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INTRODUCTION TO THE ASIAN REGIONAL REPORT 

 
This is a pioneering Asian regional study on the recruitment situation, issues, and problems 
experienced by migrant workers in major countries of origin and destination, based on the 
perspective of the migrants themselves. This is pioneering in several respects: it is a 
collaborative action research conducted by migrant organizations and support groups ; it is 
based on a field survey of migrant workers ς including pre-departing, onsite, returned 
migrants -- in 11 of the major origin and destination countries in Asia; the analysis of the 
survey data, and the conclusions and recommendations, are enhanced by the inputs, 
analysis and recommendations of key informants, experts and advocates in the respective 
countries; and it provides the latest, and perhaps the only available, multi-country baseline 
data on recruitment of migrant workers in Asia.  
 
Primary data were gathered during a one-year period, through two parallel processes ς a 
baseline survey of 11 countries in Asia conducted in a six-month period (November 2014 to 
May 2015), and key informant/expert interviews and group discussions (conducted 
between December 2014 and March 2016, riding on selected events/meetings in various 
Asian countries, to optimize traveling and resources). 
 
The field survey itself was based on an exploratory, quasi-random design; the results strictly 
apply only to the survey respondents, but can be used as indicative data on particular 
aspects of the migrant recruitment situation in the countries surveyed. The countries were 
selected based on the presence/availability of research partners or members of the Migrant 
Forum in Asia (MFA), MFA being the lead proponent and coordinator of the Asia research.  
 
This research is part of a broader global study on recruitment problems and issues 
confronted by migrant workers; one of its purposes is to provide data, analysis and 
recommendations for the global campaign on recruitment reform. The global campaign on 
recruitment reform (RecruitmentReform.org) is spearheaded by migrant groups and 
advocates through the Open Working Group on Labour Migration & Recruitment. The Open 
Working Group is composed of MFA, Global Coalition on Migration (GCM), Migration and 
Development Civil Society Network (MADE), and other civil society partners. 
 
This is the Asia component of the research, which was undertaken and coordinated by MFA 
and research partners. The baseline surveys were conducted in the following countries, 
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through the efforts and facilitation of the corresponding research partners and MFA 
members: 
 
Countries of origin: 

¶ Bangladesh ς WARBE Development Foundation, BOMSA, Ovibashi Karmi Unnayan 
Program (OKUP), Refugee and Migratory Movements Research Unit (RMMRU); 

¶ India ς Migrant Forum India, Center for Indian Migrant Studies (CIMS), APDWWT; 

¶ Indonesia ς IRDH Research, Migrant Care Indonesia; 

¶ Nepal ς Migrants Center of Asian Human Rights and Culture Development Forum 
(AHRCDF), Pravasi Nepali Coordination Committee (PNCC), Pourakhi, CMIRS, 
Youth Action Nepal; 

¶ Philippines - Kanlungan Center Foundation, Batis Center for Women, Center for 
Migrant Advocacy (CMA). 

 
Countries of destination: 

¶ Bahrain ς MWPS; 

¶ Lebanon ς CLMC, INSAN; 

¶ Malaysia ς Migration Working Group Malaysia; Progressive Labor Union-SENTRO; 
United Workers for Mutual Protection, Advancement and Development-Malaysia 
(UNIMAD-SENTRO); 

¶ Singapore ς Transient Workers Count Too (TWC2); 

¶ Taiwan ς Hsinchu Migrants and Immigrants Services Center (HMISC); Hope 
WorkersΩ Center (HWC); 

¶ Thailand ς Human Rights Development Foundation (HRDF). 
 
The research proponents acknowledge with sincere thanks the support of the donors. 
 
A. RESEARCH QUESTION  

 
1. Central question 
 
What are the major problems experienced by migrant workers in origin and destination 
countries in Asia involving private (fee-charging) recruiters, and what can be done to 
address these problems? 
 
2. Particular questions 

 

¶ What are the major recruitment practices of private, fee-charging recruiters that 
abuse, violate the rights, or take advantage of migrant workers in Asian countries 
of origin or destination? Which of these practices are illegal or unscrupulous 
based on national or international standards? 

¶ How widespread or serious are these recruitment abuses and problems?  

¶ What are the major patterns of the recruitment problems in countries of origin 
and destination, and what factors significantly affect the nature and patterns of 
the problem? What are the connections between the areas of origin and 
destination in regard to these recruitment problems? 
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¶ Are there correlations between the recruitment problems/factors and the actual 
working situation of the migrant workers abroad? 

¶ What are the existing recruitment regulation policies and mechanisms in the 
origin and destination countries in Asia? What are the international and Asian 
standards on recruitment and protection of migrant workers? What are the gaps, 
weaknesses or failures in these policies and mechanisms that significantly 
contribute to the recruitment problems? 

¶ What can be done to effectively address these recruitment issues? What reforms 
and interventions (policies, mechanisms, strategies) need to be in place at the 
national, bilateral, regional and/or international levels? 

 
3. Hypotheses 
 
We want to prove (or disprove) the following assumptions: 

¶ That private, fee-charging recruiters commit widespread illegal or abusive 
recruitment practices victimizing migrant workers in origin and destination 
countries in Asia; 

¶ That there are substantive weaknesses and gaps in the international and national 
standards, policies and mechanisms; these gaps create and perpetuate the 
widespread recruitment violations and abuses; 

¶ That we can identify major patterns/factors underlying the recruitment problems 
and recommend intervention and reform strategies to address these problems. 

 
B. OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH 
 
1. To understand the overseas labor recruitment and migration situation in Asia, and 

identify recruitment problems and issues in countries of origin and destination, based 
ƻƴ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ Ǉerspectives/experiences 

¶ Analyze the nature, characteristics, patterns, linkages, dynamics, and underlying 
factors/processes of the recruitment problems, issues, practices, abuses, 
violations at the country, bilateral and Asian regional levels;  

¶ Analyze if there is a relationship between recruitment problems and the working 
conditions of the migrants in the destination country; 

 
2. To analyze the role and practices of private, fee-charging recruiters in the recruitment 

and placement of migrant workers in Asia 

¶ Analyze if private recruiters are necessary and beneficial to overseas migration; 

¶ If they are not necessary, what recruitment system or mechanisms should be in 
place to help migrants who want to work abroad; if necessary, what measures, 
policies should be in place to prevent or eliminate recruitment abuses; 

 
3. To analyze policy and practice weaknesses, gaps or failures at the international, 

regional, bilateral and/or  national levels that result in recruitment problems and 
abuses 
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4. To recommend reforms and action agenda ς policies, mechanisms, strategies, 
practices ς to address the problems at the national, bilateral, regional and 
international levels. 

 
C. NATURE OF THE RESEARCH 

 
This is an exploratory action research on the recruitment issues affecting migrant workers 
going abroad. The identification and analysis of the problems, and what can be done to 
address these, are based on the perspective of migrant workers and advocates in both 
countries of origin and destination. 
 
This study includes a baseline study on the recruitment problems and issues in selected 
origin and destination countries in Asia. This is by far the latest, and perhaps the only, 
baseline survey done on the recruitment problems and issues across several Asian 
countries, which was designed, implemented, will be analyzed, and will make conclusions 
and recommendations based on the perspective of the migrants, migrant groups, civil 
society, advocates, and their partners.  
 
The study includes situational analysis related to overseas recruitment and labor migration; 
policy analysis on weaknesses, gaps, failures resulting in recruitment problems; and 
recommendations in addressing these issues. The findings and recommendations will be 
used by MFA and partners (particularly the Open Working Group on Labour Migration & 
Recruitment and its members) in advocating and campaigning for recruitment reform. 
 
D. FRAMEWORK OF ANALYSIS 
 
1. ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǳǎŜǎ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƴƻƴ-discrimination, 

labor rights, right to work, and social justice as framework principles in analyzing the 
data, issues and problems. 
 

2. Legally-binding international human rights standards of the UN and ILO, as well as 
national laws/policies on recruitment and rights/protection of migrant workers, serve 
ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άƘŀǊŘ ǊǳƭŜǎέ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǘ the minimum legal parameters in determining illegal, 
unscrupulous or prohibited practices.  

 
In particular, MFA has identified the crucial UN and ILO treaties which, taken together, 
constitute what it considers to be the άMigrant Bill ƻŦ wƛƎƘǘǎέ όa.wύ. These MBR 
treaties are the references in defining what recruitment practices are abusive, illegal, 
unethical, violating the rights of migrant workers, or constituting forced labor or 
human trafficking. 
 
MFA has also identified the UN and ILO treaties that define the international legal 
standards on the recruitment of workers (including migrant workers), and the 
regulation of private recruitment agencies. These are used as references in 
determining what constitute abusive, unscrupulous, unethical, illegal or prohibited 
recruitment activities.  

 



 

 5 

3. Non-binding (normative) standards, reports and recommendations of the UN and ILO 
(e.g. ILO Multilateral Framework on Labour Migration, relevant ILO 
Recommendations, CEDAW General Recommendation #26, CMW General Comment 
#1, etc.), as well as recommendations and response strategies made by related inter-
governmental or multi-stakeholder bodies, Asian regional bodies (e.g. ASEAN), and 
regional consultative processes (RCPs) in Asia (e.g. Abu Dhabi Dialogue, Colombo 
Process), are also used in the analysis, especially in the formulation of the 
recommendations.  

 
4. άaƛƎǊŀƴǘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎέΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ 

with the UN Migrant Workers Convention ς persons who are to be engaged, are 
engaged, or have been engaged in paid work abroad. Only international migrant 
workers are considered in this study. The respondents for the origin-country survey 
include those who are planning to work abroad, have returned from work abroad, and 
those still working abroad but were in the origin country at the time of the survey. 
Respondents in the destination-country survey are foreigners working (or looking for 
work) in the destination country. 

 
5. The survey data is used to identify, validate, analyze the patterns, and determine the 

significant factors pertaining to the recruitment issues/problems and the 
abuses/violations experienced by the survey respondents. The survey is reinforced by 
a parallel process of focus group discussions, key informant and expert consultations, 
group analysis, and strategy discussions with migrant groups, advocates and experts 
on labor migration and recruitment. 

 
The problems/realities are analyzed using the above frameworks/standards; gaps or 
weaknesses in the standards, laws, policies or mechanisms are then identified, and 
recommendations made to address the gaps and weaknesses and suggest immediate 
and strategic agenda for recruitment reform. 

 
The survey methodology is non-probabilistic (i.e. not strictly randomized), therefore, 
the results could not be generalized for all the migrant workers in the countries 
surveyed; however, the results for the respondents provide indications/references on 
the problems/issues of the broader migrant population, and the recruitment situation 
in general. 

 
In addition to the individual statistics derived from the survey data, this study 
generated standardized statistics (z-scores) to allow for comparison of data/results 
across countries and key research parameters (e.g. demographics, job categories, 
violations/problems, etc.). Selected indicators relating to recruitment were put 
ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ŀǎ άǎŎƻǊŜŎŀǊŘǎέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ όŀǾŜǊŀƎŜύ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ȋ-score 
value of each indicator. 

 
Consolidated measures were created (i.e. final z-score, and composite recruitment 
categories), which integrate several research indicators to provide a more holistic 
ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ άŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘŜ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎέ ŦƻǊ 
instance, uses 26 criteria items in the origin survey and 27 in the destination survey to 
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categorize each respondent under any one of four recruitment categories όάŜȄǘǊŜƳŜ 
ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎκŀōǳǎŜǎΣέ έsevereΣέ άǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘΣέ ƻǊ άŜǘƘƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴέύΦ 
 
Correlation measures were generated to provide clear bases in establishing the 
relationships (statistical correlations) between the recruitment factors, between the 
recruitment and working condition factors, and between the recruitment factors and 
ratification of the UN/ILO treaties. 

  
6. Recommendations and response strategies in addressing the recruitment problems 

and migrant abuses/violations are proposed based on the research results, and 
recommendations from relevant international, regional or national initiatives related 
to labor migration and recruitment of migrant workers in Asia. 
 
The research recommendations primarily refer/connect back to the positions and 
recommendation of the migrant groups and advocates, particularly the policy and 
action recommendations of the Migrant Forum in Asia (MFA), Global Coalition on 
Migration (GCM), the Asian research partners, and the Open Working Group on 
Labour Migration & Recruitment.  
 
Recommendations, response strategies and action proposals of the relevant UN and 
ILO bodies, government/inter-government bodies/forums (at the national, Asian 
regional and international levels, e.g. Fair Recruitment Initiative), ethical recruitment 
advocates, and other civil society groups are also considered and incorporated in the 
research recommendations as necessary. 

 
E. METHODOLOGY 
 
1. The primary data for the research were gathered through two parallel processes ς 

a baseline survey conducted in a six-month period (November 2014 up to May 2015), 
and key informant interviews/group discussions conducted between December 2014 
and March 2016 (see References/Sources Used at the end of the report for the list 
and dates of focus group discussions, group strategy meetings, and discussions with 
experts/advocates). 
 

2. Sources of information 

¶ Secondary  -  desk review, review of literature and reference documents 
(particularly laws, policies and standards at national, regional and international 
levels); published data, information and reports by governments, relevant UN 
agencies and treaty bodies, ILO and other sources; published resource materials, 
policy briefs, reports and analysis (see References/Sources Used at the end of the 
report). 

¶ Primary - survey respondents; key informants, migrant groups, experts and 
advocates on labor migration and recruitment (primarily MFA members and 
research partners, policy-makers, partners in the Open Working Group on Labour 
Migration and Recruitment, ethical recruitment advocates, international and 
Asian migration experts and advocates). 
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3. Sampling frame for the survey ς The target respondents of the survey are migrant 
workers in countries of origin and destination, as defined above. Respondents in 
countries of destination included all types of migrant workers: documented or not, 
and in any job category. Respondents in the countries of origin included those in the 
process of being recruited, preparing or waiting to work abroad, migrant workers who 
have returned home for good, and migrants still working abroad but were in the 
country of origin (e.g. on leave or vacation) at the time of the survey. 
 

4. Sampling plan (identifying and selecting the survey respondents) 

¶ Sampling procedure ς Due to very limited resources and survey personnel, MFA 
prescribed a non-probabilistic, quasi-random sampling plan (clustered), combined 
with systematic/convenience selection process in getting the respondent in each 
cluster. Survey partners in all countries were requested to follow this research 
design and sampling plan. 

¶ Sample size ς although the sampling plan is non-probabilistic, some process of 
quasi-randomization was used. We used ά{ƭƻǾƛƴΩǎ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀέ to determine the 
sample size for each country, noting that this is applicable only (among other 
assumptions) when we are estimating a population proportion, and the 
confidence level is set at 95%.1  
-As a general rule for all countries in the survey, we fixed the confidence level at 
фр҈ όŀǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ {ƭƻǾƛƴΩǎ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀύΤ ǿŜ ŀǎǎǳƳŜd a margin of error of e = 
0.10 (i.e. we set the half-width of the confidence interval in estimating a 
population proportion at 0.10). With these parameters, {ƭƻǾƛƴΩǎ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀ yields a 
sample size with an upper limit of 100 respondents, regardless of the size of the 
population. Therefore, MFA prescribed a minimum sample size of 110 (to allow 
for invalid questionnaires) in all countries involved in the survey.  
-In some countries, research partners wanted to make their specific country 
reports (in addition to the regional report). For these countries, we set the margin 
ƻŦ ŜǊǊƻǊ ŀǘ Ŝ Ґ лΦлрΤ {ƭƻǾƛƴΩǎ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀ ȅƛŜƭŘǎ ŀ sample size with an upper limit of 
400 respondents, regardless of the population size. Therefore, MFA prescribed a 
minimum of 410 respondents for these countries. 

 
5. Data gathering instruments 

¶ Survey instrument: A common, structured questionnaire was used in all the 
countries surveyed. The survey used two types of (similarly-structured) 
questionnaires: one questionnaire for countries of origin; another questionnaire 
for countries of destination. The survey partners in each country decided if the 
country was surveyed as an origin or destination country, or both. Countries of 
origin used questiƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ ά!έ; countries of destination used ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ ά.έ.  

¶ Guide questions were used for the key informant sessions and group discussions. 
 

                                                      
1 {ŜŜ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ άhƴ ǘƘŜ aƛǎǳǎŜ ƻŦ {ƭƻǾƛƴΩǎ CƻǊƳǳƭŀέ ōȅ Jeffry Tejada and Joyce Raymond 
Punzalan in The Philippine Statistician, Vol. 61, No. 1 (2012), pp. 129-136, for a discussion on the appropriate 
ǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊǎ ǿƘŜƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ ά{ƭƻǾƛƴΩǎ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀέΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ 
ōŜ ƴƻ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƴŀƳŜŘ ά{ƭƻǾƛƴΣέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǎǘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǿŀǎ ōȅ ¸ŀƳŀƴŜ 
(1967). The writer is thankful to Dr. A. P. Acusta for advise on this matter. 
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6. Processing of the survey data 
 
The data from all the countries involved in the survey were encoded and consolidated in 
two data files (using SPSS) ς one for countries of origin and another for countries of 
destination. Statistics were generated using SPSS and shared with all research partners; 
these were analyzed by MFA and the country research partners. A regional and selected 
country reports were made based on the survey data, additional secondary data, key 
informant data, and group discussions/analysis.  
 
The preliminary results were discussed in a regional consultation held in Amman, Jordan on 
16-17 December 2014; the draft regional results were presented in a follow-up meeting 
held in Bogor, Indonesia on 10-15 August 2015. Validation meetings and discussions to 
formulate recommendations were held in Dhaka, Bangladesh on 7-9 December 2015.  
 
F. SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS 
 
1. The study focused on the practices of private, fee-charging recruiters in Asian 

countries of origin and destination ς particularly those practices that abuse, exploit 
migrant workers or violate their rights; or practices that are illegal, unscrupulous, 
unethical or prohibited based on international standards. 
 

2. The study covered those countries of origin and destination that are included in the 
MFA campaign on recruitment; countries where MFA has partners or members who 
agreed to help conduct the research. 

 
3. The respondents are migrant workers themselves (as defined above). The information, 

analysis, perspectives, conclusions and recommendations are based on the 
perspective of migrant workers, migrant advocates, MFA and its members and 
partners. 

 
4. Survey process and processing/analysis of survey data ς all countries followed the 

same research design for this study and the field survey. However, the actual conduct 
of the field survey (especially the quasi-random sampling procedure in selecting the 
individual respondents) varied depending on the capacity of survey partner in each 
country. MFA had no direct supervision of the field survey in each country, and so the 
reliability of the survey process itself was limited by the research skills and capacity of 
partners in each country. Therefore, the quality of the resulting survey data is uneven 
across countries; MFA processed and treated all survey data as quasi-random, 
convenience sampling data. 

 
Given the limitations of the data, the statistical results and analysis strictly apply only 
to the respondents. The results of the survey do provide proof and substantiation of 
the problems faced by the respondents; but these results should not be 
indiscriminately generalized for the whole population of migrant workers in the 
countries surveyed. Nevertheless, these results provide the latest, indicative baseline 
statistics on the recruitment problems/issues experienced by this set of respondents, 
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and may be reflective/indicative of the key issues and problems experienced by many 
migrant workers in those countries.  
 

5. MFA and partners conducted desk research and analysis of secondary information, 
especially on country laws, policies, mechanisms. This information on 
policies/mechanisms are used in contextualizing and analyzing the recruitment gaps, 
weaknesses between the laws/policies and the actual experiences/problems faced by 
the migrant workers.  

 
6. MFA and partners analyzed and interpreted the survey data, statistics, reference 

documents and secondary information as advocates and experts in their own right. 
When necessary, the partners provided additional information, analysis and 
recommendations particular to their countries. 

 
7. There were serious limitations in time, financial and other resources, and human 

power/staff. Despite these, the commitment, time, staff/volunteer and resources 
contributed by MFA and partners enabled us to finish this research. Unevenness in 
capacities of research partners in each country, and the limitations in survey skills, 
computer resources, encoding and statistical processing skills, all contributed to much 
longer time than expected in processing the results and producing this report. 

 
8. Of course, data and findings in this study are subject to correction, validation and/or 

rejection if newer, more authoritative data become available. 
 
9. Errors in fact, calculations, data processing, grammar or logic, and mistakes in the use 

of statistical tools or concepts, ŀǊŜ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǿǊƛǘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ. The writer 
apologizes for such.    
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CHAPTER 1: 
MIGRANT PROTECTION & LABOR RECRUITMENT STANDARDS 

 
ñEach Member [State] é shall establish a system of free public 

employment agencies under the control of [the State].ò [ILO C002, 1919] 
 

ñEach Member [State] [shall] ensure that the services rendered 
by its public employment service to migrants for employment 

are rendered free.ò [ILO C097, 1949] 
 

ñPrivate employment agencies shall not charge directly or indirectly, 
in whole or in part, any fees or costs to workers.ò [ILO C181, 1997] 

 
What are the international and Asian regional protection laws, standards and norms for 
migrant workers, particularly on the recruitment, placement and employment of migrant 
workers abroad? Are these substantive and sufficient enough to address the recruitment 
problems of migrant workers in Asia? Are these standards translated into bilateral and 
national laws, policies and mechanisms to protect migrant workers against recruitment 
abuses and labor rights violations? 
 
A. INTERNATIONAL STANDARDS AND NORMS ON RECRUITMENT, PLACEMENT, 

EMPLOYMENT AND PROTECTION OF MIGRANT WORKERS 
 
The United Nations (UN) and the International Labour Organization (ILO) are two of the 
leading inter-governmental bodies that set and monitor compliance to international human 
rights standards. These standards form part of international law, and are codified in legally-
binding treaties (conventions and their protocols), as well as normative (non-binding) 
declarations, recommendations, framework principles and similar instruments.  
 
The UN has άƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ррлέ Ƴultilateral treaties to date,2 of which nine (9) are considered 
άŎƻǊŜ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎέ (these have nine protocols at present). Each of the UN Core Conventions 
has a corresponding treaty-ōŀǎŜŘ ōƻŘȅ όŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎύ ǘƘŀǘ άƳƻƴƛǘƻǊǎ 
StatŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘǊŜŀǘȅ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ {ǘŀǘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΣ 
adopts Recommendations, issues General Comments, and considers individual 
ŎƻƳǇƭŀƛƴǘǎΦέ3 The comments or recommendations issued by these committees clarify or 
enhance the application of the conventions ς e.g. General Recommendation #26 of the 
CEDAW Committee, and General Comment #1 of the Committee on Migrant Workers. 
 
The ILO has 201 binding treaties to date ς 189 conventions and their 12 protocols. Of these, 
eight (8) ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀǎ άŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎέ όŀǎ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ L[h DƻǾŜǊƴƛƴƎ 
Body in 2007); there is currently one protocol to these fundamental conventions. These 
nine ǘǊŜŀǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ άŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴ ōŜƛƴƎǎ ŀǘ ǿƻǊƪΣ ƛǊǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ƭŜǾŜls 

                                                      
2 άLƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴέ ǇŀƎŜΣ United Nations Treaty Collection, online  
(http://treaties.un.org/Pages/DB.aspx?path=DB/MTDSGStatus/pageIntro_en.xml), accessed 30 June 2014. 

3 άtƻǿŜǊtƻƛƴǘ ƻƴ hI/IwΣ hŎǘƻōŜǊ нллфΣέ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ bŀǘƛƻƴǎ IƛƎƘ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ŦƻǊ IǳƳŀn Rights 
(OHCHR) website, online (http://treaties.un.org/Home.aspx?lang=en), accessed 25 July 2013. 

http://treaties.un.org/Home.aspx?lang=en
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ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƳŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎΦέ4 Of the remaining non-fundamental treaties, 
ŦƻǳǊ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜέ όƛΦŜΦ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅύ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎΤ ǘƘŜ rest of the 177 conventions 
ŀǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 
 
Implementation of all ILO conventions (ratified and un-ratified) are supervised by two 
bodies: (a) Committee of Experts on the Application of Conventions and Recommendations 
(CEACR); this is an independent committee of legal experts that reviews the periodic reports 
submitted by governments; and (b) Conference Committee on the Application of Standards; 
this is a tripartite, standing committee of the International Labour Conference; it examines 
and acts on the reports of the CEACR. 
 
Therefore, there are more than 751 UN and ILO legally-binding treaties to date. A country 
ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ŀ ά{ǘŀǘŜ-tŀǊǘȅέ όƛΦŜΦ ƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ-bound) after it ratifies, accedes to, succeeds or 
ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜǎ ŀ ǘǊŜŀǘȅΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ¦b ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ άǎƛƎƴέ ŀ ǘǊŜŀǘȅΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ 
make the government legally bound until it ratifies a treaty. In the ILO, the instruments go 
ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǊŀǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ άǎƛƎƴŀǘǳǊŜέ ǇƘŀǎŜ ƭƛƪŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦bΦ 
 
1. Legally-Binding Treaties and Standards on the Recruitment, Placement, Employment 

and Protection of Migrant Workers 
 
According to the Migrant Forum in Asia (MFA) ς the biggest network of migrant groups, 
trade unions, civil society organizations and advocates in Asia ς seventy-three (73) of the UN 
and ILO treaties are considered most relevant to migrants (including migrant domestic 
workers), seafarers, refugees and mobile populations. These represent 29 UN treaties (16 
conventions + 13 protocols) and 44 ILO treaties (41 conventions + 3 protocols). Appendix 1 
lists these 73 UN and ILO treaties, and their applicability to the 11 countries covered by this 
research. 
 
2. aC!Ωǎ άaƛƎǊŀƴǘ .ƛƭƭ ƻŦ wƛƎƘǘǎέ όa.w) 

 
MFA considers twenty-five (25) of these 73 treaties as thŜ άaƛƎǊŀƴǘ .ƛƭƭ ƻŦ wƛƎƘǘǎέ όa.wύΣ 
because they establish landmark or benchmark rights or standards for migrants, seafarers 
and their families. The MBR includes 12 UN treaties (7 conventions + 5 protocols) and 13 ILO 
treaties (12 conventions + 1 protocol). MFA advocates for the adoption, proper 
implementation and adherence by all countries to these MBR treaties, as fair and just 
standards in the treatment of all migrant workers and their families. In Appendix 1, these 
treaties are marked with άa.wΦέ  
 
3. Treaties Pertaining to the Recruitment of Migrant Workers 

 
The standards and principles set in the MBR treaties are the basic references used in this 
research in analyzing the status of migrant workers in the countries surveyed ς including 
their working conditions, rights and benefits, treatment by the home or host country, access 
to redress and justice, and recruitment experience. 

                                                      
4 International Labour Organization (ILO) website, online (www.ilo.org/public/english/region/asro/bangkok/), 
accessed 26 July 2014. 
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Given the focus of this research (recruitment issues/problems), we take particular note of 
the standards and provisions of the UN and ILO treaties that protect migrant workers 
against abuses and exploitation in the recruitment process. 
 
Of the 73 treaties relevant to migrants, thirteen (13) set international standards on 
recruitment practices and the operation of private employment agencies. These are marked 
ǿƛǘƘ άw9/w¦έ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜǎ ƛƴ Appendix 1. Note that nine of these recruitment treaties are 
among the MBR treaties, but 4 are not. 
 
These recruitment-related treaties are composed of the following four (4) UN and nine (9) 
ILO treaties:  

¶ Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women 
(CEDAW), 1979; 

¶ International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers 
and Members of their Families (MWC), 1990; 

¶ United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime (UNTOC), 2000; 

¶ UNTOC Optional Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons, 
especially Women and Children (UNTOC PT), 2000; also known as the Palermo 
Protocol; 

¶ ILO Convention 2 (C002) on Unemployment, 1919; 

¶ ILO Protocol of 2014 to C029/Forced Labour Convention (P029), 2014; 

¶ ILO Convention 88 on Employment Service (C088), 1948; 

¶ ILO Convention 95 on Protection of Wages C095), 1949; 

¶ ILO Convention 96 on Fee-Charging Employment Agencies (Revised) (C096), 1949; 

¶ ILO Convention 97 on Migration for Employment (Revised) (C097), 1949; 

¶ ILO Convention 143 on Migrant Workers (Supplementary Provisions) (C143), 1975; 

¶ ILO Convention 181 on Private Employment Agencies (C181), 1997; 

¶ ILO Convention 189 on Decent Work for Domestic Workers (C189), 2011.  
 
4. Recognition and Coverage of (Migrant) Domestic Workers Under International Law 

 
Until recently, most of these instruments did not mention domestic (household) workers; if 
they did, it was typically to exclude domestic workers (DW) from coverage, or restrict their 
rights. Considering that the notion oŦ άŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǿƻǊƪ ŀǎ ǿƻǊƪέ ƘŀŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ 
established as a universal legal principle, this left domestic workers out of the coverage of 
most of the labor standards. The adoption by the ILO in June 2011 of Convention 189 (C189) 
and its accompanying Recommendation 201 (R201) on decent work for domestic workers 
was a historical watershed: it did not simply set minimum standards of rights and protection 
for domestic workers, it formally recognized domestic work as work ς thus making all ILO 
instruments applicable to all domestic workers, local and migrant, at par with all other 
workersΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜŀƳōƭŜ ƻŦ /муф ŀŦŦƛǊƳǎ ǘƘƛǎΥ άΧwŜŎŀƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŀōƻǊ 
Conventions and Recommendations apply to all workers, including domestic workersΧΦέ L[h 
C189 entered into force on 5 September 2013, a year after the Philippines deposited the 
second ratification in 2012. 
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5. ILO C29 Protocol of 2014: Putting migrant workers, and recruitment resulting in 
forced labor, under the purview of the fundamental ILO treaties 
 

ILO Convention 29 on forced labor was adopted in 1930, long outdated in terms of the 
context of forced labor, especially as this pertains to migrant workers. However, the 
commitment of all countries to combat forced labor remains as strong today as it was in 
1930, one reason why C29 is one of the eight fundamental ILO treaties. The landmark ILO 
Protocol of 2014 updated the definition and context of forced labor, putting it up to speed 
with the globalized, mobile world of work today. The protocol makes ILO C29 a powerful 
tool for migrant workers because it specifically affirms the particular risk/vulnerability of 
migrant workers to forced labor, including through abusive recruitment. Crucially, as a 
fundamental ILO treaty, it is legally-binding on all ILO members, and puts recruitment and 
migrant workers in forced labor situations under  the purview of this binding instrument. 

 
6. Non-Binding International (UN/ ILO) Instruments on Labor Recruitment and 

Protection of Migrant Workers 
 

The UN and ILO, including the treaty bodies of the UN core conventions, and the ILO 
Committee of Experts on the Application of Conventions and Recommendations, also 
produce non-binding, normative instruments ς recommendations, reports, framework 
principles, action plans, etc. which enhance, supplement or elaborate on the legally-binding 
standards. Some of the most relevant ones on recruitment and migrant protection are:  

¶ CEDAW General Recommendation #26 on women migrants (2008); 

¶ CMW General Comment #1 on migrant domestic workers (3 Dec 2010); 

¶ Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights (United Nations άtǊƻǘŜŎǘΣ 
wŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ wŜƳŜŘȅέ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪύΤ ŀƭǎƻ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άwǳƎƎƛŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎέΤ 
endorsed by the UN Human Rights Council on 16 June 2011; 

¶ ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work (1998); 

¶ ILO Multilateral Framework on Labour Migration (2006); 

¶ ILO Recommendations ς Many ILO Conventions, especially the more modern ones, 
have related or accompanying ILO Recommendation(s); both are legal 
instruments,5 although the Recommendation is non-binding, and usually provides 
more detailed, specific, and supplementary provisions on the same subject. For 
instance, ILO Recommendation 188, which supplements ILO Convention 181 on 
Private Employment Agencies, prescribes technical standards, guidelines, 
procedures and concrete measures to protect workers and to promote 
cooperation between the public employment service and private employment 
agencies.6 
 
Following are the recruitment-related ILO Conventions and their associated ILO 

                                                      
5 L[hΦ !{9!b ¢wL!bD[9 tǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ άtǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǊŘ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ 
process: International standards and guiding principles given by the Private Employment Agencies Convention, 
1997 (No. 181) and Private Employment Agencies Recommendation, 1997 (No. 188), foreword, 2015, p. i. 

6 Ibid., p. 4. 
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Recommendations:7 
-C97: Recommendation 86;8 
-C143: Recommendation 86 ς Migration for Employment Recommendation 
(Revised), 1949; Recommendation 100 ς on Protection of Migrant Workers 
(Underdeveloped Countries), 1955; Recommendation 122 ς on Employment Policy, 
1964; Recommendation 8 on Employment Service, 1948; Recommendation 151;9 
-C181: Recommendation 188 on Private Employment Agencies, 1997; 
-C189: Recommendation 201 ς on Domestic Workers, 2011. 

 
All these UN and ILO instruments ς both the binding and the normative ς show that there 
are numerous, clear, codified, long-standing and well-established international legal 
standards on the protection of migrant workers, including domestic workers, and the 
regulation of labor recruitment.  What standards are exactly set by these instruments? 
 
B. OBLIGATIONS & COMMITMENTS UNDER INTERNATIONAL TREATIES (LEGALLY-

BINDING STANDARDS) 
 
Below are particular provisions (on recruitment and migrant protection) of the 13 UN/ILO 
treaties. (See Appendix 9, Part A for a more detailed enumeration of the provisions of the 
binding international instruments on recruitment and the protection of migrant workers.) 
 
1. Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women 

(CEDAW), 1979 

¶ Measures including legislation to suppress all forms of trafficking  in women 
(Article 6) 
 

2. International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and 
Members of their Families (MWC), 1990 

¶ Authorization, approval and supervision of agencies, prospective employers or 
persons acting on their behalf (Article 66.2); 

¶ Collaboration among States to prevent and eliminate illegal movements and 
employment of irregular migrant workers; measures against the dissemination of 
misleading information; sanctions on persons, groups or entities which organize, 
operate or assist in organizing or operating clandestine movements (Article 68.1); 
 

3. UNTOC Optional Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons, 
especially Women and Children (UNTOC PT), 2000; also known as the Palermo 
Protocol 

¶ Definition of "trafficking in persons" includes recruitment, transportation, transfer, 
harboring or receipt of persons; including use of threat, coercion, fraud, deception, 
giving/receiving of payments or benefits to achieve the consent of a person for the 

                                                      
7 Related ILO Recommendations as indicated in the relevant page of the Convention (Source: ILO NORMLEX, 
http://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/ , accessed 25 July 2013). 

8 Accompanying ILO Recommendation to C97, as mentioned in the Fair Recruitment Initiative brochure, p.4. 

9 Accompanying ILO Recommendation to C143, as mentioned in the Fair Recruitment Initiative brochure, p.4. 

http://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/
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ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ŜȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛƻƴΤ άŜȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ exploitation, forced labor or 
services, slavery or practices similar to slavery, servitude (Article 3(a)); 

 
4. ILO Convention 2 (C002: Unemployment Convention), 1919 

¶ Establishment by the State of a system of free public employment agencies under 
the control of a central authority (Article 2.1); 

 
5. Protocol of 2014 to the Forced Labour Convention of 1930 (ILO P029), 2014 - 

adopted at 103rd ILC, 11 June 2014; will enter into force on 9 November 2016 

¶ Recognition of the particular vulnerability and higher risk of certain workers, 
including migrants, to forced or compulsory labor (Preamble); 

¶ Measures by the State to prevent and eliminate use of forced labor, to provide to 
victims protection and access to appropriate and effective remedies, such as 
compensation, and to sanction the perpetrators of forced or compulsory labor 
(Article 1.1); 

¶ Measures against trafficking in persons for the purposes of forced or compulsory 
labor (Article 1.3). 

¶ Measures in educating and informing people, particularly the vulnerable; 
educating and informing employers; legislation that covers vulnerable/at risk 
workers and are enforced; protecting migrant workers from possible abusive and 
fraudulent practices during the recruitment and placement process (Article 2); 

¶ Measures for the release, protection, rehabilitation of all victims of forced or 
compulsory labor; provision of assistance and support (Articles 3 and 4.1); 

¶ Measures entitling authorities not to punish victims of forced or compulsory labor 
who were compelled to involve in unlawful activities (Article 4.2); 

¶ Cooperation between States to prevent and eliminate all forms of forced or 
compulsory labor (Article 5). 

 
6. ILO C088 (Employment Service Convention), 1948 

¶ Maintenance by the State of a free public employment service (Article 1.1); 

¶ Employment service that ensures effective recruitment and placement, including 
of migrant workers (Article 6). 

 
7. ILO C095 (Protection of Wages Convention), 1949 

¶ Prohibition of άŀƴȅ ŘŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǿŀƎŜǎέ made by worker to employer, his 
representativŜΣ ƻǊ ǘƻ άany intermediary such as labor contractor or recruiterέ ŀǎ 
direct or indirect payment for the purpose of obtaining or retaining employment 
(Article 9). 

 
8. ILO C096 (Fee-Charging Employment Agencies Convention (Revised)), 1949 

¶ States to choose between two options: Part II of the Convention (progressive 
abolition of fee-charging employment agencies conducted with a view to profit 
and the regulation of other agencies), or Part III (regulation of fee-charging 
employment agencies) (Article 2.1). 

 
9. ILO C097 (Migration for Employment (Revised)), 1949 

¶ Maintenance by the State of an adequate and free service to assist migrants for 
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employment; providing migrants with accurate information (Article 2); 

¶ Measures by the State to facilitate the departure, journey and reception of 
migrants for employment (Article 4); 

¶ Cooperation between member-States on employment service and other services 
connected with migration (Article 7.1); 

¶ States to άŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǊŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ƛǘǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘƻ 
migrants for employmeƴǘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ŦǊŜŜέ ό!ǊǘƛŎƭŜ тΦнύΤ 

 
10. ILO C143 (Migrant Workers (Supplementary Provisions) Convention), 1975 

¶ National laws or regulations imposing administrative, civil and penal sanctions 
(including imprisonment) pertaining to the illegal employment of migrant workers, 
or in organizing or assisting such movements (Article 6.1); 
 

11. ILO C181 (Private Employment Agencies), 1997; revises C96 (1949) 

¶ Allowing the operation of private employment agencies as well as the protection 
of the workers using their services (Article 2.3); 

¶ State to determine the legal status of private employment agencies, and 
conditions of operation including licensing, certification (Article 3.1 and 3.2);  

¶ Measures to ensure that the workers recruited by private employment agencies 
are not denied the right to freedom of association and the right to bargain 
collectively (Article 4); 

¶ άtǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ƴƻǘ ŎƘŀǊƎŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅΣ ƛƴ ǿƘƻƭŜ ƻǊ ƛƴ 
part, any fees or costs to workersέ (Article 7.1); 

¶ Consultation with the organizations of employers and workers; all necessary and 
appropriate measures, both within its jurisdiction, and in collaboration with other 
Members, to protect and prevent abuses of migrant workers recruited or placed in 
its territory by private employment agencies; laws/regulations which provide for 
penalties, including prohibition of those private employment agencies which 
engage in fraudulent practices and abuses (Article 8.1); 

¶ Bilateral agreements between member-{ǘŀǘŜǎ άto prevent abuses and fraudulent 
practices in recruitment, placement and employment έ of migrant workers (Article 
8.2); 

¶ Machinery and procedures ensured by the State, for the investigation of 
complaints, alleged abuses and fraudulent practices of private employment 
agencies (Article 10); 

¶ Measures to protect workers employed by private employment agencies, in 
relation to freedom of association, collective bargaining, minimum wages, working 
time and other working conditions, statutory social security benefits, access to 
training, occupational safety and health, compensation in case of occupational 
accidents or diseases, compensation in case of insolvency and protection of 
workers claims, maternity protection and benefits, and parental protection and 
benefits (Article 11). 

 
12. ILO C189 (Decent Work for Domestic Workers), 2011 

¶ Measures by the State to protect domestic workers against all forms of abuse, 
harassment and violence (Article 5); 

¶ Measures to ensure that domestic workers are informed of their terms and 
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conditions of employment in an appropriate, verifiable and easily understandable 
manner (Article 7); 

¶ Protection by the State of domestic workers, including migrant domestic workers, 
recruited or placed by private employment agencies, against abusive practices by: 
(a) determining the conditions governing the operation of private employment 
agencies; (b) ensuring that machinery and procedures exist for the investigation of 
complaints, alleged abuses and fraudulent practices of private employment 
agencies; (c) adopting all necessary measures, within its jurisdiction and in 
collaboration with other Members, to protect and prevent abuses of domestic 
workers recruited or placed in its territory by private employment agencies; laws 
or regulations that specify the respective obligations of the private employment 
agency and the household towards the domestic worker, and provide for penalties, 
including prohibition of private employment agencies engaged in fraudulent 
practices and abuses; (d) adopting bilateral, regional or multilateral agreements to 
prevent abuses and fraudulent practices in recruitment, placement and 
employment of migrant domestic workers; and (e) taking measures to ensure that 
fees charged by private employment agencies are not deducted from the 
remuneration of domestic workers (Article 15.1); 

¶ Consultation with organizations of employers and workers and, where they exist, 
with organizations representative of domestic workers (Article 15.2). 

 
C. NORMATIVE STANDARDS & RECOMMENDATIONS OF INTERNATIONAL NON-

BINDING INSTRUMENTS 
 
Appendix 9, Part B enumerates the key provisions of selected non-binding international 
instruments on the recruitment, placement, employment and protection of migrant workers.  
 
These UN, ILO and inter-governmental instruments have been adopted by the governments 
and reflect official consensus; they are also international legal instruments, although the 
prescriptions are recommendatory in nature. These normative standards, recommendations, 
comments, declarations or frameworks reinforce, clarify, elaborate upon, or supplement 
the binding standards. Norms linked to treaties can be used to argue that a binding treaty 
applies to the issues elaborated in the relevant non-binding instrument.  
 
Non-binding recommendations or reports are usually much longer and more specific than 
the binding instruments, and show if or how, specific cases or problems are covered by the 
binding instrument(s). Therefore, the practical value of the normative instruments are in 
providing basis/justification/guidance in asserting that there is a violation or abuse, which 
binding standards obligate a State to act on these violations, and what strategic or systemic 
remedies need to be applied to prevent similar problems in the future.  
 
1. General Recommendation No. 26 of the CEDAW Committee ς Pertaining  to women 

migrants and domestic workers (adopted by the CEDAW Committee, 2008) 

¶ Heavy debt burden of women migrant workers, specifically from recruitment fees; 
they may not be able to leave abusive situations; may become undocumented the 
minute she leaves her job (Paragraph 15); 

¶ Obligation of countries of origin to respect and protect the human rights of their 



 

 18 

female migrant workers ς measures shall include: education, awareness-raising 
and training; requiring recruitment agencies to participate in awareness-raising 
and training programs and sensitize them; regulations and monitoring systems 
which include a comprehensive definition of irregular recruitment and legal 
sanctions for breaches of the law; accreditation programs to ensure good practices 
among recruitment agencies (Paragraph 24); 

 
2. General Comment No. 1 of the UN Committee on Migrant Workers ς Pertaining to 

migrant domestic workers (adopted by the CMW, December 2010; released February 
2011) 

¶ Inclusion of migrant domestic workers (MDWs) in the term "migrant worker" (in 
the UN Migrant Workers Convention); exclusion of MDWs from protection would 
constitute a prima facie violation of the Convention (Paragraph 6); 

¶ Before departure: charging of exorbitant fees to MDWs by recruitment agencies, 
labor brokers, and other intermediaries; migrants not provided with accurate 
information, meaningful preparation, or written contracts; MDWs are deceived by 
illegal recruitment agents and lured into paying for fraudulent visas, documents or 
jobs (Paragraph 9); 

¶ Upon arrival: migrants left stranded with high levels of debt and without legal 
papers and employment (Paragraph 11); 

¶ In the workplace: migrants subjected to abusive working conditions, including 
psychological, physical and sexual abuse and harassment from employers, 
recruitment agents or intermediaries (Paragraph 13); 

¶ Difficulties/deterrents for MDWs in claiming their rights and seeking redress in 
case of violations: no available mechanisms to receive and address complaints 
from domestic workers; lack of knowledge of MDWs to whom to address their 
labor problems; reluctance to contact the police or labor authorities out of fear of 
deportation; language barriers; costs of administrative and legal processes 
(Paragraph 27); 

¶ Cooperation/shared responsibility of States of origin, transit and employment for 
regulating and monitoring recruitment and placement processes (Paragraph 31); 

¶ Cooperation of States of origin and employment in adoption of protection-
sensitive and transparent frameworks and agreements (bilateral, multilateral and 
regional agreements) (Paragraph 32); 

¶ Recruitment agencies: Obligation of States to regulate and monitor labor brokers, 
recruitment agencies and other intermediaries (Paragraph 33); 

¶ Authorization, approval and supervision by public authorities of recruitment or 
placement agencies in countries of origin, transit or employment; including: 
ƭƛŎŜƴǎƛƴƎ όάformal, regular, transparent and State-regulatedέύ; accreditation and 
periodic renewal; monitoring, inspection and evaluation; sanctions and penalties; 
systems of recording and reporting (including web-based formats that are publicly 
and widely accessible) (Paragraph 34); 

¶ Establishment of specific criteria by the State on MDWǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ; ensuring that only 
agencies observing these criteria can continue to operate (Paragraph 35); 

¶ Adoption of codes of conduct on the recruitment of MDWs, including specific rules 
governing fees and salary deductions, penalties and sanctions to enforce these 
codes (Paragraph 36); 
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¶ Banning by the State of recruitment fees charged to domestic workers, including 
through salary deductions (Paragraph 36); 

¶ Protection by the State of the right of MDWs to freedom of movement and 
residence. States should also ensure that MDWs retain possession of travel and 
identity documents (article 21) (Paragraph 39); 

¶ Ensuring the right to organize for collective bargaining for MDWs, in particular 
through trade unions (articles 26 and 40) and labor organizations (Paragraph 45); 

¶ Access to justice and remedies: States of employment to ensure that all MDWs 
have access to complaints mechanisms (articles 18, paragraph 1, and 83) 
(Paragraph 49); 

¶ Access to courts and other justice mechanisms without fear of being deported as a 
consequence; access to temporary shelter when needed due to the abusive 
employment; provision of time-bound or expedited legal proceedings to address 
complaints by MDWs (Paragraph 50); 

¶ Primary responsibility of States of employment to protect the rights of MDWs; 

¶ Embassies and consulates are encouraged, in coordination with the authorities in 
the countries of employment, to: (a) Ensure adequately trained staff and 
complaints mechanisms (including telephone hotlines), etc. 

¶ Cooperation among embassies and consulates of countries of origin (Paragraph 63). 
 
3. Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights ό¦ƴƛǘŜŘ bŀǘƛƻƴǎ άtǊƻǘŜŎǘΣ wŜǎǇŜŎǘ 

ŀƴŘ wŜƳŜŘȅέ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪύΤ ŀƭǎƻ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άwǳƎƎƛŜ tǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎέ όŜƴŘƻǊǎŜŘ by the 
UN Human Rights Council, 16 June 2011) 

¶ State duty to protect human rights (Principles 1 to 10); 

¶ Corporate responsibility to respect human rights (Principles 11 to 24); 

¶ Access to remedy (Principles 25 to 31). 
 
4. ILO Multilateral Framework on Labour Migration (adopted by the Tripartite Meeting 

of Experts, November 2005; endorsed by the ILO Governing Body, March 2006) 

¶ Licensing and supervision of recruitment and placement services for migrant 
workers by governments of origin and destination in accordance with ILO C181 
(1997) and its Recommendation (No. 188): 
-standardized system of licensing or certification; 
-recruitment and placement services respect ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
principles and rights; 
-migrant workers receive understandable and enforceable employment contracts; 
-recruitment and placement services do not recruit, place or employ workers in 
jobs with unacceptable hazards/ risks, or are abusive or discriminatory of any kind; 
-implementation of legislation and policies; with effective enforcement and 
sanctions to deter unethical practices; 
-system of protection, such as insurance or bond, to be paid by the recruitment 
agencies, to compensate migrant workers for any monetary losses resulting from 
the failure of a recruitment or contracting agency to meet its obligations to them; 
-fees or other charges for recruitment and placement are not borne directly or 
indirectly by migrant workers; 
-incentives for recruitment and placement services that meet recognized criteria 
for good performance (Principle 13). 
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D. FOUNDATIONAL PRINCIPLE: EMPLOYMENT (INCLUDING RECRUITMENT) SERVICES AS 
FREE PUBLIC SERVICE BY THE STATE 

 
1. Core and foundational principles set by the international standards regarding 

recruitment and placement of workers, including migrant workers 
 
Employment facilitation (including recruitment/ placement) service for workers is a public 
service, rendered free for the workers, and is the duty of the State ς this is the foundational 
principle and standard set by the UN/ILO treaties, right from the start. 
 
This is shown in the following brief timeline on the evolution of the UN/ILO standards and 
principles on employment and recruitment of (migrant) workers: 
 

Year 
UN/ILO 

Instrument 
Key principle/standard on the recruitment,  

placement, employment and protection of MWs 

1919 ILO C002 ¶ System of free public employment agencies controlled by the State 

1948 ILO C88 ¶ Free public employment service maintained by the State; includes 
migrant workers 

1949 ILO C95 ¶ Prohibits any deduction from wages made by worker to employer (or 
his representative, or any intermediary e.g. recruiter), directly or 
indirectly, to obtain work 

1949 ILO C96 ¶ AōƻƭƛǎƘ ƻǊ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜ άŦŜŜ-charging employment agencies with a view 
ǘƻ ǇǊƻŦƛǘέ 

1949 ILO C97 ¶ Free service maintained by the State to assist migrants for 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΤ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ άpublic employment service to migrants for 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ŦǊŜŜέ 

1975 ILO C143 ¶ Laws, sanctions against illegal employment of migrant workers 

1979 CEDAW ¶ Measures to suppress all forms of trafficking in women 

1990 MWC ¶ It is State responsibility to authorize, approve, supervise agencies, 
employers or persons acting on their behalf; eliminate illegal 
movements and employment of MWs; sanctions 

1997 ILO C181 ¶ Allow the operation of public employment agencies (PEAs) as well as 
the protection of the workers using their services;  

¶ State to determine/prescribe legal status of PEAs, licensing, 
conditions of operation; ensure basic labor rights, social 
security/protection, safety at work, conditions of work, access to 
redress/justice;  

¶ PǊƻƘƛōƛǘǎ t9!ǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƘŀǊƎƛƴƎ άŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅΣ ƛƴ ǿƘƻƭŜ ƻǊ ƛƴ 
part, any fees or Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎέ ό!ǊǘΦ тΦмύ 

¶ Bilateral agreements to prevent abuse and fraudulent practices in 
recruitment, placement, employment of migrant workers 

2000 UNTOC PT 
(Palermo 
protocol) 

¶ ά¢ǊŀŦŦƛŎƪƛƴƎέ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘΣ ǊŜŎŜiving payments/benefits; 
άexploitationέ includes forced labor/services, slavery or slavery-like 
practices, servitude 

2006 
 

ILO 
Multilateral 
Framework 
on Labor 
Migration 

¶ Licensing and supervision of recruitment and placement services for 
migrant workers by government of origin and destination in line with 
C181/R188;  

¶ System of protection/insurance paid by the recruitment agencies (to 
compensate MWs for any monetary losses due to failure of 
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Year 
UN/ILO 

Instrument 
Key principle/standard on the recruitment,  

placement, employment and protection of MWs 

(non-
binding) 

recruitment/contracting agency);  

¶ άCŜŜǎ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƘŀǊƎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ōƻǊƴŜ 
directly or indirectly by migrant workersέ 

2008 
 

CEDAW GR 
26 (non-
binding) 

¶ Obligation of origin countries to adopt laws and monitoring systems 
which comprehensively ŘŜŦƛƴŜ άƛǊǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘέΤ 

¶ Accreditation programs to ensure good practices among recruitment 
agencies 

2010 
 

CMW GC 
No. 1 (non-
binding) 

¶ Inclusion of migrant domestic workers (MDW) in definition of MWs; 

¶ Obligation of States (origin, transit, employment) to regulate, 
authorize, license, supervise,  monitor, inspect, sanction, record, 
report labor brokers, recruitment agencies and other intermediaries;  

¶ ά.ŀƴƴƛƴƎ ōȅ ǘƘŜ {tate of recruitment fees charged to MDWs, 
including ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǎŀƭŀǊȅ ŘŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴέ 

¶ Prohibits confiscation of travel/identity documents 

2011 C189 ¶ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ άŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǿƻǊƪ is workέ 

¶ Echoes C181 provisions on recruitment regulation, protection of 
MDWs ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŀōǳǎƛǾŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΤ άŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŦŜŜǎ ŎƘŀǊƎŜŘ ōȅ t9!ǎ 
are not deducted from ǘƘŜ ώǿŀƎŜϐ ƻŦ 5²έ 

2014 ILO P29 ¶ Recognized the particular vulnerability of migrant workers to forced/ 
compulsory labor;  

¶ Protect migrant workers from possible abusive and fraudulent 
practices during the recruitment and placement process (Art 2) 

 
2. The context, standards and treaties have evolved, but the foundational principles 

have remained and continue to be updated and enhanced.  
 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ άŦǊŜŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜέ ŀǎ Řǳǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ ǿŀǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ 
under ILO Convention No. 2 in 1919; this was reaffirmed under C88 in 1948, explicitly 
including cross-border migrant workers in the employment services of the State. Note that 
these two landmark treaties are in the aftermath of the 1st and 2nd World Wars ς 
underscoring the basic importance of the State providing free employment facilitation for 
workers in the face of great devastation, and in order for economic activity and productivity 
to be ensured and built up. 
 
¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ άfree ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘƭȅ ŀŦŦƛǊƳŜŘ 
since 1948, and as recently as 2011 (e.g. by C95 in 1949, C97 in 1949, C181 in 1997, ILO 
Multilateral Framework in 2005, UN CMW General Comment #1 in 2010, and C189 in 2011). 
This has been refined ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ άƴƻ ŦŜŜǎ ŎƘŀǊƎŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪŜǊέ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ άŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ Ǉŀȅǎέ 
principle. 
 
The following are the core standards and principles pertaining to employment and 
recruitment services for the workers, particularly migrant workers: 

¶ It is the duty of the State to establish and maintain a system of free public 
employment service for workers; this service includes recruitment and placement 
facilitation; not only for local workers, but also for cross-border (international) 
migrant workers, domestic workers, women workers; 
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¶ The State allows, authorizes, licenses, regulates, monitors the operation of 
private/fee-charging employment and recruitment agencies; the State prescribes 
the requirements and conditions for such operation, including sanctions and 
penalties for non-compliance; 

¶ In the process, the employment service ensures basic freedoms, protection of the 
rights of the workers, fair working conditions, occupational safety, non-fraudulent 
process, non-discrimination, and protection from trafficking and forced labor; 

¶ Recruitment/hiring fees and costs are borne by the employer, not the worker; άƴƻ 
ŦŜŜǎ ƻƴ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎέ ŀƴŘ άŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ Ǉŀȅǎέ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΤ άno cost or fees charged on the 
worker, directly or indirectly, in whole or in partέ; 

¶ Transparent, honest, accountable practices; providing workers with proper 
information, adequate preparations; 

¶ Access to redress/justice by the workers; 

¶ Cooperation between and among States. 
 
3. Decades of deregulation, privatization and neoliberal policies have resulted in 

recruitment services (particularly for migrant workers) that are market-driven and 
predominated by private recruiters 

 
άIn pioneering countries of destination in Europe and North America (post-WWII), 
governments struck government-to-government (G-to-G) agreements overseeing 
recruitment, worker contracts, and labour law compliance, and recruitment costs were 
borne by employers Χ As temporary labour migration programs grew and the neoliberal 
paradigm took hold, governments scaled back their oversight functions, leaving the door 
open for the private sector to fill the gapτa system that has now become institutionalized 
and extremely difficult to regulate.έ10 
 
In Asia, in line with deregulation and privatization, public employment services, state-
managed placement/recruitment services, and government-to-government (άDнDέ) 
channels have largely been left out or ruled out in the past several decades; many 
governments in origin countries in Asia have required migrants to go through private 
recruitment agencies.  
 
As a result, profit-seeking private companies and individuals (in some countries, State-
controlled enterprises) have dominated and controlled the recruitment and overseas 
placement of migrant workers. Human trafficking and smuggling have become big business, 
too. The recruitment and overseas placement of migrant workers and seafarers have 
become a particularly lucrative multibillion dollar industry in Asia. 
 
The virtual monopoly of the overseas recruitment/placement business by powerful private 
recruiters has created cartel-like practices (e.g. in setting fees, cornering/controlling 
deployment markets).11 Lǘ ŀƭǎƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘŜǊǎΩ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻōōƛŜǎΣ ŀǘ ǘƛƳŜǎ 

                                                      
10 hǇŜƴ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇ ƻƴ [ŀōƻǊ aƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ wŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘΦ άwŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ΨCŜŜǎΩ ϧ aƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ wƛƎƘǘǎ 
±ƛƻƭŀǘƛƻƴǎέ όtƻƭƛŎȅ .ǊƛŜŦ ІмύΣ WǳƴŜ нлмпΣ ǇǇΦ с-7.  

11 Alliance of Progressive Labor-SENTRO, et al. License to Exploit: A Report on the recruitment Practices and 
Problems Experienced by Filipino Domestic Workers in Hong Kong, 2013, p. 43. 
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opposing government protection efforts. !ǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ŀǎ нлмоΣ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘŜǊǎΩ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƛƴ IƻƴƎ 
Kong and Singapore organized powerful lobbies and public campaigns against the άȊŜǊƻ 
ǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŦŜŜέ όƻƴ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎύ policy of the Philippine government. 
 
Experience of some Asian countries however, notably the Philippines, have shown the 
failure of deregulation in improving overseas recruitment services in the context of 
protecting the workers and ensuring ethical practices. When the Philippines adopted its 
άaŀƎƴŀ /ŀǊǘŀ ŦƻǊ aƛƎǊŀƴǘ ²ƻǊƪŜǊǎ όwŜǇublic Act 8042) in 1995, it enshrined its 
άŘŜǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿ (Sections 29 and 30: άComprehensive Deregulation Plan on 
Recruitment Activitiesέ) which promised to phase out government regulatory functions 
within five years. In 2007, after years of intense campaigning by migrants and advocates on 
the adverse effects of deregulation, R.A. 9422 was passed, repealing the deregulation 
provisions of R.A. 8042. In 2010, R.A. 10022 was passed, amending R.A. 8042 again, and 
reinstituting, reinforcing and enhancing the regulatory functions of government by 
expanding the scope of illegal recruitment acts, strengthening regulatory institutions, and 
increasing the sanctions against violators.12 
 
At the other end of the scale, the idea of abolishing private recruitment agencies, enshrined 
in ILO C96 (on Fee-Charging Employment Agencies (Revised), 1949) also failed, with very 
few States embracing Option II of C96 (abolition of fee-charging employment agencies). In 
Asia, only four countries have ratified C96 ς with Bangladesh, Pakistan and Syria ratifying 
Option II (abolition), and Sri Lanka ratifying Option III (regulation). C96 has been revised by 
C181 (on Private Employment Agencies, 1997), which is in the context of regulating the 
agencies. 

 
 
E. APPLICABILITY OF THE UN & ILO TREATIES TO THE COUNTRIES IN THE SURVEY 
 
The standards are clear, substantive, and well established. How committed are the 
countries of origin and destination in Asia (specifically the 11 countries in the survey) in 
adhering to these standards? Which of the MBR and recruitment treaties are legally-binding 
on these countries? 
 
This section shows the ratifications by each of the 11 countries of the migration-related 
treaties. In the succeeding chapters of this report, we will present the survey results on the 
working conditions and recruitment issues reported by the respondents. We will, at that 
point, reflect back on whether there are correlations between the level of ratification of the 
UN/ILO treaties by these countries, and the recruitment/working condition problems of the 
migrant workers. 
 
 
1. Commitment by the 11 Countries (Surveyed) to the Migration-Related Treaties 

 
Appendix 1 shows the applicability of the 73 treaties to the 11 countries surveyed (dates of 

                                                      
12 Alliance of Progressive Labor-SENTRO, et al. License to Exploit: A Report on the recruitment Practices and 
Problems Experienced by Filipino Domestic Workers in Hong Kong, 2013, pp. 6-8. 
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ratification, accession, succession, signing of the UN and ILO treaties). The graph below 
(Figure 1) summarizes the number of treaties ratified/signed by each of the countries 
surveyed (Taiwan is not in the list because it is not a member of the UN or ILO).  
 
Among the 11 countries in the survey, the Philippines has ratified the most number of 
treaties relevant to migrants (59% of the 73 treaties); in fact, the Philippines has ratified the 
most number of treaties among all Asian countries. Four of the five origin countries in the 
survey (Philippines, Bangladesh, India, Indonesia) have higher-than-average ratification 
rates (average ratification among the 32 countries is 27 treaties); Nepal is at the average of 
the Asian ratification level. 
 
In contrast four of the six destination countries in the survey (Thailand, Bahrain, Malaysia, 
Singapore) have below-average ratification records. 

 
2. Commitment by the 11 Countries ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άaƛƎǊŀƴǘ .ƛƭƭ ƻŦ wƛƎƘǘǎέ όa.wύ ¢ǊŜŀǘƛŜǎ 

 
Let us look more specifically into the ratification of the MBR and recruitment-related 
treaties. The tables in Appendix 1 show the MBR and recruitment-related treaties (indicated 
ōȅ άώa.wϐέ ŀƴŘ έώw9/w¦ϐέ). The following graph (Figure 2) compares the ratification record 
of the countries on the MBR treaties. 
 
The data reveals that in fact, most of the origin countries in the survey (Philippines, 
Bangladesh, Indonesia, Nepal) have been more strategic and migrant-oriented about their 
ratification of UN and ILO treaties ς they have above-average ratification records for the 
MBR treaties. IndiaΩǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ƛǎ ǊŜǾŜŀƭƛƴƎΥ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ǊŀǘƛŦƛŜŘ Ƴŀƴȅ 
migrant-related treaties, these are the less-critical ones; it has below average ratification 
record of the more important (MBR) treaties. 
 
The Philippines is still the run-away leader and most consistent among the Asian countries 
in adopting the MBR treaties, having ratified 84% of the 25 MBR treaties (Bangladesh and 
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Indonesia are at the far second, at 56% ratification rate). At the opposite end, Singapore, 
Malaysia and Bahrain have also been consistent in having the lowest ratification rates (of 
the migrant-related treaties in general, and the MBR treaties in particular); they ratified less 
than a third of the migration-related and the MBR treaties.  
 
3. Commitment by the 11 Countries to the Recruitment-Related Treaties 

 
The graph in Figure 3 shows the ratification record of the countries in regard to the 13 
recruitment treaties. Again, the Philippines has the highest ratification rate (majority, or 
69% of the 13 treaties). Most of the countries have above-average ratification records; 
Malaysia shows a more improved record on the recruitment treaties (above average; 
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ratified 38% of the 13 treaties). Singapore and Bahrain remain consistent, having the lowest 
ratification rates. Note that Nepal has the least commitment to the recruitment treaties 
(ratified only 15% of the 13 treaties).  
 
Let us now look at each of the recruitment-related treaties and examine the pattern of 
ratification by the 11 countries in particular, and Asian countries in general: 

¶ MWC: Only a quarter of the countries in the survey (3 of the 11) have ratified 
(Bangladesh, Indonesia, Philippines); overall, 47 countries have ratified, at least 7 
from Asia (Bangladesh, Cambodia, Indonesia, Philippines, Sri Lanka, Syria, Timor 
Leste); 

¶ CEDAW: All 11 countries in the survey have ratified; overall, 188 countries have 
ratified, at least 36 from Asia; 

¶ UNTOC PT (Palermo protocol on trafficking): Majority of the countries in the survey 
(7/11) have ratified (India, Indonesia, Philippines, Bahrain, Lebanon, Malaysia, 
Thailand); overall, 166 countries have ratified, at least 26 from Asia; 

¶ ILO P029: None of the 11 countries in the survey have ratified; although all have 
ratified C29 (all also ratified C105; but Malaysia, Singapore have denounced C105). 
Overall, 4 countries have ratified P029 (Mauritania, Norway, Niger, United 
Kingdom); 

¶ C88: Majority of the countries in the survey (7/11) have ratified (India, Indonesia, 
Philippines, Lebanon, Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand); overall, 90 countries have 
ratified, at least 15 from Asia; 

¶ C95: A few (2/11) have ratified (Philippines, Lebanon); overall, 98 countries have 
ratified, at least 9 from Asia; 

¶ C96: Only one out of the 11 countries has ratified (Bangladesh); overall, 42 
countries have ratified (19 have denounced), 4 from Asia (Bangladesh, Pakistan, Sri 
Lanka, Syria; Israel and Japan have denounced);  

¶ C97: Only one out of the 11 countries has ratified (Philippines); overall, 49 
countries have ratified, at least 4 from Asia (China/Hong Kong, Israel, New Zealand, 
Philippines);  

¶ C143: Only one out of the 11 countries has ratified (Philippines); overall, 23 
countries have ratified (only Philippines in Asia); 

¶ C181: None of the 11 countries have ratified; overall, 31 have ratified, at least 3 
from Asia (Israel, Japan, Mongolia); 

¶ C189: Only one out of the 11 countries has ratified (Philippines); overall, 22 have 
ratified (only Philippines in Asia). 

 
None of the countries in the survey have ratified C181, the main ILO convention on 
recruitment agencies (which revised and updated C96), although Bangladesh has ratified 
C96, the older convention. The unequivocal prohibition on charging of any costs or fees by 
recruiters to workers (including migrant workers), directly or indirectly, in whole or part, is 
contained in C181 (Article 7.1). Therefore, this is an essential treaty in terms of making 
ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ  ǘƘŜ άȊŜǊƻ ŦŜŜǎ ŎƘŀǊƎŜŘ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎέ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΦ   
 
Many of the provisions of C181 (Articles 3, 4, 7, 8, 10, 11) are echoed in C189 (Articles 5, 15) 
ς including prohibition on deducting fees charged by recruiters from the wage of the 
domestic worker (Article 15.1.e).  Therefore, migrant domestic workers will be covered by 
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similar recruitment-protection provisions as in C181 (although C181 does not have the 
critical provision of C189 requiring clear, verifiable terms of employment preferably through 
written employment contracts (Article 7). Sadly, only the Philippines, by far, has ratified 
C189 among the 11 countries in the survey. 
 
The above data show that most of the countries in the survey have committed to 
international laws to protect migrant workers, including women and domestic workers, 
against recruitment and migration abuses, illegal practices, violations, forced labor, and 
trafficking. As such, they are obligated to individually address the problems, and to 
collaborate (bilaterally, multilaterally) as UN and ILO members to redress the violations, 
assist the victims, punish the violators, and rectify policy and practices towards eliminating 
illegal recruitment and abusive practices. 
 
To ensure mutual obligation and more effective country-level and cross-border policies, 
actions and mechanisms against recruitment abuses, the countries in the survey (and in Asia 
as a whole) need to ratify the recruitment-related and MBR treaties,  esp. MWC, UNTOC PT, 
P29, C97, C143, C181, and C189.  
 
F. LEGALLY-BINDING & NORMATIVE STANDARDS IN THE ASIAN REGION 
 
The above international laws and prescriptive norms should ideally be translated into Asian 
regional and national laws, mechanisms and processes. 
 
Thus far, there are no legally-binding instruments at the Asian regional or sub-regional 
levels pertaining to migrant worker protection particularly in the context of recruitment. 
There is a legally-binding sub-regional convention, which is one of the earlier instruments in 
Asia, adopted by the member-States of the South Asian Association for Regional 
Cooperation (SAARC) at their 11th Summit in Kathmandu, Nepal in 2002 ς ǘƘŜ άSAARC 
Convention on Preventing and Combating Trafficking In Women and Children for 
ProstitutionΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ōƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǾŜƴ ƳŜƳōŜǊ-States of SAARC, but its scope is focused 
on, and limited to, trafficking resulting in prostitution. 
 
ASEAN governments committed in 2007 to adopt a legally binding instrument on the 
protection of migrant workers; however, almost a decade later, even the draft of this 
ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ASEAN governments. 
 
There are,  at least, some written and agreed, non-binding norms and collective 
commitments at the Asian regional or sub-regional levels. The most recent government-led 
efforts have been through the Abu Dhabi Dialogue (ADD) and the Colombo Process, which 
offer significant hope, because they involve most of the major migrant origin and 
destination countries in Asia, especially in southeast Asia, south Asia, and west Asia. 
 
Appendix 9, Part B enumerates the key provisions of the non-binding instruments in the 
Asian region pertaining to the recruitment and the protection of migrant workers.  
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1. ASEAN Declaration on the Protection and Promotion of the Rights of Migrant 
Workers (adopted at the 12th ASEAN Summit, 13 February 2007, Cebu, Philippines)13 

 

¶ Obligations of Receiving States: 
-Facilitate access to resources and remedies through information, training and 
education, access to justice, and social welfare services (Item #7); 
-Provide migrant workers, who may be victims of discrimination, abuse, 
exploitation, violence, with adequate access to the legal and judicial system of the 
receiving States (Item #9); 

¶ Obligations of Sending States: 
-Set up policies and procedures to facilitate aspects of migration of workers, 
including recruitment, preparation for deployment overseas and protection of the 
migrant workers when abroad as well as repatriation and reintegration to the 
countries of origin (Item #13); and 
-Establish and promote legal practices to regulate recruitment of migrant workers 
and adopt mechanisms to eliminate recruitment malpractices through legal and 
valid contracts, regulation and accreditation of recruitment agencies and 
employers, and blacklisting of negligent/unlawful agencies (Item #14). 

¶ Commitments by ASEAN: 
-Promote decent, humane, dignified work for migrant workers; 
-Concrete measures to prevent or curb the smuggling and trafficking in persons, 
including stiffer penalties for those who are involved in these activities; 
-Develop an ASEAN instrument on the protection and promotion of the rights of 
migrant workers. 
 

2. Abu Dhabi Declaration of Asian Countries of Origin and Destination (adopted at the 
Ministerial Consultation on Overseas Employment and Contractual Labour for 
Countries of Origin and Destination in Asia, a.k.a. ά!ōǳ 5Ƙŀōƛ 5ƛŀƭƻƎǳŜέΣ нм-22 January 
2008, Abu Dhabi, UAE) 
 

¶ Considerations: 
-Ministers affirmed that the best economic and social outcomes are achieved 
through the provision to all workers of good living and working conditions, their 
protection including through promotion and implementation of transparent 
policies and practices including for recruitment and employment, facilitating 
remittances, and the development of a framework for multilateral cooperation to 
leverage the benefits of temporary contractual labour mobility (Consideration I.6); 
-Recognition of the joint responsibility of countries of origin and destination to 
enforce compliance by recruitment agencies and other parties engaged in the 
recruitment process with the requirements of national laws and regulations 
(Consideration I.7); 
 
 

¶ Recommendations: 

                                                      
13 ASEAN website (http://www.asean.org/communities/asean-political-security-community/item/asean-
declaration-on-the-protection-and-promotion-of-the-rights-of-migrant-workers-3), accessed 14 August 2014. 
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-Participating States to launch a new collaborative approach to address temporary 
labour mobility and maximize its benefits for development (Recommendation II.1); 
-States will foster information sharing, promote capacity building, technical 
cooperation and interstate cooperation through: (a) Partnership 1: Enhancing 
knowledge in the areas of: labour market trends, skills profiles, temporary 
contractual workers and remittances policies and flows and their interplay with 
development in the region; (b) Partnership 2: Building capacity for effective 
matching of labour demand and supply; (c) Partnership 3: Preventing illegal 
recruitment practices and promoting welfare and protection measures for 
contractual workers, and preventing their exploitation at origin and destination; 
and (d) Partnership 4: Developing a framework for a comprehensive approach to 
managing the entire cycle of temporary contractual mobility (Recommendation 
II.1); 
-Partnerships are based on the mutual interests of labour origin and destination 
countries, with a particular focus on development; action-oriented; will engage 
governments and relevant stakeholders for the implementation of initiatives; in 
the spirit of international dialogue and cooperation. (Recommendation II.2); 
-Countries of origin and destination to continue their dialogue to identify practical 
outcomes to the partnerships enunciated above (Recommendation II.3). 

 
3. Other relevant inter-governmental declarations on recruitment protection in the 

Asian region 
 

¶ ASEAN Declaration Against Trafficking in Persons Particularly Women and Children 
(adopted by ASEAN in 2004 in Vientiane, Lao PDR); 

¶ Declarations or plans of action by countries in the Greater Mekong Sub-region 
(GMS); 

¶ Declarations, recommendations, plans of action resulting from relevant Asian 
regional inter-governmental gatherings. 

 
The ASEAN Declaration against Trafficking may be relevant in so far as the recruitment or 
placement process results in trafficking situations (in the broader sense as defined in the 
UNTOC Palermo Protocol on trafficking). There may also be other inter-governmental  
declarations or programs of action relating to recruitment, e.g. by countries in the GMS, or 
resulting from Asian regional conferences/workshops on the topic; however, it is beyond 
the scope of this research to map these other normative declarations and plans of action. 

 
 

G. PRIVATE SECTOR CODES OF CONDUCT & POLICY FRAMEWORKS ON RECRUITMENT 
AND PROTECTION OF MIGRANT WORKERS (ASIAN REGION) 

 
Beyond the State-led initiatives, there are also principles and commitments ς mostly codes 
of conduct and/or policy frameworks ς adopted by the private sector, specifically the 
recruitment ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ. Several of these have been done 
with the technical assistance and support of UN agencies, e.g. ILO, UN Women, and IOM. 
 
Appendix 9, Part C lists the key provisions of codes of conduct or policy frameworks 
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adopted by selected Asian private sector groups (employers, recruiters). These are self-
regulatory norms agreed by the recruiters themselves; we can use these to hold the 
recruiters accountable to their promises. Like the non-binding standards of the 
governments, however, there are no effective mechanisms to monitor, enforce and require 
the recruiters to act on their promises.  
 
1. Policy Positions of the ASEAN Confederation of Employers (ACE) on Regulating the 

Recruitment of Migrant Workers (adopted by ACE as a result of the regional technical 
workshop, 6-7 November 2014, Bangkok, Thailand)  

 
The policy position paper of the ASEAN Confederation of Employers (ACE) on hiring migrant 
workers in ASEAN countries was agreed upon and drafted as a result of a technical 
workshop on hiring migrant workers held as part of the ASEAN TRIANGLE project on 6-7 
November 2014, Bangkok.14 
 
According to its pamphlet, the ACE was established in 1978, composed of employŜǊǎΩ 
organizations in ASEAN, άto optimize liaison, co-operation and representation in the fields 
of labour and social legislation, industrial relations and practices.έ Its five founding 
members are]: 9ƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎΩ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ LƴŘƻƴŜǎƛŀ ό!tLb5hύΣ 9ƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎΩ Confederation of 
The tƘƛƭƛǇǇƛƴŜǎ ό9/htύΣ 9ƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎΩ /ƻnfederation of Thailand (ECOT), Malaysian Employers 
Federation (MEF), and Singapore National Employers Federation (SNEF). The Cambodian 
Federation of Employers and Business Associations (CAMFEBA) joined as a member of ACE 
in 2004.15 
 

Key policy positions: 

¶ ASEAN governments should facilitate labor mobility while protecting ASEAN migrant 
workers and employers involved in cross-border recruitment: 
-Set a three-pronged goal: facilitating labor mobility, protecting workers, and 
protecting employers; 
-Put in place predictable, accessible and simplified policies, regulations and 
administrative procedures; 
-Ensure transparency of policies and regulations and widely disseminate information 
on them; create/expand one-stop centres (for access to information); build/make 
accessible to all a database identifying good employers and recruitment agents; 
-Build incentive mechanisms for employers and recruitment agencies to comply with 
laws and regulations; 
-Build capacity to enforce regulations when designing them; put in place heavy 
penalties and enforce them; 
-Adopt a broad-based perspective by considering other policies and regulations 
related to labour mobility, such as wage policies on foreign workers; 

¶ ASEAN governments should take a coordinated approach, reinforce coordination; 
mismatch between national policies and recruitment regulations fuel manipulation 

                                                      
14 Regulating Recruitment of Migrant Workers: A Policy Position Paper of the ASEAN Confederation of 
9ƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎΣέ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ƻƴ ƘƛǊƛƴƎ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΣ !{9!b 
TRIANGLE project, 6-7 November 2014, Bangkok, Thailand. 

15 Ibid., p. ii 
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by unscrupulous actors: 
-Create standards within the ASEAN framework to be followed by all ASEAN 
members, referencing the relevant ILO labour standards including on forced labor; 
-Establish common mechanism (among the ASEAN countries) to enforce compliance 
(in order to overcome issues of multiple jurisdictions involved in cross-border 
recruitment); 
-Expand the 1998 Hanoi Plan to include less skilled workers in order to address 
abuses; 

¶ Improve regulation of recruitment agencies; recruitment agencies are necessary, but 
laws regulating them have serious gaps leading to malpractices and abuses: 
-Each country to create or strengthen national recruitment agency regulatory 
framework to ensure accountable, transparent and responsible recruitment agencies; 
-ASEAN Member States to establish a regional common code of conduct for 
recruitment agencies (to reduce mismatch between policies and regulations), 
referencing international standards such as ILO C. 181, ILO R. 188. 

¶ ASEAN governments should adopt a multi-stakeholder perspective in regulating the 
recruitment process; consult actors on the ground, such as employers, recruitment 
agencies and workers in designing and implementing policies and regulations; 
-Engage media, employers, recruitment agencies ŀƴŘ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎ ǘƻ 
raise awareness and improve perception of migrant workers; 
-Work closely with recruitment agencies to tap on the information advantage they 
possess; 
-Identify a set of common policies or regulations for adoption by tripartite partners; 
-Institutionalize consultation mechanisms (on an ongoing basis) at the regional and 
national levels to ensuǊŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎΩ voices are heard. 

 
2. Covenant of Ethical Conduct and Good Practices of Overseas Employment Service 

Providers (adopted by national associations of recruitment agencies from eight Asian 
countries at the Regional Consultation Conference on Good Practices of Overseas 
Employment Service Providers in Protecting Women Migrant Workers, organized by 
UN Women, 15 November 2005, Bangkok, Thailand)16 

 
The Covenant was adopted on 15 November 2005 in Bangkok by national associations of 
recruitment agencies in Bangladesh, Cambodia, Indonesia, Jordan, Lao PDR, Nepal (Nepal 
Association of Foreign Employment Agencies or NAFEA), Philippines (Philippine  Association  
of  Service  Exporters,  Inc. or PASEI), and Sri Lanka (Association of Licensed Foreign 
Employment Agencies or ALFEA). 

 
This code of ethics was developed and adopted through the assistance of UNIFEM (now UN 
Women). In the addition to the general principles of the covenant, the document also lists 
ǘƘŜ άǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŀŎǘƛƻƴέ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŀǎǎƻŎiations both at the 
Asian regional, as well as in each of their countries.  
 

                                                      
16 Available at the UN Women website, http://asiapacific.unwomen.org/en/news-and-
ŜǾŜƴǘǎκǎǘƻǊƛŜǎκнлмоκмлΧǿƻƳŜƴ-migrant-workers-and-ethical-conduct-of-recruitment-agencies; accessed 15 
April 2014. 
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¶ Key positions: 
-Guarantees that ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ όάƻǾŜǊǎŜŀǎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎέύ 
are legitimate/lawful, and business activities and operation are lawful; 
-Commits to ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΣ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƎƛǾŜ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ άŀƴȅ ƻǊ ŀƭƭ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΣ 
ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ƻǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘΣ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǘǊŀŦŬŎƪƛƴƎΣ ƻǊ ŀƴȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 
that will jeopardize, disturb or violate the human rights of migrant workers, 
particularly women migrant workerǎέ ŀƴŘ άŀōƘƻǊώǎϐ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘŜƳƴώǎϐ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
practices as crimes against humanityέ; 
-Obligates recruitment agencies to engage in continuing education, information 
campaigns, and awareness programs that will promote good practices; provide 
adequate training, orientation, and sufficient knowledge to migrant workers about 
the terms and conditions of their employment, and the culture, environment, 
traditions and norms in their workplaces; 
-Endeavor to ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǾƛŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŬŎƛŜƴǘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 
insurance programs or initiatives to indemnify risks arising from the employment 
of migrant workers abroad; 
-Will respect and observe faithfully the International Declaration of Human Rights, 
/95!²Σ a²/Σ άand all other declarations, covenants, conventions or agreements 
that promote the Χ interest of migrant workers.έ 

 

¶ Major regional-level commitments: 
-Recruitment agencies to share information/lessons learned, cooperate, and help 
monitor, investigate, facilitate and resolve cases arising from foreign employment; 
-Advocate for regional agreements to stop violations against migrant workers; 
advocate with governments: to sign treaties/binding international agreements;  
adopt  inter-country or regional agreements (involving national associations of 
recruiters) in order to stop discrimination against foreign workers, and provide 
better, responsive, timely protection and welfare services; 
-Establish resource, support and welfare centers in labor receiving countries to 
provide counseling, welfare assistance, information, monitoring, etc.; 
-Conduct orientation, interaction and socialization activities with foreign 
employers of migrant workers (through counterpart organizations in labor 
receiving countries); 
-Do regional consultations with labor receiving countries to address the issues; 
strengthen collaboration and partnerships with counterpart associations in Asia, 
Middle East and other labor receiving countries around the globe; 
-Provide and promote the quality of training and orientation programs (of 
governments and recruiters) to ensure that foreign migrant workers are better 
informed about the destination country; 
-Introduce, adopt, and implement social security and insurance programs for the 
ōŜƴŜŬǘ ƻŦ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǊ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ; 
-National associations of recruiters to form a regional network to protect the rights 
of the female migrant workers in accordance with this Covenant. 

 

¶ The covenant also lists country-specific commitments by ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘŜǊǎΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ 
Bangladesh, Indonesia, Jordan, Nepal, and the Philippines. 
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On 24-25 October 2013, UN Women, ILO and the Viet Nam Manpower Association (VAMAS) 
organized a follow-ǳǇ άRegional Workshop on protection of women migrant workers and 
ethical conduct of recruitment agenciesέ in Da Nang City, Vietnam. Among the recruiters 
who attended are the associations of recruitment agencies of Cambodia, Lao PDR, Sri Lanka, 
the Philippines, Bangladesh, Thailand, Malaysia, Viet Nam. 
 
The main objectives of the workshop are:17 

¶ to facilitate the exchange of good practices in protecting women migrant workers 
and on gender-responsive migration services in compliance with CEDAW and the 
Covenant of Ethical Conduct and Good Practices of Overseas Employment Service 
Providers; 

¶ to recommend cooperation at national and regional levels; 

¶ to provide venue for discussion among recruitment agencies of origin and 
destination countries on the implementation of the Covenant, the proposals,  good 
practices, policies and gender-responsive overseas employment services; and  

¶ the identification of needs for national and regional cooperation to implement the 
Covenant. 

 
3. ¢ƘŜ ά5Ƙŀƪŀ tǊƛƴciples: Core Principles for Responsible Recruitment and Employment 

ƻŦ aƛƎǊŀƴǘ ²ƻǊƪŜǊǎέ (developed and advocated by Verité and Fair Hiring Initiative)18 
 

Core principles: 

¶ No worker fees for recruitment. The worker is not charged any fees for 
recruitment. The employer bears the full costs of recruitment (Principle 1); 

¶ Clarity and transparency of worker contract. Migrant worker contracts must be 
ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΣ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴed and signed without coercion 
(Principle 2); 

¶ Non-retention of passports and ID documents. The worker maintains access to 
their own passport/ID papers (Principle 3); 

¶ Worker representation. Migrant workers have the same rights to freedom of 
association, to freely join a union, and to collective bargaining as local workers 
(Principle 7); 

¶ Access to grievance mechanisms. Migrant workers have access to confidential, safe 
grievance mechanisms, without  fear of recrimination (Principle 8). 

 
H. OPERATIONALIZATION OF THE INTERNATIONAL/REGIONAL STANDARDS IN 

NATIONAL POLICIES/MECHANISMS & BILATERAL COOPERATION 
 
How far have these international and Asian regional standards (binding and non-binding) 

                                                      
17 ¦b ²ƻƳŜƴ !ǎƛŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ tŀŎƛŦƛŎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΦ άtǊŜǎǎ wŜƭŜŀǎŜΥ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ²ƻrkshop on protection of Women 
aƛƎǊŀƴǘ ²ƻǊƪŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 9ǘƘƛŎŀƭ /ƻƴŘǳŎǘ ƻŦ wŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ !ƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΣέ нр hŎǘƻōŜǊ нлмоΤ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀǘ 
http://asiapacific.unwomen.org/en/news-and-ŜǾŜƴǘǎκǎǘƻǊƛŜǎκнлмоκмлΧǿƻƳŜƴ-migrant-workers-and-ethical-
conduct-of-recruitment-agencies; accessed 1 April 2015. 

18 !ǇƻǎǘƻƭΣ aŀǊƛŜΦ ά!ƴ 9ǘƘƛŎŀƭ wŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ aƻŘŜƭΣέ tƻǿŜǊtƻƛƴǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŀŘŜ ƻƴ ōŜƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ CŀƛǊ IƛǊƛƴƎ 
LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ άSouth Asia Capacity Building Program for Promoting and Protecting the Rights of Migrant 
Workers,έ 18-22 September 2013, Kathmandu, Nepal. 
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been operationalized in bilateral cooperation agreements, as well as the national laws, 
policies and mechanisms of the countries in Asia? Have these bilateral and national policies 
ŀƴŘ  ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ƻǊ ǎǘƻǇ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀōǳǎŜǎΚ  
 
It is beyond the scope of this report to individually study the recruitment situation, laws and 
policies of each of the 11 countries surveyed, and the bilateral agreements involving these 
countries.  
 
Suffice it to say that there are many national laws and mechanisms (specifically in the 11 
countries surveyed) on recruitment and labor migration.19 There are many bilateral labor 
agreements (BLAs) and memoranda of understanding (MOUs) as well.20 What we need is to 
analyze these national and bilateral policies, mechanisms and processes from the lens of the 
international standards ς how consistent are national policies and bilateral agreements and 
processes with the international human rights standards; what are the gaps and weaknesses 
in the national laws/policies and mechanisms, and the bilateral agreements; how effective 
are the monitoring/enforcement mechanisms, redress mechanisms and migraƴǘǎΩ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ 
justice? 
 
We could not overemphasize the importance of operationalizing the international and 
regional standards at the country and bilateral levels. In the final analysis, the real and most 
direct action in stopping the recruitment abuses, and providing remedies for violations ς 
actions that will matter to the individual migrants and their families ς happen at the 
national and bilateral levels. Because the defining character of the overseas recruitment and 
placement of migrant workers is the involvement of at least two jurisdictions ς the origin 
and the destination countries ς the migrant protection measures and policies are only as 
strong as the weakest aspects of the policies/mechanisms of either, both, and between the 
States concerned. Thus, the critical importance of national mechanisms reinforced by 
bilateral cooperation between and among States. 
 
I. OTHER MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESSES & INITIATIVES IN ASIA AND GLOBALLY 

RELATED TO LABOR MIGRATION AND RECRUITMENT 
 
There are several recent (i.e. launched in 2000 or later) inter-governmental, multi-
stakeholder programs and processes focusing on, or covering, migrant recruitment 
problems both at the global and Asian levels. 
 
1. The Fair Recruitment Initiative - by the ILO and partners21 

 

                                                      
19 See for instance, the website of the Colombo Process (http://www.colomboprocess.org), where several 
member-countries have pages giving updated information on each of their migration-related laws and 
agencies. See also MFA Policy Brief #10 (Winter 2014). 

20 See for instance, the informative and authoritative report of the ILO regarding bilateral labor agreements, 
άBilateral Agreements and Memoranda of Understanding on Migration of Low Skilled Workers: A ReviewΣέ 
2015. See also MFA Policy Brief #10 (Winter 2014). 

21 Fair Recruitment Initiative brochure; available at the ILO topic portal (http://www.ilo.org/global/topics/fair-
recruitment/lang--en/index.htm); accessed 29 April 2016. 

http://www.colomboprocess.org/
http://www.ilo.org/global/topics/fair-recruitment/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/global/topics/fair-recruitment/lang--en/index.htm
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The topic portal can be accessed at http://www.ilo.org/global/topics/fair-recruitment/lang--
en/index.htm.  
 
Partners 
 
According to its brochure, the Fair Recruitment Initiative is a multi-stakeholder endeavour. 
ILO social partners and their affiliates play a central role in its design and implementation. 
They include the International Trade Union Confederation (ITUC) and affiliates, and the 
International Organisation of Employers (IOE) and affiliates, in particular the International 
Confederation of Private Employment Services (CIETT). 
 
It is implemented in close coordination with the GMG and the Inter-Agency Coordination 
Group against Trafficking in Persons (ICAT) agencies, in particular IOM, World Bank, OHCHR 
and UNODC. 
 
The Institute for Human Rights and Business (IHRB), Verité, Migrant Forum in Asia, Panos 
Europe Institute and other civil society organizations are also implementing partners. 
 
Objectives, focal issues, core strategies/initiatives 
 
According to its portal, the global Fair Hiring Initiative: 

¶ Was launched by the International Labour Organization (ILO) in 2014 to: 
-help prevent human trafficking and forced labour; 
-protect the rights of workers, including migrant workers, from abusive and 
fraudulent practices during the recruitment and placement process (including pre-
selection, selection, transportation, placement and safe return); 
-reduce the cost of labour migration and enhance development outcomes for 
migrant workers and their families, as well as for countries of origin and 
destination. 
 

¶ Is a multi-stakeholder initiative implemented in close collaboration with 
ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ 
sector and other key partners; 
 

¶ Is based on a four-pronged approach, which puts social dialogue at the centre: 
(1) Enhancing global knowledge on national and international recruitment 
practices ς e.g. by undertaking studies related to recruitment along migration 
corridors and in labour intensive sectors on: (a) good practices of laws, policies and 
enforcement mechanisms; models that have helped reduce human trafficking and 
irregular migration; (b) economic determinants of informal/formal recruitment 
and measurement of recruitment costs; (c) alternative options to private 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ Ǿƛŀ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΣ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ 
cooperatives and directly through accredited employers, with tripartite and 
bipartite supervision; 
(2) Improving laws, policies and enforcement to promote fair recruitment ς e.g. 
developing practical guidance on fair recruitment derived from human rights and 
labor standards; promotional campaign for the ratification of key Conventions, 

http://www.ilo.org/global/topics/fair-recruitment/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/global/topics/fair-recruitment/lang--en/index.htm
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including ILO fundamental conventions, C97 and its accompanying R86, C143 and 
its accompanying R151, C88, and C181; capacity building of legislators on how to 
better regulate public and private employment services, how to strengthen 
enforcement of recruitment norms and policies; ensuring that the following are in 
place: legislation to regulate recruitment (including licensing and monitoring 
mechanisms), complaints mechanism and effective access to remedies (e.g. 
penalties for violations, adequate compensation, support services), stable 
employment relationships, enhanced collaboration between private and public 
employment agencies. 
(3) Promoting fair business practices ς e.g. by convening global and regional 
stakeholder consultations, led by the social partners (e.g. IOE, ITUC); developing an 
easy-to-use online platform to help stakeholders access international standards, 
practical tools, and good practices; supporting and testing models that undertake 
human rights due diligence in a number of pilot countries and sectors; 
(4) Empowering and protecting workers ς e.g. by supporting the compilation and 
promotion of good practice examples of social dialogue mechanisms that have 
addressed unfair recruitment practices (including industrial relations systems; 
early warning information sharing and consultations in reference to action at 
national, regional and global level; creation of complaint and remedy mechanisms 
at national level); providing assistance to trade unions and their affiliated 
organizations to support the organisation of migrant workers and the protection of 
their rights; supporting the collaboration of trade unions and civil society actors 
(interventions in individual cases and assistance, creation of alliances to conduct 
campaigns for structural change in the recruitment process, provision of training to 
key stakeholders). 

 
2. International Recruitment Integrity System (IRIS) ς by IOM and partners22 

 
The website can be accessed at https://iris.iom.int. 
 
Objectives, focal issues, core strategies/initiatives 
 
According to its website, the International Recruitment Integrity System (IRIS): 

¶ Iǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅ ΨŜǘƘƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘΩ framework that will benefit all 
stakeholders in the labour migration process.  IRIS will provide a platform for 
addressing unfair recruitment and bridge international regulatory gaps governing 
labour recruitment in countries of origin and destination. 

¶ Aims to create a public-private alliance of like-minded governments, employers, 
recruiters and other partners committed to ethical recruitment. 

¶ Is a voluntary, multi-stakeholder certification system. 

¶ Will develop a voluntary accreditation framework so that its members can be 
recognized as bona fide fair recruiters and distinguish themselves from 
unscrupulous intermediaries.  
 
Accreditation will be based on adherence to common principles for ethical 

                                                      
22 LhaΦ ά!ōƻǳǘ LwL{έΣ LwL{ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ όhttps://iris.iom.int/about-iris); accessed 29 April 2016. 

https://iris.iom.int/
https://iris.iom.int/about-iris


 

 37 

recruitment and a code of conduct which will include: 
-No fee charging to job seekers; 
-bƻ ǊŜǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ passports or identity documents; 
-A requirement for transparency in their labour supply chain. 
 
Job seekers will have better information regarding ethical recruitment though an 
information portal and publicly available roster of accredited IRIS members 
internationally 

 

¶ IRIS will administer a complaints and referral mechanism to assist victims of 
unethical or illegal recruiters to file grievances with the appropriate authorities 

¶ IRIS aims to bring transformative change to part of the recruitment industry 
pertaining to international recruitment where the business model is largely based 
on the exploitation of migrant workers. By promoting ethical recruitment 
standards, IRIS seeks to promote transparency within the industry to prevent 
negative consequences that affect supply chains and labour markets and protect 
migrant workers. 

 
The IRIS approach is to: 

¶ Support the ΨŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ ǇŀȅǎΩ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘΣ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ 
the links between fee-charging to workers and forced labour; 

¶ Create a community of socially responsible recruitment stakeholders that raise the 
bar industry wide; 

¶ Present jobseekers with viable alternatives to unethical recruitment through a 
publically available roster of bona fide intermediaries; 

¶ Launch strategic partnerships to ensure that the system will complement existing 
government regulations. 

 
3. Abu Dhabi Dialogue (ADD)23 

 
The web site can be accessed at https://www.iom.int/abu-dhabi-dialogue. 
 
Members and Partners 
 

¶ Eighteen (18) members (Current Rotating Chair: Kuwait), of which: 
-Eleven (11) Colombo Process countries of origin: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, China, 
India, Indonesia, Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Vietnam; 
-Seven (7) Asian destination countries: Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, 
United Arab Emirates, Yemen 

¶ Observer States: Japan, Republic of Korea, Singapore 

¶ Secretariat: IOM served as the ADD Secretariat from its inception in January 2008 
to April 2012. In the 2nd ADD Ministerial meeting in April 2012 a set of Interim 
Operating Modalities were established that called for the Outgoing Chair, Current 
/ƘŀƛǊΣ ŀƴŘ LƴŎƻƳƛƴƎ /ƘŀƛǊ ǘƻ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ !55 {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊƛŀǘ ŀƴŘ LhaΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴŜŘ 

                                                      
23 Abu Dhabi Dialogue website (hosted by IOM, being ADD Secretariat), https://www.iom.int/abu-dhabi-
dialogue, accessed 29 April 2016. 

https://www.iom.int/abu-dhabi-dialogue
https://www.iom.int/abu-dhabi-dialogue
https://www.iom.int/abu-dhabi-dialogue
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to one of Observer and Thematic Expert. 

¶ International organizations and civil society organizations are invited to participate 
in thematic ADD meetings as observers and thematic experts. 

 
Objectives, focal issues, core strategies/initiatives 
 
The Abu Dhabi Dialogue (ADD) was established in 2008, in line with the άAbu Dhabi 
Declaration of Asian Countries of Origin and Destinationέ which was adopted by the 18 
countries present at the άMinisterial Consultation on Overseas Employment and Contractual 
Labour for Countries of Origin and Destination in Asia,έ held on 21-22 January 2008 in Abu 
Dhabi, United Arab Emirates.24  
 
According to its website: 

¶ Objectives ς The Abu Dhabi Dialogue launched a collaborative approach to address 
development in temporary labour mobility in Asia. It was initiated to broaden the 
base for common understanding of issues and to influence practices and policies in 
the area of contractual labor for the region.  

 

¶ Current focus and main areas of partnership ς The ADD focuses on developing four 
key, action-oriented partnerships between countries of origin and destination for 
development around the subject of temporary contractual labour, based on a 
notion of partnership and shared responsibility: 
-Developing and sharing knowledge on labour market trends, skills profiles, 
workers and remittances policies and flows, and the relationship to development; 
-Building capacity for more effective matching of labour supply and demand; 
-Preventing illegal recruitment and promoting welfare and protection measures for 
contractual workers; and 
-Developing a framework for a comprehensive approach to managing the entire 
cycle of temporary contractual work that fosters the mutual interest of countries 
of origin and destination. 

 

¶ Past meetings: A second Ministerial Meeting was held in 2012 (Manila); the 3rd 
Ministerial meeting was held in 2014 (Kuwait). Since the first Ministerial meeting in 
Abu Dhabi in 2008, there have also beŜƴ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŦƛǾŜ {ŜƴƛƻǊ hŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎΩ aŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ 
(January 2012, April 2012, May 2014, November 2014, May 2016). 

 
4. Colombo Process25 

 
The website can be accessed at http://www.colomboprocess.org. 
 
Members and Partners 

                                                      
24 See ADD website for the full text of the Abu Dhabi Declaration of Asian Countries of Origin and Destination 
(2008). Highlights of the declaration (relevant to recruitment and migrant protection) are found in Appendix 9 
of this report. 

25 ά²ƘŀǘΩǎ /ƻƭƻƳōƻ tǊƻŎŜǎǎέΣ /ƻƭƻƳōƻ tǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ όhttp://www.colomboprocess.org), accessed 29 April 
2016. 

http://www.colomboprocess.org/
http://www.colomboprocess.org/
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The current membership of the Colombo Process consists of twelve (12) Member States and 
eight (8) Observer Countries. The member countries are: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, 
Cambodia, China, India, Indonesia, Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Vietnam. 
 
άUnder the leadership of the Chairing country, the Member States regularly meet for Senior 
Officials Meetings and Ministerial Meetings to advance their commitments to the four 
principal objectives and thematic foci. The Member States also implement programmes and 
projects both at the national and regional levels in partnership with IOM, UN agencies, 
development partners and countries of destination in pursuit of the thematic ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦέ26 
 
Objectives, focal issues, core strategies/initiatives 
 
According to its website: 

¶ The Colombo Process (CP) is a Regional Consultative Process (RCP) on the 
management of overseas employment and contractual labour for countries of 
origin in Asia.  

¶ It is a member state-driven, non-binding and informal forum to facilitate dialogue 
and cooperation on issues of common interest and concern relating to labour 
mobility. 

¶ It was established in 2003 in response to calls from several Asian labour sending 
countries who increasingly recognized the need for optimizing the benefits of 
organized labour migration whilst protecting their migrants from exploitative 
practices in recruitment and employment. 

 
5. Open Working Group on Labour Migration & Recruitment (RecruitmentReform.org)27 
 
The website can be accessed at http://recruitmentreform.org/. 
 
Partners 
 
Civil society groups coordinated/linked through: Migrant Forum in Asia (MFA), Global 
Coalition on Migration (GCM), Migration and Development Civil Society Network (MADE). 
 
 
 
Objectives, focal issues, core strategies/initiatives 
 
According to its website, the Open Working Group on Labour Migration and Recruitment: 

¶ Was initiated in May 2014 in Stockholm, Sweden during the Civil Society Days of 
the 2014 Global Forum on Migration & Development (GFMD) by the  Migrant 
Forum in Asia (MFA), the Global Coalition on Migration (GCM), and other civil 

                                                      
26 Ibid. 

27 hǇŜƴ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇ ƻƴ [ŀōƻǳǊ aƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ wŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘΦ ²ŜōǎƛǘŜ όwŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ wŜŦƻǊƳύ Φ ά!ōƻǳǘ 
wŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ wŜŦƻǊƳέΤ http://recruitmentreform.org/about/; accessed 29 April 2016. 

http://recruitmentreform.org/
http://recruitmentreform.org/about/
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society organizations ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ άōǳƛƭŘ upon years of civil society advocacy on 
labour migration, human rights, and recruitment reformέΤ  

¶ Is coordinated by MFA (since December 2014) and forms part of the Migration and 
Development Civil Society Network (MADE);28 

¶ And its members work continuously at the national level to bring about positive 
change in recruitment regimes for migrant workers. This ranges from frontline 
service with migrant communities to research and policy advocacy.  

¶ Is committed to knowledge sharing and collective advocacy to reform migrant 
labour recruitment practices globally, by working with members and partners from 
civil society organizations across the world; 

¶ Aims to bring these efforts together to engage in collective advocacy at the 
international level. 

 
Its international-level efforts include: 

¶ Advocacy at the International Labour Conference 

¶ Engaging UN Special Mandate Holders 

¶ Advocacy at the UN Human Rights Council 

¶ Advocacy at the Global Forum on Migration & Development 

¶ Advocacy in Regional Consultative Processes 

¶ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǘƻ ǊŀǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ L[hΩǎ CƻǊŎŜŘ [ŀōƻǳǊ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭ 
 
¢ƘŜ άRecruitmentReform.orgέ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Open Working Group on LMR; it is a 
global civil society initiative to aggregate current news, research, campaigns, and policy 
initiatives on international labour migration and recruitment. 
 
Priorities for advocacy and action plan29 
 
The following άtriorities for Advocacy and Action Planέ was adopted by the Open Working 
Group in December 2014, at its meeting in Amman, Jordan: 

¶ Zero fees on migrant workers (see: http://recruitmentreform.org/zero-fees-for-
migrant-workers) 

¶ Human rights in government-to-government agreements for labour recruitment 
(see: http://recruitmentreform.org/g2g-transparency/)  

¶ Zero tolerance for contract substitution (see: http://recruitmentreform.org/no-
contract-substitution/) 

¶ Support for ethical recruitment initiatives (see: 
http://recruitmentreform.org/ethical-recruitment/) 

¶ Research & data gathering (see: http://recruitmentreform.org/recruitment-
research/) 

 
J. CHAPTER SYNTHESIS: KEY RESULTS & FINDINGS (CHAPTER 1) 

                                                      
28 hǇŜƴ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇ ƻƴ [ŀōƻǳǊ aƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ϧ wŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘΦ ά/ƻƴŎŜǇǘ bƻǘŜΥ !ōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ hǇŜƴ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇ 
ƻƴ [ŀōƻǳǊ aƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ϧ wŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘΣέ !ǳƎǳǎǘ нлмрΦ 

29 hǇŜƴ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇ ƻƴ [ŀōƻǳǊ aƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ wŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘΦ ²ŜōǎƛǘŜ όwŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ wŜŦƻǊƳύ Φ ά!ōƻǳt 
wŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ wŜŦƻǊƳέΤ http://recruitmentreform.org/about/; accessed 29 April 2016. 

http://recruitmentreform.org/zero-fees-for-migrant-workers
http://recruitmentreform.org/zero-fees-for-migrant-workers
http://recruitmentreform.org/no-contract-substitution/
http://recruitmentreform.org/no-contract-substitution/
http://recruitmentreform.org/ethical-recruitment/
http://recruitmentreform.org/about/
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What can we conclude and recommend based on the information in this chapter? 
 
1. Core and foundational principles on recruitment and protection of migrant workers 

are well-established 
 

a. The UN/ILO instruments have long established, and continue to reaffirm, these 
foundational principles and standards on the recruitment, placement and 
employment of migrant workers. Governments, workers, migrants, civil society 
and all stakeholders need to continue to defend, uphold and enhance these. 

¶ Employment facilitation (including recruitment/ placement) service for workers 
(including cross-border migrant workers) is a public service, rendered free for 
the workers, and is the duty of the State. Private recruiters are allowed under 
regulation, supervision and monitoring of the State; effective sanctions and 
enforcement mechanisms are established within and between countries. 

¶ Adherence to the principle ƻŦ άƴƻ ŦŜŜǎ ŎƘŀǊƎŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪŜǊέ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
άŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ Ǉŀȅǎέ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ, in the recruitment, placement and employment of 
migrant workers, particularly domestic workers; 

¶ The employment service guarantees basic rights and protection standards as 
set by the international instruments. 

 
b. The past several decades was a period of aggressive pursuit of deregulation and 

neoliberal policies in Asia, which saw the retreat of State intervention in the 
regulation of labor migration, including recruitment and overseas placement.  
 
Instead of the retreat of the State from regulation and supervision of recruitment, 
placement and employment services for migrant workers, there is a need to 
strengthen and enhance the role and effectiveness of the State in setting policies 
and regulations, enforcement, and providing compliance and redress mechanisms 
at the countries of origin, destination and transit; relevant bilateral and 
multilateral cooperation and agreements need to be adopted or enhanced.  
 

c. Another result of the market-driven employment system is the lack or absence of 
other (non-private) channels of recruitment and placement especially of migrant 
workers ς e.g. free public employment/recruitment services run by the 
government, employment services involving private agencies but 
supervised/overseen by the State, government-to-government (G2G) channels, 
and direct-hire mechanisms. Some G2G schemes are re-emerging, involving origin 
and destination countries in Asia. Public employment services for migrants and 
G2G channels need to be reviewed, reinvigorated and enhanced in line with the 
above standards and principles. 

 
2. Core principles and standards on the recruitment, placement, employment of 

migrant workers are enshrined, codified in binding and non-binding instruments 
 

a. Today, we have many substantive, long-standing, legally-binding international 
(UN/ILO) treaties that codify and set clear principles and standards on the 
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recruitment, placement, employment and protection of cross-border migrant 
workers. These treaties are part of international law and continue to be updated, 
enhanced, advanced and added to.  

¶ The set of UN/ILO treaties most important in establishing or guaranteeing the 
rights of migrant workers, seafarers, and their families (25 treaties) are 
collectively promoted by the aƛƎǊŀƴǘ CƻǊǳƳ ƛƴ !ǎƛŀ όaC!ύ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άaƛƎǊŀƴǘ .ƛƭƭ 
ƻŦ wƛƎƘǘǎέ όa.wύΦ 

¶ Migrants and advocates need to remain steadfast in advocating for the 
ratification and effective implementation of the MBR and recruitment treaties; 
when new treaties are being formulated, migrants and advocates need to 
effectively engage and assert their positions and perspectives. 

¶ Advocates must be vigilant in demanding and engaging with relevant 
international, regional, and national processes to ensure that contracts, 
bilateral agreements, joint declarations and initiatives, mechanisms and 
processes on overseas recruitment, placement and employment of migrant 
workers adhere to, and incorporate the international standards. 

 
b. There are also international (UN/ILO) and Asian regional norms and non-binding 

instruments. Migrants and advocates need to continue engaging and contributing 
to the formulation of these, especially the analysis, perspectives, experiences, 
positions, proposed responses/strategies and key recommendations of the 
migrants. IƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
normative documents help institutionalize these perspectives, and 
strengthen/enhance the binding standards. Strategically, advocates need to 
campaign for certain of these norms, especially at the Asian level, to become 
binding standards or instruments. 

 
3. Compliance, monitoring, reporting mechanisms ς important and necessary, but of 

limited force and effectiveness 
 

a. For several of the international binding treaties, particularly the UN core 
conventions (9) and the ILO fundamental conventions (8), there are standing treaty 
bodies or committees that monitor and report on their compliance. However, for 
the rest of the instruments, there are no specific monitoring or compliance 
mechanisms; there are, however, several general procedures in the UN and ILO for 
receiving complaints, reporting, and conducting periodic reviews on the standards 
in general, and on specific topics/themes and/or countries in particular (e.g. UN 
Human Rights Council, Universal Periodic Review, Special Rapporteurs, ILO 
review/reporting processes, etc.). Migrants and advocates need to optimize the 
use of and engagement with these mechanisms. 

 
b. The monitoring and compliance mechanisms have no police powers; therefore, 

enforcing the conclusions and recommendations on violations, gaps or reforms 
ultimately rests on the commitment, willingness, will, priority, resources and/or 
capacity of the State(s) concerned to act on the decisions and recommendations. 
The role of the rights holders (migrant workers) and their organizations, civil 
society, trade unions, advocates and social movements are critical in this regard, in 
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popularizing the conclusions and demanding appropriate action from the duty-
bearers (States). 

 
4. Commitment of countries to the international standards: the challenge of 

ratification and compliance 
 
a. There is a widely uneven ratification record among Asian countries of the UN/ILO 

treaties, particularly the MFA Migrant Bill of Rights (MBR) treaties. For instance, of 
the 11 countries included in the survey, the run-away leader, the Philippines, has 
ratified 21 of the 25 MBR treaties (84%); the bottom of the pack, Singapore and 
Malaysia, have ratified six each (24%). The origin-destination country difference is 
also obvious: the former are at the top of the ratification list, the latter are mostly 
at the bottom of the list. The ratification record of the 11 countries show patterns 
similar to these. 

b. Migrants and advocates need to remain steadfast in the advocacy for ratification, 
especially of the MBR and recruitment-related treaties. Ratification could not, 
again, be overemphasized. Despite being largely άpaper ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎέ (and to 
bƻǊǊƻǿ ǎƻƳŜ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜǎΩ ǿƻǊŘǎΥ άb!¢hέ ƻǊ άƴƻ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘŀƭƪ ƻƴƭȅέύ, ratification 
formalizes the obligations and accountability of the States-parties, and therefore 
strengthens the capacity of migrants and advocates to demand compliance, and/or 
expose non-compliance. 

c. In Chapter 4, we will also show that there is statistically significant correlation 
between ratification of the MBR treaties, and the recruitment problems 
experienced by the respondents in these 11 countries. 

d. More concentrated and coordinated effort need to be mustered by migrants and 
advocates to push for the ratification in Asia of MBR/recruitment treaties as a 
whole, and the MWC, UNTOC PT, P29, C181, C189 and MLC as near-term priorities. 

 
5. Wanted: Legally-binding & enforceable standards in the Asian region 

 
a. In Asia, there is currently no binding regional instrument on the protection of 

migrant workers in the recruitment/placement process. There are however a 
number of multilateral, non-binding declarations ς particularly the ASEAN 
Declaration on the Protection and Promotion of the Rights of Migrant Workers 
(2007), and the Abu Dhabi Declaration of Asian Countries of Origin and Destination 
(2008) ς that can serve as good kick-off references in pushing for more enhanced 
and binding standards. 
 

b. The normative declarations in the Asian region need to be institutionalized in 
binding instruments, and provided with effective monitoring, reporting, and 
compliance mechanisms.  

¶ ASEAN is long overdue in delivering on its promised adoption of a binding 
instrument on the protection of the rights of migrant workers; the migrant and 
civil society groups in the region have submitted their positions and advocated 
for many years now (e.g. through SAPA, ACSC/APF) for the adoption of a 
substantive and effective ASEAN instrument. Advocacy with ASEAN needs to be 
sustained and stepped up. 
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¶ In the ASEAN declaration, the onus in regulating the recruiters and eliminating 
recruitment malpractices are on the origin countries, with the role of 
destination countries largely focused on providing access to redress. In pushing 
for a binding instrument, this needs to be rectified and turned into appropriate 
sharing of responsibility among origin, destination and transit countries, each 
with a decisive role in stopping recruitment abuse/exploitation.  

¶ Such strategic sharing of responsibility is crucial in stamping out the nefarious 
recruitment activities, because the collusion of abusive recruiters to maximize 
profits knows no territory ς a recruiter in the destination country can (through 
conduits) effect transactions in the origin country (e.g. sign contracts, collect 
payments, arrange fraudulent loans or documents) in order to circumvent 
regulations in its own (destination) country ς and vice versa. Thus, the sharing 
of roles and responsibilities between origin and destination countries must be 
άǎƳŀǊǘέ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴǎŎǊǳǇulous practices of 
recruiters that exploit the policy and regulatory gaps within, and between, 
countries. 

 
c. Engagement with the regional bodies (ASEAN, SAARC, GCC, etc.) and regional 

consultative processes (particularly Colombo Process, Abu Dhabi Dialogue) needs 
to be strengthened, specifically in advocating for binding instruments, 
firm/accountable commitments, and effective policies, mechanisms and reforms in 
the recruitment, placement, employment and protection of migrant workers. The 
Abu Dhabi Declaration needs to be reinforced with monitoring and enforcement 
mechanisms; migrants and advocates need to maintain pressure on the 
governments to level up their normative declarations into binding standards. 
 

d. A broader (i.e. more countries involved) Asian regional, multilateral binding (or at 
least, normative) standard, framework, reform strategy and/or cooperation 
agenda focusing or emphasizing on the recruitment, placement and protection of 
migrant workers needs to be adopted.  

¶ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ άŀƭƭ-!ǎƛŀέ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳ ŀs such to deal with migration issues; therefore, 
(sub)regional processes and blocs, e.g. ASEAN+, SAARC, Colombo Process, Abu 
Dhabi Dialogue, or a combination of them, can serve as venues where such 
multilateral agreements can be adopted.  

¶ The Abu Dhabi DiaƭƻƎǳŜ ƛǎ ōȅ ŦŀǊ ǘƘŜ άōǊƻŀŘŜǎǘέ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀōƻǊ 
migration and recruitment in the Asia region ς involving 18 countries, which 
are the major origin and destination countries in southeast, south, and west 
Asia; east Asian countries are also involved, but in a more limited way (only 
China is a member; Japan and south Korea are observers). Migrants and 
advocates need to continue and intensify engagement with the ADD to push 
for binding instruments and firm/accountable commitments and actions on 
migrant protection and recruitment reform. 

¶ The Asian multilateral binding or normative instrument can build upon the UN 
and ILO normative frameworks, the ASEAN and Abu Dhabi declarations, and 
the framework/policy positions of the ethical recruitment advocates (private 
sector) in the region. 
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¶ Given the highly uneven ratification record of Asian origin and destination 
countries, and the even more disparate national laws/mechanisms (or the 
absence thereof) on recruitment/placement regulation among the Asian 
countries, an Asian multilateral agreement can provide the common basis, 
policy framework, terms of cooperation, common strategy, shared 
responsibility and coordinated response in dealing with the recruitment, 
placement and protection of migrant workers between and among the Asian 
countries. This can be the common reference of all countries in the region in 
developing their national policies and mechanisms, in building cross-country 
and Asian regional processes and mechanisms, and in dealing with the 
jurisdictional issues attendant to overseas recruitment and labor migration. 

¶ Private sector groups are in fact advocating for this also ς e.g. the ASEAN 
Confederation of Employers (ACE) policy recommendations on regulating the 
recruitment of migrant workers (2014); and the recommendations of national 
associations of recruiters ŀǎ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ά/ƻǾenant of Ethical Conduct 
and Good Practices of Overseas EmploȅƳŜƴǘ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ tǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎέ όнллрύΦ 

 
6. Private sector codes of conduct and self-regulation schemes: going beyond lip 

service 
 
The good news is, the major associations of recruiters and employers in Asia have adopted 
voluntary, self-regulatory, non-binding declarations, codes/covenants and framework 
positions promising to honor international human rights standards and pursue ethical 
recruitment practices. Indeed, one of the earlier ŀƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ άŎƻǾŜƴŀƴǘǎέ ς in 
ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘŜǊǎΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎ 
made ς was the нллр άCovenant of Ethical Conduct and Good Practices of Overseas 
Employment Service Providersέ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ōȅ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘŜǊǎΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎŜǾŜƴ 
south and southeast Asian countries. This was formulated with the help of UNIFEM (now UN 
²ƻƳŜƴύ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǿŎŀǎŜŘ ŀǎ άƎƻƻŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜέ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀnd subsequent Global 
Forums on Migration and Development (GFMD). It dramatically proclaims:30 

We ώƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘŜǊǎΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎϐ commit to support, cooperate and give 
assistance to any or all efforts, campaign or program, locally, regionally, or globally, 
ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭƭȅ ƻǊ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΣ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘΣ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǘǊŀŦŬŎƪƛƴƎΣ ƻǊΣ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ 
matter, any policy that will jeopardize, disturb or violate the human rights of migrant 
workers, particularly women migrant workers, and abhor and condemn these 
practices as crimes against humanity. 

 
This covenant remains in use and upheld by the association of recruiters, governments and 
their UN agency partners (particularly UN Women and ILO). A follow-up Asian regional 
conference was held in Vietnam in 2013, which focused on discussing the άƎƻƻŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ 
compliance with CEDAW and the /ƻǾŜƴŀƴǘ ώƻƴ 9ǘƘƛŎŀƭ /ƻƴŘǳŎǘ ƻŦ wŜŎǊǳƛǘŜǊǎϐέ and national 
and bilateral implementation, policies, and collaboration.  
 

                                                      
30 άCovenant of Ethical Conduct  and Good Practices of Overseas Employment Service ProvidersΣέ нллрΦ 
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The bad news is, decades of experience with voluntary, non-binding, self-regulation codes 
ƻŦ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎƭŀƳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ !ǎƛŀ ƘŀǾŜ ǳǘǘŜǊƭȅ ŦŀƛƭŜŘ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ 
ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩΣ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ нллр ŎƻǾŜƴŀƴǘ ƛǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΦ 
 
The absence of monitoring, accountability, reporting and compliance mechanisms have 
ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ǎǳŎƘ ǇǊƻŎƭŀƳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǘƻ άb!¢hέ όάƴƻ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘŀƭƪ ƻƴƭȅέύ ǇŀǇŜǊ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎΦ !ǎ 
stand-alone processes, detached from the overall system of regulation and compliance 
based on international human rights standards, such self-regulatory codes also become 
mere marketing ploys which (mis)use the name of the migrants and the principle of ethical 
practice.  
 
The UN/ILO bodies/agencies, migrants, advocates, and the ethical recruitment advocates 
from the ranks of the private sector itself, must hold the recruiters/employers groups 
accountable to their declarations. The written codes/promises are welcome starting points; 
however, they must be embedded as part of the international regulation and compliance 
system.  
 
The efforts around the άInternational Recruitment Integrity System (IRIS)έΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ assisted 
by IOM et al. are encouraging. IRIS aims to establish and promote a more accountable and 
transparent accreditation system for private recruiters ς which goes beyond rhetorical 
άŎƻŘŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘέ, is based on international standards and ethical practice, and has 
certification, compliance, monitoring, complaints and redress procedures. The international 
groups, UN agencies, migrants and advocates need to closely engage with this process to 
ensure that the whole system is anchored on the established international standards on 
overseas recruitment, placement and employment of migrant workers discussed earlier in 
this chapter. 
 
7. Operationalization of the international/regional standards in the bilateral and 

national policies and mechanisms urgently and critically needed 
 
All the solid principles, laws and standards on the overseas recruitment, placement and 
employment of migrant workers will remain aspirational until these are translated into 
concrete, effective, enforceable policies and mechanisms at the national level, and as 
importantly, bilateral/multilateral mechanisms and cooperation between and among 
countries involved in the labor migration flows. 
 
It is beyond the scope of this research to examine if, and how, the international standards 
have been applied at the national and bilateral levels in Asia. This can be the focus of a 
follow-up study. 
 
The results of the survey, which will be presented in the succeeding chapters in this report, 
will give us reference data to assess if the international standards have been applied at the 
national and bilateral levels, and therefore have resulted in better protection for migrants 
against recruitment, placement and employment abuses. 
 
We reiterate the following point:  
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We could not overemphasize the importance of operationalizing the international and 
regional standards at the country and bilateral levels. In the final analysis, the real and 
most direct action in stopping the recruitment abuses, and providing remedies for 
violations ς actions that will matter to the individual migrants and their families ς 
happen at the national and bilateral levels. Χ ώ¢ϐhe migrant protection measures and 
policies are only as strong as the weakest aspects of the policies/mechanisms of 
either, both, and between the States concerned. Thus, the critical importance of 
national mechanisms reinforced by bilateral cooperation between and among States. 

 
Last but not least, we must not lose sight of the most basic element in all the national, 
bilateral, Asian regional and international processes: the organic involvement of the 
migrants, labor movement, civil society and advocates. The standards and norms can more 
effectively evolve and strengthen if these primary stakeholders are empowered, enabled 
and assured substantial participation in standard-setting, reporting, exposing the gaps, and 
recommending reforms and appropriate responses. The Open Working Group on Labour 
Migration and Recruitment can serve as one such focal platform of migrants and civil society 
in sustaining and facilitating engagement in labor migration and recruitment issues and 
campaigns.    
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CHAPTER 2: 
KEY RESULTS OF THE SURVEY IN ORIGIN COUNTRIES: 

JOB PROFILE, WORKING CONDITIONS & REASONS FOR WORKING ABROAD 
 
Several instruments, reports and reference documents discussed in the previous chapter 
affirm the continuing problems, the abuses and violations in the process of overseas 
recruitment, placement, and employment of migrant workers. This research will try to 
validate, substantiate, quantify, and establish the patterns and significant factors related to 
the recruitment and placement of migrant workers in Asia. In the process, we will analyze if 
the international and regional standards helped promote fair working conditions and ethical 
recruitment processes for migrant workers in Asia. 
 
Before we analyze the recruitment issues and problems, let us first look at the situation of 
the migrant workers (respondents) in the origin and destination countries.  
 
We mentioned at the introduction that MFA and research partners conducted baseline 
surveys on the two sites where the migrants are: the origin and destination countries. The 
survey covered 11 countries in Asia ς five origin countries (Bangladesh, India, Indonesia, 
Nepal, Philippines), and six destination countries (Bahrain, Lebanon, Malaysia, Singapore, 
Taiwan, Thailand). There are 2,153 respondents ς 888 from the origin countries, and 1,265 
from the destination countries. 
 
The summary of statistical results are found in Appendices 2 to 7 at the end of this report. 
These results serve as reference (baseline) statistics on the realities of labor recruitment 
and the working conditions of migrant workers (respondents) in the countries surveyed.  
 
The results are gender-disaggregated to allow us to better understand the gender 
dimensions of the problem. Other key demographic and research parameters (e.g. country 
of origin, country of destination, modality of labor migration, whether the respondent used 
a private recruiter or not, type of work abroad, etc.) are also used in examining selected 
ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ƻƴ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ άǎŎƻǊŜŎŀǊŘǎέ ŀƴŘ άŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘŜ 
ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎέ όƻŦ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎύ ƭŀǘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǿƛƭƭ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
parameters. 
 
Throughout this report, the following qualifiers are used: 

¶ άƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎέ ς ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ рл҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΤ άƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅέ όwithout 
qualifier) is also used to describe percentages between 50% and below 70%; 

¶ άōƛƎ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅέ ς used to describe percentages between 70% and below 90%; 

¶ άƻǾŜǊǿƘŜƭƳƛƴƎ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅέ ς used to describe percentages that are 90% or greater. 
 
This Chapter presents the results of the baseline survey conducted in the five countries of 
origin, focusing on the situation of the respondents in the origin countries, including their 
reasons and motivations in migrating for work abroad. 
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A. PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS IN COUNTRIES OF ORIGIN 
 
1. Demographic profile of respondents in the origin survey 
 
Appendix 2 gives the summary of the statistical results. 
 
A total of 888 migrants were surveyed in five 
countries of origin, distributed as follows: 
Bangladesh (46.1%), India (13.9%), Indonesia 
(12.4%), Nepal (22.6%), and Philippines (5.1%). 
 
Following are the demographic characteristics of 
the origin survey respondents: 

¶ Gender: Majority (53.0%) of respondents 
in the origin survey are women. 
Disaggregated by country, women 
respondents are the majority in 
Bangladesh (62.1%), Indonesia (90.9%), 
and the Philippines (93.2%). Men are the 
majority in India (86.1%) and Nepal 
(70.4%). 

¶ Marital status: The big majority (76.4%) of 
respondents are married/living with 
partner; a significant number (16.9%) are 
single or never been married. 
Disaggregated by gender, men are the 
majority among those who are 
single/never married (63.5%). Women are 
the majority among the married/living 
with partner (53.3%); and the big majority 
among the widowed (95.2%), and 
divorced/separated (97.4%). 

¶ Age: The average age of the respondents 
is 34.1 years; majority of the respondents 
(58.5%) are below this average age. This 
means that the majority of the 
respondents are young and at the prime 
of their labor productivity. Disaggregated 
by gender, the data shows that men and 
women respondents are nearly similar in 
age (33.8 average age for women, vs. 34.5 for men). 

¶ Formal education: Majority (59.7%) have no, or only up to primary, education; only 
1 in 10 (10.4%) have reached university or higher education. Gender 
disaggregation: women respondents are the majority among those with no formal 
education (68.4%), and those with primary/elementary education (65.9%). Men 
are the majority among those with vocational/technical education (65.0%); with 

Figure 4: Origin survey - graphs of selected 
demographics of the respondents 
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secondary/junior high school education (67.2%); with university (59.8%) or post-
graduate education (87.5%). 

¶ Number of dependents: On average, the respondents have 4 to 5 dependents; a 
significant number (19.2%) have no dependents. On average, women regularly 
supported more people (4.3 persons) than men (3.8 people). 

 
2. Job profile of respondents (current or last job; in home country or abroad) 
 
Appendix 3, Part 1 gives the summary of the statistical results. 
 

¶ Location of the last/current job: For the big majority (72.4%) of respondents, the 
current or last job is/was abroad. This is almost three-quarters of all origin survey 
respondents ς i.e. migrant workers who have/had income from overseas 
employment, and have experienced the conditions of work and life as 
international migrants. 
-Men are the majority (71.9%) among those whose last jobs were in the origin 
country only; 
-Men and women are fairly evenly distributed among those with jobs abroad (51% 
men, 49% women). 

¶ Location (country) of the last/current job (if job is/was abroad): The top countries 
named are (% of respondents who cited this country; descending order) ς UAE 
(15.9%) of respondents, Saudi Arabia (11.9%), Malaysia (11.6%), Lebanon (10.8%), 
Kuwait (8.2%), Oman (7.9%), Qatar (6.8%), Jordan (5.9%), Singapore (3.7%), 
Bahrain (1.4%), and Japan (1.4%). 

¶ Location (global/Asian region) of the last/current job (if job is/was abroad): The big 
majority worked in West Asia/Middle East (70.8% of respondents); this is followed 
by Southeast Asia (15.3%), and East Asia (2.0%). Africa, Europe and South Asia are 
also the destination of a few. 

 
B. JOB/INCOME CONTEXT, WORKING CONDITIONS, LABOR RIGHTS, ABUSES ς JOBS IN 

ORIGIN COUNTRY VS. JOBS ABROAD 
 
In analyzing the employment/income context and working conditions of the respondents in 
the origin survey, we need to cluster the respondents in two, due to the significantly 
different conditions of the jobs in the home country, as compared to the jobs abroad ς (1) 
respondents whose current/last jobs are/were in the country of origin (140 respondents); 
and (2) respondents whose last/current jobs are/were abroad (353 respondents).  
 
Appendix 3, Part 2 gives the summary of the statistical results. The results are gender-
disaggregated. 
 
1. Employment/Income profile of respondents 
 
Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only 

¶ Main source of income 
-Majority (61.4%) of the respondents depend/depended on regular wage income 
(regular paid job); 
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-Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority among those with no income 
(unemployed) (58.3%). Men are the big majority (75.3%) among those with regular 
income (wage), among those with income from self-employment (82.6%), and 
among those with irregular income (no steady job) (63.2%). 

 

¶ Current employment status 
-Majority (54.3%) of the respondents are currently employed; 
-Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority among those who are long-term 
unemployed (63.6%). Men are the majority among those with current regular job 
(73.7%), recently resigned/unemployed (83.3%), and current unsteady/irregular 
job (75.0%). 

 

¶ Type of job (in origin country): Elementary job or not (ISCO-88 classification)31 
-The big majority are/were in non-elementary jobs (72.7% of respondents);  
-Gender disaggregation: Men are the big majority among those with elementary 
jobs (71.9%), and those who have non-elementary jobs (76.1%). 

 

¶ Type of job (in origin country): Domestic work (DW) or not (ISCO-88 classification) 
-The overwhelming majority have non-DW jobs (95.0%);  
-Gender disaggregation: All those in DW jobs are women (100%); men are the big 
majority (78.3%) among those with non-DW jobs. 

 

¶ Top jobs (in origin country) (ISCO-88 classification)32 
-The top jobs are (% respondents who cited this job; descending order): 
Elementary-laborer (17.1%); driver (16.4%); building finisher (11.4%); professionals 
(7.9%); sales (7.9%); trades (5.0%); elementary-DW/cleaner (4.3%); machine 
operator (2.9%); housekeeping & restaurant service workers (2.1%); personal care 
(2.1%); 
-Jobs where women are the majority: Elementary-building cleaner/caretaker 
(100%); elementary-DW (100%); personal care/caregiver/ childcare / beautician 
(100%); teaching professionals (100%); 
-Jobs where men are the majority: Building finisher/ mason / painter / carpenter/ 
etc. (100%); driver (95.7%); electrical/electronic/car mechanic, technician or 
repairer (100%); elementary-laborer (91.7%); health professional/ nursing (100%); 
restaurant worker/ waiter/ cook / housekeeping (66.7%); machine operator 
(100%); professionals (legal, social science, economic, business, religious) (63.6%); 
salespersons (63.6%); trades (printing, wood, ceramics, garments, leather, food, 
etc.) (57.1%).  

 

¶ Stability and security of job (job in the origin country) 
-The big majority of respondents have renewable jobs (84.7% of respondents);  

                                                      
31 Based on the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-88) approved in 1988 by the 
International Labour Organization (http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/stat/isco/isco88/ύΤ άaŀjor 
DǊƻǳǇ фΥ 9ƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ hŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎΥ ƭŀōƻǊŜǊǎ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΣ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎκŎƭŜŀƴŜǊǎκƭŀǳƴŘŜǊŜǊǎΣ ǎǘǊŜŜǘ 
vendors, building caretakers, messengers, porters, garbage collectors, street services, etc. 

32 Ibid. 

http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/stat/isco/isco88/
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-But the significant number of these jobs are temporary jobs (50% of respondents); 
-Gender disaggregation: Men are the big majority among those with 
regular/renewable jobs (75.9%), with temporary/contractual but renewable jobs 
(69.6%),  or with temporary and non-renewable jobs (93.3%). 

 

¶ Employment contract (job in the origin country) 
-Written contract: The big majority did not have written contracts (75.8% of 
respondents); 
-Length of contract: Consistent with the above, the majority did not have definite 
contract periods (55.0% of respondents). For those with definite contract periods, 
the average contract length is 28.0 months (2.3 years); 
-Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority among those with written job 
contracts (54.8%); men are the big majority (83.3%) among those with no written 
employment contracts; 
-Men are the big majority (81.7%) among those whose contracts have no definite 
length, ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ όтлΦу҈ύΦ aŜƴ ŀƴŘ 
women are evenly split among those whose contracts have definite length (50%); 
-On average, women have slightly longer contract periods than men: 29 months 
(2.4 years) for women vs. 27 months (2.2 years) for men. 

 

¶ Length of service (length of stay in the job in the origin country) 
-The average is 6.2 years in the job; 
-Gender disaggregation: On average, men stayed longer in their jobs than women 
(6.6 years for men vs. 5.6 years for women). 

 
Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad 
 

¶ Main source of income 
-Majority (68.9%) of respondents depend/depended on regular wage income 
(regular paid job); 
-Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority among those who depended on 
regular wage income (regular job) (53.5%), and those with no income (no job) 
(54.9%). Men are the big majority among those with income from self-
employment (70.8%), and those with irregular income (no steady job) (70.0%). 

 

¶ Current employment status 
-Majority (58.9%) are recently unemployed; this contrasts with the results of the 
origin survey where the majority are currently employed; 
-Gender disaggregation: Men are the big majority for those with current, regular 
jobs (76.8%), and those with current unsteady/irregular job (100%). They are the 
slight majority for those who have been long-term unemployed (51.5%), and those 
with current self-employment (66.7%). Women are the majority for those recently 
resigned/unemployed (60.9%); women are also the smaller half (48.5%) of those 
who are long-term unemployed. 

 

¶ Type of job (abroad): Elementary or not (ISCO-88 classification) 
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-Majority (73.3%) have/had elementary jobs; this is in contrast to those with jobs 
in the home country only; 
-Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority for those with elementary jobs 
(69.2%); men are the big majority for those with non-elementary jobs (90.4%); 

 

¶ Type of job (abroad): DW or not (ISCO-88 classification) 
-Majority (51.8%) are also in non-DW jobs (although this is at a much lower 
proportion than those with jobs in the home country only). This means that a 
higher proportion (48.2%) are in DW jobs (compared to 5.0% only for respondents 
with jobs in the home country); 
-Gender disaggregation: Women are the overwhelming majority (95.3%) for those 
with DW jobs; men are the big majority (85.6%) for those with non-DW jobs. 

 

¶ Top jobs (abroad) (ISCO-88 classification) 
-The top jobs are (% respondents who cited this job; descending order): 
Elementary-DW/cleaner (42.5%); elementary-laborer (17.6%); driver (4.2%); 
elementary-building caretaker (3.7%); housekeeping & restaurant service workers 
(3.7%); building finisher (2.8%); sales (2.3%); trades (2.0%); 
-Jobs where women are the majority: Other professionals-Entertainers (100%); 
elementary-building cleaner/ caretaker (69.2%); elementary-
DW/cleaner/launderer (95.3%); health professionals, including nurse/midwife 
(100%); personal care worker/caregiver/child care/beautician (100%); 
-Jobs where men are the majority: Building finisher/carpenter/painter/mason/etc. 
(100%); computing associates, architects, engineers, etc. (100%); driver (100%); 
electrical/electronic/car technician, repairer mechanic (100%); elementary-
garbage collector/sweeper (100%); elementary-laborer (91.8%); elementary-
messenger/doorkeeper/porter/etc. (100%); fishery/forestry worker (100%); 
restaurant, housekeeping services, cook, waiter, bartender (100%); machine 
operator (100%); market-oriented grower, gardener (100%); metal 
molder/welder/blacksmith (100%); professional (legal, economics, social sciences, 
business, religious) (100%); salespersons (75%); teaching professionals (100%); 
trades (printing, wood, leather, shoes, garments, food, bakery) (100%). 

 

¶ Stability and security of job (abroad) 
-The big majority of respondents have renewable jobs (83.4% of respondents); 
-The significant number of these are temporary jobs (39.7% of respondents); 
-Gender disaggregation: Men are the majority for those with regular jobs (58.2%). 
Women are the majority for those with temporary/renewable jobs (69.6%), and 
temporary but non-renewable jobs (69.6%). 

 

¶ Employment contract (job abroad) 
-Written contract: The big majority have written contracts (74.4% of respondents); 
this is in contrast with jobs in origin only (majority ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎύΤ 
-Length of contract: The big majority (73.7%) of respondents have definite contract 
periods. Again, this contrasts with those who have jobs in the home country. The 
average contract length is 27.0 months (2.2 years); 
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-Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority (55.8%) for those with written 
contracts. Men are the majority for those without written contracts (60.2%); 
-Men are the big majority (79.1%) for those with contracts with no definite length; 
they are also the majority (56.4%) for those who do not know the length/period of 
their contract. Women are the majority (60.5%) for those whose contracts have a 
definite length; 
-On average, men have longer contracts than women: 25.0 months (2.1 years) for 
women vs. 29.8 months (2.5 years) for men. 

 

¶ Length of service (length of stay in the job abroad) 
-The average is 4.7 years in the job. This is much shorter stay than for those with 
jobs in the origin country (6.2 years); 
-Gender disaggregation: On average, men stayed longer in their jobs than women 
(4.2 years for women vs. 5.5 years for men). 

 
2. Working conditions 
 
Respondents whose jobs are/were in 
the origin country only 
 

¶ Monthly pay (job in origin 
country) 
-The average monthly pay is 
US$ 152; 
-Gender disaggregation: On 
average, women and men 
have nearly similar wages 
(USD155 for women vs. 
USD152 for men). 

 

¶ Hours of work 
-The average hours worked 
per day is 9.8 hours; 
-Gender disaggregation: On 
average, women work a bit 
longer than men (10.8 hours 
per day for women vs. 9.4 
hours per day for men). 

 

¶ Days off 
-The average is 0.92 
days/week (or 1 day per 7.6 
days); the big majority of 
respondents (72.7%) have at 
least one day off per week; 
-Gender disaggregation: On 
average, women get less days 

Figure 5: Average monthly wage of origin survey respondents: 
those with jobs in origin only (top graph), and those with jobs 
abroad (bottom graph) 



 

 55 

off than men (0.71 days/week for women or 1 day per 9.8 days; vs. 1.0 day per 7 
days for men). Men get the standard 1 day off per week, while women do not. 

 

¶ Public holidays 
-Majority (54.0%) get no public holidays; 
-Gender disaggregation: Men are the big majority among those who get all public 
holidays (72.0%); those who get some of the public holidays (84.4%), and those 
ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ŀƴȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƘƻƭƛŘŀȅ όтлΦс҈ύΦ 

 

¶ Insurance and social protection 
-Accident/life insurance: The big majority (76.4% of respondents; or more than 
three-quarters) do not have accident/life insurance. Combining those without 
ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōƛƎ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ όурΦм҈ύ 
potentially or actually have no life/accident insurance; 
-Gender disaggregation: Men are the big majority among those who have 
life/accident insurance coverage (78.9%), and those without (74.0%). Women are 
ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ life/accident insurance 
(54.5%). 
 
-Health/medical insurance: The big majority (79.1% of respondents; or almost 4 
out of every 5) do not have health/medical insurance. Combining those without 
ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōƛƎ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ όуфΦн҈ύ 
potentially or actually have no health insurance; 
-Gender disaggregation: Men are the majority among those with health/medical 
ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ όспΦо҈ύΣ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ όтсΦн҈ύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ 
covered (53.8%). 
 
-Retirement protection: The big majority (80.6% of respondents) are not covered 
by a retirement scheme. Combining those without retirement protection and 
ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊǿƘŜƭƳƛƴƎ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ όфсΦф҈ύ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ 
or actually have no retirement protection ς this is almost all the respondents; 
-Gender disaggregation: Men are the big majority among those covered by a 
retirement scheme fully or partly paid by employer (100%), those who are not 
ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ όтмΦу҈ύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ όтмΦп҈ύΦ 

 
Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad 
 

¶ Monthly pay (job abroad) 
-The average monthly pay is US$306 ς which is more than double (102%) the 
average wage for jobs in the origin country; 
-Gender disaggregation: On average, men get significantly higher monthly pay than 
women (USD231 for women vs. USD 396 for men). 

 

¶ Hours of work 
-The average is 12.5 hours of work per day; much longer than the average hours 
worked in origin country (9.8 hours); 2.7 hours (28%) longer; 
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-Gender disaggregation: On average, women work significantly longer hours than 
men (14.4 hours/day for women vs. 10.4 hours/day for men). 

 

¶ Days off 
-The average is 0.71 days/week; a lower majority (56.9% of respondents) have at 
least 1 day off a week; 
-Gender disaggregation: On average, women have much less days off per week 
than men (0.34 days/week for women vs. 1.15 days for men). Indeed, women get 
only 1 or 2 days off each month, far below the one-per-week international 
standard; in contrast, the men get more than 1 day off per week. 

 

¶ Public holidays 
-The situation is similar with respondents who work in the home country only: the 
majority (68.2%) of respondents get no public holidays; 
-Gender disaggregation: Men are the big majority (82.7%) among those who get all 
the public holidays, and those who get some of the holidays (75.5%). Women are 
the majority (68.2%) ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩt get any holidays. 

 

¶ Insurance and social protection 
-Accident/life insurance: The majority (62.8%) ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƛŦŜκŀŎŎƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜΤ 
this is similar to respondents with jobs in the origin (big majority have no 
ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜύΦ /ƻƳōƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƳŜŀƴǎ 
that the big majority (78.2%) potentially or actually have no life/accident 
insurance; 
-Gender disaggregation: Men are the big majority (77.5%) among those with 
life/accident insurance; they are also the majority (52.0%) among those who do 
not know if they have life/accident insurance. Women are the majority (64.0%) 
among those with no life/accident insurance. 
 
-Health/medical insurance: The majority (63.1%) do not have health/medical 
insurance; this is compares with respondents with jobs in the origin (big majority 
ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜύΦ /ƻƳōƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 
means that the big majority (77.4%) potentially or actually have no health 
insurance; 
-Gender disaggregation: Men are the big majority (77.0%) among those with 
health/medical insurance. Women are the majority among those without 
ƘŜŀƭǘƘκƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ όсоΦм҈ύΣ ƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ 
such insurance (53.2%). 
 
-Retirement protection: Alarmingly, the majority (53.7%) of respondents do not 
know if they are covered by a retirement scheme; a big proportion (42.2%) also 
said that they are not covered by a retirement scheme ς this means that an 
overwhelming 95.9% of those with jobs abroad potentially or actually have no 
retirement protection ς again, this means almost all the respondents; 
-Gender disaggregation: Men are the big majority among those covered by 
retirement scheme fully or partially paid by the employer (83.3% and 75.0%, 
respectively). They are also the majority among those not covered by a retirement 
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scheme (66.2%). Women are the majority among those who do not know if they 
have retirement protection (69.9%). 

 
3. Labor rights and freedoms 
 
Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only 
 

¶ Freedom of movement:  The big majority (82.6%) of those with jobs in the home 
country have full/general freedom of movement; 
-Conversely, 17% have no or severely restricted movement; this is alarming 
considering that this iǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘry; 
-Men are the big majority among those who have full freedom of movement 
(81.0%), and those with general freedom of movement (85.0%); 
-Women are the majority among those with severely restricted movement 
(55.6%), and the big majority among those with no freedom of movement (84.6%). 

 

¶ Freedom to communicate: The overwhelming majority (92.1%) have general or full 
freedom to communicate; 
-Men are the big majority among those with full freedom of communication 
(78.9%); they are the majority among those with general freedom to communicate 
(61.9%), and those severely restricted by employer (60%); 
-Women are the overwhelming majority among those with no freedom/prohibited 
by employer to communicate (100%). 

 

¶ Freedom to unionize/join organizations: Majority (54.4%) said that they were 
prohibited (by employers or the government) to unionize/join organizations. This is 
alarming considering that all of the origin and destination countries surveyed 
(except Taiwan) are members of the ILO; 
-Men are the majority across all categories: those with freedom to join 
unions/organizations (78.6%), those with no freedom/prohibited by employers 
(67.2%), and those prohibited by law/government to join unions/organizations 
(100%). 

 

¶ Freedom to join protests/to assemble/to seek redress for grievances: Similarly, the 
majority (55.7%) said that they were prohibited (by employers) in joining public 
actions and protests; 
-Men are the big majority in both categories: those who can freely join 
protests/public actions (81.1%), and those who could not/are prohibited by 
employers (66.2%). 

 
Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad 
 

¶ Freedom of movement:  The majority of those with jobs abroad (62.7%) have no or 
severely restricted freedom of movement. This contrasts with those who work in 
the origin country only (big majority have full/general freedom of movement); 
-Men are the big majority for those who have full freedom of movement (87.7%); 
they are also the majority for those who have general freedom of movement 
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(53.8%). Women are the big majority for those with severe restrictions on 
movement (81.8%), and for those with no freedom at all (57.7%). 

 

¶ Freedom to communicate: The majority (59.1%) have full or general freedom to 
communicate. This is a much lower majority however, compared to those working 
in the origin country only (overwhelming majority have full/general freedom); 
-This means that a significant 40.9% of those with jobs abroad have severely 
restricted or no freedom to communicate (compared to 7.9% for those working at 
home); 
-Men are the big majority for those who have full freedom to communicate 
(75.6%); 
-Women are the majority for those with general freedom to communicate (53.6%); 
they are the big majority (85.1%) for those with severe restrictions on 
communication, as well as those who have no freedom of communication at all 
(63.9%). 

 

¶ Freedom to unionize/join organizations: There is a more pronounced restriction 
abroad (compared to those working in the origin country only): the overwhelming 
majority (91.6%) of those with jobs abroad said that they are prohibited by 
employers or the government in joining unions or organizations; 
-Again, this is alarming considering that all of the origin and destination countries 
surveyed (except Taiwan) are members of the ILO; this is an almost total flouting 
of the fundamental ILO convention; 
-Men are the big majority (77.8%) for those with full freedom to join 
unions/organizations; they are also the majority for those who said they are 
prohibited by law/government to join unions/organizations; 
-Women are the majority (59.0%) for those prohibited by employers to join unions 
or organizations. 

 

¶ Freedom to join protests/assemble/seek redress for grievances: The overwhelming 
majority (93.1%) said that they are prohibited (by employers or the government) in 
joining public protest actions; 
-Men are the big majority (72.7%) for those with full freedom to join 
protests/public actions; they are also the big majority among those who said they 
are prohibited by law/government to join such actions (69.0%); 
-Women are the majority (59.6%) for those who said that the employer prohibited 
them from joining such actions. 

 
4. Abuses and violations experienced by the respondents 
 
Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only 
 

¶ Complained against labor (contract) violations: A small but significant number 
(11.4%) of those with jobs at home filed complaint against labor/contract 
violations. Note that the incidence of labor/contract violations will be much higher, 
since the 11% represent only those who actually filed complaints against the 
violations; 
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-Men and women are evenly split (50%) among those who filed complaints against 
labor violations. Men are the big majority among those who did not file complaints 
against labor violations (75.0%). 

 

¶ Abuses by employers (physical, verbal, sexual and similar abuses): A significant 
proportion (26.4%, or more than a quarter) of respondents working in the origin 
country said that they experienced at least 1 type of abuse (verbal, physical or 
sexual), or more than 1 in every four respondents. Of these, 7.1% suffered multiple 
abuses (2 or more types of abuse); 
-Men are the big majority (82.4%) among those who did not suffer any abuse.  
Men are the slight majority (51.9%) among those who experienced one form of 
abuse. Women are the big majority (80.0%) among those who suffered two or 
more forms of abuse; 
-In terms of specific abuses: 18.6% experienced verbal/psychological/emotional 
abuse, 7.9% suffered physical violence (with physical contact); 3.6% experienced 
sexual harassment (no physical contact), and 3.6% suffered sexual abuse (with 
physical contact); 
-Men and women are evenly split (50.0%) among those who experienced 
verbal/emotional/ psychological abuse (no physical contact). Women are the big 
majority (72.7%) among those who suffered from physical violence (with physical 
contact); 
-Women are the majority (60.0%) among those who experienced sexual 
harassment/ abuse (no physical contact). All the sexual abuse/violence cases with 
physical contact (100%) happened to the women respondents. 

 

¶ Complained against abuses: The overwhelming majority (97.6%) of those working 
at home did not file or make formal complaint against the abuse; 
-Women are the majority (66.7%) among those who filed complaint/sought 
redress against physical/sexual abuses. Men are the big majority (72.5%) among 
those who did not file complaints/sought redress for the abuses. 

 
Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad 
 

¶ Complained against labor (contract) violations: A little over 10% of those with jobs 
abroad filed complaints against labor/contract violations. This pattern is similar to, 
but even lower than, those with jobs in the origin country only; 
-Men and women are evenly split (48.5%) for those who filed complaints against 
labor violations. Women are the majority (53.9%) for those who did not file 
complaints against labor violations. 

 

¶ Abuses by employers (physical, verbal, sexual and similar abuses): More than a 
fifth (21.0%) experienced at least 1 type of abuse, of which 5.7% suffered multiple 
abuses (2 or more types); this is slightly lower than the incidence for those working 
at home, but still means more than 1 in every 5 respondents are abused; 
-Men are the majority among those who did not experience any physical or sexual 
abuse (52.2%). Women and men are evenly split (50%) among those who 
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experienced 1 form of abuse. Women are the big majority among those who 
experienced two or more forms of abuse (77.8% and 100%, respectively). 
-In terms of specific abuses: 14.7% of those with jobs abroad experienced 
verbal/psychological/emotional abuse; 7.9% suffered physical violence (physical 
contact); 2.3% experienced sexual harassment (no physical contact), and 2.3% 
suffered sexual abuse/violence (with physical contact); 
-Women are the majority (50%) among those who experienced verbal/ emotional/ 
psychological abuse (no physical contact); they are also the big majority (75.0%) 
for those who suffered physical violence (with physical contact). Women are an 
even bigger majority (87.5%) for those who experienced sexual harassment, and 
those who suffered sexual abuse (with physical contact) (87.5%). 

 

¶ Complained against abuses: The overwhelming majority (97.2%) did not make any 
formal complaint against the abuse. This is very closely similar to those working in 
the origin country (97.6% did not file or make formal complaint against the abuse); 
-Women are the majority (55.6%) for those who filed complaints against abuses; 
they are also the majority (52.9%) for those who did not file complaints against 
abuses. 

 
5. Reasons why respondent lost or left last job 
 
Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only 
 
Respondents were asked to give their three main reasons for leaving/losing their last job; all 
the reasons were coded into 14 categories, aggregated and processed as multi-response 
variables in SPSS.  
 
Following are the top reasons of respondents whose jobs are in the origin country only (% of 
respondents who cited this among their top 3 reasons; descending order); each reason is 
gender disaggregated: 

¶ (1) Wage/income problems (low, poor, not sufficient, inadequate; need better 
income/salary): 32.1% of respondents; the overwhelming majority (97.8%) are 
men; 

¶ (2) Job/income (home country): irregular job/unsteady income/ unemployed/ can't 
find proper job: 8.6% of respondents; all (100%) are men; 

¶ (3) Hours of work: long, 'on call', long hours but low pay, unlimited work: 5.7% of 
respondents; the big majority (75.0%) are men; 

¶ (4) Resigned/left last job: to go or process new job abroad: 5.0% of respondents; 
all (100%) are men; 

¶ (5) Health: illness, sickness, disease; poor health; physically unfit; health problems: 
4.3% of respondents; evenly split (50%) between women and men; 

¶ (6) Abuse: physical, verbal, emotional: 3.6% of respondents; the majority (60.0%) 
are women; 

¶ (7) Family pressure, problem, needs (e.g. marriage, parents, emergencies); miss 
family, visit family: 2.9% of respondents; all (100%) are men; 
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¶ (8) Job nature: difficult/hard work; monotonous; don't like job; overworked, little 
rest, too much pressure; exploited: 2.1% of respondents; the majority (66.7%) are 
women; 

¶ (9) Wage: payment problems (underpaid; not paid; not paid on time, delayed; 
wage cut, reduced): 1.4% of respondents; all (100%) are women; 

¶ (10) Settle down; marry, start family; reunite, stay with/take care of family: 1.4% of 
respondents; evenly split (50%) between women and men; 

¶ (11) Contract: completed, ended, finished; not renewed after contract ended: 1.4% 
of respondents; evenly split (50%) between women and men; 

¶ (12) Benefits: problems with paid holidays, leaves, days off: extra pay (e.g. 
overtime), etc.: 1.4% of respondents; all (100%) are men. 

 
There are a few other reasons listed in the appendix (cited by less than 1% of the 
respondents). 
 
We can further classify the above reasons based on the type/motive of the reason (% 
respondents, descending order): 
 
Type of Reason (Why left/lost last job) ς respondents with 

jobs in origin 
# Respondents 

As % of Total 
Respondents 

Personal/family: economic, income, financial reasons 48 out of 140 34.3% 

Personal: job nature, working conditions, terms of work 15 out of 140 10.7% 

Personal: find job, opportunities; (un)employment problems 13 out of 140 9.3% 

Personal/family: non-economic, health, other reasons 6 out of 140 4.3% 

Personal: abuses at work 5 out of 140 3.6% 

(Not applicable) 21 out of 140 15.0% 

*Note: Items are not additive; multi-response (3 variables) set. 

 
The table shows that the top reasons cited by the respondents for leaving/losing their last 
jobs (in the origin country) are all personal and/or family-related (i.e. not macro or 
community/society-related). The top reasons are almost all economic or job-related -- the 
dominant reason (by 34% of respondents) is economic/income-related (poor or insufficient 
income, need to improve financial/economic condition); the next two reasons are job-
related: άƴƻƴ-ŘŜŎŜƴǘέ ǿƻǊƪ, or problems with the work (e.g. poor working conditions, 
unsatisfactory terms of work, etc.), or wanting to get better jobs, including abroad. The rest 
are non-economic reasons (family needs, health, abuses).  
 
Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad 
 
For those working abroad, following are the top reasons (% of respondents who cited this 
among their top 3 reasons; descending order); each reason is gender disaggregated: 

¶ (1) Contract: completed, ended, finished; not renewed after contract ended: 31.8% 
of respondents; the big majority (87.5%) are women; 

¶ (2) Abuse: physical, verbal, emotional: 5.4% of respondents; the big majority 
(89.5%) are women; 

¶ (3) Wage/ income problem (low, poor, not sufficient, inadequate; need better 
income/salary): 4.0% of respondents; the big majority (85.7%) are men; 



 

 62 

¶ (4) Visa, work permit: expired, ended (but not overstay): 3.4% of respondents; all 
(100%) are men; 

¶ (5) Wage: payment problems (underpaid; not paid; not paid on time, delayed; 
wage cut, reduced): 3.1% of respondents; the big majority (72.7%) are men; 

¶ (6) Health: illness, sickness, disease; poor health; physically unfit; health problems: 
3.1% of respondents; the majority (54.5%) are women; 

¶ (7) Return, reintegrate: personal reasons-homesick; can't manage; pregnancy; 
study; rest for a while: 2.6% of respondents; the majority (55.6%) are women; 

¶ (8) Job nature: difficult/hard work; monotonous; don't like job; overworked, little 
rest, too much pressure; exploited: 2.3% of respondents; the big majority (75.0%) 
are men; 

¶ (9) Family pressure, problem, needs (e.g. marriage, parents, emergencies); miss 
family, visit family: 2.0% of respondents; the big majority (71.4%) are women; 

¶ (10) Work/living conditions: poor; problems-food/facilities/etc.; harsh, risky work 
condition; no freedom in workplace: 1.1% of respondents; evenly split  (50%) 
between women and men; 

¶ (11) Return: sent back home by employer, recruiter, government; sent home due 
to pregnancy, jealousy, etc.; deported: 1.1% of respondents; the big majority 
(75.0%) are women; 

¶ (12) Hours of work: long, 'on call', long hours but low pay, unlimited work: 1.1% of 
respondents; the big majority (75.0%) are men; 

¶ (13) Employer: 'not good' (problem not specified); too strict; bad treatment: 1.1% 
of respondents; all (100%) are women; 

¶ (14) Abuse: sexual harassment, sexual abuse: 1.1% of respondents; all (100%) are 
women. 

 
There are a few other reasons listed in the appendix (cited by less than 1% of the 
respondents). 
 
We can further classify the above reasons based on the type/motive of the reason (% 
respondents, descending order): 
 

Type of Reason (Why left/lost last job) ς respondents with 
jobs abroad 

# Respondents 
As % of Total 
Respondents 

Personal: job nature, working conditions, terms of work 146 out of 353 41.4% 

Personal/family: economic, income, financial reasons 25 out of 353 7.1% 

Personal/family: want to return for good/reintegrate 21 out of 353 5.9% 

Personal: abuses at work 19 out of 353 5.4% 

Personal: visa, work permit status 18 out of 353 5.1% 

Personal/family: non-economic, health, other reasons 11 out of 353 3.1% 

Personal: find job, opportunities; (un)employment problems 3 out of 353 0.8% 

Community/society concerns 1 out of 353 0.3% 

(Not applicable) 26 out of 353 7.4% 

*Note: Items are not additive; multi-response (3 variables) set. 

 
The top two reasons are similar to reasons of respondents with jobs in the origin country 
only. For those with jobs abroad, the predominant reason in leaving/losing the last job (41% 
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of respondents) is job-related (nature or terms of work, problems with the working 
conditions); this implies that the respondents found the terms/conditions of work abroad 
unsatisfactory ς i.e. the work abroad does not necessarily improve or provide better 
ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΦ {ƛƴŎŜΣ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ άƭŀǎǘ Ƨƻōέ όǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƭƻǎǘκƭŜŦǘύ Ƴŀȅ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŀ Ƨƻō ƛƴ 
the home country, then the same logic applies: the respondent left the local job to seek 
(better) work abroad.  The next major reason is economic/income related (need for higher 
or more steady income, better financial/economic condition for family).  
 
Reintegration/wanting to return for good to the origin country figures among the top 
reasons why respondents (with work abroad) left their last job. We can use this data as a 
counter-argument to the oftentimes unfounded fear that lower-skilled migrants are out to 
flood the destination country, steal local jobs and stay/settle there permanently; the desire 
to return back to their families in the country of origin remains high in the agenda of the 
migrant workers. The rest of the reasons are mostly non-economic. Note that abuses at 
work is the top non-economic reason for leaving/losing the job. Health issues/problems is 
also a major non-economic reason. 
 
C. REASONS AND DECISION-MAKING IN WORKING ABROAD 
 
In examining the reasons why the respondent decided to go abroad, and how the decision 
was made, the location of the ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ job is not an issue; so let us now look again at all 
the (888) respondents of the origin country survey. 
 
Currently processing work abroad? 
 
At the time of the survey, the overwhelming majority (93.2%) of all origin country 
respondents (888 respondents) were processing their work abroad. Women are the 
majority among those currently processing their work abroad (57.9%).  
  
Lǎ ǘƘƛǎ Ƨƻō ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ Ƨƻō ŀōǊƻŀŘΚ 
 
Majority of respondents (57.8%) said that this was not their first job abroad; meaning, they 
are repeat migrants. Women are the majority among those who are first-time workers 
abroad (60.1%). 
 
How decision to go abroad was finalized 
 
Majority of the respondents (65.3%) said that they initiated the decision, then 
discussed/finalized the decision and prepared with family (65.3%). A significant 25.5% said 
they decided by themselves.  
 
Women are the big majority among those who initiated the idea then discussed/finalized/ 
prepared with the family (73.2%). Men are the majority among those who decided by 
themselves (61.7%); those who were not planning to go but the family suggested and they 
decided/prepared together (62.5%); and among those not planning to go but the 
opportunity just came up (0.6%).  
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Reasons for working abroad 
 
Following are the top reasons of the respondents in deciding to work abroad (% of 
respondents who cited this among their top 3 reasons; descending order); each reason is 
gender disaggregated: 

¶ (1) Earn, get more income, save: general (purpose not specified): cited by 49.2% of 
respondents; the majority (66.4%) are women; 

¶ (2) Earn, get more income, save: reduce poverty, financial problems, improve poor 
economic status: cited by 32.9% of respondents; the big majority (88.0%) are 
women; 

¶ (3) Earn, get more income, save: support family, children, myself; social protection, 
retirement: 29.5% of respondents; the big majority (75.4%) are women; 

¶ (4) Better life, future; improve quality of life: 13.2% of respondents; the big 
majority (80.3%) are women; 

¶ (5) No job or steady income in home country; lack of jobs, opportunities: 6.1% of 
respondents; the big majority (86.8%) are men; 

¶ (6) Earn, get more income, save: for education (children, siblings, self): 5.9% of 
respondents; the majority (51.9%) are men; 

¶ (7) Get a job, find a better job, better opportunities or working conditions: 5.7% of 
respondents; the big majority (70.6%) are men; 

¶ (8) Personal reasons: independence, self-improvement, social status: 4.7% of 
respondents; which is evenly split (50%0 between women and men; 

¶ (9) Get experience; experience work/life abroad; new skills/horizons/place: 4.3% 
of respondents; the majority (63.2%) are women; 

¶ (10) Earn, get more income, save: pay/repay debts, loans: 4.3% of respondents; 
the big majority (78.4%) are men; 

¶ (11) Earn, get more income, save: for house, property, land: 3.4% of respondents; 
the majority (63.3%) are women;  

¶ (12) Earn, get more income, save: help parents, siblings, relatives: 3.0% of 
respondents; the majority (55.6%) are women; 

¶ (13) Society: contribute to society, community, country: 2.7% of respondents; the 
big majority (87.5%) are men; 

¶ (14) Earn, get more income, save: for business, livelihood (start, expand, build): 
1.8% of respondents; the big majority (81.2%) are women; 

¶ (15) Society: general problems in the country (political, socio-economic): 1.7% of 
respondents; the big majority (73.3%) are men; 

¶ (16) Personal: social security, retirement, old-age; get married, settle down, have a 
family: 1.0% of respondents; the big majority (77.8%) are men; 

¶ (17) Influence, suggestion, pressure from family, friends, peers, etc.: 0.8% of 
respondents; the big majority (85.7%) are men; 

¶ (18) Personal: family or relationship problems; leave partner; family crisis; abusive 
spouse/partner: 0.7% of respondents; the big majority (83.3%) are women. 

 
We can further classify the above reasons based on the type/motive of the reason (% 
respondents, descending order): 
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Type of Reason (Why work abroad) # Respondents 
As % of Total 
Respondents 

Personal/family: economic, income, financial reasons 612 out of 888 68.9% 

Personal: self-improvement, social status 79 out of 888 8.9% 

Personal: find job, opportunities; (un)employment problems 54 out of 888 6.1% 

Personal: job nature, working conditions, terms of work 51 out of 888 5.7% 

Community/society concerns 37 out of 888 4.2% 

Personal/family: non-economic, health, other reasons 22 out of 888 2.5% 

*Note: Items are not additive; multi-response (3 variables) set. 

 
The run-away top reason for working abroad (cited by a 69% majority of respondents) is 
economic/financial/ income related. The next highest, although cited by only a 9% minority, 
is personal and non-economic: self-growth, independence, improving the ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ 
social status; for respondents, going abroad is a way to achieve this. Job-related reasons 
(unemployment/finding job abroad, or finding better jobs or better terms/working 
conditions abroad) are the other top motivations of respondents in wanting to go abroad.  
 
Reasons for returning home 
 
Following are the top reasons given by the respondents why they left the host country and 
returned to their country of origin (% of respondents who cited this among their top 3 
reasons; descending order); each reason is gender disaggregated: 

¶ (1) Contract: completed, ended, finished; not renewed after contract ended: 19.9% 
of respondents; the big majority (87.0%) are women; 

¶ (2) Wage: payment problems-underpaid; not paid; not paid on time, delayed; wage 
cut, reduced: 5.2% of respondents; the big majority (80.4%) are men; 

¶ (3) Wage, income: low, poor, not sufficient, inadequate; need better 
income/salary: 4.5% of respondents; the big majority (75.0%) are men; 

¶ (4) Visa, work permit: expired, ended (but not overstay/undocumented): 4.3% of 
respondents; the big majority (73.0%) are men; 

¶ (5) Return: family pressure, problem, needs (e.g. marriage, parents, emergencies); 
miss family, visit family: 3.8% of respondents; the majority (72.7%) are men; 

¶ (6) Job (abroad): difficult/hard work; monotonous; don't like job; overworked, little 
rest, too much pressure; exploited: 3.3% of respondents; the big majority (75.9%) 
are men; 

¶ (7) Health: illness, sickness, disease; poor health; physically unfit; health problems: 
2.9% of respondents; the majority (65.4%) are men; 

¶ (8) Return, reintegrate: settle down; marry, start family; reunite, stay with/take 
care of family: 2.7% of respondents; the big majority (79.2%) are men; 

¶ (9) Abuse: physical, verbal, emotional, etc.: 2.7% of respondents; the big majority 
(75.0%) are women; 

¶ (10) Work/living conditions: poor; problems-food/facilities/etc.; harsh, risky work 
condition; no freedom in workplace: 2.1% of respondents; the big majority (73.7%) 
are men; 

¶ (11) Return, reintegrate: start, build livelihood, business, investment in home 
country; work/live on income in home country: 1.7% of respondents; the big 
majority (86.7%) are men; 
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¶ (12) Hours of work: long, 'on call', long hours but low pay, unlimited work: 1.6% of 
respondents; the big majority (85.7%) are men; 

¶ (13) Contract: violations, substitution; job/wage not according to contract; no job 
as promised in contract: 1.6% of respondents; the overwhelming majority (92.9%) 
are men; 

¶ (14) Return, reintegrate: personal reasons-homesick; can't manage; pregnancy; 
study; rest for a while: 1.5% of respondents; the majority (61.5%) are men; 

¶ (15) Closure of company, workplace: 1.5% of respondents; all (100%) are men; 

¶ (16) Benefits: problems with paid holidays, leaves, days off: extra pay (e.g. 
overtime); other benefit problems: 1.5% of respondents; all of who (100%) are 
men; 

¶ (17) Visa status: undocumented, irregular, overstay: 1.1% of respondents; the 
overwhelming majority (90.0%) are men; 

¶ (18) Employer: 'not good' (problem not specified); too strict; bad treatment: 1.1% 
of respondents; the big majority (70.0%) are women; 

¶ 19) Host country: adverse society-harsh/unfair laws, restrictions; difficulty: 
language/culture; high cost; economic crisis: 1.0% of respondents; the big majority 
(88.9%) are men. 

 
The appendix lists several (16) other reasons (cited by less than 1.0% of respondents). 
 
We can further classify the above reasons based on the type/motive of the reason (% 
respondents, descending order): 
 

Type of Reason (Why returned home) # Respondents 
As % of Total 
Respondents 

Personal: job nature, working conditions, terms of work 280 out of 888 31.5% 

Personal/family: economic, income, financial reasons 82 out of 888 9.2% 

Personal/family: want to reintegrate/return for good 75 out of 888 8.4% 

Personal: visa, work permit status 57 out of 888 6.4% 

Personal/family: non-economic, health, other reasons 26 out of 888 2.9% 

Personal: abuses at work 24 out of 888 2.7% 

Personal: find job, opportunities; (un)employment problems 14 out of 888 1.6% 

Community/society concerns 11 out of 888 1.2% 

(Not applicable) 13 out of 888 1.5% 

*Note: Items are not additive; multi-response (3 variables) set. 

 
The predominant reason for returning to the origin country is job-related (32% of 
respondents) ς i.e. the job nature, terms of employment, conditions of work abroad is not 
satisfactory. Economic/ financial reasons come second (basically insufficient/unsteady 
income, wage/income problems abroad).  
 
Again, the agenda to reintegrate/return for good is among the top reasons for leaving the 
host country and going back to the origin ς in various contexts, including pressure/desire of 
the family for the respondent to return, family needs/problems, reuniting with family, 
startinƎκōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǳǇ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎκƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƳŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ Non-
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economic reasons including visa issues, health, abuses come next. Finding a job (back in the 
home country) is low in the list of reasons. 
 
D. CHAPTER SYNTHESIS: KEY RESULTS & FINDINGS (CHAPTER 2) 
 
1. Profile of respondents in the origin survey 

 
a. Migrant workers (respondents) at the origin are a young work force (average age is 

34 years) at the prime of labor productivity, with high potential for mobility. The 
majority are women; have lower levels of formal education (none or up to primary 
level; women are the majority among those without, or with up to primary 
education); are married/have families (although a fifth are single/never married, 
mostly men); and provide regular financial support to at least four dependents. 
 

b. Mechanisms, policies, programs, strategies, interventions and reforms aimed at 
protecting (international) migrant workers against abuses, violations and 
exploitation, including recruitment abuses, trafficking and forced labor, have to 
take stock of the above demographics ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǘȅǇƛŎŀƭέ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴ 
(origin survey respondents). 

 
2. Location of (current/last) job 
 

a. The big majority of the origin survey respondents have/had jobs abroad ς i.e. they 
ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ άƴŜǿέ ƻr first-time migrant workers; many are back in their home 
countries after their work abroad have been completed or terminated; others on 
vacation or leave. Therefore, they have derived income from overseas work, and 
have experienced the life and conditions of work abroad. Men and women are 
fairly evenly distributed among them. 
 
This also shows the repeating or cyclical pattern of working abroad, in temporary 
and lower paid jobs, where the migrants typically go through recruiters in each 
cycle ς thus repeated exposure to abusive and exploitative recruitment practices. 
Another implication is the strong dependency of the respondents on overseas 
income. 
 

b. The big majority worked in West Asia/Middle East and southeast Asia. Given the 
large inter-Asian labor migration flows (as exemplified by this set of respondents), 
and the prominent role of West Asia (Middle East) as a destination region, reforms 
and interventions to protect migrant workers from abuses, violations and 
recruitment problems have to strongly involve these Asian countries.  
 
Therefore, in addition to operationalizing the international standards at the 
country level, it is critical to also have bilateral, multilateral and Asian regional 
agreements, standards, instruments, mechanisms and cooperation on the 
recruitment, placement, employment and protection of migrant workers. 
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3. Main source of income 
 

a. Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only ς Majority depend on 
regular wage income (regular paid job). Women are the big majority among those 
with no income (no paid job). Men are the big majority among those with income 
(regular wage income, self-employment income, irregular income). This illustrates 
the gendered economic marginalization of women ς separation from sources of 
(productive) income, and their home/care-related work being unpaid. 
 

b. Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad ς Majority depended on regular wage 
income (regular paid job); women are the majority among those with regular wage 
income. Notice that for this group of respondents (have/had worked abroad), 
women now have income power; they are the majority among those with regular 
wage income (compared to respondents who have never worked abroad: majority 
of women have no income/no job). This indicates that working abroad is a 
financially empowering option for women, transforming them from being long-
term unemployed, to regular wage earners (as migrant workers abroad). 

 
This also shows the dependency of respondents on income from oversea work ς 
including the women (migrants) this time. 

 
4. Current employment status (at time of survey) 
 

a. Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only ς Majority are 
currently employed (at the time of the survey) ς but this largely reflects the 
employment of the men; men are the majority among those with jobs (currently 
employed, recently resigned, current unsteady job). Women are the majority 
among the long-term unemployed. This reinforces the earlier observation about 
the gendered economic marginalization of women. The earlier result also showed 
that seeking work/income abroad is one way by which women try to overcome 
this situation. 
 
Therefore, men and women may have different motivations in seeking work 
abroad, even if they may have similar (economic/income) reasons.  

¶ For the men, unemployment is not necessarily the top driver of the 
respondents in seeking work abroad ς differentials in wage, benefits, working 
conditions, etc. could be the stronger motivators. Note that men are the big 
majority among the recently resigned ς many to process their work abroad. 

¶ For the women, who have no income and many are long-term unemployed,  
the majority may be seeking access to income and jobs. This means that in 
targeting overseas work, men may tend to get jobs that pay or provide better 
terms (compared to their current job/income); women may tend to get any 
available job abroad.  

 
b. Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad ς Majority are recently unemployed; 

this contrasts with those who have jobs in the origin country only. This may reflect 
more on the loss of jobs of the women migrants at the destination -- men are the 
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big majority among those with current regular jobs at the destination; women are 
the majority among the recently unemployed/ resigned. This may indicate the 
current job market situation in the destination countries, where many migrants 
(especially women migrants) may have lost their jobs for various reasons. This 
shows that jobs abroad are vicarious, and migrants, specifically the women in this 
case, can easily lose their jobs abroad. 

 
5. Type of jobs 
 

a. Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only ς  Majority have/had 
non-elementary jobs; men are the majority among those with non-elementary 
jobs.  The overwhelming majority have non-DW jobs, indicating that domestic 
work is typically not a popular choice of job for respondents in their home 
countries. Men are the big majority in non-DW jobs; women are the overwhelming 
majority in DW jobs.  

¶ The top jobs, although not predominantly elementary-type job, are still largely 
lower-paying jobs ς elementary (laborer), driver, building finisher, sales, 
elementary-domestic work, machine operator (factory). Professionals (legal, 
social science, economic, business, etc.), trades (printing, wood, ceramics, 
garments, leather, food, etc.), hotel/restaurant workers, and personal care 
workers are also among the top jobs. 

¶ There are very strong gender and class stereotypes in the jobs in the home 
countries ς women being the majority in care-related work, and the 
overwhelming majority in domestic work; men being the majority among 
laborers, building/construction work, drivers, etc. DW is still predominantly 
ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΣ ŜǾŜƴ ŦƻǊ Ƨƻōǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ The majority of 
respondents, having lower levels of education, end up in predominantly lower-
paying jobs. 

¶ The lower-paying, gender-biased job categories of workers at the origin seem 
to carry-over to the destination countries and constrain the jobs that are 
accessible or available to them overseas. 

 
b. Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad ς Majority have/had elementary jobs; 

this contrasts with those who have jobs in the origin country only. Women are the 
majority among those with elementary jobs. 

¶ Majority are also in non-DW jobs, although the proportion of those in DW is 
much higher than in the origin countries. Men are the big majority in non-DW 
jobs; women are the overwhelming majority in DW jobs. This indicates that 
while workers and women shy away from DW in their own countries, it 
becomes a more common option abroad, particularly for women. 

¶ The top jobs are almost all elementary or lower-paying jobs; DW, elementary-
labor, driver, building caretaker, restaurant housekeeping, building 
finisher/workers being the top most jobs  

 
For all origin country respondents, we can see strong gender and class stereotypes in the 
jobs, both in the origin and destination countries: migrant workers hired in lower-paying, 
ά3Dέ ƧƻōǎΤ ǾŜǊȅ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ǎǘŜǊŜƻǘȅǇŜǎ ŀƴŘ ōƛŀǎŜǎ in the types of jobs -- women are 
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predominant in care-related work, DW, entertainment work, health services, personal care 
services; men mostly work as building/construction workers, architecture/engineering/ 
computer associates, drivers, garbage collectors/sweepers, laborers, etc. 
 
6. Stability and security of job 
 

a. Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only ς There is some 
stability in the jobs (in origin countries), although long term sustainability is 
doubtful. Majority of the jobs are renewable, but temporary. Which suggests that 
these do not provide wages/income sufficient for decent life/survival for life in the 
origin country.  

¶ Men are the big majority in renewable, even if temporary jobs; men 
overwhelming dominate nonrenewable, temporary jobs; this contributes to 
the pressure/motivation to find better jobs abroad. 

¶ Employment contract ς the big majority do not have written contracts; 
majority have no definite contract period. This reinforces the observation that 
job in the origin seem not to provide long term sustainability and decent 
returns. Men are the big majority among those with no written contracts. This 
also fosters high mobility, since the worker is not legally obliged to stay with 
the employer. 

 
b. Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad ς There is little stability and security of 

jobs abroad; the big majority of jobs (abroad) are also renewable (like jobs in origin 
country), but almost 40% are temporary. Men are the majority in regular jobs; 
women are the majority in temporary jobs.  

¶ Big majority have written contracts; this contrasts with jobs in origin (majority 
have no written contract).  

¶ Women majority among those with written contracts; majority among those 
whose contracts have definite lengthΦ ²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ǎƘƻǊǘŜǊ ōȅ ŀ ŦŜǿ 
ƳƻƴǘƘǎ ǘƘŀƴ ƳŜƴΩǎΦ although % of those with contracts is higher for job 
abroad, the main issue if the visa/permit to stay, permit to work , which trumps 
written contracts making migrantsΩ ǎǘŀȅκǿƻǊƪ ŀōǊƻŀŘ ǾŜǊȅ ǾƛŎŀǊƛƻǳǎΦ 

 
7. Working conditions: Monthly pay 
 

a. Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only ς The average 
monthly pay is USD 152. Women and men have nearly similar wages.  
 
Is this fair or decent wage in the origin country? This can be compared with 
ƧǳǎǘκŘŜŎŜƴǘ άƭƛǾƛƴƎ ǿŀƎŜέ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƳŀƪŜǊǎ ƻǊ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƛƴ 
ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΤ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ Řŀǘŀ ŀǎ ƻf now. The 
low/insufficient wage at the origin, and the big wage differential between the 
places of origin and destination (within the country or between countries) are 
major drivers usually pointed out in the analysis of migrant worker flows. 
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b. Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad ς The average monthly pay is USD 306, 
which is double the average monthly wage for those working in the origin only. 
Men get significantly higher monthly wage than women. 
 
The same question applies: is this just/decent wage in the origin country (even if 
earned abroad)? An illustrative comparison can be the minimum wage mandated 
by the Philippine government for the Filipino domestic workers abroad: USD 
400/month. The USD 306 monthly pay of respondents in the origin with jobs 
abroad is lower than this prescribed wage for migrant domestic workers. 

 
8. Working conditions: Hours of work, rest days, holidays 
 

a. Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only: 

¶ Hours of work: The average (9.8 hours/day) is almost two hours longer than 
the 8-hour day; this will be within standards if rest hours are included and 
there is extra pay for the extra hours worked. On average, women work about 
1.4 hours longer than men; therefore even if monthly wages are nearly equal 
for men and women, women are still paid less if they work longer hours for the 
same amount of pay. 

¶ Days off: On average, respondents get less than the standard 1 day off per 
week. Women get less days off than men; men get the standard 1 day off per 
week, but women get less than this (0.71 days per week, or about 1 day off 
every 10 days). This is another typical example of gendered exploitation, where 
women are treated below standard in terms of rest days and holidays, even in 
their own countries. 

¶ Holidays: More than half do not get the (paid) public holidays; men are the big 
majority among those who get all the public holidays, but they are also the big 
majority among those who do not get any public holiday. 
 

b. Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad: 

¶ Hours of work: The average (12.5 hours/day) is much longer than the 8-hour 
day; this is 28% (2.7 hours) longer than the average work day in the origin 
country. This longer average hews closely to the length of work of DW, and 
indicates the big number of DW among the respondents. Women work 
significantly longer (14.4 hours/day) than men (10.4 hours/day); again, the 14-
hour work is indicative of DW job, and reflects the greater exploitation of 
women. The longer work hours abroad also reflect the greater exploitation of 
lower-paid migrant workers in general, because they (specifically those in 
elementary and DW jobs) are generally not paid for extra or overtime work. 

¶ Days off: Similar to jobs at the origin, respondents get less than the standard 1 
day off per week (average is 0.71 days/week, or 1 day off every 10 days). 
²ƻƳŜƴ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŜƪƭȅ Řŀȅ ƻŦŦ όлΦоп ŘŀȅǎκǿŜŜƪΣ ƻǊ м Řŀȅ ƻŦŦ ŜǾŜǊȅ нл 
days). Men get more than 1 day off per week (1.25 days/week). As earlier 
mentioned, this is a strong gender pattern in the jobs in the origin as well as 
abroad. 

¶ Holidays: The situation is similar with respondents who work in the home 
country only: the majority of respondents get no public holidays. Men are the 
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big majority among those who get all the public holidays. Women are the 
majority among those who ŘƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ŀƴȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƘƻƭƛŘŀȅΦ 

 
9. Insurance and social protection 
 

a. Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only: 

¶ Big majority have no life/accident insurance; men are the big majority among 
those who have life/accident protection. Women are the majority among those 
who do not know if they are covered. 

¶ The big majority have no health/medical insurance (paid by employer). Men 
are the majority among those with health/medical insurance. 

¶ The big majority have no retirement protection. Men are the big majority 
among those with retirement protection (fully or partly paid by employer). 

 
b. Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad: 

¶ LƛƪŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΣ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ Ƨƻōǎ ŀōǊƻŀŘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƛŦŜκŀŎŎƛŘŜƴǘ 
insurance; men are the big majority among those with life insurance. Women 
are the majority among those with no life/accident insurance. 

¶ Majority do not have health/medical insurance, like jobs in the origin. Men are 
the big majority among those with health/medical insurance. Women are he 
majority among those without health/medical insurance, and among those 
who do not know if they are covered. 

¶ The majority do not know if they have retirement protection; a big proportion 
(42.2%) are not covered by retirement protection; together, an overwhelming 
96% have potentially or actually no retirement protection. Men are the big 
majority among those with retirement coverage (fully or partially paid by the 
employer); women are the majority among those who do not know if they are 
covered.  

 
The overwhelming lack of social protection (particularly health/accident insurance and 
retirement coverage) among migrant workers at the origin, and even if they work abroad, is 
very alarming. These can become devastating shocks to the migrants/families, which can 
drive them to extreme poverty, even if they have (temporary) work abroad. Ultimately, 
social protection and safety nets become the responsibility of the home country, 
particularly when the worker retires, becomes unemployed, returns for good from abroad, 
gets sick or disabled. Measures have to be put in place both by origin and destination 
countries to ensure that all workers (at the origin and destination countries) are covered by 
adequate social protection (partly or fully paid by employers), including retirement scheme, 
while the workers are still working and productive. 
 
10. Labor rights and freedoms 
 

a. Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only: 

¶ Freedom of movement: The big majority have full or general freedom of 
movement, but 17% have no or severely restricted movement. This is alarming 
since this is in the home country. Women are the majority among those with 
severely restricted or with no freedom at all.  
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¶ Freedom to communicate: The overwhelming majority have general or full 
freedom, but 8% have severely restricted or no freedom at all. Women are the 
overwhelming majority among those with no freedom to communicate. 

¶ Freedom to unionize/join organizations: Majority (54%) said they were 
prohibited (by employer or government) to join organizations/unions. Men are 
the majority among those prohibited to join. This is alarming considering that 
all of the origin and destination countries surveyed (except Taiwan) are 
members of the ILO. If true, this is a blatant and widespread violation of 
fundamental ILO standards; if not, it reflects massive failure to inform, or 
widespread misconception among the local workers. 

¶ Freedom to join protests/assemble/ seek redress for grievances: Majority 
(56%) said that they were prohibited (by employers) to join public actions or 
protests. Men are the majority among those prohibited to join. This is not 
illegal per se, but can be a violation of the right to seek redress if this is used to 
threaten or prevent the migrants from airing their legitimate grievances. 

 
b. Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad: 

¶ Freedom of movement ς Majority have no or severely restricted freedom. This 
contrasts with those who work in the origin country only (big majority have 
full/general freedom of movement). Men are the big majority among those 
with full or general freedom. Women are the big majority for those with severe 
restrictions or no freedom at all. 

¶ Freedom to communicate - The majority have full or general freedom to 
communicate (but much lower majority compared to those working in the 
origin country only). 41% have severely restricted or no freedom. Men are the 
big majority among those with full freedom; women are the majority among 
those with severe restrictions or no freedom at all. 

¶ Freedom to unionize/join organizations ς There is a more pronounced 
restriction abroad (compared to those working in the origin country only): the 
overwhelming majority (91.6%) said that they are prohibited by employers or 
the government in joining unions or organizations. Again, this is alarming 
considering that all of the origin and destination countries surveyed (except 
Taiwan) are members of the ILO; this flouts the fundamental ILO conventions. 
Men are the big majority among those with full freedom; women are the 
majority among those prohibited by employers. 

¶ Freedom to join protests/assemble/seek redress of grievances ς the 
overwhelming majority said that they are prohibited in joining public 
actions/protests. Men are the big majority among those with full freedom; 
women are the majority among those who said that they are prohibited from 
joining public actions/protests. 

 
11. Labor violations experienced by the respondents 
 

a. Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only: Complained against 
labor (contract) violations ς Few (11%) filed complaints against labor (contract) 
violations. Men are the big majority among those who did not file complaints. 
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b. Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad: Complained against labor (contract) 
violations ς Few (10%) filed complaints against labor/contract violations, similar to 
respondents who worked in the origin. Women are the majority among those who 
did not file complaints against labor violations. 

 
The proportion of those actually filing complaints against labor violations is low but 
significant, and could be increased if access to complaints/redress procedures and access to 
justice is improved, especially for migrant workers who, as foreigners, face many deterrents 
in making complaints/seeking redress. 
 
12. Physical, verbal, sexual and similar abuses by the employer 
 

a. Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only: 

¶ More than a quarter of respondents said that they experienced at least one 
type of abuse, of which 7% experienced multiple abuses. Men are the big 
majority among those who did not suffer any abuse. Women are the big 
majority among those who suffered multiple abuses. 

¶ An unacceptable 8% suffered physical violence (with physical contact), and 4% 
suffered sexual violence (with physical contact).  

¶ The research validates the strong gender-based pattern of violence/abuse: 
Women are the big majority among those who suffered physical violence; 
women are the majority among those who suffered sexual abuse/harassment 
(no physical contact); women are the overwhelming majority of those who 
suffered sexual abuse/violence (with physical contact). 

¶ Complained against abuses: The overwhelming majority (98%) did not file 
complaints against the abuses. Women are the majority among those who filed 
complaints against abuses. 
 

b. Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad: 

¶ More than a fifth experienced at least 1 type of abuse, of which 6% suffered 
multiple abuses (2 or more types); this is slightly lower than the incidence for 
those working at home, but still means more than 1 in every 5 respondents are 
abused. Men are the majority among those who did not suffer any abuse. 
Women are the big majority among those who experienced multiple abuses. 

¶ An unacceptable 8% experienced physical violence/abuse (with physical 
contact); 2.3% experienced sexual abuse/violence. Women are the big majority 
of those who suffer physical violence/abuse (with physical contact); even 
bigger majority among those who suffered sexual abuse/violence.  

¶ Complained against abuses: The overwhelming majority did not make nay 
formal complaint against the abuses; this is very closely similar to respondents 
who work in the origin only. Women are the majority among those who filed 
complaints against the abuses. 
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13. Reasons why respondent lost or left last job 
 

a. Respondents whose jobs are/were in the origin country only: 

¶ The top reason why respondents in origin (almost a third of respondents) 
left/lost their last job (jobs in the origin countries only) is wage problem 
(low/poor wage; not sufficient; need better income/salary).  

¶ This affirms the earlier observation of low pay/wage and work that is not 
sufficient to sustain a decent life for the worker and her/his family. This is one 
of the main drivers of overseas labor migration.  

¶ The top reasons cited by the respondents for leaving/losing their last jobs (in 
the origin country) are all personal and/or family-related (i.e. not macro or 
community/society-related). The top reasons are almost all economic or job-
related -- the dominant reason (by 34% of respondents) is economic/income-
related (poor or insufficient income, need to improve financial/economic 
condition); the next two reasons are job-ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘΥ άƴƻƴ-ŘŜŎŜƴǘέ ǿƻǊƪΣ ƻǊ 
problems with the work (e.g. poor working conditions, unsatisfactory terms of 
work, etc.), or wanting to get better jobs, including abroad. The rest are non-
economic reasons (family needs, health, abuses). 
 

b. Respondents whose jobs are/were abroad: 

¶ The top two reasons are similar to reasons of respondents with jobs in the 
origin country only. For those with jobs abroad, the predominant reason in 
leaving/losing the last job (41% of respondents) is job-related (nature or terms 
of work, problems with the working conditions); this implies that the 
respondents found the terms/conditions of work abroad unsatisfactory ς i.e. 
the work abroad does not necessarily improve or provide better working 
ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΦ {ƛƴŎŜΣ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ άƭŀǎǘ Ƨƻōέ όǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƭƻǎǘκƭŜŦǘύ Ƴŀȅ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŀ 
job in the home country, then the same logic applies: the respondent left the 
local job to seek (better) work abroad.  The next major reason is 
economic/income related (need for higher or more steady income, better 
financial/economic condition for family).  

¶ Reintegration/wanting to return for good to the origin country figures among 
the top reasons why respondents (with work abroad) left their last job. This is a 
counterargument to the oftentimes unfounded fear that lower-skilled migrants 
are out to flood the destination country, steal local jobs and stay/settle there; 
the desire to return back to their families in the country of origin remains high 
in the agenda of the migrant workers. The rest of the reasons are mostly non-
economic. Note that abuses at work is the top non-economic reason for 
leaving/losing the job. Health issues/problems is also a major non-economic 
reason. 

 
14. Decision-making in working abroad 
 

a. At the time of the survey, the overwhelming majority (93%) of all origin 
respondents were processing for work abroad. Women are the majority among 
them.  
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b. Majority said that this was not their first time to work abroad (i.e. they are repeat 
migrants). Women are the majority among first-time migrants. Men and woman  
are fairly evenly distributed among the repeat migrants. 

 
c. Majority of the respondents said that they initiated the decision, then 

discussed/consulted and finalized the decision with the family. More than a 
quarter of the respondents said that they decided by themselves.  
-Women are the big majority among those who initiated the move then 
finalized/prepared with the family. Men are the majority among those who 
decided by themselves. 

 
These results show the high level of dependency of respondents on income/work abroad, 
through repeated cycles of vicarious, temporary jobs abroad; as mentioned, this cyclical 
pattern repeatedly exposes the respondents to unscrupulous recruitment practices, 
especially exorbitant fees. 
 
There is also a high level of individual/personal initiative in starting the decision/plan to go 
abroad, with women being the big majority among those who do this; but the final decision 
is still made together with the family. This indicates that a big proportion of women at the 
origin take a more pro-active role in initiating the move to work abroad. The results also 
show the traditional power of men to initiate and finalize decisions by themselves, including 
in working abroad. 
  
15. Reasons for working abroad 
 

a. The research validates that the foremost reason for working abroad (cited by a 
69% majority of respondents) is economic/financial/ income related. The research 
shows that it is not joblessness per se that is the top motivator, but the desire to 
improvŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜκŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅΦ 
 

b. The next main reason, although cited by only a 9% minority, is personal and non-
economic: self-ƎǊƻǿǘƘΣ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜΣ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΤ 
for respondents, going abroad is a way to achieve this.  

 
c. Job-related reasons (unemployment/finding job abroad, or finding better jobs or 

better terms/working conditions abroad) are the other top motivations of 
respondents in wanting to go abroad. 

 
16. Reasons for returning home from abroad 
 

a. The predominant reason for returning to the origin country is job-related (32% of 
respondents) ς job nature, terms of employment, conditions of work abroad is not 
satisfactory. Economic/financial reasons come second (basically insufficient/ 
unsteady income, wage/income problems abroad). 
 

b. The desire to reintegrate/go home for good is among the top reasons for leaving 
the host country and returning to the origin ς in various contexts, including 
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pressure/desire of the family for the respondent to return, family needs/problems, 
ǊŜǳƴƛǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΣ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎκōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǳǇ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎκƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
home country, etc.).  

 
c. Non-economic reasons including visa issues, health, abuses come next. Finding a 

job (back in the home country) is low in the list of reasons.    
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CHAPTER 3: 
KEY RESULTS OF THE SURVEY IN DESTINATION COUNTRIES: 

JOB PROFILE & WORKING CONDITIONS ABROAD 
 
This chapter presents the results of the baseline survey in the six countries of destination, 
focusing on the working conditions and actual situation of the migrant workers 
(respondents) in those countries. We want to analyze if the respondents, who went through 
the various recruitment and labor migration channels, ended up in decent jobs and fair 
working conditions in the countries of employment. Have the international, bilateral and 
national standards helped protect the respondents against recruitment abuses and labor 
rights violations, and enabled them to secure decent jobs abroad? 
 
A. PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS IN COUNTRIES 

OF DESTINATION 
 
1. Demographic profile 
 
See Appendices 2 and 4 for the summary of 
statistical results. The results are gender-
disaggregated. 
 
The destination country survey interviewed a total 
of 1,265 migrant-respondents based in six 
countries, distributed as follows: Bahrain (9%), 
Lebanon (10%), Malaysia (8%), Singapore (9%), 
Taiwan (32%), and Thailand (32%). 
 
Following are the demographic characteristics of 
the respondents: 

¶ Origin: The top countries of origin of the 
respondents are (descending order): 
Philippines (39.9% of respondents); 
Myanmar (30.8%); Bangladesh (8.3%); 
Indonesia (4.5%); Vietnam (3.8%); Sri 
Lanka (3.5%); India (2.9%); Nepal (2.2%). 
Other origin countries cited by 
respondents are: Egypt, Ethiopia, Ivory 
Coast, Kenya, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sudan.  
 
The big majority (79.0%) come from 
Southeast Asia. 

 

¶ Gender: Majority of the respondents are 
women (59.3%).  

 

¶ Formal education: Majority (64.5%) have 
Figure 6: Graphs of selected demographics of 
respondents in the destination survey 



 

 79 

below college/university education. In contrast to the origin country, the 
destination country respondents have higher levels of formal education: more 
respondents with university/college education (10.5% in origin survey vs. 35.5% in 
destination survey respondents); and less respondents with no/primary education 
only (59.7% in origin survey vs. 29.0% in destination survey). 

 
Women respondents are the majority among those without formal education 
(58.5% of respondents), and those with vocational/technical education (55.0%). 
But women are also the majority among those with higher levels of education ς 
those with secondary/junior HS (57.2%), university/college (69.8%), and post-
graduate education (92.9%).  

 

¶ Marital status: Majority of the respondents (50.6%) are single/never married. This 
contrasts with the origin country respondents where married/living with 
spouse/partner are the majority (76.4%). Women are the majority across almost 
all categories of marital status: single/never married (64.1%); widowed (89.5%); 
divorced/separated (85.7%). Males have a slight majority (50%) among those 
married/living with partner. 

 

¶ Age: The average age of respondents is 31.8 years. This is near, but lower than, the 
average age of origin country respondents (34.1 years). Again this means that the 
destination country respondents are at the prime of their labor productivity. 
Average age of female and male respondents are nearly the same, with females 
being very slightly older at 31.78 years, compared to males at 31.69. 

 

¶ Number of dependents: On average, the respondents regularly support 
(financially) 3 to 4 people. This is slightly lower than the average for origin country 
respondents (4 to 5 dependents). On average, female and male respondents 
regularly support almost the same number of dependents (3.30 and 3.34 people, 
respectively). 

 
2. Employment/income profile and security of stay of respondents (current/last job 

abroad) 
 
Appendix 4 gives the summary statistical results. The results are gender disaggregated. 
 
Current employment status (in destination country) 
 
The overwhelming majority (92.3%) of respondents are currently employed. Women are the 
majority among those who are unemployed/no steady employment (53.5%), trainees 
(54.5%), and the employed (59.4%). 
 
Type of job (ISCO-88 classification) 
 
The big majority of respondents (80.1%) have elementary jobs. Women are the majority in 
both elementary and non-elementary job categories (59.8% and 53.6%, respectively). 
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The big majority (78.3%) have non-DW jobs; this means that a significant 21.7% have DW 
jobs. Women are the overwhelming majority (94.6%) in DW jobs; males are the majority 
(51.1%) in non-domestic work jobs. 
 
Top jobs (ISCO-88 classification) 
 
The top jobs are (descending order): Elementary-laborer (49.7% of respondents); 
elementary-DW/cleaner (19.2%); machine operator (5.3%); personal care worker, caregiver, 
etc. (2.8%); electrical/electronic mechanic, servicer (2.2%); building finisher (1.5%); and 
elementary-building caretaker (1.3%). 
 
Women are the majority in the following job types: Elementary job-domestic worker/ 
cleaner (94.6%); machine operator-factory (67.2%); personal care worker, caregiver, 
beautician (97.1%); plant operator (90%); teaching professional (100%); trades/artisan 
(66.7%). 
 
Men are the majority in the following job types: Building finisher (84.2%); computer 
associates, architect, engineer, physical science workers  (66.7%); drivers (100%); 
elementary job-building caretaker/cleaner (82.4%); elementary jobs-laborer (52.0%); 
elementary job-porter, messenger, watchperson (75.0%); elementary job-sales/vendor 
(100%); fishery/forestry worker (100%); metal works (80.0%); protective services/security 
guard (100%); salesperson/market seller/call center worker (54.5%). 
 
Stability/ security of job and stay abroad 
 

¶ Valid visa: The big majority (87.4%) have valid visa.  Women are the majority in 
both categories: those with valid visa (58.5%), and those without (63.0%). 
 

¶ Valid work permit: The big majority (86.4%) have valid work permits. Women are 
the majority in both categories: those with valid work permit (58.6%), and those 
without (62.9%). 

 

¶ Written employment contract: Only a little over half (53.4%) have written 
contracts; ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ if they have 
contracts at all. Women are the majority in all categories: those with written 
ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ όсрΦл҈ύΤ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ όрпΦн҈ύΤ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ όрнΦф҈ύΦ 

 

¶ Contract period: For those with contracts, the big majority (75%) have contracts 
with definite length; the average contract period is 31.2 months (2.6 years). 

 

¶ Renewable contract: Less than half (49%) have renewable contracts; the rest are 
not renewable (39%) or tƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ όмн҈ύ. 

 

¶ Length of stay in this destination country: The average is 5.2 years. 
 

¶ Length of stay abroad: The average is 5.7 years. 
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B. WORKING CONDITIONS, LABOR RIGHTS, ABUSES ς CURRENT JOB ABROAD 
 
1. Working conditions 
 
Monthly pay and hours of work 
 

¶ Monthly pay: The average 
monthly pay is US$ 434; 
majority of respondents 
(57.2%) have wages below 
this average.  
 
This is more than 2.85 times 
(185% higher than) the 
monthly wage of 
respondents in the origin 
with jobs in the origin 
country only (USD 152); this 
is 1.42 times (42% higher 
than) the monthly wage of respondents in the origin who have/had jobs abroad 
(USD 306).  As discussed in the previous chapter, the big income differential 
between jobs in the origin compared to jobs abroad is a top reason why 
respondents seek work abroad. 
 
Gender disaggregation: The women and men have nearly the same average 
monthly wage (USD 434 for women vs. USD 439 for men). 

 

¶ Hours worked: The average is 10.7 hours/day. Almost half (47.9%) have working 
hours longer than this average; less than a  third (31.1%) have working hours of 8 
hours or less. This is 9% (almost 1 hour) longer than the average work hours of 
respondents with jobs in the origin country only (9.8 hours/day). 
 
Gender disaggregation: Women on average, work longer hours than men (11.1 
hours/day for women vs. 10.1 hours/day for men; or 1 hour longer work for 
women). 
 

Days off, holidays, accommodations 
 

¶ Days off: The average is 3.96 days off per month (0.99 days off per week; or 1 day 
off every 7.1 days). The big majority (71.3%) have weekly days off (at least 4 
days/month). This is below the standard 1 day off per week; this is similar to the 
situation of respondents with jobs in the origin country (0.92 days off per week). 
 
Gender disaggregation: Women, on average, have less days off per month (3.77 
days/month for women vs. 4.24 days for men). Note that women have less than 1 
day off per week (0.94 days/week, or 1 day off every 7.4 days), while men have 
more than 1 day off every 7 days (1 day off every 6.6 days). 

Figure 7: Average monthly pay (based on destination survey) 
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¶ Public holidays: Only 28.2% get all the public holidays (same holidays as all other 
workers in the host country); 29.6% get no holidays at all.  This is actually better 
than the situation of respondents with jobs in the origin countries (19.8% get all 
the holidays; 54.0% get no holidays at all). 
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority in all categories: those who get all 
the public holidays (53.5%), those who get only some holidays (51.1%0; and those 
who do not get any holiday (75.1%). Note that women are the large majority 
among those without public holidays. 

 

¶ Quarters/accommodations provided by employer: Only 30.4% are provided free 
accommodations by the employer; the majority (51.7%) do not accommodations 
paid by the employer.  
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority in all categories: those provided 
with free accommodations (68.7%); those who partly pay for it (60.2%); and those 
who fully pay for their accommodations (53.0%). 

 

¶ Enough privacy: The big majority (76.0%) have enough privacy.  
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority among those who have enough 
privacy (62.3%); men are the majority among those who do not have enough 
privacy (51.5%). 

 
Insurance and social protection 
 

¶ Accident/life insurance: Less than half (41.8%) have accident/life insurance paid by 
the employer. The rest have no accident/life insurance paid by employer (46.6%), 
ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ όмлΦу҈ύ. Those who do not have insurance, and those who do not 
know, compose the majority (57.4%). This is a big problem, but not as widespread 
as among the origin respondents (85҈ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύΦ 
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority across all categories: those with 
insurance paid by employers (58.6%), ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴǎǳǊance (paid by 
employer) (58.9%), and ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ όслΦс҈ύΦ 

 

¶ Health/medical insurance: Majority (58.1%) got health/medical insurance paid by 
employer. The rest have no insurance paid by employer (31.6%), or ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 
(9.6%).  In contrast to the respondents in the origin country, only a minority 
(41.2%) of the destination respondents are potentially or actually not covered by 
health insurance. Still, this is a significant number (more than 2 in every 5) without 
health insurance. 
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority across all categories: those with 
ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ǇŀƛŘ ōȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ όсмΦн҈ύΤ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ όǇŀƛŘ 
ōȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊύ όрнΦс҈ύΤ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ όспΦл҈ύΦ 
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¶ Retirement protection: The big majority (74.1%) are not covered by any retirement 
scheme; 19.7% ŘƻƴΩǘ know. The combined number of those without retirement 
protection and those who do not know is an overwhelming 93.8% of the 
destination respondents. This echoes the situation of the origin respondents (at 
least 96% of respondents potentially without retirement protection). 
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority in all categories: those with 
retirement scheme fully paid by employer (62.2%); scheme partly paid by 
employer (62.5%); paid fully by worker (85.7%); not covered by any scheme 
(58Φо҈ύΤ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ όруΦл҈ύΦ 

 
2. Contract problems, including contract substitution 
 

¶ Written contract before departure: Majority (61.4%) got a copy of the written 
contract before departure; this means a significant proportion (38.6%) did not get 
a copy before departure.  
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority in both categories: those with 
written contract (i.e. got written copy, or read the full contract but not given copy) 
before departure (66.1%); and those with no written contract (i.e. shown but not 
read full contract, only verbal contract, or no terms of work at all) (51.0%).  
 
Further disaggregation of data shows that men are the majority among those who 
were shown a contract in a language they could not understand (53.8%), or only 
had verbal agreement (55.0%). Those with no verbal or any terms of work is almost 
equally split between women and men (50.6% and 49.4%, respectively). 

 

¶ Actual pay  vs. amount stated in contract: The big majority (78.4%) got same or 
higher pay than stated in contract; this means a significant number (21.6%) were 
paid lower than stated in the contract.  
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority across all categories: those who 
said actual pay is the same/better than amount stated in the contract (62.0%); and 
those who said that actual pay is lower than the amount stated in the contract 
(62.6%). 

 

¶ Contents of the contract before departure and after: For the big majority (83.8%), 
the contact had the same or better provision; for 14.3%, the provisions are worse.  
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority in both categories: those who 
said that the contents of the contract before departure and the one on site is the 
same or better (64.8%); and those who said that the contract on site is worse or no 
way of comparing because they had no/not allowed to read the contract (60.2%). 

 

¶ Contract substitution: All contract problems considered, the big majority (83.4%) 
did not suffer contract substitution (contract before departure not honored, or the 
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terms became worse, at the destination); this means that a significant 16.2% 
suffered contract substitution.  
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority  (60.9%) among those who 
experienced contract substitution. 

 
3. Labor rights, freedoms, abuses 
 
Labor rights and freedoms 
 

¶ Freedom of movement: The big majority (86.8%) are fully or generally free to 
move; this means 13.2% had no or severely restricted movement. This is similar to 
(slightly better than) the situation of respondents with jobs in the origin country 
(82.5% full/general freedom; 17.3% severely restricted/no freedom). 
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority across all categories: those with 
full freedom of movement (51.6%); those with general freedom/some restrictions 
(67.1%); those with little freedom/severe restrictions (79.2%); and those with no 
freedom to move (81.6%). Note that women constitute the big majority for those 
with little or no freedom to move. 

 

¶ Freedom to communicate: The overwhelming majority (94.4%) are fully or 
generally free to communicate; this means 5.6% severely or no freedom to 
communicate. This is similar to (slightly better than) the situation of respondents 
with jobs in the origin country (92.1% with full/general freedom; 7.8% with 
severely restricted/no freedom). 
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority across all categories: those with 
full freedom to communicate (54.3%); those with general freedom/some 
restrictions (75.8%); those with little freedom/severe restrictions (90.9%); and 
those with no freedom to communicate (93.8%). Note again that women 
constitute the great majority among those with little or no freedom to 
communicate. 

 

¶ Freedom to join unions/organizations: Majority (64.2%) are free to join; 34.6% 
prohibited by employer; 1Φн҈ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΦ This is actually better than the situation 
of respondents with jobs in the origin country (45.6% free to join; 54.4% prohibited 
by employer/government). 
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority across all categories: those who 
can freely join unions/organizations (57.6%), those who cannot join/prohibited by 
employer (62.6%), and those who do not know (75.0%). 

 

¶ Freedom to join protests: Majority (54.6%) are free to join; 44.2% are prohibited 
by employers; 1.2҈ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. This is actually better than the situation of 
respondents with jobs in the origin country (44.3% free to join; 55.7% prohibited 
by employer). 
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Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority across all categories: those who 
can freely join protests/mass actions (56.2%); those who cannot join/prohibited by 
employer (62.6%), and those who do not know (75.0%). Again, the proportion of 
women are much higher among those who are prohibited to join or do not know if 
they can join protests/assemblies. 

 
Physical, verbal, sexual abuses by the employer 
 
More than a quarter of respondents (26.6%) experienced at least 1 type of abuse 
(physical/verbal/sexual/etc.), of which 4.4% experienced multiple (2 or more) types of 
abuses. This is nearly the same situation as the respondents with jobs in the origin country 
(26.4% experienced at least 1 type of abuse). Women are the big majority (73.6%) of those 
who suffered multiple abuses. 
 
In terms of specific types of abuse: Nearly a quarter of respondents (23.4%) experienced 
verbal/psychological/emotional abuse (no physical contact): a small but significant number 
(4.2%) experienced physical violence (with physical contact). A small but significant number 
(2.8%) of respondents (almost 3 in every 100 respondents) experienced sexual harassment 
(no physical contact); and 1 in every 100 (0.9%) said that they suffered sexual abuse (with 
physical contact). 
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority (58.2%) of those who suffered from 
verbal/emotional/psychological abuses (no physical contact). Women are an even bigger 
majority (69.8%) of those who suffered from physical violence (with physical contact). They 
are also the big majority (80.0%) of those who experienced sexual harassment (no physical 
contact), and those who suffered sexual abuses (with physical contact) (75.0%). 
 
Confiscation by employer of travel and personal documents 
 
Almost half (49.2%) of respondents experienced having been asked to surrender and/or had 
at least one of their personal documents (passport, ID, work permit, bankbook) taken/held 
by the employer; some of the respondents refused to give their documents. Of these, a 
significant number (41.5%), or more than 2 out of every 5 respondents, have at least 1 of 
their personal documents actually taken by the employer. The 7.7 percentage-point 
difference represent the 7.7% of respondents who did not give/surrender their documents 
even if the employer asked for it. 

 
Of the respondents whose documents were taken by the employer: 28.4% had one type of 
document confiscated, and 13.1% had multiple (two or more) types of documents taken.  
 
More than a quarter of the respondents (27.6%) said that at least one of their documents is 
still with the employer at the time of the survey. 
 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the majority (60.5%) among those whose personal 
documents (at least one) were asked, taken or kept by the employer. They are the majority 
(56.2%) of those who said that the employer still keeps at least one of their documents (at 
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the time of the survey); of these, almost 1 in every 7 women (15%) said that the employer 
will keep their document throughout their employment. 
 
Specific documents taken/kept by employer: 

¶ Passport: 37.5% of respondents had their passports taken by the employer; 9.4% 
of respondents said passport still with employer at the time of the survey. On 
average, the employer held the passport for 30.9 months (2.6 years); 

¶ Identity card or document: 4.4% of respondents had their identification documents 
taken by employer; 0.9% said their ID was still with the employer at the time of the 
survey. On average, the employer held the identity card for 16.9 months (1.4 
years); 

¶ Work permit: 14.4% of respondents had their work permits taken by the employer; 
4.9% said work permit still with employer at the time of the survey. On average, 
the employer held the work permit for 25.8 months (2.2 years); 

¶ Bankbook/ATM card: 1.3% of respondents had their bankbook/ATM taken by 
employer; 0.4% said bankbook/ATM still with employer at the time of the survey. 
On average, the employer held the ATM card/bankbook for 28.7 months (2.4 
years). 

 
Gender disaggregation: Women are the big majority of the respondents whose personal 
documents were taken by the employer -- passport (62.6% are women); ID card (73.2% are 
women); work permit (69.6% are women); ATM/bankbook (62.5% are women).   
 
hƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΣ ƳŜƴΩǎ ǇŀǎǎǇorts and work permits were held by employers longer than the 
ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ -- ƳŜƴΩǎ ǇŀǎǎǇƻǊǘ ǿŜǊŜ ƘŜƭŘ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ average of 39.17 months (3.3 years) vs. 27.54 
months (2.3 years) for womenΤ ƳŜƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƘŜƭŘ ŦƻǊ ооΦлс ƳƻƴǘƘǎ (2.8 years) 
vs. 23.13 months (1.9 years) for women.  
 
²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ L5 ŎŀǊŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƘŜƭŘ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƳŜƴΩǎ: 17.5 months (1.4 years) for women vs. 16.5 
months (1.4 years) for men; their ATM cards/bankbook were also held much longer than 
ƳŜƴΩǎ: 33.0 months (2.75 years) for women vs. 18.7 months (1.6 years) for men. 
 
C. COMPARING JOB CONDITIONS OF RESPONDENTS AT THE ORIGIN & ABROAD 
 
Let us bring together the results from Chapter 2 (working conditions of respondents in the 
origin) and this chapter (working conditions of respondents in the destination). The table 
below summarizes and compares the conditions of work for jobs in the origin country vs. 
jobs in the destination countries. (For jobs in the origin country: the table below refers to 
respondents whose jobs are in the origin country only, and excludes respondents at the 
origin whose jobs are abroad.) 
 

Jobs in the origin country (based on 
origin survey; excluding jobs abroad) 

Jobs abroad (based on destination 
survey) 

Which situation 
is better? 

¶ Big majority (73%): non-elementary 
jobs; but mostly lower-paying jobs; 

¶ Men are the big majority among 
those with non-elementary jobs; 

¶ Big majority (80%): elementary 
jobs; women are the majority in 
elementary jobs;  

¶ Big majority (78%): non-DW jobs; 

 



 

 87 

Jobs in the origin country (based on 
origin survey; excluding jobs abroad) 

Jobs abroad (based on destination 
survey) 

Which situation 
is better? 

¶ Overwhelming majority (95%): non-
DW jobs; 5% DW; all (100%) those 
in DW jobs are women. 

22% DW; women overwhelming 
majority (95%) of those with DW 
jobs. 

¶ Big majority (85%) have renewable 
contracts; but many are temporary; 

¶ Big majority (76%) have no written 
contracts; men are big majority 
(83%) among those with no written 
contract; 

¶ Majority of contracts (55%) have no 
definite length; for those with 
definite period, average is 2.3 
years. 

¶ Minority (49% or less than half) 
have renewable contracts; 

¶ Majority (53%) have written 
contracts; women are the majority 
(65%) of those with written 
contracts;  

¶ Big majority of contracts (75%) 
have definite length; average 
contract period is 2.6 years. 

¶ Origin is 
better. 

¶ Abroad is 
better. 
 

 

¶ Abroad is 
better. 

¶ Average wage: USD 152 per month; 
similar wage for men and women. 

¶ Average wage: USD 434 per 
month; similar wage for men and 
women. 

¶ Abroad is 
better 

¶ Average 9.8 hours work per day;  

¶ Women work 1.4 hours longer than 
men. 

¶ Average 10.7 hours/day;   

¶ Women work 1 hour longer than 
men. 

¶ Origin is 
better; but 
not for 
women 

¶ Less than 1 day off/week (0.92 
days/week, or 1 day off every 7.6 
days); women get 1 day off every 
9.8 days; men get 1 day off every 7 
days; 

¶ 20% get all public holidays; 54% get 
no holidays at all. 

¶ Less than 1 day off per week (0.99 
days/week, or 1 day off every 7.1 
days); women get 1 day off every 
7.4 days; men get 1 day off every 
6.6 days; 

¶ 28% get all public holidays; 30% 
get no holiday at all. 

¶ Abroad is 
better, 
including for 
women. 

 

¶ Abroad is 
better. 

¶ Big majority (85%) have no life/ 
ŀŎŎƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΤ  

¶ Men are the big majority (74%) 
among those with no insurance. 

¶ Majority (57%) have no life/ 
ŀŎŎƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΤ  

¶ Women are the majority (59%) 
among those with no insurance. 

¶ Abroad is 
better. 

¶ Big majority (89%) have no health/ 
medical insurance (paid by 
employer) ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ;  

¶ Men are the majority (76%) among 
those with no health/ medical 
insurance 

¶ Minority (41%) have no health/ 
medical insurance (paid by 
employer) ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΤ  

¶ Women are the majority (53%) 
among those with no health/ 
medical insurance. 

¶ Abroad is 
better. 

¶ Overwhelming majority (97%) have 
no ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ 
know;  

¶ Men are the big majority (72%) 
among those with no retirement 
protection. 

¶ Overwhelming majority (94%) 
have no retirement protection or 
ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΤ 

¶ Women are the majority (58%) 
among those with no retirement 
protection. 

¶ Equally bad, 
but origin 
even more 
so. 

¶ Big majority (83%) have full or 
general freedom of movement; 
17% have no freedom or are 
severely restricted;  

¶ Women majority among those 

¶ Big majority (87%) have full or 
general freedom of movement; 
13% have no freedom or are 
severely restricted;  

¶ Women are the big majority  

¶ Abroad is 
better. 
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Jobs in the origin country (based on 
origin survey; excluding jobs abroad) 

Jobs abroad (based on destination 
survey) 

Which situation 
is better? 

severely restricted (56%); big 
majority (85%) among those with 
no freedom of movement. 

among those severely restricted 
(79%), and with no freedom 
(82%). 

¶ Overwhelming majority (92%) have 
general or full freedom to 
communicate; 8% are severely 
restricted or no freedom at all; 

¶ Women are overwhelming majority 
(100%) among those with no 
freedom to communicate. 

¶ Overwhelming majority (94%) 
have full or general freedom to 
communicate; 6% have no 
freedom/severely restricted;  

¶ Women are overwhelming 
majority among those severely 
restricted (91%), and with no 
freedom (94%). 

¶ Abroad is 
better.  

¶ Minority (46%) have freedom to 
join organizations/ unions; majority 
(54%) are prohibited (by employer 
or government); 

¶ Men are the majority (67%) among 
those with no freedom/prohibited 
by employers to join unions/ 
organizations. 

¶ Majority (64%) have freedom to 
join organizations/unions; 36% are 
ǇǊƻƘƛōƛǘŜŘ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΤ  
 

¶ Women are the majority (63%) 
among those with no freedom/ 
prohibited by employers. 

¶ Abroad is 
better.  

¶ Minority (44%) have freedom to 
join public actions or protests; 56% 
are prohibited (by employers); 

¶ Men are the majority (66%) among 
those prohibited by employers to 
join protests/public actions 

¶ Majority (55%) have freedom to 
join public actions or protests; 
пр҈ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻƘƛōƛǘŜŘκŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΤ  

¶ Women are the majority (63%) 
among those who are prohibited. 

¶ Abroad is 
better. 

¶ More than a quarter (26%) 
experienced at least one type of 
abuse, of which 7% suffered 
multiple abuses; women are the big 
majority (80%) among those who 
suffered multiple abuses; 

¶ 8% suffered physical violence (with 
physical contact); 4% suffered 
sexual harassment (no physical 
contact); another 4% suffered 
sexual abuse (with physical 
contact);  

¶ Women are the big majority (73%) 
of those who suffered physical 
violence; majority (60%) of those 
who suffered sexual abuse (no 
physical contact); overwhelming 
majority (100%) of those who 
suffered sexual violence (with 
physical contact). 

¶ More than a quarter (27%) 
experienced at least 1 type of 
abuse, of which 4% suffered 
multiple abuses; women are the 
big majority (74%) among those 
who suffered multiple abuses; 

¶ 4% suffered physical violence 
(with physical contact); 3% 
suffered sexual harassment (no 
physical contact); another 1% 
suffered sexual abuse (with 
physical contact); 

¶ Women are the big majority (70%) 
of those who suffered physical 
violence; big majority (80%) of 
those who suffered sexual abuse 
(no physical contact); big majority 
(75%) of those who suffered 
sexual violence (with physical 
contact).  

¶ Similar 
levels in 
general; 
higher 
proportion 
in origin of 
multiple 
abuses, 
physical 
violence, 
sexual 
abuse 

 
The wage differential is the most significant advantage of the jobs abroad. But it can also be 
seen that jobs abroad seem to provide better benefits to the workers than jobs in their own 
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countries: better levels of insurance coverage, more formalized employment relations 
(written contracts, definite contract period), better terms of work (holidays, days off), 
better upholding of labor rights and freedoms, and even slightly lower levels of abuses.  
 
These seem to be strong enough to offset the longer working hours abroad, all the 
recruitment costs and hurdles, separation from the family, and the other social, gender, 
racial and class issues related to staying and working abroad as laborer, domestic worker or 
migrant worker. 
 
We can also note that the gender biases experienced by women respondents in the origin 
countries, are still present, and are also prevalent, in the destination countries. But the 
wage-earning power, and the more formalized employment relations and status of women 
migrants as workers abroad, afford them significant improvements in their economic and 
social status. 
 
D. CHAPTER SYNTHESIS: KEY RESULTS & FINDINGS (CHAPTER 3) 
 
What can we conclude and recommend based on the results presented in this chapter? 
 
1. Profile of respondents in the destination countries 

 
a. The top countries of origin of the respondents are in southeast Asia ς Philippines, 

Myanmar (Burma), Indonesia and Vietnam. Bangladesh is the top origin in south 
Asia. Recall that these are respondents only in the six destination countries 
surveyed (Bahrain, Lebanon, Malaysia, Singapore, Taiwan and Thailand). 

 
b. Majority of the respondents are young (average 32 years old), women, with up to 

secondary (below university) education, single/never married, and regularly 
supporting at least 3 dependents. 

 
c. Compared to the origin survey respondents, the destination respondents are 

about the same age, i.e. young and at the prime of labor productivity; men and 
women have nearly similar age. The destination respondents are one level higher 
in terms of formal education; like in the origin survey, women are the majority 
among those without or with lower formal education. In contrast to the origin 
respondents, the majority of destination respondents are married/living with 
partner. The destination respondents are supporting one less person than the 
origin respondents. 

 
Except for the marital status, the average demographics of the destination and origin 
respondents are fairly similar. The labor migration flows also have strong intra-Asian 
features. Therefore, recruitment and migration policies and programs in the origin and 
destination countries need to involve these Asian countries and deal with a similar group of 
young, mobile workers, majority of who are women, with at least 3 dependents, and have 
lower-levels of formal education. 
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2. Current employment status (in destination country; at time of survey) 
 
As to be expected, the overwhelming majority are currently employed in the destination 
country. However, almost 8% of respondents were unemployed at the time of the survey. 
Women are the majority among those employed, and also the unemployed. 
 
3. Type of jobs 
 

a. The big majority have elementary jobs; women are the majority among those with 
elementary, and also with non-elementary, jobs in the destination country. 
 

b. The big majority have non-DW jobs in the destination country; but a significant 
22% have DW jobs. On a per-job basis, those in DW jobs are the second biggest 
cluster of workers (second only to laborers) among the respondents in the 
destination country. Women are the overwhelming majority (95%) of those in DW 
jobs; men are the majority among those in non-DW jobs ς affirming the very 
strong gender stereotype in domestic work. 
 

c. The top jobs are all lower-paid types of work. Almost 50% of all respondents are in 
the elementary (labor) job. The top elementary jobs combined (laborer plus 
DW/cleaner) constitutes the big majority (69%) of all the destination survey 
respondents. 
 

d. The jobs show very strong gendered division of labor or gender stereotypes in the 
hiring of migrant workers abroad. Women are the majority in care-related work, 
factory work, teaching jobs. Men are the majority among building/construction 
workers, computers/architecture/engineering workers, drivers, elementary 
(laborers), elementary (sales/vendors), metal works, protective services/security, 
etc.  

 
e. These job patterns also validate the observation about the race, class and gender 

stereotypes in labor migration ς the big chunk of the respondents (migrant 
workers) are absorbed in lower-ǇŀƛŘΣ άо5έ όάŘƛǊǘȅΣ ŘŀƴƎŜǊƻǳǎΣ ŘƛǎƭƛƪŜŘέύ Ƨƻōǎ 
abroad; they are primarily hired in temporary, vicarious jobs abroad, with little job 
security/continuity, and no or minimal social protection. The differentials in wage, 
benefits and working conditions between the job at the origin and job abroad must 
be significant enough to draw the migrants to the work abroad ς or the migrants 
are ill- or misinformed about the realities of overseas work (if the differences in 
wage/benefits/working conditions are not actually significant). 

 
4. Stability/security of job and stay abroad 
 

a. The big majority (87%) have valid visa; the converse means that a significant 13% 
(or more than 1 in 10 respondents) are irregular migrants. Women are the majority 
among those with valid visa and those without. 
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b. The big majority have valid work permit; but a significant 14% have no work 
permit. Women are the majority among those with and without valid work permits 
in the destination country. 
 

c. Only a little over half (53%) have written employment contracts. Women are the 
majority among those with and without written contracts.  

¶ For those with contracts, the average contract period is 31.2 months (2.6 
years); 

¶ Less than half (49%) have renewable contracts; 

¶ On average, the respondents have stayed for 5.7 years abroad, of which 5.2 
years are in the current destination country. This means that they are generally 
on their second contract period in the current destination. 

 
Given that the jobs are mostly elementary or lower-paid, that close to half have no written 
contracts, that majority of the contracts are not renewable (and only lasts an average of 2.6 
years), and that not all have valid visa or work permit ς this means that the majority of 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ Ƨƻōǎ and visa status in the destination country. This is 
affirmed by the average length of stay abroad by the respondents of 5.7 years, or 2 contract 
periods. This would suggest frequent turnover and labor/job movements ς and thus 
recruitment and placement processing of the workers for jobs abroad.  
 
Women are in the majority in many of these situations. Combining the above 
mobility/unsecure employment situation with the young, single/unmarried, lower-educated 
demographics of the respondents means a high potential for mobility, labor/migration 
vulnerability, and therefore opportunities for abuse and exploitation of these migrant 
workers.  
 
Recruitment and migrant protection policies and regimes must therefore, be based on the 
framework/assumption of protecting migrant workers who have general and particular 
vulnerabilities ς as foreign workers and as women in temporary/lower-paid sectors, with 
lower levels of education, who are in cyclical labor mobility, and who will be drawn into/by 
temporary, lower paying jobs with no or little social, legal and/or human rights protection in 
the destination countries.  

 
International laws and standards obligate the duty-bearers (States of origin, transit and 
destination) to prevent abuses and exploitation of the workers in the recruitment, 
placement and employment process ς and to eliminate violence, forced labor, trafficking 
and exploitation of workers, including migrant women and domestic workers. The research 
results indicate structural and systemic risks and vulnerabilities of migrant workers; 
therefore, State/government intervention is necessary in each country and between/among 
the States ς the migrant workers in the vulnerable job categories could not be consigned to 
the forces of the market, particularly opportunistic, profit-seeking recruiters and traffickers. 
This suggests that the recruitment, placement and employment protection processes for 
migrant workers in these vulnerable job sectors must be at the control and effective 
management or supervision of the State, not in the hands of profit-seekers. This reaffirms 
the foundational logic and principle of the international (UN/ILO) standards ς that 
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employment services (including recruitment/placement of migrant workers) is a public 
service, rendered free as part of the duties of the State. 
 
5. Working conditions: Monthly pay 
 
The average monthly pay of the respondents is USD 434.  
 
Is this fair/decent wage? Is this significantly better than the monthly pay in the home 
country, such that migrants are drawn to overseas work? There is really no hard and fast 
standard on what amount qualifies as fair/decent/just wage for migrants in each destination 
country and/or job, for that matter.33 One practical reference maybe the USD 400/month 
minimum wage that the Philippine government requires employers to pay for hiring Filipino 
domestic workers abroad. The average monthly wage of the respondents in the destination 
survey iǎ ƻƴƭȅ ф҈ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ tƘƛƭƛǇǇƛƴŜΩǎ ƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ǿŀƎŜ ŦƻǊ a5²ǎΦ This is quite 
consistent with our earlier findings that a big proportion of the respondents are in the 
elementary (laborer and DW) jobs. 
 
Another comparison is the average wage of respondents in the origin survey: Chapter 2 
revealed that the average monthly pay of jobs in the origin countries is USD 152 
(respondents with jobs abroad have an average monthly pay USD 306). Therefore, the 
average wage of respondents in the destination survey (USD 434) is 2.9 (almost three times) 
the monthly pay of jobs in origin countries (and 1.4 times the monthly pay of origin 
respondents with jobs abroad). This is a big wage differential, which makes the wage in the 
destination very attractive to migrant workers in the elementary/lower-paid job sectors.   
 
The survey shows that majority of the respondents actually have wages below this average; 
it also shows that the average wage for women and men in the destination survey are 
nearly the same (USD 439 for men vs. USD 434 for women). Note though (see next section) 
that women work much longer hours for the same pay; therefore, women are still 
effectively paid less than men. 
 
6. Working conditions: Hours of work, rest days, holidays, living conditions 
 

a. Hours worked: Respondents work longer-than-standard hours: an average of 10.7 
hours per day. This is not necessarily a violation of the ILO 8-hour standard, 
especially if this includes rest hours and overtime/extra pay. The survey did not ask 
if the extra hours (beyond 8 hours per day) is paid overtime work. We also do not 
have data how 10.7 hours/day compares with the work hours of the other 
workers, especially non-migrant, in the destination countries. 
 
The survey reveals that less than a third of all the respondents have 8 or less hours 
of work per day, and that women respondents work longer (11.1 hours/day) than 
the men (10.1 hours/day). The longer hours for women might be partly due to the 
fact that a big portion of the women respondents are in the DW jobs, which are 

                                                      
33 {ŜŜ aC!Ωǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ōǊƛŜŦ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ŀ άǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǿŀƎŜέ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŀǘǘŜǊΤ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
MFA website, www.mfasia.org. 
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άƻƴ-Ŏŀƭƭέ ŀƴŘ άlive-inέ ōŀǎƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȄ destination countries surveyed, and 
therefore have longer work days.34 

 
b. Days off: On average, respondents have 3.96 days off per month, which is below 

the international standard of 4 days off per month (1 day off per week). Women 
have significantly less days off (3.77 days/month) than men (4.24 days/month); 
note that men get at least 1 day off per week, while women do not. 

 
c. Public (paid) holidays: Less than 30% of respondents got all the public holidays 

(paid) at par with other workers in the destination country. Indeed, almost 30% 
others did not get any of the public holidays at all. Women are the big majority 
(75%) among those who did not get any public holiday at all. 

 
d. Quarters/accommodations: Majority got no accommodations paid by the 

employer. Women are the majority among those provided free accommodations 
by the employer (consistent with results that many are in DW jobs), which are 
typically live-ƛƴ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜΦ 

 
e. Privacy: The big majority said they have enough privacy. Women are the majority 

among those who have enough privacy; men are the majority among those who 
did not have enough privacy. The situation for men might be due to the prevalent 
ǳǎŜ ƻŦ άƭŀōƻǊ ŎŀƳǇǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ 
provided by employers (e.g. for construction workers); if not, migrants, particularly 
men, usually live in cramped, sub-standard accommodations, even under bridges 
or other structures or tent camps. 

 
7. Insurance and social protection 
 

a. Accident/life insurance: Less than half have life/accident insurance paid for by the 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊΤ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ мм҈ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΦ ²ƻƳŜƴ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ 
insurance paid by the employer, those without insurance, and an even bigger 
proportion of those who do not know if they have life/accident insurance are 
women.  

 
b. Health protection: Majority (58%) got health/medical insurance paid by the 

employer; but this also means that a significant 42% do not have health/medical 
insurance paid by the employer. Women are the majority among those with 
health/medical insurance, and those without. Again, they are an even bigger 
ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛŦ ǘƘŜy have such insurance.  

 
c. Retirement protection: The big majority (almost 3 out of every 4 respondents) do 

not have retirement protection; the 20% others do not know if they have or not. 
Potentially, the overwhelming 94% of respondents do not have retirement 

                                                      
34 Further analysis of the survey data (cross-tabulation of work hours with type of job) shows that domestic 
workers, on average, work 12.2 hours /day, compared to 10.2 hours/day for non-DW, and the overall average 
of 10.7 hours/day. 
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protection. This is a huge problem, esp. after the migrant returns/reintegrates in 
the origin country, without retirement benefits. Women are the majority among 
those with retirement protection, those without, and those who do not know. 

 
8. Employment contract problems, including contract substitution 
 

a. Written contract: Majority of the respondents got a copy of the written 
employment contract before departure; but a big proportion (39%, or almost 2 out 
of every 5 respondents) were not provided with a written copy of the job contract 
before they went abroad. Women are the majority among those who did not get a 
copy of the written contract. Men are the majority among those who only had 
verbal agreements. 
 

b. Wage before and after placement: For the big majority, there is no diminution of 
the wage because they got the same or higher (actual) pay compared to the 
amount promised in the contract/agreement. But there is fairly widespread 
violation of international standards because 22% (more than 2 out of every 5 
respondents; nearly a quarter) were paid lower than the amount stated in the 
contract/agreement. Women are the majority among those who were cheated out 
of the promised wage. 

 
c. Terms of contract before and after placement: For the big majority, the contract 

before departure had the same or better provisions than the contract/terms of 
work after arrival in destination. But a significant number (14%; more than 1 out of 
every 10) suffered from a worsening of the contents/terms of the contract. 
Women are the majority among those with worsened contracts after arrival in 
destination. 

 
d. Contract substitution: All the above contract problems considered, the big majority 

(83%) did not suffer from contract substitution (worsened terms of work); 
conversely, a significant 16% suffered from contract substitution. This is a serious  
problem of exploitation and breach of agreement, and is fairly common, affecting 
nearly 1 in every 6 respondents. Women are the majority among those who 
suffered from contract substitution. 

 
9. Labor rights and freedoms 

 
a. Freedom of movement: The big majority of respondents have general or full 

freedom of movement, but 13% have no or severely restricted movement. Women 
are the big majority among those with no or severely restricted movement. This is 
a serious form of labor rights violation affecting a significant proportion of the 
respondents. No or severely restricted movement can indicate forced labor or 
trafficking situations. 
 

b. Freedom to communicate: The overwhelming majority have full or general 
freedom to communicate, but around 6% have no or severely restricted 
communication. Women are the overwhelming majority of those with no or 
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severely restricted communication. Although not as common as restrictions in the 
freedom  of movement, denial or severe restrictions in communication, 
particularly in the age of ubiquitous mobile devices and internet, can suggest 
situations of forced labor or trafficking (especially when both movement and 
communication are restricted). 
 

c. Freedom to join organizations/unions: Majority are free to join unions or 
organizations, although more than a third of the respondents are prohibited by 
employers. Women are the majority among those who cannot join/prohibited by 
employers; they are the big majority among those who do not know if they can 
join.  

 
That more than 1 in every 3 respondents is prohibited to join organization is a 
blatant and widespread violation of international law and fundamental ILO 
standards. Indeed, ensuring the respect of basic labor rights, especially the right to 
organize, is one of the core criteria for the fair and ethical recruitment and 
treatment of migrant workers, as enunciated in the ILO Multilateral Framework on 
Labour Migration, among others. There is a big proportion of migrant-respondents, 
especially women, who have little or no knowledge of their basic labor rights in the 
destination country; the need remains strong and urgent for basic education on 
labor rights especially for migrants in the destination country.  
 

d. Freedom to join public actions/protests: The majority are free to join public 
actions/protests; but more than 44% are prohibited by employers. Women are the 
majority among those who are prohibited; they are also the big majority among 
those who do not know if they can join protests. This is a high proportion, 
approaching half of all respondents. Although not, in the first instance, a violation 
of basic labor rights, this can suggest restrictions or denial of access to complaints, 
redress or remedies ς which could then be cases of injustice and violations of 
international standards. 

 
10. Physical, verbal, sexual and similar abuses by the employer 
 
Abuses (verbal, physical, psychological/emotional, sexual) are fairly widespread among 
respondents in the destination survey; more than a quarter (more than 1 in every 4) 
experienced at least one type of abuse. This is blatant and fairly widespread violation of 
international standards, especially on ending violence against women (VAW). A small but 
significant number (more than 4%) experienced multiple types of abuses, physical violence 
(more than 4%), or sexual violence (almost 4%). 

 
Women are the majority in all categories of abuse; they are the big majority among those 
who suffered from physical violence (with physical contact); they are an even bigger 
majority among those who suffered from sexual abuse/harassment, and those who suffered 
from sexual violence (with physical contact). Clearly, this is a very gendered pattern of 
violence and abuse against women migrant-respondents. 
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11. Confiscation of personal documents by the employer 
 
This is a blatant and widespread problem: almost half of all respondents have experienced 
at least one of their personal documents (passport, ID, work permit, bankbook/ATM) having 
been asked to be surrendered or actually taken by the employer.  
 
Of these, more than 41.5% (more than 2 in every 5 respondents) had at least one of their 
documents actually taken/held by the employer; more than 13% of the respondents had 
more than one document taken. At the time of the survey, more than a quarter (28%) of 
those whose document/s were taken said that their document is still with the employer.  
 
Passport and work permit are the most-frequently taken documents. Taking of passports is 
fairly common, with 38% of respondents reporting this. This is followed by taking of work 
permit (14% of respondents). Taking of passport AND work permit is a common case.35 
Again, these are blatant, illegal and widespread practices. These can also strongly point to 
situations of forced labor and/or trafficking. 
 
Women are the majority among those whose personal document/s have been asked or 
taken by the employer. They are the majority among those who reported that at least one 
of their documents is still held by the employer; some (almost 15%) said that the employer 
will keep their passport/documents throughout their work with said employer. This strongly 
suggests a bondage-like situation. 
 
Women are the majority in each type of document (passport, ID, work permit, bank 
book/ATM) taken by the employer, showing that this practice is very commonly done on 
women migrants. 
 
hƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΣ ƳŜƴΩǎ ǇŀǎǎǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƘŜƭŘ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ ς  passports 
are held for 3.3 years for men vs. 2.3 years for women; work permits are held for 2.8 years 
for men vs. 1.9 years for women. ²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ L5 cards and bankbook/ATM cards are held 
ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƳŜƴΩǎΦ   
 
12. Comparing working conditions (jobs at the origin country vs. jobs abroad) 
 
The research shows (see comparative table of jobs abroad vs. jobs at the origin) that the 
wage differential is the most significant ς but not the only ς advantage of jobs abroad.  
 
The research provides evidence that beyond the wage differential, many other advantages 
seem to accrue to jobs overseas, thus drawing workers from the origin to seek work abroad 
-- better levels of insurance coverage, more formalized employment relations, better terms 
of work, better upholding of labor rights and freedoms, and even slightly lower levels of 
abuses. These seem to be strong enough to offset the longer working hours abroad, all the 
recruitment costs and hurdles, and the various risks, vulnerabilities, and intersecting social, 
gender, racial and class issues related to staying and working abroad. 

                                                      
35 The next chapter will show that there is perfect statistical correlation between the taking of the passport 
and the taking of the work permit. 
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The results also show that the gender biases experienced by women respondents in the 
origin countries are still present, and are also prevalent, in the destination countries. But 
women migrants seem to gain more economic power and improved status (being workers, 
rather than being unpaid housekeepers) by working as migrants abroad.    
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CHAPTER 4: 
KEY RESULTS OF THE SURVEY (ORIGIN & DESTINATION COUNTRIES): 

RECRUITMENT & PLACEMENT PROBLEMS AND ISSUES 
 
ñIn many countries, recruitment agencies, labor brokers, and other intermediaries charge exorbitant 

fees to migrant domestic workers and do not provide accurate information, meaningful preparation for 
migrants before travel, or written contracts. In particular, migrants are often not provided with 

information on their rights and on avenues for reporting abuse.ò [UN Committee on Migrant Workers, 
General Comment No. 1, 2010] 

 
In the preceding chapters, we examined the jobs, working conditions and the actual 
situation of the migrant workers (respondents) in the origin and destination countries. We 
also analyzed their reasons and motivations in seeking work abroad, most of them not for 
the first time, but repeatedly. 
 
The results have shown that despite the international, bilateral and national laws and norms 
guaranteeing minimum standards of protection and decent work for the migrant workers, 
the majority, in many cases women, suffer from abuses, labor rights violations, and 
exploitative working conditions both in the origin and destination countries. 
 
Surely, there are many causes and reasons to these problems. In this chapter, we will 
analyze the survey results focusing on the labor recruitment process that the migrant 
workers (respondents) went through; the issues, practices and problems they faced; the  
recruitment abuses, labor rights violations, or the exploitative conditions they experienced 
in the process of recruitment, placement and employment abroad.  
 
We present the results below showing the data from the origin survey side by side with the 
data from the destination survey, for easier reference and comparison. 
 
A. PREPARATORY PROCESS AND MIGRATION CHANNELS 
 
Appendix 5 (Parts 1 and 2) shows the summary of statistical results. The results are gender-
disaggregated. In analyzing the recruitment issues, the results are also disaggregated along 
the key research parameters (country of origin/destination, modality of migration, type of 
job, whether used private recruiter or not, etc.) to enable us to analyze the significant 
patterns and factors affecting the recruitment situation. 
 
1. Types of preparatory activities undertaken by the respondent 
 

a. Respondents in origin countries 
 
The survey presented a list of 10 types of preparatory activities, and asked the 
respondents to mark any or all activities that they involved in.  

¶ Almost a quarter (24.4%) of the respondents in the origin survey said that they 
did not undergo any of the listed preparatory activities. 

¶ For those who did some preparatory activities: On average, the respondents 
went through 3.3 (i.e. between 3 and 4) types of preparatory activities; 
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¶ 37% of respondents did 1 type of preparatory activity only; 51% did 2 or more 
types of activities. 

 
Following are the top preparatory activities cited by the respondents in the origin 

survey (% respondents who cited this activity; descending order): 

¶ Medical test (46.5% of respondents);  

¶ Pre-departure seminar (45.8%); 

¶ Skills training/certification (41.9%); 

¶ Language training (41.3%); 

¶ Opened bank account (38.3%); 

¶ (Mandatory) Pregnancy test (37.2%); 

¶ (Mandatory) HIV test (35.7%); 

¶ Got insurance coverage (11.0%); 

¶ Joined welfare protection scheme (5.1%); 

¶ Joined retirement/social security scheme (3.3%). 
 
Pre-departure training providers: Few respondents answered this question. For 
those who replied, following are the top training providers: government or its 
agencies (cited by 9.6% of respondents); trade union (3.0%); Civil society groups: 
local or international (0.6%); private recruitment agency (0.2%). 

 
b. Respondents in destination countries 

 
Respondents in the destination survey were also asked to mark the same list of 10 
preparatory activities: 

¶ Almost a third (32.0%) of respondents in the destination survey said that they 
did not undergo any of the listed preparatory activities; 

¶ For those who did, the respondents went through an average of 2.1 (i.e. 
between 2 and 3) types of preparatory activities. 

¶ 8% did 1 type of preparatory activity only; 45% did 2 or more types of 
preparatory activities. 

 
Following are the top preparatory activities cited by the respondents in the 
destination survey (% respondents who cited this activity; descending order): 

¶ Medical test (44.7% of respondents);  

¶ (Mandatory) HIV test (35.7%); 

¶ Pre-departure seminar (33.2%); 

¶ (Mandatory) pregnancy test (25.9%); 

¶ Opened bank account (16.4%); 

¶ Skills training/certification (13.4%); 

¶ Language lessons (13.2%); 

¶ Got insurance coverage (11.2%); 

¶ Joined welfare protection scheme (9.6%); 

¶ Joined retirement/social security scheme (7.7%). 
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2. Self-rating by respondents on quality of knowledge/information they got from the 
preparatory activities 

 
The respondents were asked to rate themselves on the quality/usefulness of the 
information and knowledge they got from the preparatory activities (before going abroad); 
19 topics/information items were listed. The following self-rating scale was used: 

1 = I  got enough useful information and knowledge from the preparatory activities; 
2 = I got useful but limited/insufficient information and knowledge from the 

preparatory activities; 
3 = I did not get any useful information/ knowledge from the preparatory activities; 

this  topic was discussed in preparatory activities; 
4 = This topic was not discussed/included in any preparatory activity I participated in;  
5 = I did not join any preparatory activity before departure, and I ǎƻ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ 

any information on this topic. 
 

a. Respondents in origin countries 
 
The average self-rating of respondents in the origin survey on the 
quality/usefulness of the knowledge/information they got (on the 19 
topics/information items) during the preparatory process is 2.78. This means that 
the respondents felt that they got between άlimited/insufficientέ ŀƴŘ άƴƻ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ 
information/knowledgeέ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǘƻǊȅ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ŘŜǇŀǊǘǳǊŜΦ 
 
Following are the average self-rating of the respondents (origin survey) on each of 
the 19 topics/information items (ascending order of average score, i.e. from best 
to worst rating): 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: wage abroad (2.18 average); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: contract, terms of employment 
(2.28); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: general living/working conditions 
abroad (2.37); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: reimbursable costs (2.41); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: family communication, managing 
long distance relations (2.56);  

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: job-related information, skills (2.60); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: life skills, surviving abroad (2.62); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: savings, financial management 
(2.68); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: preparing for return, reintegration 
(2.71); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: language of destination country 
(2.71); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: migrant labor protection laws in host 
& home countries (2.73); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: culture, way of life in destination 
country (2.76); 
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¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: human rights and personal security 
abroad (2.95); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: recruitment regulations in host & 
home countries (2.98); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: gender and women-related concerns 
(3.09); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: joining organizations, unions, 
protests abroad (3.19); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: complaint and redress services 
abroad (3.23); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: government services abroad, by own 
and host governments (3.34); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: non-government services, support 
groups abroad (3.38). 

 
Let us examine the average self-rating of the respondents (origin survey) based on 
the research parameters:  
 

¶ By country of origin (countries in the survey only): Bangladesh (2.53); India 
(2.55); Indonesia (2.29); Nepal (3.77); Philippines (2.74); 

¶ By country of destination (countries in the survey only): Bahrain (2.55); 
Lebanon (2.14); Malaysia (3.04); Singapore (2.50); Taiwan (2.20); Thailand (no 
data); 

¶ By gender: female (2.53); male (3.08); others (3.14); 

¶ By education: no formal education (2.86); up to vocational/ technical only 
(2.95); up to primary only (2.59); up to secondary only (3.09); up to 
university/college (2.67); up to post-graduate (2.76); 

¶ By type of job (elementary or not): elementary job (2.47); non-elementary job 
(2.80); 

¶ By type of job (DW or non-DW): domestic worker (2.34); non-DW (2.84); 

¶ If first job abroad or not: first job abroad (2.70); not first job abroad (2.62); 

¶ If used a private recruiter (in origin) or not: Used a private recruiter (2.80); did 
not use a private recruiter (2.66). 

 
b. Respondents in destination countries 

 
The average self-rating of respondents in the destination survey on the 
quality/usefulness of the knowledge/information they got (on the 19 
topics/information items) during the preparatory process is 3.32. This means that 
on average, the respondents have a negative experience, where they felt that they 
did not get any useful knowledge/information during the preparatory process 
(even if the topics were discussed in the preparatory activities), or because the 
topics were actually not covered/discussed in the preparatory activities. 
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The self-rating by respondents in the destination survey are firmly on the negative 
side of the scale; this contrasts with the self-ratings by respondents in the origin 
survey, which are slightly on the positive side of the scale. 
 
Following are the average self-rating of the respondents (destination survey) on 
each of the 19 topics/information items (ascending order of average score, i.e. 
from best to worst rating): 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: wage abroad (2.68 average self-
rating); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: contract, terms of employment 
(2.69); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: family communication, managing 
long distance relations (2.98);  

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: general living/working conditions 
abroad (3.04); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: culture, way of life in destination 
country (3.06); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: language of destination country 
(3.22); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: human rights and personal security 
abroad (3.29); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: job-related information, skills (3.31); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: government services abroad, by own 
and host governments (3.35); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: life skills, surviving abroad (3.37); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: savings, financial management 
(3.41); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: complaint and redress services 
abroad (3.46); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: reimbursable costs (3.47); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: migrant labor protection laws in host 
& home countries (3.53); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: preparing for return, reintegration 
(3.57); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: gender and women-related concerns 
(3.61); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: recruitment regulations in host & 
home countries (3.73); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: non-government services, support 
groups abroad (3.77); 

¶ Self-rating on information/knowledge on: joining organizations, unions, 
protests abroad (3.80). 

 
Let us examine the average self rating based on the research parameters:  

¶ By country of origin (countries in the survey only): Bangladesh (4.25); India 
(4.09); Indonesia (3.74); Nepal (4.06); Philippines (2.79); 
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¶ By country of destination (countries in the survey only): Bahrain (4.29); 
Lebanon (3.53); Malaysia (3.24); Singapore (3.29); Taiwan (3.04); Thailand 
(3.39); 

¶ By gender: female (3.14); 
male (3.61); others 
(3.47); 

¶ By education: no formal 
education (3.74); up to 
vocational/ technical only 
(3.16); up to primary only 
(4.17); up to secondary 
only (3.55); up to 
university/college (2.93); 
up to post-graduate 
(3.06); 

¶ By type of job 
(elementary or not): 
elementary job (3.32); 
non-elementary job 
(3.22); 

¶ By type of job (DW or non-DW): domestic worker (3.24); non-DW (3.31); 

¶ If first job abroad or not: first job abroad (3.34); not first job abroad (3.21); 

¶ If used a private recruiter (in origin) or not: Used a private recruiter (3.29); did 
not use a private recruiter (3.45). 

 
3. Use of private recruiter (at origin and/or destination) to work abroad 
 

a. Respondents in origin countries 
 

¶ Recruiter at the origin: The big majority (78.6%) of respondents in the origin 
survey used a private recruiter at the origin in order to work abroad.  

 
Women are the majority (62.1%) among those who used a private recruiter at 
the origin. Men are the big majority (75.7%) among those who did not use a 
private recruiter at the origin. 

 

¶ Recruiter at the destination: The big majority (84.6%) said that they did not use 
an additional recruiter at the destination. Women are the majority (60.7%) 
among those who used additional recruiter at the destination. Men are the 
majority (55.0%) among those who did not use additional recruiter at 
destination. 

 
Following are the main reasons why the respondent used a second recruiter at the 
destination (% of respondents; descending order): 

¶ Recruiter at the origin asked me to do it (65.8%); majority (58.3%) of those who 
gave this reason are men; 

Figure 8: Respondent used a private recruiter at the origin? (based 
on origin survey) 
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¶ I wanted to do it (12.3%); majority (55.6%) of those who gave this reason are 
women; 

¶ Family/friends asked me 
to do it (9.6%); majority 
(83.3%) of those who 
gave this reason are 
men; 

¶ Employer abroad asked 
me to do it (8.2%); 
majority (66.7%) of 
those who gave this 
reason are men. 

 
How are the recruiters at 
origin and destination 
related (% of respondents; 
descending order): 

¶ Recruiters at the origin 
and destination are 
business partners (51.6%); women are the big majority (74.6%) among those 
who said this; 

¶ One and the same recruiter (39.3%); men are the big majority (72.3%) among 
those who said this; 

¶ They have no business relations (8.2%); men are the majority (60.0%) among 
those who said this. 

 
b. Respondents in destination countries 

 

¶ Recruiter at the origin: The majority (69.7%) of respondents in the destination 
survey also said that they used a private recruiter at the origin in order to work 
abroad.  
 
Women are the majority among those who used a private recruiter at the 
origin (60.9% of respondents); and those who did not use a private recruiter at 
the origin (53.6%). 

 
4. Modality or channel of labor migration 
 
We categorized the major channels/ modalities cited by the respondents in migrating for 
work abroad. 
 

a. Respondents in origin countries 
 

For respondents in the origin survey, following are the main channels/modalities of 
labor migration (% respondents who cited this modality; descending order): 

¶ Through private recruiter-individual (no company or agency) (45.5%); women 
are the big majority (70.5%) among those who went through this channel; 

Figure 9: Respondent used a private recruiter at the origin? (based 
on destination survey) 
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¶ Through private recruiter-agency, company or its agents (29.3%); women are 
the majority (52.2%) among those who went through this channel; 

¶ Directly through employer (8.6%); men are the big majority (77.8%) among 
those who went through this channel; 

¶ No intermediary/on my own (5.4%); 

¶ Through private recruiter-not specified if individual or agency (3.8%); men are 
the majority (62.5%) among those who went through this channel; 

¶ Through government placement (3.5%); men are the majority (66.7%) among 
those who went through this channel; 

¶ Helped by family, relative, friend, colleague, organization, church (3.9%). Men 
are the big majority (77.3%) among those who went through the help of 
family/relatives. Those who went through the help of a friend, colleague, 
neighbor (no relation), organization, group or church are also all men (100%). 

 
b. Respondents in destination countries 

 
For respondents in the destination survey, following are the main 
channels/modalities of labor migration (% respondents who cited this modality; 
descending order): 

¶ Private recruiter-agency, company or its agents (40.2%); women are the majority 
(65.1%) among those who went through this channel; 

¶ Private recruiter-individual (no company or agency) (24.4%); women are the 
majority (52.7%) among those who went through this channel; 

Figure 10: Modes of labor migration (based on origin survey) 
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¶ No intermediary/on my own (13.2%); women are the majority (51.4%) among 
those who went through this channel; 

¶ Helped by family, relative, friend, colleague, organization, church (9.0%). Women 
are the majority (58.5%) among those who went through the help of 
family/relatives. Men are the majority among those who went through the help 
of friends, colleagues or neighbors (not relation) (52.6%); 

¶ Directly through employer (6.8%); women are the majority (56.6%) among those 
who went through this channel; 

¶ Private recruiter-not specified if individual or agency (4.9%); women are the 
majority (67.9%) among those who went through this channel; 

¶ Through government placement (1.6%); women are the majority (55.6%) among 
those who went through this channel. 

 
B. RECRUITMENT AND PLACEMENT: NAMES, TYPES & LICENSE STATUS OF RECRUITERS 
 
See Appendix 5, Part 2 for summary of statistical results. 
 
1. Names of recruiters 
 
For both the origin and destination surveys, the names of recruiters are listed in the 
scorecards (Appendix 6) and the composite recruitment categories (Appendix 8). The names 
are based on the information recorded on the survey questionnaires. Only agencies/ 
companies (not individual persons) are considered for listing in the scorecards; only those 
recruitment agencies named by at least 2 respondents are listed. The names are written 
based on how the enumerator captured the information from the respondent; respondents 

Figure 11: Modes of labor migration (based on destination survey) 
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do not usually have the full, official registered name of the company/agency the used, only 
the key ǿƻǊŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘŜǊΩǎ ƴŀƳŜ. Therefore, some names may be erroneously 
recorded; some names also may be names of individuals (not companies), or vice versa, but 
it is beyond the capacity of the research to verify each of the names.  
 
At this point, we will not discuss each of the named agencies; we only affirm for now that 
the respondents have identified private recruiters who are individuals and 
agencies/business entities. We will discuss the record of each agency (in terms of the 
recruitment indicators and parameters used in this research) later in the chapter. 
 

a. Respondents in origin countries 
 

¶ Name of private recruiter at origin (% of respondents who used this recruiter): 
-More than half (50.8%) of origin survey respondents used a private recruiter 
at the origin (agency or individual) who they specifically named/identified. 
Women are the majority (66.5%) among those who used recruiters at the 
origin who they specifically named/identified; 
-More than a quarter (27.8%) of respondents used a private recruiter at the 
origin, that ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘκŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅκƴŀƳŜΣ ƻǊ ŎŀƴΩǘ remember the name 
of. 
-The other respondents used other channels/modalities (not private recruiter). 

¶ Name of private recruiter at destination (% of respondents who used this 
recruiter): 
-The big majority (72.5%) of origin survey respondents used a private recruiter 
ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘκŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƴŀƳŜΣ ƻǊ ŎŀƴΩǘ remember the 
name of. Women are the majority (52.0%) among those who used private 
recruiters at the destination that they could not/did not name. 
-Only a little more than a quarter (26.1%) of respondents used a private 
recruiter (agency or individual) that they specifically named/identified. Men 
are the majority (54.1%) among those who used private recruiters at the 
destination country who they specifically named. 
-The other respondents used other channels/modalities (not private recruiter). 

 
b. Respondents in destination countries 

 

¶ Name of private recruiter at origin (% of respondents who used this recruiter): 
-A plurality of respondents (39.9%) in the destination survey used a private 
recruiter at the origin (agency or individual) who they specifically 
named/identified. 
-Almost 30% used a private recruiter at the origin who they cold not/did not 
ƴŀƳŜΣ ƻǊ ŎŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ ǘhe name of. 
-The other respondents used other channels/modalities (not private recruiter). 

¶ Name of private recruiter at the destination (% of respondents who used this 
recruiter): 
-Nearly half (48.7%) of respondents in the destination survey used a private 
recruiter at the destination that they could not/did not nameΣ ƻǊ ŎŀƴΩǘ 
remember the name of; 
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-The other 45.8% used a private recruiter at the destination that they 
specifically named or identified; 
-The other respondents used other channels/modalities (not private recruiter). 

 
2. Types of recruiters 
 

a. Respondents in origin countries 
 

¶ Type of recruiter at 
origin: Majority of 
respondents (64.2%; 
nearly two-thirds) used 
recruiters (at the origin) 
who are individual 
persons (not 
companies/agencies; 
not representatives of 
these agencies); only 
35.4% went through 
recruitment 
agencies/companies (or 
their authorized 
agents). 
-Women are the 
majority (62.3%) among 
those who used 
recruiters who are 
individual persons.  

¶ Type of recruiter at 
destination: 
-Majority of the 
respondents (53.5%) 
used recruiters at the 
destination which are 
agencies/companies. 
This slight majority 
means that a significant 
proportion (45.1%) of 
the respondents went through recruiters who are individual persons (no 
agencies/companies). 
-Men are the majority (68.3%) among those who used private recruiters who 
are individual persons (no agency/company). Women  are the majority (64.5%) 
among those who used private recruiters who are agencies/companies or 
agents linked to these companies. 

 
 
 

Figure 12: Is the recruiter at origin licensed? (top: based on origin 
survey; bottom: based on destination survey) 


