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Abstract

This report presents the findings from a rapid evidence assessment of the publicly available literature, and from statistics held by the UK Border Agency (UKBA), on the abuse/exploitation suffered by overseas domestic workers (ODWs) in the UK. Ninety-nine studies were identified as potentially relevant, and key findings from the 23 studies that met the scope of this review are presented. Evidence of abuse/exploitation is presented in terms of: financial and working conditions; living conditions; physical and sexual abuse; psychological abuse and fear; access to services; freedom, independence and human rights; and violation of personal space and isolation. Large-scale, national survey data on representative samples of ODWs are currently not available, but the evidence found in the currently available data do tend to draw out similar issues and findings, indicating that there is abuse/exploitation reported by some ODWs in the UK.
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Key implications for decision makers

· Home Office immigration rules dating from 1998 offer some protection to domestic workers that find themselves in this situation; legislation allowed ODWs to leave their employers for any reason and seek domestic work elsewhere. 

· Many ODWs are unaware of UK employment legislation and the protection it might offer them; similarly, poor knowledge of the English language is often a serious obstacle to seeking help. Interventions aimed at providing information for ODWs and their employers concerning employment legislation and immigration status are likely to be effective in this context, particularly where delivery takes account of language differences. 

· Government interventions might usefully be developed in collaboration with the Non-Governmental Organisations  (NGOs) that play a significant role in helping and supporting ODWs. 
· The UK Government might usefully facilitate the provision of support for ODWs by engaging with foreign embassies that currently offer very different levels of support to their own nationals in this context.
Knowledge concerning what works in terms of an effective communication/information strategy with ODWs is weak; as part of developing strategy in this area, it may be worth engaging with research specialists in the sector to establish the extent to which ODWs and their employers are aware of relevant UK legislation, and how best their knowledge might be improved. 

Executive summary

Context

A commitment was made in the UK Action Plan on Human Trafficking (March 2007) to undertake research to establish whether there are any specific risks of abuse/exploitation concerning those entering the UK as Overseas Domestic Workers (ODWs),  to carry out domestic work. The aim of the research was to undertake a rapid evidence assessment of existing literature to assess whether there are specific risks faced by ODWs.

ODWs are those entering the UK on a domestic worker visa. The domestic worker visa category allows overseas employers to bring domestic workers with them when they visit, or move to, the UK. To qualify, domestic workers must have spent at least 12 months with their employer immediately prior to the application for their visa.
 

Method
Electronic searching of research databases identified 99 studies that were potentially relevant to this review. Twenty-three studies met the scope of this review. Two meetings were held with key stakeholders to discuss the findings of this review and identify any key sources of information that had not been included.

Caution is necessary in interpreting the evidence provided from this review, given that the available data mainly come from studies on selected groups of ODWs in the UK (i.e. those known to organisations such as Kalayaan and the Centre for Filipinos or who notified UKBA of a change of employer).  
Results

Number of ODWs in the UK

The number of people entering the UK on ODW in private households visas totalled 12,500 in 2006 (compared with 10,100 in 2005 and 10,400 in 2004).
 The majority (more than 65%) of these ODWs came from the Philippines, India and Indonesia.

Types of abuse/exploitation reported by ODWs

Abuse/exploitation is reported by some ODWs in the UK in terms of: financial and working conditions; living conditions; physical and sexual abuse; psychological abuse and fear; access to services; freedom, independence and human rights; and violation of personal space and isolation. Within each of the above categories, ODWs report a range of abuse/exploitation. The types of abuse/exploitation reported by ODWs are consistent with reports by some other migrants working in construction, agriculture, hotel and catering, and contract cleaning.

Employers’ views of ODWs

The very limited evidence on employers’ views suggested that some employers of ODWs see themselves as helping ODWs escape from poverty and have a better life than would be possible in their countries of origin. 

Implications

Data on the abuse/exploitation of some ODWs in the UK comes mainly from self-reports. Although the data come from a relatively narrow evidence base, typically reporting findings from small samples of ODWs who report abuse/exploitation, the available evidence does point to broadly consistent findings. However, no data are available at present to provide valid and reliable estimates on the scale of abuse/exploitation. 

Existing UK legislation passed in 1998 provides ODWs with some protection from exploitative employers by allowing them to leave their employers for any reason and seek domestic work elsewhere. However, some evidence suggests that  some ODWs are unaware of the protection afforded by existing legislation. Greater efforts to make ODWs aware of their rights could play a significant role in reducing instances of abuse/exploitation.
Knowledge gaps

Given that existing legislation offers some protection to ODWs, a valuable possibility for further research would be to establish the extent to which both ODWs and their employers are aware of relevant UK employment and immigration legislation. Similarly, were it found that awareness was poor, research might usefully investigate effective strategies for the provision of information and support to this group of workers.

1. Context

A commitment was made in the UK Action Plan on Human Trafficking (March 2007) to undertake research to establish whether there are any specific risks of abuse/exploitation concerning those entering the UK, as ODWs, to carry out domestic work. The aim of the research was to undertake a rapid evidence assessment (REA) of existing literature to assess whether there are specific risks faced by ODWs. 

2. Method
This review included searches of electronic databases, relevant journals and texts, and the websites of organisations involved in preventing or responding to ODWs. Consultations were undertaken with experts on ODWs from both research and support organisations. Electronic databases searched included:

Applied Social Science Index and Abstracts (ASSIA)

British Humanitites Index

EconLit

Social Science Citation Index/Arts and Humanities Citation Index

Social Services Abstracts

Sociological Abstracts

World Wide Political Science Abstracts

Other sources searched included websites of the following:

Anti-Slavery International

Chaste

COMPAS
Global Commission on International Migration

Human Rights Watch

ICFTU

International Organization for Migration (IOM) 

To determine which studies were included in the review, the following criteria were applied.
· Population: is the study about ODWs or a population with characteristics similar to ODWs?

· Issue of interest: is the study about the abuse and/or exploitation of ODWs?

· Context: is the study located in the UK?

· Outcomes: does the study include data on abuse or exploitation of ODWs?

Full details on how sources of evidence for this review were searched, identified, and deemed relevant to the scope of the review are available in Appendices A-G. 
Studies that met the scope of this review were assessed for scientific quality using the Data Extraction and Quality Assessment Framework presented in Appendix H. Quality assessment included consideration of sampling procedures, data collection, data analytical procedures, coherence and clarity of reports, and the credibility of reported findings.

3. Results

Quality of evidence on ODWs in the UK

The data that are available on the abuse/exploitation of some ODWs in the UK mainly come from studies on selected groups of ODWs known to charitable organisations that campaign and/or offer support to migrant workers. One of these is Kalayaan, which works to ensure “justice for migrant domestic workers” (Kalayaan, 2008) through campaigning and providing advice and services to ODWs. The other group is the Centre for Filipinos (CFF), formerly known as the Commission for Filipino Migrant Workers (CFMW). The CFF “believes in equality and justice, actively working with Filipinos, black and ethnic communities and other organisations towards social inclusion and development”www.centreforfilipinos.org. () 

Unlike Kalayaan, the CFF do not focus solely on supporting ODWs. However, a number of, particularly Filipino, ODWs have accessed their services.

This means that much of the data on the abuse/exploitation of ODWs in the UK come from the reports of ODWs who have sought help because of the perceived abusive/exploitative conditions in which they find themselves. As such, they may not be representative of the overall population of ODWs in the UK. Further, much of the research evidence on the abuse/exploitation of ODWs in the UK derives from the work of Kalayaan and the CFF. This is not a criticism of these studies, or their authors, as much as an observation on how few researchers and organisations have undertaken research on ODWs in the UK. 

Another source of data on the abuse/exploitation of ODWs comes from the UK Border Agency. ODWs are requested to notify the UK Border Agency when they change employer. If the ODW wishes, they can, voluntarily, give a reason for the change. A record of these reasons is then kept by UKBA.
 The reasons for changing employer are based on the ODWs’ own perceptions of their experiences and the information given is not externally verified. As such, the data that UKBA has on some ODWs’ reasons for leaving their employers do not represent the experiences of all ODWs who change or leave their employers.

A further problem with the quality of the evidence reported in this review is that it is drawn from studies that have been conducted for very different purposes. Studies have used different reporting mechanisms, different terminology and languages in which abuse/exploitation are reported, and have had different purposes when collecting data (e.g. recording for advocacy purposes or administrative recording). Because the data are not necessarily measuring the same dimensions of abuse/exploitation, they are not always strictly comparable. Consequently, the evidence we have synthesised is indicative of the types of abuse/exploitation reported by some ODWs in the UK, but not definitive.

Population of ODWs in the UK 

In 2006, 18,200 individuals were issued domestic worker visas.
  This was an increase from the total number of ODW visas issued in 2005 (17,100 visas) and in 2004 (16,900 visas). Given that UKBA does not record ODWs leaving the UK, it is not possible to know how long these ODWs remained in the UK. However, 12,500 ODWs in private households entered the UK in 2006; figures for diplomatic households are not available. Figure 1 shows changes in the number of ODWs granted leave to enter, leave to remain and settlement in the UK between 1994 and 2006. (Data for leave to enter and settlement are available only for ODWs in private households; data for leave to remain refer to ODWs in both private and diplomatic households. Data for settlement are not available for 1994).
Table 1 presents data on the top ten nationalities of ODWs who were granted leave to enter, leave to remain and settlement in the UK between 1994 and 2006. These data indicate that those from the Philippines, India and Indonesia between them account for the majority (in excess of 65%) of ODWs in the UK.
Figure 1: Trends in leave to enter, leave to remain
 and settlement
 for ODWs, 1994 to 2006
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Note. Source: Home Office Migration Statistics. (Data for leave to enter and settlement are available only for ODWs in private households; data for leave to remain refer to ODWs in both private and diplomatic households. Data for settlement are not available for 1994). 
Table 1:Top ten nationalities granted leave to enter, leave to remain and settlement as ODWs, 1994 to 2006
	Nationality 
	Number of ODWs granted in 1994–2006

	
	leave to enter UK

(number of journeys)
	
	leave to remain

 (number of decisions)
	
	settlement

(number of persons)

	Filipino
	   57,275 
	
	   14,835 
	
	   3,025 

	Indian
	   31,915 
	
	    6,935 
	
	    910 

	Indonesian
	   14,175 
	
	    2,250 
	
	    150 

	Sri Lankan
	     8,015 
	
	    1,300 
	
	    140 

	Ethiopian
	     5,090 
	
	     865 
	
	    130 

	Egyptian
	     4,415 
	
	     860 
	
	    120 

	Pakistani
	     3,965 
	
	     560 
	
	     65 

	Eritrean
	     3,420 
	
	     520 
	
	     50 

	Thai
	     2,980 
	
	     510 
	
	     40 

	Moroccan
	     2,825 
	
	     275 
	
	     35 

	Total – top 10
	134,075
	
	28,910
	
	4,660


Note. Source: management information. All figures are rounded to the nearest 5.This table has not been quality assured to National Statistics standards. It is planned to revisit these statistics in the summer of 2009 and it may be necessary to revise or change Table 1 after that. Table 1 should therefore be treated as provisional and subject to change.   

Types and magnitude of abuse/exploitation of ODWs

This REA indicates a wide range of areas in which some ODWs have reported abuse/exploitation. These are summarised in Box 1 into types of abuse/exploitation by category.

The literature on ODWs does not give a definition of abuse and/or exploitation and the words are often used interchangeably. 

The seven major categories in Box 1 have been created by the authors of this review to organise the breadth of categories of abuse/exploitation identified in the 23 included studies. The types of abuse/exploitation within each category have been expressed using the terminology found in the original studies. Clarification of some of the terms used is provided in the text below.

Box 1:  Types of abuse/exploitation of ODWs reported in the documents reviewed in this REA, by category

1.  Financial and working conditions

· Low wages (sub-national minimum wage)

· Deducted wages (other than for tax or National Insurance, e.g. transport costs to the UK)

· Payments ‘under the counter’ 

· Not paid regularly 

· Long hours – lack of time off and forced work

· Lack of contracts, including contracts changed or ignored without notice

· Unfair dismissal

· Employers’ exploitation of ‘domestic’ relationship – ‘emotional labour’

2.  Living conditions

· Denial of food or poor and irregular provision of food

· No bedroom or private accommodation

· Lack of access to phones and means of communication outside the home/workplace

· Isolation and vulnerability

3.  Physical and sexual abuse

· Violence and physical abuse

· Sexual abuse, including rape

4. Verbal abuse

· Threats, name calling, constant shouting, insults

· High levels of stress, anxiety and depression

· Fear or intimidation, fear of attack, arrest or deportation

5.  Access to services

· Lack of access to health care/welfare benefits/housing 

· Unable to open bank account and get independent financial or official status

· Lack of access to legal services or exploitation by unscrupulous solicitors 

· Lack of access to embassies 

6.  Freedom, independence and human rights

· Lack of knowledge of human rights

· Debt and other financial bondage

· Removal of documents (passports, visas)

· Confined to house/imprisonment 

· Employers dominate power relationship

7. Violation of personal space and isolation

· Lack of personal space and social space 

· Deprived contact with families (including husbands and children)

Magnitude of abuse and exploitation of ODWs

Table 2 presents a range of reports of abuse/exploitation gathered by Kalayaan and cited by others. The number of cases and size of the groups asked about or reporting abuse/exploitation in each of the studies in Table 2 ranges from “approximately 100 workers” (Citation 2001c) to 4,000 workers in the Council of Europe study (Citation 2003d). The message given by these data is that psychological abuse and distress are the types of abuse most frequently reported by ODWs known to Kalayaan. This is followed by poor living conditions (lack of own bed, and being ‘locked up by employers’), poor working conditions (low wages, long hours), and physical abuse.

Table 2: Collection of data from Kalayaan cited in published documents

	
	Number of times type of abuse reported

	Type of abuse/

experience reported
	Citation 2006a
	
	Citation 1997b
	
	Citation 2001c
	
	Citation 2003d
	
	Citation 2001e

	Psychological abuse/duress
	870
	
	157
	
	84
	
	3,360
	
	164

	Physical abuse/beaten
	400
	
	78
	
	38
	
	
	
	66

	Sexual abuse
	120
	
	25
	
	10
	
	
	
	19

	Locked up by employers
	390
	
	110
	
	54
	
	2,160
	
	105

	Did not have their own bed
	560
	
	112
	
	
	
	
	
	107

	No regular food
	380
	
	74
	
	
	
	
	
	74

	Denied time off
	900
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average length of a working day (hours)
	17.7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average monthly salary of those paid in US dollars
	
	
	US$209
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number paid regularly
	
	
	30
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total number of ODWs giving information about their experiences
	1,000
	
	181
	
	Approx. 100
	
	4,000
	
	195


Notes. From UKBA, based on data gathered by Kalayaan in the studies cited in the table notes.

a Kalayaan figures from website, cited in Cox, 2006 (p 31) – 1,000 cases recorded by Kalayaan of domestic workers seeking help after leaving their employers.

b Kalayaan statistics cited by Anderson, 1997 (p 44) – 181 “domestic workers escaping their employers and coming to Kalayaan for the period April 1995 to end March 1996”.

c Kalayaan figures cited by Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly, 2001 (paragraph 12). No date or actual number given, but the text does state that “approximately one hundred domestic workers fled their employers' homes between 1985 and 1990”.

d Council of Europe figures are then cited by Schwenken, 2003 (p 48) with a different interpretation. Schwenken suggests the figures relate to 4,000 domestic workers.

e Kalayaan figures cited by Anderson, 2001d (p 23) – figures from 1996/97 for 195 workers.
Table 3 presents a similar range of reports of abuse/exploitation gathered by the CFF. ODWs who are clients of CFF also report psychological stress as the most frequent type of abuse, but they complain of poor working conditions (lack of time off, insufficient breaks from work, not being allowed to leave the home of employer) more than poor living conditions (sleeping on the floor, poor food). Given the self-selective nature of ODWs who turn to Kalayaan and the CFF for support it is not possible to generalise from the data in Tables 3.2 and 3.3 to the total population of ODWs across the UK.

Table 3: Collection of data from the Centre for Filipinos on the type of abuse reported by ODWs registered with the centre

	Type of abuse/exploitation reported
	Number of times type of abuse reported

	
	2006
	
	2005
	
	2004

	Not paid the agreed salary stated on the contract 
	50
	
	59
	
	40

	Owed salary up to last 3 months prior to leaving employer
	5
	
	4
	
	9

	Sleeping on the floor
	37
	
	38
	
	23

	Sharing a bed
	8
	
	12
	
	29

	Sleeping with employers’ children
	5
	
	14
	
	17

	Sleeping on the bathroom/kitchen floor
	4
	
	6
	
	2

	Not getting a day off
	87
	
	95
	
	88

	Not allowed to leave the home of employer at any time
	86
	
	95
	
	88

	Not allowed to practice their faith, e.g. go to church
	79
	
	89
	
	79

	Experienced sexual harassment
	2
	
	4
	
	2

	Experienced psychological abuse, e.g. shouting/insults
	85
	
	95
	
	88

	Experienced physical abuse, e.g. from slapping to regular beatings
	20
	
	30
	
	24

	Not getting regular meal breaks
	84
	
	94
	
	78

	Number receiving only leftover food after the family ate
	62
	
	75
	
	59

	Passports and belongings kept by the employer
	50
	
	68
	
	64

	Accused of theft by employer
	9
	
	14
	
	7

	Charged and released - lack of evidence
	9
	
	14
	
	7

	Average hours worked per day seven days a week
	17 hours
	
	17 hours
	
	17 hours

	Average hours worked in a week
	119 hours
	
	119 hours
	
	119 hours

	Total number of ODWs giving information about their experiences
	89
	
	97
	
	81


Note. From UKBA, based on data gathered by the Centre for Filipinos. 
Table 4 presents reports to  UKBA of abuse/exploitation by the small minority of ODWs who changed their employers between 2003 and 2007. UKBA recorded 978 reports of various types of abuse/exploitation reported by 537 ODWs (i.e. one ODW may have reported experiencing more than one type of abuse/exploitation). These data suggest that poor living conditions, poor working conditions, and physical abuse are not the most common reasons for changing employers, and that the more general categories of ‘exploitation’ and ‘maltreatment/mistreatment’ are more frequently given by ODWs as reasons for seeking a change of employer.

Table 4: Reason given for changing employer (abuse/exploitation only), 2003 to 2007
	Reason given for changing employer (abuse/exploitation only)
	Number

	Exploitation
	226

	Maltreatment/mistreatment
	204

	Low pay
	130

	Long hours/overworked/excessive workload 
	115

	Abuse
	147

	Little or no time off
	34

	Poor conditions
	24

	Physical abuse
	23

	Other 
	75

	Total number of ODWs citing abuse/exploitation as the reason for changing employer
	537


Source: UKBA, Change of employer spreadsheet, 6 January 2003 to 26 September 2007. Some ODWs gave more than one type of abuse/exploitation as a reason for leaving their employer, hence the figures will not sum to 537, but 978 as a number of ODWs reported more than one reason for changing employer.

Table 5 shows a breakdown by nationality of the number of ODWs in the UK who notified UKBA of a change of employer between 2003 and 2007, and the number who gave abuse/exploitation as a reason for doing so. The rank order of countries reporting abuse (in Table 5) is very similar to the rank order of countries granted leave to enter the UK (Table 1), which suggests that abuse/exploitation occurs across the ODW population regardless of their country of origin.

The picture that emerges from the data in the tables, therefore, is mixed, depending on the sources of evidence and different reporting mechanisms. On the balance of available evidence, it would appear that financial and working conditions (especially long hours, insufficient time off, lack of personal time), poor living conditions (especially accommodation arrangements and personal space) and abusive behaviour that causes psychological stress are the most frequent types of abuse/exploitation experienced by ODWs. The least reported abuse includes physical and sexual abuse, adequacy of food and irregular payment and/or arrears of wages.  

The following sections illustrate what is subsumed under the seven categories of abuse/exploitation identified by this review (see Box 1).
Table 5: Number of ODWs changing employer by nationality, 2003 to 2007
	
	Number of ODWs changing employer

	Nationality
	Total
	
	Giving abuse/exploitation

as the reason for the change

	Filipino
	587
	
	328

	Indian
	250
	
	118

	Indonesian
	58
	
	33

	Sri Lankan
	40
	
	12

	Pakistani
	25
	
	10

	Nepalese
	20
	
	9

	Bangladeshi
	16
	
	4

	Nigerian
	13
	
	5

	Thai
	9
	
	6

	Kenyan
	6
	
	3

	Total – top 10
	1,024
	
	528

	Total 
	1,060
	
	537


Note. From UKBA, Change of employer records, 6 January 2003 to 26 September 2007.

1. Financial and working conditions

Kalayaan (2007b) has reported that between April 2006 and March 2007 the average monthly wage of 340 of its clients who were ODWs was £236 and the average working week was 119 hours (17 hours per day, seven days per week). Similarly, Anderson (1997) reported that the average monthly salary of the 181 domestic workers escaping their employers and coming to Kalayaan for the period April 1995 to end March 1996 was US$209,
 of whom only 30 were paid regularly. By way of comparison the average monthly wage for UK employees earning the national minimum wage (£5.35 per hour) in 2006/07 was £927.33 for a 40-hour week. It is unclear how representative the Kalayaan group of ODWs was of all ODWs in the UK in terms of reported monthly wages, or the number of hours and days worked. Also, whether this was a gross or net monthly wage is unclear. In addition, the ODWs’ visa arrangements require ODWs to be provided with accommodation, though there are no data on the extent to which this requirement is met. Even accounting for these caveats, it would appear that these ODWs were paid very low wages for long hours of work.  

Kalayaan (2007b) has noted that employers often fail to pay National Insurance contributions or deduct income tax, but do take deductions from wages for board and lodging, and in some cases for the repayment of travel costs from ODWs’ or employers’ country of origin to the UK. 

Many of the ODWs that are known to Kalayaan report being denied days off.

Anderson (2007a) has noted that ODWs are exposed to ‘emotional labour’, which derives from employers and ODWs living under the same roof in what is essentially the employer’s personal space (unlike most places of employment). In this environment, domestic workers may feel obliged to work long hours for low pay and with considerable flexibility of employment. Some ODWs are reported to be subject to debt bondage or to financial repayments that they cannot afford to repay (Anderson, 2001c; Craig, Gaus, Wilkinson, Skrivankova, and McQuade, 2007). The magnitude of these types of abuse/exploitation among the total population of ODWs in the UK is unclear.
2. Living conditions

Anderson (2007) has suggested that for live-in migrant domestic workers “the employer has the power to control access to the means of survival, accommodation and food, as well as the power of wages and social intercourse” (p 255). Complaints about accommodation are that it is substandard (CAB, 2004), and that ODWs do not have their own room but sleep in public areas such as the kitchen, the living room or children’s bedrooms (Kalayaan, 2007b). Kalayaan note that “sleeping in a public area means that they (ODWs) have no protection against the men in the house’s attempts to approach them, [and] that sleep is interrupted by people entering the room for other purposes, or by children waking up” (p 6). The threat of eviction is also reported by ODWs (CAB, 2004).

Complaints from some ODWs about food are that it is in irregular supply (Anderson, 1993a, 2001b) and often only consists of leftovers (Anderson, 2001c). Also, some ODWs report food is often withdrawn as a means of punishment (Kalayaan, 2007b).

Anderson (2001c) has noted that ODWs who report abuse/exploitation mention a lack of personal and social spaces within the houses in which they work. Anderson notes that some ODWs have reported that employers reinforce ODWs’ sense of a lack of space and freedom by stopping them using the telephone, computers and email communication and destroying their letters to the outside world. 

3. Physical and sexual abuse

Physical abuse and violence that is reported in the available literature includes hitting, slapping, punching, pushing over, spitting and hair pulling. Some ODWs caring for children often report that children are kicked and hit by employers, even under the eyes of their parents, who do not reprimand them (Anderson, 1993, Anderson, 2001; Kalayaan 2006, 2007). Sexual abuse includes inappropriate touching, violating private body space, and occasionally rape (Anderson, 1993). A former member of Kalayaan staff (reported in Anderson, 2000) interviewed ten ODWs. One of the ten ODWs interviewed, a female, complained that her male employer was constantly sexually harassing her by making suggestive comments and even offering her money for sexual favours. 

4. Verbal abuse and fear

In the literature reviewed for this REA, psychological abuse and psychological harm included verbal abuse, constant shouting, name calling and insults such as ‘stupid’, ‘dirty’, ‘donkey’ or ‘dog’, and threats of being thrown out or deported (Kalayaan 2007b). Kalayaan (2007b) has noted high levels of stress, anxiety and depression among ODWs known to its services, though these reports do not appear to have been independently verified by health professionals. The isolation from their families that some ODWs report, and the pressures put upon ODWs to send remittances home, coupled with their reliance on their employers for their immigration status and experiences of abuse/exploitation, may lead to a life of constant uncertainty. 

Anderson (2001c) also has noted that some ODWs reported intimidation and fear of identification, arrest and deportation. Anderson reports on one female ODW whose employers took her passport and told her that if she left her job she would be deported back to India (Anti-Slavery International and the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU), 2001). Kalayaan (2007:9) has reported that 109 out of 340 new migrants registered with their service between April 2006 and March 2007 had had their passports withheld by their employers. The magnitude of these types of abuse/exploitation among the total population of ODWs in the UK is unclear. 

5. Access to services

The evidence reviewed for the REA notes that some ODWs lack access to key services such as health care, welfare and social benefits, housing, education, banking, embassies and legal services (Anderson, 1993a, 2001c, 2007a; Kalayaan, 2007c). Valid and reliable quantitative data on access to key services are not available. Kalayaan (2007c), for instance, have reported that some ODWs encountered barriers in access to primary health care. Language barriers, lack of proof of address (i.e. no utility bills) and perceptions of xenophobia were reasons given by Kalayaan’s clients for a perceived lack of access to health care.

Anderson (1993, 2001) found that because some ODWs lack proof of address (such as utility bills or other official documentation) they cannot open bank accounts. Anderson also notes that the employment status of ODWs, under the existing visa arrangements, means that they do not have access to many welfare benefits or other social services. 

Anderson (2001c) has also noted that not all ODWs necessarily experience the same degree of abuse/exploitation. ODWs from the Philippines, for instance, have access to embassy services in ways that are not available to ODWs from other countries.
 She notes that:
 “The Philippines Embassy in London meets regularly with migrant domestic workers, invites them to the national independence celebrations at the Millennium Dome, consults them on matters such as the UK Government’s recent proposals to extend the bond scheme to visitors from the Philippines.”









(Anderson, 2001c, pp 19-20)

A study by Schwenken (2003) found that some ODWs are exploited by unscrupulous solicitors who overcharge for advice that may be available for free elsewhere (e.g. via a Citizens Advice Bureau). It has not been possible to find evidence of how generalisable this finding is among the total population of ODWs in the UK.

6. Freedom and independence 

The literature on ODWs suggests that some experience violations to their freedom and their essential independence and human rights. Some ODWs lack knowledge of their human rights and/or they lack access to people who could advise them of these rights (Anti-Slavery International, 2006). Also, a number of the studies have reported that some ODWs are confined to the houses in which they work or have very limited outside access (Anderson, 1993). Freedom to travel, to return home or to have days off are often reported to be noticeable by their absence. Lack of freedom to go to church, or to practice their faith, is also documented in the literature (Anti-Slavery International and ICFTU, 2001). The violation of some ODWs’ personal and social spaces, as noted by Anderson (2001c), also limits their freedom and independence. The practice of employers holding workers’ passports, visas and other documentation is another manifestation of employers’ power over some ODWs (Anderson, 1993a, 2001a; Kalayaan, 2007c). 
Anti-Slavery International and the ICFTU (2001) note
 that while changes to UK legislation in 1998 “allow domestic workers to leave their employers for any reason and seek work elsewhere, many migrants do not know this” (Anti-Slavery International and the ICFTU, 2001, p 15). They also argue that ODWs “applying for visas to work abroad should be interviewed separately from their employers and informed of their rights, but this is rarely done” (Anti-Slavery International and the ICFTU,2001  p 15). In their single case study of a female ODW, “her employer was present when she was interviewed for a visa in India and told her what she should say. In these circumstances it is difficult, if not impossible, for migrants to ask questions about their immigration status” (Anti-Slavery International and the ICFTU, 2001, p 15). Of course citation of a single study in this way cannot be taken as indicative of any generalisable trend with regard to interview practices.
The term ‘confined by state systems’ refers to ways in which some ODWs and other migrant workers are confined in their physical and social mobility by virtue of the need for official documentation and paperwork that are required by the state (both in the UK and sometimes in the countries from which they have come). ‘Segmentation by documented/undocumented labour’ also captures the fact that some migrant workers, including ODWs, are officially documented and legally working, whereas others are not (Anderson and Rogaly, 2005). This segmentation could suggest the creation of a two-tier system with regard to state recognition. For instance, workers of an undocumented status may be reluctant to initiate legal proceedings which may lead to their arrest for an immigration offence (Anderson and Rogaly, 2005: 57).

7. Violation of personal space and isolation

The violation of some ODWs’ personal and social spaces has already been noted. To this must be added a sense of isolation and vulnerability that comes from a lack of power and control, separation from the outside world and from families, and lack of ownership of the necessary documentation to move to other employers. In this regard, Kalayaan (2007) reported that between April 2006 and March 2007 they had assisted 109 ODW clients (out of 340) who had had their passports withheld by their employer. In another study, Anderson (1993b) reported that 69 per cent (of the 195 ODW clients approaching Kalayaan in 1996/97) had their passports removed from them by employers. Anderson (1993a) notes that some employers confiscate their employees’ passports in order to exercise control over them. Getting a new passport depended on how supportive ODWs’ embassies were. In addition, some ODWs are further exploited by unscrupulous solicitors who charge thousands of pounds to represent and advise them about the process of getting a new passport (Anderson, 1993:6). 

A report by Kalayaan (2007), based on 340 ODWs registered with them between April 2006 and March 2007, noted that:
 “The majority live in the employer’s household and have no private space to which they can retire. Over half of [those]… we have registered don’t have their own room and sleep in public areas such as the kitchen, the living room or the children’s bedroom.... Many [ODWs] don’t even have a proper bed and have to sleep on cold floors, with serious consequences for their health. In some cases [ODWs]… are not allowed to go out except when accompanying the employer. A significant number of newly registered clients reported being locked in when the employer leaves the house.”
Employers’ views on ODWs

Only two of the 23 included studies reported on employers’ views of domestic workers. Anderson (2007a) surveyed a sample of 50 employers of domestic workers, some of whom were residential ODWs, and conducted in-depth interviews with ten of them, as part of a study of the demand for domestic work in the UK. Her findings suggest that the race of ODWs makes it easier to employ them, in that employers do not have to be concerned about the “idea of social class” in the same way as if they employ UK workers (Anderson, 2007a, p 251). Anderson also found that employers associated “foreignness” (Anderson, 2007a, p 251) with poverty, and that they described with pity the miserable situation that their ODW had left behind. This they contrasted with the situation they were able to provide for ODWs in the UK. Anderson suggests that the “discomfort of power” (Anderson, 2007a, p 252) between an employer and an ODW is seen by employers as helping someone out of poverty rather than power or exploitation. The relationship is presented by the employers as one of mutual dependence.
Cox and Watt (2002) interviewed 13 employers of domestic workers (not necessarily ODWs or live-in domestic workers) in Hampstead, London.
 The employers who were interviewed were entirely self-selecting, and therefore likely to be employing domestic workers in the most favourable conditions. Cox and Watt found that employers often requested domestic workers of a particular ethnicity, and that for some jobs, a hierarchy of desirable nationalities existed. Women from Portugal, Spain and the Philippines, for instance, were most often requested as housekeepers and cooks. This provides some further evidence that the market for domestic workers from overseas may be segmented, and that different groups of ODWs experience abuse/exploitation in different ways and to different extents. Given that only 13 employers (out of 110) responded to Cox and Watt’s invitation to take part in the study, and the employers taking part did not necessarily employ domestic workers under the ODWs’ visa scheme, it is not possible to know how generalisable these findings are to the total population of ODWs in the UK. The findings from Cox and Watt’s study are at best suggestive.

Abuse/exploitation among other migrant groups
Anderson and Rogaly (2005), found evidence of violence and intimidation, debt-bondage, substandard living and working conditions, various deductions from wages, employers holding passports and other documentation, and violation of employment and human rights among migrant workers in construction, agriculture, hotel and catering, and contract cleaning, as well as among ODWs. A subsequent review of studies on the exploitation of migrant workers in the UK from the states that joined the EU from 2004 onwards (Trades Union Congress (TUC), 2007), provides additional evidence about the plight of overseas workers more generally. The TUC review found the following areas of exploitation:

· charging individuals to find them work (a practice that is illegal in the UK); 

· docking money from workers’ wages when paying them by cheque; 

· paying lower hourly rates than initially promised; 

· non-payment for hours worked; 

· excessive working time with inadequate breaks between shifts and overtime paid only at the standard rate; 

· poor and substandard accommodation provided.

The TUC report notes that migrant workers can be particularly vulnerable because of their limited knowledge of UK employment rights, and because advice is often not understood because of their limited knowledge of the English language. What might distinguish some of the abuse/exploitation reported by ODWs from that of other migrant workers is the concentration of their work within private households and the limited ability to separate work from personal and social lives. This not only encourages the conditions of emotional labour identified by Anderson (2007a) but also exposes some ODWs to greater chances of physical and sexual abuse, and of fear of being made homeless and possibly deported. Again, however, it is difficult to be conclusive on this issue given the lack of generalisable data on ODWs or other migrant workers in the UK. 

4. Implications
The review has important implications for policy in relation to ODWs. Of course, as noted earlier, the inconsistent quality of available evidence must be borne in mind when considering implications arising from the review. However, despite that caveat, several implications are worthy of consideration. 

First, we should recognise that because abuse/exploitation of ODWs happens in a private, domestic context, it will always be difficult to gather robust data on the extent of the problem. However, given the degree of consensus across evidence reviewed in this report, it is probably reasonable to assume that this group of workers are, in some cases, subjected to abuse/exploitation. Given that assumption, there may be a case for government intervention, particularly if the incidence of abuse/exploitation should increase in line with the current trend for rising numbers of ODWs being granted leave to enter the UK. That being said, many would argue that the potential for governments to intervene successfully to improve the quality of domestic arrangements is not without its limitations.

Existing Home Office immigration rules dating from 1998 do offer some protection to domestic workers who find themselves being subjected to abusive or exploitative relationships by their employers. Legislation allowed ODWs to leave their employers for any reason and seek domestic work elsewhere, thereby giving them a safe route out. However, the review has noted evidence to suggest that many ODWs are unaware of UK employment legislation and the protection it might offer them. At the same time, poor knowledge of the English language can, and is, very often a serious obstacle to ODWs seeking help. Government interventions aimed at providing information concerning employment legislation and immigration status could play a key role in enhancing the effectiveness of existing legislation, particularly where delivery takes account of language differences. 

The added benefit to the Government, should it choose to improve the provision of information in this area, is that interventions aimed at tackling abuse/exploitation of ODWs are likely to have the potential to tackle similar issues reported by other groups of migrant workers including those employed in the construction, hotel and catering, and agricultural sectors. 

The evidence reviewed has shown that ODWs from different ethnic backgrounds may experience different forms of abuse. Given this situation, it may be that the provision of information may need to be tailored to suit the differing needs of specific ethnic groups.  

Much of the research reported in this review has come from work conducted or commissioned by NGOs that play a significant role in helping and supporting ODWs. Two organisations are particularly active in the field: Kalayaan, which works to ensure “justice for migrant domestic workers”, and the Centre for Filipinos (CFF), formerly known as the Commission for Filipino Migrant Workers (CFMW). Other organisations, including the Trades Union Congress and Anti-Slavery International, also have a track record of work in this area. Clearly, were the Government to make the decision to conduct further work with ODWs, it may add significant value to their work should they develop interventions in collaboration with NGOs. 

Similarly, the review has highlighted the fact that some foreign embassies provide very effective support for their nationals working in the UK as ODWs. The UK Government might usefully facilitate the provision of support for ODWs by engaging with foreign embassies more widely to establish what might be considered good practice in this context. 

Finally, whilst there is no shortage of anecdotal evidence, the authors of this report lack robust knowledge concerning what works in terms of an effective communication/information strategy with ODWs. As part of developing strategy in this area, it may be worth engaging with the established research specialists in the sector to develop a programme of work that could determine the extent to which ODWs and their employers are aware of relevant UK legislation, how best their knowledge might be improved, and what impact that might have on the incidence of abuse/exploitation.

5. Knowledge gaps
One of the objectives of REAs is to provide decision makers with some indication of the balance of evidence in the available research literature on the topic under investigation. As has been noted previously, the available research evidence on ODWs in the UK comes from a narrow group of support groups and researchers that are highly derivative of each other. The findings from these sources suggest that some ODWs in the UK reported abuse/exploitation in a range of areas. However, because of the selective nature of the ODWs known to these groups, gauging the magnitude of abuse/exploitation among the total population of ODWs in the UK is not currently possible.

The question arises as to why there is so little research on the overall experience of ODWs in the UK. First, it would appear that no official agency maintains comprehensive records of ODWs once they have entered the UK. Without such data, it is not possible to track all ODWs working in the UK, and thereby establish valid and reliable evidence on the total population of ODWs. If evidence is to be established on the total population of ODWs in the UK, this situation has to be remedied. 

Second, the narrow group of researchers that undertakes work on ODWs suggests that this area of research is not particularly attractive to the wider research community. Although there are migration studies units at Queen Mary College London, the London School of Economics and the universities of Oxford, Strathclyde, Kent and Belfast (Queen’s University), only the Centre on Migration Policy and Society (COMPAS) at the University of Oxford has undertaken sustained research on ODWs, and much of its work has been in association with migrant advocacy groups. A need exists to improve the breadth and depth of research on ODWs and other migrant workers and to increase large-scale empirical research on migrant groups by academic and non-academic organisations. 

Third, the lack of large-scale survey research on ODWs reflects a broader issue in UK social science research concerning the use of convenience sampling methods rather than random probability sampling (Jowell, 2008). It is easy to appreciate that collecting data from convenience samples makes research somewhat easier than having to identify and use representative sampling frames. Nonetheless, this results in evidence that is very limited in terms of representativeness, which, in turn, leads to an inability to make generalisable conclusions. 
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Appendix A: Search procedures

Searching of electronic databases, relevant journals and texts, and the websites of organisations involved in preventing or responding to ODWs was undertaken having clarified the scope of the review with UKBA.

Scope of the review

The review is concerned with evidence of abuse/exploitation suffered by ODWs in the UK. ODWs are defined as those eligible for clearance to work in the UK as a domestic worker in a private household without a work permit (UKVisas, 2007a). ODWs who work in the UK with an ODW visa must:

· be aged 18 or over;

· have been employed as a domestic worker for one year or more immediately prior to the application for entry clearance under the same roof as his/her employer or in a household that the employer uses for himself/herself on a regular basis;

· intend to travel to the UK in the company of his/her employer, his/her employer's spouse, civil partner or unmarried partner, or his/her employer's minor child;

· intend to work full time as a domestic worker under the same roof as his/her employer or in a household that the employer uses for himself/herself on a regular basis;

· not intend to take employment except within the above terms; and

· be able to maintain and accommodate himself/herself adequately without recourse to public funds.

Given that domestic workers from within the European Union (EU) do not require an ODW visa to undertake domestic work in the UK, the above criteria refer only to ODWs from outside the EU. It should be noted at the outset of this report that little research exists specifically on ODWs as defined above. Much of the research is on migrant domestic workers generally, rather than just those requiring a visa. The research that does exist, and that is reviewed in this report, is on ODWs generally and from many countries of the world, including those of the EU.

Selection of studies 

Appendices 2 and 4 present the databases and the search terms used that are appropriate to the scope of this project. The database searches identified 657 studies that were potentially relevant. Once the titles and abstracts of the studies had been reviewed, this number was reduced to 23. Appendix 3 summarises the non-database sources searched. It indicates that 15 documents from these sources were identified as being potentially relevant to the review. Documents already known to UKBA were added to the documents identified through the above reviews. Once all the sources had been combined, the total number of potentially relevant documents was 99. 

Relevance of studies

Following the searches described in the previous section, 99 studies were identified as possibly relevant to the review based on their titles and abstracts. Each of these studies was then reviewed against the following criteria, which reflect the scope of this review. 

· Population. Is the study about ODWs or a population with characteristics similar to ODWs?

· Issue of interest. Is the study about the abuse and/or exploitation of ODWs?

· Context. Is the study located in the UK?

· Outcomes. Does the study include data on abuse or exploitation of ODWs?

The studies were reviewed for relevance against the above criteria by two researchers. Where the researchers disagreed on the assessment of the study, a meeting was held to discuss the studies and arrive at a consensus. Only those studies that answered ‘yes’ to all of the above criteria were included for further consideration in the review. Twenty-three studies met these criteria and were included in the review. 

Data extraction and critical appraisal 

The data on the type and magnitude of abuse/exploitation reported by ODWs, and other salient findings, were extracted from each of the included 23 studies using Section 3 of the data extraction and quality assessment framework (Appendix 8). 

Appendix B: Summary of databases searched

	Database
	Round 1:

	
	Studies identified through electronic searching
	
	Studies included after comparison against scope through electronic searching

	Applied Social Science Index and Abstracts (ASSIA)
	68
	
	5

	British Humanities Index (BHI)
	59
	
	3

	EconLit
	24
	
	1

	Ingenta Connect
	23
	
	0

	International Bibliography of the Social Sciences Database (IBSS)
	79
	
	0

	ISI Web of Knowledge
	2
	
	0

	JSTOR
	17
	
	0

	Lexis Nexis
	92
	
	0

	Medline
	33
	
	0

	National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS) Abstracts 
	26
	
	0

	Project Muse
	0
	
	0

	Psychology and Behavioural Sciences Collection
	54
	
	0

	Social Science Citation Index/Arts and Humanities Citation Index
	59
	
	1

	Social Services Abstracts
	42
	
	2

	Sociological Abstracts
	13
	
	6

	Statesman’s Yearbook
	0
	
	0

	World Wide Political Science Abstracts
	66
	
	3

	Total
	657
	
	21


Appendix C: Summary of non-databases searched
	Sources
	Number of studies identified

	Action Aid http://www.actionaid.org.uk/
	0

	Anti Slavery International http://www.antislavery.org/
	2

	Child Exploitation and Online Protection Centre (CEOP)
http://www.ceop.gov.uk/
	0

	CHASTE http://www.chaste.org.uk/
	1

	COMPAS http://www.compas.ox.ac.uk/
	1

	ECPAT UK http://www.ecpat.org.uk/
	1

	Economic and Social Research Council

http://www.esrc.ac.uk/ESRCInfoCentre/index.aspx
	0

	EUROPOL http://www.europol.europa.eu/
	0

	Global Commission on International Migration
http://www.gcim.org/en/
	1

	Google http://www.google.co.uk/
	1

	www.humantrafficking.org
	0

	Human Rights Watch http://www.hrw.org/
	4

	ICFTU http://www.icftu-apro.org/
	1

	International Labour Organisation (ILO)
http://www.ilo.org/global/lang--en/index.htm
	0

	INTERPOL http://www.interpol.int/
	0

	International Organization for Migration (IOM)
http://www.iom.int/jahia/jsp/index.jsp
	1

	Joseph Rowntree Foundation http://www.jrf.org.uk/
	0

	Migrants Rights Network (MRN) http://www.migrantsrights.org.uk/
	0

	Nuffield Foundation http://www.nuffieldfoundation.org/
	0

	Oxfam International http://www.oxfam.org/
	0

	Poppy Project
http://www.eaves4women.co.uk/POPPY_Project/POPPY_Project.php
	0

	Refugee Studies Centre, University of Oxford

http://www.rsc.ox.ac.uk/
	0

	Save the Children UK http://www.savethechildren.org.uk/
	1

	SOCA – Serious Organised Crime Agency http://www.soca.gov.uk
	0

	Stop the Traffik

http://www.stopthetraffik.org/default.aspx
	0

	TUC http://www.tuc.org.uk/
	0

	UKHTC - UK Human Trafficking Centre http://www.ukhtc.org/
	0

	UNODC http://www.unodc.org/
	0

	ICFTU and Anti Slavery
http://www.antislavery.org/homepage/resources/forcedlabour.pdf
	1

	Total 
	15


 
Appendix D: Summary of search terms used

This appendix outlines the strategy used for the database search. The following search terms were agreed with UKBA.Overseas Domestic Work* (work, worker, working) OR Overseas Domestic Employ* (employee, employed, employment) OR Domestic Labour OR Labor OR Domestic Servant OR Domestic slav* (slave, slavery) OR migr*(migrant, migrants, migration), immigra* (immigrant, immigrants, immigration) overseas, foreign, work, domestic, liv* (live/living-in). 
OR

1. Overseas Cleaners, Chauffeurs, Gardeners, Cooks, Personal Care Assistants, Nannies.
AND

2. UK
AND

3. Abuse* (abuser, abused, abuses), abuse force*(forced) OR Ill-treatment OR Cruelty OR Mistreatment OR Exploit* (exploited, exploitation) OR Harm OR injustice OR rights. 
	Database
	Search terms used in database

	ASSIA
	(1) Overseas Domestic work 

(2) Domestic work or domestic employment or domestic slave or domestic

	BHI
	(1) Domestic work or domestic labour or domestic employ* or domestic servant or domestic slave 

(2) Domestic work and Abuse 

(3) Overseas Domestic work

	EconLit
	(1) ((domestic work*) or (domestic slave) or (domestic servant) or (domestic employment)) and UK

(2) ((domestic work*) or (domestic slave) or (domestic labour) or (domestic employment)) and (abuse or harm or exploitation or cruelty or ill-treatment)

(3) Overseas Domestic Work

	International Bibliography of the Social Sciences, IBISS, incl:

Psyc INFO

International Political Sciences Abstracts (IPSA)
	(1) Overseas Domestic work 

(2) Domestic work* or domestic slave or domestic employ* or domestic servant or domestic labour of domestic labor AND EXPLOITATION 

(3) Domestic work* or domestic slave or domestic employ* or domestic servant or domestic labour of domestic labor AND UK 

(4) Domestic work* or domestic slave or domestic employ* or domestic servant or domestic labour of domestic labor AND ABUSE 

(5) Domestic work* or domestic slave or domestic employ* or domestic servant or domestic labour of domestic labor AND HARM 

(6) Domestic work* or domestic slave or domestic employ* or domestic servant or domestic labour of domestic labor AND CRUELTY 

(7) Domestic work* or domestic slave or domestic employ* or domestic servant or domestic labour of domestic labor AND INJUSTICE 

	Ingenta Connect
	(1) Overseas Domestic Work*

	ISI Web of Knowledge
	(1) Overseas Domestic work, 

(2) Domestic work* or domestic employ* or domestic labour or domestic labor or domestic slave or domestic servant and abuse

	Lexis Nexis
	(1) Overseas Domestic work*, 

(2) Domestic work* or domestic employ* or domestic servant or domestic slave or domestic labour or domestic labour AND exploit* or abuse or harm or ill-treatment

	NCJRS 
	(1) Overseas domestic work* 

(2) domestic work* or domestic employ* or domestic labor or domestic labour or domestic servant or domestic

	Psychology and Behavioural Sciences Collection.
	(1) Overseas Domestic Work*, 

(2) domestic work* or domestic employ* or domestic labour or domestic labor or domestic servant or domestic slave

	Project Muse
	(1) Overseas domestic work* 

(2) domestic work* or domestic employ* or domestic labor or domestic labour or domestic servant or domestic

	Sociological Abstracts Incl: SOPODA
	(1) Overseas domestic work*

	Social Science Citation Index and Arts & Humanities Citation Index
	(1) Overseas domestic work* and overseas domestic employ* and overseas domestic labour or overseas domestic labor

	Social Services Abstracts
	(1) Overseas domestic work*, 

(2) Domestic work* or domestic employ* or domestic labour or domestic labor or domestic slave or domestic servant

	Statesman’s Yearbook
	(1) Overseas domestic work* 

(2) domestic work* or domestic employ* or domestic labor or domestic labour or domestic servant or domestic

	World Wide Political Science Abstracts
	(1) Overseas domestic work* 

(2) Query: domestic work* or domestic employ* or domestic slave or domestic

servant or domestic Labour or domestic labor


Notes: There were a number of challenges with using these search terms in the databases agreed. For instance, the fields for searching the databases did not have sufficient space to include the whole strategy. Furthermore, more succinct strings of search terms sometimes produced a large number of hits. As a result, an iterative strategy was adopted, testing each database first with short and inclusive search strings derived from the original terms outlined above, and adding further terms in the event that a large number of studies were identified. 

The original search strategy also included databases other than those included in Figure 6.1. These were excluded either because their content was already included in the databases searched or because they were considered of low priority given the extremely short timescales in which the search was undertaken. 

Appendix E: Other sources searched

This appendix outlines the organisations, lobby groups and support networks that were agreed with UKBA and searched: 

· Action Aid
· Anti-Slavery International

· Centre on Migration Policy and Society (COMPAS), University of Oxford (especially Dr Bridget Anderson)
· Child Exploitation and Online Protection Centre (CEOP)  
· Churches Against Sex Trafficking in Europe (CHASTE) 
· Economic and Social Research Council
· End Child Prostitution, Child Pornography and the Trafficking of Children for Sexual Purposes (ECPAT UK) 
· European Centre for the Study of Migration and Social Care, University of Kent
· Europol
· Global Commission on International Migration 

· http://www.humantrafficking.org/
· Human Rights Watch (HRW) 

· International Labour Organisation (ILO)
· International Organization for Migration (IOM) 

· Interpol 
· Joseph Rowntree Foundation
· Kalayaan
· Migrant Rights Network
· Migration Studies Centre, University of Sussex
· Nuffield Foundation
· Oxfam International
· Poppy Project 
· Refugee Studies Centre, University of Oxford
· Save the Children UK
· Serious Organised Crime Agency (SOCA)  
· Stop the Traffik 

· UK Human Trafficking Centre (UKHTC) 
· United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) 

· World Vision
Appendix F: Other sources excluded from the review

A number of other sources were agreed with UKBA but had to be left out of the review due to limitation on the time available, including:

· Association of Directors of Social Services
· British Chambers of Commerce
· Chinese Studies Unit, University of Oxford (especially Dr Frank Pieke)
· Council of Europe 
· Crown Courts
· Crown Prosecution Service
· Department for International Development (DfID)
· Home Office (and its various agencies)
· Institute of Employment Rights 
· Labour market/trades union research units
· Local Government Association (especially its research division)
· Migration Studies Journal
· Migration Studies Unit, London School of Economics
· Ministry of Justice (and its various agencies)
· National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children (NSPCC)   
· Overseas Development Institute
· Social Care Institute of Excellence (SCIE)
· The police (National Policing Improvement Agency, specific police forces)
· Trades Union Congress
· UNICEF
· United Nations Interregional Crime and Justice Research Institute 
· World Health Organisation (WHO)
Appendix G: Relevance of studies 

In order to determine which studies were included in the review, the following criteria were applied. 

· Population: is the study about ODWs or a population with characteristics similar to ODWs?
· Issue of interest: is the study about the abuse and/or exploitation of ODWs?
· Context: is the study located in the UK?
· Outcomes: does the study include data on abuse or exploitation of ODWs?
Assessment of studies included in the review
	Author
	Date
	Population = ODW?
	Location = UK?
	Subject = abuse?

	Anderson, B.
	1997
	
	
	

	Anderson, B.
	2001a
	
	
	

	Anderson, B.
	2001b
	
	
	

	Anderson, B.
	1993a
	
	
	

	Anderson, B.
	2000
	
	
	

	Anderson, B.
	2007a
	
	
	

	Anderson, B.
	1993b
	
	
	

	Anderson, B. and O'Connell Davidson, J. 
	2003
	
	
	

	Anderson, B. and Rogaly, B. 
	2005
	
	
	

	Anti-Slavery International
	2006
	
	
	

	CAB
	2004
	
	
	

	Cox, R. 
	2006
	
	
	

	Cox, R. and Watt, P.
	2002
	
	
	

	Craig et al.
	2007
	
	
	

	Cueva, S.
	1995
	
	
	

	Kaya, M.
	2001
	
	
	

	Kalayaan
	2007a
	
	
	

	Kalayaan
	2007b
	
	
	

	Kalayaan
	2007c
	
	
	

	Labour Force Survey
	2005
	
	
	

	Schwenken, H.
	2003
	
	
	

	Spencer  L. et al.
	2007
	
	
	

	TUC
	2007
	
	
	


Assessment of studies not included in the review
	Author
	Date
	Population = ODW?
	Location = UK?
	Subject = abuse?

	Agustin, L.
	2005
	×
	?
	?

	Agustin, L.
	2006
	
	?
	

	Agustin, L.
	2003
	
	?
	×

	Anderson, B. and Ruhs, M.
	2006
	?
	?
	×

	Anderson, B.
	forthcoming
	
	
	×

	Anderson, B.
	2001c
	
	
	?

	Anderson, B.
	2001d
	
	?
	×

	Anderson, B.
	2007b
	×
	
	

	Anti-Slavery International
	2001
	
	×
	

	Anti-Slavery International
	2003
	
	
	?

	Bartley, M. et al.
	1992
	×
	×
	×

	Black, M.
	2002
	×
	
	

	Blackett, A.
	1999
	
	?
	×

	Blagbrough, J. and Glynn, E.
	1999
	?
	?
	×

	Bott, E.
	2005
	
	
	×

	Clarke, M. P.
	2002
	×
	?
	×

	Commission for Filipino Migrant Workers
	2005
	
	×
	?

	Council of Europe Parliamentary Council
	2001
	
	
	?

	Cox, R.
	2000
	?
	
	?

	Davies, J.
	2004
	?
	?
	

	Dibb, R. et al.
	2006
	×
	
	

	ECPAT UK
	 
	×
	
	

	ETUC
	2006
	
	?
	

	Grossman, J. B.
	1984
	?
	?
	?

	Haynes, C.
	2006
	Abstract not available

	Healy, M.
	1997
	Unable to obtain document

	Hess, S. and Puckhaber, A.
	2004
	
	
	?

	Hoegsholm, F. M.
	2007
	
	?
	?

	House of Lords
	2007
	
	
	?

	House of Lords and House of Commons 
	2006
	×
	
	?

	Hsiao-Hung, P.
	2007
	
	?
	?

	Huang, S. and Yeoh, B. S.
	2007
	?
	×
	?

	Human Rights Watch
	2006
	
	
	

	Human Rights Watch
	2001
	
	×
	?

	Human Rights Watch
	2004
	
	×
	?

	Human Rights Watch
	2007
	×
	?
	

	Human Rights Watch 
	 
	
	×
	

	IOM
	2001
	?
	×
	?

	IOM
	 
	
	?
	

	Jureidi, R. and Moukarbel, N.
	2004
	?
	×
	?

	Kalayaan
	2007d
	
	
	?

	Kalayaan
	 
	
	
	?

	Kelly, C.
	2007
	
	
	×

	Lan, P.-C.
	2003
	
	×
	×

	Lan, P.-C.
	2005
	
	×
	×

	Leader, S.
	2002
	?
	?
	×

	Lin, C.-J.
	1997
	
	×
	?

	Lindio-McGovern, L.
	2004
	
	×
	?

	Loveband, A.
	2004
	
	×
	?

	Lutz, H.
	2004
	?
	×
	?

	Mantouvalou, V. 
	2006
	
	×
	?

	Mattar, M. and Borkholder, J. L.
	2002
	?
	×
	?

	Middleton, D.
	2005
	?
	
	×

	Miers, S.
	1996
	
	
	

	Moors, A.
	2003
	
	×
	×

	Moya, J. C.
	2007
	?
	×
	×

	Nyers, P. and Lowry, M.
	2003
	×
	×
	×

	O'neill, T.
	2001
	
	×
	?

	OSCE, IOM, and ILO
	2006
	×
	×
	×

	Parrenas, R. S.
	2001
	
	×
	?

	Phizacklea, A.
	2006
	Abstract not available

	Piper, N.
	2005
	Abstract not available

	Prodromidis, P.-I.
	2004
	×
	
	×

	Save the Children
	2003
	×
	
	?

	Shah, N. et al.
	2002
	
	×
	×

	Shah, N. and Indu, M.
	1997
	
	×
	

	Silvey, R.
	2004
	
	×
	×

	Silvey, R.
	2006
	
	×
	×

	Surtees, R.
	2003
	?
	×
	?

	
	
	
	
	

	Surtees, R.
	2003
	?
	?
	

	TUC 
	2005
	?
	
	

	UN Economic and Social Council
	2000
	Abstract not available

	UN Economic and Social Council
	1997
	×
	?
	

	Varia, N.
	2007
	
	?
	

	Ward, T.
	2000
	?
	
	?

	Weekly, K.
	2004
	?
	×
	×

	Wrigley, J.
	2005
	
	×
	

	Yeoh, B. and Huang, S. 
	1998
	
	×
	?


Summary of databases not searched

	Database
	Reason excluded from search

	Eur-Lex
	Considered low priority

	InfoTrac Custom Newspapers
	Considered low priority

	Journal Citation Reports
	Database could not be searched

	Official Journal of the European Union
	Considered low priority

	ScienceDirect
	Considered low priority

	SocIndex with Full Text
	Considered low priority

	Times Digital Archive, 1785–1985
	Considered low priority

	Westlaw UK (new interface)
	Considered low priority


Appendix H. Data extraction and quality assessment framework

Title: 

Author/Date:

Publication:

	QUESTION/CRITERIA:
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	1. Setting:

The objective of the papers, and the context and background:

– Is there a clear statement of study aims and objectives and/or hypothesis?
	
	
	

	– Includes description of background or historical developments and social/organisational characteristics of those funding/responsible for the research?
	
	
	

	2. Methods

2a. Sampling 

– Is there a description of study locations/areas and how and why they were chosen?
	
	
	

	– Is the population of interest stated and how the sample selection relates to this outlined?
	
	
	

	– Does the study provide rationale for the basis of the selection of target sample/documents? (e.g. characteristics/features of target sample/ documents, the basis for inclusions and exclusions, and discussion of sample size/number of cases/setting selected etc.)
	
	
	

	– Is a detailed profile of achieved sample/case coverage provided?
	
	
	

	– Was there an attempt to maximise inclusion? (e.g. language matching or translation; specialised recruitment; organised transport for group attendance)
	
	
	

	– Did the report include discussion of any missing coverage in achieved samples/cases and implications for study evidence? (e.g. through comparison of target and achieved samples, comparison with population etc.)
	
	
	

	– Is there any documentation of reasons for non-participation among sample approached/non-inclusion of selected cases/documents?
	
	
	

	– Did the way that respondents were accessed and approached affect participation/coverage and bias?
	
	
	

	2b. Data Collection

How well was the data collection carried out?

– Does the paper include discussion of:

• who conducted data collection

• procedures/documents used for collection/recording

• checks on origin/status/authorship of documents used in documentary analysis
	
	
	

	– Was there audio or video recording of interviews/discussions/conversations? If not recorded, were justifiable reasons given?
	
	
	

	– Are the conventions for taking field notes described? (e.g. to identify what form of observations were required to distinguish description from researcher commentary/analysis)
	
	
	

	-- Is there discussion of how fieldwork methods or settings may have influenced data collected
 – Through the portrayal and use of data, is it demonstrated that depth, detail and richness were achieved in collection?
	
	
	

	2c. Analysis

How well has the approach to and formulation of the analysis been conveyed?

– Is there a description of the form of original data? (e.g. use of verbatim transcripts, observation or interview notes, documents, etc.)
	
	
	

	– Is there a clear rationale for choice of data management method/tool/package?
	
	
	

	– Does the paper provide evidence of how descriptive analytic categories, classes, labels etc. have been generated and used? (i.e. either through explicit discussion or portrayal in the commentary)
	
	
	

	– Do the authors provide, with discussion and examples, how any constructed analytic concepts/typologies etc. have been devised and applied?
	
	
	

	2d. Transparency

How clear and coherent is the reporting?

– Inclusion of discussion of how overall research strategy was designed to meet aims of study?
	
	
	

	– Is there a convincing argument for different features of research design? (e.g. reasons given for different components or stages of research; purpose of particular methods or data sources, multiple methods, time frames etc.)
	
	
	

	– Is there a discussion of limitations of research design and their implications for the study evidence?
	
	
	

	– Are there clear conceptual links between the analytic commentary and the presentation of the original data? (i.e. commentary and cited data relate; there is an analytic context to cited data, not simply repeated description)
	
	
	

	– Was there discussion of how/why particular interpretation/significance is assigned to specific aspects of the data – with illustrative extracts of original data?
	
	
	

	2d. Beyond

Scope for drawing wider inference?

– Do the authors acknowledge the limitations of what can be generalised to wider population from which sample is drawn/case selection has been made?
	
	
	

	– Is there detailed description of the contexts in which the study was conducted to allow applicability to other settings/contextual generalities to be assessed?
	
	
	

	– Is evidence supplied to support claims for wider inference? (either from study or from corroborating sources) 
	
	
	

	– Includes discussion of how explanations/ theories/conclusions were derived  and how they relate to interpretations and content of original data (i.e. how warranted); whether alternative explanations explored?
	
	
	

	– Are negative cases displayed and how they lie outside main proposition/theory/ hypothesis etc.?
	
	
	

	2e. Ethics

What evidence is there of attention to ethical issues?

Have ethical issues been attended to appropriately?

– Is there evidence of thoughtfulness/sensitivity about research contexts and participants?
	
	
	

	– Contains documentation of how research was presented in study settings/to participants? (including, where relevant, any possible consequences of taking part, consent forms, confidentiality agreements etc.) 
	
	
	

	– Were any measures to offer information/advice/services etc. at end of study taken? (i.e. where participation exposed the need for these)
	
	
	

	2f. Bias

Does the method introduce the possibility that the results of the analysis may be biased? 

– Does the document contain any discussion of how error or bias may have arisen in design/data collection/analysis and how addressed, if at all?
	
	
	

	– Do the authors reflect on the impact of the researcher on the research process?
	
	
	

	– Discussion of strengths and weaknesses of data sources and methods?
	
	
	

	3. Results: Impact/Outcomes/Evidence

What are the key findings of this paper? (summarise)

How credible are the findings?

– Are the findings/conclusions supported by data/study evidence? (i.e. the reader can see how the researcher arrived at his/her conclusions; the ‘building blocks’ of analysis and interpretation are evident)
	
	
	

	– The findings/conclusions ‘make sense’/have a coherent logic?
	
	
	

	– Is there use of corroborating evidence to support or refine findings? (i.e. other data sources have been used to examine phenomena; other research evidence has been evaluated: 
	
	
	

	4b. How credible are the findings?

How well is the scope for drawing wider inference explained?

How clear is the basis of the evaluative appraisal?

– Do the researchers link results to the original aims/purpose of study/research questions?
	
	
	

	–- Is a narrative/story or clearly constructed thematic account provided?
	
	
	

	– Is there accessible information for the intended target audience(s)?
	
	
	

	– Are key messages highlighted or summarised?
	
	
	

	5. Recommendations 

– Is there any discussion of how explanations/theories/conclusions were derived  and how they relate to interpretations and content of original data?
	
	
	

	– Do the authors display any negative cases and how they lie outside main proposition/theory/ hypothesis?
	
	
	


� Matrix Knowledge Group and Air UK 


� UK Border Agency, Research, Analysis and Knowledge Management 


� More information can be found at 


http://www.ukba.homeoffice.gov.uk/workingintheuk/othercategories/domesticworkers.


� Source: Home Office Migration Statistics. Within the available statistical data, it is not possible to tell how many Private Servants in Diplomatic Households have been admitted to the UK. 


� ODWs have been able to change employer since 1998.


� Source: UKVisas management information. Of these issued visas, 16,300 were visitor ODW visas, 1,600 were ‘other’ ODW visas and 300 were diplomatic visas.


� In 1998, immigration rules for ODWs changed, allowing ODWs to change employers. 


� In 2006, the qualifying period for settlement inemployment-related categories changed from 4 to 5 years, delaying grants of settlement that would otherwise have occurred earlier.  


� The subcategories of abuse/exploitation that are bulleted are taken from the original studies under review.


� In the original reports cited some of these data were represented as percentages. Given the relatively small number of cases from which some of the reports of abuse were made, the data are expressed here as actual numbers.


� In the original reports cited by CFF some of these data were represented as percentages. Given the relatively small number of cases from which some of the reports of abuse were made, the data are expressed here as actual numbers.





� Many ODWs are paid in US dollars.


� See Table 2 for more information. 


� The UKBA evidence shown in Table 5 suggests a similar proportion of people from India and the Philippines who change employers report abuse/exploitation as the reason for changing employer. The difference between this observation and Anderson’s (2001c) observation that ODWs from the Philippines generally do better may well be a feature of the samples on which these observations are based.    


� It should be noted that this report is based on a case study of one ODW only.


� The Hampstead area of London was chosen for the interviews as it had the highest rate of demand for domestic workers in the survey of advertisements from The Lady. Employers were located through a mailshot that asked whether they employed help and were wiling to be interviewed. This was distributed through a comprehensive school in West Hampstead and was sent to 110 households; only 13 replies were received.
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