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Children of commercial sex workers play 
in the compound of the new Non-Formal 
Education (NFE) center that is being 
constructed in the Mau Red Light area in 
Mau, Uttar Pradesh, India. The children 
proudly take ownership of the Guria NFE 
center and often spend their time near the 
nearly complete building in anticipation of 
the school’s reopening.
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IV. Observations and proposals

The study provided us with the opportunity to 
collect up-to-date data on funding patterns and to 
have conversations with a broad range of donors 
about their work and priorities. 

Analysing this information helped us develop 
the following observations about how and 
why funding is directed. We also identified 
opportunities to bolster funding and support for 
anti-slavery initiatives, with the ultimate goal of 
ending modern slavery. 

Understanding how funders approach their 
giving: Some funders have developed a defined 
and intentional program that seeks to counter 
one or multiple forms of modern slavery. Others 
are committed to supporting work in a discrete 
area, such as child marriage or child soldiers, 
and may not consider themselves anti-slavery 
funders. A number of funders, including some of 
the top funders, do not have an intentional focus 
on anti-slavery or anti-trafficking. Instead, they 
provide funds to this area as part of a broader 
program dealing with, for example, human 
rights, girls’ education, gender equality, migrant 
workers or poverty reduction. This presents both 
opportunities and risks for the sector. 

Opportunity to grow the funding base: Funders 
who are committed to the fight against modern 
slavery can be strong advocates for this work 
and encourage other funders to join them. Peer-
to-peer engagement can help generate new 
conversations and build greater understanding 
of this work, especially with funders who may 
support programs in associated areas, such as 
human rights or gender equality. This approach 
presents real opportunities to significantly grow 
the donor base.

Risk of shifting priorities: As noted, some 
funders have supported anti-trafficking and 
anti-slavery initiatives as part of a broader 
program of action for social change. While this 
support has been important, there is a pressing 
need to develop more secure, sustained and 

targeted funding for the sector. Without a more 
dedicated program of support, there is a very 
real risk that funding priorities may shift away at 
the very time we need to harness all available 
funders and redouble our efforts to end modern 
slavery by 2030, as envisioned in the Sustainable 
Development Goals put out by the United Nations. 

Strengthening foundations’ ability to address 
local issues: Many foundations working locally 
in the United States recognise that trafficking is 
a growing problem within their communities. A 
number told us that they provide funding when 
requests come in from the communities they 
serve. While this demonstrates a very positive and 
responsive approach, the severity of trafficking 
within U.S. cities and communities requires more 
sustained and strategic efforts. 

Some foundations said they have created 
or participated in local networks of funders 
interested in trafficking issues in order to share 
information and best practices. This open 
exchange not only builds knowledge among the 
funder community, it also increases the confidence 
of other foundations to commit new or additional 
funding to this work. 

We applaud the work of these local networks 
and encourage them to continue to develop and 
become stronger. We would also propose that 
consideration be given to establishing a national 
forum of locally-focused foundations committed 
to addressing slavery and trafficking in their 
communities. This could include community 
foundations, family foundations and large 
institutional foundations that share this goal. 
Such a forum would allow funders with more 
established programs to provide advice and 
expertise to those wishing to increase their impact 
so that the work develops in the most strategic, 
sustained and productive way possible.

Engaging corporate foundations: There are 
promising signs that many corporate foundations 
have some or significant interest in joining 
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the fight against modern slavery and human 
trafficking; including some who participated in 
this study. However, in many cases, it was not 
possible to reach these foundations, communicate 
directly with their staff or identify funding details 
from publicly available information. We would 
encourage corporate foundations to be more 
transparent in their giving; to consider sharing 
information and approaches with other funders 
active in this field; and to become more  
visible in their efforts to combat slavery and 
human trafficking. 

Building more knowledge: The goal of this 
research was to provide a snapshot of private 
funding for efforts to combat slavery and 
trafficking; how much was spent, where it was 
spent and on what it was spent. During the course 
of the study, we identified different potential 
ways to build on this research and provide more 
detailed information for those working in this field.

For example, follow-up research could work 
with grant-receiving organisations to get a fuller 
picture of spending in the area. This would 
require a willingness from funders as well as 
recipient organisations to provide more detailed 
information on funding, including spending on 
project-specific grants and general support grants. 
If there was support for such a study, grant-
makers and grant-seekers could together agree to 
contribute to the whole picture. This could help 
strengthen the overall effectiveness and longevity 
of our sector. 

Future research also could attempt to quantify 
how much funding is directed towards prevention, 
liberation, rehabilitation and aftercare, or to pull 
out categories for awareness raising, advocacy 
and direct services. These suggestions may 
be beyond the capacity of funders’ current 
classification systems, although it would reveal 
interesting and valuable information.

Another emerging trend that could be examined 
in more detail is giving to address forced labor 
in corporate supply chains. Though such work 
has been included here under the categories of 
human trafficking, high-risk migration, and forced 
labor, as this issue becomes more prominent in 
the eyes of funders, corporations, governments, 
and the public, future researchers may find it 
advantageous to examine these programs as their 
own sub-sector.  

Finally, the current study reported findings on 
geographical distribution as a whole, without 
any breakdown by sub-sector or year. Some 
funders did provide greater detail than the study 
ultimately used, so future research could seek 
to provide a more detailed assessment of the 
geographical distribution of funds. 

We would be grateful to receive suggestions and 
feedback on the type of research that funders, 
grant recipients and others working in the field 
would find most beneficial.

Image: © The Freedom Fund
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Taking into account the different ways that funders 
classify their grants and spending, this study 
developed certain filters with which to review and 
break down the information in an effort to be as 
consistent as possible. A brief description follows 
of the methodology we used. 

Categorising funding
When a foundation reported a grant wholly 
within a specific category, the grant was credited 
to that category. When a grant covered several 
categories, and it was possible to reasonably 
assign a percentage among the several 
categories, we did so. Other times, where the 
categories were less distinct or the percentages 
could not be determined, the grant was assigned 
to the cross-cutting category. Likewise, when 
a grant covered a broader group of issues 
but included one or more of the categories of 
interest to the study, we made an assessment 
regarding the percentage of the grant that could 
be reasonably considered to have gone to anti-
slavery or anti-trafficking initiatives. For example, 
if the grantee focused on two main issues, one of 
which was child marriage and the other an issue 
unrelated to anti-slavery efforts, 50% of the grant 
was credited to the study and 50% was left out. 
The percentages were established through the 
combined expertise of the funder, the research 
and, in some cases, the grantees.

While some useful assessment may be made 
regarding the distribution of funds among the 
different categories, it would not be accurate to 
suggest that the amounts reflected in the different 
sub-sectors reflect the sum total of work being 
done in that area. Much of the work in the broader 
categories – for example, the cross-cutting and 
human trafficking categories – includes work on 
many of other sub-sectors. The sub-sector totals 

do, however, give an indication of specialised 
projects in that field. Categories such as domestic 
servitude, bonded labor, forced labor and, 
to some extent, child labor, were likely to be 
included within a broader program, rather than 
be the subject of a specialised project. Therefore, 
they are not as “underfunded” as the sub-sector 
totals would seem to indicate. As with the entire 
sector, however, additional, targeted funding is 
sorely needed to address the scale of slavery and 
trafficking worldwide. 

Geography
For the purposes of this study, the following 
regional categories were used: Africa (excluding 
North Africa); Asia; Europe (including Eastern 
Europe and Russia); Latin America and the 
Caribbean; the Middle East and North Africa; 
the U.S. and Canada; and global or multi-region 
grants. The funds were credited to the region 
where the work was carried out, not where 
the grantee is based. In many cases, either 
the funder or the research provided enough 
information to establish where the work was 
carried out. However, where that information was 
not available, or for larger programs with wide 
geographical reach, the funds were allocated to 
the “multi-region” category. 

year
The study looked at giving by year for each of the 
following years: 2012, 2013 and 2014. Where a 
grant was known to be multi-year, the amounts 
were divided among the various years within 
the grant’s span. If an exact distribution was not 
known, the amount was evenly divided among 
the years in question. If a grant was known to 
be a multi-year grant that began before 2012 or 
continued past 2014, that portion of the grant was 
not included in the study. 

annex 1: methodology 
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regranting
Every effort was made to not “double count” 
grants. However, it was beyond the scope of this 
project to ensure with certainly that all regranting 
was removed.

Government funds 
The focus of the study was to identify private 
funds going to the space. We excluded 
government funds whenever possible. 

General support v. project support
Where a general support grant went to an 
organisation specialising in issues under the study, 
the grant could be wholly credited to the study 
(for example, grants to Girls Not Brides or Free 
the Slaves). However, it was beyond the scope of 
the study to determine whether general support 
grants (with no further information) to large 
multi-faceted organisations like Human Rights 
Watch, Amnesty International or Oxfam supported 
anti-slavery and anti-trafficking efforts. If a funder 
was able to specify that a general support grant 
went to issues under the study, or the grant was 
project support for an issue under the study, it was 
credited to the study. 

estimating percentages
Similarly, for grant recipients with narrower 
mandates than the ones above but still addressing 
a broad set of issues, some but not all the funds 
could be attributed to the study. Through the 
expertise of the funder, the organisation or 
through research, we aimed to make an educated 
estimate of the amount of the grant that could be 
attributed to the issues under the study. A strict 
accounting of how each grant was spent was 
beyond the scope of this study. 

Currency
The study converted all funds into USD, using an 
exchange rate set on a particular day. 
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Annex 2: Definitions and allocation of funding

The study looks at funding provided by 121 
donors to tackle modern slavery in all its forms. 
For the purposes of the study, we categorised 
the various initiatives they supported under the 
following nine sub-sectors. 

Child labor
Our intent in this study was to focus on the “worst 
forms of child labor,” as defined by the ILO, which 
“refers to work that: is mentally, physically, socially 
or morally dangerous and harmful to children; 
and interferes with their schooling by: depriving 
them of the opportunity to attend school; obliging 
them to leave school prematurely; or requiring 
them to attempt to combine school attendance 
with excessively long and heavy work. In its most 
extreme forms, child labor involves children being 
enslaved, separated from their families, exposed 
to serious hazards and illnesses and/or left to fend 
for themselves on the streets of large cities – often 
at a very early age.” 

Human trafficking, including high-risk migration
As defined by the United Nations Protocol on 
Trafficking in Persons, “human trafficking is the 
recruitment, transportation, transfer, harboring or 
receipt of persons, by means of the threat or use 
of force or other forms of coercion, of abduction, 
of fraud, of deception, of the abuse of power 
or of a position of vulnerability or of the giving 
or receiving of payments or benefits to achieve 
the consent of a person having control over 
another person, for the purpose of exploitation. 
Exploitation shall include, at a minimum, the 
exploitation of the prostitution of others or other 
forms of sexual exploitation, forced labor or 
services, slavery or practices similar to slavery, 
servitude or the removal of organs.”

High-risk migration includes labor migration 
undertaken in circumstances that cause the person 
to be at increased risk of exploitation. While the 
initial decision to migrate may be voluntary,  
the individuals often become enmeshed in  
slavery practices. 

Some anti-trafficking initiatives clearly stated 
that their programs worked on prevention of sex 
trafficking, domestic servitude, forced labor or 
child labor. In these cases it was possible to assign 
a percentage of the grant to those particular 
sub-categories. In most cases, however, either 
the grants were described only as going to anti-
trafficking programs more broadly or there was 
insufficient information to divide the grant into 
specific sub-sectors. Those grants would then be 
credited to the anti-trafficking category. 

Sex trafficking
Sex trafficking involves trafficking for the 
purpose of sexual exploitation, including sexual 
exploitation of children. Many grants fell squarely 
in this category. For grants that listed trafficking 
of women as their primary purpose, but did not 
explicitly mention sex trafficking, some effort was 
made to research the grant in order to determine 
whether sex trafficking was a significant focus of 
the grant, in which case it was divided between 
these categories. It is likely that a significant 
percentage of anti-trafficking programs also 
address sex trafficking, even though the full 
amount was credited to the human  
trafficking category. 

domestic servitude 
Domestic workers typically live and work in private 
homes. Their physical and social isolation can 
make them vulnerable to exploitation by their 
employers, including lack of pay, dangerous and 
long working conditions, and sexual abuse. Some 
grants listed combating domestic servitude as 
their specific aim. However, it was more likely to 
be included within a broader anti-trafficking or 
anti-slavery program with insufficient information 
available to allocate part of the grant to this 
category. 
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Bonded labor
Bonded labor is one of the most widespread 
forms of slavery. It occurs when a person becomes 
indebted, often through deception, and is 
forced to work off the “loan” under exploitative 
circumstances, often leading to the person falling 
further behind in repayment over time. These debts 
are sometimes passed down over generations. 
The study found a number of programs that work 
specifically to combat bonded labor. However, it 
was also likely to be included in some programs 
placed in the cross-cutting category. 

Forced labor
Forced labor involves work or services rendered 
against the person’s will, under threat of violence 
or punishment. Forced labor can be an element 
in many other kinds of slavery practices, including 
trafficking, domestic servitude and bonded labor. 
The study identified funding specifically to combat 
forced labor practices, although forced labor 
formed part of programs in other categories, in 
particular the human trafficking and cross-cutting 
categories. 

Child soldiers
According to the Paris Principles and Guidelines 
Associated with Armed Forces or Armed Groups, 
2007, an internationally agreed definition for 
“child soldier” is any person under 18 years 
who is, or who has been, recruited or used by 
an armed force or armed group in any capacity, 
including, but not limited to, children (boys and 
girls) used as fighters, cooks, porters, messengers, 
spies or for sexual purposes. In this study, some 
grants that were made to prevent recruitment 
and support rehabilitation of girls and boys used 
for sexual purposes were included in the sex 
trafficking category because of the way the grant 
was reported by funders. 

Cross-cutting
The cross-cutting category includes grants that 
were broad in scope when it was not possible 
to divide the amounts among other categories, 
either because of a lack of information or 
because the programs covered several forms of 
slavery, such as forced labor, domestic servitude 
and bonded labor. Prevention and aftercare 
programs were likely to fall into the cross-cutting 
category, as these programs address the needs 
of vulnerable groups or survivors in general and 
do not specify any particular “kind” of slavery 
or trafficking. Also included in this category 
were grants to raise awareness about slavery or 
trafficking and to engage in advocacy at a broad 
level. When advocacy and awareness-raising 
were an integral part of a project focusing on a 
particular area, that grant was allocated to that 
category. Specific grants to evaluate programs 
were placed in the cross-cutting category while 
research on a specific issue was allocated to that 
particular category. 
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The Freedom Fund
Lighterman House, 26-36 Wharfdale Road, 
London, N1 9RY
+44 203 077 2222 
info@freedomfund.org 
freedomfund.org

The Freedom Fund is the world’s first private 
donor fund dedicated to ending modern slavery. 
With a team of experts and a global perspective, 
the Freedom Fund aims to raise $100 million 
by 2020 for smart philanthropic investments to 
measurably reduce slavery in the countries and 
sectors where it is most concentrated. Since we 
commenced operations in 2014, we have secured 
over $50 million in commitments from major 
investors toward that goal. 

Humanity United
One Letterman Drive, Building D,  
Suite D3100, San Francisco, CA 94129
+1 415 426 6300 
info@humanityunited.org 
humanityunited.org

Established in 2005, Humanity United is a US-
based foundation dedicated to building peace 
and advancing human freedom. At home and 
in the corners of the globe where these ideals 
are challenged most, we lead, support, and 
collaborate with a broad network of efforts, ideas, 
and organisations that share our vision of a world 
free of conflict and injustice. Humanity United is 
part of the Omidyar Group, which represents the 
philanthropic, personal, and professional interests 
of Pierre and Pam Omidyar.


