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Abstract 

This paper is the first to provide generalizable estimates on the economic and subjec-
tive well-being of 24-hour migrant care workers (“live-ins”) by type of work arrange-
ment. In our empirical analyses, we draw on data from a survey on Polish live-ins 
working in Berlin selected via respondent-driven sampling (N=222), which allow us 
to compare live-ins who are contracted by care agencies with live-ins in other types of 
employment. The analyses show considerable differences in various outcomes between 
agency live-ins and nonagency live-ins. Compared to agency live-ins, nonagency live-
ins are more likely to earn higher wages than agency live-ins but are more likely to 
report having less time to rest. It is therefore not surprising that we also find variation 
between agency and nonagency live-ins on different satisfaction outcomes. These find-
ings have major implications for the regulation of migrant live-in care workers’ em-
ployment. 

Keywords: migrant care work, live-ins, care agencies, working condition, respondent-
driven sampling (RDS) 

Introduction 

Migrants have become increasingly important providers of senior care in many countries (e.g., 
Anderson 2012; Shutes/Chiatti 2012). In Germany, where 22% of the population is aged 65 or 
above (compared to less than 15% in Ireland, OECD/European Union 2022), several govern-
ment initiatives have sought to attract care workers from abroad to address the population’s 
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care needs (Aulenbacher/Lutz/Schwiter 2021; Jacobs et al. 2020; Theobald/Luppi 2018). In ad-
dition to the formal care workers supporting older people in nursing homes and mobile nursing 
services, there are also migrant care workers living in the same household as the person in need 
of assistance. Care workers of the latter type are commonly referred to as live-ins, 24-hour-care 
workers (Österle/Bauer 2016), migrant live-in caregivers, home care workers (Salami/Dug-
gleby/Rajani 2017), or round-the-clock migrant home care workers (Green/Ayalon 2018). 

Live-ins are commonly described as people who live in the same household as the person 
with care needs. While live-ins in Germany and many other European countries organize their 
work in different ways, they typically stay with the care recipient for several weeks at a time and 
then return to their home country (if it is not too far away) for a short break before coming back 
(Bartig et al. 2022; Chau/Schwiter 2021; Haidinger 2013; Karakayali 2010; Lutz 2009; Schilliger 
2014). As is the case with any type of work in private households, this type of employment 
provides scope for exploitation and illegality (e.g., Balkaran et al. 2023; Green/Ayalon 2018; 
Habel 2021; Salami et al. 2017; Schabram/Freitag 2022; Schwiter/Berndt/Truong 2018).  

Although the topics of migration, senior-care supply, and illegal and precarious employ-
ment are of paramount relevance to policy makers and members of society at large, there is 
surprisingly little generalizable evidence on migrant live-in care workers. Most existing studies 
on employment in the home-care field in Germany are based on qualitative interview data (e.g., 
Emunds/Schacher 2012; Ignatzi 2014; Karakayali 2010; Kniejska 2016; Satola 2015). In addition, 
there are a couple of studies based on standardized survey data collected on convenience sam-
ples (e.g., Bartig et al. 2022; Becker 2023; Becker/Komitowski 2022; Hielscher/Kirchen-Pe-
ters/Nock 2017; Isfort/Von der Malsburg 2014; Petermann/Ebbing/Paul 2017). These studies 
have repeatedly pointed to the physical and psychological strain experienced by live-in care 
workers (Kriegsmann-Rabe et al. 2023; Schilgen et al. 2020). Individual case studies and jour-
nalistic works on home care have also highlighted a range of illegal and semilegal practices (e.g. 
Drepper 2016; Phan-Warnke/Freitag 2021; Stolterfoht/Martiny 2013). Yet, there is still a lack 
of generalizable quantitative evidence on the working and living situations of migrant live-in 
care workers—in particular regarding how the organization of work affects the economic and 
subjective well-being of migrant live-in care workers.  

One of the reasons why so few standardized surveys have been conducted on live-ins is that 
they are a hard-to-reach population. Researchers would need a sampling frame of live-ins to 
draw a probability sample, but this sampling frame does not exist. Moreover, in relation to a 
country’s entire population the population of live-ins is relatively small, meaning that live-ins 
rarely appear in general population samples. Finally, some migrant live-ins may not wish to 
identify openly as live-ins because their employment contracts are not compliant with employ-
ment laws. To overcome these problems, this paper uses respondent-driven sampling (RDS) 
(Goel/Salganik 2010; Heckathorn 1997; Heckathorn/Cameron 2017). RDS is specifically de-
signed to sample hard-to-reach and hidden populations while also allowing researchers to draw 
inferences about the underlying population and providing generalizable estimates. 

As it is important to have empirical evidence on the subjective and economic well-being of 
migrant live-in care workers to ensure both decent working conditions and high-quality care, 
we compare the living and working conditions of migrant 24-hour-care workers by type of em-
ployment. Live-ins can be directly employed in a private household both on a legal or a semi-
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legal/illegal basis, but they can also be employed by a care agency. Care agencies serve as brokers 
between the live-in and the care recipient and have—both for practical and legal reasons—be-
come popular in Germany (e.g., Leiber/Rossow 2022; Leiber/Rossow/Frerk 2020). There are 
several advantages and disadvantages of both types of employment arrangement for live-in care 
workers’ economic and subjective well-being (Schwiter/Villalba Kaddour 2024; Hussein/Turn-
penny/Emberson 2024 for UK; Amorosi 2024 for Italy). In our paper, we therefore ask: How 
does the economic and subjective well-being of migrant live-in care workers vary between 
agency and nonagency live-in care workers? 

We answer this question by studying live-in care workers from Poland working in Berlin 
who were recruited via RDS (N=222). Live-in care workers from Poland are one of the largest—
if not the largest—group of live-in care workers in Germany (Becker/Fritsche/Komitowski 
2021; Ignatzi 2014; Kniejska 2016). Our analyses show that agency work is the most common 
type of employment for Polish live-in care workers in Berlin. To our surprise, we found that 
only one out of five live-ins are employed informally (i.e., they have no written contract). Sec-
ond, agency live-ins tend to report greater satisfaction with their lives in general, and greater 
relationship satisfaction with their families, their clients, and the relatives of their clients than 
nonagency workers. They also tend to be happier with their standard of living. At the same time, 
however, agency workers are less satisfied with their pay than nonagency workers. We attribute 
these differences in satisfaction to differences in working conditions, which is the third major 
finding of our analyses. Compared to agency live-ins, nonagency live-ins in Berlin are much 
more likely to earn higher wages. This is not surprising given that care agencies tend to work 
for profit and that the cost of services provided by profit-oriented agencies, such as training, 
placement, or legal assistance, also have to be covered. Our analyses also suggest that there are 
some advantages for live-ins in employment through care agencies. Higher proportions of 
agency live-ins report longer breaks and at least one day off per week compared to nonagency 
live-ins. 

In offering these findings, our study provides generalizable findings about differences in the 
living and working conditions of 24-hour migrant care workers by working arrangements (and 
hence social policy regulations) and thereby contributes to the growing literature on migrant 
live-in care workers. The insights generated by our study are relevant for policy makers wishing 
to regulate a potentially increasing labor market such that it benefits both older people and live-
in care workers and generate valuable insights for the regulation and control of senior-care 
work in private households.  

Live-in-care work in Germany 

Today, around 80% of the five million people who need care in Germany currently live in their 
private home (Statistisches Bundesamt (Destatis) 2022). These individuals are predominantly 
cared for by family members and relatives, as Germany’s publicly-funded care allowance pro-
vides home-based care incentives for older and sick people to continue living at home (Ehr-
lich/Kelle 2019; Horn et al. 2019). Due to growing labor force participation by women (which 
has not been accompanied by a similar adoption of care responsibilities by men), family mem-
bers are limited in the extent to which they can actually care for their older relatives (Palenga-
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Möllenbeck 2013a; 2013b). This care gap is therefore partly filled by paid, live-in care workers, 
who typically take on 24/7 responsibility for older people (Emunds 2016). 

While exact figures on the number of live-in care workers in Germany are not available, 
extrapolations based on official statistics from Austria suggest that around 600,000 live-in care 
workers currently work in Germany (Petermann/Jolly/Schrader 2020; Steiner et al. 2019). The 
reliance on live-in care workers to take care of sick and older people began to grow in the 1990s 
after the collapse of the Soviet Union, when a growing demand for care workers in Germany 
coincided with a difficult economic situation in the Eastern European countries. It has been 
growing ever since (Satola 2015). The majority of live-in care workers in Germany therefore 
tend to come from Poland (Ignatzi 2014; Metz-Göckel/Münst/Kałwa 2010) and other Eastern 
European countries like Czechia, Hungary, and Romania (Kniejska 2016). In light of the in-
creasing demand, however, the number of live-ins from countries outside of the European Un-
ion has been rising and is estimated at around 133,000 persons (Becker et al. 2021). 

At present, there is no generalizable information about the socio-demographic backgrounds 
of live-in care workers. The existing literature on live-in care workers is predominantly based 
on (in-depth) qualitative interviews (Städtler-Mach/Bünemann 2023) and on surveys con-
ducted on convenience samples (e.g., Bartig et al. 2022; Becker 2023; Hielscher et al. 2017; Pe-
termann et al. 2017). These studies suggest that live-in care workers are predominantly older 
women who take up live-in care work to ensure financial security for themselves or their family 
(Metz-Göckel et al. 2010; Satola 2015) and who leave a family behind; that is, they have children 
and are married (Ignatzi 2014; Metz-Göckel et al. 2010). They tend to have advanced educa-
tional credentials but are not specialized in nursing (Ignatzi 2014).  

Likewise, generalizable information about the working and living situation of live-in care 
workers is also missing. The present literature, based on interview studies and nonprobability 
samples, suggests that migrant live-ins perform a broad range of tasks in their daily lives, rang-
ing from general housekeeping (Hielscher et al. 2017; Petermann et al. 2017) to specialized care 
tasks for which they do not have formal training (Becker 2016). Additionally, live-ins are often 
the primary social contact for the people they live with and therefore perform a lot of emotional 
care work (Becker 2016; Kniejska 2016). Depending on their client’s health status, this work can 
be both physically and psychologically taxing. In addition, living together with the client may 
lead to limited privacy and little free time, because 24/7 availability is (implicitly) expected. 
Therefore, it is not surprising that live-ins report feeling socially isolated and having interper-
sonal conflicts with the clients or their relatives. The interpersonal conflicts might also be caused 
by limited German language skills (Kriegsmann-Rabe et al. 2023; Schilgen et al. 2020). While 
estimates on working hours and wages based on interview studies and nonprobability samples 
are not necessarily valid, most studies suggest that live-ins have hardly any scheduled breaks 
because they are always on standby (Karakayali 2010; Schabram/Freitag 2022). Studies have also 
provided data on payment, which suggests that pay is low (Ignatzi 2014; Kałwa 2010; Metz-
Göckel 2010). As of today, however, it is not clear whether these findings are generalizable to 
the entire population of live-in care workers and whether they apply equally to care workers 
employed on different types of contracts.  
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Employment of live-in care workers as unequal exchange relationships 

To examine whether and why the working and living conditions of 24h-care workers may vary, 
we apply a social exchange perspective to the different types of contractual agreements under 
which live-ins may work. To do so, it is important to acknowledge that employment relation-
ships are generally characterized by imbalances in power and dependence. If we conceptualize 
power as an inverse function of dependence (Blau 1964; Emerson 1972a; 1972b), employers 
tend to have more power than employees (as employees tend to be more dependent on their 
employer than vice versa). Employment relationships are therefore typically described as une-
qual power constellations (Shore/Tetrick 1994). Yet, the degree to which employment relation-
ships are characterized by power imbalances varies with various situational and contextual 
characteristics.  

For various reasons, employment relationships in the domestic care sector are particularly 
likely to be characterized by great imbalances in power and dependence (e.g., Balkaran et al. 
2023; Green/Ayalon 2018; Habel 2021; Salami et al. 2017; Schabram/Freitag 2022; Schwiter et 
al. 2018). First, the relationship between the provider and the recipient of care work is typically 
very close and therefore sometimes even described as a “prisoner-of-love” dilemma, meaning 
that it is difficult—if not impossible—for the care worker to insist on legal entitlements or to go 
on strikes (Hipp/Kelle 2016; England 2005). Second, and closely related, domestic care work is 
much more likely to be performed on an informal basis; not all aspects of the employment re-
lationship may be contractually defined and in conformity with legal standards, as legal en-
forcement and control options are limited. Third, due to the even greater precarity in domestic 
care, care workers typically come from lower income countries (Ayalon 2022; Palenga-Möllen-
beck 2013a) and do not necessarily speak the language of the country where they work, which 
increases their dependence on their job. 

Imbalances in power and dependence are, moreover, also contingent on the regulatory and 
economic context. For instance, imbalances in power and dependence between the employee 
and the employer are lower when workers enjoy dismissal protections. The same applies when 
unemployment rates are low and workers are less dependent on a particular employer because 
they have ample alternative employment opportunities (e.g., Hipp 2016). With regard to live-
in care work, care agencies, which can be conceptualized as brokers between the live-in and the 
care recipient, should also affect the extent of imbalances in power and dependence between 
the care provider and the care recipient. (e.g., Leiber/Rossow 2022; Leiber et al. 2020). On the 
one hand, care agencies may decrease imbalances in power and dependence between the live-
in care provider and the care recipient by acting on the care provider’s behalf. For example, 
agencies could act as gatekeepers that pre-select the households in which live-ins work, they 
could ensure that live-ins’ working conditions and pay meet minimum standards, and they 
could provide important resources to live-ins in the form of training. Given that live-ins face 
language and cultural barriers, care agencies may hence strengthen live-ins’ positions vis-à-vis 
care recipients and their families. In the German context, such positive effects have been as-
cribed to some faith-based care agencies (Isfort/Von der Malsburg 2014 on Carifair; Städtler-
Mach/Bünemann 2023 on Carifair and FairCare, both of which are brokering care agencies). 
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On the other hand, however, care agencies may actually increase imbalances in power and de-
pendence. In contrast to the individual care recipient and their family members, who are in fact 
highly dependent on the benevolence and good will of the live-ins to act in the care recipient’s 
best interest, care agencies are profit-maximizing organizations with a vital interest in extract-
ing the maximal financial advantage from either employing care workers or matching live-ins 
and care recipients with each other. Care agencies are not dependent on a single provider of 
care (as a private household is) and are therefore less dependent on an individual live-in. Evi-
dence from qualitative studies likewise points to the exploitative character of care agencies (Ig-
natzi 2014; Satola 2015).  

Employment contracts of live-in care workers in Germany  

Live-in care work in Germany is largely unregulated (Larsen/Joost/Heid 2009; Scha-
bram/Freitag 2022; Städtler-Mach/Bünemann 2023), which leads to a great variation in live-ins’ 
work arrangement and differentiates the situation of live-ins in Germany from those in Austria 
(Aulenbacher/Prieler/Leiblfinger 2021) and Switzerland (Schwiter/Steiner 2021). To systemize 
the great diversity of employment models in Germany, we rely on previous research to distin-
guish the following three main types of employment arrangement for migrant live-in care work-
ers (for a short overview, see Phan-Warnke/Freitag 2021; Haberstumpf-Münchow 2020; Bena-
zha 2021; for a detailed description from a legal point of view, see Bucher 2018; or 
Kocher/Potocka-Sionek 2022): 

 
1) The first type of employment arrangement, which, according to estimates, is 

also the most prevalent one, is best described as a “posting model.” Empirically, 
there are two types of “posting” models: The live-in can either have an employ-
ment contract or a freelance contract with a care agency in the country of origin; 
this care agency is expected to also employ care workers for the local market in 
the country of origin (e.g., Poland). In accordance with EU law, the agency is 
allowed to operate in another country temporarily and therefore establishes a 
contract with a private household in Germany. De facto, the agency hence op-
erates as an intermediary by “posting” Polish staff to the German market. In this 
type of contractual agreement, the receiving country’s labor laws (e.g., German 
minimum wage or working time restrictions) apply, but social insurance con-
tributions have to be paid in the posting country. Live-ins who have a freelance 
contract (instead of an employment contract) with the care agency in the coun-
try of origin are not covered by either country’s labor laws and social security 
regulations (Phan-Warnke/Freitag 2021; Haberstumpf-Münchow 2020; Bena-
zha 2021; Bucher 2018; Kocher/Potocka-Sionek 2022). 

2) Live-ins can also have a direct contract with the private household—either in 
the form of an employment contract or a contract for the delivery of services. 
Due to the high costs associated with direct employment—because of minimum 
wage laws, the need to pay social security contributions, and the cost of compli-
ance with labor laws—employment contracts with private households are rather 
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rare. By contrast, contractual agreements for the delivery of services—i.e., a 
form of self-employment—seem to be more prevalent. This type of self-employ-
ment is possible if the live-in establishes their own care business, either in Ger-
many or another European country. In the latter case, the live-in “posts” them-
selves to Germany. However, live-ins with their own business in Germany tend 
to operate in a legal grey area or may engage in bogus self-employment. To re-
ally qualify as self-employed, they would have to have more than one client (at 
least over an extended period of time); if they work according to the “self-post-
ing” idea, they would be required to also offer care work services in the country 
where their business is located. To comply with regulations to distinguish true 
self-employment from bogus self-employment, live-ins should also not receive 
any direct instructions from the care recipient or their relatives. This, however, 
is also not feasible in practice (Benazha 2021; Bucher 2018; Haberstumpf-
Münchow 2020; Kocher/Potocka-Sionek 2022; Phan-Warnke/Freitag 2021).  

3) Lastly, live-ins can also work in private households without having any type of 
written contract and legal protection. In this case, all agreements concerning 
payment, working hours, tasks, and so on are made verbally between the care 
recipient or her/his family and the care worker (Phan-Warnke/Freitag 2021; 
Haberstumpf-Münchow 2020; Benazha 2021; Bucher 2018; Kocher/Potocka-Si-
onek 2022). Because care workers in such circumstances do not have a third 
party acting on their behalf—e.g., a care agency that sets the terms of the work-
ing arrangement—and because they have no legal protection, they are in a 
highly precarious and vulnerable position. Care workers who have the necessary 
language skills and background information are more likely to successfully nav-
igate this type of work arrangement—which admittedly also puts the client and 
their families at risk (see Lawler/Hipp 2010). 

 
All of these contractual arrangements are highly likely to violate some laws, and live-in care 
workers of all kinds tend to work more hours than allowed by the German Working Time Act. 
Nonetheless, they encounter varying degrees of dependence on the care recipient and their fam-
ily in these three dominant types of employment arrangements. We therefore expect that live-
ins’ subjective and economic well-being differ between the different types of employment ar-
rangements. Consequently, in our empirical analyses, we compare the satisfaction with differ-
ent life domains and the working conditions of migrant live-in care workers who are employed 
or contracted by care agencies with those live-ins who do not have such third-party support.  

Data and Methods 

Migrants live-in care workers are a “hard-to-reach” population (Hipp/Kohler/Leumann 2019). 
Specifically, there is no sampling frame from which to draw a probability sample, and the size 
of the total population of live-in care workers is too small to be sufficiently covered in general 
population samples. Moreover, due to their potentially limited language skills and the fact that 
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they are frequently employed on dubiously legal contracts or none at all, migrant live-in care 
workers may be unlikely to participate in nontargeted probability surveys. 

To collect our data, we therefore used respondent-driven sampling (RDS), a method de-
signed to survey hard-to-reach or hidden populations (Heckathorn 1997; 2002). Basically, RDS 
is a network-based sampling method that starts with a convenience sample, i.e., nonrandomly 
selected “seeds,” and incentivizes all respondents (i.e., seeds and their recruits) to participate in 
the survey and to recruit a predetermined random sample from their contacts from the target 
population to also participate in the survey. The chains through which additional participants 
take part in the survey are tracked. Drawing on Markov chain theory, researchers use the re-
spondent’s network size and composition to estimate selection probabilities for each sampled 
unit. The longer the recruitment chains are, the less dependent the sample structure becomes 
on the seeds. This means that biases introduced by nonrandom selection of seeds become 
smaller as the process of recruitment within social networks stabilizes, i.e., as the sample reaches 
equilibrium. Once this equilibrium is reached, the distribution of demographic characteristics, 
behaviors, or other relevant factors in the sample no longer changes significantly in any addi-
tional recruitment wave and reflects the underlying distribution of the target population, i.e., 
the results are generalizable (see Gile et al. 2018; Heckathorn/Cameron 2017).  

To allow for valid statistical inference using RDS-generated data, some assumptions need to 
be met. First, there are no isolated subgroups within the network, and every individual of the 
network can be reached by another individual through a series of network ties. Second, the 
network is undirected (symmetric), i.e., the relationships between members of the target group 
are reciprocal. Third, the information about respondents’ self-reported network size is reliable. 
Forth, respondents randomly recruit other respondents from their network, i.e., the coupons 
are not preferentially distributed within the respondent’s personal network. Fifth, sampling oc-
curs with replacement, that is, at least in theory, respondents can participate in the study several 
times (Abdesselam et al. 2020; Gile et al. 2018; Heckathorn/Cameron 2017). If these assump-
tions are met, the final sample of an RDS design will share the properties of a probability sample 
and generate generalizable estimates (see Gile et al. 2018; Goel/Salganik 2010 for a critical re-
view of RDS assumptions; Heckathorn 2002; Lee et al. 2017). The generated data can be used to 
calculate point estimates and descriptive group comparisons. Although RDS has also been crit-
icized in several respects, particularly regarding the precision of the point estimates (Goel/Sal-
ganik 2010), it was the most promising way to sample migrant 24-hour care workers without 
large selection biases. 

The data were collected between 2018 and 2020 in Berlin. The people who participated in 
the survey (N=222) received a primary incentive of €40 and a secondary incentive of €8 for each 
referral who participated in the survey. Each participant could recruit a total of up to four re-
ferred individuals to participate in the study, which yielded a total financial incentive of up to 
€72 per person. 

All interviews were conducted with a standardized questionnaire with two parts. The first 
part consisted of four consecutive questions to measure the respondent’s network size (see Ap-
pendix Table A1 for question wording). As the respondent’s network size is crucial for the RDS-
estimator calculation, this part was administered face to face by a Polish speaking interviewer. 
The second part of the questionnaire contained all other questions. As there were also sensitive 
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ones, we opted to use a self-administered CAPI mode. The interviews were conducted at one of 
the designated interview locations or at a location determined by the live-in themselves (Hipp 
et al. 2019). 

In our empirical analyses, we distinguished between two types of employment arrangements 
of migrant live-in care workers: agency live-ins and nonagency live-ins. This distinction is based 
on both substantive and methodological considerations. First, the substantive reason for this 
distinction relates to the fact that agency workers are not “lone warriors” who are on their own 
when it comes to designing and enforcing contracts. Instead, agency workers are embedded in 
an institutional setting that can provide them with both legal and social support and hence re-
duces their dependence on the household that employs or contracts them (and increases their 
power). Nonagency workers, by contrast, are left on their own to a much greater extent; this 
can generate particular challenges when uncertainties or even conflicts regarding pay, respon-
sibilities, and working conditions arise. Second, due to the limited number of observations in 
our data, we had to combine the different groups of work arrangements that migrant live-in 
care workers in Germany typically have. 

Table 1: Overview distinguishing classification of agency vs nonagency live-in care workers 

 
 

Description Coding considerations Cate-
gory 

N 

A
ge

nc
y 

liv
e-

in
s 

 

Direct employment with 
Polish care agency (posting 
contract, “Entsendung”)  

Contract with care agency, no (registered) 
business in Poland or Germany, working in-
structions from care agency 

1 74 

(Il)legal “worker leasing” by 
care agency 

Contract with care agency, no (registered) 
business in Poland or Germany, no working 
instructions from care agency but from care 
recipient/their family 

2 27 

Direct employment with 
care agency or bogus self-
employed by agency 

Contract with care agency, (registered) busi-
ness in Poland or Germany, working instruc-
tions from care agency 

3 23 

N
on

ag
en

cy
 li

ve
-in

s 

Illicit employment 
No contract or lacking information about 
contract (refused to answer or don’t know as 
answer) 

4 47 

(Bogus) Self-employment 
 

No written contract, (registered) business in 
Poland or Germany, no working instructions 
from care agency 

5 5 

Contract with private household, (regis-
tered) business in Poland or Germany, no 
working instructions from care agency 
(“pseudo-posting/Entsendung” Becker 
2016)  

6 24 
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Contract with care agency (most likely just 
placement contract), (registered) business in 
Poland or Germany, no working instructions 
from care agency 

7 10 

Direct employment with 
private household 

Contract with private household, no (regis-
tered) business in Poland or Germany, no 
working instructions from care agency 
 

8 12 

 
We coded live-ins as agency workers when they were either directly employed by a care agency 
(n=74), when they had a contract with the agency but neither had their own business nor re-
ceived instructions from the agency (n=27), or when they had their own business but received 
instructions from an agency (n=23). Live-ins were considered to be nonagency workers when 
they had no written contract (n=45), when they did not know or refused to say whether they 
had a contract for their employment (n=2), when they had their own business but no written 
contract with a private household or a care agency (n=5), when they had their own business and 
a service delivery contract (n=24), or when they had their own business and a contract with a 
care agency but did not get instructions from this agency (n=10) (in this case, the agency pre-
sumably acted only as an intermediary) ; live-ins were also coded as nonagency workers when 
they were directly employed by the private household (n= 12). This classification yielded a total 
of 124 agency live-in care workers and 98 nonagency live-in care workers in our sample. Table 1 
summarizes our classification schema for distinguishing agency and nonagency live-ins.  

To compare the living and working conditions of 24h-care workers from Poland in Berlin, 
we present three point estimates for all of our analyses: In addition to the unadjusted estimate 
of the proportion of live-ins in a particular group (“naïve estimator”), we provide RDS I and 
RDS II estimates. While the RDS I estimator (“Salganik/Heckathorn”) relies on the referral pat-
terns, network size, and the number of cross-relation ties between subgroups of interest to ob-
tain unbiased estimates, the RDS II estimator (the “Volz/Heckathorn estimator”) does not rely 
on cross-relation ties to create sampling weights (Wirtz et al. 2016). Despite ongoing debates 
on the accuracy of these different RDS estimators, there is no consensus that either estimator 
outperforms the other across all settings (Abdesselam et al. 2020; Wirtz et al. 2016). 

Given that our sample is relatively small and that there is no evidence that including out-of-
equilibrium data in RDS analyses negatively affects RDS estimation (Wejnert 2009), we use the 
full sample for our estimations. To illustrate the uncertainty around the estimates, we also cal-
culated 95% confidence intervals using bootstrapping (Wejnert 2009). To generate the boot-
strap sample, we randomly selected one observation from the sample (“pseudo-seed”) along 
with all observations they recruited; we repeated this process until we reached the original num-
ber of observations. If we drew too many observations in the last step, e.g., because the tree of a 
drawn pseudo-seed became too large, we randomly deleted observations from the final step to 
reach the correct N. Given that there is some discussion around the precision of the boot-
strapped standard errors for RDS-generated data (Wejnert 2009), we only present the results of 
these estimations in the Appendix (Table A2). 
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Results 

Figure 1 shows that the majority of Polish live-ins in Berlin were agency workers (around 60%, 
n=124); nonagency live-ins were slightly more likely to be self-employed and to have direct 
contracts with the private household (a little more than 20%, n=53) than to have no contractual 
agreement (a little less than 20%, n=45); this last category also included those who did not know 
whether they had a contract or refused to provide an answer to this question. Figure 1 also 
shows that there were negligible differences between the different estimators in the estimated 
size of the live-in care population across the different types of employment contracts. The small 
differences between the RDS I and RDS II estimator can be taken as evidence of reliability in 
the distribution of live-in care workers across contract types.  

Figure 1: Live-ins by employment arrangement 

Note: All observations are used to estimate proportions (including those before equilibrium was 
reached). 

Figure 2 displays the estimated proportion of migrant live-in care workers who were satis-
fied or very satisfied with their lives in general as well as with specific aspects of their lives. We 
saw that agency live-ins were more likely to be satisfied or very satisfied than nonagency live-
ins for all domains except one. This applied to life in general (around 60% versus less than 50%), 
family life (around 60% versus around 50% relationship with the care recipient’s relatives 
(around 85% versus around 55%), and current standard of living (around 55% versus 35%). The 
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only exception was satisfaction with pay. Fewer agency live-ins were happy with their pay than 
nonagency live-ins (65% versus 85%).  

A possible explanation for agency care workers’ greater satisfaction with their family lives is 
that care agencies provide substitutes when live-ins need a vacation or time off due to illness. 
This likely made it easier for agency live-ins to regularly return home to their families. The 
finding that agency live-in care workers were also satisfied with their relationships to the clients 
and their families slightly more often than nonagency live-ins could be attributed to the match-
ing efforts of the care agency and the support that agency workers receive from the agency re-
garding contractual arrangements and communication in general. Explicit and enforceable reg-
ulations laid down in contracts improve agency workers’ satisfaction with their overall situation 
and the relationship with the client’s family. Care agencies, moreover, claim that they optimize 
the matching between the families looking for a care worker and the live-in (Chau/Schwiter 
2021).  

Figure 2 also shows that both agency and nonagency live-ins tended to be very happy overall 
with their relationships with the person they took care of—almost 90% of agency live-ins and 
around 85% of nonagency live-ins said that they were either satisfied or very satisfied. Since 
live-ins spent almost their entire time with the person they cared for, it is likely that this high 
proportion reflects a “survivor bias.” Those with good or very good relationships continued to 
work for the care recipient, whereas those who had poor relationships quit. Another interpre-
tation pertains to the general tendency of people working in personal service jobs to develop 
close relationships with their clients (England 2005; Hipp/Kelle 2016). 

Turning to the result that agency live-ins were less satisfied with their salary than nonagency 
live-ins (around 65% compared to 85%), it should be noted that care agencies charge a com-
mission for the services they provide to their employees or contractors, which nonagency live-
ins might pocket themselves. From this point of view, the difference in satisfaction with pay is 
also reasonable. 

Next, we turn to the finding on the working conditions of agency and nonagency live-in 
care workers (Figure 3). In line with our findings regarding the differences in pay satisfaction, 
Figure 3 shows that only a little more than 60% of agency live-ins compared to around 90% of 
nonagency live-ins reported net monthly earnings of €1,300. Unfortunately, we do not have any 
further information on live-ins’ monthly incomes, because we assumed we would observe very 
low incomes among migrant live-in workers, as suggested by a number of qualitative studies 
(Ignatzi 2014; Kałwa 2010; Metz-Göckel et al. 2010). We set net monthly earnings of €1,300 as 
the highest category because this was the minimum amount required to pay the German mini-
mum wage for a full-time job at the time our data were collected. 

Figure 3 also shows that agency live-ins were more likely to have their travel costs covered 
than nonagency live-ins (more than 80% compared to around 45%). Yet this additional benefit 
may not prove all that beneficial in practice. For instance, Chau/Schwiter (2021) found that 
while agencies tended to offer free bus trips between Switzerland and live-ins’ home countries, 
these bus trips were not popular among migrant live-ins, as they were usually inflexible in dates 
and times and took much longer than other means of transportation.  

Regarding the issue of working hours and breaks, we again found that agency care workers 
are more likely to be better off than nonagency workers (see Figure 4). While 33% of agency 
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live-ins reported having less than two hours of breaks per day, 50% of nonagency live-ins re-
ported having such short breaks. In addition, agency live-ins were less likely than nonagency 
live-ins to assist the person they live with at night (less than 30% vs. less than 40%) and less 
likely to have no day off per week (around 55% versus around 70%). 

Figure 2: Proportion of agency vs. nonagency live-ins who are satisfied with various life domains 
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Note: To capture the proportion of live-ins who are “satisfied“ with the above-mentioned as-
pects, we collapsed the two/three highest agreement values on the five-/ten-point agreement 
scales respondents were presented with. All observations are used to estimate proportions (in-
cluding those before equilibrium was reached). 

Figure 3: Proportion of agency vs. nonagency live-ins who earn monthly wages above €1,300 and 
whose travel costs are covered 

Note: All observations are used to estimate proportions (including those before equilibrium was 
reached). 

There are some possible explanations for these findings. First, agency contracts may be more 
specific about working hours than direct contracts between households and nonagency live-ins. 
Second, agency live-ins can report violations of working-time regulations to the agency, which 
in turn communicates these problems back to the client. However, even though agency live-ins 
had better working times than nonagency live-ins, their working times were not compliant with 
German labor protection laws. Note that our estimates might be lower bounds, as live-ins who 
have even shorter breaks may have been less likely to participate in our study. 

Differences in live-ins’ backgrounds in care training were comparatively small (see Figure 
5). Fairly high proportions of Polish agency and nonagency live-ins in Berlin stated that they 
had no medical qualifications (around 45% versus around 50%). While greater proportions of 
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agency live-ins had attended preparatory care classes than nonagency live-ins (a little less than 
40% versus a little less than 30%), fewer agency live-ins had completed at least one year of nurs-
ing training (a little less than 20% compared to slightly more than 20% among nonagency work-
ers). These differences can be explained by the fact that care agencies, or at least the larger ones, 
tend to offer training for employees and contractors without a nursing background (Lietzke/Pe-
termann 2023). By contrast, self-employed live-ins and live-ins with a direct (written or verbal) 
contract with the private household may be more likely to get their jobs due to their background 
in nursing.  

Figure 4: Proportion of agency vs. nonagency live-ins with only short daily breaks, care duties at 
night, and less than one day off per week 

 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: All observations are used to estimate proportions (including those before equilibrium was 
reached). 
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Figure 5: Proportion of agency vs. nonagency live-ins with different medical backgrounds 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: All observations are used to estimate proportions (including those before equilibrium was 
reached).  

To account for the fact that migrant live-in care workers do not randomly select into the 
different employment arrangements, we also examined whether there were systematic socio-
demographic differences between agency and nonagency live-in care workers. It was particu-
larly important to conduct this examination to assess whether potential differences in the eco-
nomic and subjective well-being of live-in care workers were due to differential selection into 
different types of contracts or whether different types of contractual arrangements may indeed 
be causally related to different outcomes. Figure 6 shows that there were no differences, or only 
small ones, in the age and educational distribution between agency and nonagency live-ins. In 
both groups around 80% were 50 years of age and older and had less than a university degree 
(ISCED 6-8). The fact that we did not find stark differences in the age distribution and educa-
tional background by type of work arrangement suggests that there was no systematic selectivity 
into these different types of working arrangements.  
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Figure 6: Proportion of agency vs. nonagency live-ins in different age groups 
and without tertiary education 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: All observations are used to estimate proportions (including those before equilibrium was 
reached).  

Lastly, we investigated differences between agency and nonagency workers in the time 
elapsed since they had their first job in Germany and their average network size. Both measures 
were also useful for assessing potential selectivity into different contractual agreements. Figure 
7 shows that fewer agency than nonagency live-ins had been working in Germany for more than 
5 years (around 45% versus around 65%). Likewise, agency careworkers were less likely than 
nonagency workers to know more than three other live-in care workers in Berlin (25% versus 
45%). These differences indeed point to some selectivity in working via an agency or not and 
can be explained by the fact that nonagency live-ins require better language skills and greater 
networks than agency live-ins: Language skills and live-in care work experience increase job 
opportunities. Good language skills also make contract negotiations easier. Individuals are 
more likely to possess both work experience and language skills after several years in the live-in 
business. Moreover, nonagency live-ins need a network of other live-ins to act as substitutes in 
case of illness or vacation. As live-in care positions are prone to ending abruptly—e.g., because 
the client dies or has to go into hospital, nonagency live-ins also need to know a lot of possible 
employers. All of this is more likely to be the case after some years in the live-in business. 
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Figure 7: Proportion of agency vs. nonagency live-ins who had been in Germany for more 
than five years and have a network > 3 other live-ins in Berlin 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: All observations are used to estimate proportions (including those before equilibrium was 
reached).  

Robustness Checks 

To assess the robustness of our results and account for the great variation that may exist be-
tween different types of care agencies, we performed additional analyses. First, we checked 
whether our coding decision to classify live-ins with a (registered) business in Poland or Ger-
many and a (placement) contract with a care agency without receiving working instructions 
from this agency as “nonagency live-ins” (n=10) affected our results. Consequently, we reran 
all analyses when coding these 10 observations as “agency workers.” The results of these addi-
tional analyses are shown in the Appendix Table A3. Essentially, we do not see any substantial 
differences in the results with the changed coding. The only exception is the satisfaction with 
family life (the proportion of those nonagency live-ins who are happy with their family lives 
increases by around 10 percentage points for both the RDS I and RDS II estimator). 

In a second step, we reran our analyses to examine potential within-agency variation in live-
ins working and living conditions. In these analyses, we distinguish between those live-ins who 
are directly employed by a care agency (n=74, Category 1 in Table 1) and those with other types 
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of agency contracts (n= 60, Category 2, 3, and 7). The results in the Appendix Figures A1–A3 
show that live-ins who are directly employed with a care agency are as or even more likely to 
report positive outcomes for most of the variables examined in our analyses than live-ins with 
other types of agency contracts. The only exception to this concerns the live-in’s likelihood of 
being (very) satisfied with their relationship with the client’s relatives.  

Conclusions 

To examine how employment policies and regulations affect 24-hour migrant care workers’ 
living and working conditions, we collected and analyzed original survey data on Polish live-
ins in Berlin using respondent-driven sampling (N=222). Because Poland is geographically and 
culturally proximate to Germany, Polish live-in care workers likely constitute one of the largest 
groups of live-in care workers in Germany (Becker et al. 2021; Ignatzi 2014).  

Distinguishing between live-ins who worked for agencies and those who did not, we find 
that, compared to nonagency workers, agency live-ins tend to report greater satisfaction with 
their lives in general, with their general standard of living, and with their relationship with their 
families back in Poland as well as with their clients and their clients’ relatives in Germany. Yet 
the proportion of agency live-ins who are happy with their earnings is lower than that of non-
agency workers. Our analysis of agency and nonagency live-ins’ working conditions helps ex-
plain these findings. Nonagency live-ins in Berlin are considerably more likely than agency live-
ins to earn more than the minimum wage for a full-time job (€8.50 per hour was the minimum 
wage when we started data collection), whereas greater proportions of agency live-ins report 
longer breaks and getting one day off per week.  

Several implications can be derived from our empirical analyses. The fact that agency care 
workers are more likely to be happy or very happy with several aspects of their lives and work 
and also report better working conditions (apart from pay) suggests that care agencies may have 
positive effects on migrant live-in care workers’ working lives. Care agencies reduce live-ins’ 
dependency on a particular client or their family by helping with communication, negotiating 
the employment contract, and providing emotional and legal support. Care agencies may also 
have a positive effect on migrant live-in care workers’ working lives by improving the match 
between the live-in and their clients. This is particularly important given the close and often 
intimate relationships care workers in private households have with their clients. What’s more, 
agency live-ins are not lone wolves. The large number of live-ins who work for the same agency 
in Germany allows—at least theoretically—for substitution arrangements during vacation time 
and sick leave and could also facilitate the establishment of training programs for care or lan-
guage skills. Networks of colleagues working with the same care agency provide practical and 
emotional support.  

Care agencies can, however, only fully realize this potential if they are not overly profit seek-
ing. Our analyses showed that agency live-ins were more likely than nonagency live-ins to have 
earnings below the minimum wage at the time of our study. As profit-seeking organizations, 
care agencies need to get paid for their services to care workers and care recipients, and this 
tends to reduce the scope for spending on care workers’ wages. Moreover, earnings pressure 
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prevents care agencies from offering more and better services (e.g., in terms of training or Ger-
man language classes). The provision of such public goods makes poaching more likely—i.e., 
workers may switch to jobs that pay better wages once they have acquired qualifications. Gen-
erally requiring care agencies to be nonprofit would prevent such common good problems and 
would create incentives for better working conditions. Our analyses, moreover, show that there 
is also quite some variation within care agencies. Live-ins who are directly employed by a care 
agency fare better on most outcomes than live-ins on other agency contracts. The implication 
of this finding is that care agencies that do not employ live-ins but only help with the placement 
may not necessarily be beneficial for live-ins. When live-ins are self-employed, neither the pri-
vate household nor the care agency can be held accountable if minimum wage requirements 
and specifications regarding maximum working hours are violated. Care agencies should be 
offered incentives to improve working conditions for live-ins and to adhere to quality stand-
ards. This would be important for at least two reasons: First, merely imposing more legal regu-
lations on live-in care employment does not automatically lead to better working conditions, as 
the example of the Austrian live-in model has proven (e.g., Aulenbacher/Leiblfinger/Prieler 
2020; Österle/Bauer 2016). Second, bad working conditions may harm live-ins’ health and qual-
ity of care and thereby the health and well-being of care recipients (Green/Ayalon 2018).  

Before concluding, we would like to discuss several limitations of our study. First, the results 
of our analyses only apply to Polish live-in care workers in Berlin. Although our results may 
plausibly be generalized to other areas of Germany and other migrant groups, this restriction 
should be kept in mind when interpreting our findings. In particular, the working and living 
situations of live-in care workers from outside the European Union may differ from those of 
Polish live-in care workers in Berlin; care workers from non-EU countries face additional ob-
stacles and challenges when it comes to residence permits and travelling.  

Second, due to the very limited sample size (N=222), all our estimates are very uncertain 
(see the width of the bootstrapped confidence intervals in Table A2 in the Appendix). More 
importantly, due to the small sample size, we were only able to distinguish between agency and 
nonagency workers in our analysis. We are, however, fully aware that both categories can cap-
ture very different types of employment arrangements. For instance, some care agencies may 
be actual employers while others may be agencies that only provide minimal protection and 
services to live-in workers (e.g., Leiber and Rossow 2022; Leiber et al. 2020; Schwiter, Berndt, 
and Schilling 2014). What’s more, our nonagency worker category included live-ins who were 
directly employed by a German household, self-employed live-ins who had a service contract 
with the employer, and live-ins without any contract at all. Therefore, there is likely also great 
within-group variation among both agency and nonagency care workers in our study that we 
cannot capture.  

Third, although we did our best to meet all the assumptions required to obtain unbiased 
estimates from RDS data—i.e., that the network structure is symmetric and that there are no 
hidden or isolated subgroups in the population of interest (network assumptions), that partici-
pants provide reliable information about their network size and randomly recruit additional 
respondents from their person network (assumptions regarding respondent behavior), and that 
sampling occurs with replacement (sampling assumption) —we cannot, of course, guarantee 
that all of these assumptions were (consistently) met throughout the data collection process. 
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We could, for instance, not always ensure that respondents randomly recruited from their net-
works. However, given that most participants in our study all had small networks, random re-
cruitment was not necessary in most instances. Moreover, due to limited resources, we did not 
allow for sampling with replacement, i.e., the possibility that live-ins could participate in the 
study multiple times. To address the potential biases, we displayed the results from two different 
RDS estimators. Lastly, although we do not have evidence that there are systematic differences 
in selection into the different types of working arrangements in our sample (as our comparison 
of various sociodemographic characteristics of agency and nonagency workers suggest), our 
data do not allow us to draw causal conclusions about the effects of different types of employ-
ment arrangements on live-in care workers’ economic and subjective well-being.  

Despite these limitations, however, our study contributes to the growing literature on live-
in care workers by providing more reliable estimates than previous studies, which either con-
ducted qualitative interviews with a small number of purposively sampled live-ins (e.g., 
Emunds/Schacher 2012; Ignatzi 2014; Karakayali 2010; Kniejska 2016; Satola 2015) or used 
nonprobability samples that precluded generalizable contributions (e.g., Bartig et al. 2022; 
Becker 2023; Becker/Komitowski 2022; Hielscher et al. 2017; Isfort/Von der Malsburg 2014; 
Petermann et al. 2017). We acknowledge, however, that the findings of our study only deviate 
from what previous work suggested in a few respects. For instance, we found higher proportions 
of live-in care workers who received wages above the minimum wage for full-time care workers 
at the time of data collection than suggested by previous, qualitative work (Ignatzi 2014; Kałwa 
2010; Metz-Göckel 2010). By graphically indicating the differences between the two RDS esti-
mator and a “naïve,” unweighted estimator, we have illustrated the bias of estimators that do 
not account for the sampling method of the data. Lastly, by applying RDS to the group of mi-
grant live-in care workers, which can be regarded as a hard-to reach population 
(Hipp/Kohler/Leumann 2019), our study may inspire researchers to also apply this sampling 
method to other small and potentially hidden migrant populations.  
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Appendix 

Table A1: Consecutive question to collect respondents’ network size 

 Original wording (Polish) English translation 
1 Ile osób zna Pani/Pan, które tak jak 

Pani/Pan pracują w 24-godzinnej opiece? 
(Podaj szacunkową liczbę, jeśli nie znasz 
dokładnej liczby) 

How many people do you know who, like you, 
work in 24-hour care? (Please estimate if you 
don’t know the exact number) 

2 Ilu z tych 24-godzinnych opiekunów pocho-
dzi z Polski wzgl. ma tam jeszcze ich miejsce 
zamieszkania? 

How many of these 24-hour caregivers are 
from Poland, and how many still reside there? 

3 Ilu z tych 24-godzinnych opiekunów opie-
kunów pracuje w Berlinie? 

How many of these 24-hour caregivers work in 
Berlin? 

4 I ile z tych osób spotkała Pani/spotkał Pan w 
ostatnich 2 miesiącach? 

And how many of these individuals have you 
met in the last 2 months? 

 

Table A2: 95% confidence intervals for point estimates of all variables of interest based on the 
naïve estimator 

Variable Employment 
type 

Lower-bound 
(5th percentile)  

Upper-bound  
(95th percentile)  

life in general agency   0.547   0.661 
 nonagency   0.346   0.534 

family life agency   0.493   0.650 
 nonagency   0.420   0.602 

relationship with client agency   0.812   0.926 
 nonagency   0.729   0.855 

relation with relatives agency    0.750   0.885 
 nonagency   0.628   0.764 

living standard agency   0.494   0.611 
 nonagency   0.352   0.507 

payment agency   0.596   0.746 
 nonagency   0.639   0.816 

>=1300 Euro/month agency   0.631   0.752 
 nonagency   0.683   0.865 

no extra travel expenses agency   0.799   0.884 
 nonagency   0.406   0.651 

less than 2h break per day agency   0.277   0.420 
 nonagency   0.344    0.500 

on duty at night agency   0.234   0.393 
 nonagency   0.422   0.603 
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no day off per week agency   0.418   0.593 
 nonagency   0.484   0.667 

no qualification agency   0.358    0.500 
 nonagency   0.390   0.570 

preparatory care class agency   0.287   0.407 
 nonagency   0.271   0.483 

1+ year of relevant training agency   0.167   0.277 
 nonagency   0.091   0.208 

50 years or older agency   0.761   0.853 
 nonagency   0.658   0.807 

less than university degree agency   0.812   0.908 
 nonagency   0.762   0.898 

In Germany more than 5 yrs agency   0.519   0.676 
 nonagency   0.512   0.775 

Berlin network > 3 agency   0.408   0.591 
 nonagency   0.482   0.610 

 

Note: The lower bound is the 5th percentile of the proportions estimated in each of the 300 boot-
strap samples. Correspondingly the upper bound is the 95th percentile of the 300 estimated pro-
portions.  

 

Table A3: Comparison of estimated proportions of live-ins satisfaction and working conditions 
for the naïve, RDSI, and RDSII estimator by coding decisions for agency workers 
  

Estimated proportions for 
original coding 

Estimated proportions for al-
ternative coding 

    naïve RDSI RDSII n naïve RDSI RDSII n 

Satisfaction with 
life in general 

agency 61.0% 61.1% 60.6% 75 60.2% 61.4% 61.6% 80 

nonagency 45.3% 49.2% 46.5% 43 44.7% 48.6% 45.0% 38 

Satisfaction with 
payment 

agency 66.7% 65.4% 65.8% 82 65.4% 60.7% 61.2% 87 

nonagency 74.2% 84.5% 83.5% 69 77.1% 86.9% 88.9% 64 

Satisfaction with 
relationship with 
client's relatives 

agency 81.5% 86.2% 85.7% 97 79.7% 83.7% 83.3% 102 

nonagency 67.8% 53.3% 57.0% 59 69.2% 54.1% 55.4% 54 

Satisfaction with 
relationship with 

client 

agency 86.0% 88.0% 88.8% 98 83.9% 82.7% 83.8% 104 

nonagency 79.3% 85.3% 82.7% 73 81.7% 88.9% 83.2% 67 

agency 58.2% 58.9% 59.2% 71 56.8% 57.3% 57.5% 75 



EMPLOYMENT AND WELL-BEING OF MIGRANT LIVE-IN CARE WORKERS 31 

 

Satisfaction with 
family life 

nonagency 50.5% 51.4% 49.2% 48 51.8% 61.4% 58.6% 44 

Satisfaction with 
living standard 

agency 56.1% 54.5% 54.4% 69 56.1% 55.4% 55.8% 74 

nonagency 41.3% 34.1% 31.6% 38 39.8% 26.2% 26.0% 33 

€1,300 or more 
per month 

agency 69.2% 62.7% 61.6% 81 69.3% 62.5% 60.5% 88 

nonagency 77.8% 91.7% 86.5% 56 . . . 15 

Travel costs 
covered 

agency 83.9% 82.1% 82.0% 104 79.9% 79.1% 79.1% 107 

nonagency 50.0% 46.7% 44.7% 48 52.3% 44.6% 44.6% 45 

Less than 2h break 
per day 

agency 34.7% 32.5% 33.2% 43 35.1% 31.3% 33.0% 47 

nonagency 40.9% 51.8% 48.6% 38 41.0% 48.1% 46.2% 34 

On duty at night agency 31.1% 27.8% 27.9% 37 31.8% 29.1% 29.2% 41 

nonagency 48.4% 38.8% 39.0% 46 49.4% 37.5% 36.8% 42 

No day off per 
week 

agency 52.1% 55.1% 52.4% 62 54.3% 55.9% 54.7% 70 

nonagency 59.6% 68.2% 70.1% 53 57.0% 68.8% 69.3% 45 
 

Note: Due to an insufficient number of observations, we cannot estimate the proportion of non-
agency-live-ins’ pay in the alternative coding scheme. To capture the proportion of live-ins who 
are “(very)satisfied” with the above mentioned aspects, we collapsed the two/three highest agree-
ment values on the five-/ten-point agreement scales respondents were presented with. 
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Figure A1: Proportion of live-ins who are satisfied with various life domains by agency type 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: All observations are used to estimate proportions (including those before equilibrium was 
reached).  
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Figure A2: Proportion of live-ins who earn monthly wages above €1,300 and whose travel-costs 
are covered by agency type 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: All observations are used to estimate proportions (including those before equilibrium was 
reached).  
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Figure A3: Proportion of live-ins with only short daily breaks, care duties at night, and less than 
one day off per week by agency type 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: All observations are used to estimate proportions (including those before equilibrium was 
reached).  
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