effective than credible threats in promoting trafficking
policy diffusion. In addition, the analysis reveals a complicated relationship between regional
organizations and constructivist diffusion mechanisms. By showing the explanatory power of
each theory and raising new questions and puzzles, the study offers afoundation forfurther
theoretical development. This research also has practical implications for diplomats and
policymakers who wish to promote the diffusion of good practices to counter human trafficking.
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INTRODUCTION

This dissertation makes an empirical contribution to the theoretical literature on policy
diffusionin the international system. There is a theoretical debate amongscholars about the
explanatory value of various theories of policy diffusion. While this literature makes competing
theoretical claims, the empirical evidence is contested orlacking. This study contributes to this
literature by analyzing how trafficking in persons (TIP) policy is diffused across statesin the
international system by using an original, cross-nationaldata set on TIP policy covering 195
countries for the period from 1998 to 2018. This data set broadens TIP policy beyond
criminalization to include capacity-building and victim protection policies and includes new
indicators to betterevaluate the relative merits of the various theories of policy diffusion. By
empirically adjudicating the theoretical debate, this study reveals the explanatory value of the
existingtheories and the gaps that yet remain, laying the groundwork of furthertheoretical
developmentin policy diffusion and related areas of study.

Scholars of policy diffusion generally draw on one of five theoriesin theirexplanations:
constructivism, learning, coercion, competition, or reputation. For TIP policy, scholarly attention
has focused on two mechanisms: (1) scorecard diplomacy, connected to reputation theory, and
(2) governmental concern overthe diversion of trafficking as an indirect effect of neighbors'
improved policies, connected to the constructivistand competition theories. TIP policy is a
usefultest case in the policy diffusion literature because it is perceived as a public good which
has normative, economic, and security dimensions. These dimensions suggest that TIP policy is
an ideal issue area for empirically testing the predictions of theories of transnational policy
diffusion.

Mechanisms associated with most of the theories of policy diffusion are potentially

active given the multiple dimensions of TIP policy. The US publicly scores countries for their



performance in tackling TIP and sanctions poor performers—mechanisms associated with
coercion and reputation. Countries may also be competing with their neighborsto become less
attractive to criminal investment—amechanism associated with competition. Ideas about TIP
policy are also spread through a dense network of personaland institutional relationships
nestled withinand between international, inter-regional, regional, and domestic organizations—
a mechanism associated with constructivism. Learning is the one theory of policy diffusion that
is least likely to be active for TIP because of the lack of transparent data necessary to evaluate
policy success. But, even here, the mechanisms associated with learning overlap with the
constructivism, so evidence in favor of these mechanisms can inform our understanding of its
explanatory powerwhenthese conditions are active in other policy domains.

This dissertation can make an empirical its contribution to the theoretical literature
because it introduces a noveldata able to test extant theories of transnational policy diffusion
with survival analysis. Unlike previous studies which have focused on criminalization, this data
setallows for testing hypotheses on abroaderrange of TIP policies, including capacity-building
and victim protection policies. The data setalso includes better operationalizations of existing
concepts, such as fear of trafficking diversion, and enables developing models for predicting US
sanctioning and scoring decisions necessary to test theories of coercion and reputation. The
data setalso includes variables to account for mechanisms which may explain regional variation
in TIP policy diffusion, a gap in the literature which has notbeen well explored. Together, these
features enable the dissertation to offerthe most comprehensive test of existing theories of
policy diffusion on TIP policy to date.

Understanding TIP policy diffusionis not only important forthe theoretical contribution
it can make, butalso to practitioners who wish to promote TIP policy. Having a firm, empirically-

grounded understanding forwhat encourages TIP policy diffusion s integral to the effortto



reduce the suffering caused by human trafficking. Because many other policies also have a
normative dimension, understanding how TIP policies diffuse will be usefulto advocates of
othercauses as well. For example, in human trafficking studies, scholars have contested the
value of US sanctions for policy diffusion and have held that US preferencesforlaw enforcement
solutions may undermine victim protection. This study reveals the extent to which these
criticisms are merited and informs advocacy strategies for promoting favored policies in the
future.

This dissertationis therefore developed as follows:

Chapter1 sets out the majortheories of policy diffusion and explains how these have
been applied to the diffusion of TIP policy. | evaluate the literature critically and discuss some
open questionsinthe literature. | conclude this chapter by proposing the hypothesesto be
tested in this study.

Chapter 2 describesthe research design. | begin with a description of the data collection
which resulted in the original data set| use in the study. | continue with an explanation of the
research design. The testing of some hypotheses requires atwo-step process where | first
generate models that predict the US sanctioning decision or the USTIP report score. | explain
how | develop these models and how the results are used in the principal analysis. | then explain
the principal statistical analysis used in the dissertation to test the hypotheses by describing the
dependentandindependentvariables, and the survival analysis model.

Chapter 3 tests coercion theory by examining whetherthe threat of US sanctions
promotes the diffusion of TIP policy. This chapterbegins with the results of the modelused to
predict sanctioning decisions and then continues with the models testing how the credibility of

US sanctions influences TIP policy diffusion.



Chapter4 tests reputation theory by examining whether US scorecard diplomacy
beyond the threat of sanctions promotes the diffusion of TIP policy. This chapter begins with the
results of the modelused to explain TIP scored and then continues with the models testing how
reputational or othernon-coercive pressure from US diplomacy influences TIP policy diffusion.

Chapter5 tests constructivist theory by examining whether regional policy density
(which operationalizes the extent to which the policy has become taken-for-granted) promotes
policy diffusion and exploring the relationship between this policy normalization and regional
organizations. The models examine the extent to which policy normalization can be explained by
the influence of regional policy communities.

Chapter 6 tests competition theory by examining whether countries compete to become
less attractive to transnational criminal networks by implementing TIP policy. The models use a
new indicator for measuringthe fear of transnational trafficking to offera bettertest of this
hypothesis thanis foundin the extantliterature.

Chapter 7 summarizesthe findings foreach hypothesis, suggests some directions for
furthertheoreticaldevelopment, and offers recommendations for diplomats, policy makers, and

advocates.



CHAPTER ONE: THEORY

WHAT IS TRAFFICKING IN PERSONS POLICY?

Afterthe end of the Cold War, law enforcement agencies began seeinganincrease in
casesin which people had been compelled ortricked into situationsin which they were
exploited, often across borders. Media exposés and diplomaticattention conceptualized this
"traffickingin persons" (TIP) as a kind of forced labor, even a modern variant of slavery. Stories
of sex trafficking had a special powerin capturing the attention of concerned publicsin the
United States and elsewhere. In the late 1990s, advocates framed TIP as both a problem of
crime and of protecting marginalized people and encouraged governments to act to end this
"new slavery" (forthis history, see Bales 1999; DeStefano 2008).

Policies for combatting trafficking in persons have since seenrapid global acceptance. In
2021, theinternational TIP regime is deep and complex, butin 2000 it had only two key
components: The United Nations Protocolto Prevent, Suppress and Punish Traffickingin
Persons Especially Women and Children (2000; hereafter"the Protocol") and the US Victims of
Trafficking and Violence Protection Act of 2000 (TVPA). Both the Protocoland the TVPA, aswell
as subsequentglobal, regional, and bilateral transnational policy efforts, emphasized three
policy sectors necessary to combat human trafficking: prosecution of traffickers, protection of
victims, and prevention, orthe 3Ps.

TIP policy is nota single policy but a suite of policies. Amongits articles, the Protocol
requires ratifying states to (1) criminalize sex and labor trafficking as defined by the Protocol, (2)
"considerimplementing measuresto provide for the physical, psychological and social recovery
of victims," (3) consideradopting measures allowing transnational victims to remainin the
receiving state, (4) repatriate transnational victims with due regard for their safety, (5) establish

"comprehensive policies" to prevent TIP and protect victims from revictimization, (6) alleviate



factors that make people vulnerable to trafficking, (7) exchange information with one another,
(8) train law enforcement, immigration, and other officials, (9) strengthen border controls to
preventanddetectTIP, and (10) ensure integrity of travel documents. Examples of specific TIP
policies within the United States include laws requiring posting trafficking hotline numbersin
public restrooms, ensuring underage victims are not prosecuted for prostitution offenses, and
permitting victims to vacate certain offensesacquired while being trafficked.

A carefulreaderof the Protocol will note thatthe requirements are strongerforlaw
enforcement policies than forvictim services policies where parties are only required to
"consider" implementing measures. While some in the advocacy community have been critical
of the prioritization of law enforcement strategies, the advantage of drawing on multiple frames
is that it motivates diverse actors to act against TIP. Some scholars have found that law
enforcementframes are more effective in motivating states to cooperate against TIP than
human rights frames (Charnysh, Lloyd, and Simmons 2015; Simmons and Lloyd 2010), yet
Schonhofer(2014) showed that law-and-order parties are at least as likely to promote victim-
centered TIP policies as social democratic parties. Implementation of TIP policies can bring
togetherlaw enforcementand victim service personnelin ways that promote victim-centered
policing and prosecution, though Foot (2016) noted that tensions often exist between these
different sectors. Insome cases, the law enforcement frame may reinforce other state
objectives that undermine victims'welfare. Forexample, Perry (2016) found that, in response to
US pressure "to produce trafficking arrests and prosecutions," Thailand created a "highly
punitive law-enforcement-based approach thatended up harming the same people it purported
to be helping" (212-213).

Competing state priorities in neighboring policy domains may undermine TIP policy. For

example, astate's efforts to control migration by requiring employer-sponsored visas for



seasonallabor may create a power dynamic that allows employers to exploit their seasonal
labor force in ways that would qualify as TIP. The Canadian Council for Refugees (2016) has
complained of well-documented exploitation of migrant workers under Canada's Temporary
Foreign Worker Program, including cases that ought to be considered TIP. Advocacy groupsin
the United States are concerned that strongerimmigration enforcement, ofteninthe name of
preventing human trafficking, reduces foreign victims'incentives to cooperate with law
enforcement, and that some victims have been deported while awaiting visas which would have
entitled themto legally stay in the country (Dahlstrom 2018; US DoS 2019; Villarreal 2018).
Thus, not only might insincere states use TIP policy in ways contrary to the intentions of the
Protocol, even a sincere state's efforts to promote victim welfare may be undermined by
competing policy goals.

Notwithstanding these real criticisms, the international TIP regime strongly encourages
state cooperation with civil society organizations. Forexample, US diplomacy actively seeks out
the opinion of advocacy organizations which monitor state performance and their concerns
often become part of the US State Department's recommendations for TIP policy improvement.
TIP policy best practices include nurturing partnerships between law enforcement and victim
services to improve victim-centered policing. By promoting the role of civil societyin TIP policy,
the Protocol and US diplomacy seek toimprove the visibility and accountability of state conduct
in the implementation of TIP policy. This accountability then creates opportunities for states to
correct harmful policies and improve helpfulones.

The diversity in TIP policies offers opportunities to test different theoreticalapproaches
to policy diffusion, as different aspects of TIP policy appealto different frames, have different
costs and benefits, and empower different actors. Yet, all these policies fall underthe umbrella

of TIP policy and share an internationalregime dedicated to promotingthemin order to reduce



or eliminate TIP. | turn now to the various theories of policy diffusion and consider how these
have been applied specifically in the literature on TIP.
THEORIES OF POLICY DIFFUSION
In 2007, Dobbin, Simmons, and Garrett described four theories for understanding policy
diffusion: constructivism, learning, coercion, and competition. In addition to these, scholars
have also developed atheory based onreputation. In this section, | describe these five theories
and how they have been applied to TIP policy diffusion. Then, | describe open questionsin the

literature and how these theories may helpin answeringthem.

Constructivist Theory

Constructivism posits that shared meanings about the social world, not materialism,
drive international politics. According to Wendt (1999), the basic idea of constructivismis that
"structures of human association" including "the identities and interests of purposive actors" are
"determined primarily by shared ideas rather than material forces" (1). Thus, constructivism
focuses on how ideas influence behavior.

Constructivismis an important school in international relations. In his 1992 essay
"Anarchy Is What States Make of It," Wendt challenged rationalist assumptions that treat "the
identities and interests of agents as exogenously given" (391). For Wendtand other
constructivists, how actors form identities and interests are important research questions. Even
the "logic" of self-help in anarchy is socially constructed, notan inherentfeature.

Similarly, for constructivists, transnational policy diffusion is not simply a matter of
rational interest but of ideas about what kinds of policies are best. A global consensus forms
around certain policy goals and the meansto achieve them, and the resultis transnational policy

diffusion. Dobbin, Simmons, and Garrett (2007) suggested several constructivist mechanisms by



which policy innovations spread, including (1) follow-the-leader, (2) expert theorization, (3)
network connections, and (4) tipping points which promote a "taken-for-granted" attitude.

Under follow-the-leader, countries mimicthe policy of a country that appearsto be
doing well. This mechanism is more relevant to domains where success can be clearly defined,
which is not generally the case with TIP policy since the opaque, criminal nature of trafficking
makes it difficult to measure success against it.

Experttheorizationis a more promising mechanism for TIP policy. Here, experts develop
theoretically derived policy solutions to achieve certain policy goals. Policies are more likely to
diffuse as expertagreementincreases, though policy diffusion may be limited to actors that
share appropriate similarities. In contrast to learning (discussed below), itis not necessary that
these theories be supported by evidence—whatis importantis that experts find them credible.
Dobbin, Simmons, and Garrett (2007) argued that countries agreeing to policies they are unable
to put into practice offers evidence of the power of ideas in policy diffusion.

Constructivists also hold that social networks play a role in diffusingideas. These
networks may be based on geographic proximity (Ramirez, Soysal, and Shanahan 1997), cultural
similarities (Rose 1993), or structural equivalence (Elkins, Guzman, and Simmons 2006). One
area of research is differentiating which social networks matterfor the diffusion of ideas.

Finally, Dobbin, Simmons, and Garrett (2007) noted "that once new policies reacha
certain threshold of adoption, others will come to take the policy forgranted as necessary"
(454), citing the expansion of mass education as an example (Meyer, Ramirez, Rubinson, and
Boli-Bennett 1977; Meyer, Ramirez, and Soysal 1992). Although the level of adoption that
achievesthis "tipping point" is left undefined, the perception of the necessity of adoption it

creates promotes policy diffusion amonglaggards.



Constructivist theoryin explaining TIP policy diffusion

The constructivist theory in explaining TIP policy diffusionis seenin the work of
Simmons, Lloyd, and colleagues, which emphasizes the importance of "frames" forthe diffusion
of TIP policy (Charnysh, Lloyd, and Simmons 2015; Simmons and Lloyd 2010; Simmons, Lloyd,
and Stewart 2018). Frames enable people to organize and interpret events—to give them
meaning—and they motivate and guide action by labeling problems and proposing solutions
(Snow etal. 1986). Inthe literature on TIP policy diffusion, these scholars used the concept of
framesto connectideas aboutincentives to policy decisions.

In 2015, Charnysh, Lloyd, and Simmons argued that policymakers chose to emphasize a
transnational crime frame for human trafficking rather than victim protection or humanrights
frames, because the crime frame enables states to assert their authority. Their analysis of UN
TIP resolutions found that crime language was associated with more sponsors and supporters. In
2018, Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart argued that the crime frame continued to matter, buthere
they held it was fear of the negative effects of transnational crime —especially the diversion of
trafficking from neighbors with better enforcement policies—that motivated criminalization of
TIP. In both studies, ideas about TIP encouraged policy diffusion.

Problems with constructivist theory

The constructivist theory is helpfulin directing attention to how ideas influence
interests and incentives, but the challenge is untangling ideas fromincentives. The work of
Simmons, Lloyd, and colleagues creatively addressed the alignment between ideas and
incentives. But which comes first? Perhaps a change in ideas leads to changing preferences, or
perhaps a change in incentivesleadsto a change in ideas. The importance of material incentives

cannot be dismissed.
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While theorization and framing are important for constructivists, significant overlap
exists with learning theory, to which | turn next. New theorization recommending policy
innovations may be directly connected with learning, but, evenif not, ideas are likely to spread
using the same mechanisms. Forexample, both theorization and learning diffuse through social
networks, and follow-the-leader ortipping points may apply as much to learningas to
theorization. Indeed, itis difficult to operationalize measures that distinguish between learning

and theorization.

Learning Theory

Both constructivism and learning are theories that emphasize changingideas. Despite
this similarity, Dobbin, Simmons, and Garrett (2007) held that learningis a distinct theory
because ideas change as evidence changes, unlike constructivism where ideas change because
theories change. Evenso, overlap exists between the two approaches: learning depends on the
visibility of both policy successes and failures, and, as noted in the discussion of constructivism
above, theorization is often based upon encounters with evidence.

Various mechanisms promote policy diffusion through learning. One key mechanism is
the example of the policy experiences of other countries. As these experiences are seento be
successfuland appropriate for another context, policy diffuses across borders. The more
consistent the evidence in favor of policy success, the more likely or more quickly policy will
diffuse. One will note, however, that this mechanism appears indistinguishable from the follow-
the-leader mechanism discussed under constructivism above.

As with constructivism, social networks are important for policy diffusion, as experts and
policymakers learn lessons fromtheir personal networks. For example, Honigand Weaver
(2019) found that circulation of staff amongaid organizations encouraged learningand fostered

best practices. Otherscholars have found international organizations to be effective loci of
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policy diffusion (Eising 2002; Kahler 1992; Quirk 1994). Notonly are international organizations
at the center of global policy-focused social networks, butthey can also promote policy diffusion
as agentsthemselves orthrough the sharing of information among policy elites.
Learning theory in explaining TIP policy diffusion

Scholars of TIP policy diffusion have soughtto considerthe relevance of learning. Cho,
Dreher,and Neumayer(2011) and Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) tried to control for the
influence of learning in their statistical analyses of TIP policy diffusion, though the
operationalization of their variablesis problematic. Cho, Dreher, and Neumayer operationalized
learning (oremulation) with similarity in UN voting patterns and a variable for "civilization,"
while Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart used regional press articles, criminalization among trading
partners, and criminalization among countries at a similar developmentallevel, civilizational
grouping, or legal family. The problem with the operationalization of learningin this way is that
all these variables could be measuring other concepts. Moreover, these variables do not capture
well the mechanisms noted above for policy diffusion by learning, such as observation of
neighbor's policy successes orinteraction among policy elitesin internationalinstitutions. Table
1-1 summarizes the key measurements and findings in the literature related to learning.

Table 1-1. Learning in Studies of TIP Policy Diffusion

Study Indicator Operationalization Finding
Cho, Dreher, and Learning or UN voting similarity Supported
Neumayer 2011 emulation Civilizational dummy Partially supported
Simmons, Lloyd, Learning or Criminalization of other countries weighted bytotal | Notsupported
and Stewart 2018 | emulation trade

Regional press articles Not supported

Proportion of countries criminalizing within a given Not supported
country's developmental level

Proportion of countries criminalizing within a Supported
country's civilizational grouping
Proportion of countries criminalizing within a Supported

country's legal family

Problems with learning theory
Learning is difficult to operationalize. Dobbin, Simmons, and Garrett (2007) criticized

scholars for failing to differentiate between learningand "mindless emulation" and for taking
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diffusion of policies as evidence of learning without showing that evidence supported the
policy's efficacy (462). To some extent, we can see this problem with the operationalization of
learning in Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018), though, to be fair, their primary interest was in
showingthe robustness of the main variable of interest rather than demonstrating that learning
promoted the diffusion of TIP policy. The social networks by which learning is said to diffuse may
also diffuse ideas developed from theorization—that is, many of the operative mechanisms of
learning are the same as those for constructivism.

Kelley (2017) argued that socialization through learning was an important consequence
of the change in incentives broughtabout by reputational pressure (53-55). Because she
believed learningis an effect of changing incentives, she did not try to operationalize it in her
statistical studies. This highlights the problem of determining causality: does learning change
incentives or doincentives encourage learning? Both are plausible patterns, andindeed both
patterns could be happening simultaneously.

Coercion Theory

In coerciontheory, powerfulactors create material incentives and disincentives—
typically economic—for policy adoption among less powerfulactors. Powerfulactors can include
not only powerful states, butintergovernmental organizations like the World Bank and
International Monetary Fund which can impose conditions in return for loans. Not all material
incentives need be negative—carrots and sticks are both used, but positive inducements, like
loans or aid, are dependent upon changesin policy.

Dobbin, Simmons, and Garrett (2007) described the primary diffusion mechanism as
"conditionality" —setting requirements foraid, loans, or other material benefits. Conditionality
can occur directly from powerful countries orindirectly through intergovernmental

organizations. Scholars debate how coercive conditionality is—forexample, countries may
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accept conditions because they wantthem (Vreeland 2003) or the conditions may not be
credibly enforced (Cordellaand Dell'Arriccia 2002). Conditionality is especially common for
encouraging diffusion of economic policies, but it has also been used to promote democracy and
human rights. For example, Hafner-Burton (2005) showed that preferential trade agreements
promote improve human rights performance when those agreements have specificstandards on
which material benefits conditionally depend.

Dobbin, Simmons, Garrett (2007) also described two other mechanisms underthe
coercion: policy leadership and hegemonicideas. Policy leadership involves solving coordination
problems through the unilateral action of a powerfulactor. While global coordination on TIP
policy is presented as a collective action problem, it is not a classic coordination problem which
one powerfulactor can solve. Hegemony refers to Gramsci's understanding of cultural
hegemony by which the ruling group perpetuatesits rule by setting social norms and meeting
people's psychologicalneeds for meaning. While this line of research asks important questions
about who benefits from policy diffusion, including TIP policy diffusion, forthe purposes of this
study it is operationally indistinguishable from constructivism, conditionality, or reputation.
Either ideas change incentives, through the mechanisms described above, or powerful actors
promote theirinterests by changing incentives—either materialincentives through
conditionality, or social incentives through reputation mechanisms (discussed below). As such, |
focus on conditionality as the primary coercive mechanism relevant to the diffusion of TIP
policy.

Coercion theory in explaining TIP policy diffusion

USleadership in promotingthe diffusion of TIP policy through its scorecard diplomacy

with its threat of sanctions has led scholars to give coercive mechanisms some attention.

Outside of the USTVPA, which makes some aid and loan support conditional on a state's efforts
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to improve TIP policy, conditionality is not found in trade or loan agreements. No scholar has
tested whether US sanctions or threat of sanctions has promoted TIP policy diffusion, butthey
have given attention to material conditions that may make countries vulnerable to US (or
occasionally European) pressure. In herwork on scorecard diplomacy, Kelley (2017) did not find
much evidence that material vulnerability to US pressure mattered for TIP policy diffusion.
Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) found more supportforvulnerability to US pressure than
Kelley, buttheir measure for US pressure—receivingalow score in the TIP report—may be
measuring reputational pressure (discussed below) rather than threat of sanctions. A summary
of the results relating to coercion are found in table 1-2.

Table 1-2. Coercion in Studies of TIP Policy Diffusion

Study Indicator Operationalization Finding
Kelley 2017 Vulnerability to US | USaid (logged) Weak support
material pressure US aid as share of GDP (logged) Not supported
US aid as share of total aid (logged) Not supported
US trade as share of GDP (logged) Not supported
US military aid (logged) Weak support
US FDI (logged) Not supported
Importsto US (logged) Not supported
Simmons, Lloyd, Coercion Trade dependence on US or EU Not supported
and Steward 2018 US aid dependence Supported
Use of IMF credits Supported
USTIP tier 2 watch list or tier 3 Supported

Problems with coercion theory

As Dobbin, Simmons, and Garrett (2007) pointed out, when considering coercion, "it is
necessary to identify the coercive actors" (457). In relation to TIP policy, this is a straightforward
task, as there is only one actor applying conditionality foraid (orloans) in TIP policy
performance: The United States. Scholars have tried to measure how vulnerable other states are
to this conditionality, but many of the ways they have operationalized this vulnerability could
also be measuring other mechanisms. Findings are also inconclusive.

As yet, noscholar has analyzed the influence of sanctions or the threat of sanctions on
TIP policy diffusion. The challenge with analyzing the influence of sanctionsis the selection
effect: sanctions are more likely to be used when they are less likely to be successful (Nooruddin
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2002). Thus, actual sanctioning is not likely to be effective in promoting desired policies, but the
threat of sanctions may be effective in circumstances where that threat is credible. Despite
these challenges, key actors and material incentives are clear, and in this study, | directly test
the relevance of the threat of sanctions for TIP policy diffusion.

Competition Theory

According to Dobbin, Simmons, and Garrett (2007), the key propositions for the
economiccompetition theory are that (1) governments compete for "afixed quantity of trade or
investment," (2) governments "know who their competitors are," (3) governments can "connect
policy choices to competitive advantages," and (4) governments focus on policies which have a
short-term effects, like tax breaks, as these are most likely to influence investors' decisions
(458). Competition is the mechanism: policy diffusion occurs as governments adopt policies to
forestall potential advantages gained by competitors through their own policy choices.

One potential outcome of the policy diffusion through competitionis convergence. An
example is the adoption of the gold standard, where adoption was speeded by the share of
trade with other countries that had adopted the standard (Meissner 2002). Many critics of
globalization argue that competition pressure encourages a "race to the bottom" as
governments decrease environmental regulations or labor protections to encourage foreign
investment. But diffusion scholars have found policy divergence even where such pressures are
said to exist, and they have explained differential environmental policy outcomes as contingent
on such contexts as sensitivity to competition pressure (Porter 1999), industrial characteristics
(Zhengand Shi 2017), or thejurisdiction's fiscal strength (Van Der Kamp, Lorentzen, and
Mattingly 2017). Nor does economic competition necessarily result in policy diffusion at all—
Bearce (2007) showed that, contrary to some scholar's expectations, there has notbeen

convergence on monetary policy in the Organization for Economic Cooperationand
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Development (OECD); rather, countries have frequently chosen to pursue policy autonomy,
contingenton their domestic politics.
Competition theoryin explaining TIP policy diffusion

In the literature on TIP policy diffusion, economiccompetition is reversed. Here,
scholars have assumed that countries are trying to compete in becoming unattractive to
investment by transnational criminal trafficking organizations. The other propositions apply:
countries know who their competitors are, connect their own and neighbor's policy choices to
competitive advantages, and focus on short-term effects. Cho, Dreher, and Neumayer (2011)
were the first to propose that fear of trafficking diversion (which they called "externalities")
motivated TIP policy diffusionforlaw enforcement policies, but not for victim protection
policies. They held that as policy responses to TIP escalate in one country, transnational
traffickers will be incentivized to switch to less-risky transit routes or destinations.
Consequently, countries vulnerable to these potentialindirect effects of their neighbor's
improved policy responses oughtto ratchet up their own law enforcement policies to avoid the
negative effects of increased trafficking flows. They found that a country's prosecution policies
improved when theirneighbors or bilateral trade partners had enacted better prosecution
policies.

Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) connected issue framing with perceptions of the
direct and indirect effects of trafficking and neighbors' policy choices. They argued that framing
transnational trafficking as a crime required a law enforcement solution and contributed to the
frame's rapid global diffusion. The law enforcement frame (among several alternative TIP
frames) emphasized the negative effects of trafficking, both the direct threat of trafficking to
governance, butalsothe indirect effects resulting from the policy choices of neighbors. They

used density of road connections as a proxy measure forvulnerability to trafficking diversion
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from neighbors which criminalized trafficking and found that these connections were associated
with ratification of the Protocol and domesticcriminalization, especially fortransit countries.

Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) argued that the criminalization of neighbors
weighted by the density of road networks was indeed a proxy for the vulnerability of a state to
diversion of trafficking flows from neighbors'improved policy efforts. Conceptually, this is
because human trafficking involves the movement of people (ratherthanideas, goods, or
money), and that means it predominately follows roads. Their proxy variable remained robust
when including control variables such as criminalization among trading partners, number of
regional news articles, or criminalization amonga country's reference groups, such as
"civilizational" group, "legal family" or developmentallevel. Furthermore, Simmons, Lloyd, and
Stewart predicted that vulnerability to trafficking diversion would matter for prosecution policy
but notfor protection policy; their findings indicate their proxy is positively associated with
both, though the relationship is more substantive with prosecution policies. They also tested
their road density variable with diffusion of money laundering laws and found no connection, as
they predicted, since money laundering does not require roads. Table 1-3 summarizes the
resultsin the literature on TIP policy diffusionrelated to competition.

Table 1-3. Competitionin Studies of TIP Policy Diffusion

Study Indicator Operationalization Finding
Cho, Dreher, and | Trafficking Contiguitydummy Supported
Neumayer 2011 diversion Bilateral trade Partially supported

("externalities")
Simmons, Lloyd, Trafficking

and Stewart 2018 | diversion
("externalities")

Criminalization of neighbors weighted by density of

road networks Supported

Problems with competition theory
Dobbin, Simmons, and Garrett (2007) criticized studies of competition theoryin policy
diffusion forfailing to measure the pressure exerted by competitors by relyinginstead on proxy

measures such as trade openness, as well as failing to consideralternative approaches. While
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advocatesforfear of trafficking diversion as a motivator for TIP policy diffusion do consider
otherdiffusion mechanisms, their operationalization of the conceptis problematic. But the
greatest problem with this approach is that it is counter-intuitive because it requires that
policymakers generally believe, contrary to common intuition, that the threat posed to their
countryis greaterfrom neighbors who are doing more against traffickers. Simmons and Lloyd
(2010) arguedthat in policy domains of prostitution and drug trafficking, crime is diverted by
increased enforcement (Gros 2003; Keenan 2006). But to make the claim that policymakers are
influenced by these concerns for human trafficking, they must also show that policymakers are
generally aware of them. They have notdone this. As| know of little discussion of TIP
displacementin the advocacy or policy communities, | am skepticalthat fear of it is motivating
policymakers around the world.

Moreover, the variable chosen to operationalize fear of trafficking diversion—the
number of road connections to neighbors which have criminalized trafficking—may be
measuring other diffusion mechanisms. Constructivist and learning theory hold that ideas
diffuse through transnational connections, which roads may be measuring. Moreover,
reputation theory predicts that better performing neighbors encourage under-performing
neighbors to improve their policies. Counts of road connections cannot tell us which mechanism
is at play.

Finally, we lack clear evidence for diversion of trafficking flows via roads. When diverted
trafficking exists, it often involves more complicated travelroutes than can be proxied by
variables relating to number of roads. The USTIP reportsinclude some perceived or likely cases
of trafficking diversion, including:

e Bangladeshis transiting Nepalto obtain Nepalese visas foremploymentin the Gulf

(US DoS 2011, 82);
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Labor migrants from Benin using airports in Togo, Burkina Faso, and Nigeria to avoid
antitrafficking screeningin Benin (US DoS 2019, 99);

Malagasy migrants and trafficking victims travelling through the Comoros or
Mauritius on their way to the Middle East to avoid Madagascar's increased
protective restrictions for emigrants (US DoS 2011, 241, 254; US DoS 2014, 137);
Increasing use of the airport in Conakry, Guineato transport victims from Guinea,
Liberia, and Sierra Leone to Kuwait and Qatar (US DoS 2018, 207);

Diverting Asian trafficking victims through Lesotho to more easily reach South Africa
(US DoS 2008, 273);

Diversion of South Korean trafficking victims headed to the United States from
Canada to Mexico due toincreased security at Canadian airports and along the US-
Canadian border (US DoS 2006, 87);

Increasing numbers of Mongolian trafficking victims in Turkey due to visa-free travel
opportunities for Mongoliansin Turkey (US DoS 2011, 261);

Increasing use of Portugalas a route for African trafficking victims into the Schengen
area (US DoS 2019, 387);

Traffickers shifting routes from Libya to Morocco (US DoS 2018, 394); and
Increasing use of Sri Lanka as a transit point for trafficking and smuggling of Nepalis

(USDoS 2017, 11, 371).

These examplesillustrate the complexity of trafficking diversion. In many cases,

trafficking routesinclude legs via air, and the policies which traffickers are trying to

circumnavigate or take advantage of are border control and migration policies, not trafficking

criminalization. These examples suggest that one of the primary motivators for traffickers

changing routesis the change in the ease of entry and exitin the countries along the routes.
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Consideragain the key propositions of competition theory: First, countries may be
competing to become unattractive to a fixed amount of trafficking criminal investment, butitis
not clear that it is fixed. Indeed, the USTIP reports are filled with discussions of increased
trafficking that suggest the total investmentis not limited, and that some TIP is opportunistically
driven by civil strife (e.g., in Syria) and harmful government policies (e.g., in Eritrea) that create
populations of vulnerable refugees or migrants. Second, do governments know who their
competitors are? While this seems plausible in some scenarios (e.g., Morocco, Tunisia, and Libya
are all plausibly competitors against trafficking of African migrants to Europe), it is not clear that
Nepaland Sri Lanka would see themselves as competitors against trafficking of victims to the
Middle East—at least not until they observed changes onthe ground. Third, countries likely do
connect policy choices to competitive advantages against TIP, but these policies frequently seem
to be border control and visa requirement policies, not trafficking criminalization. Fourth, the
examples show that countries do seemto engage in short-term policy actions to discourage
traffickers, but, again, these short-term policies are not criminalization, but border security and
managing migrant flows—policies the purposes of which include more than discouraging
trafficking. Thus, while we have some evidence that countries engage in policies to discourage
transnational trafficking, we have grounds to question the fit of competition theory bothin
terms of the policies under consideration (i.e., criminalization), and in terms of the variables
used to proxy the fear of trafficking (i.e., number of roads to better-performing neighbors).

Reputation Theory

Like coercion and competition theory, the final approach to policy diffusion focuseson
changing incentives, but unlike them, these incentives are reputationaland not necessarily
directly observable or material. Baser (2020) defined reputation as "beliefs held by the

international audience about an unknown underlying characteristic pertaining to that state" (2).
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Concernfor reputation can be extended to otheractors—including individuals who engage in
policymaking, and otheraudiences, including domestic publics and social networks. Kelley
(2017) held that reputations matteras both instrumentsto otherends and as endsin
themselves. In addition to material repercussions that can come from reputations, good
reputations are worth pursuing for such difficult-to-measure concepts as a sense of belonging or
moral worth.

Concernover reputationin international relations has been linked to resolving
commitment problems that exist for both conflict and cooperation. For example, scholars have
long sought to explain how states communicate the credibility of theiralliances by investingin
costly signals, thereby improving their reputation as alliance-keepers (Horowitz, Poast, and Stam
2017; Johnson and Joiner 2021; Mattes 2012; Morrow 1994). Scholars have also used
reputationalincentivesto help explain behavior which seems inconsistent with material
interests (Simmons 2000; Zartnerand Ramos 2011). Baser (2020) argued that, because state
preferences can change, reputational uncertainty always exists and reputational incentives are
therefore greaterforactors with pooror uncertain reputations, while states with good
reputations are more likely to take advantage of their reputations.

Kelley and Simmons (2019) argued that reputational mechanisms assert themselves
through (1) comparative global performance indicators, (2) elite networks, (3) domestic politics,
and (4) transnational pressure—which can overlap with economic competition as reputations
signal credibility to investors, donors, and otheractors. Global performance indicators (GPIs) are
increasingly common in international politics. GPls are regular, public assessments of states (or
otheractors) that permit comparative performance. As such, they can activate reputational
concerns, though theirinfluence depends on the authority of the assessor, amount of consensus

regarding the evaluations, and local values. Elite social networks can promote conformity to

22



social norms. Elites wantto maintain theirreputations amongtheir own social peers. For
example, Honigand Weaver (2019) found that the Aid Transparency Index motivated elites
within donororganizations to improve their performance so that they could maintain status
among their professional colleagues in other organizations. Domestic politics can also
incentivize elites to improve their country's reputation when those domestic publics care about
it. Domestic actors, such as civil society organizations or local businesses, may use negative
external evaluations of their countries performance to promote their own agendas for policies
that align withthose advocatedin GPls. Transnational pressures are frequently those we expect
in economic competition theory—externalactors who make decisions based on the reputations
of states. Here, reputation has a direct though diffuse connection to material incentives. The
difference is that economic competition is primarily focused on short-termincentives, while
building reputation need not be.
Reputation theoryin explaining TIP policy diffusion

Kelley's (2017) Scorecard Diplomacy offers the mostthorough theoreticaland
evidentiary defense of reputation as crucial for TIP policy diffusion. Accordingto Kelley, the
United States participatesin the growing trend forinfluencing states' reputations through the
use of "scorecard diplomacy," a method by which actors rank and compare countries with each
other, motivating countries to respond to improve their reputations, especially within their
"peer" group. The TVPA required the US State Departmentto evaluate and rank each country's
TIP policy performance and thereby exercise its influence to shape the reputation of states to
motivate action on TIP.

Kelley (2017) argued that concern overreputation does not deny the relevance of hard
power, materialincentives, or the normative environment. Indeed, states may desire to

maintain a positive reputation to access material goods, and the efficacy of reputational
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mechanisms depend on the normative environment. She acknowledged that the US use of
scorecard diplomacy is enhanced by its "status and strength" (15). Poweris not irrelevant, but,
following Ikenberry and Kupchan (1990), "poweris not reducible to coercive capacities" (289).
For Kelley, the storyis about the mechanism by which an actor like the US usesits powerto get
desiredresults, and for Kelley, that mechanism s scorecard diplomacy.

Kelley (2017) argued that the efficacy of the TIP scorecard diplomacy depends notonly
on sustaining diplomatic engagement, butalso on (1) each government's sensitivity to
reputational pressure, (2) its exposure of its policy shortfalls, and (3) its capacity to prioritize TIP
policy overother concerns. Sensitivity to reputational pressure depends on practical stakes—
how will having a poor reputation for TIP policy matter for governments and their people for
achieving their goals? This sensitivity can include such direct material concerns as loss of US aid
or loss of tourism revenue. It may also include social or normative concerns, especially if
complying with the social goals of TIP policy mattersto the people (e.g., on normative grounds)
and whetherthe people's opinion of their government's TIP performance has costs for the
government. Exposure to reputational concerns has to do with the extentto which the
government's behavioris publicly observed. Exposure depends on the availability and clarity of
information about government performance, the credibility of the scorecard evaluation, and the
role of the domesticmediaand civil society in holding the governmentaccountable. The
government's capacity to prioritize TIP policy overotherissues competing for the government's
attention mattersfor all stages of the policy process butis especiallyimportant for policy
implementation since implementing many TIP policies is complex and costly. Kelley contended
that the efficacy of reputational pressure depends on these domestic characteristics, as well as

the sustained pressure fromthe US and otherexternalactors. For Kelley, reputation acts like a
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catalyst to activate governmentand publicattention to TIP policy. Variation in these domestic
characteristics then helps explain variation in TIP policy efforts.

Kelley (2017) tested hertheory with several methods, including statistical analysis,
document analysis of State Department cables, survey analysis, case studies and elite
interviews. She found substantial statistical evidence to support hertheory that reputational
concerns mattered for domestic criminalization. Inclusionin the TIP reports, as wellas receiving
low scores, tended to spurcriminalization. A summary of Kelley's findings related to reputation
are shownin table 1-4.

Table 1-4. Reputationin Studies of TIP Policy Diffusion

Study Indicator Operationalization Finding

Kelley 2017 Scorecard Presencein USTIP report Supported
pressure USTIP report score of tier 2 watch list or tier 3 Supported
(reputation) Demotionin USTIP report (lagged) Supported

Problems with reputation theory

One key problem with reputationis that it is difficult to measure: How muchiis
reputation worth to an actor? How much reputation is gained or lost by any action? Given the
difficulty in measuring the value of reputation, the dangeris that it can become a catch-all
category that explains everything we want to explain. Moreover, reputational concerns can
coexist with the othertheories. Not only can ideas shape concern over reputation, but concern
overreputation may inspire learning or adoption of new ideas. Furthermore, havingagood
reputation can lead to material benefits, so that reputation may also overlap with coercion and
competition theory. Finally, what makes for a good reputation domestically may not coincide
with what makes for a good reputation internationally. Baser (2020) argued that reputation
building strategies ought to matter most to actors with poorreputations, but his theory does
not considerthe existence of two-levelgames (Putnam 1988), where agovernment's domestic

reputation may be improved by actions that harm its international reputation.
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Open Questionsin the Literature on TIP Policy Diffusion

Giventhe foregoingdiscussion of the different theories to understanding policy
diffusion, three questions stand out: (1) whatis the explanatory value of each theory for
promoting TIP policy diffusion? (2) should we expectto see differential diffusion of TIP policy
based on policy domain (whetheritis law enforcement, capacity building, or victim services)?
and (3) why do we see regional differentiation in TIP policy diffusion?

The explanatory value of each theory

Dobbins, Simmons, and Garrett (2007) argued that to understand the relative
explanatory value of each theory of policy diffusion in statistical studies, it is necessary to
control for the othertheories. To some extent, scholars of TIP policy diffusion have tried to do
this. However, in many cases, the variables which they used to representthe influence of other
theories could have multiple meanings. To take one example, Simmons, Lloyd, and Garrett's
(2018) usedthe variable "proportion of countries criminalizing within a country's civilizational
grouping" to proxy for learning, but it could signify various theoretical mechanisms, including
reputational pressure and constructivist "tipping points.” Moreover, the variable does not
necessarily include any requirementthat countries are learning from evidence that
criminalization helps solve the problems countries wish to solve with it. The extant literature on
TIP policy diffusion therefore lacks tests of competing theories using the best available
measures.

As exemplified above, learningis especially difficult to proxy with variables for TIP
policy. This is, in part, due to the lack of empirical evidence forthe success of any policy under
consideration. Of course, numbers of prosecutions increase after criminalization, but the
number of prosecutions does not measure the extentto which TIP is increasing or decreasingin

society more broadly. Some countries can also measure the number of victims assisted, but,
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again, this numberdoes not say much aboutthe prevalence of victims in a country. Therefore,
TIP is more like policies to reduce violence against women where datais opaque thanit is like
policies with more transparentlines of cause and effect, such as currency controls. A good proxy
variable to testlearning theory forTIP policy is beyond the reach of this dissertation.

This dissertation empirically evaluatesthe explanatory power of each theory of policy
diffusion, exceptforlearning, by generating and testing unique theoretical predictions while
controlling for the othertheories. While the nature of TIP policy makes learning currently
untestable, the otherfourtheories have plausible explanatory value, and adjudicating the
relative merits of each theory is usefulfor both grounding furthertheoretical developmentas
well as policy making.

Differential diffusion basedon policy type

One advantage of this dissertation over other studies of TIP policy diffusion is that | test
the theories on differenttypes of TIP policies. Previous studies have focused on criminalization,
but this study uses six TIP policies related to law enforcement, capacity-building, and victim
protection. Should we expect differential diffusion based on these policy types?

Existing work has argued that we should see differential diffusion by policy type.
Charnysh, Lloyd, and Simmons (2014) found that crime language in UN General Assembly
resolutionsrelatedto TIP produced more sponsors and diverse supporters than rights language.
Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) found thatlinking TIP to transnational crime promoted
criminalization among neighbors vulnerable to trafficking flows. The emphasis on law
enforcementin USand global TIP policy has long been recognized and criticized (Chuang 2014;
Gallagher2001; Todres 2011). That law enforcement frames promote diffusion of
criminalization can be explained from constructivist theory—thatis, that certain ideas are more

appealing to certain actors. Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) connected constructivism to
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competition—if countries became convinced that transnational TIP was a threat, thenthey
would be more likely to compete with neighbors to become less attractive to transnational
criminal networks. They did not have the same expectation forvictim service policies, but their
study design found evidence that the number of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization
did improve an ordinal measure for generalized protection policy.

Since 2011, criminalization has been the most widespread TIP policy, but prior to 2010,
intersectoral coordinating bodies diffused more rapidly (see figure 2-1 in the next chapter).
Constructivists can explain the appeal of criminalization but have not considered the appeal of
intersectoral coordinating bodies. Indeed, priorto this dissertation, the data had not been
available to compare the prevalence of various TIP policies. Given the lack of data, and the
problem of usingvariables that could operationalize multiple diffusion mechanisms, the
empirical findings of the literature are unsettled.

How might each theory explain differentiation in diffusion by policy type? As coercion in
TIP policy has only one coercive actor—the US and its sanctioning mechanism—differentiation
in policy diffusion might occur because the US considers some policies as more important for
meetingits minimum standards. The reputation theory of Kelley (2017) could explainthe
differentiation of diffusion by policy by appealingto variations in US diplomatic attention toward
each policy, the work of otherinternational organizations that generate reputational pressure,
or in each government's sensitivity, exposure, or capacity to address each policy. The
reputational mechanisms themselves,however, ought to produce diffusion if the inputs are the
same. Learning theory could explain differentiation by pointing to variations in evidence for
policy effectiveness by policy domain. As noted above, however, we do not have this evidence.
Constructivist theory could explain differentiation by arguing that ideas which appealto

powerfulactors are more likely to diffuse.
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For most of these theories, these are simply questions of empirical data. Whetherthe
US prefers some policies to othersis nota theoretical question, butan empirical one. Similarly,
which ideas are more appealing to decision-makersis an empirical question. The theoretical
mechanisms of coercion, reputation, or constructivism ought to work if activated by the
appropriate inputs, but whetherthese inputs are active is currently unknown. The only theory
which offers aclear predictionis competition. Competing with neighbors to become less
attractive to criminal networks should favorlaw enforcement policies but not impact victim
protection policies.

This study's contribution to the question of differentiation by policy type is primarily
inductive. Exceptfor competition theory, we do not have a priori expectations about the inputs
necessary to explain differentiation among policy type. Nonetheless, this dissertation can help
uncover data usefulfordeveloping post facto explanations, improving existing theories, and
informing policymakers. As such, in each chapter, | will note whatthe models revealabout
differential diffusion by policy type. Asummary of how each theory could explain differentiation
in diffusion by policy type is shownin table 1-5.

Table 1-5. How the Theories Explain Differentiation in Diffusion by Policy Type

Theory Explanation for differentiation by policy type

Coercion Coercive mechanisms oughtto work for all policy types.
Differentiation among policy type depends on US preferences.

Reputation Reputation mechanisms oughtto work forall policy types.

Differentiation among policy type depends onthe preferences of
the US as reflected in the scoring mechanism, on the availability of
otherreputational mechanisms (such as regional cooperation), or
on the variations in domesticsensitivity, exposure, or capacity in
each policy domain.

Constructivist | Constructivist mechanisms oughtto work for all policy types.
Differentiation among policy type depends upon the appeal of the
relevant frame for decision-makers.

Learning Learning mechanisms oughttowork forall policy types butare not
available in the case of TIP because evidentiallearningis limited for
all domains.

Competition | Competition mechanismsoughttowork forlaw enforcement
policies but not victim protection policies.
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Explaining regionalvariation in policy diffusion

The final unanswered question from the literature developed in this study is how to
explain regional differentiation in TIP policy diffusion. Kelley (2017) noted the existence of
"regional patterns," but did nottry to explain them. Cho, Dreher, and Neumayer(2011) and
Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) included a variable for "civilization" in their models, and
suggested that this might operationalize learning, but did not give it any sustained theoretical
attention. Yet, we know that regions vary in their extent of regional cooperation, both on TIP
and more generally. Interstate organizations like the European Union, African Union, and
Organization of American States engage in TIP policy coordination. What do the various theories
expectforthe influence of these regional organizations?

Coercion theory could explain regional variation in TIP policy diffusion by pointing to
regional variation in coercive mechanismsin regional organizations. Regional organizations do
provide aid to weaker partners, but no regional organization sanctions countries overits TIP
policies. If any coercion is taking place (e.g., threats to withhold aid), it is not public. Coercive
mechanisms cannot be ruled out, but neither can they be tested.

Learning theory proposes that policy diffuses through institutionaland personal
network connections, and so variation in regional performance could be explained by variation
in the extent of these networks. However, learning also requires that actors learn from their
experience. Unfortunately, measuring the success of TIP policy is challenging, and it is unlikely
that TIP policy diffuses because some policies are evidentially more successfulthan others at
reducing TIP or the prevalence of victims.

Like learning theory, constructivist theory proposes that changingideas leads to changes
in behaviorand that policy diffuses through institutionaland personal network connections.

However, forthe constructivist, changing ideas are more likely to come from theorization, a
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situation which is operative for TIP. Constructivists also hold thatthe more an idea becomes
taken-for-granted, the more rapidly it diffuses. Thus, variation in the extent of regional
institutional and personal network connections, such as those found in regional organizations,
could explain regional variation in TIP policy diffusion.

Competitiontheory proposes that countries are in competition to discourage trafficking
networks, sothatthey respondto their neighbor's or partner's policy choices. Regional
organizations may help coordinate minimum standards; however, the driver of policy diffusion is
the policy choices of othercountries. No clear expectations emerge forthe role of regional
organizations as independent actors, and moreover, the competition approach, as currently
describedin the literature, is notable to predict regional variation in the diffusion of TIP
protection policies, as these have no relationship with deterring traffickers.

Finally, reputation theory, as currently described in the literature on TIP policy diffusion,
holds that reputational pressure from scorecard diplomacy and elite networks promote policy
diffusion. While a few regional organizations provide external evaluations of members'TIP
policy performance, none generate scorecards like the USTIP report. Regional organizations do
vary onthe extentthey create elite networks, but this mechanism produces the same
expectations as it does for the constructivism. The reputation and constructivist theories are not
incompatible —both may be valid ways of explaining empirical phenomena, but this dissertation
seeks to differentiate among the theories to the extent possible. How each theory could explain

regional differentiation of policy diffusion is shownin table 1-6.

31



Table 1-6. How the Theories Explain Differentiation in Diffusion by Region

Theory Explanation for differentiation by region

Coercion Regional variation in TIP policy diffusion could be explained by the
presence of regional coercive mechanisms, butthese seem absent
for TIP policy.

Reputation Regional variation in TIP policy diffusion could be explained by
regional variation in the extent of interconnectedness of elite
networks and the extentregional cooperation on TIP offers
opportunities forimproving reputations.

Constructivist | Regional variation in TIP policy diffusion could be explained by
regional variation in the extent of interconnectedness of elite
networks and by the extentto which the policy has become
"taken-for-granted" in the region (e.g., reached atipping point).

Learning Regional variation in TIP policy diffusion could be explained by
regional variation in the extent of interconnectedness of elite
networks.

Competition | Regional variation in TIP policy diffusion could be explained by
variation in the extentto which neighbors' policy choices create
negative externalities (but only for criminalization).

The constructivist theory uniquely claims the importance of a policy idea becoming
normalized for promoting policy diffusion, but to test for the influence of sharedideas, | also
needto control for other mechanisms. Thus, this study takes into account the role of regional
policy communities. By controlling for how much regional variation in TIP policy diffusion can be
explained by regional policy communities, | can revealhow much policy normalization helps
explainregional diffusion as well as gapsin the literature that need furthertheoretical
development.

A Summary of the Theories of Policy Diffusion

In table 1-7, | have summarized the various theories of policy diffusion discussed in this
chapter, the mechanisms by which they operate, and the predictions they have for TIP policy.
This list is not exhaustive but shows where these predictions overlap and where they offer

testable hypotheses.
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Table 1-7 Summary of the Theories of Policy Diffusion and Predictions for TIP Policy

Theory

Propositions

Mechanisms

Predictions for TIP policy

Constructivism

Changingideasleads to changes in behavior

Identities andinterests of actors are determined
by shared ideas rather than material forces

Increasing agreementabout policy solutions leads
to diffusion

Expert theorization

Network connections

Scorecard diplomacy, regional
organizations, neighbors, and
civil society cooperation onTIP
will promote diffusion

Differentiation by policy type will
occur as the attractiveness of
framesvaries for decision-
makers

Regional differentiation will occur
as the extent of institutional
and personal networks vary

Tipping points

Diffusion quickens after a "tipping
point"isreached

Regional differentiation will occur
as the extent towhicha policy
achieves a "taken-for-granted"
statusvaries.

Learning

Changingideas leads to changesin behavior
Actorslearn from experience (evidence)

Network connections

Scorecard diplomacy, regional
organizations, neighbors, and
civil society cooperation onTIP
will promote diffusion for
policies which are empirically
successful.

Coercion

Powerful actors incentivize policy diffusion
through materialincentives

Conditionality through
sanctions

Credible threat of sanctions will
promote diffusion.

Differentiation by policy type will
depend on US preferences.

Regional differentiation will occur
ifregional organizations have
sanctioning mechanisms (none
currentlydo).

Competition

Governments compete for a fixed quantity of
trade or investment

Governments knowwhotheircompetitors are

Governments connect policy choices to
competitive advantages

Governments focus on policies which have short-
term effects

Competition to avoid
traffickers
(Cho, Dreher, and
Neumayer 2011;
Simmons, Lloyd, and
Stewart 2018)

Perceptions ofincreased or
divertedtransnational
trafficking will promote
diffusion of law enforcement
policies.
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Table 1-7 Summary of the Theories to Policy Diffusion and Predictions for TIP Policy, cont.

Mechanisms

Predictions for TIP policy

Theory Propositions
Good reputations are desired for their own sake as
s well asin the pursuit of material advantages
2
§_ Reputations can helpsolve collective action
S problems

Scorecard diplomacy
(Kelley 2017; Kelley
and Simmons 2019)

Global scorecards will promote
diffusion for all policies for
which members can expect
improved scores relative to
their neighbors

Differentiation by policy type will
occur ifthe scorerhas
differentiated preferences

Elite networks
(Kelley and
Simmons 2019)

Scorecard diplomacy, regional
organizations, neighbors, and
civil society cooperation onTIP
will promote diffusion

Regional differentiation will occur
as the extent towhich
institutional and personal
networks vary by region.

Domestic politics
(Baser 2020; Kelley
2017; Kelley and
Simmons 2019)

Greater government
accountability will promote
diffusion

Civil society cooperation on TIP
will promote diffusion

Policy diffusion may occur eitherthrough changing ideas and changing incentives (or

both), and so no test will be able to discern which comes first. Mechanisms associated with

competition or reputation depend on actors believing certain ideas about the world, and these
mechanisms can also encourage actors to change theirideas. That said, some of the predictions
are unique and untested. Coercion theory has never been tested in relation to sanctions, and
this gap in the literature needs to be filled. The reputation theory of Kelley (2017) predicts that
the states are motivated to improve theirscores relative to their peers and that the reputational
influence of scorecard diplomacy will be most effective forthose policies which improve scores.
Scholars have proposed that fear of trafficking diversion has driven policy diffusion, and this can
be tested by explicitly seeingif perceived increases in transnational trafficking or diversion of
trafficking flows has any influence on diffusion. Moreover, predictions about the influence of
global scorecards, regional organizations, and neighborly influence have neverbeen tested

together. Next, | turn to the specific hypotheses I testin this study.
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HYPOTHESES

The primary aim of this dissertationis to adjudicate the theoretical debate by evaluating
the explanatory power of the theories of policy diffusion for TIP policy. Testing the hypotheses
described here will also reveal data about variation in policy diffusion by policy type and by
region which needs to be considered forfurthertheoretical development. Given the nature of
TIP, learning theory cannot be tested as we do not yet know whether specific policies reduce the
prevalence of trafficking or its victims, though the theory's networking mechanisms are shared
with constructivism.

Untested Hypotheses Unique to Coercion Theory

As | have discussed above, the main tool of coercion—sanctions—which is readily
identifiable in the case of TIP has neverbeentested.

Hypothesis 1. Credible threats of costly US sanctions promote TIP policy diffusion.

Untested Hypotheses Unique to Reputation Theory

Kelley (2017) argued and found that US scorecard diplomacy promoted TIP policy
diffusion. One findingin her research, which she called "groundbreaking," showed that
countries were concerned with the relative standing of their scores with reference to theirpeer
group, especially neighbors (128-130). Although the method for scoring countries is opaque, |
can statistically determine characteristics of the reports which are likely to improve scores. This
gives us a unique opportunity to test reputation against constructivism (though the two are not
necessarily at odds), should the results of the investigation show that states implement policies
that are likely to improve scores. Thus,

Hypothesis 2. Reputational pressure from neighbors having a better score promotes TIP

policy diffusion for those policies which are most likely to improve scores.
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More ambiguously, scorecard diplomacy may encourage policy diffusion, not because
countries are concerned with their relative performance, but because they are concerned about
their reputation vis-a-vis the United States, because policymakers and diplomats are concerned
abouttheir personalreputations, or because US diplomacy increases the visibility and
attractiveness of certain policy ideas. While these mechanisms overlap with constructivist
mechanisms, we can nonetheless predict that non-coercive mechanisms matterfor TIP policy
diffusion. Thus,

Hypothesis 3. Non-coercive aspects of US scorecard diplomacy promote TIP policy
diffusion forthose policies which are most likely to improve scores.

Untested Hypotheses Unique to Constructivist Theory

Constructivists sometimes talk about "tipping points" as ideas become taken-for-
granted, spurring their diffusion. While this discussion is vague about what a tipping point might
be, | can test whethera taken-for-granted attitude toward TIP policy influences diffusion. Thus,

Hypothesis 4. TIP policy diffusion increases as the regional density of countries which

have the policy increases.

Untested Hypotheses Unique to Competition Theory
Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) have been keen to connect constructivism with
competition by arguing that the fear of trafficking diversion from better-performing neighbors is
motivating policy diffusion. As | notedin the discussion above, their operationalizations of this
conceptcould also be measuring other mechanisms, such as reputational pressure toimprove
performance from better-performing neighbors. But, if the fear of negative consequences
motivates policy diffusion, thenreports of increased transnational trafficking or trafficking

diversion should certainly do so. This motivation should apply to law enforcement policy and
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possibly prevention or capacity policies, but not victim protection policy, as the latter does not
disrupt criminal trafficking networks. Thus,
Hypothesis 5. Reports of increased transnational trafficking or diversion of trafficking

flows promote diffusion of TIP policies which disrupt trafficking networks.
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CHAPTER TWO: RESEARCH DESIGN

OVERVIEW

| propose that evaluate the hypotheses presented in chapter 1 in a global statistical
study of TIP policy diffusion using survival analysis, along the lines of those performed by Kelley
(2017) and Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018). This study is different from these previous
studies, however, inthat (1) | am testing the explanatory value of each of the theories using
variables that better capture their unique aspects, (2) | use dependent variables that capture
more than criminalization so | can compare differences in diffusion among different types of TIP
policy, (3) | test hypotheses using variables measuring the influence of both the region and
neighbors, whereas previous studies have only included one and not the other, and (4) | use
explanatory variables that better capture "fear of trafficking diversion" than those used
previously.

This chapter is organized as follows: First, | begin the chapterwith a description of the
data collection. Next, | explain how | model the US sanctioning decision and TIP scoring so the
results can inform the principal analysis in testing hypotheses 1, 2, and 3. | conclude the chapter
with an explanation of the research design for the principal survival analysis used to test the
hypotheses by discussingthe dependent variables, explanatory variables, and model
specifications.

DATA COLLECTION

Prior to this study, no extant data set existed useful for survival analysis of TIP policy
beyond criminalization. Kelley (2017) and Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) collected data for
their survival analyses, but their dependentvariable is limited to criminalization. Cho, Dreher,
and Neumayer(2011) introduced a "3P index" which uses reports from the US State

Department, the Group of Experts on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings (GRETA), and
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the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) to develop an ordinal assessment for
prosecution, protection, and prevention policies, but this data is not usefulfor survival analysis
and is limited in time from 2000 to 2015. The Global Slavery Index, produced by the NGO Walk
Free, is anotherdataset which offers a qualitative assessment of TIP prevalence and policy
responses, butlike the 3P index, its data is not usefulforsurvival analysis. To test hypotheseson
otherTIP policies beyond criminalization, | neededto collect data about the timing of other
policy events. Inthe process of collecting this data, | was also able to collect additional data
usefulas explanatory variables for TIP policy diffusion, as wellas for determining how the US TIP
scores are generated and which countries were sanctioned.

Data collection involved two main components: (1) identification of country-specific
policy and trafficking characteristics and (2) identification of regional organizations and
characteristics of their efforts against TIP. Both components relied on the content analysis
described below.

Trafficking Policy

To identify each country's TIP policies and trafficking characteristics, | primarily relied on
the US TIP reports, the 2009 UNODC's Global Report on Trafficking in Persons, and regional
reports from GRETA and the Organization of American States (OAS). The USTIP reports and the
2009 UNODCreportare the only qualitative assessments of trafficking characteristics and
policies that are global in scope. The GRETA country monitoring reports provided excellent data
for Europe. (The USTIP reportsalso relied on GRETA reports when available.) The OAShad a
2018 Progress Reportthat provided usefulinformation forthe Americas. | collected country data
for the time period 1998 through 2018.

The data for the dependent variables is dichotomous: when a TIP policy eventoccurred

in a givenyear, | marked that eventas occurring. In a few cases, countries had more than one
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legal revision in a single year, but as the variable is dichotomous, these multiple revisions to the
law are not includedin the data. The USTIP reports come out mid-year (usually June) fora
period from April 1 through March 31, but| made my best efforts to locate the exactyear of an
event;if it was not clear, | used the year prior to the year in which the report was published.

| collected data for the following dependent variables: full criminalization, revisions to
the TIP legal regime, institutionalization of intersectoral coordinating bodies, initiation of
National Action Plans, formalization of operational National Referral Mechanisms,
implementation of reflection periods for TIP victims, and the creation of national rapporteurs.
As very few countries had national rapporteurs by 2018, statistical models are plagued by
collinearity, and so | do not include their establishmentin this study. Eventhough the data
available in the four main sources was extensive, | found that | frequently had to locate
additional sources to track down dates for the TIP policy events, especially for the earlier years,
as data in the USTIP and GRETA reports became more comprehensive as time passed. A full list
of sources used in contentanalysisis foundin Appendix A.

Any revisionto the TIP legal regime includes criminalization, but also any previous or
subsequentlaw related to TIP, either directly or in a neighboring policy domain (such as worker
rights) thatis motivated, in part, by its effect on TIP. By collecting data on revisions to the law, |
capture more of the policy cycle than criminalization alone. AfterTIP is first criminalized,
implementation and evaluation of the law lead to new "problems" in need of legal solutions
and, thus, revisions in the law. These changesin the law occur in the context of international
discussion of best practices and policies, and so representanother outcome of transnational
policy diffusion.

Effective TIP policy, as currently understood, is made possible by cross-sectoral

coordination. To name one example, successful prosecution often depends on cooperation of
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victims, and this cooperation depends on victim protection services which help build trust
betweenvictimsand law enforcement. To meet these needs, governments have created inter-
sectoral coordinating bodiesto ensure that diverse agencies support ratherthan undermine
anti-trafficking work. By establishing these bodies, governmentsimprove their capacity to
implementTIP policies; their diffusionis therefore of interest. Cross-sectoral TIP
institutionalization is important for all domains of TIP policy. The USTIP reports usually
discussed these bodies under"Prevention," but their work is not limited to activities which
typically fall underthat category (such as awareness raising campaigns or training), but also to
coordinating victim services and law enforcement as well.

National Action Plans (NAPs) are another policy response that has become widespread.
Frequently developed by the inter-sectoral coordinating bodies, these plans are generally
comprehensive and require specificactions by various agencies and organizations. Most have
specific, measurable goals, and a clear timeline by which the goals oughtto be accomplished.
Many are evaluated, revised, and renewed. Along with the first institutionalization of
intersectoral coordinating bodies, NAPs offeran opportunity to test hypotheses for capacity-
building activities that include all dimensions of TIP policy. | only include NAPs that are focused
on TIP. Some countries had action plans serving broader social goals, such as women's welfare,
that included anti-trafficking efforts, but | did not include these in the data.

Data collection included two victim protection policies: National Referral Mechanisms
(NRMs) and reflection periods. NRMs are specific victim protection frameworks that establish
procedures and responsibilities foridentifying victims and referringthem to services. Reflection
periods give victims time to begin theirrecovery before deciding whetherto cooperate with law

enforcement. During these periods, foreign victims are granted legal residence. Togetherthe
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diffusion of NRMs and reflection periods allow us to test hypotheses forvictim protection
policies.

Figure 2-1 shows the total number of countries with extant criminalization, inter-
sectoral coordinating bodies, NAPs, NRMs, and reflection periods over time, as well as the
number of countries which revised their TIP legal regime in a givenyear.

Figure 2-1. TIP Policy Change over Time.
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| also collected data on otherTIP policy eventsthatlusedin some models, especially for
predicting sanctions or TIP scores. These include whethera country had any TIP prosecutions or
convictions in a given year, whethera country cooperated with civil society on TIP or whetherit
was hostile to civil society actors workingon TIP, and whetherthere were reports thatthe
government sponsored child-soldiers orengaged in abuses of TIP victims' physical integrity
rights. | also recorded US or GRETA perceptions of problemsin the implementation of migration
or sex trade policy that further harmed victims of TIP. Even high-performing countries often

faced criticism for these neighboring policy domains. Forexample, the United States State
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Departmentfrequently criticized the US implementation of its own migration policy as
endangering victims of TIP.

No data collection effort can avoid the reality that data is more transparentand
available in some regions and countries than others. While | gave my best efforts to locate dates
for each TIP policy in every country, I recognize that the availability of data may bias data
toward certain findings. Perhaps countries with more developed and transparentlegaland
institutional systems are more likely to implement the sorts of transnational policy solutions|
am including in this study. Nonetheless, itis not clear that the data is biased eitherin favoror
against findings because it potentially undercounts TIP policy events where datais less
transparent. Moreover, | controlfor developmentlevelin all models as well as adjusting
standard errors to account for possible intragroup correlation by region. We should be cautious
of condemning countries which fail to implement these policies as it is possible that countries
with less developed legal and institutional frameworks are better served by different sorts of
policy solutions thanthose being considered here.

Scorecard Diplomacy and Trafficking Characteristics

The same research described above also enabled me to collect data aboutthe USTIP
reports and each country's trafficking characteristics.

| recordedthe USTIP reportscore foreach country. The US TIP reports also make
recommendations to encourage governments to prioritize policies and actions. | recorded
whetherthe USTIP report included a recommendation for full criminalization, forany legal
revision (inclusive of criminalization), regarding institutionalization of an intersectoral
coordinating body, or regarding instituting or improving the operation of a National Referral

Mechanism.
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Advocates of competition have argued that trafficking "externalities" —or the fear of
them—influencethe diffusion of trafficking policy. For a measure of these transnational
trafficking "externalities," | recorded datafromthe US TIP reports on perceptions of trafficking
diversion or increases in transnational trafficking within a country. In general, the reports made
more referencesto "increases" in transnational trafficking than to diverted flows, though cases
of trafficking diversion were noted. Examples of some of these cases are found in the discussion
of competitionin chapter1.

Drawing mainly on the US TIP reports, but also on reports from GRETAand UNODC, |
also recorded perceptions of whetheracountry was a source, destination, or transit country for
transnational trafficking, and whetherit was perceived to have a significant domestictrafficking
problem.

| also collected data onthe presence of child sex tourismin a country. The US TIP
reports frequently mention child sex tourism, but they were not entirely consistent. |
supplemented datain the TIP reports with reports of child sex tourismin the media, in
scholarship, and in NGO reports.

Finally, | collected data onthe US sanctioning decisions for tier 3 countries by reading
the Presidentialmemorandums which waived TIP sanctions. For each sanctioning decision, |
recorded whetheracountry had sanctions waived, partially waived, or experienced the full
extent of TIP sanctions.

The International TIP Regime Complex

The international TIP regime complex includes both global and regional dimensions. For

the global dimensions, | recorded data on Protocol accession and visits to countries by the UN

Human Rights Council's Special RapporteurforTIP.



This dissertationis particularly interested in the role of regional policy communitiesin
promoting TIP policy diffusion. | collected data from the regional organizations regarding their
membership, effortsto combat TIP, level of institutionalized coordination, and whethertheir
members submitto critical, externalreviews of TIP policy. | noted that years in which
coordination on TIP policy began for each organization.

The US TIP reportsinclude a list of regional organizations working on TIP issues, but|
discovered that this list wasincomplete. | supplemented this list by noting the linkages between
regional organizationsin sponsoring conferences orotherTIP policy activities. Data from the
International Organization for Migration (IOM) was helpfulin charting some of the
interrelationships between regional organizations. Bilateralagreements—of which there are
many—are notincluded, as data on these is spotty.

For data on institutionalized coordination, | noted whether the regional organization
had a permanentinstitutional coordinating body for TIP policy, as wellas when this body was
formed. Only three regional organizations have ongoing external evaluation of members—the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), the Council of Europe's (COE)
Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings (through GRETA), and the European
Union. Of these, the GRETA evaluations are the most public and extensive.

A list of all sources usedto supportdata collection for the regional regime complexes
can be foundin Appendix A.

MODELING SANCTIONING DECISIONSAND TIP SCORING

Two of my hypotheses require atwo-step modeling process. To test hypothesis 1, | first

need to generate a variable on sanction credibility by modeling the US sanctioning decision. To

testhypotheses 2and 3, | first need to know what policies improve TIP scores. This section
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presents the research design on for generatingthe models to provide the information necessary
to evaluate these hypotheses.
Credible Sanctions

The TVPA requiresthat the US sanction countries which are failing to make significant
efforts to bring themselves into compliance with minimum standards, that is, countries scored
"tier 3." These targeted sanctions are limited to nonhumanitarian, nontrade-related foreign
assistance. The law also mandates US opposition to the use of funds from development banks
and the IMF, excepting those used for humanitarian or trade-related assistance. The President
may waive these sanctions if doing so would harm vulnerable populations or otherwise be in the
national interest of the United States. In actual practice, the US does not sanction all tier 3
countries, and those thatthe US does sanction are frequently targets of other US sanctions.

The Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act of 2003 added a "tier 2 watch
list" category, the criteria of which—a country experiences asignificant increase in trafficking or
fails to provide evidence of efforts to combat trafficking but makes promises of future efforts—
are clearly a warning that the country is in danger of being scored at tier 3 (and become
sanctionable) unless it makes good on its promises to improve its performance. Thus, being
placed onthe tier 2 watch list meansthata country risks being sanctionedin the future unlessit
takes some action on TIP. But giventhat the US President often waives atleast some of the
sanctions, how credible is this sanction threat?

Table 2-1. Tier 3 Sanction Frequency 2003-18

Frequency | Percent
Sanctions waived 153 53%
Partial waiver 81 28%
Sanctioned 55 19%
Total 289 100%

Which countries were sanctioned? The data | collected revealed 289 sanctioning

decisions from 2003 to 2018. Table 2-1 shows the frequency of waivers, partial waivers, and
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sanctions. The twenty countries that have ever been fully sanctioned for poor TIP performance
are: Bolivia, Burundi, China, Comoros, Congo (Brazzaville), Congo (Kinshasa), Cuba, Equatorial
Guinea, Eritrea, Gabon, Iran, Laos, Madagascar, Mauritania, Myanmar, North Korea, Russia,
South Sudan, Syria, Venezuela. However, twelve of these were only sanctioned in 2018 when
the Trump Administration began to aggressively use sanctions to encourage improvementin TIP
performance (see Trump 2018). At one time or anotherforty countries have been ranked at tier
3 and never had sanctions applied. These are: Algeria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belarus, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Central African Republic, Chad, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Federated
States of Micronesia, The Gambia, Georgia, Greece, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti,
Jamaica, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Malaysia, Mali, Marshall Islands, Moldova, Niger,
Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Suriname, Swaziland, Thailand, Togo, Turkey,
Turkmenistan, United Arab Emirates, and Uzbekistan. Figure 2-2 shows the number of tier 3
countries which had waivers, partial waivers, or sanctions over time.

Figure 2-2. Frequency of Sanctions, Waivers, and Partial Waivers.
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From this data, | develop a modelfor determining the likelihood a country which is
ranked tier 3 is sanctioned or has sanctions waived. Then from this model, | create a "sanction
credibility" variable for countries for all countries scored at tier 2 watch list or tier 3 that | use as
an explanatory variable for testing hypothesis 1 regarding the efficacy of threatening sanctions

for improving TIP performance.

Modeling sanctions

As discussed above, the datal collected on the sanctioning decision was ordinal, but |
foundthat ordered logistic regression models violated the proportional odds assumptions. Thus,
fromthe ordinal data, | created a dichotomous variable indicating whethera country had
sanctions waived or experienced any sanctions (full or partial), as this variable measures the
application of some coercion on a target country.

The explanatory variables | use fall into three categories: (1) the country's general
relationship with the US, (2) the country's TIP performance, and (3) other domestic
considerations, bothin the US and in the potential target country. For the country's relationship
with the US, | considered using variables forthe UN votingideal point distance, the existence of
other US sanctions, US military aid, and the ratios of both the country's total trade with the US
and that of the US's total trade with the potential target.

| considered usingthe UN ideal point distance in the modelfor predicting sanctions,
however, | found thatinclusion of the UN ideal point distance did not improve the explanatory
power of my best model, nor wasi it statistically significant if | included a variable forother US
sanctions. Thus, | did notinclude it in the final model. For US military aid, | foundthata
dichotomous variable for whetheracountry had received any US military aid added more
explanatory powerthan a variable based on the percapita value of thataid. | included the

existence of othersanctions (dichotomous), and the trade ratio variables, as indicated.
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However, tests of whetherthe logisticregression was properly specified led me to a nonlinear
specification of the variable for total trade with the US.

For the country's trafficking policy, | included variables for hostility to civil society
working on TIP, whetherthe country had any trafficking prosecutions, whetherthe government
used child soldiers, whetherthe government violated trafficking victims' physical integrity rights,
whetherthe USTIP report indicated the existence of government complicity with trafficking,
and whetherthe country was nota member of any regional organization combatting TIP.
Variables for cooperation with civil society, child sex tourism, or problematic migration or sex
trade policies did notseemto play a role in whethera country was sanctioned, as these
variables were not statistically significant whenincluded in models.

For otherdomestic considerations, lincluded a measure of government accountability
fromV-Dem, a dichotomous variable to indicate whetheracountry was upper-middle or high
income, and a variable for Pompeo's term as Secretary of State. Under Pompeo, the Trump
administration used sanctions much more aggressively, in part respondingto some pressure
from domesticinterests for more robustaction against TIP. Figure 2-2, above, shows that US
sanctionsincreasedin 2018 under his tenure. A list of all variables used in the sanctioning
decision model are shownin table 2-2.

| use logistic regression analysis with a clustered sandwich estimator to adjust standard

errors to account for possible intragroup correlation by year. Observations are country-year.
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Table 2-2. Sanctioning Decision ModelVariables

Variable Obs. | Freq. Mean SD Med. Min | Max
Sanctioned for TIP (dependent variable) 289 136 0.47 0 1
Subject to other sanctions 289 125 0.43 0 1
Recipient of US militaryaid inany amount 289 133 0.46 0 1
Ratio of total trade with US 289 0.070 | 0.112 | 0.027 0 | 0.66
Ratio of US total trade with country 289 0.003 | 0.016 0.000 0| 0.16
Government hostility to CSOs working on TIP 289 64 0.22 0 1
Trafficking prosecutions, current year 289 81 0.28 0 1
Government sponsored child soldiers 289 70 0.24 0 1
Human rights violations of victims 289 74 0.26 0 1
Government complicity with TIP 289 221 0.76 0 1
Not a member of any regional organization 289 70 0.24 0 1
combatting TIP
Government accountability 280 -0.325 | 0.780 | -0.256 | -1.95 | 1.78
Upper middle- or high-income country 289 114 0.39 0 1
Pompeo, Secretary of State 289 21 0.07 0 1

Sanction credibility and cost

The resulting model permits me to estimate sanction credibility from zero to one and
allows the prediction of sanction credibility beyond the sample of tier 3 countriesto those on
the tier 2 watch list. The sanction credibility variable is then usedin the principal survival
analysis, with appropriate control variables, to test the hypothesis about the efficacy of US
sanctionsin promoting TIP policy diffusion.

If sanction credibility can be measured, what about sanction cost? US TIP sanctions, if
implemented, do notrestrict trade, but only certain forms of US aid and, potentially, IMF
credits. But eventhese costs are widespread globally: Of the 1,184 casesin which a country was
scored tier 2 watch list or tier 3 in eitherthe currentor previousyear, only in six cases did that
country not receive any US aid or IMF credits. Thus, including a measure forsanction cost does
not tell us much, and | do notinclude it in the analysis. Hypothesis 1is tested in chapter3.

TIP Scores

Hypothesis 2, unique to reputation theory, proposesthatthe reputational pressure

associated with US scorecard diplomacy promotes TIP diffusion forthose policies which are

most likely to improve TIP scores. Ifimplementation of victim protection or capacity-building
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policies should improve a country's score, then the country will be more likely to implement
these policies if it is truly motivated by the desire to improve its reputation. Other scholars—and
critics of the TIP reports—have argued that US scorecard diplomacy promotes law enforcement
policies, as the reputation scholar Kelley (2017) found, but not victim protection policies. If
victim protection policies improve scores and if the TIP scores promote the diffusion of these
policies, then| would have strong supportin favor of reputation. To test this hypothesis, | must
first learn what actions improve or lower TIP scores.

A country which is presentin the TIP report may receive a score of tier 1, tier 2, tier 2
watch list (introduced in the 2004 report), tier 3, or be reported as a "special case." Tier 1
countries are those deemed to "fully meet the TVPA's minimum standards for the elimination of
trafficking," while tier 2 countries do not meetthose standards butare "making significant
efforts to bring themselves into compliance with those standards." Tier 2 watch list countries
are those thatare making "significant efforts" but eitherthe extent of traffickingis significantly
increasing, the country is failing to provide evidence of increasing efforts, orthe determination
of "significant efforts" is based on credible promises of future action. It is widely understood
that tier 2 watch countries are in danger of slipping to tier 3. Indeed, the 2008 amendmentto
the TVPA seta limit of two to the number of consecutive years thata country could receive the
tier 2 watch list ranking before being automatically downgraded to tier 3. Tier 3 countries are
those that "do not fully meetthe TVPA's minimum standards and are not making significant
effortstodo so." As discussed above, tier 3 countries risk sanctions. Special cases are those
where the US lacks information to make a judgment or where the government lacks capacity to

engage in anti-trafficking efforts. The incidence of TIP scores overtime are shownin figure 2-3.
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Figure 2-3. TIP Scores over Time
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Modeling TIP scores

How are countries scored? While the US State Department states the measures by
which it evaluates countries, it does not provide a clear scoring mechanism—asource of some
criticism of the reports (USGAQ 2006). Moreover, the standards of evaluation have changed
overtheyears. In 2001, the evaluation standards focused onlaw enforcement: criminalization,
stringent punishment, vigorous prosecution, victim assistance in prosecutions, and cooperation
with other governments in investigating and prosecuting trafficking (US DoS 2001, 5-6). In 2018,
law enforcement wasstill included in the assessment, but victim protection received
significantly more attention. For example, the State Department evaluated countries for
proactive victim identification, cooperation with civil society in protecting victims, provision of
victim services, and legal assistance for victims (US DoS 2018, 39).

Despite the opacity and changing evaluation criteria, | can nonetheless estimate the

influence of a country's actions on their scores through statistical analysis. Unfortunately, tests
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for ordered logistic regression models showed likely violations of the proportional hazard
assumptions. To estimate the influence of variables, | use a generalized ordered regression
modelwhich allows me to relax the proportional hazard assumption for variables which violate
it. The modelalso uses a clustered sandwich estimator to adjust standard errors for possible
intragroup correlation by year. Observations are country-year.

From the data that | collected, | include in the modelTIP policy actions, specifically,
whether criminalization, institutionalization, NAPs, NRMs, reflection periods and rapporteurs
are extant, whetherarevision to the legal regime was made in the previous year, and whether
trafficking prosecutions or convictions are made in the current year. | also include variables for
whetheracountry was perceived to be a source country, was a emigrant-sending orimmigrant-
receivingmember of an inter-regional organization coordinating migration, sponsored child
soldiers, had reports of child sex tourism, was perceived to have migration or sex trade policies
which were problematicfor TIP victims, had reports of government complicity in TIP,
cooperated with civil society on TIP or had reports of government hostility to civil society actors
working against TIP, had a visit from the UN Human Rights Council special rapporteurfor
trafficking, or had an existing inter-sectoralinstitution cease to function. The US State
Department states that it takes government capacity into account when scoring countries, so |
also include country characteristics such as developmentleveland democraticaccountability. |
also control for whetheracountry is a recipient of US military aid, the UN ideal voting point
distance, and scoring during the Trump administration which was more likely to be worse than
during the Bush and Obama administrations. A list of variables used in the modelare shownin

table 2-3.
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Table 2-3. TIP Scoring Model Variables

Variable Obs. | Freq. | Mean I SD I Med. [ Min | Max
US TIP tier score (ordinal dependent variable) 2780 Mode: Tier2 0 3
Criminalization extant 4066 | 1825 0.45 0 1
Change in TIP legal regime, previous year 3871 703 0.18 0 1
Intersectoral coordinating body extant 3945 | 1877 0.48 0 1
National Action Plan extant 4085 | 1162 0.28 0 1
National Referral Mechanism extant 3959 523 0.13 0 1
Reflection Period extant 3942 455 0.12 0 1
National Rapporteur extant 3927 128 0.03 0 1
Trafficking prosecutions, current year 2890 [ 1981 0.69 0 1
Trafficking convictions, current year 2874 | 1752 0.61 0 1
Source country for transnational trafficking 3186 | 2132 0.67 0 1
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional 4095 775 0.27 0 1

organization coordinating migration policy

Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional

o - . ) . 4095 | 1122 0.19 0 1
organization coordinating migration policy
Government-sponsored child soldiers 4095 166 0.04 0 1
Child sex tourism 3712 798 0.21 0 1
Problematic sex trade policy 3071 560 0.18 0 1
Problematic migration policy 3096 907 0.29 0 1
Government complicity with TIP 3080 | 1588 0.52 0 1
Government cooperation with CSOs on TIP 3099 | 2369 0.76 0 1
Government hostility to CSOs on TIP 3069 152 0.05 0 1
Visit fr(?m.the UN Special Rapporteur for Human 4095 27 0.01 0 1
Trafficking
De-institutionalization event, current year 3080 162 0.05 0 1
UILV:;:‘ng ideal point distance from US, centered on 3974 0.000 | 0.871 | 0220 | -2.79 | 2.02
Recipient of US militaryaid inany amount 4095 | 2822 0.69 0 1
Government accountability 3640 0.676 | 0.876 | 0.821 | -1.95 | 2.06
Trump administration 4095 390 0.10 0 1
World Bank income classification (ordinal) 4039 Mode: Lower-Middle 0 3

The resulting modeltells us what governmentactions influence scores. Of course,
policymakers may not make decisions based on what scientific models determine is statistically
significant. Nonetheless, the modelwillhelp us determine whetherand what acts do influence
scores, and this will help us refine hypothesis 2 regarding the influence of reputation on
promoting TIP policy diffusion. Results are discussed in chapter 4.

TESTING HYPOTHESES

This section explains the survival analysis used for testing the hypotheses throughout

the dissertation. | describe the dependent variables, the explanatory variables, and the model

specification.

54



The Dependent Variables

Previous studies by Kelley (2017) and Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) used
domestic criminalization of all forms of trafficking for theirdependentvariable. | expand on this
analysis by adding five other dependentvariables: any revision to the TIP legal regime, first
institutionalization of an intersectoral coordinating body, initiation of a National Action Plan,
formal adoption of an operational National Referral Mechanism (NRM), and establishment of a
reflection period for victims. Together, these variables offeramore nuanced look at TIP policy
diffusion than criminalization alone by allowing us to examine if TIP policy diffusion s different
for law enforcement, capacity-building, and victim protection policies. A summary of the data |
collected on the dependentvariablesis shownin table 2-4.

Table 2-4. Dependent Variables for Testing Hypotheses

Variable Obs. | Freq. | Mean | Min | Max
Criminalization 2393 171 | 0.07 0 1
Change to the TIP legal regime 4063 736 | 0.18 0 1
Institutionalization of an intersectoral coordinating body 3938 294 | 0.07 0 1
National Action Plan initiation 4085 421 | 0.10 0 1
Formalization of an operational National Referral Mechanism 3934 93| 0.02 0 1
Establishment of a reflection period 3475 44 | 0.01 0 1

Explanatory Variables

The explanatory variables come both from my own data collection, described above,
and data from other sources noted below. | discuss these variables here by grouping them as
variables relating to trafficking policy, US scorecard diplomacy, regional policy communities,
neighborly influence, trade and migration partners, trafficking and migration characteristics,
other domesticcharacteristics, and policy normalization. A description of all variables can be
foundin Appendix B.

Trafficking policy
Data regarding a country's trafficking policy is included in some models as control

variables. This data includes whetherthe TIP policies used as dependent variables are extant,
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whetherthe governmentviolates the physicalintegrity rights of trafficking victims or uses child
soldiers, and whetherthe country's migration or sex trade policies are perceived as further
harming trafficking victims.

A key control variable for many policies is the existence of other policies. Forexample,
National Action Plansand NRMs are often created by the country's intersectoral coordinating
body, thus, whethera country has such a body may influence whetheritinitiates a NAP or
formalizesan NRM.

As described above, | collected data on the incidences of governments violating the
physical integrity rights of TIP victims, and more specifically, on governments' use of child
soldiers (which involved violation of physical integrity rights). Other violations of physical
integrity rights included such activities as forced labor camps, police kidnaping victims and
forcing them into prostitution, or government officials raping TIP victims. These variables may
indicate that a country does not have a sincere interestin promoting TIP policy.

The models for explaining TIP scoresinclude data | collected on perceptions of problems
in the implementation of migration or sex trade policy that further harmed victims of TIP.

All these variables are dichotomous. Summary data is found in table 2-5.

Table 2-5. Trafficking Policy Variables

Variable Obs. | Freq. | Mean | Min | Max
Criminalization extant 4066 | 1825 0.45 0 1
Institutionalization extant 3945 | 1877 0.48 0 1
NAP extant 4085 | 1162 0.28 0 1
NRM extant 3959 523 0.13 0 1
Reflection period extant 3942 455 0.12 0 1
Human rights violated 3069 161 0.05 0 1
Government sponsored child soldiers | 4095 166 0.04 0 1
Migration policy problematic 3096 907 0.29 0 1
Sex trade policy problematic 3071 560 0.18 0 1
US scorecard diplomacy

To testhypothesesrelated to reputation and US scorecard diplomacy, | collected data

on the status of the country in the US TIP reports. Similar to Kelley (2017), | collected data on
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whetheracountry was scoredin the reportand whetheritreceived a low score (tier 2 watch list
or tier 3). Kelley (2017) found that countries were concerned about their rankingin the US TIP
reports relative to their neighbors and peers (128-139). To measure this reputational pressure, |
created a variable indicating whetheraneighboring country had received a higher score. This
measure correlates strongly but not perfectly (0.73) with receiving a low score, since the lower
the score the more likely a neighbor will have a betterscore.

| also created a variable as to whetherthe US made a specific recommendationfora
country to fully criminalize, to make any change to its TIP legal regime, to create or reinstate an
intersectoral coordinating body, or to initiate or improve a National Referral Mechanism.

For all these variables, | measured whetherthey applied tothe current or previous year.
Because the USTIP reports come out mid-year, a country may not have time to act on themin
the remainder of the calendaryear in which the report was published. All variables are
dichotomous. Summary datais shownin table 2-6.

Table 2-6. US Scorecard Diplomacy Variables

Variable Obs. | Freq. | Mean | Min | Max
Scored in US TIP report 3900 | 2801 0.72 0 1
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3 score in TIP report 3900 | 1190 0.31 0 1
Neighbor had better score in TIP report 3900 | 1439 0.37 0 1
Full criminalization recommendation 3900 645 0.17 0 1
Legal revision recommendation 3900 | 1168 0.30 0 1
Recommendation regarding institutionalization | 3900 204 0.05 0 1
Recommendation regarding NRM 3900 934 0.24 0 1

Regionalpolicy communities
This dissertationis particularly interested the role of regional organizations in promoting
TIP policy diffusion since these are necessary as controls for the hypotheses, especially
hypothesis 4. Previous studies have only included a variable denoting accession to the UN
Palermo Protocol on TIP—acritical component of the international regime—and generalized

variables forregion or neighbors. | collected data from the regional organizations regarding their
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membership, effortsto combat TIP, level of institutionalized coordination, and whethertheir
members submit to external reviews of TIP policy.

In addition to accession to the Protocol, | generated variables formembershipsin the
eighteenregional organizations combatting traffickingand the seven inter-regional
organizations which coordinate migration policy. | counted membershipinregional
organizations from the time these organizations began coordinating on TIP policy, except forthe
inter-regional organizations coordinating migration where | counted membership from
establishment of the organization. | did not use these variables directly in the models, but rather
this data was then used to generate the variables which follow.

To account for ways in which regional organizations may reinforce each other, | created
variables for counts of membershipsin (1) regional organizations combating TIP, (2) those
organizations with institutionalized coordinating mechanisms, and (3) those organizations with
external policy evaluation. These counts did notinclude membershipsininter-regional
organizations coordinating migration policy, as these organizations may have a different
influence on TIP policy diffusion. To account forthe influence of the inter-regional organizations
coordinating migration policy, | created dichotomous variables whetheracountry wasan
emigrant-sending orimmigrant-receiving member of such organizations. Data on whethera
country had netimmigration or emigration came fromthe UN Population Division. | used a ratio
of 1.05:1 to determine if a country was an immigrant-receiving or emigrant-sending country.

Summary data is show in table 2-7.
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Table 2-7. Generalized Membership Information in Regional Organizations

Variable Obs. | Freq. Mean SD Med. Min Max
Count of memberships in regional organizations
combating TIP, excluding those focused on migration
Count of memberships in regional organizations
combating TIP with institutionalized coordination, 4095 0.70 1.00 0 0 4
excluding those focused on migration

Count of memberships in regional organizations
combating TIP with external policy evaluation, 4095 0.28 0.75 0 0 3
excluding those focused on migration

4095 1.26 1.16 1 0 6

Emigrant-sending member of aninter-regional

o - . . - 4095 1122 0.27 0 1
organization coordinating migration policy

Immigrant-receiving member of an inter-regional

S o ; ) ) 4095 775 0.19 0 1
organization coordinating migration policy

Ratherthan using specific regional organizations as an explanatory variable in my
models, | generated variables for regional TIP policy communities. Differentiatingamongregime
complexesratherthan specific regional organizations not only permits more parsimonious
models but can capture any overlapping, reinforcing, or diminishing effect of membershipin
multiple regional organizations. | defined eight TIP regional policy communities: Africa,
Americas, Europe, the Middle East, North America, South Asia, Southeast Asia, and the former
Soviet Union. | defined these policy communities as shownin the table 2-8. Membershipina
regional policy community is also dependent on the initiation of TIP coordination.

Table 2-8. Regional Policy Community Definitions
Regime complex | Definition

Africa Any member of the African Union, EAC, ECOWAS, ECCAS, IGAD or SADC

Americas Any member of OAS

Europe Any member or aspirant of OSCE or the European Union in Europe (COW codes between
200-399)

Middle East Any member of LAS

North America Any member of OSCE in North America
Southeast Asia Any member of ASEAN

South Asia Any member of SAARC

Former USSR Any member of CIS

| also created a categorical variable for primary regional policy community usefulfor
testinginteractions. Because membership in policy communities overlapsin three cases—
Europe and the former USSR, Africa and the Middle East, and the Americas and North America—
| had to choose which of these complexesis dominantforthose countries which are members of

both. For the American case, | eliminated the North American region as a distinct category and
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included its two membersin the American region as TIP coordination beganthere prior to OAS
action. For the other countriesin two regional communities, | prioritized their membership by
ratio of trade, assigning them to the regional complex with which they conducted the most
trade, excepting Russiawhich | assigned to the former USSR policy community. Because of this
decision, the categorical variable has seven regional policy communities in addition to the base
value (not being a member of any regional policy community). Use of this variable streamlines
statistical models that include interactions with regional policy community membership.
Summary data is shownin table 2-9.

Table 2-9. Regional Policy Community Variables

Variable Obs. Freq. Mean Min Max

Member of African RPC 4095 777 0.19 0 1
Member of American RPC 4095 495 0.12 0 1
Member of European RPC 4095 959 0.23 0 1
Member of Middle East RPC 4095 272 0.07 0 1
Member of North American RPC 4095 40 0.01 0 1
Member of Southeast Asian RPC 4095 150 0.04 0 1
Member of South Asian RPC 4095 159 0.04 0 1
Member of Former USSR RPC 4095 129 0.03 0 1
Primary RPC (categorical) 4095 Mode: None 0 7

Some models use the regional density of the policy under consideration to control for
both the influence of regional policy communities and tipping points. Discussion of these

variables is found under "policy normalization," below.

Neighborly influence
Most theories of policy diffusion suggest mechanisms associated with neighborly
interconnectedness may influence diffusion. As discussed in chapterone, Simmons, Lloyd, and
Stewart (2018) used counts of roads between neighbors as a proxy for fear that neighbors'
improving policies would divert trafficking into the country. In chapter 1, | criticized the use of
this variable as an inadequate operationalization for fear of trafficking diversion. | propose a
betteralternative below. Because neighborly interconnectedness may also measure neighborly

pressure—including pressure on weaker neighbors to improve their policy or the interchange of
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peoples andideas upon which constructivism and learning are dependent—itis nonetheless
important to control forthis influence. This is especially important for testing the influence of
regional policy communities, as it is possible that it is neighborly influence that matters. To date,
no study has included variables for both neighborly and regional influence.

To operationalize this potential neighborly influence, | generated three variables: (1)
counts of roads to countries which have extantthe policy under consideration, (2) the ratio of
roads to these countries, and (3) the counts of roads weighted by the difference in UN voting
ideal points. Where data was missing as to whethera policy was extant, | counted it as not
extant, underthe assumption thatif the presence of policy is not widely known, then it will have
little influence on diffusion. | counted roads between countries using Google Mapsin 2019 (for
more details of how | made these counts see Appendix B, note 2). These road connections are
constant—they do notvary overtime because historical data was not available. However, |
propose thatthese roads nonetheless measure connectedness between neighbors, as roads
built in the time frame of this study nonetheless measure underlying connectedness between
countries. That is, roads are built to meet demands for greater connectedness.

It may be that not all roads should carry equalweight, especially where relations are
hostile between neighbors. To measure the warmth of relations between countries, | also
generated avariable where | multiplied the number of roads by the log of the UN voting ideal
point difference developed by Voeten et alii (2009) centered on the median, and thenreversed
the sign so that warmerrelations were positive. | used the log of the ideal point difference
because the most hostile voting differences tended to involve Israeland its neighbors, while
clearly hostile relation between Russiaand Ukraine or North and South Korea are closer to the
median. The log function reduces the influence of the extremes while still differentiatingamong

relations of those closer to the median. Summary data is shown in table 2-10.
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Table 2-10. Neighborly Connectedness Variables.

Variable Obs. | Mean SD Med. Min Max
Count of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization 4095 10.2 18.0 3 0 144
Count of roads to neighbors with extant institutionalization 4095 10.5 16.8 5 0 143
Count of roads to neighbors with extant NAPs 4095 6.2 11.9 1 0 122
Count of roads to neighbors with extant NRMs 4095 3.2 8.5 0 0 83
Count of roads to neighbors with extant reflection periods 4095 3.5 12.2 0 0 138
Ratio of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization 4095 0.44 0.42 0.36 0 1.00
Ratio of roads to neighbors with extant institutionalization 4095 0.47 0.39 0.48 0 1.00
Ratio of roads to neighbors with extant NAPs 4095 0.28 0.34 0.08 0 1.00
Ratio of roads to neighbors with extant NRMs 4095 0.14 0.25 0 0 1.00
Ratio of roads to neighbors with extant reflection periods 4095 0.09 0.22 0 0 1.00
Count of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization

weighted by log of UN voting ideal point distance centered at 3974 7.0 17.2 0.5| -79.8 | 170.9
the median

Count of roads to neighbors with extant institutionalization

weighted by log of UN voting ideal point distance centered at 3974 7.7 16.5 1.7 | -78.5| 151.4
the median

Count of road-s to nel_ghbo_rs with extant NAPs welght(?d by log 3974 49 117 ol -s05 | 1337
of UN voting ideal point distance centered atthe median

Count of roaqs to nelghbqrs with extant NRMs welght.ed by log 3974 22 78 ol -aa6 88.1
of UN voting ideal point distance centered at the median

Count of roads to neighbors with extant reflection periods

weighted by log of UN voting ideal point distance centered at 3974 2.9 11.8 0| -76.2 | 150.5

the median

Trade and migration partners

Trade and migration partners may be alternative measures of connectedness between

countries, and so | control for their influence in some models. Transnational trafficking tends to

follow general patterns of migration. Therefore, | generated variables measuring the ratio of

total value of trade (imports and exports) and shared migration stock (emigrants and

immigrants) with countriesin which the relevant policy was extant. Where data was missing as

to whethera policy was extant, | counted it as not extant, underthe assumption thatif the

presence of policy is not widely known, then it will have little influence on diffusion. When data

for shared migration stock was not available, | used the most recent data available. Summary

data is shownin table 2-11.
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Table 2-11. Trade and Migration PartnerVariables

Variable Obs. Mean SD Med | Min | Max
Ratio of total trade with trade partners with extant criminalization 3715 0.52 | 0.30 [ 0.56 0| 1.00
.Ratllo of totall tra.de with trade partners with extant 3715 062 | 026 | 0.70 ol 1.00
institutionalization
Ratio of total trade with trade partners with extant NAP 3715 0.35 | 0.27 | 0.34 0| 0.99
Ratio of total trade with trade partners with extant NRM 3715 0.20 | 0.23 | 0.10 0| 0.96
Ratio of total trade with trade partners with extant reflection
! wi P withex ! 3715 | 016| 016| 011 | 0] 084
period
Ratio of shared migrant stock with migration partners with extant
T 3860 0.57 | 037 0.64 0| 1.00
criminalization
Ratio of shared migrant stock with migration partners with extant
e - 3860 0.59 | 0.33 | 0.65 0| 1.00
institutionalization
Ratio of shared migrant stock with migrati t ith extant
N.’Z;oo shared migrant stock with migration partners with extan 3860 032 | 030! 025 ol 1.00
Ratio of shared migrant stock with migration partners with extant
\ '8 withmigrationp with ex 3860 | 020 026| 006| 0] o098
NRM
Ratio of shared migrant stock with migration partners with extant
. . 3860 0.15 ] 0.21 | 0.05 0| 0.95
reflection period

Trafficking and migration characteristics

Advocates of competition theory have argued that trafficking "externalities" —or the

fear of them—influence the diffusion of trafficking policy. As transnational trafficking follows

migration patterns, a country's migration characteristics may also motivate trafficking policy.

Thus, | have included variables related to these concerns.

As described in the section on data collection above, | collected data on perceptions

increased or diverted transnational trafficking, whethera country is considered a source country

for transnational trafficking, whetherit had a significant domestictrafficking problem, and

whether child sex tourism occurred. | include the variable forsignificant domestictraffickingin

all models as a standard control variable. Summary data for these variables is presentedin table

2-12.

Table 2-12. Trafficking Characteristic Variables

Variable Obs. | Freq. | Mean | Min | Max
Repgrted increased or diverted transnational trafficking, current or 3900 536 014 0 1
previous year

Perceived source/origin country for transnational trafficking 3186 | 2132 0.67 0 1
Perceived significant domestic trafficking 3150 | 2374 0.75 0 1
Reports of child sex tourism 3712 798 0.21 0 1
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Otherdomestic considerations

Domesticcharacteristics may motivate trafficking policy independently orin conjunction
with transnational diffusion mechanisms. I include measures for government cooperation with
civil society on TIP, government accountability, freedom of expression, government corruption,
civil society participation, women's political empowerment, women's participation in civil
society, level of development, major war extant, and population. These variables may impact
the trafficking environment, agovernment's sensitivity to transnational influences, or
government capacity to initiate and implement TIP policies.

For government cooperation with or hostility toward civil society on TIP, | collected data
as describedin the section on data collection above. From Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem)
(Coppedge etal. 2020), | use its accountability index (to what extentis the ideal of government
accountability achieved?), publicsector corruption index (to what extent do public sector
employees grantfavorsin exchange for bribes, kickbacks or other material inducements?),
legislative corrupt activities (do members of the legislature abuse their position for financial
gain?), women's political empowermentindex (how politically empowered are women?),
women's participation in civil society (are women prevented from participatingin civil society
organizations?), and the freedom of expression index (to what extent does the government
respect press and media freedom, the freedom to discuss political matters at home and in the
public sphere, and the freedom of academicand cultural expression?). From the World Bank, |
use GDP per capita (in thousands), or more commonly, the World Bank income classification
(low to high income), and the natural log of total population. From UCDP Prio, | use data for
whetheracountry experienced a major war (more than 1,000 battle deaths) in a given year.

Summary data is shownin table 2-13.
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Table 2-13. DomesticVariables

Variable Obs. | Freq. | Mean SD Med. Min Max
CSO cooperation on TIP 3099 | 2369 0.76 0 1
Government hostility to CSO work on TIP 3069 152 0.05 0 1
Accountability index (V-Dem: v2x_accountability) 3640 0.67 0.88 0.82 | -1.95 2.06
Political corruption index (V-Dem: v2x_corr) 3630 0.53 0.31 0.60 0.01 0.97
Public sector corruption index (V-Dem:v2x_pubcorr) 3637 0.51 0.31 0.58 0.01 0.98
Legislative corrupt activities (V-Dem: v2lgcrrpt) 3521 -0.19 139 [ -0.55| -3.38 3.50
Civil society women's participation (V-Dem: 3640 116 0.89 134 | 301 252
v2csgender)
Women's political empowerment index (V-Dem:
3601 0.72 0.19 0.77 0.05 0.98
v2x_gender)
Freedom of expression index (V-Dem:v2x_freexp) 3640 0.68 0.28 0.77 0.02 0.99
GDP per capita (in thousands) 3615 17.96 19.8 | 10.53 0.59 | 115.42
World Bank income classification (0= low income) 4039 Mode: Lower-Middle 0 3
Total population, natural log 3836 15.48 2.15 | 15.78 9.14 21.05
Major war (1000+ battle deaths) 4095 155 0.04 0 1

To maintain consistency, | use a standard set of domestic control variables in all models
(excepting some robustness checks where specificcontrol variables are substituted). First, as
noted above, linclude reports of significant domestic trafficking in all models. Second, scholars
have argued that corruption is an important cause of TIP and an influence on government policy
(Avdeyeva 2012; Jonsson 2018; Van Dijk and Mierlo 2011; Zhangand Pineda 2008), and so |
control for legislative corruption in the models for criminalization and any change to the TIP
legal regime, and public sector corruption in the models forthe otherfour policies. Third,
Bartilow (2010) found that the ratio of women in the legislature encouraged criminalization and
his finding has been duplicated widely, so | include women's political empowermentin all
models. Fourth, studies have also shown the importance of democratic governance for
compliance withinternational law in general (Koh 1997) and motivating action against TIP
specifically (Avdeyeva 2012). Das et alii (2013) argued that freedom of the press wasimportant
in mediating internationaland domestic pressure for action on TIP while Kelley (2017) argued
that governmenttransparency exposed governments to reputational pressure. To account for
all these concepts, linclude the measure forgovernmentaccountability in all models. Fifth, |

considerthat governments which violate the physical integrity of TIP victims may be insincere in
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their efforts against TIP. Thus, | include reports of these rights violations in all models, except
those for reflection periods where the variable is negatively collinear with the dependent
variable. Sixth, constructivism holds thatideas are shared and spread through social networks,
which may include connections between civil society and government actors. Moreover, Perry
(2016) found that for US pressure to be successful, it needed to be combined with pressure from
civil society and Kelley (2017) argued that civil society engagementincreased government
sensitivity to reputational pressure. Thus, in all models, | include cooperation with civil society
on TIP. Finally, as a generalmeasure for government capacity, | include the World Bank income
classification in all models, exceptfor reflection periods where | use GDP per capita.
Policy normalization

Finally, to test constructivist theory, | use the regional density of the dependent variable
under consideration. If constructivists are correct, then as the density of TIP policy increases, the
more it is "taken-for-granted" and likely to be emulated, though models may need to account
for non-linear effects. | use measuresforthe regional density of the policy ratherthan the global
density because studies have shown influence of regional patterns of compliance with
international legal commitments (Simmons 2000) and the nature of TIP is likely to promote a
regional or neighborly horizon for most countries ratherthan a global horizon. Defining
"regions" is itself an exercise in judgment. | used two measures of regions, both available from
V-Dem:one thatdivides the world into nineteen geographicregions, and one that divides the
world into ten cultural-political regions. | use geographic regions in most models, but test
robustness of results with the cultural-political regions. If data was not available regarding
whetherapolicy was extant, | assumed that it was not, on the assumption that if a country's
policies are not widely known, then it is not likely to have much influence on its neighbors.

Summary data is shownin table 2-14.
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Table 2-14. Policy Normalization Variables

Variable Obs. Mean SD Med. | Min Max

Regional (geographic) density of criminalization 4095 0.45 0.37 0.44 0 1.00
Regional (geographic) density of institutionalization 4095 0.46 0.32 0.50 0 1.00
Regional (geographic) density of NAPs 4095 0.28 0.28 0.22 0 1.00
Regional (geographic) density of NRMs 4095 0.13 0.13 0.00 0 0.87
Regional (geographic) density of reflection periods 4095 0.11 0.11 0.00 0 0.80
Regional (cultural) density of criminalization 4095 0.45 0.36 0.43 0 1.00
Regional (cultural) density of institutionalization 4095 0.46 0.31 0.50 0 1.00
Regional (cultural) density of NAPs 4095 0.28 0.27 0.22 0 0.91
Regional (cultural) density of NRMs 4095 0.13 0.13 0.00 0 0.70
Regional (cultural) density of reflection periods 4095 0.11 0.21 0.00 0 0.75

ModelSpecification

Like the otherleading works in the literature (Kelley 2017; Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart
2018), | use event history models which focus on the length of time until events occur. Inthese
models, the explanatory variablesinfluence the risk of the event's occurrence. Specifically, |
employ a Cox proportional hazard model, a semi-parametric modelthat has the advantage of
making no assumptions about the underlying shape of the baseline hazard rate (e.g., whetherit
is increasing or decreasing with time), though the baseline hazard is assumed to be the same for
all cases.

In event history models, we calculate the "hazard function" which tells us the probability
that the eventoccurs during a giveninterval, conditional on the subject having survived to the
beginning of thatinterval. The Cox proportional hazards regression model (Cox 1972) asserts
that the hazard rate forthe j* subjectin the data is:

h(t]x) = ho(t)exp(xB.)
where the regression coefficients B, are estimated from the data (Cleves et al. 2010, 129). The
covariates are easily interpreted for how they change the probability of event occurrence within
the giventime interval.

Casesin which the event neveroccurs will be "right-censored" meaningthatthe eventis

unobserved during the time period under study. The Palermo Protocol was established in 2000
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and veryfew TIP policy events occur prior to that time. Therefore, the time frame I use for
models is that from 1998 to 2018. In most models, events can occur only once, and so cases are
removed the sample; however, forlegal revisions and NAPS, events can occur multiple times,
and so these casesare keptin the sample. Note that the sample sizes are larger forthe models
where cases are keptin the sample than forthose for which events can occur only once. Sample
sizes are also larger when policy adoptiontended to occur later in time; thus, the sample sizes
for first institutionalization are the smallest because this was one of the first policies adopted.

Cox proportional hazard models assume that ratio of hazards for any two subjectsis
constantand proportional overtime. In some models, the influence of variables has time-
variant hazard ratios. For example, | might find that the influence of explanatory variable decays
overtime. Undersuch circumstances, | evaluate hypotheses with the time-varying hazard ratio.

In all models, | use a clustered sandwich estimator to adjust standard errors for possible
intra-group correlation by region. Differentregions of the world have different patterns of
transnational and domestictrafficking, legal regimes, civil society relations, etc. Thus, it is
possible that observations are partly dependent upon each otherforreasons that are difficult to
guantify, justifying the standard erroradjustment. The primary models account for intragroup
correlation in nineteen geographicalregions while the robustness checksinclude an alternative
political-cultural definition of region.

Observations are country-yearfor the period 1998 to 2018.

Plan for Testing Hypotheses

In the nextchapter, | examine coercion theory by testing hypothesis 1 which holds that
credible threats of costly US sanctions promote TIP policy diffusion. As described in chapter 1,
otherscholars have used variables which proxy vulnerability to US (or sometimes European)

pressure. Ratherthan using these proxy variables, | test the threat of sanctions directly by
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developingamodel predicting the credibility of sanctions forall tier 2 watch list and tier 3
countries and then including this sanction credibility variable in the modelwhile controlling for
the imposition of sanctions and reputational concerns.

In chapter4, | proceedto testthe hypotheses derived from reputation theory forthe
influence of scorecard diplomacy. These are:

e Hypothesis 2. Reputational pressure from neighbors having a better score promotes TIP
policy diffusion for those policies which are most likely to improve scores, and

e Hypothesis 3. Non-coercive aspects of US scorecard diplomacy promote TIP policy
diffusion forthose policies which are mostlikely to improve scores.

In chapter5, | test the constructivist hypothesis that TIP policy diffusion increases as the
regional policy density of the policy increases. To single out this "taken-for-granted" effect, |
control for the influence of regional policy communities as another likely mechanism for
explaining regional variation in policy diffusion.

The focus of chapter 6 is the hypothesis developed from competition theory that
reports of increased transnational trafficking or diversion of trafficking flows promote diffusion
of TIP policies which disrupt trafficking networks.

In the final chapter, | will discuss how well each hypotheses fared, what this tells us
aboutthe explanatory value of each theory of policy diffusion, and what we have learned about
differentiation by policy type and region. | will reflect on how theoretical explanations for policy
diffusion may be improved and make recommendations forfurtherresearch. Finally, | will

consider what the findings suggest for diplomats, policymakers, and practitioners.
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CHAPTER THREE: SANCTIONS
OVERVIEW

Some scholars have criticized the TVPA for its sanctioning mechanism, especially in its
practical implementation (Berman 2006; Chuang 2006; Feve and Finzel 2001; Kapstein 2006; US
GAO 2006). More generally, Peksen (2009) found that economicsanctions led to greater human
rights abuses, arguing that sanctions were counter-productive (see also Pape 1997; 1998). Yet
otherscholars have found conditionality to be effective in promoting desired norms (Cleveland
2001; Hafner-Burton 2005). As discussed in chapter 1, scholars of TIP diffusion have recognized
that coercion in the form of sanctions may promote policy diffusion, but, to date, the variables
used to operationalize this concept have beenrelated to the supposed vulnerability to US
sanctions. The efficacy of targeted US sanctions for promoting TIP policy has not beentested.
This chapter seeks to address thisimbalance in the literature by testing hypothesis 1: credible
threats of costly US sanctions promote TIP policy diffusion.

SANCTIONS AND SELECTION BIAS

Nooruddin (2002) and Drezner(2003) showed that selection bias is a problem which
haunts studies of sanctioning efficacy. It is not enough to know when sanctions were used; |
must also know when sanctions were considered but not used. The threat of sanctions may be
enough to promote the desired change. Sanctions are more likely to be imposed where they are
least likely to succeed. So, | have a selection bias problem: 1 am more likely to observe
sanctioning failures than successes because sanctions are imposed in the most difficult cases. In
the case of TIP, the category of "tier 2 watch list" gives us a special opportunity to evaluate the
threat of sanctions. The reauthorization of the TVPA added the tier 2 watch list categoryin 2003.
As discussed in chapter two, this category implies a clear warning that the country may fall into

tier 3 and be sanctioned. However, as discussed in chapterone, it is also possible that receiving
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a low score is motivating policy diffusion because it harms a country's reputation, sol also
control for this alternative explanation.

In addition to the tier 2 watch list, | also know which tier 3 sanctionable countries were,
in fact, sanctioned. This allows me to create a statistical model explaining the sanction decision
and thereby reveal how likely a sanctionable country was to be sanctioned. This modelcan then
be used to predict the credibility of sanctions for tier 2 watch list countries as well. Game
theoreticmodels suggest that the threat of sanctions is more likely to succeed when costs are
high for the targetand low for the sender, but forthat threat to be succeed, it must be
credible—some of the same dynamics which work to make the threat more costly to the target
also make it more costly to the sender, and thus less credible. The sanctions available underthe
TVPA are targeted sanctions; they are not meantto be very costly to the United States. Trade
supportand humanitarian aid are not sanctioned. In evaluating sanctions costs for both the
senderand target, scholars have focused on trade interdependence, strategicinterests, and
domesticinstitutions (Drezner 1999; Jeong and Peksen 2019; Lektzian and Souva 2007; MclLean
and Whang 2010; Nooruddin 2002, Peksen 2019). Drawing on this literature, in the next section,
| discuss the model of sanction decision-making.

WHO IS SANCTIONED?
The Model

To develop the sanctioning decision model, | use the variables and modeldescribedin
chapter2. Asa reminder, forthis model, | use a dichotomous dependentvariable forwhethera
tier 3 countryincurred partial or full sanctions underthe TVPA. Explanatory variables fall into
three categories: (1) the country's generalrelationship with the US, (2) the country's TIP

performance, and (3) other domestic considerations, bothin the US and in the potential target
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country. | use a logistic regression modelwith a clustered sandwich estimatorto adjust standard

errorsto allow forintragroup correlation by year. Observations are country-year.

Results and Discussion

The results of the model developed above are shownintable 3-1. In the table, odds
ratios greaterthan one indicate that a countryis more likely to be sanctioned. The model has
good explanatory value, correctly predicting 251 of 289 (87%) of the cases. Of the fifteen cases
(5%) where the prediction was that sanctions would be waived, only in four cases did countries
receive full sanctions (Russia in 2014, Madagascarin 2011 and 2012, and Comorosin 2018). In
anotherfourteen cases (5%), the model predicts sanctioning, but sanctions were waived.
Belarus from 2015-2018 represents four of these cases. Nine cases (3%) had missing data and
could not be predicted by the model.

Table 3-1. Sanctioning Decision Model

Variable Coefficient ~ Oddsratio z P>|z|
Already subject to other US sanctions 2.948 19.07 3.83  0.000
US military aid -3.213 0.04 -6.33 = 0.000
Ratio of target's trade with US 41.202 7.83x10v7 6.92 @ 0.000
Ratio of target's trade with US? -56.402 3.20x102° -6.61 = 0.000
Ratio of US trade withtarget -23.836 4.45x101t° -2.98 @ 0.003
Hostility to CSOs working on TIP 0.780 2.18 1.51 | 0.131
Trafficking prosecution(s) -0.919 0.40 -1.54  0.124
Government sponsored child soldiers -1.913 0.15 -1.82 ' 0.069
Human rights violations of victims 2.669 14.42 4.17 @ 0.000
Government complicity in TIP 2.662 14.32 3.59 @ 0.000
Not amember of any regional org combatting TIP 2.176 8.81 2.93  0.003
Government accountability -1.651 0.19 -3.64 = 0.000
Upper-middle- or high-income country -1.051 0.35 -1.72 © 0.085
Pompeo 5.198 180.90 7.64  0.000
Constant (baseline) -4.687 0.01 -3.79 = 0.000
Observations 280

Adjusted r? 0.64

Logistic regression. Standard errors are adjusted for possible intragroup correlation by year.

If the potentialtarget is already the target of other US sanctions, then it is more likely it
will also be sanctioned for TIP. This findingis not surprising. The sanctions literature has long
found that sanctions are more likely to be imposed where they are less likely to be effective. If

the target already has othersanctions imposed, itis not likely that TIP sanctions will be effective
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eitherand, given the existing strain in relations between the countries, less costly for the US to
decide to impose additional targeted sanctions.

If the country receives US military aid, it is less likely to be sanctioned. This result is also
expected asthe existence of US military aid implies strategic interests that may be jeopardized
by a deteriorationin the bilateral relationship; that is, sanctions represent a higher cost to the
us.

While TIP sanctions are not trade-related, the trading relationship between the USand
the target helps explain the sanctioning decision. | find that as the ratio of the target's trade
with the US toits total trade increases, it is more likely to be sanctioned, until that ratio
surpasses about 0.4, after which it falls (only a few cases exist where the trade ratio is greater
than this threshold). The more the target depends on the US economy, the more vulnerable it is
to sanctions, and thus the more likely the threat of sanctions will be effective. The greaterthe
ratio of UStrade with the targetis to UStotal trade, the less likely the USis toimpose sanctions.
Again, this accords with game theoretic models that the more costly sanctions are for the
sending state, the less likely sanctions will be imposed. While TIP sanctions do not affect trade,
the trading relationship appears to signal something about the underlying value of the bilateral
relationship.

The implementation of TIP policy in the target country also helps explain the imposition
of sanctions. While some of these variables are not statistically significant at the conventional
levels used in social science, it is nonetheless likely that diplomats are attuned to possible
relationshipsin which social scientists may lack statistical confidence. Most of these variables—
hostility to CSOs, trafficking prosecutions, use of child soldiers, violating victims' physical
integrity rights, and government complicity in TIP—relate to the country's costs of compliance

with US demands forimproving TIP policy. Egregious abuse of TIP victims and government
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complicity in TIP help explain the US decision to sanction. Of interestis that government-
sponsored child soldiers may reduce the likelihood of sanctions beingimposed (though
significant only at p=.069), suggesting that it is the other human rights abuses—e.g., enslaving
portions of the population—which motivate US officials to sanction.

Democracies are less likely to be sanctioned, and it is possible that wealthier countries
are also less likely to be sanctioned though this result fails to meet conventionallevels of
confidence. Asnoted in chapter one, under Secretary of State Pompeo, the Trump
administration became much more likely to sanction tier 3 countries for domestic political
reasons, a consideration which is evidentin the results.

In summary, the sanctioning decision modelconforms to the theoretical expectations of
the sanctions literature and provides a reasonable method to calculate the credibility of the

sanction threat beyond the sample of tier 3 countries.

DOES THE THREAT OF SANCTIONS PROMOTE DIFFUSION OF TIP PoLICY?

Having generated avariable which measures the credibility of the threat of sanctions, |
turn to modeling the influence of the threat of sanctions on TIP policy diffusiontotest
hypothesis 3. To create a usefultest of the hypothesis, | need to account for sanction credibility,
develop amodel to overcome selection bias, and include a measure forreputation as an
alternative explanation for policy diffusion.

Sanction Credibility

Sanction credibility, as a measure between zeroand one, does not consistently have a
linear function for explaining policy diffusion. To capture these non-linear effects, | generated an
ordinal variable, generally dividing credibility into quartiles, but with an additional category for
the most credible sanctions above 0.95. The summary data is shownin table 3-2. As is evident

fromthe table, even when sanctions are threatened, credibility is generally low: out of 1,131
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casesin which sanction credibility in the current or previous year was greaterthan zero, 758
(67%), have a credibility of less than 0.25. The second most common category with 111 cases
(10%) are those with the highest sanction credibility (greaterthan 0.95).

Table 3-2. Sanction Credibility, Ordinal Variable

Sanction credibility, highest
of currentor previousyear  Frequency Percent

Credibility =0 2,922 72.09
Credibility >0<0.25 758 18.70
Credibility >=0.25 <0.50 104 2.57
Credibility >=0.50 <0.75 73 1.80
Credibility >=0.75 <0.95 85 2.10
Credibility >=0.95 111 2.74
Total 4,053  100.00
Total sanctioning threats 1,131 27.91

Overcoming Selection Bias

As discussed above, testing the efficacy of sanctionsis complicated by selection bias.
The cases in which sanctions are imposed are likely to be the most difficult cases. | take the
sanctions credibility formula discussed above and apply it to countries on the tier 2 watch list in
addition to those ranked tier 3. Tier 2 watch list countries are not sanctionable, butare being
warned that without action on TIP, they may become sanctionable. By including both a measure
for those countries on which sanctions were imposed and sanction credibility onthe entire
sample, | can determine if the credible threat of sanctionsinfluences TIP policy diffusions.

Reputation or Coercion?

In the next chapter, | will examine the influence of reputation more closely, but here |
control for reputational pressure in the models. Kelley (2017) found that targets of US scorecard
diplomacy were concerned about how their TIP tier ranks compared to their neighbors. So, to
operationalize the impact of reputation, linclude a dichotomous measure forwhetheracountry

had a neighbor which received a higher score. Thus, the measure includes countries which are
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not sanctionable (i.e., tier 2) but had neighbors with betterscores. If reputation matters, then
these countries should also be motivated to improve their performance against TIP.
OtherVariables of Interest

Regional and neighborly dynamics will be explored in more depthin a later chapter, but
in these models, linclude the regional density of the policy under consideration (or
criminalization for any change to the TIP legal regime), exceptin the case of reflection periods
where | use the variable for the European policy community (which is where reflection periods
are mostcommon). | also include the variable for neighborly interconnectedness used by
Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018): road counts to neighborsin which the policy is extant.
Other domesticcontrol variables include accession to the Protocol, implementation of certain
TIP policies, measures for corruption, women's political empowerment, government
accountability, significant domestictrafficking, reported violations of the physical integrity rights
of victims, cooperation with civil society on TIP, and an ordinal variable forthe World Bank
income classification with the defaultsetto upperincome countries (except forreflection
periods where | use GDP per capita).

THREAT OF SANCTIONSAND THE LAW

Table 3-3 presents the findings of the Cox proportional hazards modeltesting the
influence of the threat of sanctions on time to criminalization and time to any revision in the TIP
legal regime. The modeluses an ordinal representation for the credibility of sanctions and
controls forthe imposition of sanctions, reputationalinfluence (as measured by a neighbor
having a betterscore), a specific US recommendation to criminalize or implementa change in
the law, regional density of criminalization, connectednessto neighbors where criminalization is
extant, Protocolaccession, and domestic characteristics. The modelfor legal revisions is similar

to that for criminalization, except that each country can revise their legal code more than once,
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so observations are notremoved fromthe sample. | have also added a variable foran extant
intersectoral coordinating body ("institutionalization") as such bodies may be a source for
recommending changes tothe legal regime.

Table 3-3. Threat of Sanctions and the Law

Criminalization ~ Any Legal Revision

Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z] P> |z
Sanction credibility, highest of current or previous year (base = none)
2.036 1.123
Low (< 0.25) ***0 000 *0.072
1.357 0.915
Middling (0.25-0.50) 0.510 0.724
: 0.210 0.784
High (0.50-0.75) 0.136 0.452
Very high (0.75-0.95) 8;;3 gggg
. 0.947 0.992
Highest (>0.95) 0.957 0.980
. . . 0.545
Sanctioned, currentor previous year Collinear (-) 0.165
Neighbor had betterscore, currentor previous year é;gg *éggi
1.744 1.394
US recommended policy action *%0.016 *%¥%0 000
. . R 23.119 2.228
Regional density of criminalization *%%0 000 *¥%0 008
Road count to neighbors with criminalization extant éggg *(1)823
Protocol accession 1.868 1.099
**%*0.000 0.405
N - 1.105
Institutionalization extant 0.279
Legislative corruption 0.856 0.927
0.205 *0.078
Women's political empowerment >.399 2.814
**%*0.003 *¥*%0.001
- 0.968 0.985
Government accountability 0.827 0.829
0.700 0.858
Significant domestic trafficking 0.199 0.220
Human rights violations of victims gggi 8;22
1.094 1.254
Cooperation with civil society onTIP 0.738 *0.068
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
. 0.805 0.603
Low income 0.517 *%0.021
Lower middleincome 1.529 0.678
0.201 **0.021
. . 0.637 0.767
Upper middleincome 0.116 0.139
Subjects 165 171
Observations 1,347 2,829
Number of failures 146 648

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are
adjusted for possible correlationin 19 geographically defined regions. *** p<.01, ** p<.05,
*

p<.10.
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The results of these models offer evidence that threat of sanctions does matterfor TIP
criminalization, but, contrary to expectations, low threat credibility motivates policy change.
Those countries which had a low but non-zero chance of having sanctions imposed were, on
average, twice as likely to criminalize as those countries which faced no threat of sanctions.
Otherlevels of sanctions credibility, however, did not have statistically significant results. The
results for legal revisions were similar though not as substantial and not statistically significant
at conventionalthresholds. For criminalization, the variable for sanctioned countries was
negatively collinear with the dependent variable indicating that the no or almost no cases exist
where sanctioned countries criminalized in response to sanctions. The evidence suggests that
the threat of sanctions had the mostimpact for countries which were least likely to be
sanctioned.

Are countries with low sanctions credibility being motivated by threat of sanctions or
are otherfactorsin play? The control variable for reputational pressure —those countries that
have a neighbor with a betterscore—is positive but not statistically significant. | will investigate
reputational pressure in more depth in the next chapter, but here, controlling for it adds
evidence thatit is the threat of sanctions which is encouraging criminalization, not concern over
the country's relative low score in comparison with its neighbors.

THREAT OF SANCTIONS AND INCREASING INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY

| turn now to evaluatingif sanctions promote institutional capacity against TIP by
examining their influence on the first instituting of an intersectoral coordinating body
("institutionalization") and initiating National Action Plans (NAPs). These activities are cross-
sectoral: they can improve law enforcement, support victim protection, and engage in
prevention activities, such as raising awareness. The models follow the same pattern as those

used for criminalization and revisionsto the TIP legal regime. However, lincluded extant
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criminalization in the modelfor firstinstitutionalization, as countries which have criminalized
are more likely to create intersectoral coordinating bodies (sometimes these bodies are created
by law with criminalization). As NAPs are typically set for a specifictime period, countries could
have repeated NAP initiation events. As the results show, NAPs are far more likely to be initiated
if they are already extant—thatis, they are likely to be renewed. To accountforthis, | included
both extant NAPs and extantinstitutionalization in this model and interacted the terms. Results
are shownin table 3-4.

The results offer qualified support of hypothesis 1. Those countries with low but non-
zero threats of sanctions are more likely to create intersectoral coordinating bodies and initiate
NAPsthanthose countries which face no threat of sanctions. For countries with higher
credibility for threat of sanctions, the results are more mixed. The results offer support that
countries facing very credible threats of sanctions are more likely to initiate NAPs, when
controlling for those countries which have sanctions imposed. For institutionalization, being
sanctioned or credibly threatened with sanctions, does not have a statistically significant impact
on TIP policy diffusion. Reputation, as measured by having a neighbor with a betterscore, does
not seemto be a viable alternative explanation in these models. As such, it appears that some
countries are responding to the threat of sanctions by instituting intersectoral coordinating
bodies or initiating NAPs. However, the credibility of that threat does not follow expectations.
While countries facing a highly credible sanctions threat are more likely to initiate NAPs than
countries under no threat of sanctions, countries facing low threats are also likely to do so, and
they are more likely to establish intersectoral coordinating bodies than countries facing higher

threat credibility.
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Table 3-4. Threat of Sanctions and Institutional Capacity

Institutionalization Ngtlonal
Action Plan
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z] P> |z|
Sanction credibility, highest of current or previous year (base = none)
3.103 1.445
Low (< 0.25) *%%0) 000 *%*%0 000
- 5.520 1.836
Middling (0.25-10.50) *$%0.000 *%0.017
. 2.765 1.202
. 1.974 1.774
Very hlgh (0.75—0.95) 0.256 *%**0) 005
. 1.366 2.480
Highest (>0.95) 0.803 *%(0.018
. . 0.476 .
Sanctioned, current or previous year 0623 Collinear (-)
. . 0.945 0.947
Neighbor had betterscore, currentor previous year 0.775 0.384
. . 0.897
US recommended policy action 0.710
. . L . 27.873 1.006
P
Regional densityof institutionalization or NA| ££%0.000 0.983
. . . 0.981 0.997
Road count to neighbors with policy extant ¥%%( 003 0.319
L 2.252
Criminalization extant *%%0 000
. . 3.376
Institutionalization extant *%%(0 000
. . 25.367
National Action Planextant *¥%0 000
N - 0.279
Institutionalization X NAP extant *£%0 000
. . 1.190 1.544
Public sectorcorruption 0.702 0.189
Women's political empowerment 2.992 1.259
0.163 0.576
G " tabil 1.614 1.136
overnment accountability *%%0 001 0.120
- ) . 0.735 1.153
Significant domestic trafficking 0.224 0.210
. . . . 0.361 0.565
Human rights violations of victims 0.206 *0.055
) L . 0.907 0.891
Cooperation with civil society onTIP 0.601 0.423
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Lowi 2.840 0.985
owincome *%%0.006 0.956
Lower middleincome 1.694 0.851
0.170 0.585
. . 1.157 1.022
Upper middleincome 0.493 0.913
Subjects 166 172
Observations 1,002 2,899
Number of failures 153 396

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efronmethod for ties. Standarderrors
are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions. *** p<.01, **

p<.05, * p<.10.
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THREAT OF SANCTIONS AND VICTIM PROTECTION PoLICY

The victim protection policies analyzed here—National Referral Mechanisms (NRMs)
and reflection periods—are less widespread than criminalization, intersectoral coordinating
bodies, and NAPs. As such, | adjusted the models for reflection periods somewhat to minimize
collinearity problems. For reflection periods, | combined all categories of sanctions credibility
above 0.25 into one category. | dropped several othervariables fromthe model as well,
including those for significant domestictrafficking, human rights abuses, and cooperation with
CSOson TIP, and | substituted GDP per capita forthe World Bankincome classification. To
control for regional influence, | used the variable for NRM regional density for evaluating time to
NRMs, but this variable had a time-variant decay function which | incorporated into the model.
For reflection periods, | used membership in the European policy community and interacted it
with low sanction credibility. Results are shownin table 3-5.

The results for NRMs do not support hypothesis 1. Neither threat of sanctions nor
imposing sanctions encourage the diffusion of NRMs. While a Schoenfeld residual test of
proportional-hazards assumptions does not reveal any red flags, a graphical examination of
time-variant hazard ratios for sanction imposition does show that it is positive and statistically
significant before decayingto a statistically significant and negative relationship. This is likely
due to one case—Boliviain 2018—in which a sanctioned country formalized its victim referral
protocol in the same yearin which it was sanctioned. (In 2019, Bolivia was rewarded with a
promotion to tier 2 watch list, and in 2020 to tier 2.) Thus, while | do notfind statistical evidence
to support the efficacy of the threat of sanctionsin promoting NRM:s, it is possible that in the
singular case of Bolivia in 2018 imposition of sanctions generated urgency forits adoption of a

victim referral protocol that had beenin development for some time.
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Table 3-5. Threat of Sanctions and Victim Protection Policy

NRMs Reflection Periods
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z|
Sanction credibility, highest of current or previous year (base = none)
0.474 0.167
Low (<0.25) *%0.021 0.114
Middling (0.25— 0.50) g'ii:
0.648
High (0.50—-0.75) 0.524
0'341 Collinear (-)
Very high (0.75-0.95) 0'277
Highest (>0.95) gggj
. . 0.866 .
Sanctioned, currentor previous year 0.874 Collinear (-)
1. 1.
Neighbor had betterscore, current or previous year 0 3:2 0 ggz
US recommended policy action *3(5;‘1‘
19
Regional densityof NRMs interacted with exp(-0.15t) t ***325310
7.591
European Regional Policy Community *Hx() 330
8.748
X Low sanction credibility *0.081
Road count to neighbors with policy extant **ggi; **ggﬁ
National Action Plan extant ***gggg
Public sectorcorruption ggfi 8;;2
Women's political empowerment 0.652 0.920
0.712 0.973
- 1.053 1.620
Government accountability 0.858 *0.074
X Government accountability *8(7)(7)2
Significant domestic trafficking éﬁg
.92
Human rights violations of victims 8322
1.605
Cooperation with civil society onTIP *0.063
GDP per capita (inthousands) **ég;i
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Lowincome 0.526
0.266
. . 1.229
Lower middleincome 0.663
. . 0.994
Upper middleincome 0.987
Subjects 171 160
Observations 2,463 2,777
Number of failures 87 42

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for
possible correlation in 19 geographicallydefined regions. *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. t This interaction

modelsadecayinthevariable'sinfluence overtime.
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The results for reflection periods offer conditional and qualified support of hypothesis 1.
Generally, the credible threat of sanctions is not associated with decreasing time to policy
initiation. No case exists of a country with a sanction credibility over0.25 having implemented a
reflection periodin the time frame of this study, but six cases existin which countries with a
non-zero but small threat of sanctions did implementreflection periods. Five of these six cases
are in the European policy community. Aninteraction between alow threat of sanctions and
membership inthe European regional policy community shows a magnifying effect, but this
interaction is outside standard levels of significance at p=0.081. However, an examination of the
time-variant hazard ratio for this interaction, shownin figure 3-1, reveals that the interaction is
statistically significant until year 7 aftertreatment. The finding suggests that the US threat of
sanctions reinforces the work of the European regional policy community. In Europe, GRETA has
pushedthe signatories of the Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings to
implementreflection periods, as is evidentin the results which show that members of the
Europeanregional policy community are more likely to implement reflection periods.

Figure 3-1. Sanction Threats: Time Variant Hazard Ratio for Reflection Periods
Sanction Credibility X European RPC

200 300 400 500
| |

100

10
Time scale

Note that while the influence of the European regional policy community is consistently
supportive of the diffusion of reflection periods, threat of US sanctions is not. Outside of Europe,
the threat of sanctions does nothingto promote reflection periods; it is only in Europe that it

promotes diffusion. And as we have seen forthe other policies, it is only in cases where sanction

83



credibility is relatively low that countries respond with policy adjustment. As with the other
policies, the measure forreputational pressure is not statistically significant, suggesting thatit is
the sanction threatrather than a more generalconcern over reputation that is motivating policy
change.

ROBUSTNESS CHECKS

| tested the robustness of these results by applying five tests: (1) adjusting the standard
errors by ten political-cultural regions ratherthan nineteen geographicregions, (2) droppingthe
US policy recommendation variable fromthe four models that included it, (3) substitutingall
regional policy communitiesin the modelforregional density of the policy underinvestigation,
(4) substituting control variables for women's participation in civil society and freedom of
expression forwomen's political power and government accountability, respectively, and (5)
adding control variables for major warand total population (naturallog) to the models. Tables
showingthe results for these robustness checks can be found in Appendix C.

The results for the sanction credibility variables of interestare robust to all these tests.
Dropping the US policy recommendation did not have a substantial influence onthe results,
suggesting that it is measuring something otherthan threat of sanctions. Regional policy
communities will be explored in more detail in chapter5, buthere | find that including all of
them does not change the results for sanction credibility. The variables forthe presence of a
majorwar and total population are not statistically significant, exceptforthe NAPs where total
populationis found to have a negative influence and for reflection periods where majorwaris
negatively collinear with the dependentvariable.

DISCUSSION
Hypothesis 1 proposes that credible threats of costly US sanctions promote TIP policy

diffusion. | developed a measure for sanctions credibility by examining which countries ranked
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at tier 3 were sanctioned and then applied the formulato countries on the tier 2 watch list as
well. By including this measure of sanction credibility along with a measure for sanctions
imposition and for reputation, | evaluated whetherthe threat of sanctions encourages policy
diffusion. The findings offer qualified supportforthis hypothesis. Asummary of the findings is
shownin table 3-6.

Table 3-6. Hypothesis 1 Results

Policy Findings

Criminalization Supported for countries with low threat credibility.

Any legal revision Notsupported.

Institutionalization Supported for countries with low threat credibility.

National Action Plan Supported for countries with low and high threat
credibility.

National ReferralMechanism | Notsupported.

Reflection period Conditionally supported formembers of the European

regional policy community with low threat credibility.

Supportfor hypothesis 1is qualified because, while the threat of sanctions does
promote policy diffusion, the credibility of that threat does notfollow expectations. Qualified
supportfor hypothesis 1 was strongest for criminalization, institutionalization, and initiation of
NAPs. In each of these cases, countries which faced a threat of sanctions that was small, but
non-zero, were more likely toimplement these policies than countries which did not face any
threat of sanctions, when controlling for both the imposition of sanctions and the influence of
reputational concerns. For initiation of NAPs, statistical evidence shows that countries which
faced more credible threats were also more likely implementthe policy than countries not
underthreat of sanctions.

The finding that low threat credibility is associated with policy adjustment presents a
puzzle because it runs contrary to otherfindings and theoretical predictionsin the sanctioning
literature. Peterson (2013) found that sanctioning targets were more likely to yield whenthe US
threats were more credible. He concluded that "even in cases where the target prefers backing

downto enduringsanctions, all else equal, it will only acquiesce if it believesthe sender's threat
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is credible" (674). In the case of TIP, however, | find that, in general, the less credible threats of
sanctions are more effective in promoting desired policy change.

Why? Since the sanctioning decision is made, in part, based on actual TIP performance,
more credible threats also mean higher costs to the target. Similarly, countries already
embroiled in conflict with the US, as measured by existing sanctions, are more likely to also be
sanctioned forTIP. The sanctioning literature notes that sanctioning threats are less likely to be
effective under conditions of rivalry, again, because they represent high costs for the target. In
the context of these high costs, we do find that countries respond to more credible threats of
sanctions by developing National Action Plans, a relatively low-cost policy option. High threat
credibility thus measures difficult cases where the cost of compliance is high, even when
controlling for imposition of sanctions.

The puzzle is why states respond to low threat credibility with policy adjustment. In
these cases, it seems likely that they do not believe the US wants to sanction them, and, indeed,
they have examples of the US waiving sanctions which reinforces the low credibility of the
sanctions threat. According to Peterson (2013), the target ought notto acquiesce since policy
adjustment has some cost and the US is not likely to impose sanctions. Moreover, | have
controlled for the influence of reputational concerns about scoring, generalized US
recommendations, and other domestic characteristics which influence domestic motivations for
implementing TIP policy.

Several possibilities deserverfurtherinvestigation. One possibility is that target risk
tolerance is influenced either by inaccurate risk assessments or a desire to reduce evenasmall
risk to zero, especially if the costs are low. Meanwhile, targets underamore credible threat may
not believe that any action will avoid sanctions. Another possibility is that in the domain of TIP

policy, countries wish to avoid the costs associated with the threat of sanctions, either to their
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reputation with the US specifically or in the international community more broadly. This concem
for reputation would be something that measures forunderperforming scorecards does not
capture. Finally, the threat of sanctions may aid certain actors within a country to achieve their
goals for TIP policy promotion by providingthem a justification for speedy policy action.

Supportfor hypothesis 1is also uneven.|do not have evidence that the threat of
sanctions promotes revisions to the TIP legal regime beyond criminalization nor the adoption of
a National Referral Mechanism. For reflection periods, the influence of the threat of sanctions is
conditional on the targets being members of the European regional policy community. Outside
of Europe, threat of sanctions has no influence on diffusion of reflection periods. The likely
explanation forthe variation in the influence of the sanction threat by policy type is that US
diplomacy does not seriously threaten sanctions for failure to have these victim protection
policies. For the purposes of US diplomacy, it is possible for countries to be making significant
progress toward meeting minimum standards without revisions to their legal codes, NRMs or
reflection periods (outside of Europe). These policies are not "minimum standards," and it
seems likely that the US is not using the threat of sanctions to promote them. Another factor
influencing differentiation by policy type could be the cost of the policy. | found that countries
with credible threat of sanctions did respond by implementing NAPs, quite likely because these
are a rather low-cost and rapid policy option. In the case of TIP, countries underthreat of
sanctions have a range of policy options from which they may choose to satisfy US preferences,
and it seems that for countries facing the most credible threats, a low-cost option is selected.

I did not have an expectation that the US threat of sanctions would explain regional
differentiation in TIP policy diffusion. However, the results for reflection periods suggest that

the threat of US sanctions interacts with existing European efforts to promote policy diffusion.
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One possibility for the conditionality of this findingis that it reflects some regional
differentiationin US expectations forreflection periods.
CONCLUSION

This chapter advances the literature in severalimportant ways. | have directly tested
whetherthe threat of sanctions promotes TIP policy diffusion, and | have found supportthatit
does. Inso doing, | find supportfor the idea that the threat of sanctions can be used to promote
norm-based policies, as Cleveland (2001) argued. Second, because | controlled for reputational
concerns, the test has also revealed that the influence of reputation may not be as powerfulas
Kelley (2017) believed. At least part of the influence of scorecard diplomacy may come from the
threat of sanctions, though reputation will receive more attention in the next chapter. Third, |
have found that the threat of sanctions does not necessarily act most effectively onthose
countries facing the most credible threat, but rather on those facing low, but uncertain threats,
afinding that is something of a puzzle forthe literature on sanctions.

These results have practical implications. First, despite many criticisms of the US
sanctioning regime, it does seem that threats of sanctions have been usefulin encouraging
some TIP policies. Second, the effectis uneven, so that the threat of sanctionstendsto favor
policies which improve legal and institutional capacity—criminalization, institutionalization, and
NAPs—ratherthan victim protection policies like NRMs and reflection periods. Third, diplomats
may wish to consider the value of uncertainty in its use of sanctions. In 2018, the Trump
administration began to aggressively use sanctions to encourage implementation of TIP policies.
The evidence here does not suggest that higher credibility forthe threat of sanctionsis what is
motivating policy change;indeed, it is not clear that this tactic will promote policy diffusion, as

near-certainty of sanctions may ultimately discourage action.
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CHAPTER FOUR: REPUTATION AND SCORECARD DIPLOMACY

OVERVIEW

In this chapter| set out to testthe hypothesesrelated to reputation theoryand US
scorecard diplomacy. Hypothesis 2 is the strongertestas it holds that reputational pressure
from neighbors having a betterscore in the USTIP reports will promote policy diffusion for
those policies which are most likely to improve scores. Kelley (2017) found that concerns over
neighbors'scores characterized conversations between US diplomats and their counterpartsin
discussions about TIP (128-130). Hypothesis 3 holds that non-coercive aspects of US scorecard
diplomacy promote policy diffusion for policies which are most likely to improve scores. Here,
these non-coercive aspects are (1) being scored in the TIP report and (2) specific US
recommendations for policy action. This is not as strong a test as hypothesis 2 because these
non-coercive aspects may also represent mechanisms associated with constructivism by
generating a taken-for-granted quality of certain policy recommendations. However, if countries
respondtothe USTIP reports by focusing on those policy actions which improve scores, | can
reasonably attribute diffusion to concern over reputation.

Testingthese hypothesesis a two-step process. First, | need to see which policies
improve scores. Then, | can testif the reputational pressure inherentin scorecard diplomacy is
motivating action on TIP. Thus, in this chapter| first show the results of a model for what shapes
the scoresin the US TIP reports, and then | turn to testing the hypotheses on US scorecard

diplomacy and reputation.
GENERATING US TIP REPORT SCORES

The Model
A discussion of the issues surrounding the modeling of TIP scores is found in chapter 2.

As described there, | use a generalized ordered logisticmodelthat relaxes the proportional
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hazards assumptions for those variables which violate it. For some variables, it was not
necessary torelax the assumption, permitting a more parsimonious model. The model usesa
clustered sandwich estimator to adjust the standard errors for possible intra-group correlation
by year. Observations are country-year.
Results and Discussion

The results fordetermining USTIP report scores are shown in table 4-1. The pseudo r?
statistic forthis modelis 0.35, indicating that considerable variance in the scoresis yet
unexplained. As noted in chapter 2, a more determinative modelis unlikely given the opacity of
the scoring mechanism and the likelihood that it changed overtime. Nonetheless, the model
does clearly indicate specific policies which are likely to improve TIP scores. While implementing
these policies will not altogetherreduce uncertainty overthe scoring, it seems reasonable that
diplomats wishingto improve their scores would recognize the implementation of such policies
as potentially useful. In interpreting the results, the highervalue of the independentvariable
producesthe indicated odds ratio for increasing the value of the dependent variable whichis a
worse score. Thus, those odds ratios less than 1 indicate variables which improve TIP scores,

while odds ratios greaterthan 1 indicate variables which lowerTIP scores.
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Table 4-1. Generating USTIP Scores

Tier3v. Tier 3, tier 2watchlistv. Tier 3, tier 2watchlist, tier2
tier 2 watch list, tier 2, tier 1 tier 2, tier 1 v.tierl
Odds ratio P>|z| Odds ratio P>|z| Oddsratio P>|z|

Criminalization extant 1.233 0.176 0.872 0.359 0.578 **%0.001
Legal revision, previous year 0.947 0.605 0.947 0.605 0.947 0.605
Institutionalization extant 1.574 ***0.000 1.574 ***0,000 1.574 ***0,000
NAP extant 0.481 ***0.000 0.994 0.954 1.038 0.830
NRM extant 0.582 ***0.000 0.582 ***0.000 0.582 ***0.000
Reflection period extant 0.237 0.225 0.390 ***0,000 0.787 0.182
National rapporteur extant 6.04x107 ***0.000 0.120 **0.010 0.151 ***0.000
Trafficking prosecution, 0.420 = ***0.000 0.722 *%0.033 0.541 *%0.018

current year
Tri:'::('"g conviction, current 0.503 | ***0.000 0.503 = ***0.000 0.503 | ***0.000
Source country 1.283 i ***0.000 1.283 | ***0.000 1.283 [ ***0,008
Inter-regional migration org:

Immigrant-receiving member 0.879 0.388 0.879 0.388 0.879 : 0.388

Emigrant-sending member 0.503 **%0.002 0.551 ***0,000 1.092 0.552
Gos‘flgi‘g‘r:”t sponsored child 2.980 *%%0.000 4.551 *%%0.000 | 677,080.1 *#%%0.000
Child sex tourismreported 0.861 0.313 1.290 **0.018 1.839 **%0.003
Sex trade policy problematic 1.007 0.971 1.007 0.968 1.846 ***0,004
Migration policy problematic 1.238 *0.055 1.238 *0.055 1.238 *0.055
Government complicity in TIP 2.331 ***0.000 2.331 ***0.000 2.331 ***0.000
Cooperation with CSOs on TIP 0.517 ***0.000 0.517 ***0,000 0.517 ***0,000
Hostility toCSOs on TIP 1.897 ***0.000 1.897 ***0.000 1.897 ***0.000
Visit from UNHCRTIP 3.24x107 *%%0.000 0.720 0.639 1.280 0.600

rapporteur
De-institutionalization event 1.521 **0.019 1.521 **0.019 1.521 **0.019
UN ideal point distance, 1.204 0.385 1.055 0.637 1750 | ***0.000

centered
US military aid recipient 0.361 ***0.000 0.632 *¥*%*0,002 2.582 ***0,000
Government accountability 0.385 ***0.000 0.458 ***0.000 0.265 ***0.000
Trump administration 1.322 ***0.000 1.322 ***0.000 1.322 ***0.000
World Bank income class

Low income 0.949 0.874 1.011 0.970 3.800 ***0,000

Lower middleincome 1.258 0.270 1.258 0.270 1.258 0.270

Upper middleincome 1.778 ***0.000 1.778 ***0,000 1.778 ***0,000
Constant 0.413 **¥%*0.002 1.458 0.316 28.928 ***0.000
Number of observations 2,423
Pseudo r2 0.3519

Generalized ordered logistic model. Odds ratios greater than 1 signify a greater likelihood for lower scores, while odds ratios less
than 1 signify a greater likelihood for better scores. Standard errors are adjusted for possible intragroup correlation by year.
*¥** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

What policies matter? Superficially, criminalization is only statistically significant in
increasing the likelihood of being scored at tier 1 overthe other categories, butit does not
differentiate amongthe other groupings. However, trafficking prosecutions and convictions are
consistently helpfulin improving scores across the continuum. As criminalization makes criminal
prosecutions more likely, it is safe to say that a country which has criminalized—and usesiits

criminal laws to prosecute and convict traffickers—is likely to improve its scores. The same
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cannot be said for any legal revision in the previous year. Revising the TIP legal code in the
previous year does not seem to have any bearingon TIP scores.

| find little evidence thatthe policies which increase TIP capacity—institutionalization
and active National Action Plans—improve TIP scores. Indeed, having an extantintersectoral
coordinating body is associated with lower scores. Itis not clear why this would be the case,
especially given the evidence from chapter 3 that the threat of sanctions promotesthese
policies. Perhaps, these bodies increase datatransparency and reveal more damning portraits of
trafficking and governmentinaction. Or perhaps institutional capacity has been overlooked or
under-emphasized in US diplomacy. Table 2-7 suggestsas much: USTIP report
recommendations regarding institutionalization are far rarer than those for criminalization, legal
revisions, or NRMs. | dofind evidence that countries with extant NAPs are far less likely to be
scored at tier 3, though NAPsdo not seemto be related to improving scores at othertier ranks.

| find evidence that victim protection policies improve TIP scores. This evidence is
especially strong for NRMs which are consistently associated with improving scores at all tiers.
Reflection periods are only statistically significant in reducingthe likelihood that countries are
scored as tier 2 watch list or tier 3.

Giventhese findings, | can refine hypotheses 2and 3. Initiating NAPs or reflection
periods has the mostimpact for countries which receive low scores—these countries are
threatened with sanctions, thus countries which implement these policies may be responding to
the desire to avoid sanctions rather than improve theirscores and, thereby, their reputations.
Indeed, I foundin chapter 3 that the threat of sanctions did motivate NAP initiation. Thus, it is
with NRMs that the power of reputation ought to be most strongly seen. NRMs consistently
improve scores. If a country wants to improve its tier rank and its reputation, it should

implementa functional NRM. Moreover, constructivists have argued that states favorlaw
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enforcement policies, so a finding that countries initiate NRMs in response to scorecard
diplomacy would offer strong support for the influence of reputation.

What else matters for determining TIP scores? The following policy and trafficking
characteristics increase the likelihood of worse scores: beinga source country, government
sponsorship of child soldiers, government complicity in TIP, government hostility to civil society
workingin TIP, problematic migration policy (though significant only at p=0.055), and the
collapse of intersectoral coordinating bodies. Child sex tourism and problematic sex trade policy
tendto depress scores, but not consistently at all tier levels. Countries which want to improve
scorescan also cooperate with civil society on TIP or join inter-regional organizations
coordinating migration policy, but only if they are emigrant-sending nations. Countries which
receive US military aid are less likely to be ranked at tier 3 or tier 2 watch list, butalso less likely
to be ranked at tier 1. Democracies are more likely to have higherscores. The Trump
administration was harsherin its scoring than eitherthe Bush or Obama administrations. Among
the developmentlevels, itis upper middle-income countries which are consistently more likely
to have worse TIP rankings than high-income countries, while poor countries are less likely to be
found at tier 1. Lower-middle income countries are not statistically distinguishable from high-
income countries. The greaterthe distance in UN votingideal points, the more likely a country
would not be ranked tier 1, but otherwise, this does not seemto have influenced theirtier rank.

Overall, we have a picture of a ranking system which has much to commend it yet may
be vulnerable to political considerations as well as criticism overits opacity. Country policies do
seem to matter—countries that protect victims and work with civil society are ranked higher.
Countries that sponsor child soldiers or have problematic migration policy are ranked lower. But
there are glaring blind spots—the demerit forinstitutionalization mentioned above is obvious,

but the role international cooperationis also understated. The fact that countries which receive
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military aid are less likely to be underthreat of sanctions, butalso less likely to be ranked at tier
1 also suggests the possibility of political concerns which gives some military partnersa pass.
SCORECARD DIPLOMACY AND TIP PoLICY DIFFUSION

The effectiveness of scorecard diplomacy may be explained by various theories of policy
diffusion. For constructivism or learning, scorecard diplomacy may promote certain ideas about
trafficking that prompt policy diffusion. Alternatively, coercive pressure from sanctions or
reputational pressure may be encouraging policy diffusion. Can we discernamong these
competing mechanisms?

As discussed in chapter 3, the threat of sanctions is dependent upon a country being
scored at tier 2 watch list or tier 3. As | explored various models, | found that variables for
sanctions credibility and low TIP scores (tier 2 watch list or tier 3) were substitutable, showing
essentially the same effect. It seems bestto assume thatlow TIP scores represent the coercive
threat of sanctions.

Following the qualitative findings of Kelley (2017), | use whetheraneighborreceivesa
betterscore to operationalize reputational pressure. While it is the case that countries which
receive low scores are more likely to have neighbors with betterscores, if it is primarily the
embarrassment of receiving a low score that motivates action in TIP, then countries which
receive tier 2 scores will also be motivated to improve policy if their neighbors are perceived to
be doing better. Itis possible that other mechanisms are also at play—perhaps a better-
performing neighboris pressuring the country to improve its TIP performance, but that can be
controlled for by the measures forregional policy cooperation and forthe number of road
connections to neighbors where the policy in question is extant.

Two othervariables are also relevant—whethera country is scored in the reportand

whetherthe US has made a specificrecommendation for policy action. These variables could
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representany of the constructivist, learning, or reputationaltheories, butthey are notlikely to
measure coercion. Asthe TIP reports engage elite networks, the information and
recommendationsinthe reports may influence changing norms and ideas about appropriate
policy solutions—patterns | expect from the constructivist and learning theories. Being scored in
the report or drawing attention to a specific policy recommendation also putsa country on
notice thatits action on TIP is being observed, which may motivate action, eitherto guard the
reputations of elites or of the country as a whole. The US recommendations for policy action are
not necessarily independent but frequently depend on domesticor regional actors. For example,
the US often echoed the GRETA reports regarding NRMs or encouraged certain legal changes
that anti-trafficking civil society organizations desired. Here again is the confluence of pressure
from various actors: the domesticnetworks channeling transnational policy solutions along with
the attention drawn to these solutions by the United States. The constructivist, learning, and
reputation theories are not mutually exclusive. As such, it is bestto see these variables as
measuring pressures that cannot be neatly categorized under a single theory of policy diffusion
but are not likely to represent coercion. However, if countries are responding to these
mechanisms by implementing policies which are most likely to improve scores, we have grounds
to favorreputation as offering the most explanatory power.

For control variables, | use the regional density of the policy to account for the influence
of regional policy communities and the extentthatthe policy was taken for granted, exceptfor
reflection periods, where | use membership inthe European regional regime complex (and
interact it with poor TIP scores). | also include road counts to neighbors with the policy extant
and the standard set of control variables described in chapter 2. Each specific policy includes
severalotherrelevantvariables, such as Protocolaccession or the existence of other TIP policies

(such as criminalization or institutionalization). Because relatively few countries have adopted
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reflection periods, some controlvariables are collinear with the dependentvariable (i.e.,
inclusion entirely predicts a negative outcome), so these variables are excluded from the
models. All models have standard errors adjusted for possible correlationin 19 geographically
defined regions.

In addition to the base model, | include two models which interactthe measure for
reputational pressure with government accountability and CSO cooperation, respectively. The
interaction with government accountability tests for the possibility that democratic
governments, which turnover more frequently than autocraticgovernments, are more sensitive
to reputational pressure, as Baser (2020) argued. The interaction with CSO cooperation testsfor
the generalizability of Perry's (2016) finding in his qualitative study that for US pressure to be
successfulit needed to be combined with pressure from civil society.

Criminalization

Table 4-2 shows the results fortesting scorecard diplomacy for time to criminalization.
Like Kelley (2017), | find that having a low score in the reports promotes criminalization, as does
an explicit recommendation to criminalize. However, | find no statistical support that a neighbor
with a betterscore or simply being scored in the report encourages diffusion. For
criminalization, US scorecard diplomacy is most effective when sanctions are threatened or
when the US specifically recommends criminalization. Criminalization (with prosecutions) does
improve TIP scores; thus the importance of the US recommendation does show support for
hypothesis 3. Interacting reputational pressure with either government accountability or CSO
cooperation is not statistically significant. These findings are robust to the variant models which

are shownin Appendix C.
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Table 4-2. Scorecard Diplomacy and Time to Criminalization

Model 4-2-1 Model 4-2-2 Model 4-2-3
Base ReputationX ReputationX
Accountability ~ CSO cooperation
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
Scored in US TIP report, currentor previous year ggg? 3:2; é;?;‘
. . 0.990 0.903 1.180
Neighbor had betterscore, currentor previous year 0.956 0.788 0.766
US recommended criminalization, current or previous year **1'655 1.645 1.676
! 0.015 **0.014 **0.014
) hli . . 1.760 1.783 1.772
Tier 2 watch listor tier 3, current orprevious year *%%(0 001 *%%0 001 ¥%%(0 001
Regional density of criminalization 23.714 23.749 23.394
***0.000 *¥**0.000 **%*0.000
. . T 1.000 1.000 1.000
Road count to neighbors with criminalization extant 0.967 1.000 0.967
| . 1.917 1.918 1.919
Protocol accession *%%0 000 *%%0 000 *%%0 000
Legislative corruption 0.886 0.891 0.883
0.276 0.315 0.258
Women's political empowerment 3.849 3.760 3.830
**0.013 **0.019 **0.014
bil 1.134 1.062 1.139
Government accountability 0.394 0.789 0.377
. 1.099
X Neighbor had a better score 0.740
Lo . . 0.680 0.679 0.682
Significant domestic trafficking 0171 0.169 0167
. . . . 0.608 0.618 0.601
Human rights violations of victims 0.269 0267 0.259
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 1.056 1.059 1.229
0.834 0.828 0.697
. 0.805
X Neighbor had a better score 0711
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 0.921 0.913 0.918
0.806 0.783 0.797
iddlei 1.648 1.641 1.643
Lower middleincome 0.128 0.130 0.127
Upper middleincome 0.589 0.591 0.586
*0.068 *0.069 *0.062
Subjects 165 165 165
Observations 1,349 1,349 1,349
Number of failures 146 146 146

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible
correlation in 19 geographically defined regions. *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

Otherrelevantvariables are the regional density of criminalization, protocol accession,
and women's political empowerment. These results are generally consistent with the findings of
Kelley (2017) and Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018).

Cox proportional hazard models assume that ratio of the hazards forany two cases is
constantovertime, howeverthis assumption can sometimes be violated. Tests for the violations

of the assumptions do indicate that beingscored in the report, a neighbor with a betterscore,
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and receiving a low score may violate the assumptions. Graphical representations of the time-
variant hazard ratios for these key variables of interestin the base model are shown in figure 4-
1. A closer look at these time varying hazard ratios suggests thatbeingscoredin the reporthas a
magnifying effect: the longera countryis scoredin the TIP report, the more likely it is to
criminalize. This effectis statistically significant after9 years. The othertwo variables show a
decaying effect. Aneighborreceivinga betterscore seems to vacillate between having a positive
influence and having a negative influence, thoughitis only statistically significant in later years.
Receiving a low score is statistically significant and a positive influence on time to criminalization
in years nine to thirteen aftertreatment.

Figure 4-1. Scorecard Diplomacy and Criminalization: Time-Variant Hazard Ratios

Scored in report Neighbor recieved better score Tier 2 watch list or fier 3

1 1 1
Time scale Time scale Time scale

Overall, | do find support for hypothesis 3. The non-coercive aspects of US scorecard
diplomacy—explicit recommendations and being scored in the report—do promote
criminalization. | do not find support for hypothesis 2. Reputational pressure, as measured by a
neighborhaving a betterscore, does notseemto influence time to criminalization.

Revisions to the TIP Legal Regime

One of the limitations in the literature has been the focus on criminalization. | turn now
to see how scorecard diplomacy has influenced the diffusion of other TIP policies, beginning
with any revision to the TIP legal regime. Results are shownin table 4-3. Asnotedin the
discussion earlier in the chapter, TIP scores do notseem substantially influenced by these

revisions, so| do not expect scorecard diplomacy to have influence.
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Contrary to these expectations, the non-coercive aspects of scorecard diplomacy do
have influence in promoting changesin the law. An explicit recommendation fora revision to
the TIP legal regime is consistently statistically significant. While the tests of the proportional
odds assumptions forthe otherkey variables of interest are not especially problematic, a closer
look at their time-varying hazard ratios, shown in figure 4-2, does revealsome interesting
findings. Like criminalization, beingscoredin the report seemsto have a magnifying effect, and
one that is statistically significant after tenyears. Though its influence vacillates, the
reputationalembarrassment of a neighborwith a betterscore is also positive and statistically
significant in years 6to 11 aftertreatment. Receivingalow score in the TIP report—andthus
being underthreat for sanctions—has both a positive influence in the middling years and a
negative influence in later years, suggesting that some countries do respond to the threat of
sanctions by revising their laws, but difficult cases do not.

Figure 4-2. Scorecard Diplomacy and Legal Revisions: Time-Variant Hazard Ratios
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Table 4-3. Scorecard Diplomacy and Time to Revisionsin the TIP Legal Regime

Model 4-3-1 Model 4-3-2 Model 4-3-3
Base ReputationX ReputationX
Accountability ~ CSO cooperation

Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
. . 1.367 1.337 1.133
Scored in USTIP report, currentor previous year 0.147 0.199 0.530
. . 1.260 1.436 2.684
Neighbor had betterscore, currentor previous year *0.083 0101 £%%0 000
US recommended TIP legal change, currentor previous 1.399 1.408 1.406
year ***0,000 ***0,000 **%*0.000
) hli . . 1.062 1.028 1.062
Tier 2 watch listor tier 3, current orprevious year 0.291 0.690 0.341
Regional density of criminalization 2253 2.276 2.234
***0.009 *¥**0.007 **%*0.007
. . T 1.003 1.002 1.003
Road count to neighbors with criminalization extant %0.074 0.140 0138
| . 1.098 1.090 1.111
Protocol accession 0.405 0.444 0.350
. . 1.123 1.133 1.147
Institutionalization extant 0198 0.192 0143
Legislative corruption *0'922 0.914 0.913
0.062 **0.037 **0.031
, " 2.568 2.553 2.535
Women's political empowerment *%%0 001 *5%0 001 *¥%0 001
. 1.020 1.107 1.031
Government accountability 0.767 0.327 0.656

. 0.883

X Neighbor had a better score 0.309
- . . 0.852 0.853 0.855
Significant domestic trafficking 0.195 0.204 0.210
Human rights violations of victims 0.706 0.689 0.664
0.133 0.110 *0.079
. . L . 1.258 1.256 2.245
Cooperation with civil society onTIP 0.070 %0.075 £%%0 001
X Neighbor had a better score ***83327

World Bank income classification (base = high income)

. 0.605 0.613 0.600
Lowincome *%0,013 *%0.015 *%0.011
Lower middleincome 0.678 0.683 0.672

**0.020 **0.023 **0.015

Upper middleincome 0.763 0.766 0.756

0.132 0.140 0.124
Subjects 171 171 171
Observations 2,828 2,828 2,828
Number of failures 648 648 648

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efronmethod for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible
correlation in 19 geographically defined regions. *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

Model 4-3-3 shows the results when the variable for a neighbor having a betterscore is
interacted with CSO cooperation. The effect of interacting the two variables is illustrated in
figure 4-3. Countries with neither reputational pressure nor CSO cooperation are much less likely

to revise their TIP legal regime. While this does not duplicate Perry's (2016) finding that the
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efficacy of US pressure depended upon domestic CSO pressure, it does suggest that having

eitherforeign or domesticpressure does help promote legal change.

Figure 4-3. Reputation and CSO Interactions for Legal Revisions
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Overall, | dofind support that non-coercive aspects of US scorecard diplomacy

encourage revisions to the legal regime, eventhough | did not expectitas revising laws does not

improve scores. The supportis especially strongfor US recommendations but being scored in

the reportand reputational pressure from having a neighbor with a betterscore also have

positive and statistically significant hazard ratios for some periods of time after treatment.

Moreover, the modelwhich interacts reputational pressure with CSO cooperation also offers

evidence forthe positive influence of having a neighborwith a betterscore on time to legal

revision.

Institutionalization

As notedin the discussion of the TIP scores above, | do not expect US scorecard

diplomacy to motivate the first institutionalization of an intersectoral coordinating body.
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Countries which had these institutions tended to receive lower scores, and, while the US did
from time to time encourage countries to create these institutions, this recommendation was
not as common as were recommendations for criminalization, legal revisions, or NRMs. It seems
that US scorecard diplomacy has not been emphasized the creation of these coordinating
bodies. Contrary to these expectations, however, | do find some evidence that non-coercive
aspects of US scorecard diplomacy have motivated institutionalization. Results are shown in
table 4-4.

Being scoredin the TIP reportis positively associated with first institutionalization, as is
the coercive threat of sanctions as measured by receivinga low TIP score. Neither US
recommendations nor having neighbors with a better TIP score have any statistically significant
effectinthe base model4-4-1. Tests of the proportional hazard assumptions for the key
variables of interest do indicate caution for beingscored in the reportand for a neighbor
receiving a better score. Time-varying hazard ratios for these variables are shown in figure 4-4.
Being scored in the report shows some vacillation in influence, with a statistically significant
positive effect fromyearsten to thirteen following treatment. The time-varying hazard ratio for
a neighborreceivinga betterscore does notappear especially problematicgraphically and is
never statistically significant. Being scored at tier 2 watch list or tier 3 is generally positive and

statistically significant, exceptinthe earliest and latest time periods.
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Table 4-4. Scorecard Diplomacy and Time to First Institutionalization

Model 4-4-1

Base

Hazard ratio

Model 4-4-2

ReputationX
Accountability
Hazard ratio

Model 4-4-3
ReputationX
CSO cooperation
Hazard ratio

Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
. . 2.546 2.557 3.111
Scored in USTIP report, currentor previous year *%0 031 *%0.037 *%0 012
. . 0.871 0.563 0.465
Neighbor had betterscore, currentor previous year 0.461 ¥%0.034 ¥%0.032
US recommended institutionalization, current or previous 0.838 0.836 0.789
year 0.485 0.489 0.347
. . . . 2.721 3.022 2.659
Tier 2 watch listor tier 3, current or previous year *%%0_000 *%%(_000 *%%0_000
Regional densityof institutionalization 4312.584 4567.774 4755.583
interacted with exp(-0.10t) ¥ ***0.000 *¥**0.000 **%*0.000
. T — 0.978 0.980 0.978
Road count to neighbors withinstitutionalization extant *%Q 001 *4%( 005 *%%( 001
T 2.300 2.249 2.351
Criminalization extant *%%0_000 *%%0_000 *¥%0.000
Public sectorcorruption 1.138 1.129 1.270
0.749 0.760 0.576
Women's political empowerment 2.203 2.396 2570
0.423 0.373 0.349
. 1.618 1.240 1.612
Government accountability *%%0_000 0.202 *¥%0.000
X Neighbor had a better score **(1)(5)2673
Lo . . 0.829 0.844 0.806
Significant domestic trafficking 0476 0516 0377
. . . . 0.261 0.325 0.309
Human rights violations of victims %0 045 *0.061 %0.070
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0.893 0.911 0.555
0.613 0.676 **0.035
. 2.245
X Neighbor had a better score %0 025
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 2.479 2.185 2.354
**0.026 *0.057 **0.033
iddlei 1.517 1.372 1.425
Lower middleincome 0.292 0.448 0.377
Upper middleincome 0.938 0.904 0.917
0.788 0.672 0.690
Subjects 166 166 166
Observations 1,002 1,002 1,002
Number of failures 154 154 154

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible
correlation in 19 geographically defined regions. *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. T This interaction models a decay inthe
variable'sinfluence over time.

Figure 4-4. Scorecard Diplomacy and Institutionalization: Time-Variant Hazard Ratios
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Interacting the variable for neighbor with betterscore with both government
accountability and CSO cooperation on TIP has a statistically significant effect, graphically
demonstrated in figure 4-5. Perry (2016) argued that US pressure depended upon the pressure
from domestic civil society organizations. | do not see evidence for this confluence of pressure
for first institutionalization. For government accountability, reputational pressure had little
impact on countriesin the 75" percentile (e.g., Czechiain 2018), but countries in the 25
percentile were more likely to institutionalize if they did not have reputational pressure. This
finding runs counterto expectations.

Figure 4-5. Influence of Interactions for Institutionalization
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Figure 4-5 also shows that a country which has neitherreputational pressure nor CSO
cooperation has the highest likelihood of first institutionalization of an intersectoral
coordinating body. Despite the counter-intuitive nature of this finding, it is not especially
surprising because creating an intersectoral coordinating body was often the first TIP policy
action for many countries, especially those countries with the highest commitmentto
combatting TIP. It seemsthatin some cases, the chain of causality moves from
institutionalization to cooperation with CSOs.

Nonetheless, the non-coercive influence of scorecard diplomacy most clearly derives

from the transparency of being scored. Since having an intersectoral coordinating body does not
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improve TIP scores, the finding offers some support forthe constructivist and learning
mechanisms as having explanatory power. The widespread implementation of intersectoral
coordinating bodies became the thingto do—once countries were on notice that their anti-
trafficking efforts were being observed, they took action to form such bodies. It may be that
these bodies are also a relatively low-cost policy option. Low-income countries were more than
twice as likely to form one than upperincome countries.

Othervariables that promote institutionalization include density of regional
institutionalization, criminalization, and government accountability (i.e., democracy).

Overall, | find supportfor the influence of non-coercive scorecard diplomacy through
beingscoredin the TIP reports and the coercive pressure of receivinga low score. | do not find
supportthat a neighborreceivinga betterscore or making an explicit recommendation
promoted institutionalization.

National Action Plans

The models for TIP scoring suggested that NAPs will be initiated to avoid sanctions but
not to improve scores more generally. The results support this picture. As | foundin chapter 2,
low TIP scores do encourage NAP initiation, but neither being scored in the reportnor
reputational pressure from having a betterscore is statistically significant in its influence on NAP
initiation. (I did not collect data on US recommendations regarding NAPs.) Interactions between
reputation and governmentaccountability or CSO cooperation are not statistically significant.

Results are shown in table 4-5.
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Table 4-5. Scorecard Diplomacy and Time to NAP Initiation

Model 4-5-1 Model 4-5-2 Model 4-5-3
Base ReputationX ReputationX
Accountability ~ CSO cooperation
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
. . 1.268 1.274 1.293
Scored in USTIP report, currentor previous year 0.758 0.753 0.750
. . 0.939 0.900 0.856
Neighbor had betterscore, currentor previous year 0239 0283 0.493
Tier 2 watch listor tier 3 t ) 1.491 1.502 1.491
ier 2 watch listor tier 3, current or previous year *%%0 000 *%%0 000 *%%0 000
. . 1.030 1.027 1.032
Regional densityof extant NAPs 0.917 0.927 0.914
. . 0.997 0.997 0.997
Road count to neighbors with NAPs extant 0246 0265 0254
. . 3.383 3.382 3.376
Institutionalization extant £%%0 000 £%%0 000 £%%0.000
NAP extant 25.590 25.659 25.513
extan *%%0.000 *%%0.000 *%%0.000
N N 0.274 0.273 0.275
Institut lizat XNAP extant
nstitutionalization extan £%%0 000 £%%0 000 £%%0 000
Public sectorcorruption 1.610 1.601 1.602
P 0.151 0.148 0.152
W , litical t 1.307 1.307 1.307
omen's political empowermen 0.489 0.491 0.490
G t tabil 1.137 1.114 1.135
overnment accountability %0.095 0.213 0.101
. 1.032
X Neighbor had a better score 0.680
- . . 1.162 1.161 1.161
Significant domestic trafficking 0175 0183 0183
H ights violati fuicti 0.573 0.577 0.576
uman rights violations of victims %0.058 %0.056 *0.055
. . L . 0.872 0.873 0.822
Cooperation with civil society onTIP 0322 0322 0425
. 1.098
X Neighbor had a better score 0.695
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Lowi 0.966 0.960 0.969
owincome 0.903 0.885 0.911
L iddlei 0.839 0.835 0.840
ower middleincome 0563 0.553 0.565
Upper middleincome 1.005 1.001 1.007
0.981 0.994 0.974
Subjects 172 172 172
Observations 2,898 2,898 2,898
Number of failures 396 396 396

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efronmethod for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible
correlation in 19 geographically defined regions. *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

Tests of the proportional odds assumption forthe key variables of interest warrant
caution only forlow TIP scores, though a graphical representation of time-varying hazard ratios,
shownin figure 4-6, do revealthat being scored in the report seems to follow a magnifying
function. Nonetheless, the time-varying hazard ratios reveal the same findings as shownin the

table 4-5.
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Figure 4-6. Scorecard Diplomacy and National Action Plans: Time-Variant Hazard Ratios
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What matters most for NAP initiation is having an extant NAP. Countries with NAPs tend
to renew them. Having an intersectoral coordinating body encourages the first NAP initiation. In
the models, | interacted extant NAP with extantintersectoral coordinating committee because
the influence of both is not multiplicative: having an extantintersectoral coordinating body
helpslaunch the first NAP, after which the NAP is likely to be renewed.

The only aspect of scorecard diplomacy which seems to promote initiation of NAPs is
the coercive pressure of receivinga low score in the report. | did notexpect, nordo | have
evidence that the non-coercive aspects of scorecard diplomacy promote NAPs.

National Referral Mechanisms

As discussed above, havinga NRM will improve a country's US TIP tier ranking. If
countries are motivated toimprove their scoresin USTIP reports, then I should expectto see
them formalize NRMs. This hypothesis stands in contrast to the claims made by constructivists
that law enforcement policies ought to diffuse more rapidly than victim protection policies.

Results are shownin table 4-6.
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Table 4-6. Scorecard Diplomacy and National Referral Mechanisms

Model 4-6-1
Base

Hazard ratio

Model 4-6-2

ReputationX
Accountability
Hazard ratio

Model 4-6-3
ReputationX
CSO cooperation
Hazard ratio

Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
. . 1.343 0.893 0.247
Neighbor had betterscore, currentor previous year 0312 0.823 %0011
US recommendationon NRM, current of previous year **(1)322 **(1)(5)23 **(1)(7)?2
) . . ) 0.474 0.559 0.499
Tier 2 watch listor tier 3, current orprevious year *%0.045 0.142 *%0 045
Regional densityof extant NRMs 1.09x10%0 9.89x10%° 5.14x10%0°
interacted with exp(-0.25t) ¥ *¥*¥%0.000 **%0.000 **%0.000
Road count to neighbors with NRM extant 8??: 8233 gggg
2.969 2.948 2.974
P
NAP extant *%%0.000 *%%0.000 *%%0.000
Publi 4 i 0.474 0.465 0.512
ublic sectorcorruption 0314 0.294 0.392
Women's political empowerment 0.782 1.044 0.797
P P 0.829 0.972 0.853
- 1.050 0.602 1.038
G it tabil
overnment accountability 0.860 %0.079 0.898
XG t tabili 0.711 0.883 0.758
overnment accountability *%(0.048 0.527 *0.093
. $2.200
X Neighbor had a better score *%0.012
Lo . . 1.470 1.451 1.489
Significant domestic trafficking 0111 0.129 0124
Human rights violations of victims 823: 8222 é;gg
. S . 1.519 1.510 0.536
Cooperation with civil society onTIP 0.119 0.127 0.145
X Neighbor had a better score ***ggg_g
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
. 0.378 0.372 0.368
towincome *0.084 *0.081 *0.072
. . 1.016 1.030 1.001
Lower middleincome 0.973 0.948 0.999
. . 0.878 0.922 0.854
Upper middleincome 0.732 0.825 0.668
Subjects 171 171 171
Observations 2,461 2,461 2,461
Number of failures 87 87 87

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible
correlation in 19 geographically defined regions. *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. T This interaction models a decay inthe
variable'sinfluence over time. ¥ The interaction betweenthe square of governmentaccountability and a neighbor
having a better scoreis not statistically significantand notshown.

Regarding the non-coercive aspects of scorecard diplomacy, US recommendations for
NRMs do promote theirestablishment, supporting hypothesis 3. The influence of reputational
pressure is more ambiguous and conditional. As found in chapter 3, the coercive threat of

sanctions does not influence NRMs.
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Tests for violations of the proportional odds assumptions did not revealany problems
for the key variables of interest, though it did reveala sharp decay function for the influence of
the regional density of extant NRMs. (As noted in table 4-6, | included a decay functionin the
modelfor this control variable so as to improve the overall modelspecification.) Figure 4-7
shows the time-varying hazard ratios for a neighbor with a betterscore and receivinga low
score. These graphsreinforce the results shownin table 4-6. However, receiving a low score is
statistically significant and positive at treatment, after which it rapidly decays into a statistically
significant and negative influence on formalization of NRMs. Thus, if threat of sanctionsis going

to work, it does so very quickly. As notedin chapter 3, | can point to the case of Bolivia which
formalized its NRM in the same year that it was scored at tier 3 and sanctioned as a potential
outlying example where coercion promoted formalization of an NRM.

Figure 4-7. Scorecard Diplomacy and NRMs: Time-Variant Hazard Ratios
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Results fromthe base model4-6-1 show that having a neighbor with a betterscore is
not statistically significant, thus | do not find support for hypothesis 2 where | most expected to
find it. The interactions between the variable for a neighborwith a betterscore and both
governmentaccountability and CSO cooperation are also statistically significant, but as can be
seenin the graphical representation of the interaction (figure 4-8), these results are ambiguous.

In the interaction with government accountability, reputational pressure increases the hazard
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for both countries with lowerand higheraccountability. Interestingly, countries with lower
governmentaccountability are more likely to institute NRMs than countries with higher
accountability, while controlling for all otherfactors. But, in both cases, reputational pressure
encourages establishment of NRMs.

Figure 4-8. Influence of Interactions for NRMs
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The interaction between reputational pressureand CSO cooperation is particularly
ambiguous. Cases with neitherreputational pressure nor CSO cooperation formalize NRMs with
approximately the same hazard function as countries with both. Countries with both
reputational pressure and CSO cooperation do formalize NRMs more rapidly than countries with
only one of these factors. Unlike with intersectoral coordinating bodies where we might expect
to see institutionalization promoting CSO cooperation, NRMs were not a policy response
adopted early nor does it seemto be a low-cost option for countries. Thus, | have some
evidence that the conjunction of reputational and domestic CSO pressure may promote NRMs,
as Perry (2016) argued, but | have no explanation forthe equivalence in hazard ratios for
countries that have both reputational pressure with those that have neither.

If countries are seeking to improve theirrelative standingin response tothe
reputational pressure generated by the TIP scores, thenthey should be especially eagerto

implement NRMs. A specific US recommendation foran NRM does promote their formalization,
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supporting hypothesis 3. The role of reputational pressure for promoting NRMs is ambiguous.
Giventhat having an NRM substantially improves TIP scores, countries feeling reputational
pressure oughttoimplementthem. The strongest evidence in favor of this reputational
pressure comes from model4-6-2 where the interaction between reputational pressure and
government accountability shows that reputational pressure promotes NRMs for countries with
low and high levels of government accountability. The interaction with CSO cooperation is more
ambiguous since countries with neitherreputational pressure nor CSO cooperation establish
NRMs with the same hazard ratio as countries with both. Thus, results for hypothesis 2 are
ambiguous. What supportexistsin its favoris not robust.

Othervariables that promote NRMs include regional density of NRMs, having an extant
NAP, and government accountability (though this effectis notlinear). GRETA in Europe has
emphasized NRMs and many of the first movers are located in Europe, so the importance of
regional influence comesas no surprise.

Overall, hypothesis 3is supported; the non-coercive aspects of scorecard diplomacy do
promote NRMs, as evidence by the positive contribution of explicit recommendations. The
results for hypothesis 2 are less clear, as the findings for reputational pressure are ambiguous
and depend onwhich modelis used.

Reflection Periods

The analysis of TIP scores generated suggested that scorecard diplomacy should
motivate countries which receive low scores to implement reflection periods for victims to avoid
sanctions. However, | do not expect countries to implement reflection periods to improve their
scores beyond whatis needed to avoid sanctions. The results offer some qualified support for
the expectations and are shown in table 4-7. Paralleling the results of the modelsin chapter 3,

countries which receive low scores are less likely to implement reflection periods, except for
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countriesin the European regime complex which are morelikely to do so. Thus, it seemsthat US
scorecard diplomacy may be reinforcing the work of the European policy community to promote
the diffusion of reflection periods among its members, but this support comes from its coercive
dimension. Having a neighbor with a better score has no statistically significant influence on the
diffusion of reflection periods in the base model, though it encourages establishment of
reflection periods wheninteracting the variable with CSO cooperation.

Table 4-7. Scorecard Diplomacy and Reflection Periods

Model 4-7-1 Model 4-7-2 Model 4-7-3
Base ReputationX ReputationX
Accountability ~ CSO cooperation
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
Neighbor had betterscore, currentor previous year éigg 8:;; ***3"333108
Tier 2 watch listor tier 3, current or previous year *8(1);03 *8(1)3(2) *g(l)gi
6.688 6.870 6.420
European Regional Policy Community for TIP, member *%%0. 000 *%%0. 000 *%%(. 000
| 11.401 11.024 12.286
XlowTIP score *%0.043 *%0.050 *%0.040
Road count to neighbors with NRM extant **ggig **821; **8313
. . 0.777 0.781 0.824
Public sectorcorruption 0.803 0.804 0.853
, " 0.265 0.287 0.220
Women's political empowerment 0.575 0.612 0.551
Government accountability ***(2)8359 (1)223 ***(ZJS(ZS
X Neighbor had a better score é%gi
1.013 1.019 0.980
Significant domestic trafficking 0.978 0.966 0.963
. . . . 1.650 1.652 4.81x108
Cooperation with civil society onTIP 0.459 0.456 £%%0. 000
X Neighbor had a better score Collinear (-)
. 1.012 1.012 1.011
GDP per capita *%0.032 *%0.029 %0.073
Subjects 157 157 157
Observations 2,321 2,321 2,321
Number of failures 41 41 41

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efronmethod for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible
correlation in 19 geographically defined regions. *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

While statistical tests for the proportional hazards assumptions do not reveal any
concerns for the key variables of interest, graphs of the time-varying hazard ratios, shownin

figure 4-9, doreveal some vacillating influence, especially for the interaction between the
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Europeanregional policy community and low TIP scores. Threat of sanctions is especially likely
to promote reflection periodsin the European policy community shortly after treatment.

Figure 4-9. Scorecard Diplomacy and Reflection Periods: Time-Variant Hazard Ratios
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A neighbor havinga betterscore has not statistically influence in models 4-7-1 and 4-
7-2. However, the results for model 4-7-3 which interacts the variable with CSO cooperation do
show that reputationalinfluence and the interaction are statistically significant. The results are
difficult to interpretin the chart, but figure 4-10 graphically shows its impact. Here we see that
no country has implemented areflection period without either reputational pressure or CSO
cooperation, or both. Reputational pressure makes no difference when countries cooperate
with CSOs, butit does matterfor countries which do not cooperate with CSOs. Indeed, it
appearsthat, in the case of reflection periods, reputational pressure can act as a substitute for

CSO cooperation.

Figure 4-10. Influence of Interactions for Reflection Periods
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Figure 4-10 graphically represents thatinteraction between TIP scores and membership
in the European policy community. Overall, members of the European RPCare much more likely
to implementa reflection period. Indeed, reflection periods have been a special emphasis of
GRETA, while few countries outside of Europe have them. Within Europe, countries underthreat
of US sanctions are more likely to implement reflection periods than countries which are scored
attier 1 or 2. Asnotedin chapter 3, this finding suggests that the congruence of pressure from
both within Europe and fromthe United States has worked to promote the diffusion of
reflection periods.

The paucity of cases which have instituted reflection periods makes it challenging to test
for all aspects of scorecard diplomacy. While we did not expect reputational pressure to
promote diffusion of reflection periods, | have found conditional supportthat it does matter for
those countries which do not cooperate with CSOs on TIP.

ROBUSTNESS CHECKS

These findings are robust to variant models which are shown in Appendix C. To testthe
robustness, linclude three alternative base models. Inthe first model, | adjust standard errors
for political-cultural regions rather than geographic regions to see if results are robustto an
alternative conception of region. Inthe second model, | substitute the measure for sanctions
credibility | usedin chapter 3 forlow TIP scores to determine if results are robustto an
alternative operationalization of coercive pressure. Inthe third models, | interact the variable
for a neighbor with a better score with CSO cooperation with a measure forfreedom of
expression (which replaces Government Accountability). For institutionalization, the model
which interacted reputation and freedom of expression found that interaction to be statistically
significant, supportingthe finding shown in model 4-4-3 interacting reputation and CSO

cooperation. For NRMs, interacting reputational pressure and freedom of expression produces
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results similar to those shown herein forinteracting reputational pressure with CSO cooperation
of model4-6-3. The results of all robustness tests are found in Appendix C.
DISCUSSION

In this chapter, | test the efficacy of reputational pressure and the non-coercive aspects
of scorecard diplomacy forthe promotion of TIP policies. Hypotheses 2and 3 hold that the non-
coercive aspects of scorecard diplomacy oughtto influence policy diffusion when the policies
improve TIP scores. The TIP scoring model showed that criminalization (with prosecutions) and
NRMs consistently improved TIP scores while NAPs and reflection periods helped countries
avoid the threat of sanctions from having poor TIP scores. Table 4-8 presentsthe overall
findings.

Table 4-8. Hypotheses 2and 3 Findings Summary

Does policy Hypothesis 2: Hypothesis 3:

TIP policy improve scores? Reputation Non-coercive Coercive
Criminalization
(with prosecutions) Yes Not supported Supported Supported
Legal revisions No Supported Supported Not supported
Institutionalization No Not supported Supported Supported
NAP To avoid tier 3 Not supported Not supported Supported
NRM Yes Ambiguous Supported Not supported

. . To avoid tier 2 Conditional Conditional
Reflection period watch list / tier 3 | support Not tested support

| find evidence that non-coercive aspects of scorecard diplomacy in generaland
reputational pressure specifically do help promote TIP policy diffusion. However, these effects
are notclosely tied to policies which helpimprove scores. Thus, while we can say with some
confidence that non-coercive diplomacy is usefulin promoting TIP policy, we cannot say with
confidence thatscorecard diplomacy is helpful.

The strongest supportforthe influence of a neighborhaving a betterscore in promoting
TIP policy diffusion comes from its role in encouraging revisions to the TIP legal regime.

However, these revisions do not seem to matterfor improving TIP scores. Similarly, | expected
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that reputational pressure to motivate establishment of NRMs since it has such a strong effect
on improvingscores. But the finding here was much more ambiguous. Only in the model
interacting reputational pressure with government accountability did it promote NRMs.

The influence of the non-coercive aspects of scorecard diplomacy—explicit
recommendationsand being scored in the report—were more consistently supported thanthe
measure fora neighbor having a betterscore. Indeed, some non-coercive aspect was influential
in all models where it was tested except for NAPs. Thus, these non-coercive aspects were
influential for both policies which improved TIP scores and those that did not.

It may be that diplomats and policymakers have no clear idea what policies improve TIP
scores, and theireffortsin response to the non-coercive aspects of US diplomacy are intended
to improve their scores, even when the evidence suggests that their policy choices will not have
an impact. Another possibility is that the reputational concerns of scorecard diplomacy does not
offeras much explanatory value as its advocates hold. Perhapsit is simply sustained US
diplomatic attention that is activating reputational concerns rather than scorecards.

According to the scoring model, the US values both law enforcementand victim
protection policies. In chapter 3, | found that the US seems reluctant to sanction a country forits
lack of specific victim protection policies, but victim protection policies do improve scores.
Somewhat surprisingly, the US seems to undervalue building institutional capacity. Having a
functional intersectoral coordinating body does notimprove scores and National Action Plans
only do soinasmuch as they can keep a country from being scored at tier 3. Moreover, US
recommendations regarding intersectoral coordinating bodies are not only made less frequently
than other policies but are the only recommendations that have no statistically discernible
impact on policy diffusion. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the only non-coercive aspect of the TIP

reports that has anyimpact on the diffusion on either of the capacity-building policies is that of
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being scoredin the report which promotes institutionalization. (The threat of sanctions,
however, still promotes diffusion of these policies.) Given that the scoring in the USTIP reports
does credit victim protection policy and that, to some extent, US diplomacy is promoting the
diffusion of victim protection policies, differences in diffusion by policy type cannot be explained
by simple appealsto US policy preferences. US diplomacy has underemphasized capacity-
building policies, but both intersectoral coordinating bodies and NAPs are more widespread
than either NRMs or reflection periods. Thus, it does not seem that non-coercive US diplomacy
is the primary cause of differential diffusion rates for different policies.

US diplomacy cannot explain regional differentiation in policy diffusion. While US
diplomacy may interact with the work of regional organizations, the explanation forregional
differentiation is likely to come from differences in regional contexts, such as variations in
regional policy coordination. | will explore regional differentiation in the next chapter.

CONCLUSION

In Scorecard Diplomacy, Kelley (2017) offered substantial qualitative and quantitative
evidence that reputational concerns do matterin the conduct for diplomacy. The statistical
evidence presented here is less sanguine, however. Alternative measures for reputation and
clearer distinctions between reputation and othertheories and mechanisms have not
demonstrated the power of GPIs for promoting TIP policy diffusion, exceptinasmuch as they
signal a country may be sanctioned. While | find evidence that beingscoredin the TIP reportor
receiving a specificUS recommendation has some influence on promoting TIP policy, this
influence is not limited to those policies which improve scores, thus these variables may also be
measuring the influence of mechanisms associated with constructivist or learning theories. The

constructivist, learning and reputation mechanisms overlap, soit is possible that reputation
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matters, butit is less apparentthat the reputationalinfluence of GPIs matterto the extent

hypothesized by Kelley.
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CHAPTER FIVE: POLICY NORMALIZATION AND REGIONALPOLICY COMMUNITIES
OVERVIEW

The purpose of this chapter is to test hypothesis 4 that TIP policy diffusionincreases as
the regional density of countries which have the policy increases. To test this constructivist
hypothesis, | control for characteristics of regional policy communities to see to what extentthe
work of these communities can be explained by constructivism and whatyet needs to be
explained. Inthe process, this chapter offers the most thorough analysis of regional
differentiation in policy diffusion available in the literature on TIP policy diffusion.

TESTING COMPETING THEORIES
Regional Policy Communities and Tipping Points

Constructivism holds that once policy acceptance reaches a "tipping point," its adoption
will accelerate. Giventhat| have no a priori expectation as to what the tipping point threshold
is, | use the regional density of policy implementation to measure the concept of policy
normalization, thatis, how much the policy is taken-for-granted. But how do policies become
taken-for-granted?

One likely candidate for constructivist mechanisms associated with policy normalization
is the international TIP policy regime in that it creates a network of institutions and individuals
through which ideas may diffuse. A literature on "regime complexes" understands international
institutions as actors in the international system. Building on an earlier literature on
"internationalregimes"—the "principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around
which actor expectations converge ina given issue-area" (Krasner 1983, 186) —scholars began
noting the rapidly increasing complexity of interrelationships among international institutions
since the end of the Cold War. Henning (2017) defined aregime complex as "a set of

international institutions that operate in a common issue area and the informal mechanisms
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that coordinate them" (19). This definition has the advantage over other earlier definitions by
allowing inter-institutional relations to vary along a continuum of hierarchy.

For TIP policy, the international regime complex includes such institutions as the
Protocol, the International Organization for Migration, the International Labor Organization, and
the UN High Commissionerfor Refugees, as wellas many regional organizations that coordinate
TIP policy among various subsets of the international community. These regional
organizations—or regional policy communities—are one potential source of policy
normalization that could explain regional variation in TIP policy diffusion.

Scholars of regime complexes have examined how the institutional contexts shape state
strategies for pursuing theirinterests (Alterand Meunier 2009; Biermann et al. 2009; Gehring
and Faude 2014; Gémez-Mera 2016; Hafner-Burton 2009; Henningand Pratt 2021; Keohane and
Victor 2011; Orsini, Morin, and Young 2013). In contexts of contestation, moreis not necessarily
better for policy adjustment. Thus, ratherthan tryingto capture the influence of specific
regional organizations, | use variables forregional policy communities to capture any
overlapping, reinforcing, or diminishing effect of membership in multiple regional organizations.
As Gomez-Mera (2016) argued, the neighboring domain of migration policy may be less
cooperative and have different effects for TIP policy than the generalized regional organizations,
so | use separate variables for the emigrant-sending and immigrant-receiving members of inter-
regional organizations coordinating migration. | also include measurements forthe number of
membershipsin regional organizations coordinating TIP policy, the number of those
memberships which have institutionalized coordination on TIP policy, and the number of those
that have critical and external TIP policy evaluation. Together, these variables help measure how
regime complexity may influence TIP policy diffusion. Alist of all regional and inter-regional

organizations that address TIP policy can be found in Appendix D.

120



To weigh the various explanatory power of policy density and regional policy
communities, | use four models. The first modelincludes variables for participation in each of
the regional policy communities, but it does not include the variable for regional policy density.
The second modeladds the regional policy density variable. By comparing the first and second
models, we should be able to see whether policy normalization or regional policy communities
carry more explanatory powerfor TIP policy diffusion.

In the third and fourth models for each policy, | include more variables related to
regional policy coordination that may influence policy diffusion to control for other mechanisms
and offer more vigorous tests of the policy density variable. In these models | add variables for
emigrant-sending and immigrant-receiving members of interregional organizations coordinating
migration policy. In the third model, | also add a variable for the number of membershipsin
regional organizations combatting TIP, while in the fourth model, | add the number of
membershipsin those regional organizations with institutionalized cooperation and the number
of membershipsin regional organization with external policy evaluation (all of which are in
Europe).

Selection Problems and Causal Inference

States do not enterinto international agreements randomly; they self-selectinto them.
This selection bias can undermine causalinference. AsVon Stein (2005) argued, whateverleads
statesto self-selectinto treaties will also influence their cooperation with those treaties.
However, inthe case of TIP, all the existing regional regime complexes existed prior to initiation
of policy coordination. Thus, while countries do self-selectinto these regional organizations,
they did so forreasons independent of TIP policy cooperation. In only two cases did states
create regional organizations to coordinate TIP policy: The Convention on Action against Human

Trafficking in Human Beings, fruit of the Council of Europe, and the Coordinated Mekong
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Ministerial Initiative against Trafficking, a UN initiative. By using regional policy community as
the independentvariable ratherthan specific regional organizations, | aim to minimize the
potential self-selection problem, as in both Europe and Southeast Asia policy coordination
beganin the extantregional organizations before or concurrent with participation in the
trafficking-specificinstitutions.

While self-selectioninto TIP policy cooperation is not a majorconcern forregional
regime complexes, it may nonetheless exist for participation in inter-regional organizations
promoting cooperation on migration policy. While the Budapest Process and the Regional
Conference on Migration were established priorto the UN Trafficking Protocol, the otherinter-
regional migration organizations came later, and some, such as the Bali Process, explicitly
included trafficking issues in its purview from theirfounding. Thus, causal inference may be
undermined as any effect from participating in inter-regional migration organizations might not
be attributed to the influence of the organization itself, butthe underlying causes that
motivated a country to participate in the organization. | have tried to account for this possibility
by including a robustness check with variables that might explain participation in inter-regional
migration organizations. Moreover, the fact that states coordinate migration policy forreasons
otherthan to coordinate trafficking policy also partially mitigates concernsthat the influence of
these organizations of trafficking policy diffusionis contaminated by self-selection.

Time-Varying Hazard Ratios and Hypothesis Testing

| have included graphs of time-varying hazard ratios to help with hypothesis testing. The
Cox modelassumes that the hazards are proportional overtime, but this assumption can
sometimes be violated. Not only do graphs of time-varying hazard ratios help reveal potential
problemsin the model specification, butthey also permit a more fluid assessment of the

influence of a variable overtime.
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To improve modelspecification, | have also introduced interactionsto modeldecay
functionsin the hazard, so that the influence of the hazard decreases overtime. When decay
functions are modelled, the odds ratio begins as a very high number at time zero (this is the
numberreportedinthe table), but the readershould understand that the decay function results

in a rapid decrease inthe influence of the variable overtime.

Notes onthe Models

In some cases, statistical results show that the dependentvariable is collinear with an
explanatory variable. For example, no low-income country has instituted a reflection period, so
were | to include a categorical income variable in the model(i.e., by World Bankincome
classification), the resulting statistical result for low-income countries would show an extremely
low number, and it would not be possible to calculate z or confidence intervals. (In this case, |
use GDP per capita rather thanincome categories.) Collinearity problems arise more frequently
for NRMs and reflection periods where the number of eventsis lower. Where collinearity exists,
| simply reportit onthe tables which follow.

For control variables, | use the standard controls for domestic characteristics used forall
models. For the influence of US scorecard diplomacy and threat of sanctions, | use the variables
found to be statistically significant in chapter 4. | also include the variable for count of roads to
neighbors with the policy extant.

Finally, a note aboutthe North American regional policy community: As this comprises
only two countries—the United States and Canada—its statistical influence is highly susceptible

to the actions of either country. In many models, | have simply left out this variable.
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RESULTS

Criminalization

Table 5-1 shows the results of the four models testing the influence of policy density
and regional policy communities on time to criminalization. In the base model5-1-1 which does
not include the regional density of criminalization, both the European and Southeast Asian
regional policy communities promote criminalization. But when the density of criminalization is
added in model5-1-2, the influence of these policy communitiesis no longer statistically
significant. The density of criminalization is statistically significant and highly influential,
providing support for hypothesis 4.

Model 5-1-3 addsin membershipsin the inter-regional migration organizations and the
number of membershipsin regional organizations that coordinate trafficking policy. Here, | find
that membership in the inter-regional migration organizations promotes criminalization for both
emigrant-sending and immigrant-receiving countries. The number of membershipsinregional
organizations is not significant and its sign is negative, suggesting that multiplying regional

organizations coordinating TIP policy has little effect on promoting criminalization.
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Table 5-1. Regional Policy Communities and Criminalization

Model 5-1-1 Model 5-1-2 Model 5-1-3 Inter- Model 5-1-4
Base Tipping point regional migration Level of
organizations institutionalization
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z] P> |z| P> |z|
. 0.710 1.041 1.780 2.217
African RPC 0.286 0.897 *0.088 *%0.034
A . RPC 0.921 0.640 0.871 0.731
merican 0.683 0.100 0.608 0369
European RPC 2.412 0.804 0.856 0.616
P **%0.008 0.323 0.680 *0.052
0.995 0.939 0.928 0.982
Middle East/North African RPC 0.985 0.843 0.786 0.952
. 1.263 0.652 0.470 0.430
North American RPC 0.790 0733 0.548 0.524
1.689 1.237 1.113 0.994
Former USSR RPC 0.281 0413 0.661 0.990
) 0.835 1.249 1.070 1.036
South Asian RPC 0.447 0426 0.785 0.864
! 1.905 0.861 0.759 0.688
Southeast Asian RPC *+0.034 0.661 0.461 0.226
. . P 29.656 30.460 43.594
Regional density of criminalization %50, 000 550,000 +%%0 000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.956 2.113
coordinating migration ***0.008 **0.010
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional organization 1.877 1.928
coordinating migration **0.015 **0.018
T . ) ) R 0.863
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 0.329
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 0.640
with institutionalized cooperation **0.036
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 2.219
with external evaluations of policy **%0.002
S . 1.883 1.717 1.761 1.764
US recommended criminalization, current or previous year £240,005 £+0,018 50,026 40,024
1.84 1.944 1 1.
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year ***0302 wxxQ 202 *xx(Q ggi ***og(s)g
. . Lo 1.014 1.000 1.001 1.002
Road count to neighbors with criminalization extant 0.143 0.995 0.934 0.918
. 2.114 2.028 1.984 1.906
Protocol accession *£%0,000 *£%0,000 *%%0,000 *+%0,001
. . . 0.894 0.859 0.886 0.889
Legislative corruption 0311 0181 0308 0320
, - 4.053 5.397 4.670 5.901
Women's political empowerment 50,010 540,009 450,000 540,006
Government accountability 1.274 1.159 1.101 1.119
*0.086 0.432 0.595 0.523
- . . 0.606 0.736 0.769 0.666
Significant domestic trafficking *%0.046 0.283 0.360 0.114
Human rights violations of victims 0.351 0.629 0.565 0.562
8 **0.042 0.301 0.205 0.253
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 1.037 1.155 1.141 1.206
P v 0.897 0.577 0.645 0.500
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 1.213 0.706 0.688 0.793
0.541 0.245 0.153 0.388
. . 1.715 1.423 1.310 1.562
Lower middle income ©0.051 0.292 0.366 0142
. ) 0.649 0.549 0.544 0.598
Upper middle income *0.060 *+0,029 40,017 *0.064
Subjects 165 165 165 165
Observations 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349
Number of failures 146 146 146 146

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions. ***
p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

The full model 5-1-4 replaces the number of membershipsin regional organizations with
two variables, one forthe number of memberships in regional organizations with
institutionalized coordination and one for the number of membershipsin regional organizations
that offer external policy evaluations. For the latter, all these organizations are in Europe (and

for the OSCE, North America). Here | find that external evaluation of policy is statistically
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significant and more than doubles the hazard, while membership in institutionalized regional
organizations reduces the hazard ratio. Participation in inter-regional migration organizations
remains significant and influential, while, interestingly, membership in the African regional
policy community is now statistically significant and more than doubles the hazard ratio,
suggesting that African policy coordination is relatively effective.

For criminalization, hypothesis 4is supported. The regional density of criminalization
promotes policy diffusion. When this variable is added to the model, the variables for specific
regional policy communities are no longer statistically significant. This suggests that
constructivist mechanisms are operationalin regional policy communities. The full modeladds
variables forthe inter-regional organizations coordinating migration and various levels of
institutionalization. These variables could be measuring mechanisms associated with eitherthe
reputation or constructivist theories, orboth. As it stands, participation in inter-regional
cooperation does seem to promote criminalization, as does external policy evaluation.
Institutionalized coordination, however, tends to delay diffusion. This may be because
increasing regime complexity undermines policy adjustment by giving actors more options to
protect their reputations without needing to take concrete action. The results also show that
regional policy communities are not equally effective. Without the policy density variable,
members of the European and Southeast Asian policy communities are more likely to
criminalize, while in the full modelthe African policy community is relatively effective at

promoting criminalization when taking the othervariables into account.

Revisions to the TIP Legal Regime
Table 5-2 shows the results for the four models testing the influence of policy
normalization and regional policy communities on time to any revision to the TIP legal regime.

The results offer no support for hypothesis 4. In the full model 5-2-4, no policy community has
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any statistically robustinfluence ontime to legal change except forthe North American regional
policy community. Neither does participation in inter-regional organizations coordinating
migration policy or the number of membershipsinregional organizationsin theirvarying levels
of institutionalization or the density of criminalization.

Table 5-2. Regional Policy Communities and Legal Revisions

Model 5-2-1 Model 5-2-2 Model 5-2-3 Inter- Model 5-2-4
Base Tipping point regional migration Level of
organizations institutionalization
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
. 0.711 0.746 0.872 0.905
African RPC *0.074 *0.096 0.546 0.646
. 0.692 0.675 0.735 0.736
American RPC *£%0,007 *#0,015 0.121 0133
European RPC 1.459 1.305 1.292 1.129
P ***0.000 *0.053 0.225 0.440
1.239 1.214 1.227 1.249
Middle East/North African RPC 0127 0.108 0.153 0.109
. 2.749 2.473 2.256 2.130
North American RPC *#%0,000 *£%0,000 *%%0,000 *+%0,001
1.038 0.995 0.990 0.983
Former USSR RPC 0.870 0.982 0.963 0.918
0.975 1.025 0.955 0.983
th Asian RPC
South Asian 0.876 0.873 0.791 0.918
. 1.074 0.986 0.957 0.955
Southeast Asian RPC 0.545 0924 0.807 0.745
Regional density of criminalization 1.597 1.546 1.661
& v 0.138 0133 *0.098
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.289 1.292
coordinating migration 0.139 0.136
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional organization 1.188 1.206
coordinating migration 0.289 0.256
L . . . L 0.974
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 0.662
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 0.966
with institutionalized cooperation 0.642
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 1.108
with external evaluations of policy 0.186
1.259 1.228 1.226 1.234
Neighbor had better TIP report score, current or previous year 0.065 0111 0.104 0.103
. . 1.451 1.463 1.467 1.462
US recommended legal revision, current or previous year *4%0 000 *5%0. 000 *%%0 000 *%%0 000
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3 ¢ . 1.105 1.133 1.144 1.155
ier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 0.107 “0.075 *0.066 0.058
) . S 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Road count to neighbors with criminalization extant 0772 0912 0.958 0.874
Protocol accession 1.188 1.156 1.153 1.146
0.130 0.214 0.214 0.242
I - 1.131 1.112 1.086 1.092
Institutionalization extant 0133 0.204 0332 0.302
. . . 0.925 0.921 0.932 0.931
Legislative corruption *0.095 *0.084 0.156 0.139
, - 2711 2.793 2.692 2.803
Women's political empowerment x40.001 240,001 450,000 540,000
- 1.068 1.064 1.071 1.067
Government accountability 0377 0.404 0337 0373
Significant domestic trafficking gig; gig; ggg% gi;g
. . . . 0.666 0.687 0.671 0.679
Human rights violations of victims 0.092 0126 0110 0112
. — : 1.312 1.296 1.298 1.293
Cooperation with civil society on TIP *0.051 %0.057 *0.053 *0.058
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low i 0.826 0.789 0.781 0.789
oW income 0.253 0.151 0.153 0.169
. . 0.822 0.803 0.765 0.794
Lower middle income 0.194 0152 *0.084 0.140
. ) 0.930 0.906 0.882 0.910
Upper middle income 0.684 0.569 0471 0.560
Subjects 171 171 171 171
Observations 2,828 2,828 2,828 2,828
Number of failures 648 648 648 648

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*** <01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.
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The policy density variable | use in these modelsis for criminalization. It is not
statistically significant, butit is not perfect representation of the concept of policy normalization
because density of criminalization is only one kind of change to the TIP legal regime. In models
5-2-1 and 5-2-2, the European and American regional policy communities are statistically
significant, though the influence on TIP policy diffusion of the American community is negative.
These variables are no longer statistically significant once membershipin inter-regional
organizationsis includedin models 5-2-3 and 5-2-4.

Figure 5-1 shows select time varying hazard ratios for the key variables of interest from
model 5-2-4. The time varying hazard ratios complicate the picture only slightly. The South Asian
regional policy community shows some positive influence on time to legal change, but this
influence decays rapidly. The Southeast Asian regional policy community shows a negative
influence that eventually becomes positive at the end of the time period. Otherwise, the time-
variant hazard ratios are not statistically significant.

Figure 5-1. Time-Variant Hazard Ratios from Model 5-2-4
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For any change to the TIP legal regime, hypothesis 4is notsupported, but neitherdowe
find much evidence that regional policy communities or inter-regional organizations
coordinating migration encourage TIP policy diffusion. While the USA and Canada are more

likely to revise their TIP legal regimes, these two nations are also highly developed countries
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with intricate and complicated legal infrastructures. As such, | am reluctantto consider the
finding thatthey are more likely to revise their TIP legal regime as offering supportforthe
influence of the regional policy community in North America.
Institutionalization

Table 5-3 shows the results of four models testing the influence of tipping points and
regional policy communities on time to first institutionalization of an intersectoral coordinating
body. The results support hypothesis 4. The density of institutionalization is robustly statistically
significant in the modelsin which it is included. No regional policy community is robustly
influential in the modelthough membershipin the former Soviet Unionis negatively collinear
with the institutionalization and the Southeast Asian regional policy community is statistically
significant but of negative influence in some models. Membership in inter-regional organizations
coordinating migration policy is not statistically significant, nor is the number of membershipsin
regional organizations, whetheror not they are institutionalized or offer external policy
accountability, though when these variables approach conventionallevels of statistical

significance, their influence is negative.
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Table 5-3. Regional Policy Communities and Institutionalization

Model 5-3-1 Model 5-3-2 Model 5-3-3 Inter- Model 5-3-4
Base Tipping point regional migration Level of
organizations institutionalization
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z] P> |z| P> |z|
’ 0.965 0.911 1.271 1.009
African RPC 0.902 0723 0.447 0.973
. 1.328 1.002 1.218 0.864
American RPC 0.268 0.995 0.569 0.659
1.398 0.793 1.420 1.006
European RPC 0.128 0358 0.410 0.984
. . 1.279 1.612 1.866 1.517
Middle East/North African RPC 0.450 0.356 0228 0.448
Former USSR RPC Collinear (-) Collinear (-) Collinear (-) Collinear (-)
) 1.154 1.009 1.297 1.097
South Asian RPC 0.648 0979 0.486 0.801
! 0.796 0.430 0.616 0.499
Southeast Asian RPC 0.427 *+0,014 0.256 *0.069
Regional density of institutionalization 34435 38.260 40726
**%0.000 **%0.000 **%0.000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 0.873 0.879
coordinating migration 0.555 0.572
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional organization 0.841 0.843
coordinating migration 0.552 0.566
- . . . A 0.750
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations *0.060
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 0.721
with institutionalized cooperation *0.073
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 1.107
with external evaluations of policy 0.475
s din US TIP . 2.991 2.454 2.483 2.420
cored in report, current or previous year 40,020 40,035 40,031 40,037
X . . : 2.268 2.528 2.416 2.473
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year *%%0.001 *%%0.000 *¥%0 000 *%%0.000
Road count to neighbors with institutionalization extant ***gggg ***gggi “ggﬁ **83213‘21
Criminalization extant 2.251 2.431 2.636 2.609
**%0.000 ***0.000 ***0.000 **%0.000
Publi . 1.497 1.281 1.288 1.313
ublic sector corruption 0.342 0.556 0.586 0.565
Women's political empowerment 2,045 5.271 4.764 5.157
0.484 0.186 0.210 0.192
Government accountability 1.629 1432 1455 1.490
**%0.001 **0.029 **0.035 **0.023
S . . 0.647 0.779 0.796 0.812
Significant domestic trafficking 0.120 0.359 0.420 0.475
. . . . 0.231 0.247 0.257 0.232
Human rights violations of victims %0027 %0.065 %0.085 *0.073
. ith civil soci 1.040 0.936 0.935 0.931
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0.854 0.749 0.747 0.730
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 2.486 2372 2.101 2.294
**0.013 *0.055 *0.077 **0.042
Lo iddle i 1.656 1.463 1.293 1.425
wer midele Income 0.208 0376 0.522 0.376
Upper middle income 1.023 0.946 0.806 0.861
0.917 0.809 0.342 0.531
Subjects 166 166 166 166
Observations 1,002 1,002 1,002 1,002
Number of failures 154 154 154 154

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*% pe 01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

A look at select time varying hazard ratios for model 5-3-4, shownin figure 5-2, only
complicates the picture slightly. The African regional policy community does show a statistically
significant and positive influence on first institutionalization until year 3 aftertreatment, while
the Southeast Asian policy community has a negative influence whenitis statistically significant.
Number of membershipsin regional organizations which offer external policy evaluations s also

statistically significant and positive until year 8 after treatment.
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Figure 5-2. Time-Variant Hazard Ratios for Model 5-3-4
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Institutionalization offers strong supportfor hypothesis 4. The regional density of extant
intersectoral coordinating bodies promotes their diffusion. Interestingly, this effect does not
seemto be interchangeable with the role regional policy communities may play. Indeed, except
in Europe where some regional organizations offer external evaluation of TIP policy and possibly
Africa, these communities do not seemto play a significant role in the diffusion of intersectoral
bodies. Ingeneral, constructivism, as measured by the taken-for-granted nature of
institutionalization, offers abetter explanation of regional differentiation than that offered by
regional policy communities.

National Action Plans

Table 5-4 presents the results of the four models testing the influence of tipping points
and regional policy communities on initiation of a National Action Plan. Hypothesis 4 is not
supported. These results diverge from the findings of previous policies in that the policy density
variable is not statistically significant, while the influence of four of the regional policy
communities are significant in all four models. The African, American, and European regional
policy communities all have a positive effect, increasing the likelihood that members will
institute a National Action Plan. The Middle Eastern regional policy community, however, hasa
negative influence, indicating policy divergence. Inter-regional migration organizations also had

a positive influence on time to NAP initiation, but this finding was statistically significant only for
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emigrant-sending countries. The number of memberships in regional organizations of any level

of institutionalization was not statistically significant.

Examination of selecttime varying hazard ratios, shown in figure 5-3, only complicates

the above findings slightly. The South Asian and Southeast Asian regional policy communities

show a bifurcated influence on policy diffusion. In earlier years following treatment, these

communities are associated with a lower likelihood of NAP initiation, butin later years they

become more likely to promote the initiation of NAPs. Findings like these suggest that the

prioritization of policies within regional policy communities may influence their diffusion.

Figure 5-3. Time-Variant Hazard Ratios from Model 5-4-4
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Table 5-4. Regional Policy Communities and National Action Plans

Model 5-4-1 Model 5-4-2 Model 5-4-3 Inter- Model 5-4-4
Base Tipping point regional migration Level of
organizations institutionalization
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z] P> |z| P> |z|
. 1.720 1.774 2.179 2.305
African RPC *£%0,000 *£%0,000 *%%0,000 *+%0,000
. 1.490 1.502 1.661 1.687
American RPC *#0.012 *#0,013 40,014 40,005
1.801 1.788 1.650 1.551
European RPC *#%0,000 *£%0,000 *%%0,001 *#%0,001
. . 0.711 0.702 0.675 0.684
Middle East/North African RPC 40,020 0,011 %0 004 540,006
1.251 1.259 1.137 1.109
North A i RPC
orth American 0.432 0435 0.704 0.764
1.133 1.140 1.118 1.123
F USSR RPC
ormer 0.568 0539 0.589 0.592
) 1.193 1.201 1.140 1.168
South Asian RPC 0.140 0.124 0352 0223
Southeast Asian RPC é%: (1)233 (1)[3);3 ;gi;
1.225 1.102 1.166
Regional density of National Action Plans 0390 0676 0.551
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.394 1.381
coordinating migration **0.010 **0.010
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional organization 1.125 1.125
coordinating migration 0.434 0.432
T . ) ) R 1.001
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 0.987
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 0.977
with institutionalized cooperation 0.787
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 1.083
with external evaluations of policy 0.410
0.882 0.873 0.887 0.888
Neighbor had better TIP score, current or previous year *+0.016 %0011 50,028 20,036
1.51 1.522 1.52 1.
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year ***0(510(3; wxxQ (5)00 *xx(Q 308 ***0(5132
0.993 0.992 0.992 0.992
Road count to neighbors with extant NAPs *%0.024 *%0.032 *%0.041 *%0.048
T - 3.552 3.558 3.448 3.471
Institutionalization extant 550,000 550,000 450 000 550,000
26.830 26.155 25.470 25.755
NAP extant *£%0,000 *£%0,000 *££0,000 40,000
T - 0.264 0.263 0.270 0.268
Institutionalization X NAP *%%0 000 *%%0.000 *%%0.000 *%%0 000
Public sector corruption 1453 1452 1.357 1.326
0.278 0.283 0.348 0.397
, . 0.735 0.712 0.663 0.661
Women's political empowerment 0.348 0.304 0.231 0.235
Government accountabilit 1.074 1.070 1.089 1.081
v 0.552 0570 0.484 0517
- . . 1.144 1.146 1.101 1.069
Significant domestic trafficking 0.202 0.200 0.346 0572
. . . . 0.551 0.551 0.543 0.546
Human rights violations of victims 0.051 %0.055 %0.055 0.057
. - . 0.779 0.784 0.787 0.790
Cooperation with civil society on TIP *%( 045 #%0.049 *0.055 0,069
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 0.885 0.872 0.804 0.819
0.678 0.640 0.452 0.498
Lower middle income 0.809 0.799 0.722 0.748
0.474 0.446 0.268 0.346
. ) 0.964 0.951 0.893 0.918
Upper middle income 0.869 0.810 0.589 0.698
Subjects 172 172 172 172
Observations 2,898 2,898 2,898 2,898
Number of failures 396 396 396 396

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

The results for NAPs are the mirror-image of our results for institutionalization. For
institutionalization, the regional density of intersectoral coordinating bodies was highly
influential in promoting their diffusion, while the role of regional policy communities seemed
minimal. Here, the regional density of NAPs offers no explanatory value fortheir diffusion while
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regional differentiation in the diffusion of NAPs can be explained by the variation in
effectiveness of regional policy communities in promoting them. Also of interestis the finding
that emigrant-sending members—and only these members—ofinter-regional organizations
coordinating migration were also more likely to initiate NAPs.

National Referral Mechanisms

Table 5-5 shows the results of the four models for testing the influence of tipping points
and regional policy communities on the diffusion of National Referral Mechanisms. Hypothesis 4
is supported. The results show that both the regional density of NRMs and some of the regional
policy communities do promote their diffusion. Withoutthe policy density variable, only the
European regional policy community has a positive effect on the implementation of NRMs
(while South Asia has a negative effect). The influence of the European policy community is not
eclipsed by the regional density of NRMs in the full model(5-5-4), and the African policy
community is also statistically significant, while the influence of two other policy communities
hoverjustoutside of conventional levels of statistical significance. Thus, while the taken-for-
granted nature of the NRMs offers good explanatory value, regional policy communities also
offerindependent explanatory value as well.

The influence of inter-regional organizations coordinating migration and the number of
memberships in regional organizations with external policy evaluations is not statistically
significant in the model, buta look at the time-variant hazard ratios in figure 5-4 complicates the
picture. For both emigrant-sending members of inter-regional migration organizations and
numberof memberships in regional organizations with external policy evaluations, | find
positive and statistically significant time-varying hazard ratios in the early years aftertreatment,
but decay into statistical insignificance in later years. Interestingly, immigrant-receiving

participants in inter-regional migration organizations are not more likely to implement NRMs,
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perhaps because protectingimmigrants is more politically problematic in immigrant-receiving

countries.

Table 5-5. Regional Policy Communities and National Referral Mechanisms

Model 5-5-1
Base

Hazard ratio

Model 5-5-2
Tipping point

Hazard ratio

Model 5-5-3 Inter-
regional migration
organizations
Hazard ratio

Model 5-5-4
Level of
institutionalization
Hazard ratio

Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
. 1.112 2.280 4.750 4.168
African RPC 0.786 *0,083 *%%0,006 *%0,010
. 1.305 1.784 2.365 1.795
American RPC 0.396 0177 40,048 0.167
2.648 1.582 2.627 2.601
European RPC *%0,010 0207 *%%0,006 *%0,019
0.802 0.655 0.665 0.758
Middle East/North African RPC 0470 0.187 0.258 0391
1.703 2.022 2.299 2.509
Former USSR RPC 0.363 0.168 0.100 *0.082
. 0.313 0.659 0.704 0.572
South Asian RPC 40,002 0411 0523 0.261
. 1.129 1.547 1.940 1.976
Southeast Asian RPC 0.697 0.264 *0.099 *0.075
Regional density of National Referral Mechanisms 5.88x10°® 4.51x10°° 2.12x10°7
interacted with exp(-0.20t) t ***0.000 ***0,000 ***0.000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.803 1.827
coordinating migration *0.095 *0.084
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional organization 1.123 1.097
coordinating migration 0.793 0.824
L . . . B 0.761
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 0131
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 0.724
with institutionalized cooperation 0.202
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 0.996
with external evaluations of policy 0.990
1. 1.4 1.437 1.427
US recommendation for NRM, current or previous year **Q ggi 0 128 o 127 0.156
. . . . 0.546 0.545 0.590 0.592
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 0,016 %0013 20,039 20,046
.991 .97 .981 .982
Road count to neighbors with extant NRMs 3220 **g 232 *8 334 *g 239
3.643 2.969 2.785 2.804
NAP extant *+%0,000 *+%0,000 *4%0,000 *+%0,000
Public sector corruption 0.504 0.460 0.439 0.483
0.352 0.307 0.302 0.369
' . 0.262 0.165 0.111 0.136
Women's political empowerment 0.324 0.248 0172 0.205
Government accountability 1.251 1.290 1.328 1.355
0.500 0.489 0.471 0.438
- 0.608 0.657 0.698 0.694
X Government accountability 240,002 40,014 %0.073 *%0.044
Significant domestic trafficking **é;z; éﬁz é;g; éi;’z
. . . . 0.741 0.786 0.788 0.820
Human rights violations of victims 0.662 0746 0.739 0.782
. — : 1.271 1.386 1.496 1.474
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0.370 0.220 0.153 0.175
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low i 0.320 0.294 0.226 0.235
oW income 0.106 *0.092 *0.058 *0.073
Lower middle income 0.800 0.877 0.586 0.597
0.679 0.811 0.407 0.444
Unper middle income 0.795 0.792 0.599 0.595
PP 0.631 0.632 0325 0377
Subjects 171 171 171 171
Observations 2,461 2,461 2,461 2,461
Number of failures 87 87 87 87

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. t This variable is interacted with exp(-0.2t) to model a decay function and improve model specification.
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Figure 5-4. Time-Variant Hazard Ratios from Model 5-5-4
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For NRMs, the policy density measure goes part way in explaining regional
differentiation butis not sufficient alone. Regional policy communities and inter-regional
organizations coordinating migration also offerindependent explanatory value. Like with NAPs,
emigrant-sending members of inter-regional organizations coordinating migration policy—and
only these members—are more likely to establish NRMs.
Reflection Periods
Of the six policies under consideration, reflection periods are the least common and
geographically concentratedin Europe. The results of the four models testing for the influence
of policy normalization and regional policy communities are shown in table 5-6. Hypothesis 4 is
supported. Only the European regional policy community has a statistically significant positive
influence on the diffusion of reflection periods, but this influence is eclipsed once the regional
density of reflection periodsis included in the model. Membership ininter-regional
organizations coordinating migration policy do not have a statistically significant effect, and

neitherdoesthe numbermemberships in regional organizations with institutionalized

cooperation or external evaluation of TIP policy.
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Table 5-6. Regional Policy Communities and Reflection Periods

Model 5-6-1 Model 5-6-2 Model 5-6-3 Inter- Model 5-6-4
Base Tipping point regional migration Level of
organizations institutionalization
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z] P> |z| P> |z|
: 0.154 0.139 0.127 0.106
African RPC 0.101 %0.080 0.125 0.148
A . RPC 0.977 0.919 0.567 0.430
merican 0.970 0.895 0.544 0.406
European RPC 4.342 1.319 1.900 1.676
P **%0.004 0.696 0.424 0.627
Middle East/North African RPC Collinear (-) Collinear (-) Collinear (-) Collinear (-)
0.413 0.630 0.982 0.963
Former USSR RPC 0.268 0583 0.985 0.977
) 0.683 0.439 0.462 0.396
South Asian RPC 0.516 *0.077 %0.087 0.102
Southeast Asian RPC Collinear (-) Collinear (-) Collinear (-) Collinear ()
Regional density of Reflection Periods 2.90x10%% 3.03x10%° 7.25x10%*
interacted with exp(-0.20t) * ***0.000 ***0.000 **%0.000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 0.644 0.615
coordinating migration 0.602 0.558
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional organization 0.278 0.274
coordinating migration 0.133 0.138
731
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations *8 030
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 0.695
with institutionalized cooperation 0.403
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 1.100
with external evaluations of policy 0.881
" . . . 0.165 0.148 0.159 0.156
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 0,008 “0.084 *0.005 0,001
8.482 9.605 9.982 10.967
X European RPC *0.057 *0.061 %0.053 *+0,048
. . . . 0.971 0.959 0.959 0.958
Road count to neighbors with extant Reflection Periods *x40.003 *£%0.008 %0013 %0039
Public sector corruption 0.893 0.971 0.814 0.858
P 0.924 0.985 0.901 0.926
Women's political empowerment 0.402 0.078 0.085 0.099
P P 0.742 0.421 0.470 0.482
- 1.300 1.629 2.237 1.986
Government accountability 0.444 0120 450,001 %0030
Significant d tic trafficki 0.861 0.682 0.522 0.544
igniticant domestic trafricking 0.698 0.272 *0.053 *0.084
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 1771 1.269 1.388 1.411
P v 0.414 0.760 0.677 0.674
- 1.014 0.998 1.005 1.004
GDP per capita (in thousands) 440,003 0.697 0.562 0.651
Subjects 157 157 157 157
Observations 2,321 2,321 2,321 2,321
Number of failures 41 41 41 41

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. T This variable is interacted with exp(-0.2t) to model a decay function and improve model specification.

In the case of reflection periods, theirregional policy density offers better explanatory
value for their diffusion than membership in any regional policy community, inter-regional
organizations coordinating migration, or generalized characteristics of regional organizations. As
such, these organizations seem to coincide with constructivist diffusion mechanisms.

ROBUSTNESS CHECKS

| checked the robustness of the results with four models, the results of which can be

foundin Appendix C. The first modeladjusted standard errors by political-cultural regions rather

than geographicalregions. The second modelinteracted the number of membershipsin regional
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organizations with the primary regional policy community. The third interacted cooperation
with civil society with the primary regional policy community. The final modeladded three
variables which might potentially explain membership in inter-regional organizations
coordinating migration: emigrant-sending countries, countries perceived to be sources of
transnational victims, and the ratio of trade with advanced economies. Allrobustness checks
included variables for regional density of the policy, membership in inter-regional organizations
coordinating migration, and number of memberships in regional organizations with
institutionalized cooperation and with external evaluations of policy. In general, the main
findings were robust to these alternative modelspecifications.

When adjusting standard errors by political-cultural regions, the influence of the African
regional policy community was no longer significant for criminalization, though it remained
significant for NAPs and NRMs. Cooperation with civil society was also statistically significant
and positive forchangesin the TIP legal regime and the establishment of reflection periods, but
negative for NAPs.

Interacting primary regional policy communities with number of regional organizations
tendedto produce results which indicated that increasing the number of membershipsin
regional organizations combating TIP resulted in lower likelihood of policy implementation, but
this result was not consistent. In two cases, that for NAPs in the Middle East and Southeast Asia,
increasing memberships enhanced policy diffusion. But for criminalization, legal revisions, and
first institutionalization, when the interaction variable was statistically significant, it meanta
lower likelihood of policy implementation.

Interacting the primary regional policy community with cooperation with civil society on
TIP also produced inconsistent results. Most interactions were not statistically significant. Civil

society cooperation promoted criminalization in the Middle Eastern policy community, but
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discouraged legal change in Africa, institutionalization in Southeast Asia, and NAPs in South Asia.
Only four countries instituted reflection periods without noted cooperation with civil society
(Andorra, Cyprus, Romania, and Finland), resulting in lots of collinearity in the modelfor
reflection periods.

Including additional variables to modelforselectioninto inter-regional organizations
coordinating migration, especially emigrant-sending nations, did not alter the findings of
influence foremigrant-sending members of these organizations. In no case were the additional
variables statistically significant, and neitherdid their inclusion change the statistical significance
or magnitude of influence for those cases where the variable had been found to be influential.

DISCUSSION

The foregoing results show some complexity in the role of policy density and regional
policy communities in promoting the transnational diffusion of TIP policy. Hypothesis 4 was
supported for criminalization, institutionalization, NRMs, and reflection periods, indicating that
the policy normalization offers substantial explanatory value. However, no clear relation
emerged between the influence of regional policy density and that of the regional policy
communities. Asummary of the findingsis shownin table 5-7.

Table 5-7. Hypothesis 4 Summary.
Hypothesis 4:

Regional density of policy Relation to regional policy communities:
Criminalization Supported Policy density eclipses influence of RPCs when
includedin the model.
Legal revisions Not supported Policy density eclipses influence of RPCs, but
neither offers much explanatory value.
Institutionalization Supported Policy density offers explanatory value; RPCs do

not offer explanatory value, even when policy
density is notincluded in the model.

NAPs Not supported RPCs offer explanatory power; policy density
does not.

NRMs Supported Both policy density and RPCs offer independent
explanatory power.

Reflection periods Supported Policy density eclipses influence of RPCs when

includedin the model.
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In the case of criminalization and reflection periods, policy density offers abetter
explanation of policy diffusion than participation in regional policy communities. When policy
densityis included in these models, the influence of regional policy communities disappears. In
the case of NAPs, however, regional policy communities offer more explanatory power; regional
policy density is not statistically significant when both are includedin the model. Andin the case
of institutionalization, regional policy communities had no influence for policy density to eclipse,
but regional policy density does offerexplanatory value. For NRMs, both policy density and
regional policy communities help explain policy diffusion. And finally, in the case of legal
revisions, neitherregional policy communities nor policy density offer much explanatory value,
though, to be fair, the density of criminalization is an imperfect measure of the taken-for-
granted nature of policy change.

Given that policies which become more taken-for-granted are more likely to diffuse and
that, in some cases, this effect replaces the influence of regional policy communities, the
findings support the constructivist proposition that ideas diffuse through elite social networks,
such as those created in regional policy communities. However, policy density alone is
insufficient to explain policy differentiation. Other findings which relate to regional policy
differentiation are shown in table 5-8.

Table 5-8. OtherInfluences on Regional Policy Differentiation

Regional policy
communities
(controlling for

Inter-regional
organizations
coordinating

Number of memberships in regional
organizations with...
Institutionalized External policy

policy density) migration cooperation evaluation
Criminalization Africa Positive Negative Positive
Legal revisions N. America None None None
Institutionalization Africa None None Positive
. . Positive for
Africa, Americas, . .
NAPs emigrant-sending None None
Europe
members
Positive for
NRMs Africa, Europe emigrant-sending None Positive
members
Reflection periods None None None None
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Some regional policy communities promote TIP policy diffusion, even when controlling
for the influence of regional policy density. Forfour of the TIP policies, membershipinthe
African regional policy community promotes policy diffusion. Other policy communities (not
listed in table 5-8) underperform. It seems that some regional policy communities are doing
more (or less) than what can be captured from the policy density measure.

Specific characteristics of regional organizations also influence policy diffusion. This is
strongest with mechanisms for external policy evaluation, which currently exist only in Europe.
This policy accountability has promoted policy diffusion of criminalization, institutionalization,
and NRMs. The number of memberships in organizations with institutionalized cooperation is
negatively associated with criminalization, but otherwise does not offer much explanatory
power.

Inter-regional cooperation on migration policy also promotes some TIP policy, but this
effectis much larger for emigrant-sending members than immigrant-receiving members.
Indeed, emigrant-sending members are more likely to adopt NRMs, a victim protection policy
which helpsimmigrants, perhaps because helpingimmigrantsis unpopular politically while
emigrant-sending countries have fewerimmigrants to help.

Some of these variables seem, at least superficially, to be well-explained by reputation
mechanisms. External policy evaluation without threat of sanctions ought to generate
reputational pressure for policy change, and the finding that, in some cases, emigrant-sending
countries cooperating on migration are more likely to implement TIP policies could also be
explained by reputational pressure, as emigrant-sending countries have weaker economies than
immigrant-receiving countries. Yet even when controlling for specific characteristics of regional

organizations, such as policy evaluation, some regional organizations do betterat promoting
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policy diffusion than others. While constructivist mechanisms help explain regional variation,

much yet remains to be explained.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has shown that a taken-for-granted attitude toward TIP policy helps
promote its diffusion, as constructivists argue. Moreover, the influence of regional policy
communities can be partly explained by this mechanism, suggesting that their social networks
are vehicles for policy normalization, as constructivists propose. Yet, policy normalization alone
is insufficient for explaining regional variation in policy diffusion. Some aspects of regional or
inter-regional cooperation matter beyond what can be explained by policy density, and even
when taking these into account, some regional policy communities over- or underperform.
These findings are usefulfor supporting the explanatory power of constructivism as well as

revealing gaps demanding furthertheoretical development.
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CHAPTER SIX: NEIGHBORS AND COMPETITION THEORY
OVERVIEW

In this chapter| test the hypothesis derived from competition theory. Simmons, Lloyd,
and Stewart (2018) argued that a fearthat TIP would be diverted from better-performing
neighborsinto one's own country motivated policymakers to criminalize TIP. They found
empirical supportthatthe numberof road connections to neighbors with criminalization extant
promoted its diffusion. As | described in chapter 1, | found fault with some of their claims and
measurements, and so this chapterseeks a better test of competition theory. Simmons, Lloyd,
and Stewart argued that improved action against TIP in one's neighbors would promote TIP
policy diffusion because trafficking had been socially constructed as a transnational threat
requiring law enforcement solutions. As described in chapter 2, | collected data on reports of
increased or diverted transnational trafficking fromthe US TIP reports. | believe thisto be a
better measure forthe conceptthat Simmons Lloyd, and Stewart were seeking to measure with
counts of roads to neighbors. If fear of TIP is indeed driving TIP policy, then we oughtto see
reports of increasing or diverted transnational TIP motivating policy initiation for those policies
which disrupt trafficking networks (i.e., criminalization), as hypothesis 5 proposes.

THE MODELS

In all models, linclude the variable | collected on reports of increased or diverted
transnational trafficking. For those convinced that the number of road connections to neighbors
with the TIP policy extantis a good measure for the fear of trafficking diversion, | include this
variable in one of the models. | also use three alternative measures to road counts: the ratio of
road connections to neighbors with the policy extant, the ratio of migrant partners with policy

extantweighted by shared migrant stock, and the ratio of trading partners weighted by shared
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total trade. For controls, | use variables developed from the results of earlier chapters, as wellas

the standard set of control variables for each policy.

RESULTS

Overall, the results do not support hypothesis 5. In no model, including those for
criminalization, are reports of increased or diverted TIP statistically significant. When the
variables forroad, migration, or trade connections are statistically significant, they delay
implementation of the TIP policy rather than promote it.

Criminalization

The results for criminalization are shownin table 6-1. Reported increases or diversion of
transnational TIP is not statistically significant. The number of roads to neighbors with
criminalization is also not statistically significant. The otherthree variables: ratio of roads to
neighbor with criminalization, ratio of migrant partners with criminalization and ratio of trading
partners with criminalization are statistically significant, but their effectis negative, contrary to

expectations. I thus find no supportfor hypothesis 5.
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Table 6-1. Competition and Criminalization

Model 6-1-1 Model 6-1-2 Model 6-1-3 Model 6-1-4
With number of With ratio of roads With migration With trade partners
roads partners
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z] P> |z| P> |z|
. - . 0.674 0.662 0.689 0.670
Reported increases or diversion of transnational TIP 0.153 0159 0.166 0.153
. . L 1.000
Number of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization 0.980
. . . AT 0.389
Ratio of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization *%%0 004
Ratio of migration partners with extant criminalization, weighted by 0.362
shared migrant stock **0.015
Ratio of trade partners with extant criminalization, weighted by total 0.244
trade **0.026
Regional density of criminalization 17.420 39.646 26.477 24.545
**%0.000 **%0.000 **%0.000 **%0.000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.550 1.536 1.741 1.574
coordinating migration ***0.009 **0.010 **%0.001 ***0.008
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional organization 1.617 1.795 1.724 1.728
coordinating migration **0.037 ***0.005 ***0.005 ***0.005
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 1.465 1.576 1.498 1.702
with external evaluations of policy **0.010 ***0.002 **%0.002 ***0.000
P | . 1.945 2127 2.163 2.143
rotocol accession *£%0,000 *£%0,000 *%%0,000 *£%0,000
US recommended criminalization, current or previous year 1.967 1.891 1.845 1.876
! **%0.003 ***0.005 ***0.007 **%0.008
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year ***1'878 1.903 1.921 1.838
4 0.002 **%0.002 **%0.001 **%0.005
islati . 0.881 0.846 0.886 0.883
Legislative corruption 0.235 0.158 0.246 0.253
Women's political empowerment 4494 4.945 5.697 4679
***0.005 ***0.002 ***0.001 ***0.005
G bili 1.161 1.129 1.115 1.220
overnment accountability 0263 0.389 0.423 0.161
- ; ) 0.625 0.629 0.691 0.642
Significant domestic trafficking 0.061 %0.068 %0.004 0.067
Human rights violations of victims 0.537 0566 0.564 0.473
0.165 0.182 0.191 0.127
o 1.129 1.155 1.149 1.147
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0.636 0556 0.615 0.620
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 1.207 1.244 1.230 1.369
0.499 0.477 0.451 0.289
Lower middle income 1.909 1.964 2.195 2.288
**0.026 **0.037 ***0.007 **%0.003
Upper middle income 0.688 0.700 0.762 0.807
0.187 0.262 0.358 0.458
Subjects 165 165 164 163
Observations 1,349 1,349 1,339 1,321
Number of failures 146 146 145 144

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

According to Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018), criminalization is where we oughtto
expectthe fear of transnational trafficking to be most evident. Criminalization directly threatens
criminal networks by increasing law enforcement attention and legal options against traffickers.
If governments are competing to make their countries unattractive to trafficking networks, then
criminalization is the principal trafficking policy necessary to disrupt their networks. Here,
however, we find no evidence that fear of transnational trafficking is motivating criminalization,
whether measured by explicit reports of transnational trafficking threats or by road, migration,

or trade connections.

145



Revisions to the TIP Legal Regime

Results for the any legal revision to the TIP legal regime are shownin table 6-2. It is not
as clear that legal revisions are as directly related to disrupting trafficking networks as
criminalization, but, as with criminalization, | find no evidence that fear of transnational
trafficking is motivating these changes. Reports of increased or diverted trafficking are not
statistically significant. The number or ratio of roads to neighbors with criminalization are not
statistically significant, nor is the ratio of migration partners. The only variable that is statistically
significant is the ratio of trade partners weighted by trade, but, contrary to expectations, legal
changeis delayed by trade with partners that have criminalized. Hypothesis 5 remains

unsupported.

146



Table 6-2. Competition and Revisions tothe TIP Legal Regime

Model 6-2-1 Model 6-2-2 Model 6-2-3 Model 6-2-4
With number of With ratio of roads With migration With trade partners
roads partners
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z] P> |z| P> |z|
. - . 0.985 0.976 0.997 0.984
Reported increases/diversion of transnational TIP 0.913 0.864 0.980 0.905
. . Lo 1.001
Number of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization 0.483
. . . AT 0.790
Ratio of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization 0.185
Ratio of migration partners with extant criminalization, weighted by 1.069
shared migrant stock 0.733
Ratio of trade partners with extant criminalization, weighted by total 0.581
trade **0.047
. . P 1.740 2.238 1.753 2.138
Regional density of criminalization %0037 40,011 *%0.014 *%40.002
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.368 1.377 1.414 1.374
coordinating migration **0.018 **0.016 **0.012 **0.020
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional organization 1.281 1.331 1.354 1.306
coordinating migration *0.070 **0.029 **0.019 **0.045
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 1.112 1.128 1.131 1.157
with external evaluations of policy ***0.009 ***0.004 **%0.002 ***0.002
Protocol accession 1.140 1.155 1.222 1.195
0.285 0.238 *0.098 0.154
Neighbor had better score, current or previo r "2.651 " 2.680 F2.597 ¥ 2663
ele ©r score, current or previous yea *£%0,006 *£%0,004 *£%0,006 *+%0,007
; 1.453 1.452 1.455 1.430
US recommended legal change, current or previous year *4%0 000 *5%0. 000 *%%0 000 *%%0 000
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 1.083 1.078 1.105 1.078
g P Y 0.194 0203 0.107 0.266
1. 1.092 1. 1.07
Institutionalization extant 0 (1)22 0 gis 0 gsz 0 gog
. . . 0.942 0.938 0.949 0.943
Legislative corruption 0.189 0.155 0.242 0.180
' . 2.163 2.143 2.109 2.229
Women's political empowerment X40.005 540,006 50,016 *%40,005
- 1.048 1.053 1.047 1.063
Government accountability 0473 0.450 0.506 0.358
Significant domestic trafficking gi:i g?ig g?i; g?:?
. . . . 0.668 0.688 0.672 0.651
Human rights violations of victims 0.101 0128 0.119 0.102
Cooperation with civil society on TIP *éé?g *3322 *é;g: *éggi
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 0.724 0.720 0.760 0.747
0.104 0.105 0.166 0.152
. . 0.727 0.734 0.737 0.763
Lower middle income *0.051 *0.071 *0.065 0.124
. ) 0.839 0.845 0.847 0.888
Upper middle income 0.298 0.333 0.314 0.487
Subjects 171 171 169 169
Observations 2,828 2,828 2,804 2,788
Number of failures 648 648 639 638

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions. ***
p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. T This variable is interacted with exp(-0.1t) to model a decay function and improve model specification.

Institutionalization
The results forthe establishment of anintersectoral coordinating body are shownin
table 6-3. As with criminalization and legal change, | do not find evidence that fear of
transnational traffickingis motivating the establishment of intersectoral coordinating bodies.
Reports of increased or diverted trafficking are not statistically significant. The number of roads
to neighbors with extant coordinating bodies is statistically significant, butit has a negative

influence on institutionalization. The ratio of roads and trading partners are also negative
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though just outside conventionallevels of statistical significance. Migration partners have no
statistically significant relation with the establishment of intersectoral coordinating bodies.

Table 6-3. Competition and Institutionalization

Model 6-3-1 Model 6-3-2 Model 6-3-3 Model 6-3-4
With number of With ratio of roads With migration With trade partners
roads partners
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
. " . . 0.757 0.718 0.744 0.789
Reported increases/diversion of transnational TIP 0317 0224 0.289 0.359
. . S 0.980
Number of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization 240,003
Ratio of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization *gggg
Ratio of migration partners with extant criminalization, weighted by 0.991
shared migrant stock 0.979
Ratio of trade partners with extant criminalization, weighted by total 0.378
trade *0.083
Regional density of institutionalization ¥6624.409 ¥7999.206 *2731170 14021892
**%0.000 **%0.000 **%0.000 **%0.000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 0.735 0.794 0.725 0.699
coordinating migration 0.115 0.215 *0.089 *0.058
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional organization 0.787 0.638 0.574 0.546
coordinating migration 0.434 0.138 *0.067 **0.043
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 0.911 0.865 0.834 0.829
with external evaluations of policy 0.418 0.377 0.256 0.270
. . 2.548 2.384 2.477 2.520
Scored in US TIP report, current or previous year %0020 #%0.036 %0022 %0028
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 2.385 2.407 2.361 2.312
! **%0.000 ***0.000 ***0.000 **%0.000
Criminalization extant 2.619 2.358 2.321 2.273
**%0.000 **%0.000 **%0.000 **%0.000
Public sector corruption 1.033 0.824 0.723 0.809
0.936 0.665 0.442 0.597
Women's political empowerment 1.930 1.703 1514 1.663
0.417 0.520 0.632 0.583
G bili 1.588 1.570 1.598 1.721
overnment accountability £20,002 240,001 40,002 *220,000
- ; ) 0.809 0.779 0.745 0.746
Significant domestic trafficking 0.438 0357 0320 0318
ights violati Fvicti 0.275 0.250 0.260 0.275
Human rights violations of victims 0,058 40,032 50,046 0,052
. S - 0.935 0.884 0.882 0.872
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0733 0537 0532 0.489
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 2.235 2.500 2.547 2.449
**0.035 **0.014 **%0.009 **0.018
Lower middle income 1.474 1.613 1.809 1.903
0.295 0.181 0.104 *0.081
Upper middle income 0.856 0.839 0.908 0.972
0.486 0.326 0.641 0.891
Subjects 166 166 165 164
Observations 1,002 1,002 994 975
Number of failures 154 154 153 152

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions. ***
p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. T This variable is interacted with exp(-0.1t) to model a decay function and improve model specification.

National Action Plans
The results for National Action Plans are shown in table 6-4. While reports of increased
or diverted trafficking have a positive coefficientforthe first time, it is not statistically
significant. The number of road connectionsis negative but just outside conventionallevels of

statistical significance, while the ratio of roads is negative and statistically significant, delaying
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NAP initiation ratherthan promotingit. Migrant and trade partners have no statistically

discernible relationship with time to NAP initiation.

Table 6-4. Competition and National Action Plans

Model 6-4-1 Model 6-4-2 Model 6-4-3 Model 6-4-4
With number of With ratio of roads With migration With trade partners
roads partners
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
Reported increases/diversion of transnational TIP éiii é;’gé éi;g éig
. . S 0.995
Number of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization 0.073
. . . AT 0.734
Ratio of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization *%0.049
Ratio of migration partners with extant criminalization, weighted by 0.970
shared migrant stock 0.879
Ratio of trade partners with extant criminalization, weighted by total 0.803
trade 0.646
1.032 1.224 0.917 0.933
Regional density of NAPs 0.914 0472 0.746 0.783
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.003 0.992 0.997 1.006
coordinating migration 0.980 0.949 0.979 0.964
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional organization 0.902 0.893 0.865 0.881
coordinating migration 0.458 0.406 0.329 0.398
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 1.139 1.123 1.103 1.095
with external evaluations of policy **0.049 **0.048 *0.082 0.179
.92 . .92 .91
Neighbor had better TIP score, current or previous year g;g g 233 g 272 g ?52
. . . . 1.552 1.518 1.545 1.557
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year +%%0. 000 +%%0.000 540,000 %50 000
I - 3.539 3.585 3.475 3.433
Institutionalization extant 440,000 540,000 440000 540,000
26.746 26.666 26.441 26.252
NAP extant *£%0,000 *£%0,000 *£%0,000 *£%0,000
I - 0.259 0.258 0.269 0.268
X Institutionalization *4%0 000 *4%0 000 *%%0 000 #4540 000
Public sector corruption 1.447 1.439 1.391 1.394
P 0.262 0.276 0.306 0.303
Women's political empowerment 0.997 0.988 0.345 0.572
P P 0.995 0977 0.891 0.945
G t tabilit 1.156 1.156 1.169 1.167
overnment accountabllity *0.077 *0.094 *0.077 *0.082
- ; ) 1.110 1.069 1.087 1.087
Significant domestic trafficking 0.285 0506 0.419 0.414
. . . . 0.546 0.548 0.544 0.540
Human rights violations of victims *%0.036 *%(0 037 **0 034 **0 033
. . - 0.836 0.844 0.837 0.832
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0192 0226 0.201 0.187
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 1.073 1.109 1.053 1.061
0.828 0.755 0.872 0.855
Lower middle income 0.929 0.964 0.903 0.913
0.826 0.914 0.761 0.784
Upper middle income 1.092 1.125 1.074 1.064
PP 0.700 0.609 0.753 0.790
Subjects 172 172 170 170
Observations 2,898 2,898 2,874 2,858
Number of failures 396 396 393 391

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. T This variable is interacted with exp(-0.1t) to model a decay function and improve model specification.

National Referral Mechanisms

The results for NRMs are shown in table 6-5. The results do not support hypothesis 5.

No variable of interest has a statistically significant relationship to the formalization of NRMs,

and the coefficients are negative.
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Table 6-5. Competition and National Referral Mechanisms

Model 6-5-1 Model 6-5-2 Model 6-5-3 Model 6-5-4
With number of With ratio of roads With migration With trade partners
roads partners
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z] P> |z| P> |z|
. - . 0.933 0.903 0.900 0.885
Reported increases/diversion of transnational TIP 0.821 0742 0.744 0.702
. . Lo 0.986
Number of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization 0.161
. . . AT 0.685
Ratio of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization 0.483
Ratio of migration partners with extant criminalization, weighted by 0.759
shared migrant stock 0.645
Ratio of trade partners with extant criminalization, weighted by total 0.223
trade 0.141
Regional density of NRMs t3.64x10%¢ t2.86x10°° t3.96x10%¢ t1.47x10%¢
**%0.000 **%0.000 **%0.000 **%0.000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.120 1.077 1.168 1.123
coordinating migration 0.700 0.817 0.610 0.719
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional organization 0.835 0.768 0.827 0.832
coordinating migration 0.644 0.506 0.603 0.602
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 0.926 0.893 0.896 0.865
with external evaluations of policy 0.737 0.576 0.579 0.454
. . . 1.504 1.522 1.544 1.570
US recommendation regarding NRM, current or previous year 0.105 0.094 *0.096 0.099
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 0.606 0.607 0.578 0.579
! **0.047 **0.047 **0.024 **0.027
2.943 3.027 2.880 2.931
NAP extant *+£0,000 *4£0,000 #%%0,000 *+£0,000
Public sector corruption 0.471 0.473 0.453 0.496
0.312 0.311 0.291 0.286
Women's political empowerment 0.635 0601 0.602 0.653
0.691 0.651 0.642 0.709
Government accountability 1077 1.089 1.089 1.139
0.796 0.761 0.772 0.640
- 0.729 0.732 0.739 0.693
X Government accountability “0.071 %0.069 %0.089 %0043
- . . 1.443 1.329 1.438 1.433
Significant domestic trafficking 0.165 0313 0.221 0.194
Human rights violations of victims 0.904 0.886 0.828 0.813
0.881 0.854 0.782 0.763
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 1.576 1.561 1.488 1.494
*0.077 *0.089 0.147 0.137
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 0.366 0.374 0.406 0.346
0.165 0.178 0.183 0.120
Lower middle income 0.900 0.925 1.012 0.948
0.874 0.908 0.986 0.937
Upper middle income 0.854 0.869 0.936 0.871
0.783 0.810 0.907 0.812
Subjects 171 171 170 169
Observations 2,461 2,461 2,454 2,437
Number of failures 87 87 86 85

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*** p<,01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. t This variable is interacted with exp(-0.2t) to model a decay function and improve model specification.

Reflection Periods

Finally, the results forthe establishment of reflection periods are shown in table 6-6.

Reports of increased or diverted trafficking have no statistically significant effect on reflection

periods. The number of roads to neighbors with reflection periods is statistically significant but

has a negative influence. Trade partners with reflection periods also have a negative influence

on the establishment of a reflection period. The ratio of roads is not statistically significant, nor

do migration partners have any influence on the establishment of reflection periods.
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Table 6-6. Competition and Reflection Periods

Model 6-6-1 Model 6-6-2 Model 6-6-3 Model 6-6-4
With number of With ratio of roads With migration With trade partners
roads partners
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z] P> |z| P> |z|
. - . 0.993 1.071 1.225 1.058
Reported increases/diversion of transnational TIP 0.986 0.861 0.601 0.880
. . Lo 0.965
Number of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization *%0.022
. . . AT 0.369
Ratio of roads to neighbors with extant criminalization 0.407
Ratio of migration partners with extant criminalization, weighted by 0.119
shared migrant stock *0.099
Ratio of trade partners with extant criminalization, weighted by total 0.002
trade ***0.008
Regional density of Reflection Periods +3.86x10%° t7.87x10%* t3.93x10?? +6.81x10%7
**%0.000 **%0.000 **%0.000 **%0.000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.650 1.745 1.957 1.134
coordinating migration 0.293 0.252 0.222 0.780
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional organization 0.571 0.440 0.324 0.249
coordinating migration 0.301 0.166 0.144 **0.036
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional organizations 1.162 1.136 1.247 1.630
with external evaluations of policy 0.568 0.581 0.452 *0.055
) . ) . 0.619 0.613 0.697 0.587
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 0.169 0.144 0.334 0.130
Public sector corruption 1.068 1.052 0.849 0.797
0.962 0.971 0.893 0.842
Women's political empowerment 0.838 0.880 0.824 0.770
0.923 0.942 0.910 0.865
Government accountability 1.934 1.887 2.199 2:252
**0.022 *0.053 **0.032 **%0.007
- ; ) 0.600 0.519 0.504 0.509
Significant domestic trafficking 0.083 *%40.003 %0 027 %0025
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 1.369 1.465 1.235 1.437
0.693 0.612 0.777 0.646
) 1.005 1.008 1.014 1.013
GDP per capita 0.498 0.369 0.139 0.252
Subjects 157 157 156 156
Observations 2,321 2,321 2,319 2,300
Number of failures 41 41 40 41

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. t This variable is interacted with exp(-0.2t) to model a decay function and improve model specification.

ROBUSTNESS CHECKS

| tested the robustness of these results with five models which can be found in Appendix
C. First, | adjusted standard errors by political-cultural regions ratherthan geographically
defined regions. The results are essentially the same as those presented here. The only
exceptionis that reports of increased or diverted transnational trafficking has a statistically
significant but negative influence on time to criminalization, which is contrary to the
expectations.

In the second model, | included road connections, and migration and trade partnersin
the same model. The results are consistent with the results shownin the chapter. However, for
changesto the TIP legal regime, migration partners did promote legal change, although this

finding depends on modeling the variable with a decay function, as suggested by an examination
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of time-variant hazard ratios. This is the only positive and statistically significant variable of
interestin any modelin this chapter. While we might generate explanations as to why migration
partners may encourage each otherto improve their TIP policies, it is difficult to explain why this
would only matterfor changesin the TIP legal regime and not for any other TIP policy.

In the third model, | used only the variable forreports of increased or diverted
transnational trafficking, while dropping the variables the road and migration or trade partner
variables. Reports of increased or diverted trafficking were never statistically significant in these
models.

In the fourth model, | weighted each road connection by UN voting affinity to magnify
the influence of friendly neighbors and reduce the influence of hostile neighbors. The results did
not change.

In the final model, | removed all regional control variables. In this model, | was able to
duplicate Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart's (2018) findings that road connections to neighbors with
criminalization extant promote the diffusion of criminalization, as well as any legal change, but
they do not promote capacity-building or victim protection policies. However, the reports of
increased or diverted transnational trafficking were not statistically significant in any model. The
results of this modelshow that inclusion of control variables for regional influence are better
explanations than the number of road connections since whenthey are included the influence
of road connections is reduced to statistical insignificance, and, in some cases, becomes
negative.

DISCUSSION

| find no supportfor hypothesis 5 which proposes that reports of increased or diverted

trafficking should promote diffusion of TIP policies which disrupt trafficking networks, such as

criminalization. Reports of increased or diverted transnational trafficking is never statistically
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significant, or, wheni it is significant in one of the robustness checks, it has a negative influence
on policy diffusion. Variables measuring number of road connections to neighbors with the
policy extantthat Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) argued proxied fear of trafficking
diversion are either not statistically significant or negative in influence. So are alternative
measures such as ratio of road connections and ratio of migrant or trading partners with the
policy extant. Granted, we did not expect fear of transnational trafficking to have an impact on
victim protection policies since these do not disrupt trafficking networks, but we have no
evidence thatit mattersfor any TIP policy.

What should we make of the findings of Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart? As the
robustness check shows, their variable for measuring neighborly connectedness also includes
everything that comes with regional efforts to promote TIP policy. When variables capturing
regional influence are included in the models, the measure forroad connectionsis no longer
influential or significant. Of course, Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart may be right that fear of
trafficking motivates policy diffusion—in their essay, they combine constructivist and
competition theory, and regardless of the specificrationale, | have found strong evidence that
constructivism helps explain TIP policy diffusion. Moreover, regional policy communities may
promote TIP policy amongtheir members because they construct trafficking as something to
fear—and a problemthat cooperation will help solve. But, as for countries acting independently,
motivated by fear of better policies in their neighbors, or by widely-disseminated reports of
increased or diverted transnational trafficking in their own country, | simply do notfind any

evidence that this matters.

CONCLUSION
This chapter has not offered any evidence for the relevance of competition for TIP policy

diffusion. While this neither means that competition is irrelevant when considering other
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threats to national security from crime, northat fear of trafficking is irrelevantin promoting
policy diffusion, it does undermine the ideathat states are acting independently as policy
competitors with their neighbors and that the number of roads to neighboring countries with
extant policies is a usefulmeasure for understanding TIP policy diffusion. | find the results of
Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) to be better explained by regional policy coordination,
rather than states acting in isolation. This chapter oughtto be seen as a corrective in their

measurements and findings of relevance for competition as a driver of TIP policy diffusion.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: CONCLUSION
In this final chapter, | summarize the findings for each hypothesis, describe key findings,
discuss directions for future research, make recommendations for diplomats and policy
advocates, and close with a few remarks on how this dissertation hasadded to our knowledge.

HOw THE HYPOTHESES FARED

Hypothesis 1

Under coercion theory, conditionality in the form of sanctions ought to promote policy
diffusion. While, in the past, scholars have used variables to proxy vulnerability to US pressure,
no one had yettested whetherthe threat of US sanctions promoted policy diffusion. Hypothesis
1 held that credible threats of costly US sanctions promote TIP policy diffusion. As discussedin
chapter3, | found qualified supportforthis hypothesis for criminalization, institutionalization,
NAP initiation, and conditionally for the establishment of reflection periods in Europe. Threats of
sanctions do not seem to motivate policy diffusion forany legal revision, NRMs, or reflection
periods generally, likely because these policies are not seen as policy "minimums." However, the
supportfor hypothesis 1is qualified because | found that it was not the credible threats of
sanctions that promoted policy diffusion, butratherthe cases where sanctions were unlikely to
be imposed. Thus, threats of sanctions promote TIP policy diffusion, butthese threats do not
needto be credible. This finding is puzzling.

The findings for hypothesis 1 do offer supportforthe explanatory value of coercion for
policy diffusion. While coercion cannot explain TIP policy diffusion alone, it is nonethelessan
important factorthat must be included in any holistic explanation. Differences in the influence
of coercion for various policy types can be explained by US preferences for using the threat of

sanctions for some policy types and notothers, as well as the cost of the policy involved. In the
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case of TIP, coercionis less successfulin explaining regional differentiation, though for reflection
periods, the possibility exists that US preferences vary by region.
Hypothesis 2

Reputation theory holds that countries seek toimprove their global performance
indicators (GPIs), such as their tier rank in the US TIP reports. Kelley (2017) found in the conduct
of USdiplomacy surrounding the TIP report that the diplomatic staff of other countries wanted
to improve their standing relative to their neighbors or peers. Thus, hypothesis 2 held that
reputational pressure from neighbors having a better score promotes TIP policy diffusion for
those policies which are most likely to improve scores. To test this hypothesis, | first developeda
model predicting how each policy affected the TIP tier score. Countries which are eagerto
improve their scores oughtto enact those policies which are most likely to do so. | found that
criminalization (with prosecutions) and NRMs consistently helped improve scores, while other
legal changes and intersectoral coordinating bodies did not improve scores. NAPs and reflection
periods were helpfulin avoiding the threat of sanctions, but not achieving a high rank of tier 1.

The results for hypothesis 2 are ambiguous and are shownin table 7-1. | expectedto
find reputational concerns to matterfor criminalization and the establishment of NRMs, but
they had noinfluence on criminalization and the findings for NRMs were ambiguous. Inone
modelfor NRMs, reputational pressure interacted with government accountability to promote
diffusion of NRMs, but notin another modelinteracting reputational pressure and CSO
cooperation. The importance of reputational pressure for NRMs is sensitive to model
specification; findings are not robust. Only with legal change did we find support forthe
influence of reputational pressure. Here, reputational pressure was especially important for
those countries which lacked CSO cooperation. But given that changesto the TIP legal regime do

not change TIP scores, it is not clear why reputationalinfluence would be most evident here. As
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with change in the TIP legal regime, a neighborhavinga betterscore helped compensate forthe
lack of CSO cooperationin the promotion of reflection periods.

Table 7-1. Results for Hypotheses 2and 3

Does policy Hypothesis 2: Hypothesis 3:
TIP policy improve scores? Reputation Non-coercive
Criminalization
(with prosecutions) Yes Not supported Supported
Legal revisions No Supported Supported
Institutionalization No Not supported Supported
NAP To avoid tier 3 Not supported Not supported
NRM Yes Ambiguous Supported

. . To avoid tier 2 Conditional

Reflection period Not tested

watch list / tier 3 | support

Thus, for hypothesis 2, we seldom see a direct impact of a neighbor having a better
score on TIP policy diffusion, and where we do find it, it is not for those policies that matter
most for improving scores. The results also suggest that the influence of this reputational
pressure isinteracting with domestic conditions, and, at least in some cases, helpingto
compensate forthe lack of CSO cooperation. Perry (2016) found that the efficacy of US
diplomatic pressure depended upon the presence of domestic civil society pressure. The results
here suggest somethingalittle different: that, forsome TIP policies, reputational pressure can
promote policy diffusion when CSO cooperationis absent. Kelley (2017) argued that
reputational pressure depended on a country's sensitivity to pressure, its exposure of policy
shortfalls, and its capacity to implement policy. The evidence we have forinteractions with
reputational pressure and CSO cooperation also offer some support for hertheorization.

The main findingis that reputational pressure, atleast as measured by having a
neighborwith a betterscore, is far less influential than expected. Variables for coercive pressure
or othernon-coercive aspects of US diplomacy are more consistently supported and have a
more substantial impact on policy diffusion. The scores in scorecard diplomacy do notadd much

explanatory power, especially where we most expect to find it. It is not self-evidently clearwhy
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reputational concerns matter for some policies but not those for which we expected it, nordoes
it help to explain regional differentiation.
Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3 held that non-coercive aspects of US scorecard diplomacy promote TIP
policy diffusion for those policies which are most likely to improve scores. Unlike with the
reputational pressure from having a neighborwith a betterscore, we cannotdiscern whether
these aspects are best considered expressions of reputation or constructivist theories. We do
know, however, that they do notappeal to the coercive threat of sanctions. If these aspects had
favoredthose policies which improve TIP scores, we would have had more support forthe
reputation approach, at least inasmuch as improving reputations can be equated with improving
scores. However, as shown above intable 7-1, non-coercive aspects of scorecard diplomacy are
active in all dimensions of TIP policy underinvestigation, exceptthat for NAPs. They matterfor
TIP policies which improve scores and those that do not.

| tested (tothe extent possible) being scored in the reportand specific
recommendations for TIP policies. Specificrecommendations promoted the diffusion of
criminalization, legal revisions, and NRMs, but not the establishment of intersectoral
coordinating bodies. However, being scored in the TIP report did promote institutionalization. (I
was unable to test eithervariable on reflection periods.) Specificrecommendations were
sometimes made to reinforce recommendations from regional or domesticactors, so it is
difficult to untangle their influence from that of other parts of the international TIP regime
complex. These components of US diplomacy help explain TIP policy diffusion, butthey do not
help explain differentiation by policy type or region.

Hypothesis 3 shows us that US diplomacy influences TIP policy diffusion beyond the

coercive function of sanctions. Since this influence was notlimited to those policies which help
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improve scores, plausibly either or both reputation and constructivist theories could claim these
as relevant mechanisms. These theories are compatible, and the mechanisms are not unique to
eitherone. Coercion alone is insufficient to explain the influence of US diplomacy for promoting
TIP policy diffusion.

Hypothesis 4

Constructivists propose thatas an idea becomes normalized after passing a "tipping
point," policy diffusion accelerates. Hypothesis 4 held that TIP policy diffusionincreases as the
regional density of the policy increases. Forall policies exceptany change to the TIP legal regime
and NAP initiation, the regional density of the policy motivated policy diffusion. This offers
strong evidence for constructivism.

Chapter5 also considered the role of regional policy communities. As the literature on
regime complexes suggest, these communities offer one mechanism to explain regional
differentiation in policy diffusion. To determine whetherthey are vehicles for constructivism, |
included variables for these communities together with the variable for policy density. | found
that, forsome policies, policy density fully eclipsed the role of regional policy communities,
while forothers, regional policy communities had some effectindependent of that of policy
density. Moreover, regional organizations that had external policy review and inter-regional
organizations coordinating migration policy also helped promote the diffusion of some TIP
policies.

Thus, | find that constructivism has explanatory power, thatits influence is at least
partly expressed through the role of regional policy communities, and that, for some policies,
regional policy communities and other components of the international TIP regime complex also

help explain differentiation in diffusion by region and policy domain.
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Hypothesis 5

Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) argued that fear of transnationaltrafficking
motivated criminalization as countries competed to discourage criminal networks from activity
within a country. While they had used road counts to neighbors with criminalization extantasa
proxy for this fear, | preferred to use actual reports of increased or diverted transnational
trafficking as a better measure. Hypothesis 5 held that reports of increased transnational
trafficking or diversion of trafficking flows promote TIP policy diffusion forthose policies which
disrupt transnationaltrafficking networks. As discussed in chapter 6, this hypothesis was not
supported. | have no evidence that reports of increased or diverted transnational trafficking
mattersin any way for the diffusion of TIP policy. The role of road networksin promoting policy
diffusion appearsto be wholly explained by the influence of regional policy communities which

Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) did not include in theirstudy.

Summary

An overallsummary of the hypotheses and whetherthey were supportedis foundin
table 7-2. When considering the various theories to policy diffusion, coercion and constructivism
had the most explanatory powerfor TIP policy. Reputation theory offered some explanatory
power, but not as much as one might expectfrom Kelley's Scorecard Diplomacy (2017).
Competition theory did not help explain the diffusion of TIP policy. The international TIP policy
regime—represented by US diplomacy underthe TVPA, regional policy communities, and inter-
regional organizations coordinating migration policy—were all relevant actors for the

transnational promotion of TIP policy.
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Table 7-2. Summary of Results

Hypothesis Theory Results

Hypothesis 1. Credible threats of costly US Coercion Qualified support.

sanctions promote TIP policy diffusion. Threats with low
credibility promote
diffusion.

Hypothesis 2. Reputational pressure from Reputation Conditional support

neighbors havinga betterscore promotesTIP
policy diffusion for those policies which are
most likely to improve scores.

Hypothesis 3. Non-coercive aspects of US
scorecard diplomacy promote TIP policy
diffusion forthose policies which are most likely
to improve scores.

Hypothesis 4. TIP policy diffusion increases as
the regional density of the policy increases.
Hypothesis 5. Reports of increased
transnational trafficking or diversion of
trafficking flows promote TIP policy diffusion for
policies which disrupttransnational networks.

Reputation or
Constructivism

Constructivism

Competition

but notfor policies
which improve
scores.

Supported butfor
both policies which
improve scores and
those that do not.
Supported.

Notsupported.

More broadly, the findings supportthe claims that both powerand ideas matter for

policy diffusion. The findings for hypotheses 2and 3 which showed that non-coercive US

diplomacy promotes TIP policy diffusion are congruent with an understanding of the world

where weaker actors respond to the desires of more powerfulactors in the international

system. Otherevidence for this dynamiccan be seenin the greaterinfluence of inter-regional

organizations coordinating migration for policy diffusion on emigrant-sending members than on

immigrant-receiving members. Moreover, for many policies, low-income and lower-middle

income countries are more likely to implementTIP policies than upper-middle income countries.

Weaker countries seemto be adjusting policy to accord with the desires of more powerful

countries. But ideas also matter, as is evidenced by the strong supportforthe influence of policy

normalization, a constructivist mechanism. As such, the findings here are congruent witha

picture of international politics where both power and ideas matterfor transnational policy

diffusion.
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The findings have also produced surprises. Where | expected that highly credible threats
of sanctions to promote policy diffusion, | found ratherthat it was threats of low credibility that
promoted policy diffusion. Where | expected that reputational pressure would encourage the
adoption of TIP policies whichimproved scores, | found ratherthat reputational pressure was
disconnected from scores. l also found a complicated relationship between regional policy
communities and policy normalization. These findings raise further questions for future
research.

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
For the Literature on Policy Diffusion

Mechanisms associated with the coercion, reputation, and constructivist theories help
promote TIP policy diffusion. Indeed, none of these theories claim to be comprehensive
explanations of policy diffusion, and, in some cases, mechanisms of diffusion are claimed by
multiple theories. This dissertation considered four principal diffusion mechanisms—the threat
of sanctions, US scorecard diplomacy, regional policy communities, and competition with
neighbors—and found that the first three mattered. However, each mechanism did not matter
in the way it was expected to matter. Forsanctions, it was threats of low credibility that
promoted diffusion. Forscorecard diplomacy, the role of scores seemed to matterlessthan US
diplomatic engagement. And, while regional policy communities do seem to be a constructivist
vehicle in helping policy solutions achieve a taken-for-granted status, they also seem to matter
in ways that are not well explored and could be claimed by various theories. For TIP policy, the
learning theory did notseemto apply, and | did not find any evidence that competition
mattered.

One way forward toward a more comprehensive theoreticalapproach to policy diffusion

may be to consider how variations in a policy domain matterfor which diffusion mechanisms
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apply. Because success against TIP is not easily measurable, itis nota good candidate for
learning theory. This lack of transparent measurability also makes it a difficultissue overwhich
to compete. Issues like foreign directinvestment orrefugee resettlement are easier to measure
than underground criminal activity like transnational trafficking. Without clear comparative
measures, itis difficult to compete with neighbors to become less attractive to criminal
networks, justasit is difficult to learn from policy successes. One dimension, then, that shapes
which mechanisms matterfor policy diffusionis the extentto which both the problemand
policy solutions can be measured and compared.

Anotherdimension on which policy domains vary is the extentto which theyare
perceived as a public good that creates collective action problems. Combating TIP is typically
described as a public good, but it is not clear that disruption of transnational trafficking
networks and protection of victims are transnational public goods in the same degree.
Moreover, the extent to which a public good may be seen as global, regional, or neighborly may
also influence policy diffusion. TIP seemsto be considered both a global and regional public
good—globalby the US which expends significant diplomatic effort onit, and regional by most
otheractors. | did not find evidence that neighbors influence policy diffusion exceptinasmuch as
they belongto the same regional policy communities. The horizon for any policy domain—
global, regional, or bilateral—will influence which mechanisms matter for policy diffusion, as
well as help explain regional variation or divergence in policy diffusion.

Public goods also varyin how they are supplied. Generally, the provision of a public
goodis assumed to depend onthe sum of contributions from all individual members. But some
public goods are supplied to the extent their best- or worst-performing member provides the
good. "Best shot" public goods—like asteroid deflection—do not need much cooperation; the

best performing member will provide the good. "Weakest link" public goods depend on the
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weakest performing member; security of nuclear materials or smallpox eradication are
examples (Hirshleifer 1983). The mechanisms associated with policy diffusion may vary
depending onthe cooperation dynamics. For example, conditionality may be more conflictual in
the context of summation public goods than for weakest-link publicgoods. Inthe former, costs
of policy adjustmentfallmore heavily on some members of the community than others, while in
the latter, better-performing members willbe more likely to aid the weaker-performing
members toimprove their performance. To some extent, TIP policy resembles aweakest-link
public good. Powerful countries and regional policy communities offeraid to help weaker
membersimprove their TIP policy performance. Forexample, | found that, in some cases,
emigrant-sending members of inter-regional organizations coordinating migration were more
likely to implementsome TIP policies than immigrant-receiving members ornonmembers. Such
afinding could be explained by the efforts of the wealthier, immigrant-receiving members to
encourage the weaker members toimprove policy performance.

Together, the measurability of the problem and policy solutions, the extent to which an
issue is viewed as a public good with a global, regional, or neighborly horizon, and the function
of public good provision may help us understand the constraints confronting various diffusion
mechanisms. And while some mechanisms may be claimed by multiple theories, it is the
mechanisms that activate diffusion. Thus, the context of public goods provision and the
measurability of policy performance cantemperourexpectations and help us refine our
theories.

Anotherrecommendation for scholars of policy diffusionis to betterintegrate the
literature of regime complexes. The variation in diffusion of TIP policy by region is not stochastic,
and the evidence offered in this study is that regional policy communities influence diffusion

rates. Explaining regional variation in policy diffusion, especially of TIP policy, has not received
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the attentionit deserves. This study goes part way in helping offer explanations by showing that,
to some extent, regional policy communities help policies achieve a taken-for-granted status.
But we do not yet know why some policy communities are better at this than others.

The findings also raise other questions: Why is the European policy community the most
successfulin promoting the diffusion of TIP victim protection policies? Why is the African policy
community relatively better at promoting diffusion than most other policy communities? Why
do some regional policy communities seem to undermine policy diffusion? Why do inter-
regional organizations coordinating migration policy promote diffusion of some policiesamong
emigrant-sending members but notimmigrant-receiving members? What characteristics of
regional policy communities are the mostimportant for policy diffusion? These are all questions
worthy of further investigation. Integrating the literature on policy diffusion with that on regime
complexes may help answerthem.

Anotherquestion tangentially raised herein is why do regional organizations choose to
coordinate TIP policy? That is, why do policy choices diffuse in regional organizations? In this
analysis, | used the regional policy community as an independentvariable. But the choices of
international and intergovernmental organizations may also be studied as the dependent
variable. Simmons, Lloyd, and Stewart (2018) argued thatthe fear of increased or diverted
trafficking motivated policy diffusion. Perhaps this fear motivated regional policy coordination,
rather than the mechanisms of competition, as they argued. Or perhaps the regional
organizations are vehicles for the will of the most powerful countriesin each region.
Understanding how and why regional organizations choose to coordinate some policies but not
othersis an area for future research that will clarify how policies diffuse.

In addition to the theoretical suggestions above, additional empirical work may also

prove valuable for testing or refining theories. Three ways in which it may do so are
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investigating tipping point thresholds, considering how policy options may compete with each
other, and examining subnational policy diffusion fortransnational policies such as TIP.

Constructivists argue that afteracceptance of an idea passes a "tipping point," diffusion
accelerates. | found that policy diffuses asan idea becomes taken-for-granted, as measured by
policy density. However, adistinction can be made between tipping points and the taken-for-
granted nature of an idea. More empirical work on the existence of specific tipping points for
TIP policy diffusion may help demonstrate thisidea.

The approach to TIP policy diffusion taken herein did not seriously consider whether
various TIP policies compete with each other or with other policy choicesin neighboring
domains. While empirical evidence shows that, forthe most part, adoption of one policy further
increases the adoption of otherTIP policies, this is not necessarily always the case. One possible
explanation forregional differentiation in policy adoptionis policy divergence. The TIP policies |
selected forstudy show regional differentiation in adoption rates, and, for some policies,
divergence. This finding may be an artifact of data collection whichrelied primarily on US and
European sources but, in so doing, assumes that North American and European policy choices
are normative and worthy of adoption globally. This may not be the case. The study of TIP policy
diffusion could benefit by a broader selection of policy options with special attention given to
policy choices made by actors outside of North America and Europe. Moreover, identifying
which policy choices are not diffused could be important for understanding policy diffusion.

Finally, a natural extension of this research is to consider how much explanatory power
each theory offers for subnational TIP policy diffusion. Many countries, like the US, Mexico, and
Brazil, have federal systems. For TIP policy to be effectively diffused, the subnationalgoverning
units mustalso change their policies. The various theories of policy diffusion—conditionality,

constructivism, reputation, and competition—could all play a role in the diffusion of TIP policy at
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the subnational level. Understanding the multi-leveldimensions of TIP policy diffusion may be of
interestto both scholars of policy diffusion and policy advocates.
For the Literature on Sanctions

This dissertation also has implications forthe literature on sanctions, as the findings in
chapter3 both reinforce and challenge the existing literature on sanctions. Consistent with the
findings of this literature, the US selects which countries to threaten with sanctions, and
countries which are more difficult cases—thatis, have higher costs of compliance—are more
likely to be threatened with sanctions and have sanctionsimposed. Moreover, | found that the
threat of sanctions does promote policy diffusion while imposing sanctions does not.
Inconsistent with the literature, | found that having a low threat credibility was more efficacious
in promoting policy diffusion than a high threat credibility. This puzzle presents opportunities to
furtherrefine sanctions theory.

The literature on sanctions relies heavily on game theory, butin doingso tendsto
assume conflictual theoreticmodels. Itis notclear that the US sanctioning threatsrelated to TIP
are as conflictual as the models assume. The TVPA requires the US to evaluate other countries'
TIP performance and to sanction poor performers. And while the President and the US
diplomatic corps have some freedom to score and sanction countries, thisfreedomis not
absolute. Some countries really do underperformon TIP, and while diplomatic concerns
influence both the scoring and the sanctioning, it is also clear that perceived performance on TIP
also matters. Indeed, forthe USto achieve its goals, its TIP evaluations must have some
groundingin reality. Thus, poorTIP policy performance can create a point of contention
betweenthe USandthe targetthat neither country really wants. In this sense, eventhreatening
sanctions creates costs and uncertainty for both the senderand target country that, in many

cases, both countries may wish to avoid. Undersuch circumstances, perhaps countries with a
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low threat credibility would nonetheless ratheravoid conflictand reduce uncertainty, especially
if it could be done relatively cheaply or if it generates benefits for domesticor regional actors.
The repeat-play of US TIP sanctions may also matter here. Every year, countries are reevaluated
for theirTIP performance, and so countries may be considering time horizonsin theirevaluation
of costs and benefits. Game theoretic models for sanctioning threat and decisions already
include both the costs of target compliance and sender credibility, but these models might be
improved by (1) incorporating the cost of diplomatic conflict, (2) short- and long-term costs
associated with annual repeat-play sanctioning decisions and (3) more recognition of the
relative power of those domesticactors who stand to gain from compliance. If diplomatic
conflict has costs, even when sanctions are not likely to be imposed, then removing diplomatic
conflict may motivate actors to policy action even when the threat of sanctions is not credible,
especially when at least some domesticactors stand to gain from the policy.

Anotherareafor furtherresearchis that of policy choice in the face of sanctions threat.
Unlike some othersanctioning threats, in the case of TIP, the targets have multiple policy
options with which they may improve TIP performance and avoid sanctions or diplomatic
conflict overTIP altogether. | found that NAPs, a relatively low-cost policy option, were used by
targets with both low and high threat credibility, while more costly (or at least more time-
consuming) policy options—criminalization and establishment of intersectoral coordinating
bodies—were used by targets only with low threat credibility. NRMs, a relatively high-cost policy
option requiring extensive coordination and capacity—were not used to avoid sanctions (with
the possible exception of the singular case of Bolivia in 2018). This policy choice is likely a result
of the interplay between US policy preferences and target policy preferences. Why orhow the
actors reach the policy decisions they dois an arearipe for more theoreticaldevelopment which

could improve our understanding of the use of coercive conditionality in international relations.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DIPLOMATSAND POLICY ADVOCATES

The findings of this research have implications for diplomats, policy makers, and TIP
policy advocates, both in governmentand transnational civil society. | encourage these actorsto
(1) focus on good policy, (2) build institutional capacity, and (3) promote transparency and
external evaluation of policy. | also have specific recommendations for US diplomacy in its
coercive and reputational capacities.

First, focus on good policy. Key actors in TIP policy diffusion, such as the US State
Department, pay relatively little attention to changing conditions that directly empower people
to free themselves, though thisis likely to have the greatestlong-termimpacton TIP (e.g., see
Choi-Fitzpatrick 2017). Many scholars have criticized global efforts against TIP as focusing too
much onlaw enforcement solutions thatdo little to reduce overall suffering (e.g., see Chapkis
2005; Chuang 2014; Shih 2016). Bernstein (2010; 2012) holds that "carceral feminism" with its
punitive model of social justice, while popular with both feminist and religious constituencies, is
not the most effective way to reduce harm to marginalized people. Indeed, the law enforcement
approach can furthervictimize the very people it is trying to help (e.g., Perry 2016). As Charnysh,
Lloyd, and Simmons (2014) argued, law enforcement frames are also popular with government
officials because it increases the power of the state. In my own conversations with those who
work with trafficking victims, | have heard criticisms of how much the law enforcement frame
dominates intersectoral cooperation. In my own experience participating on the Kentucky
human trafficking task force, | can attestthat law enforcement solutions are generally
unquestioned and prioritized.

While | am sympatheticto these criticisms of the transnational TIP policy regime, one
advantage of relying on multiple frames s that it motivatesaction on TIP from diverse actors,

including actors with significant power, and brings them togetherin conversation. Given the
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transnational TIP policy regime that we have, we can and ought to shape it by promoting good
policies that help empower people to avoid or escape trafficking. While intersectoral
cooperation may be dominated by law enforcement frames, it also provides opportunities to
raise issues with law enforcement and policymakers that go beyond punitive strategies to
reduce TIP. Since the findings of this dissertation show that ideas about the value of TIP policies
diffuse across borders, diplomats and advocates ought to promote the policies believed to have
the most positive impact.

Second, build institutional capacity. In my research, | was surprised at how undervalued
intersectoral coordinating bodies were in the USTIP reports. Not only did US diplomats make
relatively few recommendations to form or reinstate these bodies but having a functioning
intersectoral coordinating body was associated with worse TIP scores. Moreover, in many parts
of the world, the transnational institutional capacity of regional organizations is either lacking or
focused on law enforcement or migration coordination. While African and European regional
efforts to promote transnational cooperation have born some fruit, improving the regional
coordinating capacity in the Americas, the Middle East, or much of Asia oughtto be a focus of
regional organizations coordinating TIP policy in those regions.

Third, outside of Europe and the US TIP reports, transparency and external evaluation of
TIP policy is lacking. Results show that policy transparency and accountability—both from the US
TIP reports and regional organizations that offer external evaluations—do help promote policy
diffusion. But the US TIP reports alone are vulnerable to being dismissed as politically motivated
or hypocritical. As such, most regional organizations could do much more to offertheir
members opportunities for policy transparency and accountability.

Finally, US diplomacy underthe TVPA could be improved in various ways. As noted

above, much more attention oughtto be givento institutional capacity. Indeed, this should be
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moved outfrom underthe "Prevention" subheading and placed underits own subheading
which should come earlier in the report. And of course, countries should not have their scores
punished for having functionalinstitutions. Moreover, the TIP reports could do more to highlight
international coordination and cooperation than it currently does. By highlighting efforts of each
regional organization that promotes TIP policy coordination, US diplomacy may perhaps
encourage more vigorous regional cooperation.

This study has shown that the threat of US sanctions has been effective at promoting
some TIP policies—especially those deemed necessary to meet certain minimum standards.
However, inthe case of TIP, it is not clear that credibly threatening orimposing sanctionsis as
important as sustained diplomatic engagement which is created by a country receivinga low TIP
score. While generating some uncertainty in the sanctioning decision is likely to continue, the
evidence does notindicate that the US must consistently sanction underperforming countries to
achieve its aims to promote policy diffusion. The US may also wish to consider differentiating
minimum standards by development levelso that it expects more from wealthy countries like
itself than it does from poorerones. Forexample, tier ranks could be explicitly tied to the World
Bank income classifications, so that an upperincome country would need to do more to earna
tier 1 rank than a lowerincome country. The US could also add an "exemplary" tierrank for
countries going beyond the minimums and thereby highlight policy options that might be
worthy of emulation elsewhere.

CONCLUSION

The primary contribution of this dissertation is empirical. | created a unique dataset of
TIP policy on which to adjudicate theoretical claims by testing the explanatory power of the
existing theories of policy diffusion. Unlike previous studies, | was able to test these theories

with advanced statistical models on a broaderrange of TIP policies than criminalization.
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Moreover, in my dataset, | was able to include more variables related to the conduct of US
diplomacy and regional organizations. As such, this dissertation offers the besttest of the
explanatory value of the various theories of policy diffusion for TIP policy to date. Understanding
how much is explained by each theory and what gaps remain offers afoundation for further
study.

The findings not only help demonstrate the explanatory value of each theory, butalso
reveal data usefulforunderstanding differences in diffusion by policy type and region. Such
information raises new questions and puzzles andis therefore usefulfor the furthertheoretical
refinementordevelopment.

Finally, my research has practical implications for diplomatic and policy practitioners
who wish to promote the best policies for reducing TIP and helping those harmed by it. Human
trafficking scholars have criticized the heavy emphasis on law enforcement policies, but | found
that diffusion mechanisms also promote capacity-building and victim protection policies. As
such, policy advocates have opportunities toimprove TIP policy so that they better promote

human welfare.
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APPENDIXB: VARIABLES

LIST OF VARIABLES
Indicator Concept Operationalization Source Chapters
Child sex tourism TIP tier scoring Reports of child sex US TIP reports, various | 4
CST | model: Trafficking tourism with a country. other sources
characteristics Dichotomous.
Criminalization Hypothesis testing: Whether a country fully US TIP reports, GRETA | 3,4,5,6
event Dependent variable criminalized human reports, various other
CRIM trafficking in a given year. sources
Full criminalization
includes both sexand
labor trafficking, both
domesticand
transnational trafficking,
and trafficking of men,
women, and children.
Dichotomous.
Criminalization Hypothesis testing: Whether a country has US TIP reports, GRETA | 3,4,5,6
extant TIP policy fully criminalized human reports, various other
CREX | performance trafficking. Dichotomous. sources
TIP tier scoring
model: TIP policy
performance
Criminalization Hypothesis testing: Whether the US US TIP reports 3,4,5,6
recommended, Scorecard diplomacy | recommended that a
current or previous country fully criminalize
year TIP in the current or
CRIMREC_L previous year.
Dichotomous.
De- TIP tier scoring Whether a country's US TIP reports, GRETA | 4
institutionalization model: TIP previously instituted inter- | reports, various other
event performance ministerial orintersectoral | sources
DINST TIP coordinating institution
ceased to operate in a
given year. Dichotomous.
Domestic trafficking Hypothesis testing: Whether a country is US TIP reports, GRETA | 3,4,5,6
DOMHT | Trafficking perceived to have a reports
characteristics significant domestic
trafficking market.
Dichotomous.
Emigrant-sending Hypothesis testing: Countries for which the Regional organization | 4,5, 6

member of an inter-

regional migration-

focused organization
MPC_EM

Inter-regional policy
coordination

TIP tier scoring
model: TIP policy
performance

ratio of emigrants to
immigrantis more than
1.05 and which are also
members of one of the 7
inter-regional
organizations coordinating
policy on immigration
(dichotomous).

websites, UN
Population Division
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Indicator Concept Operationalization Source Chapters
Freedom of Hypothesis testing: The extent to which the Varieties of 4%
Expression Government government respects press | Democracy
V2X_FREEXP | accountability and media freedom, the
freedom of ordinary
people to discuss politics in
the public sphere, and the
freedom of academic and
cultural expression.
Continuous.
GDP per capita Hypothesis testing: GDP in constant 2010 World Bank 3,4,5,6
GDPPC | State capacity international dollars per
capita, in thousands.
Continuous.
Government abuse Hypothesis testing: Whether a country is US TIP reports 3,4,5,6
of victims' physical Domestic sincerity reported to have violated
integrity rights TIP victims' physical
HRTV | Sanctioning decision | integrity rights.
model: TIP policy Dichotomous.
performance
Government Hypothesis testing: The extent to which the Varieties of 3,4,5,6
accountability Government ideal of government Democracy
V2X_ACC | accountability accountability is achieved.
Continuous.
Sanctioning decision
model: Government
accountability
TIP tier scoring
model: Government
accountability
Government Sanctioning decision | Reported government US TIP reports 3
complicity with TIP model: TIP policy complicity with TIP.
GIHT | performance Dichotomous.
Government Hypothesis testing: Reported government US TIP reports, GRETA | 3,4,5,6
cooperation with Elite networks, cooperation with CSOs on reports
CSO on TIP constructivism. TIP. Dichotomous.
NGOCOOP
TIP tier scoring
model: TIP policy
performance
Government Sanctioning decision | Reported government US TIP reports 3,4
hostility with CSO on | model: TIP policy hostility toward CSOs on
TIP performance TIP. Dichotomous.
NGOHOST
TIP tier scoring
model: TIP policy
performance
Immigrant-receiving | Hypothesis testing: Countries for which the Regional organization | 4,5, 6

member of an inter-

regional migration-

focused organization
MPC_IM

Inter-regional policy
coordination

TIP tier scoring
model: TIP policy
performance

ratio of immigrants to
emigrants is more than
1.05 and which are also
members of one of the 7
inter-regional
organizations coordinating
policy on immigration
(dichotomous).

websites, UN
Population Division
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Indicator

Concept

Operationalization

Source

Chapters

Institutionalization
event
INST

Hypothesis testing:
Dependent variable

Whether a country
instituted an inter-
ministerial orintersectoral
TIP coordinating institution
in a given year.
Dichotomous.

US TIP reports, GRETA
reports, various other
sources

3,4,5,6

Institutionalization
extant
INSTEX

Hypothesis testing:
Capacity

TIP tier scoring
model: TIP
performance

Whether a country has an
inter-ministerial or
intersectoral TIP
coordinating institution
extant. Dichotomous.

US TIP reports, GRETA
reports, various other
sources

3,4,5,6

Institutionalization
recommendation,
current or previous
year

INSTREC_L

Hypothesis testing:
Scorecard diplomacy

Whether the US
recommended
institutionalization (or re-
institutionalization) of an
inter-ministerial or
intersectoral coordinating
body in the current or
previous year.
Dichotomous.

US TIP reports

3,4,5,6

Legal revision event,
previous year.
LREV_PY

TIP tier scoring
model: TIP
performance

Whether a country revised
its legal regimeon TIP in a
way that is believed to
improve TIP policy in the
previous year. For
neighboring policy
domains, the legal revision
must be partly motivated
to address TIP.
Dichotomous.

US TIP reports, GRETA
reports, various other
sources

Legal revision
recommended,
current or previous
year

LREVREC_L

Hypothesis testing:
Scorecard diplomacy

Whether the US
recommended that a
country revise its TIP legal
regime in the current or
previous year. This variable
isinclusive of
recommendations for
criminalization.
Dichotomous.

US TIP reports

3,4,5,6

Legislative
corruption
V2LGCRRPT

Hypothesis testing:
State capacity

The extent to which
members of the legislature
abuse their position for
financial gain. Continuous.

Varieties of
Democracy

3,4,5,6

Low scores in the US

TIP report, current

or previous year.
TIPBAD_L

Hypothesis testing:
Coercion

Whether a country
received a score of "tier2
watch list" or "tier 3" in
the US TIP report in the
current or previous year.
Dichotomous.

US TIP reports

3,4,5,6

Major war
WAR_MAJOR

Hypothesis testing:
State capacity

Whether the country isin
the midst of a major
foreign or civil war (more
than 1000 battle deaths).
Dichotomous.

UCDP/PRIO Armed
Conflict Dataset

3*
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Indicator Concept Operationalization Source Chapters
Migration policy TIP tier scoring Whether a country's US TIP reports 4
harms victims model: TIP policy migration policy as
MTV | performance practiced is perceived to
further endanger TIP
victims. Dichotomous.
National Action Plan | Hypothesis testing: Whether a country has an US TIP reports, GRETA | 3,4,5,6
extant Capacity operational National reports, various other
NAPEX Action Plan extant. Plans sources
TIP tier scoring without definite
model: TIP policy timeframes are excluded.
performance Dichotomous
National Action Plan | Hypothesis testing: Whether a country US TIP reports, GRETA | 3,4,5,6
initiation event Dependent variable initiated a National Action reports, various other
NAP Plan or Strategyfor TIPina | sources
given year. Dichotomous.
National Rapporteur | TIP tierscoring Whether a country has a US TIP reports, GRETA | 4
extant model: TIP policy national rapporteur for TIP | reports, various other
RAPEX | performance to evaluate policy sources
performance.
Dichotomous.
National Referral Hypothesis testing: Whether the US made a US TIP reports 3,4,5,6
Mechanism Scorecard diplomacy | recommendation for
recommendation, instituting or improving a
current or previous National Referral
year Mechanism in the current
NRMREC_L or previous year.
Dichotomous.
National Referral Hypothesis testing: Whether a country US TIP reports, GRETA | 3,4,5,6
Mechanism, formal Dependent variable formallyadopted an reports, various other
adoption operational National sources
FNRM Referral Mechanismin a
given year. Dichotomous.
National Referral TIP tier scoring Whether a country has an US TIP reports, GRETA | 4
Mechanism, model: TIP policy operational (even if reports, various other
operational performance flawed) National Referral sources
NRMEX Mechanism. Dichotomous.
Neighbor scored Hypothesis testing: Whether a country had a US TIP reports 3,4,5,6
better in USTIP Reputational neighbor or peer country
report pressure receive a better score in
REP_L the US TIP report in the
current or previous year.
Dichotomous. For detailed
criteria, see note 1.
Neighbors with Hypothesis testing: The total number of road Google Maps 3,4,5,6

(criminalization,
institutionalization,
National Action
Plans, National
Referral
Mechanisms, or
reflection periods)
weighted by the
number of roads
RNCRIM, RNINST,
RNNAP, RNNRM,
RNRP

Neighborly
connectedness

connections with
neighbors that had extant
(criminalization,
institutionalization,
National Action Plans,
National Referral
Mechanisms, or reflection
periods). Missing data was
considered to meanthe
specified policy was not
extant. Road connections
were counted from 2019
maps. Count. See note 2.
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Indicator Concept Operationalization Source Chapters
Neighbors with Hypothesis testing: The total ratio of road Google Maps 6
(criminalization, Neighborly connections with
institutionalization, connectedness neighbors that had extant
National Action (criminalization,
Plans, National institutionalization,
Referral National Action Plans,
Mechanisms, or National Referral
reflection periods) Mechanisms, or reflection
weighted by the periods). Missing data was
ratio of roads considered to meanthe
RRCRIM, RRINST, specified policy was not
RRNAP,RRNRM, extant. Road connections
RRRP were counted from 2019
maps. Ratio. See note 2.
Neighbors with Hypothesis testing: The total number of road Google Maps 6*
extant Neighborly connections with Voeten et al. 2009, UN
(criminalization, connectedness neighbors that had extant General Assembly
institutionalization, (criminalization, Voting Data
National Action institutionalization,
Plans, National National Action Plans,
Referral National Referral
Mechanisms, or Mechanisms, or reflection
reflection periods) periods) multiplied by the
weighted by the natural log of the UN ideal
number of roads and point distance centered at
UN ideal point the medianideal point.
distance The signis reversed so that
UNRNCRIM, friendlier countries had
UNRNINST, positive scores. Missing
UNRNNAP, data was considered to
UNRNNRM, mean the specified policy
UNRNRP was not extant. Road
connections were counted
from 2019 maps. See note
2.
Not a member of Sanctioning decision | Country is not a member Regional organization | 3
any regional model: TIP of any regional websites, various
organization performance organization combatting other sources
combatting TIP TIP. Dichotomous.
REG_NO
Other US sanctions Sanctioning decision | Whether a country is US Treasury Sanctions | 3
OTHSANC | model: Relationship | sanctioned by the US for Programs and Country
with US other non-TIP reasons ina Information, US
given year. Dichotomous. Federal Register
notices
Perceived increased Hypothesis testing: Whether the country has US TIP reports 6
or diverted Fear of transnational | reports of trafficking
transnational trafficking diversion or increased
trafficking, current transnational trafficking in
or previous year the current or previous
TDEX_L year. Dichotomous.
Pompeo, US Sanctioning decision | The US Secretary of State 3
Secretary of State model: US country is Pompeo. Dichotomous.
POMPEOQ | characteristics
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Indicator

Concept

Operationalization

Source

Chapters

Primary regional
policy community
RPC

Hypothesis testing:
Regional policy
coordination

Whether a country isa
member of one of 7
regional TIP policy
communities. For this
variable, a country can
only be a member of one
regional policy community,
so the North American
community is folded into
the American community,
and otherwise when a
country is inmore than
one, the community which
receives more of its total
trade is considered the
primary community.
Categorical.

Regional organization
websites, IMF
Direction of Trade
statistics.

5*

Public sector Hypothesis testing: The extent to which public | Varieties of 3,4,5,6
corruption State capacity sector employees grant Democracy
V2X_PUBCORR favors in exchange for
bribes and how often they
steal public funds for
personal use. Continuous.
Ratio of total Hypothesis testing: The ratio of each country's UN Population 6
migrant stock with Demographic total migrant stock Division
migration partners connectedness (emigrantand immigrant)
with extant shared with migration
(criminalization, partners that had extant
institutionalization, (criminalization,
National Action institutionalization,
Plans, National National Action Plans,
Referral National Referral
Mechanisms, or Mechanisms, or reflection
reflection periods) periods). Missing data was
RMCRIM, RMINST, considered to meanthe
RMNAP, RMNRM, specified policy was not
RMRP extant. When migrant
stock data was not
available, the most recent
data was used. Ratio.
Ratio of total trade Hypothesis testing: The ratio of each country's IMF Direction of Trade | 6
with trading Trade total trade (imports and Statistics
partners with extant | connectedness exports) with trading
(criminalization, partners that had extant
institutionalization, (criminalization,
National Action institutionalization,
Plans, National National Action Plans,
Referral National Referral
Mechanisms, or Mechanisms, or reflection
reflection periods) periods). Missing data was
RTTCRIM, RTTINST, considered to meanthe
RTTNAP, RTTNRM, specified policy was not
RTTRP extant. Ratio.
Ratio of total trade Sanctioning decision | The ratio of the country's IMF Direction of Trade | 3

with US
RTT_US

model: Relationship
with US

trade withthe US over its
total trade. Ratio.

Statistics
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Indicator Concept Operationalization Source Chapters
Ratio of trade witha | Sanctioning decision | The ratio of US trade with IMF Direction of Trade | 3
country to US total model: Relationship | acountry over US total Statistics
trade with US trade. Ratio.
UST
Ratio of trade with Hypothesis testing: The ratio of a country's IMF Direction of Trade | 5*
advanced Trade characteristics | trade withadvanced Statistics
economies. economies, defined as
RTT_AE countries in the Euro area,
and Australia, Canada,
Czechia, Denmark, Hong
Kong, Iceland, Japan, South
Korea, New Zealand,
Norway, Singapore,
Sweden, Switzerland,
Taiwan, United Kingdom
and the United States.
Ratio.
Reflection Period TIP tier scoring Whether a country has a US TIP reports, GRETA | 4
extant model: TIP policy reflection period for reports, various other
RPEX | performance victims. Dichotomous. sources
Reflection Period Hypothesis testing: Whether a country US TIP reports, GRETA | 3,4,5,6
institutionalization Dependent variable institutionalized a reports, various other
event reflection period for sources
RP victims in a given year.
Dichotomous.
Regional density of Hypothesis testing: The regional density of US TIP reports, GRETA | 3,4,5,6
(criminalization, Policy density countries with the reports, various other
institutionalization, referenced policy extant. sources
National Action Countries for which data
Plans, National on the policy was missing
Referral were considered to not
Mechanisms, or have the policy extant.
reflection periods) Twointerpretations of
RGTP_CREX, region are used: a
RGTP_INSTEX, geographic and political-
RGTP_NAPEX, cultural. Ratio.
RGTP_NRMEX,
RGTP_RPEX,
RPTP_CREX,
RPTP_INSTEX,
RPTP_NAPEX,
RPTP_NRMEX,
RPTP_RPEX
Regional policy Hypothesis testing: Whether a country isa Regional organization | 3,4,5,6
community Regional policy memberin each of the 8 websites
RPC_AFRICA, | coordination regional regime TIP policy
RPC_AMER, communities.
RPC_EURO, Dichotomous. See note 3.
RPC_ME, RPC_NA,
RPC_RUS,
RPC_SASIA,
RPC_SEASIA
Sanction credibility, Hypothesis testing: Predicted credibility of US Prediction of the 3

highest of current or
previous year

SC L

SCO_L

Coercion

TIP sanctions. Ratio and
ordinal.

sanctioning decision
model in chapter 3
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Indicator Concept Operationalization Source Chapters
Sanctioned for TIP Sanctioning decision | Whether a country that US Presidential 3
(partial or full) model: Dependent received a tier 3 score in Memorandums
S2 | variable the TIP report was relating to TVPA
sanctioned, either full or sanctions
partial. Dichotomous.
Sanctioned for TIP, Hypothesis testing: Whether a country that US Presidential 3
current or previous Coercion received a tier 3 score in Memorandums
year the TIP report was relating to TVPA
S L sanctioned, either full or sanctions
partial, in the current or
previous year.
Dichotomous.
Scored in the USTIP Hypothesis testing: Whether a country was US TIP reports 3,4,5,6
report, current or Scorecard diplomacy | scored in the US TIP report
previous year. in the current or previous
TIPSCORE_L year. This excludes "special
cases." Dichotomous.
Sex trade policy TIP tier scoring Whether a country's sex US TIP reports 4
harms victims model: TIP policy trade policy as practiced is
STV | performance perceived to further
endanger TIP victims.
Dichotomous.
Source TIP tier scoring Whether a country is US TIP reports, GRETA | 4, 5*
SOURCE | model: Trafficking perceived to be a source reports
characteristics for transnational
trafficking. Dichotomous.
Sum of Hypothesis testing: The sum of the number of Regional organization | 5
membershipsin Regional policy regional organizations websites, various
regional coordination taking action on TIP (but other sources
organizations excluding organizations
combatting TIP focused on inter-regional
REG_SUM migration) in which the
country is a member or
participant. Count.
Sum of Hypothesis testing: The sum of the number of Regional organization | 5
memberships in Regional policy regional organizations in websites, various
regional coordination which the country is a other sources
organizations member which are taking
combatting TIP with action on TIP (but
a TIP coordinating excluding organizations
institution focused on inter-regional
REG_INST_MED migration) and have
coordinating institution.
Count.
Sum of Hypothesis testing: The sum of the number of Regional organization | 5,6
membershipsin Regional policy regional organizations in websites, various
regional coordination which the country is a other sources
organizations member which are taking
combatting TIP with action on TIP (but
external policy excluding organizations
evaluations focused on inter-regional
REG_INST_HIGH migration) that have an
external evaluation of a
member's TIP policy.
Count.
Total population Hypothesis testing: The total population, World Bank 3*

TPOPLN

State capacity

natural log. Continuous.
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Indicator Concept Operationalization Source Chapters
Trafficking TIP tier scoring Whether the target US TIP reports 4
convictions model: TIP policy country had any trafficking
TC | performance convictions in a given year.
Dichotomous.
Trafficking Sanctioning decision | Whether the target US TIP reports 3,4
prosecutions model: TIP policy country initiated any
TP | performance trafficking prosecutions in
a given year. Dichotomous.
TIP tier scoring
model: TIP policy
performance
Trafficking Protocol Hypothesis testing: Whether a country has UN Treaties Collection | 3,4,5,6
TPAEX | International policy acceded to the UN
regime Trafficking Protocol.
Dichotomous.
Trump TIP tier scoring US TIP report was issued 4
administration model: US during Trump's
3.PRES | characteristics Presidential
administration.
Dichotomous.
UN ideal point Sanctioning decision | The absolute distance Voeten et al. 2009; 3,4
distance with US, model: Relationship | between the voting ideal Baileyet al.2017; UN
centered on the with US points of the targetand General Assembly
mean the US centered on the Voting Data
UNIPD_C | TIP tierscoring mean. The ideal points are
model: Relationship | calculated per Bailey et alii
with US 2017. Continuous.
Upper-middle or Sanctioning decision | Country is classified as World Bank 3
high-income model: Country either an upper-middle- or
countries characteristics high-income country
HI according to the World
Bank. Dichotomous.
US militaryaid, any Sanctioning decision | Country receives US US AID Foreign Aid 3,4
amount model: Relationship | militaryaidin any amount. | Explorer, World Bank
USMILAIDD | withUS Dichotomous.
TIP tier scoring
model: Relationship
with US
US TIP tierscore TIP tier scoring Whether a country was US TIP reports 4
TT | model: Dependent scored at tier 1, tier 2, tier
variable 2 watchlist, or tier 3 in the
US TIP report in a given
year. Ordinal.
Use of government- Sanctioning decision | Reported use of US TIP reports 3,4

sponsored child
soldiers
GSCS

model: TIP policy
performance

TIP tier scoring
model: TIP policy
performance

government-sponsored
child soldiers.
Dichotomous.
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Indicator

Concept

Operationalization

Source

Chapters

Visit from the UN
Special Rapporteur
on Human
Trafficking

VSR

TIP tier scoring
model: TIP policy
performance

Whether a country hosted
an evaluative visit from the
UN Special Rapporteur on
Human Trafficking in a
given year. Dichotomous.

United Nations Office
of the High
Commissioner for
HumanRights.

4

Women's

participation in civil

society
V2CSGENDER

Hypothesis testing:

Women's political
power

The extent to which
women are participate in
or are excluded from civil
society organizations.
Continuous.

Varieties of
Democracy

3*

Women's political
empowerment
V2X_GENDER

Hypothesis testing:

Women's political
power

The capacity for women's
agency and social
participation, along the
dimensions of
fundamental civil liberties,
women's open discussion
of political issues and
participation in civil society
organizations, and the
descriptive representation
of womenin formal
political positions.
Continuous.

Varieties of
Democracy

3,4,5,6

World Bank income
classification
WBINC

Hypothesis testing:

State capacity

TIP tier scoring
model: State
capacity

Whether a country is
considered low-income,
lower-middle income,
upper-middle, or high
income. Ordinal.

World Bank

3,4,5,6

* The variable is used only in robustness checks for the chapter (see Appendix C).
"Various other sources" are listed in Appendix A.
The variable codes used in my Stata do files are listed in ALL CAPS inthe "Indicator" column.

Note 1. Neighbor-peers for the application of reputational pressure

Neighbor-peers: For determining whethera country was a "neighbor" to anotherfor

reputational pressure to apply, the following rules were applied in order to take into account a

country's peergroup:

In general, all direct neighbors (by land and within 150 miles via sea) are considered

neighbors, except:

e (Canadaandthe USA are neighbors, but they are not neighbors with any other countries.

e Spain and Morocco are not neighbors, but Turkey is neighbors with Greece and Bulgaria,

as well as Syria, Iraq, Armeniaand Georgia.
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Russia is only considered a neighborto Belarus, Ukraine, Kazakhstan & China.
The micro nationsin the Pacific are neighbors with each other.
The island nations of the eastern Caribbean are neighbors with each other.
All seven nations of Central America are neighbors with each other.
All five countries of Scandinavia (including Iceland) are neighbors with each other, but
not Russia.
All three Baltic States are neighbors of each other but not Russia.
Bosnia is a neighborto Albania and Kosovo.
Greece & Cyprus are neighbors.
Cabo Verde is neighbors with Senegaland Guinea-Bissau.
Algeria is not neighbors across the Sahara, but Libya is neighborwith Chad, and Egypt
with Sudan.
Lesotho and Eswatini are neighbors with each other.
Bhutan and Nepalare neighbors with each other (and India) but not with China.
Note 2. Method for counting road connections.

| used Google Maps and Google Earth (2019) to count road connections according to the

followingrules:

A majorroad (color yellow) crossed the border

A minor road (color white) crossed the border but was within a short distance of major
roads on both sides of the border

An urban area existed on both sides of the border

A ferry route connecting majorroads

In some cases in developing countries, Google Earth was consulted to determine if roads
existed orseemed the equivalent size on both sides of the border
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e Two countries with no major road connections but at least one minor road connection
counted forone connection
o Asearoute of 150 miles or less existed between the two countries
o However, thisis not additive if an existing ferry route exists
o Asearoute was not counted between Russiaand the United States
For countingroads, | considered French Guineaa part of France.
Note 3. Regional regime TIP policy complexes.
The regional regime complexes are defined as follows:
Africa: Any member of the African Union, East African Community, ECOWAS, ECCAS,
Intergovernmental Authority on Development, orthe Southern African Development
Community once these organizations begin coordination on TIP policy.
Americas: Any member of the Organization of American States once it begins coordination on
TIP policy.
Europe: Any member of the Organization for Security and Co-operationin Europe or the
European Union once these organizations begin coordination on TIP policy. Countries must be
located in Europe (i.e., have Correlates of War country codes between 200and 399). Aspirants
to the European Unionare also included.

Middle East and North Africa: Any member of the League of Arab States once it begins

coordination on TIP policy.
North America: Any member of the Organization for Security and Co-operationin Europe
located in North America (i.e., Canadaand the United States).

Russia & Central Asia: Any member of the Commonwealth of Independent States once it begins

coordination on TIP policy.
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Southeast Asia: Any member of Association of Southeast Asian Nations once it begins
coordination on TIP policy.
South Asia: Any member of the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation once it begins

coordination on TIP policy.
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APPENDIX C: ROBUSTNESS CHECKS
ROBUSTNESS CHECKS FOR CHAPTER 3

To testthe robustness of the resultsin chapter 3, | applied five tests: (1) usinga
clustered sandwich estimator to adjust the standard errors by ten political-cultural regions
rather than nineteen geographicregions, (2) droppingthe US policy recommendation variable
fromthe four models that included it, (3) substituting regional policy communities in the model
for regional density of the dependent variable, (4) substituting control variables forwomen's
participation in civil society and freedom of expression forwomen's political powerand
governmentaccountability, respectively, and (5) adding control variables for major war and

total population (naturallog) to the models. These results are shown on the tables that follow.
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Table AC-3-1. Chapter 3 Robustness Check 1: Adjust Standard Errors by Cultural Regions

Legal Reflecti
Criminalization Rove Institution NAP NRM eon
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
Sanction credibility, highest of current or previous year (base = none)
Low (< 0.25) 1.674 1.134 2.561 1.474 0.457 0.167
’ ***0.006 0.217 ***0,000 ***0.000 **0.043 0.129
. 1.133 0.890 5.042 1.867 0.342
Middling (0.25 - 0.50) 0.860 0.520 *%%0,000 *0.059 0.163
0.185 0.803 2.307 1.226 0.582
High (0.50 - 0.7
igh (0.50-0.75) *0.072 0.471 **0.065 0.639 0.371 Collinear (-
. 0.558 0.872 1.836 1.838 0.400
Very High (0.75-0.95) *0.099 0.645 *0.095 *££0,000 0.184
0.999 1.059 1.250 2.521 0.593
Highest .
ighest > 0.95) 0.998 0.908 0.876 *+0.026 0525
0.536 0.490 0.762
Sanctioned, current or previous year Collinear (-) 0214 0.664 Collinear (-) 0.832 Collinear (-)
. . 1.452 1.282 1.123 0.934 1.432 1.068
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year 0.152 0.228 0.453 0.347 0.382 0.908
. 1.924 1.437 1.115 1.651
US recommended policy #£%0,000 #%£0,000 0616 *£%0,000
. . . 8.710 3.648 9.424 1.229 +7.87x10"!
Regional density of policy *%0,000 *%%0,008 *#%0,000 0.601 *£%0,000
European RPC H;Zi;
8.748
Low sanction credibility X RPC Europe %0.080
. . . 1.014 1.003 0.986 0.996 0.995 0.972
Road count to neighbors with policy extant *0.076 0.350 *£%0.000 0.115 0.645 40,048
. 1.813 1.055
Protocol accession %0 000 0.627
2.082
Criminalization extant woxrg) gil
o P 1.112 3.370
Institutionalization extant 40,046 %0 000
24.517 3.083
NAP extant *%%0,000 *+%0,000
Institutionalization X NAP ***8[2)82
Legislative corruption or 0.901 0.933 1.257 1.541 0.484 0.774
Public sector corruption® 0.474 **0.045 0.741 **0.038 *0.083 0.851
' . 3.490 1.886 1.673 1.155 0.571 0.920
Women's political empowerment 0.265 *%0.011 0415 0.691 0574 0.960
- 1.165 1.056 1.841 1.156 1.185 1.620
Government accountability *0,094 0377 *+%0,000 *0,065 0.602 *0.076
0.615
X Government accountability %0018
. . ) 0.543 0.859 0.598 1.152 1.326
Significant domestic trafficking *%%0 000 0.220 0.107 *0.098 0112
. . . . 0.591 0.717 0.312 0.549 0.732
Human rights violations of victims 0.248 %0042 %0.088 %0021 0730
. - . 0.989 1.217 1.033 0.889 1.464
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0973 *0.084 0.868 0.326 %0 042
1.012
GDP per capita, in thousands 550,000
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low i 0.962 0.664 2.813 0.996 0.361
ow income 0.811 *4%0,002 40,022 0981 450,005
. . 1.525 0.692 1.871 0.853 0.824
Lower middle income *0,062 *%%0,000 0267 0.390 0.655
Upper middle income 0.627 0.790 1.049 1.012 0.751
**0.012 0.258 0.857 0.938 0.508
Subjects 165 171 166 172 171 160
Observations 1,347 2,829 1,002 2,899 2,463 2,777
Number of failures 146 648 153 396 87 42

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 10 political-culturally defined regions.
**% ne,01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. T This variable
is interacted with exp(-0.15t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time.
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Table AC-3-2. Chapter 3 Robustness Check 2: Drop US Recommendation from Models

Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NRM
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
Sanction credibility, highest of current or previous year (base = none)
2.293 1.138 3.073 0.500
Low (<0.25) *%%0,000 *%0,045 *#%0,000 *+0,045
[ 1.432 0.887 5.525 0.448
Middling (0.25 - 0.50) 0.431 0.645 *+%0,000 0.229
. 0.246 0.804 2.760 0.687
High (0.50-0.75) 0.182 0521 0.134 0596
. 0.810 0.865 1.965 0.378
Very High (0.75 - 0.95) 0.694 0611 0.258 0331
. 1.241 0.984 1.347 0.628
Highest (> 0.95) 0.829 0959 0.812 0.619
Sanctioned, current or previous year Collinear (-) 0.524 0.489 0.837
' P v 0131 0.634 0.843
. " 1.101 1.304 0.950 1.288
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year 0614 40,048 0797 0356
Regional density of poli 20.016 2.017 27.549 t1.18x10%°
& v orpoliey 50,000 40,014 40,000 *£%0,000
Road count to neighbors with policy extant 0.999 1.003 0.981 0.981
! & poliey 0.910 *+0.047 *#%0,003 *+0.040
Protocol accession 1.921 1.092
***0.001 0.443
Criminalization extant 2.269
**%0.000
— - 1.094
Institutionalization extant 0303
2.930
NAP extant *%%0 000
Legislative corruption or 0.864 0.941 1.180 0.501
Public sector corruption® 0.217 0.149 0.713 0.339
Women's political empowerment 5.977 2.447 2.919 0.686
political empowe *4%0,005 450,002 0.175 0.745
Government accountabilit 0.984 0.982 1.615 1.079
v 0.910 0.768 40,001 0.785
L 0.701
X Government accountability 0.065
- . . 0.726 0.872 0.732 1.417
Significant domestic trafficking 0.258 0282 0215 0169
Human rights violations of victims 0.822 0.748 0.352 0.919
8 0.604 0.201 0.198 0.913
. S . 1.133 1.262 0.913 1.610
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0.618 %0.069 0.629 %0.060
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 0.865 0.624 2.812 0.562
0.642 **0.022 ***0.007 0.307
Lower middle income 1.525 0.695 1.687 1.353
0.160 **0.030 0.178 0.486
. . 0.608 0.786 1.146 1.086
Upper middle income *0.078 0.199 0.528 0.828
Subjects 165 171 166 171
Observations 1,347 2,829 1,000 2,463
Number of failures 146 648 153 87

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions

*#% n<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. t This
variable is interacted with exp(-0.15t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time.
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Table AC-3-3. Chapter 3 Robustness Check 3: Include All Regional Policy Communities

o Legal o Reflection
Criminalization Revision Institution NAP NRM Period
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z]| P> |z| P> |z]| P> |z| P> |z]|
Sanction credibility, highest of current or previous year (base = none)
Low (< 0.25) 1.796 1.158 2.504 1.467 0.410 0.286
’ ***0.000 **0.027 ***0,001 ***0.000 ***0,005 0.260
. 1.287 1.007 4.309 1.863 0.310
Middling (0.25 - 0.50) 0.603 0.978 *++0,003 *+0.028 *0.069
0.185 0.851 1.868 1.068 0.431
High (0.50 - 0.7
igh (0.50-0.75) 0.110 0.643 0.260 0.869 0.269 Collinear ()
Very High (0.75 - 0.95) 0.563 0.893 1.607 1.696 0.291
v rien 87570 0.304 0.692 0.369 *0,010 0.120
" 1.034 1.049 0.845 2.595 0.579
Highest (> 0.95) 0.974 0.889 0.899 *%0.029 0523
0.514 0.580 0.609
Sanctioned, current or previous year Collinear (-) 0.140 0.709 Collinear (-) 0.628 Collinear (-)

. . 1.316 1.258 1.193 0.897 1.436 0.891
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year 0.262 *0.068 0.401 ¥%0.043 0211 0318
US recommended poli 1.867 1.439 1.115 1.624

poliey 50,004 40,000 0.705 *£%0,008
RPC for TIP, member
Africa 0.708 0.706 0.861 1.755 1.210 0.177
0.261 *0.062 0.678 ***0.000 0.646 0.147
Americas 1.141 0.713 1.219 1.480 1.254 1.115
0.528 **0.011 0.518 **0.021 0.512 0.857
Europe 2.401 1.481 1.282 1.784 2.437 7.022
P **0.013 ***0.000 0.271 ***0.000 **0.010 ***0.001
. . 0.993 1.195 1.159 0.687 0.837 .
Middle East & North Africa 0.081 0215 0.594 %0031 0539 Collinear (-)
North A . 1.345 2.639 1.137 10.868
orth America 0.747 *%%0.000 0.656 **%0,000
1.237 1.012 1.128 1.920 0.540
F R Collinear (-
ormer USS 0.662 0.955 oltinear ) 0.595 0273 0314
South Asia 0.672 0.936 1177 1.185 0.349 0.742
*0.079 0.679 0.609 0.198 ***0,003 0.654
1.641 1.057 0.714 1.078 1.218
theast Asi Collinear (5

Southeast Asia 0.156 0.650 0.259 0.505 0524 ollinear )

Low sanction credibility X RPC Europe 5.042

v P 0.167

Road ighb ith poli 1.015 1.001 0.992 0.994 0.994 0.966

oad count to neighbors with policy extant 0.143 0.665 *%0.049 *%(0.038 0.614 *%%(0 002
Protocol accession 1.939 1.172
***0.000 0.165

P 2.313

Criminalization extant 550,000
1.102 484
Institutionalization extant 0 225 ***3 030
26.186 3.522
NAP extant *%%0.000 *%%0 000

Institutionalization X NAP ***8;;3
Legislative corruption or 0.900 0.932 1.570 1.383 0.468 1.022
Public sector corruption® 0.350 0.123 0.355 0.346 0.303 0.987

, - 4.426 2.710 3.120 0.661 0.273 0.723
Women's political empowerment *%0,013 *#%0,000 0.147 0.283 0352 0915
- 1.084 1.030 1.533 1.074 1.241 1.233

Government accountability 0.625 0.677 *4%0,002 0.585 0537 0.489

X Government accountability ***gggg
Significant domestic trafficking **8[5)2; gg?é *ggzg é;ﬁ **égiz
Human rights violations of victims 0.576 0.718 0.341 0.544 0.755

0.169 0.157 0.115 **0.048 0.713
. e . 1.012 1.282 1.049 0.795 1.298
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0.970 0.076 079 0.086 0320
GDP per capital, in thousands **égig
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 1.223 0.834 2.415 0.885 0.320
0.535 0.270 ***0.009 0.677 0.105
Lower middle income 1.740 0.828 1.598 0.813 0.813
**0.050 0.203 0.231 0.476 0.703
. . 0.682 0.936 1.095 0.975 0.774
U ddl
pper middle Income 0.118 0.705 0.657 0.909 0.586
Subjects 165 171 166 172 171 160
Observations 1,347 2,829 1,000 2,899 2,463 2,777
Number of failures 146 648 153 396 87 42

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions. ***
p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. * Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others.
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Table AC-3-4. Chapter 3 Robustness Check 4: Substitute Women's Civil Society Participation
and Free Expression for Women's Political Empowerment and Government Accountability,

Respectively

Legal Reflecti
Criminalization Resig;on Institution NAP NRM ieeriogon
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
Sanction credibility, highest of current or previous year (base = none)
Low (< 0.25) 1.963 1.101 3.062 1.443 0.507 0.164
’ ***0.000 0.125 ***0.000 ***0.000 **0.038 0.118
S 1.238 0.890 5.297 1.985 0.420
Middling (0.25 - 0.50) 0.646 0.659 *%£%0,000 *%0.015 0.187
. 0.201 0.848 2.535 1.202 0.666
High (0.50 - 0.75
igh { ) 0.121 0.565 0.155 0.646 0.550 .
0.753 0.966 2.594 1.782 0.381 Collinear ()
Very High (075 - 0.95) 0.590 0.888 *0.078 470,008 0.330
0.935 0.994 1.313 2.415 0.467
Highest .
ighest > 0.95) 0.946 0.984 0.836 *0,019 0395
0.559 0.480 0.878
Sanctioned, current or previous year Collinear (-) 0.187 0.630 Collinear (-) 0.885 Collinear (-)
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year 1.125 1.288 0.968 0.955 1.345 1.056
! 0.526 **0.050 0.864 0.481 0.336 0.877
. 1.757 1.381 0.871 1.522
US recommended policy 40,013 40,000 0.650 %0072
) ) ) 24.248 2.299 28.304 1.016 +3.73x10°
Regional density of policy ¥ *%%0,000 *¥%0,006 *%%0,000 0.957 *%%0,000
European RPC ***(7)3(1);
8.694
Low sanction credibility X RPC Europe 0,087
. . . 1.000 1.003 0.981 0.997 0.983 0.973
Road count to neighbors with policy extant 0.975 %0024 540,001 0.260 %0047 540,009
Protocol accession 1.876 1.092
ol accessio *4%0,001 0.438
Criminalizati tant 2121
riminalization extan *%%0.000
Institutionalizati tant 1.116 3.263
nstitutionalization extan 0.240 450,000
24.011 3.037
NAP extant *%%0 000 *%%0.000
Institutionalization X NAP ***géig
Legislative corruption or 0.891 0.937 1.086 1.518 0.704 0.548
Public sector corruption® 0.280 0.173 0.817 0.198 0.679 0.553
, L . 1.254 1.111 1.411 1.092 0.875 0.952
Women's participation in civil society %0.022 *%0.013 *x%0 009 0165 0574 0883
Freedom of expression 1.210 1.227 3.991 1.403 0.826 3.088
P 0.602 0.191 ***0.006 0.188 0.777 0.103
- . . 0.686 0.848 0.699 1.137 1.424
Significant domestic trafficking 0.138 0.182 0133 0222 0210
Human rights violations of victims 0.845 0.730 0.387 0.559 1424
0.669 0.147 0.242 *0.057 0.210
. e . 1.182 1.288 0.889 0.864 0.907
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0525 %0027 0519 0281 0.902
T 1.012
GDP per capita, in thousands **0.049
World Bank income classification (base = high)
Low i 0.816 0.595 2.538 0.950 0.714
oW income 0.549 *%0,012 *%0,013 0.842 0516
Lower middle income 1.657 0.685 1.718 0.832 1.614
0.125 **0.027 0.158 0.495 0.277
Ubper middle income 0.678 0.794 1.137 0.996 1.259
PP 0.167 0.187 0.602 0.982 0.482
Subjects 166 171 168 172 171 160
Observations 1,359 2,850 1,011 2,920 2,478 2,810
Number of failures 147 654 155 400 87 42

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*#% p<,01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. t This variableis

interacted with exp(-0.15t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time.
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Table AC-3-5. Chapter 3 Robustness Check 5: Add Major War and Total Population

o Legal o Reflection
Criminalization Revision Institution NAP NRM Period
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z]| P> |z| P> |z]| P> |z| P> |z]|
Sanction credibility, highest of current or previous year (base = none)
Low (< 0.25) 2.105 1.110 3.170 1.391 0.505 0.167
’ ***0.000 *0.088 ***0.000 ***0.001 **0.037 0.112
. 1.650 0.893 6.079 1.828 0.445
Middling (0.25 - 0.50) 0.275 0.622 *+20,000 *+0,029 0.219
" . 0.843 2.304 0.776 1.024
High (0.50 - 0.75) Collinear (-) 0.638 0.265 0.666 0.972 collnear ()
Very High (0.75 - 0.95) 0.802 0.906 2411 1.797 0.434
v rien 87570 0722 0.756 0.156 *£%0,006 0415
. 0.986 0.956 1.882 2.529 0.699
Highest (> 0.95) 0.989 0.898 0623 *%0.012 0.703
. . . 0.730 0.581 . 0.961 .
Sanctioned, current or previous year Collinear (-) 0.898 0733 Collinear (-) 0.966 Collinear (-)
Neighbor had b . 1.120 1.311 0.914 0.962 1.237 1.060
eighbor had better score, current or previous year 0519 *%0.034 0.662 0611 0.456 0873
US recommended poli 1.732 1.368 0.800 1.437
poliey 0,022 40,000 0387 0123
Regional density of poli 28.590 2.455 30.483 0.884 5.59x10"°
8 v orpoliey 450,000 450,004 *£%0,000 0.692 *£%0,000
8.099
European RPC *%%0 000
. . 9.055
Low sanction credibility X RPC Europe ©0.079
Road tt izhb ith poli tant 1.000 1.004 0.979 1.001 0.985 0.969
0ad count to nefghbdors With policy extan 0.949 *%0,020 **%0.000 0.792 *0.076 *%0,012
Protocol . 1.888 1.110
rotocol accession %0 001 0.346
PR 2.467
Criminalization extant £5%0,000
Institutionalization extant 3.125
**%0.000
23.388 3.075
NAP extant %50 000 *%%0.000
0.314
Institutionalization X NAP *%%0) 000
Legislative corruption or 0.866 0.928 1.086 1.579 0.374 0.737
Public sector corruption® 0.214 0.112 0.861 0.142 0.242 0.770
Women's political empowerment 3.723 2.359 3.063 1.156 0.332 0.700
P P *0.078 *£%0,004 0.154 0.704 0470 0.887
Government accountabilit 1.022 1.013 1.643 1.172 1.069 1.617
¥ 0.890 0.853 ***0,002 **0.049 0.820 0.120
- 0.755
X Government accountability 0181
Significant d tic trafficki 0.712 0.846 0.694 1.180 1.492
'gnificant domestic trafficking 0.219 0.199 0.138 *0.091 0.112
Human rights violations of victims 0.715 0.811 0.571 0.626 0.527
e 0.564 0.292 0.555 0.136 0.538
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 1.078 1.197 0.928 0.848 1.486
P v 0.789 0.116 0.677 0.251 0.117
Maior war 0.624 0.876 0.610 0.749 1.290 Collinear ()
! 0.466 0.571 0.186 0.461 0.774
Total population, natural o 1.018 0.980 1.071 0.917 0.997 1.060
pop ' & 0.787 0.403 0.255 *#%0,000 0.963 0.546
1.012
GDP per capita, in thousands % 333
World Bank income classification (base = high)
Low income 0.870 0.668 3.214 1.067 0.689
0.698 *0.055 ***0.001 0.809 0.555
Lower middle income 1.577 0.718 1.835 0.910 1.562
0.200 *0.066 0.132 0.744 0.367
Upper middle income 0.670 0.807 1.250 1.032 1.185
PP 0.175 0216 0311 0.873 0.689
Subjects 157 163 158 164 163 160
Observations 1,251 2,702 921 2,759 2,344 2,777
Number of failures 142 631 149 386 84 42

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*#% p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. t This variableis

interacted with exp(-0.15t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time.
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ROBUSTNESS CHECKS FOR CHAPTER 4
To testthe robustness of the resultsin chapter4, | applied three tests: (1) using a
clustered sandwich estimator to adjust the standard errors by ten political-cultural regions
rather than nineteen geographicregions, (2) substituting the sanction credibility measure |
developedin chapter3 forlow TIP scores, and (3) interacting the measure for reputational
pressure with freedom of expression, which was substituted for government accountability.

These results are shownin the tables that follow.
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Table AC-4-1. Chapter4 Robustness Check 1: Adjust Standard Errors by Cultural Regions

Reflecti
Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM T) ef:tlon
eriod
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z]| P> |z| P> |z]| P> |z| P> |z]|
2.432 1.4 2.824 1.2
Scored in US TIP report, current or previous year *0 025 *0 0(7)8 *kQ 326 0 733
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year 1.278 1.258 1.023 0.918 1.329 1.108
& ’ P v 0314 0277 0.905 0.256 0.502 0.862
US recommended policy, current or previous year 1.864 1.442 1.038 1.567
polley, P v *£%0,000 *%%0,000 0.837 *%%0,001
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 1455 1.071 2.225 1.520 0.505 0.120
g P Y *+0.028 0452 *£%0,001 *£%0,000 0.108 *0.072
. - . 9.809 3.622 t378.867 1.234 1 6.04x10*®
Regional density of policy *£%0,000 *+0,013 *%%0,000 0585 *%%0,000
. . . 6.688
European Regional Policy Community member *%0.028
11.401
Low TIP score X RPC Europe 0.051
Road count to neighbors with policy extant 1.012 1.003 0.984 0.9% 0.995 0.972
€ poliley 0.108 0397 *%%0,000 *0.067 0.639 *+0,033
Protocol accession 1.863 1.055
***0.000 0.630
P 2.008
Criminalization extant 30,002
Instituti lizati tant 1.128 3.379
nstitutionalization extan ¥%0.017 *%%0 000
24.827 2.890
NAP extant *£%0,000 40,001
— R 0.274
Institutionalization X NAP *%%0.000
Legislative corruption or 0.919 0.928 1.337 1.608 0.547 0.777
Public sector corruption* 0.496 **0.050 0.639 **0.032 0.189 0.866
' . 2.830 1.759 1.094 1.204 0.597 0.265
Women's political empowerment 0.158 *+0,043 0.898 0580 0.613 0419
G t tabilit 1.293 1.090 1.870 1.157 1.167 2.039
overnment accountabifity *0.097 0.137 *¥%0,000 *%0.024 0.560 **+0.006
- 0.640
X Government accountability %0014
- . . 0.532 0.850 0.619 1.163 1.391 1.013
Significant domestic trafficking *£%0,000 0.193 0.122 *0.067 #0041 0952
Human rights violations of victims 0.369 0.656 0.238 0.558 0.754 1.650
8 0.119 **0.015 **0.030 **0.014 0.718 0.242
. . - . 0.954 1.218 1.021 0.869 1.453
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0871 %0.005 0.925 0215 *0.071
. 1.012
GDP per capita *%%0 000
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low i 1.070 0.665 2.518 0.978 0.322
oW income 0.756 *%40,002 *¥0,039 0.883 40,002
Lower middle income 1.638 0.693 1.723 0.840 0.742
**0.023 ***0,001 0.319 0.387 0.470
Upper middle income 0.611 0.787 0.877 0.996 0.677
PP *£%0,005 0.254 0.636 0.982 0.365
Subjects 165 171 166 172 171 157
Observations 1,349 2,828 1,002 2,898 2,461 2,321
Number of failures 146 648 154 396 87 41

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 10 political-culturally defined regions.
*H% ne 01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. t This variableis
interacted with exp(-0.10t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time. ¥ This variable is interacted with exp(-0.25t) to model a decay in the variable's influence
over time.
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Table AC-4-2. Chapter4 Robustness Check 2: Substitute Sanction Credibility for Low TIP Score

Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM Riﬂef:tlon
eriod
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z]| P> |z| P> |z]| P> |z| P> |z]|
Scored in US TIP report, current or previous year (2)233 é?gi **;ggi (1)%2
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year 1.058 1.266 0.859 0.943 1.397 1112
0.777 *0.081 0.425 0.352 0.242 0.782
US recommended policy, current or previous year 1.676 1.382 0.815 1.571
**0.019 ***0.000 0.448 **0.042
Sanction credibility, highest of current or previous year (base = none)
Low (< 0.25) 1.943 1.114 2.763 1.442 0.422 0.148
**%0.000 *0.089 ***0.000 **%0.000 **0.010 *0.086
P 1.242 0.903 4.952 1.829 0.372 .
Middling (0.25 - 0.50) 0.644 0.682 *%%0 000 #%0.019 0127 Collinear (-)
" 0.196 0.775 2.436 1.196 0.628 .
High (0.50-0.75) 0.117 0.430 0.192 0.657 0.521 Collinear ()
vy 073059 e el I ) I (et
. 0.872 0.970 1.257 2.462 0.605 .
Highest (> 0.95) 0.894 0.926 0.856 *%0.022 0.580 Collinear ()
Sanctioned in current or previous year Collinear (-) gigg gzg Collinear (-) g;ig Collinear (-)
Regional density of policy 23.661 2.235 14205.489 1.002 +9.80x10°°
**%0.000 **%0.008 ***0.000 0.994 ***0.000
. . . 6.583
European Regional Policy Community member +%%0.000
. . 10.218
Low sanction credibility X RPC Europe *0.056
Road count to neighbors with policy extant 0.999 1.003 0.979 0.997 0.986 0.972
0.914 *0.060 ***0.002 0.314 0.171 **0.012
Protocol accession 1872 1.094
***0.000 0.419
Criminalization extant 2.326
***0.000
I - 1.091 3.308
Institutionalization extant 0.360 550,000
T
T - 0.285
Institutionalization X NAP *%%0.000
Legislative corruption or 0.868 0.927 1.275 1.544 0.450 0.677
Public sector corruption* 0.210 *0.076 0.566 0.187 0.289 0.681
Women's political empowerment 4.667 2.679 2.501 1.246 0.786 0.482
***0,005 ***0,001 0.280 0.591 0.841 0.778
Government accountability 0.959 0.988 1.613 1.137 1.056 1.672
0.777 0.866 ***0.000 0.118 0.855 *0.066
X Government accountability *gggg
Significant domestic trafficking 0.725 0.867 0.811 1.157 1.459 0.991
0.249 0.252 0.399 0.187 0.118 0.984
Human rights violations of victims 0.855 0.764 0.342 0.565 0.882
0.679 0.222 0.176 *0.054 0.871
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 1.034 1.232 0.812 0.889 1.534 1.608
0.902 0.100 0.300 0.420 0.106 0.488
. 1.011
GDP per capita *%0.044
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 0.803 0.603 2.550 0.980 0.387
0.510 **0.014 **%0.007 0.944 *0.094
Lower middle income 1.554 0.679 1.515 0.850 1.024
0.189 **0.023 0.276 0.581 0.958
Upper middle income 0.637 0.767 1.014 1.021 0.885
0.116 0.138 0.950 0.918 0.748
Subjects 165 171 166 172 171 157
Observations 1,347 2,826 1,000 2,896 2,461 2,320
Number of failures 146 647 153 396 87 41

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions. ***
p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others.  This variable is
interacted with exp(-0.10t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time.  This variable is interacted with exp(-0.25t) to model a decay in the variable's influence

over time.
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Table AC-4-3. Chapter4 Robustness Check 3: Interact Neighbor with Better Score with
Freedom of Expression

Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM Reﬂe‘ctlon
Period
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
. . 2.492 1.350 2.614 1.256
Scored in US TIP report, current or previous year 0.261 0.174 *%0.030 0.765
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year 0.801 1.522 0.352 0.926 0.330 0.875
& ’ P v 0.763 0.263 #0032 0.780 *0.058 0.945
US recommended policy, current or previous year 1.642 1.404 0.803 1.572
policy, cu P Y **0.016 *%%0,000 0.410 *+0.045
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 1.769 1.046 2914 1494 0.622 0.123
g P Y 40,001 0.524 50,000 *£40,000 0.207 *0.073
Regional density of poli 24.081 2.272 14421.326 1.049 +1.06x10°!
& y ofpoliy *+%0,000 *%%0,007 *+%0,000 0.870 *+%0,000
. . . 6.104
European Regional Policy Community member *4%0.000
10.694
Low TIP score X RPC Europe 0.055
. . . 1.000 1.003 0.981 0.997 0.991 0.973
Road count to neighbors with policy extant 0.981 %0.096 *%%0,004 0221 0305 %0 014
Protocol accession 1919 1.094
***0.000 0.422
P 2.230
Criminalization extant £5%0.000
- e 1.127 3.384
Institutionalization extant 0210 240,000
25.607 3.017
NAP extant *%%0.000 *%50.000
I R 0.272
Institutionalization X NAP *%%0.000
Legislative corruption or 0.899 0.920 0.953 1.521 0.661 0.596
Public sector corruption® 0.333 *0.052 0.898 0.157 0.599 0.611
Wi | Jitical t 3.727 2.468 1.699 1.292 0.731 0.519
omen's political empowermen *+0.012 *4%0,000 0.558 0.483 0.818 0.767
. 1.197 1.286 2.456 1.443 0.304 4.792
Freedom of Expression 0.754 0363 0.128 0210 0.239 0.198
. 1.316 0.786 3.210 1.000 5.847 1.317
X Neighbor had better score 0.747 0.526 *0.057 1.000 #4%0,0022 0.889
- . . 0.679 0.851 0.850 1.166 1.450 0.932
Significant domestic trafficking 0175 0.189 0.525 0.166 0.195 0.871
Human rights violations of victims 0.629 0.6% 0.336 0.579 0.979
8 0.296 0.115 *0.073 *0.057 0.975
. s . 1.051 1.256 0.894 0.876 1.400
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0.849 0.076 0.604 0333 0210
. 1.013
GDP per capita *%%0.006
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 0.909 0.608 2.083 0.956 0.473
0.774 **0.013 *0.075 0.875 0.153
Lower middle income 1.638 0.681 1.426 0.831 1.287
0.132 **0.019 0.379 0.548 0.575
Upper middle income 0.591 0.766 0.923 0.998 1.098
PP %0074 0.130 0.740 0.993 0.772
Subjects 165 171 166 172 171 157
Observations 1,349 2,828 1,002 2,898 2,461 2,321
Number of failures 146 648 154 396 87 41

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions. ***
p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. ? See Figure AC-4-3
for a graphical interpretation of the interaction. T This variable is interacted with exp(-0.10t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time. ¥ This variable is
interacted with exp(-0.25t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time.
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ROBUSTNESS CHECKS FOR CHAPTER 5
To testthe robustness of the resultsin chapter5, | applied fourtests: (1) using a
clustered sandwich estimator to adjust the standard errors by ten political-cultural regions
rather than nineteen geographicregions, (2) interactingthe number of membershipsin regional
organizations with the primary regional policy community, (3) interacting CSO cooperation with
the primary regional policy community, and (4) including additional variables which might
explain participation in inter-regional organizations coordinating migration policy. These results

are shown in the tables that follow.
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Table AC-5-1. Chapter5 Robustness Check 1: Adjust Standard Errors by Cultural Regions

Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM Riﬂef:tlon
eriod
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
African RPC 1.530 0.944 1.306 2.522 3.792 0.131
0.175 0.722 0.401 **%0.000 **0.014 0.114
American RPC 1.171 0.746 1.039 1.767 1.790 0.876
0.512 *0.058 0.874 ***0.001 0.139 0.913
European RPC 1.145 0.994 0.871 1.467 2.866 4.453
0.576 0.962 0.588 ***0.000 **0.018 *0.078
. . 0.945 1.255 1.212 0.704 0.843 .
Middle East/North African RPC 0.855 0.231 0.654 240,002 0.640 Collinear (-)
. 0.815 2.138 1.075
North American RPC 0829 %0040 0749
o el e - -
. 1.139 1.157 0.940 1.162 0.467 0.628
South Asian RPC 0526 0.488 0.810 0331 0.145 0533
. 1.222 0.955 0.572 1.064 1.963 .
Southeast Asian RPC 0.489 0.819 %0 004 0.559 %0057 Collinear (-)
Regional density of policy 7.152 2.637 31.089 1.560 17.68x10%* $6.24x10%’
***0.000 **0.016 **0.010 0.120 **%0.004 ***0.000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.821 1.211 0.851 1.370 2.010 0.610
coordinating migration ***0.001 0.159 0.614 **0.044 **0.012 0.282
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional 1.797 1.141 0.753 1.128 1.145 0.277
organization coordinating migration **0.020 0.279 0.366 0.410 0.720 **0.038
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional 0.784 0.962 0.837 0.969 0.696 0.997
organizations with institutionalized cooperation 0.224 0.501 0.138 0.533 0.159 0.989
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional 2.016 1.130 1.070 1.112 1.021 0.671
organizations with external evaluations of policy **0.010 0.125 0.507 *0.082 0.949 0.454
. 2.854
Scored in US TIP report %0035
. . 12.831 0.885
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year 0102 0.062
US recommended policy, current or previous year ***2'189 1472 1.512
! 0.000 **%0.000 **0.047
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 1830 1.069 2.260 1553 0.624 0.178
***0.000 0.542 **%0.002 ***0.000 0.100 0.123
7.632
X RPC Europe 0.084
Road count to neighbors with policy extant 1.014 1.000 0.990 0.992 0.991 0.975
0.255 0.963 **%0.000 ***0.003 0.418 **0.020
Protocol accession 1923 1.126
**%0.000 0.295
Criminalization extant ***2‘260
0.000
I - 1.090 3.476
Institutionalization extant 0117 550,000
25.172 2.776
NAP extant *%%0.000 *%%0 000
o R 0.270
Institutionalization X NAP *%%0.000
Legislative corruption or 0.916 0.937 1.340 1.322 0.449 0.682
Public sector corruption® 0.519 *0.092 0.658 0.183 0.288 0.789
Women's political empowerment 3.081 . 2.253 1.242 0.617 0.165 0.075
0.329 **0.001 0.728 **0.022 0.225 0.254
Government accountability 1.268 1.103 1.751 1.099 1.371 1.401
0.156 0.103 **%0.002 0.363 0.387 0.351
- 0.632
X Government accountability 50,010
Significant domestic trafficking ***0.505 0.848 0.606 1.050 1.281 1.121
0.000 0.117 0.136 0.647 0.384 0.402
Human rights violations of victims 0.338 0.653 0.222 0.533 0.708
*0.090 **0.025 **0.042 ***0.004 0.605
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0.970 t2.337 1.015 0.791 1.336 2.873
0.919 **%0.000 0.951 **0.031 0.310 **0.011
. 1.006
GDP per capita 0.281
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 1.257 0.782 1.935 0.803 0.221
0.272 0.141 0.1581 *0.090 **0.046
Lower middle income 1.785 0.767 1.460 0.739 0.481
***0.007 *0.053 0.510 0.114 0.239
Upper middle income 0.690 0.900 0.735 0.898 0.518
*0.069 0.616 0.365 0.499 0.247
Subjects 165 171 166 172 171 157
Observations 1,349 2,828 1,002 2,898 2,461 2,321
Number of failures 146 648 154 396 87 41

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 10 political-culturally defined regions.
*#% p<,01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. t This variableis
interacted with exp(-0.10t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time.  This variable is interacted with exp(-0.20t) to model a decay in the variable's influence

over time.
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Table AC-5-2. Chapter5 Robustness Check 2: Interact Memberships with Regional
Organizations with Primary Regional Policy Community

Reflecti
Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM € e. ‘on
Period
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z] P> |z| P> |z]
African Primary RPC 2.775 0.846 1.461 1.531 1.404 0.024
v **%0.006 0.664 0.331 0.284 0.786 **0.013
X Numb £ bershios i ional izati 0.379 0.805 0.332 1.350 2.036 0.475
umber of memberships in regional organizations *%0.030 0.540 *%%0 002 *0.085 0383 0.151
. . 0.242 0.414 0.346 2.327 . 0.003
American Primary RPC 0.250 %0 002 %0016 0.257 Collinear (+) %0 003
e " R 1.103 1.471 . 0.830 3.35x10°° 34.751
X Number of memberships in regional organizations 0.923 0.161 Omitted 0.746 +%%0 000 *%%0.000
European Primary RPC 0.794 1.448 1.964 2.099 3.049 11.052
P v 0.644 40,034 0.150 *%%0,000 01001 40,028
X Number of memberships in regional organizations 0.449 0.723 0.290 0.962 0.964 0.320
! psinreg & *0,055 0.240 *+%0,004 0.786 0.958 *%%0,007
. ) . 0.264 1.234 1.526 0.256 0.603 .
Middle East/North African Primary RPC *%0.037 0.527 0.478 *%%0.008 0.601 Collinear
P . R 1.357 0.803 0.370 2.778 2.191 "
X Number of memberships in regional organizations 0.564 0.567 *5%0,005 50,003 0333 Collinear
. 0.237 4.484 ) 4.774 0.039 .
Former USSR Primary RPC %0.086 50,000 Collinear (-) 50,000 0.190 Collinear
P . L . 0.412 0.169 0.631 4.719 .
X Number of memberships in regional organizations Omitted 540,006 0.260 50,018 0.141 Collinear
. . 0.505 0.867 0.458 1.390 0.882 0.170
South Asian Primary RPC 0,014 0.632 *0.053 *40,003 0.874 40,004
X Number of memberships in regional organizations Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted
. . 0.824 0.932 0.732 0.633 0.836 .
Southeast Asian Primary RPC 0661 0714 0.606 *%0.040 0.809 Collinear
X Number of memberships in regional organizations 0.446 0.849 0.368 1.600 1.878 Collinear
! psinreg & *+0.014 0548 *+%0,002 *%0,002 0.477
Regional density of poli 56.506 1.674 15155.392 1.251 $7.49x10°7 $9.24x10%°
& v orpolley *£40,000 *0.079 *£%0,000 0.404 £%0,000 #£40,000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.722 1.179 0.748 1.295 1.912 0.354
coordinating migration *0.063 0.344 0.192 **0.045 **0.034 0.280
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional 1.608 1.149 0.785 1.076 1.173 0.157
organization coordinating migration *0.084 0.404 0.378 0.639 0.639 **0.045
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional 1.982 1.228 2.328 0.933 0.771 2.137
organizations with external evaluations of policy **0.030 0.465 ***0.006 0.591 0.686 0.118
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Table AC-5-2. Chapter5 Robustness Check 2: Interact Memberships in Regional Organizations
with Primary Regional Policy Community, continued

Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM Reﬂe.ctlon
Period
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
Scored in US TIP report **gggg
. . 12.453 0.877
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year %0023 *%0.020
US recommended policy, current or previous year **1'849 1.465 1.400
0.022 ***0.000 0.240
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 1.970 1.125 2.248 1.531 0.592 0.805
! **%0.001 0.110 ***0.000 **%0.000 *0.055 0.617
Road count to neighbors with policy extant 0.998 1.000 0.981 0.993 0.990 0.953
0.914 0.883 **0.015 0.128 0.561 ***0.007
Protocol accession ***2'013 1173
0.001 0.166
Criminalization extant 271
**%0.000
I - 1.066 3.437
Institutionalization extant 0.500 440000
25.936 2.726
NAP extant *%%0 000 *%%0.000
— L 0.266
Institutionalization X NAP *%%0.000
Legislative corruption or 0.875 0.940 12.855 1.289 0.363 0.893
Public sector corruption® 0.259 0.197 0.153 0.432 0.266 0.944
Wormen's political empowerment 5.487 2.892 3.918 0.621 0.325 0.415
***0.008 ***0.001 0.213 0.149 0.520 0.738
Government accountability 1.224 1.075 1.607 1.110 0.987 1.578
0.223 0.397 ***0.004 0.405 0.970 0.221
- 0.799
X Government accountability 0224
Signifi d . fhicki 0.631 0.874 0.946 1.056 1.467 0.444
fgnificant domestic trafficking *0.089 0.187 0.853 0.634 0.141 *+0,011
] I i 0.625 0.672 0.298 0.533 0.870
Human rights violations of victims 0292 *0.071 0112 %0 045 0.860
I . ith civil soci TP 1.191 12.339 0.904 0.799 1.615 1.431
ooperation with dvil society on 0.527 **0.015 0.627 *0.083 *0.085 0.682
) 1.005
GDP per capita 0.598
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 0.842 0.782 1.459 0.767 0.238
0.541 0.174 0.374 0.316 *0.076
Lower middle income 1.671 0.767 1.017 0.715 0.648
0.108 *0.080 0.965 0.268 0.508
Upper middle income 0.632 0.878 0.649 0.874 0.603
*0.087 0.442 **0.042 0.550 0.419
Subjects 165 171 166 172 171 157
Observations 1,349 2,828 1,002 2,898 2,461 2,321
Number of failures 146 648 154 396 87 41

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. t This variableis
interacted with exp(-0.10t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time.  This variable is interacted with exp(-0.20t) to model a decay in the variable's influence

over time.
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Table AC-5-3. Chapter5 Robustness Check 3: Interact CSO Cooperation with Primary Regional
Policy Community

Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM ReﬁeFtlon
Period
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
African Pri RPC 2214 1.995 2.143 2.782 4.422 0.180
rican Frimary 0.159 *0.083 0.296 *%%0,000 *¥0,013 0.258
. 0.658 0.360 0.337 0.712 0.669 .
X G50 moperation 0.463 *£40,005 0.159 0421 0.626 Collinear
. q 0.449 0.869 1.826 2.925 3.254 "
American Primary RPC 0.357 0.404 0.340 #%0.017 0,060 Collinear
X CSO cooperation 1.422 0.833 0.333 0.787 0.506 0.793
P 0.644 0.528 0.131 0.503 0.246 0.802
0.642 1.878 1.500 2.043 1.182
Ei Pri RPC Collii
uropean Primary 0507 *+0.028 0.502 *0.094 0.811 ollinear (+)
. 0.954 0.502 0.478 0.799 2.265 .
X €S0 cooperation 0.947 %0.057 0352 0.628 0.18s | Collinear()
0.434 1.475 1.795 1.401 1.124
iddle E ican Pri P i g
Middle East/North African Primary RPC 0.150 0.111 0.444 0392 0.881 Collinear (-)
. 4.664 0.855 0.515 0.800 1.330 .
X G0 ooperation 40,003 0.653 0.441 0576 0798 | Colfinear )
" 1.002 1.838 . 2.229 . .
Former USSR Primary RPC 0.997 0.198 Collinear (-) #%0.012 Collinear (-) Collinear (-)
. " 0.402 0.529 0.649 . .
X CSO cooperation Collinear (-) %0.066 0.349 0161 Collinear (+) Collinear (-)
q q 0.470 1.256 1.112 2.391 1.044 0.220
Seilh A A=t (e *0.070 0.267 0.891 *%0,000 0.959 *+0.002
. 2.407 0.735 0.751 0.375 0.341 .
X G50 cooperation 0.116 0.300 0.707 *£%0,000 *0.070 Sl
. . 1.520 1.430 2.185 1.641 . .
Southeast Asian Primary RPC 0354 *0.076 0.253 0186 Collinear (-) Collinear (-)
. 0.398 0.586 0.175 0.621 " .

X CSO cooperation 0108 %0.063 %0 012 0242 Collinear (+) Collinear (-)
Regional density of poli 36.175 1.752 14552.498 1.056 $2.27x10%° $5.53x10%
eglonal density of policy *£%0,000 *0.065 *%%0,005 0.828 *+%0,000 *£%0,000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.909 1.275 0.846 1.316 1.811 0.684
coordinating migration **0.039 0.166 0.411 **0.020 *0.065 0.620
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional 1.798 1.233 0.833 1.067 1.030 0.327
organization coordinating migration **0.048 0.192 0.555 0.612 0.945 0.208
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional 0.691 0.976 0.739 0.994 0.855 0.942
organizations with institutionalized cooperation *0.067 0.725 *0.054 0.942 0.580 0.853
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional 1.965 1.091 1.129 1.035 0.879 0.849
organizations with external evaluations of policy **0.016 0.214 **0.012 0.727 0.686 0.768
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Table AC-5-3. Chapter5 Robustness Check 3: Interact CSO Cooperation with Primary Regional
Policy Community, continued

Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM Reﬂe‘ctlon
Period
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z] P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
. 2.305
Scored in US TIP report *%().048
. . 12.592 0.896
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year %0012 40,036
US recommended policy, current or previous year 1.862 1.431 1.521
**0.018 ***0.000 0.118
Tier 2 hii ier3 . 1.873 1.082 2.228 1.530 0.636 0.762
ier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 540,006 0.255 %0 000 540,000 %0091 0.4%6
Road count to neighbors with policy extant 1.001 1.002 0.984 0.993 0.984 0.964
0.924 0.414 **0.028 **0.026 0.137 ***0.009
. 1.978 1.138
Protocol accession *%%0.002 0.256
Criminalization extant 2758
**%0.000
I - 1.090 3.276
Institutionalization extant 0.298 540,000
24.279 2.664
NAP extant *%%0.000 #4%0.001
— L 0.280
Institutionalization X NAP *%%0.000
Legislative corruption or 0.864 0.942 11.963 1.327 0.360 1.265
Public sector corruption® 0.240 0.190 0.344 0.372 0.222 0.886
Wormen's political empowerment 5.913 2.828 3.325 0.818 0.363 0.426
***0.006 ***0.001 0.245 0.576 0.460 0.744
Government accountability 1.147 1.036 1.465 1.104 1.058 1.287
0.408 0.632 **0.027 0.348 0.881 0.541
- 0.701
X Government accountability %0.058
Significant domestic trafficking 0.645 0.887 0.902 1.122 1.458 0.550
0.120 0.246 0.732 0.342 0.165 *0.057
] I i 0.511 0.670 0.244 0.563 1.159
Human rights violations of victims 0261 0103 %0088 0157 0.840
. e . 1.025 1.961 1.767 1.104 1.512 .
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0.959 %0022 0.420 0.737 0.454 Collinear (+)
) 1.006
GDP per capita 0.506
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 0.826 0.810 1.780 0.901 0.284
0.502 0.269 0.157 0.715 *0.097
Lower middle income 1.471 0.777 1.246 0.824 0.757
0.244 0.134 0.571 0.535 0.682
Upper middle income 0.576 0.899 0.758 0.951 0.685
**0.032 0.536 0.238 0.814 0.533
Subjects 165 171 166 172 171 157
Observations 1,349 2,828 1,002 2,898 2,461 2,321
Number of failures 146 648 154 396 87 41

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.

*** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. t This variableis
interacted with exp(-0.10t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time.  This variable is interacted with exp(-0.20t) to model a decay in the variable's influence
over time.
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Table AC-5-4 Chapter5 Robustness Check 4: Include Additional Variables for Explaining Inter-

regional Migration Organizations

Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM Reﬂe.ctlon
Period
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
African RPC M2.259 0.955 0.866 2321 4.193 0.218
0.037 0.822 0.639 ***0.000 ***0.008 0.211
A . RPC 0.811 0.795 0.868 1.620 1.726 1.394
merican 0512 0171 0.741 *4%0,008 0.180 0.756
European RPC 0.541 1.115 0.798 1.599 3.204 2.620
**0.019 0.494 0.549 ***0.001 **%0.003 0.317
. . 1.022 1.281 1.504 0.678 0.650 .
Middle East/North African RPC 0.041 0.072 0.424 40,010 0229 Collinear (-)
. 0.268 2217 1.247
North American RPC 0.357 *%%0.001 0.475
1.065 0.954 . 1.092 2.335 0.961
Former USSR RPC 0.910 0.79 Collinear ) 0.716 0.185 0.974
. 1.212 1.040 1.001 1.153 0.547 0.482
South Asian RPC 0349 0.798 0.998 0.255 0.192 0.246
! 0.641 1.062 0.610 1.085 1.889 .
Southeast Asian RPC 0165 0677 0218 0556 0123 Collinear (-)
Regional density of policy 59.574 1.523 +11608.16 1.070 1 6.10x10** +9.03x10*
***0.000 0.178 **%0.000 0.790 **%0.000 ***0.000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 2133 1.288 0.837 1.364 1.639 1.694
coordinating migration **0.034 0.247 0.491 **0.015 0.126 0.587
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional 1.901 1.280 0.571 1.194 1.769 0.235
organization coordinating migration *0.094 0.111 0.148 0.359 0.158 *0.068
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional 0.653 1.000 0.774 0.975 0.780 0.777
organizations with institutionalized cooperation **0.037 0.995 0.122 0.762 0.327 0.604
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional 2.220 1.131 1.162 1.079 0.891 1.051
organizations with external evaluations of policy ***0.003 0.119 0.438 0.419 0.735 0.933
Emigrant-sending county 0.952 1.058 0.657 1.063 1.831 0.354
0.907 0.701 0.281 0.736 *0.091 0.210
s 0.791 1.029 1.493 1.124 0.858 0.644
ource country 0.285 0.815 0.143 0419 0.682 0392
. . : 1.717 0.665 1.075 0.792 1.064 0.314
Ratio of trade with advanced economies 0.400 0285 0.920 0561 0.934 %0.007
. 2.402
Scored in US TIP report %0.053
) ; 12.785 0.863
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year %0 011 %0014
Us ded poli . 1.766 1.446 1.466
recommended policy, current or previous year 40,023 %0 000 0.184
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 1.956 1.082 2.355 1.570 0.539 0.182
! ***0.002 0.301 ***0.000 ***0.000 **0.020 0.122
9.875
X RPC Europe *0.058
Road count to neighbors with policy extant 1.003 1.000 0.984 0.992 0.981 0.960
0.877 0.846 **0.024 **0.033 *0.093 **0.040
P | . 1.988 1.222
rotocol accession 540,001 0,099
Criminalization extant 2.529
**%0.000
Institutionalization extant 1.063 3.424
0.473 **%0.000
24.766 2.646
NAP extant *%%0 000 *%%0.000
I L 0.280
Institutionalization X NAP *%%0.000
Legislative corruption or 0.902 0.941 +3.314 1.358 0.439 0.760
Public sector corruption® 0.394 0.212 0.137 0.337 0.334 0.865
Wormen's political empowerment 5.690 2.610 4.467 0.635 0.104 0.055
**%0.004 **%0.007 0.222 0.247 0.155 0.392
Government accountability 1.091 1.087 1.743 1.099 1.320 2372
0.643 0.294 **%0.000 0.441 0.491 ***0.004
- 0.654
X Government accountability %0022
Significant domestic trafficking 0.735 0.847 0.807 1.042 1.517 0.629
0.243 0.177 0.506 0.678 0.117 0.274
Human rights violations of victims 0.600 0.666 0.290 0.541 0.813
0.279 *0.095 0.128 *0.052 0.772
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 1.196 ¥ 2308 0.863 0.782 1515 1421
0.523 **0.022 0.475 *0.068 0.171 0.647
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Table AC-5-4. Chapter5 Robustness Check 4: Include Additional Variables for Explaining Inter-

regional Migration Organizations, continued

Criminalization

Hazard ratio

Legal Revision

Hazard ratio

Institution

Hazard ratio

NAP

Hazard ratio

NRM

Hazard ratio

Reflection
Period
Hazard ratio

Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
. 1.004
GDP per capita 0.687
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
. 1.046 0.722 1.510 0.704 0.218
Low income 0912 %0.088 0413 0211 *0.055
L iddle i 1.936 0.732 1.049 0.667 0.598
ower middie Income *+0.044 *+0,031 0916 0.186 0.470
Ubper middle income 0.653 0.896 0.682 0.847 0.567
PP 0119 0.487 0.202 0.492 0342
Subjects 163 168 164 169 169 155
Observations 1,321 2,783 975 2,853 2,437 2,296
Number of failures 144 635 152 390 85 40

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. t This variableis
interacted with exp(-0.10t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time.  This variable is interacted with exp(-0.20t) to model a decay in the variable's influence

over time.
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ROBUSTNESS CHECKS FOR CHAPTER 6
To testthe robustness of the resultsin chapter6, | applied fourtests: (1) using a
clustered sandwich estimator to adjust the standard errors by ten political-cultural regions
rather than nineteen geographicregions, (2) including road networks, migration partners, and
trade partnersin the same model, (3) including only reports of increased or diverted trafficking
as the only variable of interest, (4) using road counts weighted by UN voting affinity, and (5)

excludingall regional control variables. These results are shown in the tables that follow.
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Table AC-6-1. Chapter 6 Robustness Check 1: Adjust Standard Errors by Cultural Regions

Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM RiﬂeFtlon
eriod
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z]
Reported increases or diversion of transnational TIP ***0'646 0.980 0.796 1.104 0.978 1.126
0.008 0.854 0.191 0.417 0.943 0.746
Number of roads to neighbors with extant policy 1011 1.001 0.986 0.993 0.995 0.979
0.179 0.679 ***0.000 ***0.001 0.669 ***0.000
Regional density of policy 1128918 t10.549 t1454.677 +34.682 +3.76x10%° +1.60x10%
***0.000 **0.014 **%0.000 *0.093 ***0.004 ***0.000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.539 1.301 0.690 0.947 1.191 1.207
coordinating migration ***0.002 **0.016 0.160 0.721 0.573 0.664
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional 1.602 1.234 0.643 0.883 0.820 0.340
organization coordinating migration **0.050 **0.028 **0.097 0.297 0.621 *0.063
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional 1.807 1.131 0.917 1.152 0.908 1.231
organizations with external evaluations of policy ***0.003 **0.016 0.589 ***0.000 0.636 0.137
Protocol accession 1.951 1.123
***0.000 0.296
. 3.022
Scored in US TIP report %0019
) ; 1t2.228 0.899
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year 0215 0.163
US recommended policy, current or previous year ***2'185 ***1'464 **1‘561
0.000 0.000 0.009
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year ***1'838 1657 2.138 1.590 0.641 0.672
4 0.000 0.194 **%0.002 ***0.000 *0.095 0.399
Criminalization extant 2.234
***0.000
Institutionalization extant 1.089 3.472
*0.070 ***0.000
24.793 2.933
NAP extant *£%0,000 40,002
I R 0.267
Institutionalization X NAP *%%0.000
Legislative corruption or 0.906 0.941 1.278 1.510 0.496 0.792
Public sector corruption® 0.432 0.152 0.697 *0.083 0.124 0.857
Women's political empowerment 4.183 1.836 0.899 0.900 0.496 0.590
0.168 **0.012 0.874 0.772 0.478 0.828
Government accountability 1.283 1.085 1.889 1.184 1.217 1.718
*0.073 0.182 ***0.000 **0.018 0.469 **0.020
- 0.641
X Government accountability +%0.030
- ] ) 0.510 0.862 0.594 1.132 1.336 1.134
Significant domestic trafficking *£%0,000 0.203 *0.099 *0.081 0.124 0.485
Human rights violations of victims *0'356 0.641 0.257 0.535 0.715
0.086 **0.011 **0.049 ***0.005 0.675
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 1.024 1.229 1.048 0823 1.481 2.763
0.935 *0.091 0.836 *0.074 0.101 *%0,015
- 1.006
GDP per capita (in thousands) 0.123
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 1.329 0.730 2.154 1.064 0.280
0.146 **0.015 **0.039 0.740 **%0.004
Lower middle income 1.869 0.707 1.602 0.914 0.603
**%0.002 **0.006 0.330 0.677 0.310
Upper middle income 0.677 0.838 0.762 1.066 0.639
**0.016 0.375 0.288 0.696 0.372
Subjects 165 171 166 172 171 157
Observations 1,349 2,828 1,002 2,898 2,461 2,321
Number of failures 146 648 154 396 87 41

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 10 political-culturally defined regions.
*H% ne 01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. t This variableis
interacted with exp(-0.10t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time. ¥ This variable is interacted with exp(-0.20t) to model a decay in the variable's influence

over time.
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Table AC-6-2. Chapter 6 Robustness Check 2: Include Both Migration and Trade Partnersin

the Same Model

Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM Reﬂe‘ctlon
Period
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z] P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
Reported increases or diversion of transnational TIP 0.665 0.984 0.790 103 0.919 1.086
0.101 0.904 0.397 0.574 0.789 0.838
Numb froad ighb ith i 1.003 1.001 0.989 0.993 0.990 0.974
umber of raads to neighbors with extant policy 0.836 0.508 0.166 0,033 0.368 0,030
Ratio of migration partners with extant policy, weighted 0.723 12.883 0.892 12.305 1.145 0.367
by shared migrant stock 0.492 ***0.011 0.791 0.261 0.851 0.350
Ratio of trade partners with extant policy, weighted by 0.262 0.410 0.725 0.673 0.272 0.007
total trade *0.077 **%0.002 0.629 0.434 0.325 **0.010
Regional density of policy +3776.502 t7.315 14118.877 12.837 1 6.94x10°¢ +1.52x10%®
**%0.000 ***0.007 **%0.000 0.436 **%0.000 ***0.000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.502 1.347 0.691 0.953 1.138 1.347
coordinating migration **0.020 **0.027 *0.091 0.715 0.692 0.585
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional 1.595 1.284 0.615 0.866 0.885 0.375
organization coordinating migration **0.019 *0.073 0.151 0.354 0.728 0.179
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional 2.032 1.210 0.952 1.132 0.901 1.884
organizations with external evaluations of policy ***0.000 ***0.000 0.681 0.109 0.657 **0.018
Protocol accession 2.159 1.230
***0.000 *0.094
. 2.583
Scored in US TIP report %0018
. : +2.217 0.886
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year *0.077 “0.067
US recommended policy, current or previous year 1.808 1.447 1.561
! **0.013 ***0.000 0.101
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 1895 * 1695 2.335 1575 0.573 0.693
! ***0.004 *0.062 ***0.000 ***0.000 **0.024 0.338
Lo 2.380
Criminalization extant 450000
itutionalizati 1.056 3.440
Institutionalization extant 0.534 ©240.000
24.982 2.928
NAP extant *%%0.000 *%%0,000
. L 0.267
Institutionalization X NAP *%%0.000
Legislative corruption or 0.901 0.942 0.926 1.455 0.504 0.973
Public sector corruption® 0.317 0.180 0.866 0.257 0.309 0.981
Wi ' Jitical 4.952 2.093 1.944 1.002 0.652 0.964
omen’s political empowerment *#£%0,003 40,017 0.454 0.99 0.702 0.984
Government accountability 1.166 1.073 1.702 1.140 1.113 2.673
0.267 0.282 ***0.000 0.143 0.703 ***0,001
. 0.693
X Government accountability *%0.041
Significant domestic trafficking 0.691 0.854 0.788 1.123 1.492 0.639
0.102 0.168 0.419 0.283 0.150 0.198
H ights violati fvicti 0.371 0.611 0.284 0.541 0.844
uman rights violatians of victims 40,044 %0070 *0.058 *%0,037 0.810
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 1.099 1.235 0.867 0.839 1.531 1.287
0.730 *0.080 0.475 0.198 0.113 0.745
- 1.015
GDP per capita (in thousands) 0,070
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 1.355 0.764 2.189 1.076 0.347
0.218 0.183 **0.046 0.822 0.115
. ) 2.212 0.731 1.720 0.932 0.918
Lower middle income 40,003 %0.068 0.154 0835 0.899
Upper middle income 0.761 0.881 0.927 1.069 0.861
0.342 0.433 0.739 0.771 0.799
Subjects 163 169 164 170 169 155
Observations 1,321 2,783 975 2,853 2,437 2,299
Number of failures 144 638 152 391 85 40

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*#% p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. t This variableis
interacted with exp(-0.10t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time. # This variable is interacted with exp(-0.20t) to model a decay in the variable's influence

over time.
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Table AC-6-3. Chapter 6 Robustness Check 3: Only Reports of Increased Trafficking

Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM RiﬂeFtlon
eriod
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z]
Reported increases or diversion of transnational TIP 0674 0.987 0.743 1.110 0.921 1.095
0.148 0.925 0.290 0.503 0.793 0.812
Regional density of policy $2907803 +7.065 13010.272 +1.776 3.36x10* 5.14x10%?
***0.000 ***0.003 ***0.000 0.580 **%0.000 ***0.000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.519 1.355 0.719 0.959 1.127 1.794
coordinating migration **0.025 **0.025 *0.078 0.742 0.675 0.214
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional 1.501 1.289 0.571 0.867 0.778 0.385
organization coordinating migration 0.165 *0.060 *0.064 0.289 0.531 0.119
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional 2.011 1.146 0.835 1.125 0.888 1.001
organizations with external evaluations of policy ***0.000 ***0.001 0.256 **0.050 0.538 0.997
. 1.950 1.145
Protocol accession *%0.000 0.280
. 2.447
Scored in US TIP report %0026
. . t2.116 0.912
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year %0.069 0.145
US recommended policy, current or previous year 1879 1.451 1.518
! **0.011 ***0.000 *0.099
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year ***1'891 t 1742 2409 1572 0.622 0.605
0.003 **0.034 ***0.000 **%0.000 *0.057 0.164
Criminalization extant ***2'296
0.000
Institutionalizati 1.077 3.495
nstitutionalization extant 0399 440000
26.177 2,911
NAP extant *%%0 000 *%%0.000
. L 0.260
Institutionalization X NAP *%%0.000
Legislative corruption or 0.907 0.939 0.708 1.374 0.438 0.825
Public sector corruption* 0.342 0.167 0.428 0.325 0.268 0.885
Women's political empowerment ***4.517 2.144 1.532 0.870 0.572 0.835
0.003 **%0.008 0.625 0.740 0.624 0.916
Government accountability 1.122 1.050 1.595 1.170 1.092 1.731
0.315 0.473 **%0.002 *0.081 0.752 **0.047
- 0.731
X Government accountability 0.075
Significant domestic trafficking 0.660 0.874 0.742 1.108 1.335 0.503
*0.093 0.211 0.315 0.297 0.319 ***0.009
Human rights violations of victims 0.385 0.661 0.260 0.541 0.870
**0.041 *0.098 **0.047 **0.035 0.832
. . . 1.096 1.248 0.888 0.829 1.534 1.375
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 0.726 *0.075 0.546 0171 0.106 0.686
g 1.007
GDP per capita (in thousands) 0375
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 1.209 0.716 2.561 1.110 0.389
0.386 *0.095 **0.012 0.744 0.192
Lower middle income 1.768 0.713 1.811 0.945 0.963
**0.028 **0.043 0.110 0.863 0.954
Upper middle income 0.636 0.834 0.910 1.099 0.877
0.106 0.291 0.644 0.676 0.816
Subjects 165 171 166 172 171 157
Observations 1,349 2,828 1,002 2,898 2,461 2,321
Number of failures 146 648 154 396 87 41

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. t This variableis
interacted with exp(-0.10t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time. ¥ This variable is interacted with exp(-0.20t) to model a decay in the variable's influence

over time.
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Table AC-6-4. Chapter 6 Robustness Check 4: With Road Counts Weighted by UN Voting
Affinity

Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM Reﬂe.ctlon
Period
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
Reported increases or diversion of transnational TIP 0.644 0.997 0.730 1.101 0.945 1.236
0.119 0.984 0.251 0.546 0.860 0.634
Number of roads to neighbors with extant policy, 1.008 0.997 0.989 1.000 0.995 0.978
weighted by UN Voting Affinity 0.403 *0.076 *0.072 0.905 0.619 0.103
Regional density of policy t1124.446 18.142 14738.380 t1.687 +1.97x10* 3.00x10%
**%0.000 ***0.003 **%0.000 0.634 **%0.000 ***0.000
Emigrant-sending member of inter-regional organization 1.427 1.410 0.723 0.954 1.176 2.125
coordinating migration *0.058 **0.014 *0.086 0.721 0.575 0.157
Immigrant-receiving member of inter-regional 1.546 1.358 0.653 0.842 0.848 0.493
organization coordinating migration *0.099 **0.019 0.190 0.240 0.652 0.298
Number of memberships in anti-trafficking regional 1.692 1.184 0.839 1.113 0.930 1.193
organizations with external evaluations of policy ***0.001 ***0.000 0.218 *0.072 0.755 0.512
Protocol accession 1.983 1.222
***0.000 0.100
. 2491
Scored in US TIP report 50,020
. . 12116 0.904
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year *0.065 0119
US recommended policy, current or previous year 1.898 1.457 1.543
! **%0.008 **%0.000 *0.093
. . . : 1.945 1t1.768 2.307 1.563 0.581 0.718
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year %50 002 %0026 +%%0 000 540,000 %0 028 0410
Lo 2.469
Criminalization extant 450000
Institutionalization extant 1.063 3451
0.485 ***0.000
25.449 2.905
NAP extant *%%0.000 *%%0. 000
I R 0.270
Institutionalization X NAP *%%0 000
Legislative corruption or 0.901 0.944 0.820 1.385 0.451 1.022
Public sector corruption® 0.292 0.211 0.634 0.326 0.297 0.988
Wi ' Jitical 3.789 2.114 1.695 0.900 0.510 1.044
omen’s political empowerment 40,005 40,018 0.553 0.779 0.572 0.983
Government accountability 1.118 1.054 1.638 1.168 1.085 2.087
0.348 0.459 **%0.001 *0.079 0.779 **0.048
- 0.741
X Government accountability 0.099
- ; ) 0.715 0.875 0.793 1.097 1.432 0.459
Significant domestic trafficking 0.163 0178 0.443 0.366 0219 *+0.024
Human rights violations of victims *0'417 0671 0270 0544 0.827
0.065 0.118 *0.061 **0.035 0.769
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 1.075 1.231 0.907 0.838 1.499 1.256
0.785 *0.096 0.623 0.198 0.117 0.772
- 1.004
GDP per capita (in thousands) 0.496
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
. 1.147 0.762 2.413 1.070 0.429
Low income 0583 0171 40,027 0.836 0.242
Lower middle income 1.776 0.731 1.620 0.913 1.030
**0.038 *0.057 0.201 0.788 0.965
iddle i 0.613 0.845 0.831 1.076 0.945
Upper middle income 0.103 0300 0.402 0.749 0.922
Subjects 164 169 165 170 170 156
Observations 1,332 2,797 986 2,866 2,446 2,311
Number of failures 145 639 153 393 86 40

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.

*#% p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. t This variableis
interacted with exp(-0.10t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time. # This variable is interacted with exp(-0.20t) to model a decay in the variable's influence
over time.
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Table AC-6-5. Chapter 6 Robustness Check 5: Exclude All Regional Variables

Reflecti
Criminalization Legal Revision Institution NAP NRM T, e, fon
eriod
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Variables P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z| P> |z|
. " . . 0.739 1.019 0.815 1.120 1.123 1.120
Reported increases or diversion of transnational TIP 0.202 0.885 0.353 0.441 0.645 0.740
Number of roads to neighbors with extant poli 1022 1.005 0.990 0.997 0.998 0.988
& polley *£%0,000 *4%0,000 40,016 0.204 0.839 *0.060
Protocol accession 2.146 1.188
***0.000 0.103
. 2.962
Scored in US TIP report %0 015
: : 13,557 0.939
Neighbor had better score, current or previous year 40,001 0297
. . 1.465 1.357 1.752
US recommended policy, current or previous year *0.051 *¥%0 000 *%0.012
Tier 2 watch list or tier 3, current or previous year 1.902 0.955 2.295 1493 0-560 0.514
g P v *+%0,001 0396 *%%0,000 *%%0,000 *%0.025 40,029
Criminalization extant 2322
***0.000
Institutionalization extant éi;g ***g:ggg
26.445 3.897
NAP extant *£%0,000 40,000
Institutionalization X NAP ***g'ggg
Legislative corruption or 0.901 0.925 1.240 1.625 0.716 0.819
Public sector corruption® 0.338 *0.065 0.590 0.152 0.647 0.843
Women's political empowerment 6.809 3.050 1.688 1.296 1.515 53.324
P P *%0,002 *%%0,000 0.582 0.505 0.731 0.106
Government accountabilit 1.189 0.989 1.826 1.142 0.964 1.372
v 0.167 0.867 ***0.000 *0.093 0.890 0.360
- 0.696
X Government accountability %0 022
- . . 0.460 0.815 0.592 1.177 1.652 0.662
Significant domestic trafficking #%%0,000 *0.066 *0.077 0.120 *0.073 0.347
Human rights violations of victims 0.383 0.688 0.269 0.559 0.859
8 *0.081 0.109 **0.034 **0.044 0.814
Cooperation with civil society on TIP 1.140 1.314 1.062 0.862 1.488 1.606
P v 0.649 0,030 0.774 0.295 0.134 0419
o 1.016
GDP per capita (in thousands) 540,006
World Bank income classification (base = high income)
Low income 0.835 0.572 2.587 0.951 0.193
0.461 ***0,001 **0.010 0.857 ***0.001
Lower middle income 1.454 0.652 1.840 0.827 0.516
0.152 ***0.005 0.107 0.526 0.135
" . 0.501 0.756 1.044 0.996 0.603
Upper middle income 450,001 0.114 0.848 0.983 0.219
Subjects 165 171 165 172 171 157
Observations 1,349 2,828 986 2,898 2,461 2,321
Number of failures 146 648 153 396 87 41

Cox Proportional Hazard regression model using the efron method for ties. Standard errors are adjusted for possible correlation in 19 geographically defined regions.
*Hk% ne 01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. ! Legislative corruption was used for the criminalization and legal revision models, while public sector was used for all others. t This variableis
interacted with exp(-0.10t) to model a decay in the variable's influence over time
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APPENDIX D: REGIONALAND INTER-REGIONALORGANIZATIONS
BROAD REGIONAL INSTITUTIONS WHICH ADDRESS TIP

Africa

African Union (AU), established 2001, TIP first addressed in 2006.

East African Community (EAC), established 2000, TIP first addressed in 2014

Economic Community of Central African States (ECCAS), established 1983, TIP first addressedin
2006.

Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), established 1975, TIP first addressed in
2001.

Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD), established 1996, TIP first addressed in
2008.

South African Developmental Community (SADC), established 1980, TIP first addressed in 2009.

Americas

Organization of American States (OAS), established 1948, TIP first addressed in 2004.

Europe
Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS), established 1992, TIP first addressed in 2003.
European Union (EU), established 1958, TIP first addressed in 1995.
Nordic Council of Ministers (NCM), established 1971, TIP first addressed in 2001.
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), established 1973, TIP first
addressedin 1999.
FormerSoviet Union

Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), established 1991, TIP first addressed in 2005.
Middle East and North Africa

League of Arab States (LAS), established 1945, TIP first addressed in 2005.
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South Asia
South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC), established 1985, TIP first addressed
in 1997.
SoutheastAsia

Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), established 1967, TIP first addressed in 2004.

REGIONAL INSTITUTIONS DEDICATEDTO TIP
Council of Europe, Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings (CATHB), 2008.
Coordinated Mekong Ministerial Initiative against Trafficking (COMMIT), 2004.

INTER-REGIONAL FORUMS ON MIGRATION
Abu-DhabiDialogue, established 2008.
Budapest Process, established 1991.
Bali Process, established 2002.
Colombo Process, established 2003.
Khartoum Process, established 2014.
Rabat Process, established 2006.

Regional Conference on Migration (RCM) (Puebla Process), established 1996
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