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The modern slavery regime: a critical evaluation
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Abstract: This article sets the context to this special issue: it discusses the background
to the UK Modern Slavery Act 2015 and related legislative and policy instruments
and sets out a methodology for comparing modern slavery in a global context.
Developing the findings of a joint British Academy—DFID programme, ‘Tackling
Slavery, Human Trafficking and Child Labour in Modern Business’, it describes a
modern slavery regime defined by the production and implementation of laws and
policies at both the international and the domestic level that specifically seeks to
address a series of abuses associated with the term ‘modern slavery’. The article interro-
gates the effectiveness of law and policy in curbing abuse and considers how societal and
cultural norms impact on the ways in which modern slavery is conceptualised. It also
suggests ways in which contributions to this special issue may advance our understandings
of the modern slavery regime and where efforts to address modern slavery fall short.
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INTRODUCTION

When the UK government introduced the Modern Slavery Act (MSA) 2015, it was
claimed that the legislation aimed to lay the basis for more coordinated policy, espe-
cially as it regarded existing anti-slavery and anti-trafficking provisions (Haynes
2016). In practice, the act did so by promoting the use of transparency and voluntary
disclosure to combat extreme forms of exploitation in supply chains (Bloomfield &
LeBaron 2018), with varying results. This article examines the context behind the
development of a ‘regime’ on modern slavery and introduces the articles that follow.
While there are many definitions, we note that a regime may be defined as a ‘set of
explicit or implicit principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures around
which actor expectations converge in a given issue-area’ (Krasner 1982: 185).

The articles included in this volume are the result of research funded under a joint
British Academy-DFID (Department for International Development) programme,
‘Tackling Slavery, Human Trafficking and Child Labour in Modern Business’. Together
they address the modern slavery regime from a number of angles, interrogating the
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effectiveness of law and policy in curbing abuse, and exploring how cultural and
societal norms influence the ways in which modern slavery is understood. Although
modern slavery is not geographically restricted, we note that the discourse on the
eradication of modern slavery reflects certain normative trends among states in the
Global North. The articles in this special issue, however, focus principally on the Global
South, where the modern slavery regime is compromised by various levels of govern-
ance, both overtly and covertly. While corrective laws exist in both the North and
Global South, we note that in the South in particular, these are often perfunctory
and are used to satisfy international agendas and country commitments or to enhance
the perception of the country and its position in the global outsourcing business.

We suggest that a modern slavery regime may be inferred by the production of
laws and policies at both the international and the domestic level that specifically seek
to address a series of abuses that have been described under the rubric of modern
slavery. This article discusses the background to the MSA and related legislative and
policy instruments and sets out a methodology for comparing modern slavery in a
global context before outlining how the contributions to this special issue may advance
our understanding of the modern slavery regime and where it falls short of meeting
its objectives.

FROM INTERNATIONAL LAW TO DOMESTIC POLICY:
THE EMERGENCE OF A REGIME ON MODERN SLAVERY

The enactment of the UK Modern Slavery Act (MSA) 2015 was heralded as the first
such legislation in Europe and one of the first in the world to address modern slavery
as a specific set of abuses, after Brazil amended Article 149 of its penal code in 2003
to enlarge the definition of the crime of submitting someone to a ‘condition analo-
gous to slavery’ and California introduced the Transparency in Supply Chains Act in
2010. Yet the UK law was a novel addition, not least because under Section 54, the
MSA requires UK-based commercial organisations that supply goods or services and
have an annual global turnover of more than £36 million to prepare an annual state-
ment on modern slavery and human trafficking. Within four years, the law has served
to inspire new legislation in other jurisdictions, and a new regime on modern slavery
has quickly developed. This regime was built in part on previous international com-
mitments, including the United Nations Trafficking Protocol (UN 2000), the Council
of Europe Anti-Trafficking Convention (Council of Europe 2005), and the EU Anti-
Trafficking Directive (EU 2011) and was supported by the introduction of new
legislation. In addition, it was sustained by active anti-trafficking campaigns, victim
support, and rescue efforts which were assisted by a national hotline.
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Critics noted that Section 54, which emphasises the logic of transparency, sat, at
times awkwardly, next to a human rights framework that had been boosted following
the creation of the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals (UN 2015) and in particular
SDG 8.7, which after some protest, was accepted by 193 countries. Specifically, SDG
8.7 set out measurable targets to end modern slavery offences and called upon states
to take:

immediate and effective measures to eradicate forced labour, end modern slavery and
human trafficking and secure the prohibition and elimination of the worst forms of
child labour, including recruitment and use of child soldiers, and by 2025 end child
labour in all its forms (Freedom United 2019).

For many years, states had been bound by existing international obligations which
both protected the right to be free of slavery and established it as a basic human right.
For example, within human rights law, legislation against slavery had secure founda-
tions. Slavery and slavery-type situations are prohibited in both national and
international laws including the 1950 European Convention for the Protection of
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms under Article 4. The International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights (1966) also covers freedom from slavery under Article 8,
as do many International Labour Organization (ILO) conventions. In fact, the ILO
Conventions both pre-date the UN’s human rights instruments and raise issues which
are now considered to be central to the modern slavery regime, including the use of
remedies. We note that the ILO Convention Concerning Forced or Compulsory Labour
(Forced Labour Convention, C029 (ILO 1930)) was adopted to prohibit slavery and
forced labour from as far back as 1930. Most importantly, this early convention saw
eradication as a process.” A second ILO Convention on the Abolition of Forced Labour
(C105 (ILO 1957)) identified the ways in which forced labour had been used to advance
not only economic gain but also political agendas. It highlighted the need to suppress
forced and compulsory labour as a means of political punishment against those with
opposing conscientious views, who have participated in strikes, who have faced
discrimination on various grounds such as race and ethnicity, and as a means of
economic advancement by the state (Article 1). Most importantly, the ILO later
expanded our understanding of abuses to include slavery-like practices such as

'Similarly, other regional instruments have provisions affirming the right to be free; see the American
Convention on Human Rights (Article 6) of 1969, and more recently the African Charter on Human and
Peoples’ Rights (Article 5) of 1982.
2Tt called upon states ‘to suppress the use of forced or compulsory labour in all its forms within the
shortest possible period’ (Article 1), with some exceptions such as for public purposes, and ultimately and
gradually to eradicate it altogether.
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debt-bondage, serfdom, forced marriage, bride sale, bride inheritance, and—for the
first time in international law—forced child labour (Article 1).}

While the above international human rights conventions were well established,
several decades elapsed before the adoption of stronger international legal instru-
ments on forced and child labour, specifically. These include the 1998 Declaration on
Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work (1ILO 1998); the 1999 Worst Forms of Child
Labour Convention (C182 (ILO 1999)); and 2014 Protocol to the Forced Labour
Convention, 1930 (P029 (ILO 2014)). Arguably the emergence of new instruments in
the late 1990s laid the ground for the legal regime we associate with the modern slavery
challenge known today: a collection of commitments building on the UN Guiding
Principles on Business and Human Rights (UN 2011), UN human rights conventions,
and ILO legislation, in addition to the growing body of national legislation. What was
most significant about these legal developments is the three-part approach of preven-
tion, protection, and remedies in relation to forced and compulsory labour—an
approach set out in the UN Guiding Principles, a ‘global authoritative standard’
(Ra’ad Al Hussein 2015).

Furthermore, within public international law the prohibition of slavery has been
established as an obligation falling on states with the status of jus cogens (Verdross 1966)
and having erga omnes effect (Bassiouni 1998). This status requires all states to prevent,
sanction, prosecute, and punish slavery as an obligation ‘that every state owes to all
others’ (Bassiouni 1998). For this reason, some suggest that modern slavery should be
considered a crime with universal jurisdiction that in certain instances could amount to
the level of a crime against humanity (Cockayne et al. 2016). Although public inter-
national law has been gradually weakened (especially in relation to business practices)
to the detriment of private international law (Ruggie 2017), the place of slavery within
public international law has great influence on discourse and social practice.

Recognising the normative dimension of modern slavery within international law,
a group of academics and non-governmental organisations has further extended the
regime by drawing upon examples of ‘modern-day slavery’. Most prominent among
these is Nottingham University sociologist Kevin Bales (1999). Since the late 1990s,
and in no small measure as a result of Bales’ writings and the lobbying efforts of
groups like Anti-Slavery International and Free the Slaves, the theme of modern
slavery has been embraced by new generations of scholars and activists who identify
as ‘abolitionists’. Although abolitionism now focuses on contemporary ills, the language
of abolition is also contested, not least because of its historic association with the
transatlantic slave trade.

3See the Supplementary ILO Convention on the Abolition of Slavery, the Slave Trade and Practices, which
was adopted in 1956 (ILO 1956).
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The abolitionists’ emphasis on human rights, in particular the importance of
human dignity within economic relations, has been challenged by critical scholars
who emphasise enduring structural and power-based relations that foster extreme
exploitation. The multiplicity of issues has complicated the development of an agreed
discourse among academics on both what constitutes modern slavery and how it
might be measured (O’Connell Davidson 2017); a challenge replicated in policy.

DIFFERENTIATION IN LAW, PRACTICE, AND IMPLEMENTATION

As modern slavery featured more prominently on both national and international
agendas, important cracks appeared in the emerging regime. Research published by
the UN University Centre for Policy Research (Gleason & Cockayne 2018) found that
both before and after the introduction of the UK Modern Slavery Act 2015, there has
been marked variance in terms of how countries understand this phenomenon. One
reason may lie with labelling and the use of language. When the General Assembly
passed the Convention for the Suppression of the Traffic in Persons and of the
Exploitation of the Prostitution of Others on 2 December 1949, the language of
modern slavery was wholly undeveloped (UN 1949). Forced labour was penalised in
some notable states, while it was simultaneously practised around the world. In fact,
when the above convention entered into force, fewer than twenty countries had even
ratified the 1932 ILO Convention Concerning Forced or Compulsory Labour. It took
over three decades for commemoration of the day to be introduced, with the first
International Day for the Abolition of Slavery held in 1986. Until then, the language
of modern slavery largely preoccupied a small group of elite international civil
servants.

In terms of state investment, we also find much differentiation. The ways in which
states have directed their investment in this policy area indicate divergent policy
priorities. Examining data over a fifteen-year period that pre-dates the modern slavery
regime, Gleason and Cockayne (2018) consider how states understood their require-
ments in a host of related areas. Most notably they record a shift in funding from
project aimed at curbing child labour to anti-trafficking efforts. There has also been
little realisation of a body of jurisprudence in the area of international criminal law.
As Duffy concludes, although slavery cases have been increasingly dealt with by
regional courts, their ‘jurisprudence remains remarkably limited in its volume and
scope’ (Duffy 2016: 400). She also notes that among the regional courts there were
wide interpretations of modern slavery.

The lack of agreement over the scope and definition of modern slavery has also
undermined the creation of a coherent body of human rights case law. We record, for
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example, that the European Court of Human Rights has been most interested in cases
of forced labour, when they are, to a great extent, cases of a sexual nature.* The Inter-
American Commission on Human Rights, by contrast has focussed on slavery in both
commercial and military domains,> while other regional courts have responded to less
‘traditional’ slavery cases, at least from a Global North view, hearing cases of, for
example, ‘chattel slavery’.®

We have also witnessed multiple challenges to the implementation of both
international and national legislation on modern slavery. As Vaughn et al. argue in
this special issue, much compliance is based on limited information which primarily
focuses on the first tier of suppliers, while lower tiers are more vulnerable to exploit-
ative labour. Similarly, in their study on the effectiveness of the modern slavery
reporting obligation enshrined in Article 54 of the UK Modern Slavery Act, Voss et
al. (this issue) found that compliance approaches yield particularly limited results.
While there is growing willingness on the part of businesses to comply with their legal
requirements and publish transparency statements, capacity is often limited, espe-
cially as it regards remedying risks (see Rende Taylor & Shih in this issue). Moreover,
the quality, scope, depth, and regularity of reports are frequently compromised,
especially since there are no meaningful sanctions for non-compliance.

One further point of contention is the degree to which governments sincerely wish
to eradicate modern slavery. Nowhere is this more glaring than in Bangladesh, where
the modern slavery regime was given an injection of energy, following the Rana Plaza
tragedy of 2013. The collapse of this eight-storey building led to the Bangladesh
Accord, a five-year, independent, legally binding agreement between global brands
and retailers and trade unions designed to build a safe and healthy Bangladeshi ready-
made garment industry. However, even though the government has been keen to
project the image of being committed to eradicating modern slavery, the industrial
police has obstructed worker protests. Workers are not able to protest about wages or
working conditions legally; as a result, throughout 2019 there has been widespread
industrial unrest with nation-wide worker protests followed by massive worker dis-
missals in retaliation (Agence France Press 2019). While the UK has not experienced

4See Siliadin v. France, ECtHR (2006) App. No. 73316/01, 2005-VII. Kawogo v. United Kingdom,
ECtHR (2010) App. No0.56921/09. Rantsev v. Cyprus and Russia, ECtHR (2010) App. No. 25965/04.
C.N & V. v. France, ECtHR (2012) App. N0.67724/09. M. and Others v. Italy and Bulgaria, ECtHR
(2012) App. N0.40020/03.

See: Pereira v. Brazil, Petition 11.289 (IACtHR) Report No. 95/03, OEA/Ser.L/V/I1.118, doc. 5 rev. 2
(2003). Vargas Areco v. Paraguay, IACtHR (2006) Ser. C No.155. Maya Indigenous People v. Guatemala,
Petition 844-05 (IACtHR) Report No. 13/08, OEA/Ser.L/V/11.134, doc. 5 rev. 1 (2008). Hugo Maciel v.
Paraguay, Case 11.607 (IACtHR) Report No. 85/09, OEA/Ser.L/V/II., doc. 51, corr. 1 (2009).

¢See Hadijatou Mani Koroua v. Niger where the enslaved person was kept ‘like a goat’. Mme Hadijatou
Mani Koroua v. The Republic of Niger (No. ECW/CCJ/JUD/06/08), ECOWAS Court, October 2008.
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such unrest, the government’s commitment to ending modern slavery was also called
into question by the inability to replace the Independent Anti-Slavery Commissioner,
a post which lay vacant for more than nine months.

Both law enforcement agencies and lawmakers have also challenged the UK
government’s commitment to eradicating modern slavery. In January 2019, a distin-
guished panel of parliamentarians published a damning report on the application of
the Modern Slavery Act. This report evaluated the transparency in supply-chain pro-
visions and laid out some frequently heard criticisms. One recurring issue has been the
design and operation of the UK’s modern slavery legislation. The authors found that
there was uncertainty over which companies were covered by the legislation and
condemned the level of reporting by firms as inadequate. They also identified poor
compliance and identified a major weakness in the legislation, since large sectors of
the economy, including public bodies, were exempt from the requirement to report on
their own supply chains. The guiding conclusion from this report was that this legisla-
tion is far from sufficient to address the offences that fall under the UK Modern
Slavery Act 2015.

The UK is, of course, far from alone. While states may be formally committed to
the eradication of forced, compulsory, and child labour, as evidenced by the numbers
of ratifications to the ILO instruments, there is a marked divide in practice. This
includes uneven implementation of national laws and watered-down commitments.
As noted elsewhere, slavery-type practices are frequently not treated as acts to be pun-
ished under criminal law; moreover, states often refrain from prosecuting such acts
(Cockayne et al. 2016). Equally, we note that many workers themselves do not consider
their conditions sufficiently appalling to warrant action; with some attributing their
situation to bad luck or the function of structural hierarchies which they must endure.
Such socio-culturally embedded traditional understandings may also undermine the
effectiveness of the modern slavery regime.

One design challenge built into the Modern Slavery Act, and similar national
legislation, is a tendency to pass on the obligation to eradicate modern slavery to the
business sector without offering companies an incentive to comply with such obliga-
tions. While all business enterprises, regardless of their size, sector, location, ownership,
or structure, are required to comply with all applicable laws and to respect human
rights, both states and businesses have paid lip service to their legal obligations. There
are many reasons for this, including the fact that the demand for businesses to comply
with human rights requirements did not exist before the 1990s (Economist Intelligence
Unit 2015). Yet, for scholars concerned to understand how the modern slavery
legislation may be used to prevent abuse, such elusion in handling the issue is deeply
problematic. Furthermore, even if most modern slavery abuses occur in the work-
place, states should not sidestep their responsibilities to protect against human rights
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abuses by third parties, as affirmed in the UN Guiding Principles on Business and
Human Rights (2011).

In addition, there are normative challenges which have undermined the establishment
of a robust regime on modern slavery. One under-reported issue regards the purpose
and methodologies used to evaluate the existing legislation and policy instruments.
We note that, while many government departments rely increasingly on quantitative
indicators to evaluate policy, the methodological tools made available to the modern
slavery regime have yet to embrace scientific techniques. Few organisations have used
systematic approaches to assess modern slavery in business, with a handful of notable
exceptions that are still at an early stage of development.” Again, the lack of incen-
tives and the increasing demands on business to audit their activities may account for
this situation.

A FRAMEWORK FOR EVALUATING MODERN SLAVERY

In the absence of robust evaluation, the failings associated with the dominant compliance
approach to tackle modern slavery and associated human rights abuses are often
excused on the basis of circumstance. Modern slavery occurs in an extraordinarily
complex economic context in which global businesses operate, so we are told. While
this is undoubtedly true, the emphasis on greater transparency and reporting remains
insufficient. As others note, increased transparency alone is unlikely to improve work-
ing conditions or to address modern slavery unless it is accompanied by a focus on
gaps in governance (McCall-Smith & Rithmkorf 2017). Arguably, we cannot ignore
the institutions and processes that frustrate the implementation of laws.

There are additional challenges and further consequences that may result from the
preferred compliance model, not least shifting the burden of responsibility and in effect
undermining the UN Guiding Principles. As Rende Taylor and Shih, as well as
Deshingkar et al., argue in this issue, the audit-focussed approach downplays the critical
intersection between the state and non-state actors and the ways in which the negligent
or wrongful party may seek to avoid compliance with the law. Indeed, the design of the
joint British Academy-DFID programme, ‘Tackling Slavery, Human Trafficking and
Child Labour’, is squarely focussed on business practice—not government practice. Yet
states are also responsible. In addition to the challenge of enforcement, which requires
states to invest in people and infrastructure, scholars have condemned the role played by
permissive and corrupt officials in the course activities which cross over into the business
of modern slavery (see Deshingkar et al. in this issue).

’See Corporate Human Rights Benchmark (https://www.corporatebenchmark.org/s).
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For example, in the case of border guards and immigration officers who facilitate
the flow of irregular migrants at risk of being trafficked, or the failure by government
inspectors to report on factories and production centres where labour exploitation
and associated offences takes place. Indeed, such challenges were foreseen in the 2014
ILO protocol, which demands that states introduce preventive measures such as
‘labour inspection services’ (or labour due diligences) in order to combat forced and
compulsory labour both in private and public sectors of the economy (Article 2 (c)
(i1)). Arguably, the prevalence of rigid social hierarchies which press individuals to
accept intolerable conditions is also a factor, albeit an indirect one.

The question then arises: how can we realise the ambitions of the above
international and national commitments to promote joint responsibility by states and
the business sector? As established in the UN Guiding Principles, both are required to
protect against human rights abuses and provide remedies where they have been
violated. Taking responsibility seriously therefore means addressing the ‘wide and
shocking’ situation of non-enforcement (Cockayne et al. 2016: 254) and also under-
standing where that may both advance and undermine human rights claims. For
example, as Deshingkar et al. argue in this issue, complicit officials, who violate the
law and facilitate trafficking, are often not ‘against’ trafficked persons, but may be
perceived as ‘friends’ who are helping desperately poor people into other livelihood
situations.

While there are no easy answers, the articles in this issue propose some possible
directions for future consideration by providing a deeper understanding of structural
factors, not least the relationship between exploitation, economic development, and
governance. This is critical to the creation and promotion of a culture of enforcement,
as Cockayne et al. (2016) found:

The economic drivers of slavery intersect with political and social vulnerabilities:
susceptibility to slavery is, unsurprisingly, correlated with socio-political marginaliza-
tion and disenfranchisement. The demand for cheap labour intersects with individual
vulnerability, often caused by poverty, domestic discrimination and conflict and dis-
placement. Even those forms of slavery that seem particular to conflict, such as forced
recruitment and use of children, seem to follow a similar cost-saving and industrial
logic (256).

Arguably, understanding the points of intersection presents an invitation for further
social scientific investigation.

We suggest that one starting point is to develop a critical understanding of the
taxonomy of modern slavery offences in any given state. It is only by developing a
deeper understanding of the types of state, modes of governance, and economic
systems in which such offences occur, that we will arrive at suitable routes of interven-
tion. Of course, states differ in their economic and industrial performance and we
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therefore need to take account of such particularities to identify where abuse is most
likely to occur. Furthermore, not all sectors are the same—some are subject to greater
oversight and regulation while others invite greater abuse than others. A critical
investigation of modern slavery must therefore be context-specific. This includes an
understanding of the scope and degree to which laws are in place and are enforceable.
For example, as Pinheiro et al. argue in this volume, in spite of a law which criminalises
modern slavery in Brazil, ineffective and fragmented law enforcement undermines its
operation, deterring businesses from complying. We therefore recommend mapping
existing legislation in order to identify potential avenues for redress, whether that is
from anti-forced labour legislation, anti-trafficking laws, or newly introduced modern
slavery legislation, and improved governance.

It is also essential to delineate areas of responsibility. To this end, we suggest
mapping the ways in which people are affected against a typology of abuses® and
defined categories of perpetrators. We need to know which types of abuses are directed
against which categories of people—and by whom. In the case of states, Webb and
Garciandia (2019) suggest five principal ways in which states may be responsible.
These include:

1. Direct enslavement by a state, that is, forcibly conscripting individuals: for
example, in Uzbekistan to harvest cotton.

2. Indirect enslavement where state agents and recruiters place individuals in a
situation of impossible debt.

3. Coercion—driven by societal, personal, and cultural expectations, as well as from
situations of debt.

4. Structural factors which are poverty based; and include discrimination on the
basis of gender and nationality.

5. Situations where individuals may elect to put themselves in abusive and exploitative
situations.

The above factors may of course overlap.

Equally, when seeking practical remedies, it is important to consider where efforts
should be concentrated. We note, for example, that states differ not only in the type of
governmental regime but also in terms of the relationship with the non-state sector,
which includes both business and civil society. Such practical realities should be con-
sidered in order to press for meaningful reform. Appendix 1 illustrates some of the
political challenges which complicate the eradication of modern slavery and identifies
areas where remedies may be sought.

8These include forced labour, bonded labour, forcibly trafficked persons, victims of extortion, and under-
paid and indebted workers.
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The Appendix sheds light on the types of modern slavery offence studied in this
issue, where they occur, and who is most affected by them. It also illustrates where
development assistance might be used to enhance state capacity to tackle the issues
associated with modern slavery: for example, by providing judicial training, or clarify-
ing where both criminal and labour laws may be used to punish abuse (Beate 2016).
Such abstract illustrations are complemented by further empirical research into the
context in which modern slavery exists and in some cases flourishes.

For example, the article by Vaughn et al., which is based on qualitative data
collected from workers in the ‘fast fashion’ garment industry of Bangladesh and
Myanmar, presents various forms and extents of verbal, physical, psychological,
sexual, and economic workplace violence and their numerous constellations. By show-
casing the variegated exploitative experiences of workers and their families, it promotes
the need to reconceptualise definitions of modern slavery along a spectrum with severe
and less severe types and forms of exploitation at various ends (Skrivankova 2010).

Voss et al. (this issue) also explore the effectiveness of the MSA’s reporting
obligation. Following an analysis of publicly available transparency statements of
supply chains in the fashion and textile sectors in terms of formal and content-related
compliance, they have come to a similar conclusion to Vaughn et al., when stressing
that tackling the issue of modern slavery primarily using the preferred compliance tool
yields limited results. The growing willingness of businesses to comply with such legal
requirements and publish transparency statements has been viewed by them as a posi-
tive sign, even though the quality, scope, depth, and regularity of the statements are
frequently compromised, especially since they lack real sanctions for non-compliance.
They argue, moreover, that the companies’ over-reliance on media exposure of trans-
parency statements has been instrumentalised by the state which has paid lip service
to proper law enforcement mechanisms. Yet, the possibility of unsolicited media pub-
licity may often act as a deterrent for businesses and could push them in the opposite
direction: it can enhance non-compliance or highly restrained compliance. These
findings reinforce the need for a diversity of multi-level, multi-form, and multi-actor
approaches to address modern slavery and highlight the relevance of joint responsibility
which demands equal commitment of the various actors.

Trafficking and physical coercion are often viewed as phenomena inextricably
linked to modern slavery, particularly in the case of sex work. Cruz et al. (this issue)
critically examine the boundaries between work, slavery, and freedom in an established
Global North rhetoric. In particular, they argue that the way major legal instruments,
such as the Victims of Trafficking and Violence Protection Act of 2000 in the United
States and the Modern Slavery Act of 2015 in the United Kingdom, define trafficking
and modern slavery ‘fail to capture the realities, abuses, and needs’ of their partici-
pants. They draw on data gained from narratives of sex workers in Jamaica, a country
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which is frequently presented as one deeply entangled in the web of ‘trafficking’” and
‘modern slavery’. In the cases of their participants, physical coercion, as an inherent
feature of discourses on sexual work, was often superseded by economic coercion
driven by extreme poverty, especially at the entry stage to sex work. The authors thus
call on us to pay attention to the underlying structural and socio-economic factors when
inquiring into the junction of work, freedom, and trafficking.

In a similar vein to Cruz et al’s article, Deshingkar et al’s work (this issue) on
precarious labour conditions of Ghanaians and Burmese migrants in the construction
and domestic work sectors of Libya, the Middle East, Singapore, and Thailand also
raises conceptual issues. Their study is another important contribution that interro-
gates some aspects of the migration industry in a culturally embedded way. By unsettling
the widely held assumptions on the irreconcilable dialectics of migrants and brokers,
together with the rhetoric of the benevolent state which is viewed as a positive actor,
the article urges us to assume a less rigid, less compartmentalised approach to under-
standing modern slavery. Conditions of modern slavery arise with the concurrence,
cooperation, and implications of the various actors of the regime, although at different
levels and in different forms and depths. States, through their complicity, can be equally
involved in the process, such as migrant workers who exercise agency. This article
enables us to consider the fluid and contingent nature of the responsibility—action
nexus, and in the meantime it urges us to think about responsibility in a holistic way.

The article by Pinheiro er al. (this issue) examines the nexus of laws tackling
modern slavery, including human rights legislation, and the market characteristics of
the Brazilian—UK beef and timber supply chains. The paper aims to explore to what
extent multi-layered and overlapping norms and practices can contribute to business
methods where human rights are respected. Unsurprisingly, ineffective and frag-
mented law enforcement creates a business environment where non-compliance with
laws seem to be encouraged. Nevertheless, as the paper stresses, sector-specific charac-
teristics leave significant footprints on business practices, including on exploitative
ones. Although the article is written from a legal perspective, the recurring practice of
ineffective law enforcement by the state has been raised in most of the contributions
to this special issue. It foregrounds the role of responsibility by the state to enforce its
national laws, as well as regional and international laws to which it adheres. At the
same time, there is a clear responsibility on businesses, including transnational ones
with part of their supply chains in Brazil, to abide by laws that address them, even in
the event of a weaker institutional compliance control. As the article highlights, a
more concerted approach would be needed to eradicate labour law exploitation with
stronger enforcement and monitoring. This latter might be done increasingly with the
use of technology, as businesses’ compliance with human rights is more difficult to
supervise when exploitative labour takes place in remote areas.



The modern slavery regime: a critical evaluation 13

The potential of technologies—in particular mobile-phone-based tools and
applications—to combat modern slavery in global supply chains is reviewed by Rende
Taylor and Shih (this issue). It is assumed that, since businesses are better placed to
identify and remediate modern slavery conditions with the use of technologies that
enable worker feedback, they would take greater responsibility in combating
modern-day slavery. Their article, however, paints a darker picture by shedding light
on significantly lesser ambitions and practices of corporations, where corporations
are primarily interested in promoting due diligence, rather than remediation.

The authors demonstrate that due diligence tools, developed and sold to businesses
by for-profit tech companies, are used primarily by businesses to identify human traf-
ficking and forced labour within their supply chains but not to address it. They argue
that these tools are purposefully designed to have limited scope and not reveal, in
earnest, serious modern slavery issues, mainly for lack of willingness and capacity on
the side of businesses to deal with and to remedy such risks. Hence, these technologies
seem to be the perfect tools to ‘produce deliverables’, which are so much needed for
compliance. On the other hand, remediation tools are usually developed and/or
primarily used by non-profit entities, such as civil society and human rights enhancing
organisations, with the aim of identifying and addressing issues of modern slavery.
The article calls for reconsidering the sole use of due diligence tech tools by trans-
national companies. Instead, they advocate for the need for businesses to employ more
remediation tech tools with real remediation potential. The intended use of these
technological methods allows us to ponder on the recurring theme of conflicting
responsibilities in the fight against modern slavery. Are businesses solely responsible
for the wide use of the more formulaic and, from a business risk perspective, safer due
diligence process? The authors infer that companies would probably be more pre-
pared to do more than basic legal compliance if real options for them were available
to remedy modern slavery conditions within their supply chain.

In the last article of this collection, Jones ef al. (this issue) raise the issue of moral
and ethical responsibility of transnational businesses in combating and remedying
forced labour within their supply chains. They do so by investigating poor working
conditions of Indonesian fishermen within the domestic labour market, situated at
the axis of the state and global fish market. Their study identifies a high degree of
informality within the sector and the extensive reliance on existing social networks,
especially in the case of smaller fishing vessels. These attributes manifest themselves
mainly in recruitment practices, in the pervasive lack of written employment agree-
ments, but also in terms of on-board workshare and discipline procedures. Importantly,
these also have an impact on payment conditions, which are closely linked to
(temporary) bonded labour.
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The authors invite transnational businesses in the global fish for food sector to
reconsider their responsible sourcing approaches in relation to their sourcing from
Indonesian supply chains. In particular, as they state, hitherto not enough attention
has been given to potential forced labour conditions experienced by domestic workers
within the Indonesian fishing industry, whilst exploitation of migrant workers, espec-
ially on Thai and Taiwanese shipping vessels, has received widespread media scrutiny.
According to them, these may be related to ill-seated assumptions linked to the struc-
ture and small-scale fishing methods of the Indonesian fishing sector, which make
transnational companies unaware of and reluctant to investigate potential labour
risks. Scarcity in the availability of worker’s voices and lack of organisations that
could effectively represent workers’ interests may also add to such business practice.
The authors warn us that, in the absence of responsible sourcing practices of transna-
tional businesses, the business risks continue to rest jointly on local companies and
workers, while human rights risks would always be allocated to the fishing crew.

CONCLUSION

The contributions to this special issue highlight the complex nature of the modern
slavery regime and also the value of joint, as well as individual, responsibility in com-
batting modern-day slavery. Whilst profound power imbalances exist between the
state, businesses, and workers, all play their part in tackling the issue. A central prob-
lem remains the governance of modern slavery. It is still early days and, as noted
above, the challenges of implementation and commitment on the part of states and
businesses undermine effective enforcement of human rights norms. However, reform
follows analysis and criticism. By illustrating where action has proven successful, and
why poor governance allows abuse to flourish, the articles in this issue provide a rare
insight into the operations of the modern slavery regime in an international and com-
parative context. Most importantly, they demonstrate how empirically grounded
research may advance our understanding of emerging global discourses on modern
slavery and shine a light on promising practices that incentivise action to tackle abuse
and exploitation.



The modern slavery regime. a critical evaluation 15

REFERENCES

African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1987). http://www.achpr.org/instruments/achpr/

Agence France Presse (2019), ‘Bangladesh Strikes: Thousands of Garment Workers Clash With Police
Over Poor Pay’, The Guardian, 14 January.
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2019/jan/14/bangladesh-strikes-thousands-of-garment-workers-clash-with-
police-over-poor-pay

American Convention on Human Rights (1969). https://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6b36510.html

Bales, Kevin (1999), Disposable People: New Slavery in the Global Economy (Berkeley, CA, University of
California Press).

Bassiouni, C. M. (1998), ‘International Crimes: Jus cogens and obligatio erga omnes’, Law and
Contemporary Problems, 59: 63—74. https://doi.org/10.2307/1192190

Beate, Andrees (2016), ‘Defending Rights, Securing Justice, The International Labour Organization’s
Work on Forced Labour’, Journal of International Criminal Justice, 14: 343-62.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jicj/mqw018

Bloomfield, M. & LeBaron, G. (2018), “The UK Modern Slavery Act: Transparency through Disclosure
in Global Governance’, E-International Relations.
https://www.e-ir.info/2018/09/21/the-uk-modern-slavery-act-transparency-through-disclosure-in-
global-governance/.

California Transparency in Supply Chains Act (2010) SB657.
http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/164934.pdf

Cockayne, J., Grono, N. & Panaccione, K. (2016), ‘Introduction’, Special Issue: Slavery and the Limits of
International Criminal Justice, Journal of International Criminal Justice, 14: 253-67.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jicj/mqw014

Corrie, K. L. (2016), ‘Could the International Criminal Court Strategically Prosecute Modern Day
Slavery?” Journal of International Criminal Justice, 14: 285-303.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jicj/mqv064

Council of Europe (2005), Council of Europe Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings,
https://ec.europa.cu/anti-trafficking/sites/antitrafficking/files/cets_197.docx.pdf

Cruz, Katie, O’Connell Davidson, Julia & Sanchez Taylor, Jacqueline (2019), ‘“Tourism and Sexual
Violence and Exploitation in Jamaica: Contesting the “Trafficking And Modern Slavery” Frame’,
Journal of the British Academy, 7(s1): 191-216. https://doi.org/10.85871/jba/007s1.191

Deshingkar, Priya, Awumbila, Mariama & Teye, Joseph Kofi (2019), ‘Victims of Trafficking and Modern
Slavery or Agents of Change? Migrants, Brokers, and the State in Ghana and Myanmar’, Journal
of the British Academy, 7(s1): 77-106. https://doi.org/10.85871/jba/007s1.077

Dufty, H. (2016), ‘Litigating Modern Day Slavery in Regional Courts: A Nascent Contribution’, Special
Issue: Slavery and the Limits of International Criminal Justice, Journal of International Criminal
Justice, 14: 375-403. https://doi.org/10.1093/jicj/mqv079

Economist Intelligence Unit (2015) The Road from Principles to Practices: Today’s Challenges for
Business in Respecting Human Rights’, 13 October.
https://www.eiuperspectives.economist.com/strategy-leadership/road-principles-practice

EU (2011), Directive 2011/36/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 April 2011 on
Preventing and Combating Trafficking in Human Beings and Protecting its Victims, and Replacing
Council Framework Decision 2002/629/JHA.
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32011L0036

European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950).
https://www.echr.coe.int/Documents/Convention_ ENG.pdf



16 Agnes Simic and Brad K. Blitz

Freedom United (2019), ‘Field Report: Modern Slavery in UN Sustainable Development Goals. Freedom
United’.
https://www.freedomunited.org/our-impact/slavery-sustainable-development-goals-2/  [accessed
13 March 2019].

Gleason, Kelly A. & Cockayne, James (2018), ‘Official Development Assistance and SDG Target 8.7,
Centre for Policy Research, United Nations University.
http://collections.unu.edu/view/UNU:6612#viewAttachments

Haynes, J. (2016), “The Modern Slavery Act (2015): A Legislative Commentary’, Statute Law Review,
37(1): 33-56. https://doi.org/10.1093/slr/hmv024

ILO (1930), Convention Concerning Forced or Compulsory Labour (C029), International Labour
Organization.
https://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f ?p=NORMLEXPUB:12100:0::NO::P12100_ILO_CODE:C029

ILO (1956), Supplementary Convention on the Abolition of Slavery, the Slave Trade, and Institutions and
Practices Similar to Slavery, International Labour Organization.
http://www.un.org/en/genocideprevention/documents/atrocity-crimes/Doc.15_supplementary%o
20slaverytrade.pdf

1LO (1957), Abolition of Forced Labour Convention (CI105 ), International Labour Organization.
https://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f 7p=1000:12100:0::NO::P12100_ILO_CODE:C105

ILO (1998), Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work, International Labour
Organization. https://www.ilo.org/declaration/thedeclaration/textdeclaration/lang--en/index.htm

ILO (1999), Worst Forms of Child Labour Convention (CI82), International Labour Organization.
https://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f 7p=NORMLEXPUB:12100:0::NO::P12100_ILO_CODE:C182

ILO (2014), Protocol of 2014 to the Forced Labour Convention, 1930 (P029), International Labour
Organization.
https://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f 7p=NORMLEXPUB:12100:0::NO::P12100_ILO_CODE:P029

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966).
https://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/ccpr.aspx

Jones, Katharine, Visser, David & Simic, Agnes (2019), ‘Fishing for Export: Calo, Recruiters, Informality,
and Debt in International Supply Chains’, Journal of the British Academy, 7(s1): 107-130.
https://doi.org/10.85871/jba/007s1.107

Krasner, S. D. (1982), ‘Structural Causes and Regime Consequences: Regimes as Intervening Variables’,
International Organization, 36(2): 185-205. .https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300018920

McCall-Smith, K. & Rithmkorf, A. (2018), ‘Reconciling Human Rights and Supply Chain Management
through Corporate Social Responsibility’, in V. Ruiz Abou-Nigm, K. McCall-Smith & D. French
(eds.), Linkages and Boundaries in Private and Public International Law. (Oxford, Hart), 147-73.

Modern Slavery Act 2015. (c.30) (London, The Stationery Office).
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/30/contents/enacted

O’Connell Davidson, J. (2017), ‘Editorial: The Presence of the Past: Lessons of History for Anti-
trafficking Work’, in Special Issue: The Lessons of History, Anti-Trafficking Review, (9):1-13.
https://doi.org/10.14197/atr.20121791

Pinheiro, Silvia Marina, Emberson, Caroline & Trautrims, Alexander (2019), ‘ “For the English to See”
or Effective Change? How Supply Chains Are Shaped by Laws and Regulations, and What That
Means for the Exposure of Modern Slavery’, Journal of the British Academy, 7(s1): 167-190.
https://doi.org/10.85871/jba/007s1.167

bin Ra’ad Al Hussein, Z. (2015), ‘Ethical Pursuit of Prosperity’, The Law Society Gazette, 23 March
2015.
http://www.lawgazette.co.uk/analysis/comment-and-opinion/ethical-pursuit-of-prosperity/5047796.
fullarticle



The modern slavery regime. a critical evaluation 17

Rende Taylor, Lisa & Shih, Elena (2019), ‘Worker Feedback Technologies and Combatting Modern
Slavery in Global Supply Chains: Examining the Effectiveness of Remediation-oriented and Due-
diligence-oriented Technologies in Identifying and Addressing Forced Labour and Human
Trafficking’, Journal of the British Academy, 7(s1): 131-165.
https://doi.org/10.85871/jba/007s1.131

Ruggie, J. G. (2017), “The Social Construction of the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human
Rights’, Corporate Responsibility Initiative Working Paper No. 67, John F. Kennedy School of
Government, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2984901

Skrivankova, K. (2010), ‘Between Decent Work and Forced Labour: Examining the Continuum of
Exploitation’, Joseph Rowntree Foundation.
https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/between-decent-work-and-forced-labour- examining-continuum-
exploitation

UN (1949), Convention for the Suppression of the Traffic in Persons and of the Exploitation of the
Prostitution of Others. https://www.ohchr.org/EN/Professionallnterest/Pages/TrafficInPersons.aspx

UN (1989), Convention on the Rights of the Child.
https://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/crc.aspx

UN (2000), Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons Especially Women and
Children, Supplementing the United Nations Convention Against Transnational Organized Crime.
https://www.ohchr.org/en/Professionallnterest/Pages/Protocol TraffickingInPersons.aspx

UN (2011), UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights. Implementing the United Nations
‘Protect, Respect and Remedy’ Framework. (New York and Geneva, United Nations Publications).
https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Publications/GuidingPrinciplesBusinessHR _EN.pdf

UN (2015), ‘“Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda For Sustainable Development’, A/RES/70/1.
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/21252030%20A genda%:20for%20
Sustainable%20Development%:20web.pdf

Van der Wilt, H. (2016), ‘Slavery Prosecutions in International Criminal Jurisdictions’, Journal of
International Criminal Justice, 14: 269-83. https://doi.org/10.1093/jicj/mqv071

Vaughn, Leona, Balch, Alex, Johns, Jennifer & Currie, Samantha (2019), ‘“Transparency in Supply Chains
and the Lived Experiences of Workers and Their Families in the Garment Sectors of Bangladesh
And Myanmar’, Journal of the British Academy, 7(s1): 35-60.
https://doi.org/10.85871/jba/007s1.035

Verdross, A. (1966), ‘Jus dispositivum and jus cogens in International Law’, American Journal of
International Law, 60: 58-9. https://doi.org/10.2307/2196718

Victims of Trafficking and Violence Protection Act of 2000. https://www.state.gov/j/tip/laws/61124.htm

Voss, Hinrich, Davis, Matthew, Sumner, Mark, Waite, Louise, Ras, Ilse A., Singal, Divya & Jog, Deepti
(2019), ‘International Supply Chains: Compliance and Engagement with the Modern Slavery
Act’, Journal of the British Academy, 7(s1): 61-76. https://doi.org/10.85871/jba/007s1.061

Webb, P. & Garciandia, R. (2019), ‘State Responsibility for Modern Slavery: Uncovering and Bridging
the Gap’.
https://www.thebritishacademy.ac.uk/sites/default/files/State-responsibility-for-modern-slavery-
Webb-Garciandia.pdf.

Notes on the authors

Agnes Simic is a former Hungarian solicitor turned into social policy researcher in the
area of migration. She is currently a research officer at the Institute of Global Affairs
of the London School of Economics and Political Science. She had worked as a
research assistant on numerous migration-related research projects at the LSE, the



18 Agnes Simic and Brad K. Blitz

University of Exeter, and Middlesex University. One of her recent research projects
focussed on legal and procedural information provision to asylum seekers in the UK
and in Hungary. Agnes has held lectures and seminars at the Department of
Criminology and Sociology of Middlesex University, where she is currently an hourly-
paid lecturer in Migration and Citizenship.

a.simic@mdx.ac.uk or agnes.simic@outlook.com

Recent publications:

‘Subversive Citizens: Using EU Free Movement Law to Bypass The UK’s Rules on Marriage Migration’
(with Helena Wray & Eleonore Kofman), Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, Special Issue
(forthcoming 2019, accepted).

‘INFORM: Legal and procedural information for asylum seekers in the European Union. Hungary
Country Report (with Zoltan Barcza-Szabo, Grusa Matevzi¢, Zoltan Somogyvari & Zsolt
Szekeres), (2018).
https://www.inform-asylum.eu/uploads/1/2/1/7/12176018/midj6040_middlesex-uni-hungary-
180712.pdf

‘INFORM: Legal and Procedural Information for Asylum Seekers in the European Union’, UK Country
Report (with Jocelyn Hutton & Brad Blitz), (2018).
https://www.inform-asylum.eu/uploads/1/2/1/7/12176018/midj6040-report-uk-180416-8-web.pdf

Brad K. Blitz is Director of the British Academy/DFID Programme, ‘“Tackling Slavery,
Human Trafficking and Child Labour in Modern Business’, and has recently been
appointed Professor of International Politics and Policy at University College London
Institute of Education. He is also Visiting Professor at the London School of
Economics, and Senior Fellow of the Global Migration Centre in the Graduate
Institute, Geneva.

He recently acted as Principal Investigator for the ESRC-DFID funded
EVI-MED project on refugee and migrant reception systems in the Mediterranean
and the EU Commission project INFORM, which seeks to understand how asylum
seekers access legal and procedural information. In March 2019 he began a five-year
project as co-investigator of a £17.4 million ‘hub’ on Gender, Justice and Security,
funded by the Global Challenges Research Fund (GCRF) with the London School
of Economics.

Publications include Statelessness in the European Union: Displaced, Undocumented
and Unwanted (Cambridge University Press, 2011) and Statelessness and Citizenship:
A Comparative Study on the Benefits of Nationality (Edward Elgar, 2011). In 2011, he
completed a US State Department funded project ‘Measuring the Costs of
Statelessness’, which subsequently informed US humanitarian policy. He also con-
tributed to UNDP’s Asia-Pacific Human Development Report. In November 2013, he
completed a major cross-national study of the benefits of birth registration on devel-
opment outcomes for Plan International. He is also the author of Migration and



The modern slavery regime: a critical evaluation 19

Freedom: Mobility, Citizenship, and Exclusion (Edward Elgar, 2014; reissued in 2016),
which was nominated for three awards.
brad_blitz@yahoo.com

To cite the article: Agnes Simic and Brad K. Blitz (2019), “The modern slavery regime:
a critical evaluation’, Journal of the British Academy, 7(sl): 1-34.
DOI https://doi.org/10.5871/jba/007s1.001

This article is licensed under a
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 4.0 Unported License.

Journal of the British Academy (ISSN 2052-7217) is published by

The
{ \ British
Academy

10-11 Carlton House Terrace, London, SW1Y 5AH
www.thebritishacademy.ac.uk



d Brad K. Blitz

umic an

Agnes S

20

'soonoeld jusunnioar
[BULIOJ-TWIAS SSAIPPY
‘uonodjoid pue uoneoyn
-U9pI INOQe] PIJIOJ UO S[RIO
-1JJO 03 Sururer} duUBYUY
"SOWILID INOQe|

Pao10] pue Sunyoyjen u
Kyo1dwod [e1OYJo SSAIPPY
'SIOPUIYJO

Inoqe[ PadIoj JO UONIIAUOD
pue uonnodsoid asearou]
*SOIIOU0ID

[eWLIOJUl pUE [BULIOJ O)
PUSIX? T8} PIPIU SAINS
-BowW uondd301d pue WoIsAs
uone[n3al Jnoqe[ Josuons

‘ysopesueg

(OT1) uoneziuesiQ
Inoqe [eUOBUIdU]

oy} pue ysape[sueqg
JIDINN (VANOD)
uoneoossy s1orrodxy pue
SIAINIOBJNUBIA] JUSWLIBD)
1ysope[3ueg Ay} UoIM)dq
($661) Mmoqe| plIyo Suryoe)
(NOW) Surpuelsiopun)

JO WNPUBIOWIA

suorun

opeI) pue SIO[IBIAI ‘SpurIlq
[2QO[3 U9aM]dQ SIUIWAAITL
Surpuiq A[reso—, A19Jes
IONIOM ysape[Sueqg

10} 30UV YL,

810 p1020y uonIsuely,
Mau A} Aq paoerdar

Sureq Apuarimd ‘proddns
JUOUIULIOAOS PAYOR] Jey) Uo
paseq suonoe Inq—(810¢
-pIuI [un SIBdA G 10J
doeld ur sem) ysope[dueg
ut £yo5eg Supyng

PUB A11,{ UO PI0DY, YL
's]00031014 [euondQO DYD
pue (6861 NN piyD iy
Jo s1ysry ay1 uo uonuaau0y)
NN) O¥D T8T “T11 ‘501
‘00T ‘860 “L80 ‘670D O11

ANSSI SNOLIAS INOQR[ PIIYD) «
AJIurey yym yonoy

ur Surdoay jo uoniqyoxd
‘Ked moJ ‘sinoy Sunyrom
Su0J :510709s 1910 Ul
SupjIom waIp[Iyd ‘s3o0adsoxd
qol pue o3eLLIEW paSueLIe
9s[eJ Y3noIy) Juroyjes) Xas
1RASUIYOY OIUY)D SSI[AILIS
:dnoi3 o[qerouna Aysry
seare

[INI WOIJ USWOM UJq Pey
SOLI0JOB] Q[I)X3) UI SIONIOM

Jo Kyurofeur jsea - (Jeqloa pue
[enxas ‘TearsAyd) uoissai3se
pue 2oudjo1A doefdsjrom
PaI1apUAD) 191008 JOPIM

pue ‘mej ‘uoneanps ‘yieay
ur senienbaur paseq-19puan)
SOLI01OR] [[BWS 0} Sul
-JoB1)U0dQNS pasLIoyneun
‘Kyumoasur qof ‘Ked

Mo ‘paprunrad jou sysojord
1j10Mm ‘uorie)o[dxa moqe|
1W0)SAS uone[n3ar Inoqe|
Surdo[oAdp pue yeop

SIOYIOM
onsowop ‘s1ofnd MeYSILT
‘uourrdysy ‘spuey doys

se 'dso [UAIP[IYD BASUIYOY
(3u1339q ‘39)

AJI[RUTWILID PAJIOY
QPNIIAIIS O1)SAWOP “YIoM
X3S ‘SU[IY YOLIq ‘SALI0)OB]
wnrurwn(e ‘(uononpoid
USy-AIp pue eas 1) Surysy
‘(1) 21N NoLISE QNXIL,

(souoyo4d ‘pooy)

SIISBSIP [eINIRU JO YSIY
K110n0d Jo 9181 ySIH
Sunyoyyen

puB IN0qe| PadIoy

ur Ardwoo [eoyjo ‘osnqe
Inoqe| paSpajmoudr el
sqam uononpoid (9[1xa))
[PqO[3 Ut qny paysIqeIsy
A3o[ouyod) pajewoIne jo
asearour ‘Annaduwod A[ysiy
‘3unINg-1s09 :AWOU09d
josrew J03epard, Surdrowy
(sdnoi3 1stuwanxo

pue 9Je)s) 20udoIA [ednIjod
YIM AOBIOOWAP J[qRISU() «
(1) ysope[Sueg

.

ook JO BAIE [BIUSIOJ

UONIR[SIS] JUBAJ[QY

asnqe jo aInjeN

Inddo

Kewr asnqge a1oym Ansnpuy

Inoo0
Aewr 9snQqe I9YM W)SAS
[eonijod pue SruoOuodq

"aNSSI [e103dSs dY) UT PASSNISIP SIS PAJOJ[IS UT AIQAR[S UIOPOW JO Awouoxe) y °T Xipuaddy



21

The modern slavery regime. a critical evaluation

'0)9 ‘UONLAID

qofl ‘uoreonpa jo yor[ se

[ons S$10108J YSLI PUL SIsNed
JOOI [0S IOPIM J[NOB],

SME[ INOQR] JO Uon
-ejudwd[duwr 9y} JI0JIUOIA

(sureyd

Addns ur £10A€[S LIOpOW

jsurese suornor 1Y)

oriqnd oyew 03 saruedwoo

sarmbar jey) me[ ‘mef

JUSWINIOAL [BOIY)D JORUD O}
'3°9) uone[sI3o] uoyISuANS

‘(porepdn uoaq

jou sey JsI] Ay} LY} WSIINLIO)

81T A moqeT aae[S, o)
U0 SOSSOUIS] SO [IIM ST}

[E10IOWILIOD JND pue seonoeld

S1oM JUu09p jowoxd

0} podIde AJLIejunjoA

aaey soruedwoo A10yeusis
‘500 Ul payoune| sem
INOQeT 9AR[S JO UonedIpeIq
ay) 10J 108 [BUONBN
‘uonIugep ay) iy pue

o3 ueyo 01 FUIYI9S 92109P
JUSWIULISAOS B AQ PaSUd|
-[BYo A[JU00a1 U2dq sey
AIoAB[S JO UONIUYDP PBOIq
pue aarssaidord s izerg
‘SwnoIA Suryoyjes) o)
SIJOURq [I[BAY PUB ‘[BIDOS
‘1839 01 Y311 Ay} FUIPUIXD
pue ‘SIOPUIIJO 10 AseqeIep
© JO UONLBaId ) Jurpnjout
saInseaul dAneIuAAdId
Suisodoid ‘sroyenjodiod
10J sanjeuad 1oysiey

yum Suryoyjer) uewny

JO sur1oj [[e SuIsIeuIwLO
‘possed sem 9 /ppe €l

MET ‘9[0T 1990100 U]
OpOD [BUad 24} JO L6] puB
611 Q[ONIY Iopun d0UIIJO
[RUIWILIO © SI INOQR[ Pad10]
(000T N1 1090101 OWLId[e]
pue sjoo03014 [euondo
O¥D “DUD ‘T8I $€1 ‘111
‘50T “001 ‘860 ‘620D OTI

(o[1om xas pue

onsawop ds?) moqe[ pryd
uoneyordx? 01

ouoid srow ‘SUISLIO UBILIJY
Jo opdoad pue suerizerg
snoud3Ipur jsurese uone
-UTWLIOSIP SUIpue)s-3uo|
paruap sy

JISBQ :INOQE[ dNsaWo
IoAordwo uo doueRIaI [B10)
3pajmouy a3ensue| jo
yoe] ‘98epuoq 1qap ‘snjels
PAITAWNOOPUN DqRISUNA
A[YS1Y :S19310M JURISIIA]
SUONIPUOd SUyIom

100d ‘sAepyrom 3uo|

‘Aed moJ ‘yuawusserey pue
sjeary) [eorsAyd ‘sanjiqow
JONIRW INOQR] PIIOLIISAT
“JUAUIINIOA [BIIYIUN
‘(syor13U0D OU) SUON

-IPUO9 SUIYIOM [RULIOJUT
:(uor3a1 uozewry Ay}

ur A[[eroadso) s1oxIom [BImy .

saLsnpur

(Xas) WISLINO} pu® INOqe|
JN)SAUWOP ‘UONINIISUOI
9[11Xd) :seaIk UBQIN
(Suryouer

Lo ‘Ansaroy ‘uononpoid
[ROIIRYD 93JJ09) 101938
[BIN)NOLISE SBATR [RIMy

BOLIJY PUR ‘BISY INOS
S911)UN0d FuLINoqu3u
WOl S)UBISIW UO 9OURI[OY
UIMoI3

JIUIOUO0II UMOP PIMO[S
S10¢ JO SISLID OIOUu09q
seare

ueqQIn/[RINI pue (Yinos pue
y1IoN)) seare [eorydeisoad
u2aMm19q santredsip

Y31y YIIM JIou0dd
JoIBW SUIMOIS-1SB]

(7) nzeag

Uonok JO BAIE [BIUSIO]

UOT)R[SITI] JURAJ[OY

asnqge Jo aInjeN

Ind5o0
Aew asnqe a1dym A1snpuj

INndo0
Kew asnge d1oyMm WIISAS
[eonijod pue oruoOuUodq

ponupuo) 1 xipuaddy



d Brad K. Blitz

umic an

Agnes S

22

RN
KJI9A®[S UIOpOW JO SUIpor)
pue uoniugooar yJnoqe
s1okodwo pue s[eroyjo
9)e)s )oq 10J sSururer],
padojaasp pue
pa1apisuodar Ajpunojord
9q 03 uonodoId wnoIA
PpaoIojud

AJoA1IO91J0 9q 0] SMEB]
SI9yI0M Jo uorodjord
19119 9[qBUD 0) PISO[d 9q
03 uone[si3a ur sojoydoo|

.

.

sureyd A[ddns

110U} UI POISAOOSIP ALY
K93 18y} AI0AR[S UIOpPOW JO
sased ysiqnd 03 saruedwod
10§ JuowaInbar [e3o] oN
9pO9 [RUTWLIO

9SQUIYD) A} UI Hf7 UOIIOS
£q 1IN0 pre| se asuajo
[RUTWLIO © ST INOQR[ PA0IO]
T81°8€1 ‘111 001D OTI

.

djoy y99s jou op udjo
0oudY ‘(310M [BNXIS F9)
S10® PAOIOJ 1A} 10
paystund 9q AW SWIOIA
SOAIM USI910) JO

soSeLLIBW PaoIo] (SaLIIuNnoo
Sunmoqusrou woljy Ajureur)

uoneo[dxa [enxas pasiof
03Ul PaYOYJeI} USIP[IYD
pue s)mpe :£1snpur Xog

asnqe Inoqge| 0} dqeIAUnA
A[yS1y ‘pajuswnoopun usljo

:SJURISIW [BUOTIBUIIU]
$10)99S [RULIOJUT UT

SI0M U2}JO ‘pajudwnoopun

‘(*010 ‘uoneInpa Yjeay)
dAOW 113 SUIMO[[O]
SOJIAIRS [BID0S 0] SSAIO®
paonpas ‘dnoi3 sqerouna
ATy31y :s)uRISIW [RUIdIU]
(souoyd o[1qowt
‘sy10dssed poyeosyuoo)
Apqour fearsAyd poyrf
uo)jo ‘A[dwos 03 [esnjar
10J Juswsserey [eorsAyd
yI0om Suoj :Inoqe[ plyd
1013000 Judwio[dwd

JO o[ ‘9snqe pue s)eaIy)
earsAyd ‘sinoy Sunyrom
Suo[ ‘Aed ou sowrjowWos
10 (101998 UONINIISUOD
) Ul "3'9) PAAR[OP ‘MOT «

.

.

UaIp[Iyo

pue synpe ‘syueisiu

PUE S[BIO] :AI}SNPUT X0
s3ururer) [BUONJBIOA JO
j1ed se soL10}0B] Ul Sjuapnis
Jo sdiysuraur, {(20UsIosuod
Jo Aqurewr) sxouostid wory
SunsoArey ueSIO SAI3UD
UonBINPI-0I ‘UONIBIIIqRYT
3nIp ‘uonuddp Ul

INOQe[ PadIoJ :10303S )e1S
sueoresns ‘Suy yorq

*8°0 ‘SaLIISNPUI [BULIOJ SSO]
$101098

UoIrONISU0d ‘(SOIU0IJI[S
‘quowrred) SULINJORJNUBIA «

Inoqe[ pao1oj pasoduur-o1elg
seare [eo1ydei3093 sso1oe
S[OAQ] UIOJUT UdIMIIq
SOOUSSIDAIP SNOULIOUT]
INOqe[ QAISUIUI

axmbai 18y} spoos deayo

Jo 110dx9 10§ uononpoid

ur sas1[eroads AWouodd

1oy rew Surdofaadp Aprdey
(€) vury)

ook JO BAIE [BIUSIOJ

UOTJB[SITO] JURAJ[OY

asnqe Jo aInjeN

Inoo0
Aewr asnqe a1oyMm A1)snpuj

Inoo0
Aewr 9snqe I19YM W)SAS
[eonijod pue Sruouodq

panunuo) 1 Xipuaddy



23

The modern slavery regime. a critical evaluation

S[I0M X3S JO UOTJBSI[BUILILID

pue uonesnewsns puyg .

JUSWIAOIOJUD MB] UAYISUANS »
sosneo

JOOI [B1100S IOPIM O] «

10901014 owLId[ed
pue sjoo01014 reuondo
DD DUD T8I “8€T1 “T11

‘SOT ‘001 “860 “L80 ‘620D OTI

UAIP[IYO JO dFeLLIBW POOIO]

OLgD1
jsurese “dso 9oud[OIA 1[O]

U31Y 90UI[OIA PAIIPUID)

SuraLy)

WISLINOY X3S P[IYO PUB }NPY
woy} Jsurese uoIeUILIOSIP
PasI[BUONNITISUL ‘SUOT)IPUOD
QJI[ pue yIom snorredard
(axeoy)eAY ‘UdIP[IYD

1194} 10J UOoneonpa)

QIJ[OM [BID0S JIskq 03 SIYSLI

OU ‘pAJUdWNOOPUN UI}JO
:KyLIouTw O1UY)e ULNIeH
—uedrurod pue niey
woly AJurewr ‘s)uBISIA
soponsad pue

uns 0} 21nsodxa ‘SuonIpuod
Sunjiom snoprezey
‘SUONIPUOD JIOM "I
uondadap ‘Inoqe| papuoq
QuINIdA0 K10jEpUBW ‘S9TeM
Jo juowAed-uou 10 pake[d(

J10M X35 ‘Sul[[os
192138 ‘SuI330q PIdIO)

QPNIIAIIS D1)SAWOP ‘WISLINO)

‘UONONIISUOD [SBATR UBQI()
(uononpoid
90JJ0d pue 2011 ‘Tegns ‘dso)
QIN)NOLISE (SLATR [RINY

uondniroo yuedwey .
Ainqers

JO9JJB UBD SIO)SBSIP [BINJEN] o

P1qopul A[1ABIY ST A13UNOD) »
asn nap Juowkordwoun
Kor1[r ‘K110a0d QwWAIX

‘Kyrenbour [e100s SUING o
SIBIA SB[ A} UI YIMOIT
OIIOU099 uo13s A[oAne[aI

UM AWOU00D JONIBIA o

() dnqnday uedrunuo(q

Uorjo. JO BAIR [BNU)0J

UOIIR[SISO] JUBAJ[OY

asnge JoO aInjeN

1900
Aewr osnqe a1oym Ansnpuf

1900
Aewr osnge o1dYM WIISAS
reonijod pue oruouodqg

panuruo) 1 Xipuaddy



BILIOUI QAIBI)SIUTUIPE
pue uondniiod opory, «

suonoadsur

Inoqe| pue Sururer)

10J SO0INOSAI JUAOYYNS

uneooje £q os[e ‘Juowr
-9010JUd MB[ UdYISUANS »

Agnes Simic and Brad K. Blitz

0903014 owLId[ed
pue sjooojo1d [euondQ

DD DYO ‘T8I “8€1 “T11
‘S0T ‘001 ‘860 ‘80 ‘620D OTL

dorjod

£Q 9010J JO SN JAISSIOXY
asnqe [enxas oqAeu ‘asnqe
rearsAyd ‘(Armorow -3-9)
S[eLIdIBW SNOPILZRY I[BaY
03 arnsodxa ‘(Surumoip

JO JBAIY) JUL)ISUOD) IojeM
-19pun pue punoigipun
u2)jo ‘sinoy uryriom Suo|
YI0M PIdIO) snoplezey
pue Sururep AjjearsAyd
‘seare ueqIn o) pajersiu
oym asoy} Jo A[eroadsa
‘uoneyrofdxa renxas
[e1oIWIWOD ‘AFeLLIBW
PITYD padIo) “uaIpy5
saonoeld Surwnow pastoy
QOUBILIAYUI MOPIM [UIWOM
jsurese uorRuILIOSIP
[eInjonas SuIpueIs-3UoY .

(e110A
oye] dso) Surysy ‘Furymey
98e19110d ‘Inoqef onsowop

ut osfe Ioqe[ piyy -
[to ‘Surysy
‘(e009) aInynouge ‘Sururu
9[BOS-[[RWS [BUBSILIE [T
19430 pue SurUIW p[oD)

uondniiod juedwey .
(yanog yuanyye

arow ‘uonendod wIfsNA
JUBOYIUSIS © 1M YLION
100d) op1AIp snoi31ar1 pue
onyder3093 snonardsuo)
sanienbaur

[BI00S PUB JIUOU0ID IPIA
AWOu099

[eurioy ur rokojduwd
juaurwold 1sow [[1s

d1eys fuonnadwods Jo aer
Y31y ym Ing (ssaupalqaput
Axeay ‘uonepur y3ry $-9)
SABUR[BYD JIUOU0ID

JUm AWOU0II JONIRIA

(S) vueyn

Uonok JO BAIL [BNUSI0J

UOTJR[SISI] JURAJ[OY

asnqe Jo aInjeN

Inoo0
AKew asnqe a1oyMm A1)snpuj

In250
Aewr asnqe I19UYM WISAS
reonod pue srwouooyq

24

panunuoy) T xipuaddy



25

The modern slavery regime. a critical evaluation

AWou093 [euLIojul

QY uI SUIPN[OUI ‘S10303S
NSU-YSIY Ul saouagifip
anp Inoqe| A1osindwod
1oNPUOd 03 JUSWILIIAOLD)
sassaursng Jo
A11qeIunodoe udyiduang
uoneIFoIUIdI pue

ANISAI WA UAPITUAIS
K19A%[S

uIopow pud 03 saprjod
JuoWIUIA03 Juswdrduuy

sureyo

Addns 11013 ur paro
-AOJSIP dARY AU} 1B}
AIOAR[S TLIOPOW JO SISBD
ysiqnd o3 soruedwoo
10J JuowaImbar 13 oN
(pasijeurwL Ajarel

ST 95RLLIBW PadIOy)
uoneo[dxo [enxas

PIIYo pue ‘Inoqe| padto]
‘KI0AR[S ‘FUDyOLJRI)

9°T ‘AI0AR[S UIdpPOW JO
SULIOJ }SOW PISI[BUTILIO
9po)) U S, BIPUL
[090101J OWLId[BJ Pu®
s[0203014 [euondQ DYD
OUD T8I “8€T “T11

‘501 ‘001 ‘620D OTI

sdnoi3 premyoeq AJeoruouodd

10 pasifeuISIRW WOIJ ‘dsd ‘USWOA
JOIguod

pauLIe Ul UdIP[IYD Jo uoneyojdxg
Sunsaarey uesiQ

uoneyrofdxe

[euonows pue [enxas ‘fedrsAyd pue
IPNIAIIS d1soWop 03 duoid 9. Funok
© )& U9}JO (BIPUJ UIY}IM OSBLLIBW PAdIO]
UAIP[IYO PUE S)npe

$INOQE[ X3S PIIOJ pue Furyoyjel]
Aqerauna y3iy ‘syuersrur

[euIUI AQ UJO I0M O1ISaWOq

wmns dumny  Jo s1edi yum juowked
pake[op ‘(souoyd oo Jo UorEoISyuod)
Ayqow [ed1sAyd pajoLnsal ‘sInoy
Sunjrom

Suo] ‘suonipuod anogqe[ daneyo[dxe
ssqrua Suruurds s,npeN ey, 03 sardde
sIy) cuone)iojdxa [Bnxas padioy 0 payul|
U)JO ‘UAIP[IYD 0JUO }GOp JO IdJsuer)
‘IN0QE[ PAPUOQq SUO[-9JI] SAWIIWOS
‘SOUBAPR 93BM (PIDIO0J SAWIAUWIOS)
‘sueof 1sa13ur Y3y :Inoqe| papuog
Qoudr1adxa syueISII

[RUIUI TR} SANI[IQRIOU[NA JR[IUIS
SJURISIW [RUOIRUIUI JO Joquunu YSIH
Q[qeIdUINA WA} e

SI0M]AU [BIOOS JO JOB[ ‘SIOUAIYIP
onsmSul| pue [BINIMND ‘SAIAIIS [BI00S

0) $S900B PIJILIISAT ‘UOTIBIUAWNOOP (]
JO Yor[ quowAo[dwo pue POOYIAAI] JO
S[oe] 03 anP UOTRISIU :SJULISIW [RUINU]

s[rw Suruurds :npeN.
[rwey, uf (oM

X3S "8"9) SIOIAISS

PUE UONINIISUOD
‘(U oLIq "89)
Suumjopjnuew
‘(ouoispues ‘9jueId ‘3-9)
Sururw ‘Surysy
‘A11$310J ‘2IN)MOLISe
Ul SOIuIou09d
[ewLIOjuI Ul A[UBA

(uowom ‘syfe pue
SOQLLL, SA[NPAYDS ‘SAISBD)
pa[npayos) uonendod ay)
Jo sdnoi3 juejrodur jsurege
UOTRUTWLIOSIP JTWOU0ID
pue [RI00S SUIpuL]S-3U0
S0)B)IS UBIPU] USIM)Iq
sonLedsIp pooyI[aAl]

pUB SWOOUT JULOYIUTIS
IMOIT OTWOU09 FUOIIS
UM AWOU0ID JONIBIA

(9) erpug

UoIjo. JO BAIR [BNU)0J

UOIIR[SISO] JUBAJ[OY

asnqe jo aInjeN

Inooo Aew asnqe
a1oym Ansnpuy

Ino00
Aewr 9snge oI1dyM WISAS
reonijod pue oruouodqg

panurjuo) -1 Xipuaddy



©as

je Surorjod pue Surrojruow
A1[1qeaoe) 9seaIou]
uondni1od ssaIppy
JUSWIUOIIAUD

SUTUIOAOS PISI[BIIUIIP B UT
JUOUIdOIOJUS MEB] USYISUIS
suonje[ngal mnoqe|
uoyy3uans pue dojoadg
sosned

JOOI [B12100S JOPIM O]

Agnes Simic and Brad K. Blitz

[000)01J ourd[ed
pue sjooojoid [euondo

DUD DD ‘T8I ‘8¢ ‘111
50T 001 ‘860 ‘L80 ‘620D OTI

juedwrer os[e mogqe[ py) .
Ajpiqerauina

Y31y ‘suonipuod moqe|
Pa210J Jopun s1oquunu Y3y
Ul SALIIUNO0d Surmoqyuseu
wolj s)uBISIW INOQeT
sIoLLIRq

onsmsui| 0} NP MIO

yum pue (duoyd sqiqow

JO uoneIsSyuod) AJruue)

)M UOHEOIUNWIWOD JO
SUBAW JO YOB] ‘SUONIPUOD
[LIUSWUOIIAUD YSIBY
Ajrenonaed ‘uorsiaord 1a1em
pU® pooj PajdLNsAI A[SNOLIOS
‘SUONIPUOd FUI[oMP

pue Sunjiom oruISAyun pue
9yesun ‘osnqe [eor3ojoyoAsd
pue [eo1sAyd 210498

‘sofem Jo Surpjoyyim
‘sInoy JunjIom Juof YIm
uone)o[dxa Inoqe| AUAIIXd
‘paIuswINOOpUN UD}JO
‘(s1eak 10§ U9JO) AJI[Iqow
[earsAyd uo uonorsal
QI0ADS :BOS JB FUIIOoM 2501}
£I0U[S-UI PUE BIS I8 1103098
SOLIAYSY 9y} Ul Suryoyjen)
UBWNY PUB INOQE] PIOIO] «

Surysy pue (J10 wyed 3-9)
amynouse A[Lrewg

pue A[reonsm3ur| ‘Ajedoruyig

uonendod 9SIOAIP
AYS1Y AJ[BOIIIOU0I2-010S

.

uondniros juedwey
Sururoaos

Jo Kem pasienuad-a(J
JuRIYIUSIS

KI9A 103038 [RULIOJU]
AWou09d

pue £oBIOOWP JIJB[OA
SQINSBAW )Y

-rew-o1d pue isiuonodjoxd
paxIw A[SUISNjuod Yim
Awou0o? FursIows IofeJA «
(L) ersauopuy

.

ook JO BAIE [BIUSIOJ

UOT)R[SITI] JURAJ[OY

asnqe Jo aInjeN

Inoo0
Aewr asnqe a1oyMm A1)snpuj

Inoo0
Aewr 9snQqe I9YM W)SAS
[eonijod pue SruoOuodq

26

panunuo) 1 xipuaddy



27

The modern slavery regime. a critical evaluation

K)ITenxasowoy
ASITRUIWLIOd

310M X3S JO UONBSI[BUIILID
pue uonesnewsns pug
orqnd 03 Sursrex

SSOUAIBME PUB INOQR| PIOIOJ
pue Suppoyjen uewny uo
S[RIOYJO 0) Surures) opIAoIg
uonodoxd

pUB UOT)BOYIIUIPI

wroIA Uay)3uens
JUSWIDOIOJUD MB[ UdYITUdNg
sosned

1001 [B12100S IOPIM OB

[000)01q owId[ed
pue sjod03014 [euondQ

DD DYD ‘81 ‘€1 ‘111
501 ‘001 ‘860 ‘L80 ‘670D OTI

S[eo0]
¥or[q AQ PIAISS SIOWOISND
oL, 9)IyM :988)LIdY

AIOAR]S [ROISSB[O JO JUD
-STUTWIAT ANSNPUT WSLINOT,
aJip ur Aypiqens

o1seq Sunuoaard ‘srokojdurd
AQ PAIUATWINDIID SUOTY
-e[n3a1 Inoqej ‘e 1e Aed

OU JO POAE[Op ‘MO :A1psnpur
WSLINO) AU} 0} PAYUI] JIoMm
J0 sad4) 1o130 Surpresay
SIOYIOM

10199S [RULIOJUT ‘S)URISIU
(pajudwmoopun) ‘ suop,

AQ Pa[[01UOD SBATL UT

SUIAI] 9S0Y) “OSNQE [BNXAS JO
SWIOIA PIIYD ‘UWOM SUnoA
100d :sdnoi3 ysu-ysry
saImssaxd oruou0dd

0} AJurew auop ‘ AIejunjoa,
U21JO SI JIOM X3S OJUT AIJUD
ToaamoY (Aiqow [earsAyd
JO saouByd JO Yor[ ‘A19qqOI1
‘UOI1103X9 “9ouo[oIA [eorsAyd
pue [enxas :s3unjas (399118
‘sqn[ay3Iu ‘3-9) [eWLIOjUL
pue (s[a10y "3'9) [ewWLIO} Ul
WSLINO] X3S JNPR PUL PIIY) «

.

Surysy “Ayanoe
[RUIWULIO PIJIOJ OPNIIAISS
onsowop ‘urdseq padioy
‘(Suryoyyer xos) WSOy

Kyronod jo sarer ysiyg
10199s [eULIOjUI 931
s3ues [euruL pasuesIo
Jo douasard Suong

QUILIO JU[OIA

pue uondniiod juedwey
Ansnpur wisLnoy
juejroduwr ym Awouodd
JoyTeW 9[qRISUN PUE [[BWS
(suoznm pue santed
u2am19q sdiysuonear
OISI[AIUAI[D) AOBIOOWIP
Kyred-om) paseq-oSeuoned
(8) eorewer

UOoIjo. JO BAIE [BU)OJ

UOIIR[SISO] JUBAJ[OY

asnge JoO aInjeN

1900
Aewr osnqe a1oym Ansnpuj

1900
Aewr osnge o1ayM WISAS
[reonijod pue oruouodqg

panurjuo) 1 Xipuaddy



d Brad K. Blitz

umic an

Agnes S

28

“SWOIA

10} uornodjord axow apraord
SIOYIOM FUOWER AIQAR[S
UIOPOW JO SSAUAIBME ISIRY
UOT)RUTWLIOSIP

Iopuas pue oruY}o

Jpyor) 03 sardrod ydopy
$103098

[eWLIOJUI PUE [BULIOJ UI Y10q
sjuRISIW (pPajuaWNdOpuUn
u91jo) 100301d 19330
Sunpoyjen uewny

jsurese 31010 udyI3uang

3

S01D padunoua(] ‘81 ‘8€1
111 °S0T 001 ‘860 ‘620D O11

OLgDT pue ‘sepLouru
JIUYIQ ‘UdWOM ISUTe3e
UONBUIWLIOSIP OIWAISAS
SANTAIIOR [BNXIS
[PIOIOUILIOD OJUT PAJIOJ

PUE POOYJLI} UIP[IYD

PUE USWOM [BIO] JO Ioquuinu
I9[[eWS B pUB UFI210]

Jo Iaquunu JueoyIusIg
asnqe [eq1oA pue [earsAyd
“UONR[OSI [BIOOS pu®
[eorsAyd ‘syeary) uonejrodop
UM pjudwmnoopun
‘uoneosyuod jrodssed
‘SUOTITPUOD UOTIEPOUWIIOII®
pue SurjIom djesun ‘sagem
PIRUYIIM 95epU0q 199
QUITLIOAO PAdIO] ‘INOqe|
Ppa210§ 2ouatradxe At sqol
PI[IYs-1oMO] Ul pasojdurd
SNy} ‘pPajeINPI 1SS

QIR ‘SeaIe [RINI UT JudreAdld
QIOW :SINIOM JUBISIA

901AIdS pooy ‘(uoneyrordxe
[eNXdS [BIOIOWILOD) WISLINOY
‘uonONIISUOd ULQIN)
(sar0[3

19qqQn ‘SOIU0I)IJ[D “3°9)
Surrmjorjnuew

‘Furysy ‘Ansaroy ‘uonejued
QIN)[NOLISE (8IS 1B/[RIMY

JUBISIW UO dOUBI[AI AABIH

SoLUNOd JuLnoqy3ou
wWolj AJUrew SIyI0m

(uerpuy
PUB 9sqUIY) :SonLIoUTU
oruy3e urewr) uonendod
Ke[eIA o1Uuy)o-uOU
Jsurese uoIBuIuLIdSIp
PasI[eUOIIN}ISUT Ul PAJOOIT
SIOIJUOD SNOIFI[AI —OIUY)d
‘59[0ISQO [BINI[ND-0100S o
AWOU099 paseq-jjreut
9qe)S QW) SWES Y} 1Y o
AoeI00WAp 01Ul UONER
-wIojsues) SuouIAuooun
UM wWsIueLIRILIOYIN®
9)BIOPOUL 10 PLIGAH «
(6) e1sieey]

ook JO BAIE [BIUSIOJ

UOT)B[SISO] JURAJ[OY

asnqe jo aInjeN

Inoo0
Aewr asnqe a1oyMm A1)snpuj

Inoo0
Aewr 9snQqe I9YM W)SAS
[eonijod pue SruoOuodq

panunuo) 1 xipuaddy



29

The modern slavery regime. a critical evaluation

sdnoi3

[eUIWLIO PAsIUESIO Jequio))
Kyordwoo enoygjo

pue uondniiod yequo))
roqe

9} 10J Spunj AI0W )BIO[[Y
SWIOIA

10J S0IAI3S op1aold pue

JO UOTIBIYIIUIPI ASBAIOU
AWOU099 [BULIOJUT

Q) UI [IOUSS UI PUB S10)03S
UOTONIISUOd puek [eIn)
-[norise oy} ul ‘sastidIojud
Io[rews Je uonnodsoid pue
UOTLSNSIAUT ‘JUIUOIOJUD
(anoqe[ pyryd Surpnjout)
e[ anoqef udyiSuang

T8T 81 “T11 °501 ‘001 (610C
I0QUIBAON] €T UO 010§ Ojul

101U3 [[14) 860 “L80 620D OTI

SI9)[2U[S S,UAWOM pUB
SN UONBIIqRYAI InIp
“PA[qeSIp 9y} 10J suonnIIsur
JUSWUIAOS UT OS[B 2OUI[OIA
QWX PUB ASNGE [BNXAS
Sumo}

110s31 Aeprjoy ur AJjeroadsa
‘uone)o[dxoa enxos
[RIOIOUIWIOD UAIP[IYD)
ssoursng sSnIp 2y} ur yIom
pue ‘sIno300] ‘suIssesse

Se 108 0) pad1oj ojdoad
:sdnoid [eurwtio pasiuesio
£q AyTeuruuLo pasIog
SUOIIPUOD

SunjIom uBWNYUI

‘Kyiqow TeorsAyd pajoLnsar
Inoqe[ papuoq ud}jo ‘sdgem
MO[ A[oWaIIX0 ‘sjueIST
pU® TLEOT SoBIIqusip
[earsAyd pue [ejuowr

3 suostad ‘suosrod
SNOUAIIPUT “UIP[IYO
“UOWOM 1INOQR] PIJIOJ

0] 9[qeIdUNA A[IB[NON)IR] «

RQREN
[RWLIOJUI AU} UT JUS[BAJIJ
Surpuoa

199138 ‘3uUI330q PIoIo] ‘AIed
PIIYO OPNIIAIIS ONSAWOP
‘WISLINO) “UOONIISUOD
‘urmjorjnuew uLqIN)
Surssadold pooy

‘Sururw ‘(090eqO] ‘Te3Nns
©99yj09 ‘raddad 1yp1y0
JOquINONd ‘Uoruo ‘3-9)
2INNOLISE ([RImy

sosnqe s)ySL uewny

10§ Kyrunduwr [BIOUSD)

oM se soniod jo1uod
Apuonbaiy jey) sSued
[RUTWLIO PISIUBSIO [NJIOMO]
uondnirod juedwey

103008

[BWLIOJUT JUBOYIUSIS ATOA
SI10109S [IB)A1 PUB

BIPAW OIUOIIOI[I ‘JUIWD
‘SUONBOIUNUITIO[)
‘A310U0 ) UT AJuTRW
sarjodogijo pue sarjodouow
YIM AWOU09? [e12qI]
(Aoeronaed,) wsijuard
YIM AOBIOOWIP AJ[BULIO] «
(01) 0orxaIA!

.

Uorjo. JO BAIR [BNU)0J

UOIIR[SISO] JUBAJ[OY

asnge JoO aInjeN

1900
Aewr osnqe a1oym Ansnpuf

1900
Aewr osnge o1dYM WIISAS
reonijod pue oruouodqg

panuruo) 1 Xipuaddy



d Brad K. Blitz

umic an

Agnes S

30

roqe
A1) 10j SuIpunj 0JEI0[[Y
uonosdoxd

puB uoILOYNUIPI

wriolA udy)Suans
s101e19d10d JO UOTOIAUOD
pue uonnodsoxd souryuyg
Imoqe|

P9210J UI SUOP SANIAIOR
1oy} 10§ Surystund 19)e] pue
‘59010] PAULIE Ul UIP[IYD
Sursn pue Sunmioar doig
Inoqe| pad1oj Jo sadAy

Kue 03 SUBIJIAIO JUIDIS0D

ur uonesrduwn eoyjo doig
Ay dwod [eoyjo

pue uondniiod jyequio)
Inoqe| padsioj 0}

UOTIR[AI UT JUSWIAIIOJUD ME|
PUB 90UBUIAOS doUBYUH

(-030 “@A3uI0Y)

sso[oje)s pue paosedsip
A[reuraiur udljo ‘sdnois
oruy)d :sdnoi3 ysu-y3ry
uonaippe (rerdo Ajurewr)
3nIp S II0M JO 2sNQy
uour

uS1210J 01 ULJO ‘SALIOUTW
o1uYy3Q wolj Afreroadsa
“WSTUIQNOUOD PADIO
Sunaasop uoym

uonewejap pue uonnoasord
‘uonexe) K1eniqre

‘sasnqe pue syeary) [eorsAyd
‘uoneprwnur ‘osn pue
JUSW)INIOAT IAIP[OS PIIYD)
SAL10)0B)

Jo[[ews ur ‘dso suonIpuod
SUD[IOM TP “QUITIIIAO
QAISS0X? ‘UOnEBSIUOIUN

MO[ ‘Aed mof :uone

-yodxs Inoqe yueduwrey
sonIUNUIWIOd

AQIeau Wolj INoqe| pue
POO0J umo 119y} 10§ opraord
0} pad10j a1doad :Korjod
QOURI[AI-J[3S, PI[[BI-0S
y3nouIy) os[e @rnjonnserjur
orqnd ‘3uryood ‘Surues[d

[090101d :2d£y Aue jo anoqe|
owd[ed pue (QV-DUD) P3010J OJUI S9I0J PAULIL
0903014 euondQ YD 9J1)s ‘S[eIOYJO £q PIdId0d

OO ‘T8I °L80 ‘620D OTL (uow Appsow) SUBINIAL

9pNIIAISS d13sawop ‘Furdsoq
‘UONONIISUOD IN)NOLISe
‘sassaursng [[ews ‘sdoysed)
ur Inogqe[ padioy ‘3ur
-3[O1JJRI) X3S ‘S90I0J pouLIe
JIUY)2 PUB LIS JUAIP[IYD
APNIIAISS

J1)SOWOP ‘SUDYOYJRI) XIS
‘Surysy uerredur ((roqqni
‘110 wyed) arnymorge
‘(opel '3-9) Sururu

Qu03s snoraid ‘sa010§
pauLIe OIUY1d puE 28I

UOTILIINUIOPUN SWIONIXH o
SUBIJIAID JO
Inoqe[ PadIoj 0Jul UOIIII0
pue Aidwos [enyjo
AJIAT}OR OTWIOU0II A ©
se sjuauLIes jo uononpoid
UM (sown pesj 19)10ys
yum sarddns swnjoa-a31e]
pUE ‘pappe-an[eA-MO]
1500-M0]) AWOU0I9 Jo3jIeW
AL1078pa1d, Suimois-iseq .
1omod Areyriuu uoxs yium
Qw301 ONBIOOWAP-TWAS «
(11) rewueA

ook JO BAIE [BIUSIOJ

UOIIB[SISA[ JUBAJ[RY asnqe jo aInjeN

Inoo0
Aewr asnqe a1oyMm A1)snpuj

Inoo0
Aewr 9snQqe I9YM W)SAS
[eonijod pue SruoOuodq

panunuo) 1 xipuaddy



31

The modern slavery regime. a critical evaluation

peoiqe pue
redaN ur yioq uonodjord
WIIOIA J[BW PUE ‘SWUNIIA

Jo uoneznewsns-op ‘uon
-BOYIUPI WIIIA dSBAIOU]
“Imoqe|

Ppa210J ur A31017dwoo [eroyjo
pue uondnirod yequio))
Aiqerauina

juonbasqns pue

uoneIsw [e39[]1 JuaAdld

0} S[oUUBYD [BIOYJO ySnoIy)y
9)eISIW 0) UdWOM JqeuTg
JOUBUIAOS UAISUAIS

mﬂooOHOkm
reuondQ OUD DAD ‘T8T 8¢ 1
‘TTT°S0T1 001 ‘860 ‘620D O1L

J[qeIaunA Afre|

-nonred ayenbyres ¢10g
191 paoe[dsIp A[jeurojuy
sa[qeyonojun ‘sdnoid oruyjo
UIB}I90 JO SIAQUIdW ‘USUIOM
jsurese uorRuILIOSIP

[€39] puB OIWOU0I-0100§
speo[ Aaeoy SuIk1Ied
‘swrqod yjreay sursneo
SIUSWUOIIAUD Ay)eayun
‘sInoy Sunjrom Suo|

‘$10709S IO UI S)URINL)ISAI

uiqeo ‘siojred agessewr
‘S18Q 0UEBP UL UIP[IYD

Jo uone)o[dxa [enxes pue
Sunjoyyer xas :udIp[yd
Q0UD[OIA PaYE[

-1-A1mop ‘Kyprqowu [earsAyd
PRIOLIISAT A[YSIY OPNIIAISS
O1ISAWOP ‘DIUI[OIA O1ISOUIOP
Apuanbaiy sousnrodxyg

“UdW ULAIOY YINOS

pue osauIy)) YHm sagerLrew
poSuelLIe ‘sofeLLIew

Pa210J pue A[I1Bd :UIWOA\
(seLrunood Jinoy ur Jursjiom
asot)) a1 'dsd) Inoqe|
PIpUOq JO OUILAAL]

$10399s JudU
-UurelI)ud ‘uoneliodsuen)
‘Gurohoar ‘Suissoq
pad10j ‘Ansnpur jodred
PUB J[11X3) PAIIPIOIqUID
OPNIIAILS ONSAWOP
‘SunyeaIq QuOoIs ‘SuIy JOLIq

QINYMOLIZE (INOQR] PIIYD) »
"A1ISNPUT JUSWUTRIIIUD
Jnpe ‘SuId3aq JIom X3
J[10M J1ISAUWOP ‘SALI0JOR]

‘UONONIISUOD (UBQIN)
SouTWI “SUIY

JOLIQ 2IN)NOLITE [RINy

(oyenbyjres

Sunejseasap s10g "89)
QUOZ I9)SESIP [RINJBN
SOLIUNOD

3sa100d s plIom 9y} jo auQ
KI9AE[S ULIOpOW

ut f1dwod [eyjo
Apiqersut feanijod
QINJONISBIJUI JBoMm
QOUBUIOAOS puR Me[ JISRI]
oriqndar

O1BIOOWAP [BIOPI] 0}
Ayoreuow wWolj UONISUBI], »
(@) redoN

.

.

Uorjo. JO BAIR [BNU)0J

UOIIR[SISO] JUBAJ[OY

asnge JoO aInjeN

1900
Aewr osnqe a1oym Ansnpuf

1900
Aewr osnge o1dYM WIISAS
reonijod pue oruouodqg

panuruo) 1 Xipuaddy



d Brad K. Blitz

umic an

Agnes S

32

KIoA®[S WIOpOW Yim Surjeap
S[RIONJO 0} STUTUIRI) APIAOIJ
KIdAR[S UWIOpOW 1BqUIOD

0] Spunj 210w 2JeI0[[Y
UOT)RISIUIAI [BIOOS puB
uonojoid ‘uoneoynuApI
wnoIA udyI3uang
Kyordwood reoyjo

pue uondniios yequo))
[euoneu pue

[BUOISAI — 9OUBUIIAOS JO
S[OAQ] JURIRJJIP B QATINOIXD
) uryim uoneradoods pue
UOTBOTUNTIUIOD JSBAIOU]
uonnoasold awo pue
JUSWRDIOJUD MB[ UYIUNG

0203014 owidfed

pue sjoo031014 reuondo

DUD DU T8I 8E1 ‘111
‘SOT ‘001 “860 “L80 620D O1I

SuIy[os 329138

pue SuIdgaq pao1oj ‘parear
-WSLIOLI?) 1O (AUIBD0D

Jo uonejrodsuen pue
uononpoid) pajejar-gnip

SB [ONS SANIAIIOR [RUTWLID
PIDIOJ S[IOM X3S UIP[IYD)
‘(SeaI® 2)OWAI UT SIS
Jururw 03 900 J1) AJfIqow
rearsAyd pajornsa moqe|
papuoq ‘s19Jjo 3s[ej y3noiyy
JUSWIINIOAT “PRIOJJe
UQIP[IYD PUB SINPE. IOM
X0s pue Sunoyje) Xo§
QouojoIA [earsAyd

JO 9sn pue sjeaIy) ‘safem jo
juawked a1e[ 10 ou ‘AyIqow
eorsAyd pejornsar 93epuoq
199p ‘seonoead juaunmIdar
Surpea[siu Inoqe|

P2210J *3°9 110098 FuruIw Uy
SJURISIW UB[ONZIUIA JUIIAI
pue says Sururw [e3ar

01 9so[o Jural uonendod
‘LLgOT T00d [eIna

‘uowom ‘ojdoad snouad
-1put :sdnois ysu-ySry

JIOM X3S “QOTATS

o1)SaWOP ‘SUIPUIA J221)S
‘3uI380q padIoy :uBQIN)

J10M XI5

‘S0110308] ‘(Je39[[1) Sunyew

JOLIQ “(SIOTAIRS PAJR[AI PUB)

Sururw pjos [e39[[1 pue (B39

‘w3301 ‘(aure00o—e009)
IMNOLISE ([RIMY »

(3urpooy “3-9)

SIOISESIP [BINJRU JO YSIY
QUIBd09

Jo 1oonpoid swnid s plIOA
SUIOUOD

£)1INO3S [RUOTIRU ‘SANIATIOR
dnoi3 equuren3s jueirodwy
103098

[BWLIOJUI JUBOYTUSIS AIOA
KJ9AR[S UIOpOW

ur fordwod [epyjo
AWOu099 paseq-1IeA
QATINIOXD

o) jo sromod Suons

UM AoeI100WIp JUISIOW

(€1) ndg

)

ook JO BAIE [BIUSIOJ

UOTJB[SITO] JURAJ[OY

asnqe Jo aInjeN

Inoo0
Aewr asnqe a1oyMm A1)snpuj

Inoo0
Aewr 9snqe I19YM W)SAS
[eonijod pue SruoOuUodq

panupuoy) 1 Xipuaddy



33

The modern slavery regime. a critical evaluation

uonemndod o)

Suowe JuISIBI SSAUdIBMY
Imoqe|

Pa910J SUI[yOr] UO S[RIOJO
0] SuruIeI) Jo UOISIAOIJ
Kyordwoo [enyjo yequio)
uonnoasord

PUB UOIBOYIIUIPI WIIOIA
pue Inoqe| pad1oj aroxdwy
QATINDAXD

SBaI® [BInI
ur Surddeupry opLIq :S[I10)
Sunsaarey uesIQ

SIopI0q ) U0

S[oY101q 0} Wy} uI[[as sk
yons saoueyd juswioidwa
[NJI202P ‘UAIP[IYD puB
UdwoM [10q :Juronjer} Xos
JI0M [BNXIS

Pa0I0J @PNIIAIAS J1)SAWOP
:s1Bq OoRIRY puk smopred
o8esseul ‘SjuLIN®ISAI USIDI0)
Ul J[I0M IO SoFBLIIBW
[euoneUIUI PASUBLIR
‘pajuswnoopun 3y} Jo
uoneyrodap jo eIy} ‘uon
-8osyuoo 1odssed ‘(jj1rom
US1210J J0J $39J JUAUNINIOAL
QAISSOX?) 9FepuOq

199p :prOIqe FUDJIOA
Uawiom pue ‘pajqesip

‘(seare snourejunow

pue [ean1 ur ‘dso) sanLIOuTu

(3Jrom
X0S) WISLINO} ‘OPNIIAILS
J1SAWOP ‘SALI0}0B]
JOLIq pUB JUSULIES [RUWLIOJUT
‘3urdsaq pue Sunymey
J9011S PAOIOJ (UBQI() o
sourw pjo3 ojeAntd [[ermy .

uondnirod juedwey
KJ9AR[S UIOpOW

ur Kyordwos [enyjo

‘OS[® (SaIIUdD UONRII[IqRal
Snip ur "3+ :noqe|
Pad10j ut paresrduwr 9181
10309S [eULIOJUI 931R]
yoois-jurof pue sostad
-191u 9jeArtd ‘(Kyurolew
ur [[1s) sarjodouowr

918)S :AWOU0Id PIXIA
AWou09d

PpajudLIO-}aTRW A[SUl
-SBAIOUI PUB SUIMOIZ-ISB

A1) UIYIIM UONBUIPIOOD 781 ‘8€1 JIUYID ‘SIUBISIW PAIUI INOQe[ PISIO) :SAIJUID diysioye101p

Kouagerqur uayiduans «  ‘I11 ‘SOT ‘001 ‘860 ‘620D O1I -noopun :sdnois YSU-YSIH « uoneN[IqeyI SNIp LIS . Jstunwwod Ayred-ouQ .
(1) wemorp

Uuonok JO BAIE [BIIUIIOJ UOTJE[SISO] JURAJ[OY asnge Jo dInjeN INd20 Ind20

Aew asnqe aIoym A1snpuj

Aew 9snqe 2I19UyM WAISAS
eonijod pue oruouodq

panutjuo) T Xipuaddy



Jpd weuwdIA "8 107 1LE/IPd/810T/5110doy/SPRO[UMOCT/L LE/SAY/UIWPLa[y

/310°300(01d-1qmmm//:sd1Y <G 1€/969[-0y1ord-BISE-PlI0M/SMAU/N"00°0qq MMM //:sd)1y Jpd (87 8T/UORZIULSIO/SIUIWNIOP/A0T RIS MMM //:sdI1Y (WRUIDIA ]
Jpd-irodaygIoqeTpIIyD/qel/SIuawnoop/so[y/i[nejop/sais/A03 Jop mmm//:sdny pd

MId 8107 1LA/Ipd/8107/s110day/speojumoq/] Ld/so[y/uruuped|y/310-30aford-ngmmm//:sdny Jpd-¢08787/U0ONBZIULSI0/SIUIWNIOP/A0S 91BIS MMM //:SANT NId{ €|
Jpd €€6/ Lz/uonezIuesIo/SIuaWNoop/A0g orersmma//:sdny Jpd redoN"8 102 1.L4/JPd/810z/s110doy/speo[umo/1.LE/s21Y

M Jurpes[y/310°-100ford-ngmmmy/:sdiiy GG 1[G [ -BISB-YINOS-PlIOM/SMAU/ N 00°0qq MmM//:sd1Y ¢Jpd° €878 7/UONIBZIUEBSIO/SIUSWNIOP/A0S 9)e)S Mmm//:sd1 :JedoN 7]
I~ Jpd-rewueA 8107 LLA/JPA/810T/s110doy/speO[UMO(T/[ LE/SA[Y/utupea[y/310-100ford-nq
. MMM//:sdNY (€950667 1-ouord-RISB-PlI0M/SMIU/N00°0qq MMM/ :sd11Y JJpd ()08 Z8T/UONBZIUBSIO/SIUWNIOP/A0T RIS MMM //:sd11Y ((6107) ‘T8 10 UySneA IewueAn ]|
M Jpd-oorXa N8 10T 1.LA/IPd/8107/s110da/SPEO[UMO(T/[ LE/SRIY/UTupealy
S /310°100(01d-nqmmm//:sd1y (Jpd-7(0878Z/UONRZIUBSIO/SIUWNIOP/A0T 9IS Mmm//:sd1Y (Jpd- 686 /L 7/UONRZIUBSIO/SIUWNIOP/A0T 9IS MMM//:sd1Y :00TXIN (]
Q RISAR[BW-UI-10QR[-PIDI0J-9/ 7/39S-0)-¢ § | /US/310°SIIUOIJSUBSYLI MMM //:d1Y Jpd 4 [ ()ZSOTUOIIOH URISAR[RIAIOQRPAJIO]IILIOA
= /11/910¢/speojdn/auaiuoa-dm/310°011104//:d11Y INOQR[-PIOI0J-JO-PISNOIL-SILIO)OB]-UBISAR[BW-UI-OPBW-SIAO[F-10qqNI-SU/6()/99P/] [ 07 /A U
W -dooaap-1eqol3/woo uerprendoyy mmm//:sdny Jpd-eisere]N~ 8107 1LA/IPd/810/S110day/speojumoq/] Ld/so[y/uruped[y/310-100fo1rd-nq mmm//:sdny :eIsAefe|N 6
Q JINVL//1e1ap/s1iodar-K1yunogysyrodar/ua/sro-1osford-ngmmm//:sdny (jpd-z08z8g/UoneZIuLSI0/SIUSWNOOP/A0T d1RIS MMM //:sANY (61(7) [P 10 ZN1)) ‘eOIRWel g
S * 3pd 0T%NOT
“ 0T%0TY6ANSNPUTOTY,SUIYSL 0T/, UBISOUOPUTOT/6RUI0TY6UI0TYPWIDT YSALAYSLI 0T/ PUBT Y/ NOQRTOTYsPI2I0A 0T % DTS UIOYJeLLOTY,UBWN H/SA[YA[NeJop
3 /SIS /U ol BIsauopul//:sdiy <g10g ‘T8 10 uosey Jpd 7/ Swom/uonearqnd/sjuaundop/uoneIe[odp---/ulou” pa---/orqnd/sdnoid/gdswom /310 ofrmmm//:sdny
mo Jpd-ersauopuy 8107 1L4/JPd/810g/s110day/sprotumo(/] Ld/seTy/urupedqy/31o-1oaford-nqmmm//:sdny Q71264 1-0y1ord-BISE-pIIOM/SMAU/YN'00°0qq MmMmM//:sd11T reIsauopu] @/,
~ /BIPUL/SAIPNIS-A1UNOJ/STUIPUL/Y ] ()7/310 XIPUIAIAR[S[QO]S MMM //:sd)1Y “BIPU] :SAIPNIS ATIUNOY) “XAPU] AIRAR[S [BQOD) (RIPU] (9
Jpd-110doyfI0qeTP[IYD)/qR[l/SIUdWNIOP/SI[LY/I[NBJOP/SIIIS/A0T [OP MMM

J/:sdny Jpd- 6L Lg/uonezIuesIo/Sjuawnoop/A03-areismmm//:sdny gpd-eueyn 8107 1.Ld/IPd/8107/s110day/speoumod/] Ld/so[y/urupea|y/310-102ford-nqmmm//:sdiy reueyo :g

Jpd

*1LS L LT/uonezIues10/s)uamnoop/Ao3-ayeismmm//:sdny (jpd-orqndayuesrurwoq 8107 1.L/JPd/8107/s110day/speojumodd/|. Hm\mﬂu\:_EvmoE\wE.So?ﬁ-ﬁ@?%&t%%ﬁg

¢ MOTAIOA0/1[qNAAIUBOIUIIOP/AIIUN0D/U/SI0 UBq PIIOM MMMA//:SANY g/ 7L6T N SN PI-orqndai-uesrurwop-ut-Arundwi-yim-ssoursng-£}11p-op-sISLIN0}-Xas-plIyo/SoWLIOXS-ULd
-TUTWOP-ST/Q[0T}IB/WI0Y SIIMAI MMy //:sd Y nejue[d-1eSns-ueoruruop-uo-s19Inoqel-uenrey-pajio[dxa-pue-pajIo)x/[a)sed-eoodz-[-LI/AIdAR[SPUO0LIq/}ouAoRIooapuado mmm

J/:sdny ¢/orqndo-ueorunuop-gury o eIl-Xos/SMat/310 PAIIUNWOPaaLy mma//:sd1y ¢/o1qndoI-uBdrurop /s I0M-0m-0I0UM /JOU SIAR[SIYIAAI] Mmay//:sd 1y :orjqndey] uedrurwo(q
/eUIYD/SAPNIS-AIIUNOI/SSUIPUL/Y | ()7/3I0 XIPUIAIARIS[RQO[S MMM//:5d11Y “BUIYD) :SAPNIS AIIUNOY) “XAPU] AIRABS [BQO[D) (BUIYD) i
/I1Z21q/S9IpNIS-AI1UN0d/S3UIpuLy/g | (/310  XOPUIKIoALR]S[EqO[S MMM //:sd 1Y :[1zerg :SAIpnig A1UNo)) * Xopu] AISAe[S [eqO[D) :[IZelf T

Jpd-008z8z/uonEZIURSIO/SIUAWNI0P/A0T A1eIs mmm//:sd1y Jpd-ysapeisueqg 8107 1L

/3pd/8107/s110day]/sproTumo ]/ Ld/So[y/urupesyy,/310-100ford-1nqmmm//:sdiy {0p60S9T [ -BISE-YINO0S-PLIOM/SMOU/N"00°0qq Mmay//:sdNY ((g107) Te 10 uySnep :ysepe[Sueq :|

‘BJep JO 20INog

N ponuiuo) 1 Xipuaddy



