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Figure 1.1, Source: http://culturalcareaupair.com/costs/program-costs/ 

 

Figure 1.2, Source: http://culturalcareaupair.com/costs/discounts/ 

The visibility of an au pair in contrast to the more clandestine nature of 

housecleaning work makes hiring an au pair a more obvious class marker for families. 

Employers of au pairs belong to an elite social group that can claim to afford being able 

to do so, thereby, raising their social capital. Bourdieu identifies social capital as “the 

aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to possession of a durable 

network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and 

recognition – or in other words, to membership in a group” (8). As Jean Pyle puts it, 
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“families view hiring a domestic worker as a badge of achieving ‘middle- classhood’” 

(288). As a result, employing an au pair is somewhat of a paradox on multiple levels: a.) 

although she is categorically different from the domestic workers in Hondagneu-Sotelo 

and Avila’s taxonomy, hiring her still speaks to a family’s material status and b.) this 

“cheapest form of childcare,” as it is advertised by au pair agencies, is also perceived as 

the highest in status. On its website, Cultural Care Au Pair calculates that hiring an au 

pair will cost a family $18,353.25 per year, $1,529.55 per month, $360 per week, or 

$8.00 per hour, inclusive of application fees associated with the process and the weekly 

stipend of $195.75 that an au pair receives.51 This is in contrast to $500 a week that 

families would need to pay for a day care center and anywhere between $500-$700 for a 

nanny earning on average between $12-$15 an hour.52 Steve Osunsami and Suzan Clarke 

report that federal guidelines recommend families spend no more than ten percent of their 

income on child care, but the real costs today exceed that amount by two or three times. 

In conjunction with the fact that childcare expenses sometimes surpass the cost of 

mortgage payments, having a nanny has become an important sign of middle-class status 

for many families. In light of these costs and the tough economic times that have affected 

many families since the crisis of 2008, employing an au pair could certainly be viewed as 

an upper-class symbol since more and more middle-class families are cutting down. 

Moreover, in order to secure an au pair, families must pay a number of fees up front. 

Cultural Care Au Pair requests an application fee of $75 in order to “begin [the] 

personalized matching process and access [the] online database of available au pair 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
51	  All	  financial	  data	  is	  obtained	  from	  Culturalcareaupair.com/costs/programcosts	  
52	  This	  data	  is	  based	  on	  statistics	  compiled	  by	  the	  National	  Association	  of	  Child	  Care	  Resource	  &	  
Referral	  Agencies	  (NACCRRA)	  for	  families	  living	  in	  major	  metro	  regions	  of	  the	  U.S.	  with	  two	  
children.	  
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profiles” (“Program Costs § Cultural Care Au Pair”). A $300 “match fee” is collected 

upon selection of au pair, along with the $7,995 program fee. The agency also warns of 

additional costs that may be encountered during the au pair’s stay, i.e. driver’s insurance, 

transportation fees, meals etc. For that reason, taking on an au pair can be one factor that 

allows families to obtain the “recognition” necessary to be part of the higher social 

classes. 

Hiring someone to clean the house, on the other hand, is not as prestigious or 

costly of an endeavor as child rearing. The housecleaners I surveyed reported going to 

their clients’ homes usually every other week. Depending on the size of a home, they 

collected between $60-$100 per cleaning. Assuming a family’s home is on the high end 

of this range, $100 every fortnight does not come close to comparing with the estimated 

expense of an au pair - $360 a week. This is one of the most striking ways in which an au 

pair is a status symbol in a manner that differs widely from housecleaners. On the other 

hand, one could also argue that whereas childcare is a necessity, or a “fixed” cost, hiring 

a housecleaner on top of that would be very much about elevating one’s social capital. 

Moreover, having a clean house might also add to a family’s respectability and cultural 

cache. Arguably, however, housecleaning is not as visible of an endeavor as child 

minding: au pairs are active in their charges’ lives in and around the house on a daily 

basis while housecleaners come and go.   

 

“Symbolic Stratification” 

Most of the au pairs I spoke to worked for host parents whose professions would 

position them as being upper-middle or upper class. Twenty-year-old Austrian au pair 



	  

	  

64	  

Juliane was the only woman whose host family’s economic situation was perhaps not so 

clear, due to her working for a single mom. Although she knew that her host mom was a 

territory manager for a company, who had the “female-friendly” option of working a 

flexible schedule out of the house, Juliane did not know what the father did or whether he 

contributed to the household income. Juliane was very unsatisfied with her placement in 

this family because she had to fulfill the role of the surrogate mother by performing 

certain tasks that made her feel comfortable, such as going to parent-teacher conference 

night at the childrens’ schools. She expressed many times during the course of the 

interview that, unlike her host mom, other families did not require their au pairs to fill as 

many nurturant roles as she did: 

Very relaxed families just need an au pair as a symbol of prestige. I know an au 

pair and he’s just...they invite him to everything and he just has to drive them. He 

doesn’t really take care of the kids; it’s really weird and his family is really, really 

rich. It’s just, I think, most of them can afford an au pair . . . Some families have a 

nanny and an au pair. It’s just like to say – ‘look, I have an au pair and I can 

afford it.’ And she’s from abroad so it’s something exotic that you have. I don’t 

get it why they have that. Maybe it’s just the really rich families who have that.  

As Juliane pointed out, some host families hire both au pairs and nannies, which positions 

them even higher in terms of their social status as they have more people performing the 

nurturant care in the household. The symbolism of having an au pair, per Juliane, is thus 

more important than their labor because it is what elevates the host family’s social capital 

and serves as a marker of what I call “symbolic stratification” – by hiring an au pair a 

family might be showcasing their wealth, without really needing her care or believing in 
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the exchange program in much the same way someone expresses their symbolic Irish 

ethnicity by eating corned beef and cabbage on Saint Patrick’s Day.53 Au pair, Leni, 

emphasized this point and added that for many families an au pair is simply a 

convenience: 

The au pair is here in the first place to work for you. Also . . . to have the cultural 

exchange, to see how it is in different countries, and I think a lot of families just 

get used to having an au pair because there are a lot of families who have like one 

kid who is old enough to be alone by himself for two to three hours a day after 

school but parents get used to having someone there. It’s comfortable to have 

someone there. You don’t want to miss it if you’ve had it once. Families who 

have had au pairs for like eleven years they don’t really need an au pair and the au 

pair has a lot of free time because all the kids are in school all day.  

 

Brazilian au pair Carolina worked for a very wealthy family who also hired a 

babysitter to help her with the kids on particularly busy nights of the week that required 

driving them to various extracurricular activities. Although Carolina told me that she got 

along with her host family very well, she was not particularly fond of the babysitter – a 

local girl - whom she felt sometimes got in her way or thought she knew better, but 

Carolina was willing to put up with her in order to have fewer responsibilities. Again, it 

seemed like for Carolina’s family hiring, in this case, multiple caregivers was symbolic 

of their social class. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
53	  I	  derive	  this	  term	  from	  Herbert	  Gans’s	  notion	  of	  “symbolic	  ethnicity,”	  which	  is	  characterized	  
by	  	  “a	  love	  for	  and	  a	  pride	  in	  a	  tradition	  that	  can	  be	  felt	  without	  having	  to	  be	  incorporated	  in	  
everyday	  behavior”	  (Gans	  435).	  In	  much	  the	  same	  way,	  families	  may	  not	  actually	  need	  an	  au	  
pair’s	  services,	  but	  still	  hire	  one	  as	  this	  is	  what	  “traditionally”	  has	  been	  one	  of	  the	  markers	  of	  
their	  social	  status.	  
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Cleaning House 

Although housecleaners may not be maids in the traditional sense, i.e. they do not 

live with their employers, and focus specifically on cleaning-related tasks rather than 

being at their beck and call 24/7, it can be challenging to see the long-term “benefits” of 

housecleaning, certainly as pertaining to social mobility. A 2005 New York Times/CBS 

News poll found that twenty-one percent of cleaning/maintenance staff have less than a 

high school education and are at the bottom fifth of the income bracket, earning less than 

twenty thousand dollars a year. My research, however, has shown that these statistics 

have not been applicable to the Polish cleaning sector in Chicagoland since the wave of 

“new” immigrants arrived post World War II (Berdes and Zych 44). 

All the women in my study had a high school diploma; one even had a PhD. In 

most cases, therefore, these women experienced a drop in their social statuses upon 

migration. In some instances, the socio-economic standing of the housecleaners in their 

home country was higher than their employers in the United States, which is contrary to 

the popular belief that mainly impoverished groups migrate. After migration, however, 

the housecleaners experienced an exponential drop in mobility but raised the social 

capital of their employers. In general, the socio-economic mobility of the Polish 

housecleaners I interviewed was a result of the negative effects of the migration process, 

typical of the first generation (Telles and Ortiz), which I will describe in this part of the 

chapter. 
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Polish Immigration to Chicagoland 

With an estimated 9-10 million Polish Americans living in the United States, 

Poles constitute one of the largest white ethnic groups54 in America - 3.2 percent of the 

total population (Greene). Of those, nearly one million are first generation emigrants 

from Poland. Scholars have traditionally divided Polish migration to the United States 

into three waves: the so-called “for bread” migration at the turn of the XIX and XX 

centuries, World War II émigrés and “new immigrants” post 1969 (Erdmans; Harvard 

Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups). The majority of Polish immigrants, about one 

million, came through Ellis Island between 1880-1920. The exact number is unknown as 

many were attributed to Poland’s partitioners: Russia, Germany, and Austria-Hungary.  

The turn of the century immigration wave was referred to as za chlebem, or “for 

bread” immigration since most newcomers emigrated for economic reasons. The "for 

bread" Polish immigrants were peasants, largely from the South and Southeastern part of 

Poland, including the Carpathian and Tatra Mountains, and the Krakow area. This region 

was heavily overpopulated, leaving many without available farmland – the main means 

of sustenance for the hard-working peasants. Whereas the earlier “for bread” Polish 

migrants of the turn of the XIX and XX centuries were farmers, later migrants were 

usually urban and well educated, with more than ninety percent of refugees holding 

university degrees, and all with high school or vocational school training (Berdes and 

Zych; Erdmans).  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
54	  Poles	  constitute	  the	  fifth	  largest	  white	  ethnic	  group	  after	  the	  Germans,	  Irish,	  English,	  and	  
Italians	  (Leven	  and	  Szwabe).	  
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Polish immigration continued throughout the 1990s, even after the downfall of the 

communist system in 1989, mainly due to the economic instability facing the nation.55 As 

Western companies moved in, however, employment opportunities increased for the 

young, urban, and well-educated population who had previously immigrated to the 

United States in high numbers. In the nineties in Poland they could take advantage of  “ . 

. . new business initiatives; jobs in new technology markets (e.g., computers and 

telecommunications); economic and development aid provided by the United States, 

Sweden, and Germany; and managerial, skilled, and unskilled positions in Western 

companies like Pepsico and Bell Telephone” (Erdmans, “New Chicago Polonia” 116). 

Nonetheless, certain groups of the population, including retirees and those less educated, 

faired better under the socialist system, which provided state subsidies.  Without them, 

many industries failed: textiles in Lodz, mining in the Lower Silesia region, and ship-

building along the Baltic Sea. Farmers and artists (writers, sculptors, actors) also lost 

state subsidies leading to unemployment rates as high as 12 to 15 percent in the 1990s 

(Erdmans, “New Chicago Polonia” 116), which served as precursors for continued 

emigration. 

Starting in the mid-1990s, the nature of Polish immigration to the United States 

changed. New categories of temporary visitors were introduced, among them the au pair 

and summer work travel programs, which allowed a number of students and scholars to 

stay in the U.S. on a short-term basis whereas prior to the 1990s, many Polish tourists 

ended up seeking employment and making their stays permanent. According to the US 

Department of State, the overall number of both temporary and permanent Polish 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
55	  It	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  not	  all	  newly	  registered	  immigrants	  were	  new	  arrivals.	  Many	  
undocumented	  immigrants	  of	  the	  1970s	  and	  1980s	  were	  not	  officially	  accounted	  for	  until	  the	  
IRCA	  amnesty	  of	  1986.	  
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migrants decreased substantially, from its peak of 108 thousand in 2000 to 68 thousand in 

2011. Increased educational attainment, including English proficiency, has also affected 

the geographical mobility of the Polish community and led to a decline of distinctly 

Polish neighborhoods. Poles choose to resettle to the suburbs rather than remain in 

traditionally Polish areas because they perceive suburban life to be synonymous with 

social mobility (Erdmans, “New Chicago Polonia”; Leven and Szwabe). As one 

immigrant said: “You made it in America, you move to the suburbs” [sic] (Erdmans, 

“New Chicago Polonia” 123). Polish immigrants have, thus, contributed to greater 

cultural variation in white suburbia. 

The main factor contributing to the decline in Polish migration to the U.S., 

however, is Poland’s accession to the European Union in 2004, which lowered the role of 

U.S. pull forces. Newly opened job markets, such as those of Great Britain, Sweden, and 

Ireland, provided Poles with the opportunity to emigrate with substantially lower 

transportation and visa-related costs (Leven and Szwabe).56 Thus, the traditional 

migration theory subscribed to by such scholars as Douglas Massey and Mary Patrice 

Erdmans, which postulates that immigration becomes self-perpetuating once strong 

networks have been developed between host and home countries, is no longer sufficient 

in describing Polish migration flows (Leven and Szwabe). 

 

 

 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
56	  Bozena	  Leven	  and	  Michal	  Szwabe	  theorize	  that	  more	  restrictive	  migration	  policies	  lead	  to	  
more	  permanent	  migration	  patterns.	  Unlike	  the	  case	  of	  Polish	  migrants	  in	  the	  United	  States,	  
Poles	  working	  in	  E.U.	  countries,	  such	  as	  Great	  Britain,	  returned	  to	  Poland	  at	  the	  time	  of	  the	  
recession	  in	  2008	  because	  the	  elimination	  of	  migration	  barriers	  gives	  them	  a	  chance	  to	  go	  back	  
once	  the	  economy	  improves.	  
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Deklasacja 

Although immigration has been historically considered a stepping-stone to social 

mobility, as mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, for many of the educated 

immigrants from Poland who came to the U.S. prior to 1990, it actually resulted in 

downward social mobility in the Chicagoland area, especially in the first generation. 

Mary Patrice Erdmans, in her study of Polish ethnics in Chicago, discusses the downward 

mobility faced by Polish “new immigrants” to Chicago post 1976. Erdmans explains that 

this deklasacja (“loss of class”) “was most true for those who came from the middle or 

professional classes in Poland. Medical doctors became nursing home attendants; 

engineers became drafters; and school teachers became maids and childcare workers” 

(Erdmans 73).  [emphasis mine] Celia Berdes and Adam Zych claim that of immigrants 

who were children of intelligentsia in Poland, only 70.8 percent were able to maintain 

their parents’ social class (49).  

In general, Polish-born women have faired better than Polish-born men with their 

statuses steadily rising along with their presence in professional positions.57 Fourteen 

percent of Polish-born females occupied professional positions in 1980, in comparison to 

19 percent in 1990, and 25 percent in 2000 (Leven and Szwabe). Fewer women are 

working in blue-collar jobs, such as housecleaning – 35 percent in 1980 versus 18 percent 

in 2000. Despite these changes, domestic service in the form of housekeeping, childcare, 

and elder care is the most common occupation for those new post-1976 immigrants 

holding temporary visas, who scholars of Polish immigration to the United States such as 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
57	  Men	  tend	  to	  remain	  in	  the	  jobs	  they	  initially	  occupied,	  such	  as	  construction	  or	  auto	  
mechanics,	  because	  they	  are	  relatively	  well	  paid	  fields.	  According	  to	  the	  American	  Community	  
Survey,	  Polish	  born	  males	  in	  2010	  earned	  an	  average	  of	  $51,200	  as	  opposed	  to	  $39,000	  earned	  
by	  Polish	  born	  females	  (Leven	  and	  Szwabe	  6).	  	  
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Erdmans and Jaroslaw Rokicki call wakacjusze. These wakacjusze are entrants on B1 

visas58, not exchange student visa holders like au pairs, who frequently overstay them and 

end up living in the United States illegally. A typical stereotype of wakacjuszy59 is that 

they rent a bedroom in someone’s basement, work physically-demanding jobs as 

contractors, cleaning personnel, or waiters and save all their money in cash as without a 

Social Security number they cannot open a bank account, or they fear that having one 

might make them a target for immigration officials. They usually live in Polish 

neighborhoods, such as the colloquially called Jackowo or “Polish Village” in the 

Avondale area on the Northwest Side of Chicago, in order to have easier access to 

services within the Polish community. This experience is quite different for au pairs who 

are concentrated in upper-middle and upper-class neighborhoods, largely of suburbia, 

such as Chicago’s North Shore. It is a mandate for au pairs to be conversant in English, 

and they need to obtain all the documentation necessary to live, work and educate 

themselves in the United States legally, such as drivers’ licenses and Social Security 

numbers60.  

 For many permanent migrants, however, it was oftentimes too difficult to 

overcome the negative effects of migration, i.e. language barriers and circumscribed 

networks (Erdmans 74-75), which ultimately led to their decision to pursue domestic 

work. For others, including two of the housecleaners I spoke to, an uncertain legal 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
58	  See	  “Visa	  Categories	  for	  Domestic	  Workers”	  in	  Chapter	  2.	  
59	  I	  alter	  the	  inflectional	  endings	  to	  this	  Polish	  borrowing	  in	  order	  to	  suit	  the	  English	  context.	  
60	  Since	  J-‐1	  visa	  holders	  may	  only	  be	  employed	  in	  very	  specified	  contexts,	  i.e.	  au	  pairs	  by	  their	  
host	  families,	  exchange	  students	  at	  universities,	  work-‐and-‐travel	  program	  participants	  at	  a	  
designated	  venue	  for	  which	  their	  visas	  were	  issued,	  their	  Social	  Security	  cards	  contain	  a	  message	  
that	  reads	  “VALID	  FOR	  WORK	  ONLY	  WITH	  DHS	  [Department	  of	  Homeland	  Security]	  
AUTHORIZATION,”	  which	  makes	  it	  illegal	  for	  them	  to	  obtain	  any	  other	  type	  of	  “outside”	  
employment.	  	  
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situation provided less incentive to recertify degrees or learn new skills. So, in effect, it is 

the cultural capital in the form of language and the social capital in the form of 

established connections that limit the upward mobility of housecleaners, unlike au pairs 

who speak English fluently and can always rely on their agency’s support. In fact, the 

women I interviewed self-reported that language, legal status and earning potential were 

the factors that had the greatest impact on the decision to do work that would potentially 

lead to a significant drop in social mobility. Lack of connections and established 

networks can have a surprisingly detrimental impact, making it hard even for members of 

the intelligentsia to regain the same level of prestige. Erdmans brings up the example of a 

chemistry professor from Poland who worked a number of jobs at universities in the 

Chicago area, but was never able to regain his position as an associate professor. Despite 

the high levels of education in her refugee and permanent resident samples, less than half 

of the immigrants were able to pursue professional occupations in the U.S. As one of her 

interviewees commented, “In Poland we were members of the elite, but not here” (quoted 

in Erdmans 75).  

 This deklasacja was particularly evident for one of the documented 

housecleaners, Julita, who was a preschool teacher in Poland, but did not want to pursue 

teaching in the United States when she found out how little preschool teachers get paid 

upon coming here. She was offered a job for $22,000 a year and quickly calculated that 

she could earn more on the flexible schedule that comes with being an independent 

cleaning lady: “That was nothing. In comparison with cleaning, it would be working for 

free . . .And then I was pregnant, had Alicia [her daughter], and then there was no longer 

an option for me to go back to work full-time, so I stuck with cleaning. ” As a green-card 
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holder, she had the alternative to potentially work in multiple industries, but ultimately 

decided to pursue what allowed her to have the highest earnings with as flexible of a 

schedule as possible for the sake of her elementary-age children, regardless of the status 

attached to it. As both Julita and her husband worked, they were able to afford a quaint 

little house in a solidly middle-class North-West Chicago suburb. Julita, nonetheless, 

regrets having made the decision to pursue cleaning as it is a cash job that did not provide 

her with any benefits: “I regret it terribly that I didn’t take the other [preschool] job. 

Terribly. After almost fifteen years here, I would have been close to retirement by now.” 

Basia, who was also a permanent resident, was mainly motivated to pursue 

cleaning houses due to her poor English skills, but she too wanted to work flexible hours 

and be able to have the option to drop her children off at school, go to work, and be home 

in time to make them dinner. Since Basia had just graduated from high school when she 

came to the United States, she had not worked in Poland yet, and therefore deklasacja 

had not hit her as hard as it did Julita. Her aunt, who was already working in the cleaning 

sector in Chicago recommended Basia to a few potential employers and got her started in 

the cleaning business.  

Both Julita and Basia were, thus, privy to established networks because of family 

already living in the United States, by means of which they also received their permanent 

resident statuses. Basia obtained houses to clean through her aunt while Julita’s mother-

in-law recommended her to several families. In other situations, many immigrant women 

who are faced with the language barrier, no connections, and no papers end up working 

for cleaning agencies upon arrival to the United States. This is considered to be one of the 



	  

	  

74	  

lowest stature jobs on the domestic sector totem pole. Julita described working for a 

cleaning service in comparison to working on her own in the following way: 

What does a cleaning job look-like? Ok, let’s say I go to work at 8:00, usually 

around 8:00, 8:15, it doesn’t matter, ok. I’m there around 8:00 and I stay for three 

and a half, four, four and a half hours sometimes, and I have the same house every 

other week. I have clients now who I have worked for for fifteen years, so these 

are homes, where you know, I know where everything is, where everything lays. 

They trust me and leave me home alone. No problem. I have the codes to get in 

through their garage doors, keys to their houses. I clean one house a day and then 

I go home. I take the money – the full amount – and I go home. In the cleaning 

service, in which my friend worked for example, they clean five or six houses a 

day. They start at 7:00 in the morning and there are three or four women, who 

spend about one hour at each home – there are more of them, so it goes faster. 

One cleans the bathrooms, the other the kitchen. The third one cleans the rest. So 

the one woman who cleans the bathrooms only cleans bathrooms all day. They 

come home around 6:00 pm and only earn about $30 because the majority of the 

money goes to the owner of the cleaning agency. 

When I asked her why people chose to work for an agency under such difficult 

conditions, she emphasized these women’s lack of cultural capital:  

Very often they do not speak English, do not know how to drive, they live in 

Chicago and do not know how to find their own houses to clean [in the suburbs]. 

Nobody knows them. If someone doesn’t know you, they won’t let you into their 

house. So, they go to a cleaning service, which picks them up from their home 
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somewhere in Chicago, takes them from house to house and then drops them off. 

Most frequently, it is the language barrier because they do not speak English. And 

they don’t have their own car. 

Julita’s comment reinforces, yet again, the private nature of domestic work. The cleaning 

service seems to be one of the the only viable employment options that does not require 

language skills and mobility from the housecleaners, which are necessary to function in 

the public sphere. It also serves as a means of recourse for customers if the cleaning 

personnel were to destroy something in the home that the women themselves would not 

be abe to replace or fix otherwise due to limited resources.61  

Aleksandra’s situation precisely exemplifies the toll of downward social mobility. 

Aleksandra came to the United States on vacation with her boyfriend after her fourth year 

in a five-year master’s program in Poland. She overstayed her tourist visa and ended up 

in a state of limbo: go back to Poland to continue her studies but face the potential state 

of having to wait ten years to return to the United States again, or stay here and work 

clandestinely. She chose the latter, but being that she did not know anybody in the United 

States apart from her boyfriend, she applied to work for a cleaning service: 

It was the only way I could earn some money because my English was not good 

enough to take up work in any other field, in any other profession. Well, and I 

also did not graduate from college, so I did not have a completed education. 

Aleksandra would work for a cleaning company that would pick her and a few other 

women up in the morning, drop them off at their respective job sites and pick them up at 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
61	  	  Julita	  told	  me	  of	  a	  friend	  she	  had	  who	  worked	  for	  a	  cleaning	  agency.	  One	  of	  the	  women	  on	  
this	  friend’s	  cleaning	  team	  sprayed	  baseboards	  with	  a	  detergent	  that	  contained	  bleach	  because	  
she	  could	  not	  read	  English	  and	  could	  not	  read	  the	  label	  on	  the	  detergent	  bottle.	  She	  ended	  up	  
bleaching	  out	  the	  carpet	  along	  the	  walls	  of	  an	  entire	  room	  so	  terribly	  that	  it	  needed	  to	  be	  
replaced.	  	  
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the end of the day. Since Aleksandra would usually be given the largest houses to clean, 

she would have to wait approximately six hours for the company van to pick her up 

again. Aleksandra had no idea where she was in the Chicagoland area and did not even 

know the addresses of the people whose houses she cleaned. I asked her if she ever felt 

like she was in any potential danger, but Aleksandra claimed she did not because the 

other women who worked for that agency had already been there between three and five 

years and had not shared any negative experiences with her. At the same time, the 

cleaning agency entrusted her by having the employers pay Aleksandra upon completion 

of the service, and she was then expected to pass this check along to the driver that would 

come get her at the end of the workday. The contradictions within Aleksandra’s 

predicament were quite striking. One the one hand, she had absolutely no idea who she 

was working for or where she was going, but on the other hand, she was allowed to 

handle the business’s earnings. She did, however, realize the vulnerability of her situation 

but seemed pretty accepting of it: “I had no other choice but to agree to those conditions 

[if I wanted to work there].” Here she stopped and laughed out loud, “They would drive 

me out somewhere to the suburbs. They knew that I was ‘fresh’ and had just come here 

from Poland and was completely not familiar with Chicago, so when they took me 

somewhere, I had no idea how to get back from there, and they knew I would be waiting 

there when they returned.”62 Aleksandra eventually quit this job, in which she earned $60 

a day in favor of a full time nannying job for $12.50 an hour. She thought it was “unfair,” 

as she put it, to perform such physically demanding labor for such little pay and treated 

her nannying position as a learning experience for when she would have her own children 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
62	  The	  exploitative	  potential	  of	  these	  agencies	  needs	  to	  be	  scrutinized	  more	  thoroughly	  by	  
scholars	  of	  domestic	  and	  care	  labor.	  See	  Barbara	  Ehrenreich’s	  Nickel	  and	  Dimed	  for	  an	  
ethnographic	  description	  of	  work	  for	  a	  cleaning	  service.	  
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in the future. But she also ended up finding a couple houses to clean independently on the 

weekends, acknowledging that housecleaning is a more profitable job even if it takes a 

toll on one’s body.  In fact, all of my interviewees commented that housecleaning is a 

better job because, as Julita stated, “I do my job – I go home. She [the nanny] sat there 

and was tied to the kids . . . I would never be a nanny. I’d rather be a cleaning lady.” 

Babysitters were confined to concrete work hours, whereas the housekeepers could finish 

their tasks and leave. Aleksandra added: “Babysitting is more time-consuming than 

cleaning because when you clean, sometimes you can get done in 2,3 hours and have the 

same amount of money as if you were to care for a child for 10 hours.”63  

Iwona’s downward mobility upon emigrating from Poland was the most striking 

of all my research participants. Although she was in the United States illegally, she was 

able to rely on her church community to establish a steady schedule of homes to clean. 

Iwona had an MD and a PhD from a medical university in Poland, and desperately 

wanted to recertify her degree in the United States – a task made that much more difficult 

for undocumented workers here with their families. With two children at her side, not in 

the home country64, and a husband who worked as a caretaker including other 

miscellaneous domestic jobs, Iwona felt that for every step she took to get closer to 

working in her profession, e.g. purchasing the books required to pass her board exams, 

she was taking two steps back. Her English was quite poor after not having used it since 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
63	  Rhacel	  Salazar	  Parreñas	  writes	  that	  migrants	  may	  recreate	  hierarchies	  among	  migrants	  and	  
their	  families,	  migrants	  and	  their	  employers,	  and	  migrants	  and	  other	  migrants	  (Servants	  of	  
Globalization,	  35)	  in	  order	  to	  oppose	  what	  she	  calls	  “dislocations,”	  or	  the	  effects	  of	  external	  
forces	  caused	  by	  global	  processes,	  such	  as	  family	  separation,	  non-‐belonging	  as	  a	  result	  of	  
migration,	  etc.	  
64	  Many	  women	  from	  less-‐developed	  countries	  leave	  their	  children	  in	  their	  native	  countries	  to	  
be	  taken	  care	  of	  by	  relatives	  when	  emigrating	  to	  work	  in	  the	  domestic	  and	  care	  sector.	  This	  
phenomenon,	  known	  as	  the	  “care	  crisis,”	  has	  been	  well	  documented	  by	  scholars	  such	  as	  Arlie	  
Hochschild	  and	  Rhacel	  Salazar	  Parreñas.	  	  
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college, but taking English as a Second Language classes at the local high school was a 

challenge because she had no one to leave her children with, and her husband worked in 

the evenings. She stated that she simply felt she had no other options but to continue 

cleaning in order to support her children, especially after her marriage fell apart. Iwona 

was lucky that she had managed to accumulate a very broad network of friends thanks to 

her work, among them physicians who she knew through her former medical school peers 

in Poland, or people she met through the Catholic church, but they did not suffice in 

helping her reach her dreams. More than anything, she felt that she was in need of 

economic capital that would support her family while she went back to school full time. 

This is what helped some Polish doctors she knew, who also relied on family members to 

watch their children. As these were not options available to Iwona, she was unable to 

secure a green card for herself and her kids, and ended up moving back to Poland. 

δ 

It is very clear from the housecleaners in my study that what distinguishes them 

from au pairs most clearly, but what also makes them differ among themselves, is their 

legal status and the government’s “laissez faire approach” to pursuing work in the 

cleaning sector (Hondagneu-Sotelo 20), which I will discuss in the following chapter. 

Migrant housecleaners who are here legally often choose to work in housecleaning due to 

it being the most efficient and flexible way of making a living while still being there for 

their children. Oftentimes, these women are well educated, despite popular opinions to 

the contrary, and end up experiencing significant downward mobility in the United 

States. Undocumented domestic workers are, thus, faced with a double bind: not only are 

they “non-existent” in the eyes of the law, but they also perform work that is invisible 
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because it is conducted privately within the home. On the other hand, the illicit nature of 

cleaning allows those women with more capital to work on their own terms. 

 

Dealing With Downward Mobility 

Considering the ubiquitousness of downward mobility among first generation 

female migrant domestic workers from Poland, it is also worth exploring how these 

women dealt with such drastic lifestyle changes. Rhacel Salazar Parreñas, in Servants of 

Globalization, explains that “employers aggravate the experience of contradictory class 

mobility” (163-64) through the unequal power relations that subject domestic workers to 

the former’s “idiosyncrasies” (164). In the absence of regulation, one of the ways in 

which their disparate status is stressed is through employers’ use of “spatial deference,” 

which Judith Rollins describes as the “unequal rights of the domestic and the employer to 

the space around the other’s body and the controlling of the domestic’s use of house 

space” (171). Some housekeepers in Parreñas’s study, for example, were told which 

couches they could sit on, which utensils to use and when they had to retreat to their own 

bedrooms (165). Employers may also extend the power differential by assigning their 

housecleaners strenuous jobs they themselves would not be willing to undertake 

(Romero) or by hiring only “poor domestics” (Rollins 195) who are expected to be more 

subservient.  

Rhacel Parreñas explores the three main ways in which the Filipina domestic 

workers in both Rome and Los Angeles who were a part of her study managed the same 

type of underemployment as the Polish women in mine did. First of all, due to the high 

demand for Filipina domestic workers, they are able to change employers periodically if 
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they are not satisfied. This results from the fact that Filipino women highlight their 

distinction as the “educated domestic” (174) and claim to be different from domestic 

workers of other races, which helps ease the pain of underemployment. In Italy, as 

Parreñas’s study also reveals, Filipinas are preferred to other women because they are 

considered to be hardworking, honest, clean and educated (176). Since they charge more 

as a result of this positive opinion, they are additionally perceived as a status symbol for 

the families that hire them in much the same way as au pairs serve as status symbols for 

families in the United States. Moreover, Filipinas begin to think of the intimate setting of 

this work - other people’s homes - as a factor positively contributing to their work 

environment – being treated as “one of the family” allows for the decline in social status 

to be deemphasized as one would go to great lengths to help a family member without 

expecting any reward or compensation.  Lastly, and perhaps most poignantly, Filipino 

women dreamed of reversal. One day, they hope to return to their families in the 

Philippines and be the ones hiring domestic help themselves. In the words of a domestic 

worker in Los Angeles, “When I go back, I want to experience being able to be my own 

boss in the house. I want to be able to order someone to make me coffee, to serve me 

food . . .That is how you can take back all of the hardships you experienced before. That 

is something you struggled for” (Parreñas 172).  

For the Polish housecleaners I interviewed, three out of four of whom were in the 

United States with their families unlike the traditional practice among Filipinas, dealing 

with downward mobility was part of what needed to be done for their children. 

Aleksandra, who was the only research participant without any offspring yet, signed up to 

take classes at a community college and saw her émigré experience as an opportunity to 
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pursue her dreams of becoming a photographer. She also saw her struggles as a chance 

she was given to prove to herself that she could make it on her own. What also helps 

women deal with downward mobility is the thought that their housecleaning or nannying 

job is only temporary, especially if they are undocumented. This was true for both 

Aleksandra, who dreamed of becoming a photographer, and Iwona, who always planned 

on returning to Poland and regaining the elite status she had once occupied. For Iwona, 

the “fantasy of reversal” came true. As she had hired a housekeeper who took care of her 

children and the house prior to coming to the United States, she quickly rehired one upon 

returning to Poland to cook and clean for her in order to try to forget the humiliation she 

had herself endured working for people of much lower education levels and social 

standing than she occupied in her homeland. Unfortunately, without the necessary 

prerequisites for upward mobility in the form of language, networks, and legal status, 

women, like Iwona, are most likely going to experience the deklasacja of the 

immigration process, pushing them into services that place them lower in social standing 

than their American employers. 

 

The Myth of the Polish Mother Housecleaner 

Another way in which Polish women deal with the burden of deklasacja is by 

adhering to the omnipresent ideology in Polish culture of the Matka Polka (Polish 

Mother), which assumes that housework is a task that Polish women are “naturally” 

predisposed to do. Dating back to XIXth century Poland, the Polish Mother appeared as a 

model of female identity leading the fight for Polish values. She was an integral part of 

Polish Romantic poetry, especially in the work of poet Adam Mickiewicz who wrote a 
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poem, entitled “To the Polish Mother,”65 where he describes Matka Polka’s role as a 

mother and supporter of the Polish cause during the partitions. As Bogusława Budrowska 

writes, “Women were faced at the time with many different tasks. Adequate child rearing, 

thus, became political because it was the only guarantee of maintaining a national 

identity” (193, translation mine). When men were off at war, it was the woman’s job to 

raise the children – preferably a patriotic son with a “light of genius”66 in his eyes- and 

mind the house, while at the same time finding the means to provide for her family. The 

burden of managing all of the above led to the creation of the myth of the heroic Matka 

Polka: a devoted mother who symbolized the strength of the nation. 

As an icon of Polish culture, the Polish Mother embodies the Barthesian notion of 

myth because she has taken on both historical and cultural meanings. Within popular 

culture the Matka Polka is used to create an image of perfect motherhood: in 

commercials the Polish Mother knows which laundry detergent will work best to fight 

that ugly stain; in movies she is portrayed as the woman suffering due to the loss of her 

husband/son.  The Matka Polka, therefore, is the mother of the “imagined community” 

that we call a “nation” (Anderson). This puts her on the margins of the traditionally 

masculine cultural sphere of nationalism and the private realm of female gender 

identity.67 In addition, her connection to religiosity is very crucial due to the part that the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
65	  Original	  Polish	  title	  -‐	  “Do	  Matki-‐Polki”	  
66	  This	  phrase	  stems	  from	  Adam	  Mickiewicz’s	  poem.	  
67	  This	  is	  highly	  ironic	  as	  the	  Matka	  Polka	  is	  defined	  in	  these	  terms	  through	  and	  by	  the	  
nationalist	  masculine	  sphere.	  As	  a	  result,	  she	  was	  considered	  an	  equal	  when	  Poland	  was	  a	  
communist	  state.	  Magdalena	  Zaborowska	  and	  Justine	  Pas	  write	  about	  the	  prevalent	  “	  .	  .	  .	  illusion	  
that	  women	  had	  completely	  equal	  access	  to	  politics	  and	  culture	  during	  the	  period	  1944-‐1989”	  
(22).	  Consequently,	  right-‐wing	  activists	  in	  Poland,	  where	  the	  popular	  connotation	  of	  feminism	  is	  
still	  quite	  negative,	  have	  been	  advocating	  that	  women	  return	  to	  their	  “natural”	  roles	  as	  “bearers	  
of	  national	  cultures	  and	  barefoot-‐and-‐pregnant	  guardians	  of	  the	  heath”	  (22),	  especially	  since	  
Poland’s	  accession	  into	  the	  European	  Union	  in	  2004.	  	  
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Virgin Mary plays within Polish culture. In the Polish language, the Virgin Mary is 

referred to as the Matka Boska, which means ‘Mother of God.’ The obvious analogy can 

be drawn that if Matka Boska is the Mother of God, the Matka Polka is the Mother of 

Poland, created in the Holy Mother’s vein.68 Like Mary, the Polish Mother is the ideal of 

self-sacrifice; she is not perceived as a woman, but as a martyr.  

The Polish housekeeper or housecleaner in Chicago, therefore, can be analyzed 

through this intersectional approach of religion, gender, and nation building. Many Polish 

women who came to Chicago as wakacjusze to clean did so in order to improve the lives 

of their families at home. Rokicki writes of one such incident among his informants 

where Jolanta, after two years of being in the United States received divorce papers from 

her husband but was fortunately able to arrange for her son to come to the United States 

legally (117). All but one of my interviewees was in Chicagoland with their families and 

did not comment about needing to send any remittances home. However, all of them had 

gotten started in the housecleaning business, in some way, as a result of the already 

established myth of the Polish housecleaner present in the culture of Chicagoland area 

natives. 

The fact that the Matka Polka was born into a time of political unrest underscores 

her direct link to the Polish nation-state where having a family and raising children 

became a public matter. Anna Titkow details this intersection of gender and nation in the 

following: 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
68	  Agnieszka	  Kościańska	  clarifies	  that	  “within	  Polish	  folk	  and	  popular	  religiosity	  Mary	  is	  
venerated	  as	  a	  mother	  rather	  than	  as	  a	  virgin”	  (173);	  therefore,	  the	  Polish	  Mother	  is	  not	  
expected	  to	  be	  celibate.	  In	  fact,	  although	  Matka	  Polka	  is	  not	  explicitly	  sexualized,	  especially	  
during	  communist	  times,	  she	  is	  expected	  to	  be	  a	  good	  wife	  and	  fulfill	  the	  needs	  of	  her	  husband.	  	  
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Losing independence and statehood created the cultural ideal of the Polish woman 

as hero, capable of dealing with any pressures . . . On her shoulders rested the 

responsibility of maintaining national heritage: language, culture, faith. It is this 

difficult time of loss of independence which created the social genotype of the 

ideal woman, who is capable of taking on the most difficult of circumstances 

which exist to this day.  (quoted in Budrowska 193, translation mine)  

Budrowska’s quote connects the domestic services of housecleaning and au 

pairing/nannying. Not only is housecleaning symbolic of being “the housewife type,” but 

being “naturally” capable of taking care of the home also implies that a woman is a 

good/fit mother.   

 

Conclusion 

 In this chapter, I have contended that the au pair is a migrant outside of the 

traditional domestic worker category, both due to her visibility and the highly regulated 

nature of the au pair program, which emphasizes that au pairs perform mainly spiritual 

labor. Unlike the majority of literature, which has documented other domestic workers, 

such as housecleaners, performing the “dirty work” and being of lower status than their 

employers, au pairs come from homes where the need to see the world and learn foreign 

languages is a priority. What is more, au pairs have a minimum of a high school 

education and can teach the charges in their care, thereby, contributing to their host 

families’ cultural capital and reproducing social class. The au pair can, therefore, 

highlight her employer’s class standing. 
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 Housecleaners, on the other hand, are not considered to be “on par” with their 

employers and perform the menial labor of the household. Unlike au pairs, their 

migration is usually permanent. As a new contribution to literature on domestic labor, I 

have argued that Polish housecleaners may stem from higher-class backgrounds, but 

experience downward mobility as a result of not being able to cope well with the changes 

that come with the migration process, such as not speaking a foreign language and 

lacking support networks, both of which do not pose a challenge for au pairs. Due to the 

limited visibility that stems from housecleaning not being a regulated sector of the 

domestic service industry frequently performed by undocumented immigrants, their 

struggles to improve their socioeconomic mobility usually go unnoticed and result in 

what I have referred to as deklasacja. While there are many ways in which female 

domestics try to deal with this downward mobility, Polish women often justify it by 

means of the cultural myth of the Polish Mother and her “natural” role as keeper of the 

house. 

Although both au pairs and housecleaners may be perceived as status symbols for 

those who employ them since hiring a domestic worker of any kind is a substantial 

imposition on a family’s budget, au pairs are endowed with a cultural cache that mainly 

results from the regulated nature of their program, which I will discuss next. As shadow 

mothers69, au pairs are responsible for the concerted cultivation of the children in their 

care by continuously making sure they are engaged, but they also contribute to the 

commodification of social class as a result of the cultural wealth they can pass down to 

children through their own native languages and experiences. They have the potential to 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
69	  The	  au	  pair’s	  mothering	  roles	  will	  be	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  3:	  Stratification	  of	  Domestic	  Labor:	  
Mothering	  Woes	  and	  Employer/Caregiver	  Roles.	  
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raise their own social status, as well, by being able to put on their resumes that they 

worked as au pairs and perfected their English skills.  
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Chapter 2 – Migration Policies & “Female-friendly” Labor  
 
 

Industrialization and urbanization, along with the proliferation of service-based 

economies in the second half of the twentieth century, produced a servant-employing 

middle class and an increased demand for the international migration of women workers 

(Momsen 16). The majority of undocumented women are positioned in literature as low-

wage domestic workers, most of whom are women of color. Discourse in the field, 

however, often forgoes the experience of au pairs or those women who choose to work in 

the domestic sector permanently, not as temporary visitors or migrants. The main purpose 

of this chapter is to examine the differences between these laborers, mainly the work 

conducted by au pairs and housecleaners, their reasons behind pursuing migration, and to 

present the legal ramifications of domestic employment in the United States.  

The rationale behind pursuing domestic and au pair work varies depending on the 

type of care labor. First, I will start by examining how U.S. immigration policy, 

specifically the Immigration and Control Act of 1986, provided au pairs with an avenue 

of legal domestic employment without the loss of class and distinction, which I discussed 

in Chapter 1. I then argue that the type of work female migrants perform depends not 

only on their legal status but also on their family structure as for many of these women, 

work within someone else’s home constitutes their main source of income. In her book, 

Gendered Transitions: Mexican Experiences of Immigration, Pierrette Hondagneu-Sotelo 

found that domestic work abroad frees women from life and work in local patriarchal 

structures to become the primary breadwinners in another country (98). For au pairs, the 

need to be independent from their families oftentimes influences their decision to travel 

abroad while housecleaners pursue this line of work precisely in order to have more time 
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to spend with their children. Therefore, employment through migration has become an 

empowering experience for au pairs and will be one of the main points of this part of the 

dissertation. 

 

The Legal Status of Au Pairs and Domestic Workers  

Au Pair Program as Cultural Exchange  

The first major axis of difference between housecleaners and au pairs is that the 

au pair program is known as a cultural exchange, and domestic labor is not actually its 

main purpose. The institution of the au pair originated in Europe after World War II as an 

informal means for German and English middle-class families to send their daughters to 

live with French and Swiss families, mainly to learn French (Búriková and Miller). 

Deriving from the French word meaning “on par,” first used by Honoré de Balzac in 

1840 to indicate economic parity between things such as home and work, au pairs were to 

be treated as equal members of the family in a sort of pseudo-family arrangement and 

were not to wear uniforms as previous generations of servants did. The rise in educational 

aspirations of middle-class girls, for whom social change increasingly necessitated the 

need to make their own living, persuaded them to take advantage of this new cultural 

exchange program, as more and more young women were motivated to travel abroad and 

learn foreign languages and cultures to increase their social standing. Unlike the work of 

housecleaners or housekeepers, au pairing did not arise out of a servant culture, or an 

international division of labor (Búriková and Miller), but the need to maintain and/or 

raise one’s class status through cultural exchange, as I discussed in the previous chapter.  
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With the increase in young persons traveling abroad after the Second World War 

to improve their foreign language skills, the Council of Europe saw the need to control 

this temporary migration. It took into consideration that “ . . . persons placed ‘au pair’ 

belong neither to the student category nor to the worker category but to a special category 

which has features of both, and that therefore it [is] useful to make appropriate 

arrangements for them.” Accordingly, in 1969, it introduced the “European Agreement of 

the Council of Europe on the Employment of Au Pairs,” which went into force after three 

ratifications on May 30,1971. The document recommended that au pairs be no less than 

seventeen but no more than thirty years old70, and live with a family for a maximum of 

two years. In European countries, au pairs are to work no more than five hours a day, 

thirty hours a week, and have a minimum of one day off a week. For their work, they 

should receive, what the European Council refers to as “pocket money,” the amount of 

which should be determined by both parties - host family and au pair – upon entering into 

the work agreement. As with the American program, the Council emphasizes the strong 

cultural grounding of the program: “The person placed "au pair" shall be given adequate 

time to attend language courses as well as for cultural and professional improvement; 

every facility as regards the arrangement of working hours shall be accorded to this end.” 

However, because the agreement obliges contracting states to report to the Council on its 

implementation, only six Member States of the Council of Europe have ratified the 

agreement: Denmark, France, Italy, Luxembourg, Norway and Spain, with Luxembourg 

revoking the ratification in 2002. Whereas other States - Belgium, Bulgaria, Finland, 

Germany, Greece, Moldova, and Switzerland – have signed the document but never 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
70	  Although	  the	  Agreement	  states	  that	  exceptions	  can	  be	  made	  to	  this	  upper	  age	  limit	  if	  
necessary.	  	  
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actually ratified it. As such, it has served more as “recommendations” for au pair 

migration rather than as binding guidelines. 

In the United States, the first inklings of the au pair program date back to Cold 

War diplomacy efforts. In order to fulfill its foreign policy objectives, mainly to 

strengthen its ties with other countries, the U.S. government passed The Mutual 

Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961, otherwise referred to as the Fulbright-

Hays Act. The Act initiated the idea of cultural exchange and remains the basic charter 

for all U.S. government-sponsored educational and cultural exchanges. While initially the 

program’s intention was to bring scholars to the U.S. in order to teach or pursue their 

education and then return back to their home countries with newly gained knowledge, it 

then extended into the private sector to incorporate, among others, interns, camp 

counselors and work/travel program participants, and eventually au pairs.71 The au pair 

program is currently just one of fourteen exchange visitor programs sponsored by the 

Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs within the State Department, which serves to 

help the United States fulfill its mission of global cultural dissemination.   

The Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965 (or Hart-Celler Act) further 

impacted the need for an au pair program Stateside. With the number of undocumented 

migrants on the rise, lawmakers were pushed to curb their presence, which resulted in the 

passing of the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA), also known as the 

Simpson-Mazzoli Act. Although IRCA granted amnesty to millions of previously 

undocumented workers, it also implemented stricter laws criminalizing undocumented 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
71	  It	  is	  interesting	  to	  note	  that	  at	  the	  same	  time	  that	  the	  U.S.	  was	  bringing	  in	  educated	  migrants,	  
the	  temporary	  low-‐skilled	  temporary	  worker	  sector	  was	  also	  thriving	  with	  the	  Bracero	  Program,	  
which	  was	  not	  terminated	  until	  1964	  (Plewa	  11).	  According	  to	  Piotr	  Plewa,	  the	  long-‐term	  costs	  
of	  the	  program	  have	  outweighed	  the	  short-‐term	  gains	  by	  depressing	  wages	  and	  working	  
conditions	  in	  U.S.	  agriculture	  (11),	  and	  failing	  to	  diminish	  illegal	  migration.	  
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workers and their employers (Mattingly 62), which caused many migrants to be pushed 

into the privacy offered by the domestic sector. There is very little evidence that IRCA 

actually limited undocumented immigration, but it undeniably had a great impact on care 

work. As Doreen Mattingly enumerates, “ . . . IRCA has increased discrimination against 

all Hispanics, pushed undocumented immigrants into unprotected and poorly paid jobs, 

and contributed to the overall casualisation of urban labour markets in the United States” 

(62). With limited employment options, undocumented women, most of whom are 

women of color, turned to domestic work to face invisibility. What is more, with classical 

liberal tradition dictating that the government not intervene in home and family affairs 

(Sassen 93), labor conducted within enclosed quarters remains concealed, less regulated 

and poorly remunerated. 

 Considering the clandestine and lowly nature of domestic employment, the 

United States initiated the first au pair agency,72 the American Institute for Foreign Study 

(AIFS), the same year that Simpson-Mazzoli was passed in order to provide a legal and 

regulated space for care workers that also secures access to distinction and exempts a 

very few temporary workers from the worst depredations of neoliberal service work. The 

AIFS, a private U.S. company, proposed to the then U.S. Information Agency (USIA), 

currently the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs within the Department of State, 

to pilot an au pair program for 3,000 young Western European women to live and work 

in the U.S. on a trial basis (Chuang 275) in order to ameliorate families’ childcare needs. 

Within ten years, by 1997, the au pair business had become a recognizable and permanent 

category of exchange visitor (Momsen 16). The rapid growth of the au pair program 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
72	  There	  are	  currently	  fifteen	  au	  pair	  agencies	  designated	  by	  the	  U.S.	  Government.	  For	  a	  full	  list	  
of	  au	  pair	  agencies,	  visit	  http://j1visa.state.gov/participants/how-‐to-‐apply/sponsor-‐
search/?program=Au%20Pair	  
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paralleled the dramatic increase in women’s labor force participation, which is estimated 

to have increased from thirty nine percent to sixty three percent between 1975 and 200873 

(Chuang 277). Moreover, hiring an au pair became an enticing option for myriad families 

since unlike many other wealthy nations, the U.S. lacks successful family-planning 

policies and does not guarantee women the right to paid maternity leave, paid sick days, 

or the right to request flextime without retaliation. As one of the few options of migrant 

in-home work that was protected by the law, the au pair program quickly expanded in 

popularity, becoming a $50-million niche in the U.S. child-care industry (Symonds, 

France, and Dawley) that attracts young women from all over the world. 

Unlike with traditional nannies, housecleaners and housekeepers, whose job 

requirements are agreed upon verbally, restrictions on the amount and type of work that 

au pairs are to perform are strictly defined. Contractually, au pairs are to work no longer 

than ten hours a day and forty-five hours a week, including weekdays and weekends. 

Naptime is also calculated as work time if the au pair is home alone with the children. Au 

pairs are supposed to care directly for their charges and carry out minor housework, 

primarily as related to child-care duties, e.g. preparing food, laundering the children’s 

clothes, and taking them to school, to the park, or to attend various extracurricular 

activities. Their host families pay them the weekly stipend of $195.75, which is 

designated as a "living stipend" by the Department of State, as opposed to a "working 

salary." This amount is based on the federal minimum wage, less a room and board 

allowance,74 therefore, withholding payment for any reason would be considered a 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
73	  These	  statistics	  pertain	  to	  women	  with	  preschool	  aged	  children.	  
74	  According	  to	  the	  General	  Rules	  website	  of	  Cultural	  Care	  Au	  Pair,	  the	  au	  pairs	  stipend	  is	  
calculated	  according	  to	  the	  follow	  formula:	  



	  

	  

93	  

violation of the U.S. Department of State regulations. Au pairs are to receive one and a 

half consecutive days off, including one full weekend a month, and are allowed one week 

of paid vacation for those au pairs on six month contracts, and two weeks that do not 

need to be taken consecutively if they are on nine or twelve month contracts.75 Cultural 

Care Au Pair stresses the importance of this time off by instructing parents that “[their] 

au pair eagerly anticipates her/his vacation as an opportunity to see more of the United 

States and therefore might want to plan early.” Parents are advised, thus, to be very clear 

about their expectations, have a weekly schedule prepared for their au pairs, and give 

these young women sufficient notice if their schedule if going to change.76 Although au 

pairs do not have a specified bank of sick days, their vacation days or stipends cannot be 

deducted in case of illness, a noteworthy benefit that speaks to the distinction of au pair 

work as it is mostly offered to Americans in highly paid positions. 

Au pairs are not subject to overtime pay, which is federally mandated at one-and-

a-half an employee’s salary beyond a 40-hour workweek, and are not allowed to do work 

that is not included in the program rules; hence, any “overtime” wages are provided 

“under the table” and are based on the au pair’s agreement with her host parents. An 

important part of the affective economy, these arrangements are usually highly informal 

and conducted via fairly emotional negotiations. For example, one of the au pairs in this 

study received $10/hr for any time spent with the children over the 45 hour a week limit. 

Another au pair’s host family allowed her to babysit the neighbor’s children to earn extra 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Minimum	  wage	  amount	  x	  45	  hours	  –	  40%	  (room	  and	  board	  allowance)	  =	  au	  pair	  stipend	  amount	  
(http://jsilkman.aupairnews.com/general-‐program-‐rules/).	  
75	  Cultural	  Care	  Au	  Pair	  recommends	  that	  one	  week	  of	  vacation	  is	  taken	  during	  the	  first	  six	  
months	  of	  service	  and	  the	  other	  during	  the	  remaining	  six	  months.	  If	  parents	  switch	  au	  pairs	  in	  
the	  middle	  of	  their	  contracted	  year,	  they	  have	  to	  accommodate	  their	  new	  au	  pair’s	  vacation	  
time.	  	  
76	  Families	  are	  provided	  with	  a	  Daily	  Communication	  Log	  to	  help	  facilitate	  this	  process.	  
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money above the weekly stipend. As Julia Wrigley notes in her essay “Feminists and 

Domestic Workers,” the hourly wages of domestic workers are usually low since families 

who hire a domestic full time, benefit from keeping them down (321). In this case, au 

pairs are no exception, so it is no surprise that participants of the program, like Sofia 

quoted below, usually appreciate the opportunity to do more paid work: 

You can work extra hours, but for example, it’s my decision. If my family asks 

me if I want to work extra hours and I say yes, it’s up to me. My family pays me 

$10/hr; it’s better because if you think how much they pay you for the 45 hours, 

it’s like $3.5077. And my family, they are very organized, so for example, if she is 

late one day, she writes what time she came home and if I work more than 45 

hours she pays me.  

 

The clearly delineated expectations for au pairs and their families link directly 

back to the idea of parity on which the au pair program was founded. My analysis of the 

au pair program against the backdrop of globalization, therefore, is valid not only from 

the standpoint of the transnational mobility of services but also due to the clearly defined 

division of “ . . . reproductive labor and the new intra-gender power relations [which have 

gained] new momentum in the wake of globalization” (Hess and Puckhaber 76). Women 

entering the professional sector to work in high-powered managerial positions have 

contributed to the rise of “professional households without a ‘wife’” (Sassen, “Global 

Cities” 259). As a consequence, domestic roles get reconfigured: Professional women 

leave the home, providing room for the young student from abroad in the form of an au 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
77	  Actually,	  $195.75	  divided	  by	  the	  forty-‐five	  hours	  that	  are	  in	  the	  au	  pair’s	  workweek	  comes	  out	  
to	  $4.35	  an	  hour.	  This	  au	  pair	  simply	  guessed	  this	  number	  in	  order	  to	  emphasize	  how	  low	  the	  
hourly	  wage	  ends	  up	  being.	  
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pair. As Saskia Sassen states, “This dynamic produces a sort of double movement: a shift 

to the labor market of functions that used to be a part of household work, but also a shift 

of what used to be labor-market functions in standardized workplaces to the household 

and . . . to the immigrant community” (“Global Cities” 259).  

 

Visa Categories for Domestic Workers  

After IRCA policies enacted penalties for employers who knowingly hired 

undocumented immigrants, housework ended up being one of the least likely avenues of 

employment to be investigated. For this reason, the legal status of housecleaners and 

other domestic workers varies. Of the four housecleaners I spoke to, two were naturalized 

citizens while the other two were undocumented. All of them performed this work for 

cash money, a necessity for the undocumented women. Thought provoking, however, 

was why the documented women were undertaking housecleaning tasks. The common 

motivating factor seemed to be that all of these housecleaners had moved to the United 

States without having arranged employment prior to their leave.  

Some domestic workers, however, obtain visas in their home countries with the 

explicit purpose of performing domestic labor in the United States. Diplomats and 

workers of international corporations, such as the IMF, NATO, or the World Bank, for 

example, are allowed to bring a domestic helper with them to the United States as part of 

the “property” they move overseas. These women are brought in on A-3, G-5, and B-1 

visas. A-3 visas are issued to household employees of diplomats and G-5 for workers of 
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international corporations78 (Zarembka 145).  Only 4,000 A-3 and G-5 visas are issued 

per year, which is an inconsequential number compared with the 200,000 B- 1 visas 

issued. Unlike the A-3 and G-5 categories, the B-1 category is a “catch-all” visa for 

visitors to the U.S. coming on both business and pleasure; hence, most of the 

undocumented domestic workers fall into this category because they frequently extend 

their stay in order to pursue further employment.79  

Although the primary visa classifications: A-1, A-2 and G-1 – G-4 do not require 

interviews, unless otherwise requested by a consular officer, personal employees need to 

interview at the designated embassy or consulate in their home countries. If the employer 

traveling under an A visa does not have a diplomatic rank of Minister or higher then s/he 

must demonstrate sufficient funds to provide fair wage and working conditions for their 

employees as stated by a contract drafted in English. Apart from the contract and proof 

that the domestic will be compensated according to U.S. minimum wage as established 

by the U.S. Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA), consular officers need to have certainty 

that the domestic is qualified to perform the work that he or she has been contracted for 

and has the intention of doing so. Interestingly enough, previous undocumented status is 

not in itself reason enough to deny A-3 or G-5 visa status to someone who is otherwise 

capable of the stated employment.80 Therefore, as stated in the U.S. Department of State 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
78	  Amongst	  the	  various	  types	  of	  nonimmigrant	  visas	  issued	  by	  the	  United	  States	  Department	  of	  
State,	  the	  A-‐3	  and	  G-‐5	  visas	  are	  subcategories	  intended	  for	  personal	  employees,	  attendants,	  
domestic	  workers	  or	  servants	  of	  diplomats	  and	  foreign	  government	  officials	  (category	  A),	  and	  
the	  employees	  of	  designated	  international	  organizations	  or	  NATO	  (category	  G).	  
79	  Once	  someone	  breaks	  the	  law	  by	  overstaying	  their	  visa,	  they	  have	  to	  wait	  ten	  years	  before	  
applying	  for	  reentry	  after	  returning	  to	  their	  home	  country.	  
80	  See	  the	  U.S.	  Department	  of	  State	  Foreign	  Affairs	  Manual	  Volume	  9	  -‐	  Visas	  for	  further	  
information	  concerning	  the	  stipulations	  for	  issuance	  of	  A-‐3	  and	  G-‐5	  visas	  available	  at	  
http://www.state.gov/m/a/dir/regs/fam/.	  
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Foreign Affairs Manual, “an alien with a degree in computer science who is coming to 

work as a domestic employee may be issued an A-3 visa if he or she clearly has the intent 

and ability to perform the job” (“Foreign Affairs Manual”). However, applicants are 

subject to automatic refusal if their potential employers are permanent residents of the 

United States. The distinction in legal status between au pairs and other domestic migrant 

workers is, thus, further exacerbated by citizenship limitations imposed on their 

employers; host families of au pairs have to be citizens or permanent residents of the 

United States in order for the women to be able to obtain J-1 visa status, whereas the 

employers of A-3 and G-5 visa holders cannot have permanent legal status in the United 

States. 

Some scholars have documented the circumstances of domestic workers on A-3 

and G-5 visas and au pairs as a form of “modern-day slavery” (see Zarembka). With their 

legality dependent on their employers, many women endure both physical and mental 

abuse on the part of their hiring families in order to avoid being sent back home. What 

furthers the injustice is the lack of recourse on the part of the government. Unlike au 

pairs, the contract drawn up between A-3 and G-5 household employees does not 

enumerate the exact responsibilities of the worker. In addition, in order to issue a 

domestic worker visa, the U.S. Department of State requires the employment contract to 

maintain not only that the “employee will be compensated at the state or federal 

minimum or prevailing wage, whichever is greater” (“Diplomats and Foreign 

Government Officials”) as stated above, but also that the employee will not pursue any 

other work while in the family’s service.  
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The employers are also expected to concede that they will not withhold the 

passport of the employee and that “both parties understand that the employee cannot be 

required to remain on the premises after working hours without compensation” 

(“Diplomats and Foreign Government Officials”). The mere mentioning of the latter is 

enough to imply that domestic workers can be, and have been, subject to wrongdoing. It 

is interesting to note, as well, that as an additional important notice to employers and 

their personal employees, the U.S. Department of State provides the definition of 

“involuntary servitude” as defined under the Trafficking Victims Protection Act (TVPA), 

advising domestic employees to call 911 if they were to be subjected to this type of 

treatment.  

 

Au Pair Work in Contrast to Servitude 

The work of some scholars, amongst them Sabine Hess and Annette Puckhaber, 

along with Rosie Cox and Janie Chuang, focuses on viewing the au pair as no different 

from other migrant women workers, emphasizing the exploitation and servitude of this 

profession. They ascertain that the discourse embedded in materials advertising au pair 

work as a cultural exchange program and the au pairs as members of the family leaves the 

young women even more vulnerable to exploitation. Janie Chuang cites the AIFS, which 

uses familial diction to describe the position of au pairs: “Au pairs are not laborers; they 

are members of their host family . . .[C]hild care hours are not at the expense of the 

extensive educational and cultural activities [integral to the program]” (282). [emphasis 

mine] 
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This couching of the au pair program along with other forms of domestic labor in 

the language of kinship is elaborated on in the work of Rhacel Salazar Parreñas, who has 

conducted extensive research on Filipina domestic care workers to the United States and 

Italy. She claims that Filipina women, who were met with different contexts of 

reception81 in Los Angeles and Rome, still experienced similar dislocations caused 

mainly by family separation and feelings of non-belonging. Second only in size to the 

Mexican migration flow to the United States (Portes and Rumbaut), Filipina migrants in 

Los Angeles are usually employed to perform, in order of preference, elderly care, 

childcare, or housekeeping work (231). Parreñas found that the majority of her 

informants were “live-in” care workers, which contradicts the pattern of live-out 

domestic work conducted by Latinas (Romero), who assert their independence by being 

able to live outside of their employers’ homes. Filipinas, however, would like to feel 

“like one of the family,” often acting as mothers to their charges because they cannot 

mother the children they left back in the Philippines under someone else’s care (Parreñas, 

“The Care Crisis”). Parreñas argues that these women are both frequently described by 

their employers, and also frequently describe themselves, as members of the family using 

“intimacy to de-emphasize servitude”82 (Servants of Globalization). Such dislocations 

also apply to au pairs, who being far from home may also long to feel “like one of the 

family” to a certain extent, albeit this was not the case for most of the au pairs in my 

study, which I will discuss at length in the following chapter.  

While Hess and Puckhaber, along with Parreñas, conducted research mainly on 

women outside of the North American continent, my research and experience working 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
81	  For	  more	  on	  the	  contexts	  of	  reception	  of	  migrants,	  see	  Portes	  and	  Zhou’s	  Immigrant	  America.	  
82	  I	  will	  discuss	  this	  concept	  extensively	  in	  the	  following	  chapter.	  	  
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with au pairs in the United States has shown that it is important to differentiate between 

the predicament of au pairs in the United States and in Europe. The greater vulnerability 

of au pairs working in European countries that Hess and Puckhaber write about stems 

from the laissez faire rhetoric present in the “European Agreement of the Council of 

Europe on the Employment of Au Pairs” mentioned at the beginning of this chapter. The 

agreement lists the duties of an au pair in terms of the following: “A person placed ‘au 

pair’ shall render the receiving family services consisting in participation in day-to-day 

family duties [and] . . . is to share the life of the receiving family, while at the same time 

enjoying a certain degree of independence.” It is evident that in contrast to au pairs in the 

United States, to whom it is transparent that they are only to do the housework that 

relates to cleaning up after the kids, au pairs in Europe have a very ambiguous domestic 

component present in their job description. Hess and Puckhaber argue that, as a result of 

this conspicuous wording, au pair agencies fail to supply applicants with a “realistic 

impression of au pair life” (70), leaving au pairs surprised by the amount and difficulty of 

work involved. More European au pairs may also find themselves strictly taking care of 

the house, as with Marianna in Hess and Puckhaber’s study. After arriving in Germany, 

Marianna realized that all five of her host family’s children would be in school all day, 

and she would be left to clean, cook, launder and iron their clothing. Although Marianna 

actually ended up appreciating this arrangement with time as it provided greater 

predictability in contrast to the sometimes very hectic schedule of au pairs who needed to 

manage housework with childcare, she resented it nonetheless because she felt that her 

employers “ . . . looked upon her as a domestic servant, which she considered degrading” 

(66). In 2011, the European Parliament's Committee on Women's Rights and Gender 
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Equality issued a report on the potential abuse of domestic workers in Europe, with a 

special focus on au pairs, and concluded that due to its wording and low Member State 

ratification record, the 1969 European Agreement on Au Pair Placement cannot be 

characterized as a strong mechanism for the international regulation of au pair migration 

(Stenum and Dahl), thus, rendering au pairs more vulnerable in European countries than 

in the U.S.. 

Another reason for why au pairs and other domestic servants are hired to do 

mostly the household chores in European countries in contrast to the United States is the 

state subsidizing of childcare, which is common throughout many European states. In her 

interviews with ten domestic workers in France, Rekha Narula found that none of them 

did any childcare. Narula explains that this “stems from the fact that in France a much 

higher level of childcare is provided by the state than in Britain or North America, with 

the number of children a woman has not affecting her decision to remain at home” (157). 

In the United States, however, where day care is one of the only available organized 

forms of child care in the pre- kindergarten years, parents seek other options for their 

children since day-care facilities can impose heavy financial burdens on families with 

multiple kids and the relatively inexpensive ones tend to have high child-teacher ratios. 

As another alternative to au pairs, some parents take advantage of day cares run out of 

private homes. This form of childcare has become a popular entrepreneurial enterprise for 

stay-at-home moms ever since the reduction in public social services provisions in the 

1980s (Momsen 17-18). Consequently, with there only being a few avenues that parents 



	  

	  

102	  

can take to make sure their children are being watched over, au pairs are an enticing 

option for many families due to their relatively cheaper cost.83 

 

The J-1 vs. A-3 Visa Experience: Support Systems  

What differentiates the experience of au pairs perhaps most significantly from not 

only housecleaners who live in the United States permanently, but also temporary female 

migrants on A-1 visas are the support systems set in place to aid au pairs if necessary.84  

Joy Zarembka, in her article “America’s Dirty Work: Migrant Maids and Modern-Day 

Slavery,” describes the experience of one Czech woman, named Ava, who spent time in 

the United States as both a J-1 and an A-3 visa holder. After her year spent working as an 

au pair, she decided to prolong her stay on an A-visa working as a maid for a foreign 

diplomat. Unlike the orientations, information pamphlets, emergency phone numbers, 

counselors, and support groups provided for the general well being of au pairs (149), Ava 

was completely alone in her work as a domestic servant and felt as if she were being held 

captive. She was not allowed to leave the house during her time off and was refused days 

off when she needed them. This infringement on her freedom prompted her to return to 

the Czech Republic after only three months in her new role without collecting her 

overtime wages. Underpinning the difference in legal status between these two groups, 

thus, is the support system provided to au pairs by their agencies, and the lack thereof in 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
83	  For	  a	  breakdown	  of	  fees	  associated	  with	  hiring	  an	  au	  pair	  and	  a	  comparison	  of	  costs	  to	  other	  
forms	  of	  childcare	  see	  Chapter	  1:	  Caring	  &	  Cleaning	  “On	  Par.”	  	  
84	  The	  support	  systems	  depend	  on	  the	  type	  of	  J-‐1	  exchange	  program.	  For	  example,	  Summer	  
Work	  and	  Travel	  sponsors	  “must	  maintain,	  at	  a	  minimum,	  a	  monthly	  schedule	  of	  personal	  
contact	  with	  the	  program	  participants	  (in-‐person,	  by	  telephone	  or	  via-‐electronic	  mail),	  
document	  such	  contact,	  and	  ensure	  that	  issues	  affecting	  the	  health,	  safety	  and	  welfare	  of	  
participants	  are	  addressed	  immediately”	  (http://j1visa.state.gov).	  	  
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the case of personal servants. One of the au pairs I interviewed described the agency’s 

help in the following way: 

We meet with other au pairs once a month and we have to sign that we went to the 

meeting, and at the meeting you tell the [Local Childcare Coordinator] if you have 

a problem. If you are good you just eat and drink and say ‘hi.’ With the other au 

pairs, we are good friends. We have play days every week with the kids. We see 

each other almost every day.  

Au pair agencies, therefore, make sure to check in with the women in their care on a 

regular basis and provide opportunities for them to network with other au pairs. As a 

result, these young women never feel that they are alone, which is particularly important 

especially since for most of them this is the first big trip away from their parents. For 

example, if an au pair experiences disagreements with her host family, which she is 

unable to solve on her own, the Local Childcare Coordinator (LCC), who is responsible 

for the au pairs in her region, sets up a mediation session between both parties. In many 

ways, therefore, the LCC acts as a counselor helping to solve disputes (Zarembka 149). 

In instances where the complaints are justified, whether on the part of the host family or 

the au pair, and are unable to be resolved, the agency initiates a period of transition, 

during which it has two weeks to find a new host family for the immigrant worker and a 

new au pair for the family. Although the au pairs who are in transition are still allowed to 

live with their host families while arrangements for their move are made, they can stay 

with their LCCs if this is not possible for whatever reason.  

Despite thorough screening procedures, it is estimated that 15 to 20 percent of au 

pair placements do not work out (Shellenbarger) as a result of differences in personality 
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and/or homesickness, amongst others. In most instances agencies are quick to provide 

new matches for the au pairs, but those who do not get a new family are sent home 

because their visa status is contingent on securing employment.  

 

Au Pair Work as a Rite de Passage 

There are many reasons for why au pairs decide to participate in the exchange 

program. Literature within domestic and care work identifies several of them: it is a 

simple, safe, and inexpensive route to migration (Anderson, “Fair Enough”); there is a 

predictability and sense of security to the idea of working for another family and perhaps 

performing duties that these young women perform in their own homes already (Hess and 

Puckhaber); and it requires relatively little capital due to the lack of accommodation 

costs, which traditionally include meals and housing expenses85 (Búriková and Miller 

187). I disagree and engage in discussion with the idea that this is a “cheap” program in 

the preceding chapter since participation costs can range from two to three thousand 

dollars and, as one of my interviewees put it, “If you’re from a poor family you have to 

get a loan if you want to come [to the United States].”  

Although the au pairs I interviewed came from homes with enough expendable 

income to fund their trip overseas, what makes the option of becoming an au pair 

relatively inexpensive, especially in comparison to other types of live-out domestic work, 

are no accommodation fees. This latter reason is particularly note-worthy considering that 

most scholars of domestic labor, among them Mary Romero and Pierette Hondagneu-

Sotelo, identify live-in domestic jobs to be the least desirable type of in-home service. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
85	  Unlike	  renting,	  the	  provision	  of	  room	  and	  board	  guarantees	  that	  the	  au	  pair	  has	  a	  private	  
room,	  but	  may	  need	  to	  share	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  house,	  including	  her	  bathroom,	  with	  her	  host	  
family.	  
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For au pairs, this type of work may be more advantageous precisely because they do not 

have to worry about renting an apartment in a respectable neighborhood in a completely 

foreign place, and they have a car and potentially a mobile phone at their disposal. 

Certainly, the availability of these items lowers the costs of migration.  

While these incentives are quite compelling, the au pairs I interviewed provided 

other responses when I asked them to name the top three reasons for venturing on this 

journey: getting a chance to learn English while in the United States, gaining work 

experience, and trying something on their own/becoming more independent. This 

expressed desire to learn English was not a surprising finding since taking classes is a 

program requirement, but also an incentive of this exchange as it provides au pairs the 

opportunity to see what it is like to study in the U.S. The final cause, however, requires 

further in-depth inquiry, in my opinion, since the idea of looking at migration as a means 

of gaining independence is one that is common to women working in other domestic 

sectors. Hondagneu-Sotelo argues in Gendered Transitions that work as a domestic 

abroad frees women from life and work in the patriarchal structures created by their 

cultures to become the primary breadwinners in another culture: “Women gain greater 

personal autonomy and independence, becoming more self-reliant as they participate in 

public life and gain access to both social and economic resources previously beyond their 

reach” (146).  

Similarly to what Saskia Sassen discusses when writing about the migration of 

women from the Third World, I argue that au pairs both gain greater “personal 

autonomy” and are perceived along lines of new-found respect by their family and 

friends upon returning home. Sassen builds on the idea that migrating to work in 
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domestic service “can be seen as providing a livelihood and means for integration into an 

urban situation” (116) causing women to become more forceful actors in the labor 

market. This is particularly important for women from male-centered cultures: 

Women gain greater personal autonomy and independence while men lose 

ground. More control over budgeting and other domestic decisions devolves to 

women, and they have greater leverage in requesting help from men in domestic 

chores. Access to public services and other resources also allows women to 

incorporate themselves into the mainstream society. (Sassen, “Global Cities” 259) 

Gaining experience in the urban labor market was definitely important to the Austrian au 

pairs in my study, two of who came from rural areas. Moreover, for the Caribbean and 

Asian migrants in Sassen’s analysis, as well as for au pairs and many immigrant women, 

waged employment represents their first work experience (130).  

The fact that au pairs choose to move halfway around the world to take care of 

numerous children on their own is undoubtedly a noteworthy accomplishment and a sign 

of audacity and independence. Many of the young women I spoke to commented on how 

they simply needed time away from their families in order to be allowed to make 

decisions for themselves. Paola commented that she came here . . . 

 . . . for [sic] the pressure with my family. I had a car accident two years ago and 

my family is overprotective and I feel  - aaah. I like it . . . but sometimes I wonder 

how far I can do something and I want to try by myself because I’m sick of my 

relationship with my boyfriend, my job and I said – I can do more. 

For Juliane, it was very important to show her family that she could be independent. She 

stated that she chose to become an au pair because . . . 
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. . . everybody loves it here. My teachers were like – oh, it’s so cool. And my 

relatives… I mean, I’m alone here in a big, big country. And I’m daring to do that 

because I didn’t know anybody. And you gain job experience abroad. And when 

you’re in the United States you have to speak English all the time so getting fluent 

which is quite good. [sic] 

Juliane’s response exemplifies how even when au pairs listed learning English and 

gaining job experience as the main factors that contributed to them wanting to become au 

pairs, what they were really excited about was the chance to prove to themselves and to 

their families that they were independent and adventurous enough to make their own 

choices.  

 In their ethnography, Au Pair, Zuzana Búriková and Daniel Miller liken the 

experience of au pairs to a liminal period of wild and/or uncivilized behavior referred to 

in anthropology as the rite de passage. Although the au pair experience in the United 

States, per my observations, cannot necessarily be linked to uncivilized behavior, it is a 

stage of life that stands out because of its dualism and out-of-the-ordinary behavior: on 

the one hand it is a period of “transient freedoms as opposed to the responsibilities of the 

longer term that is common to the modern life . . . while [on the other hand] they are 

dealing with an exaggeration of the chores associated with adult life, they are in a 

situation without many of the rights and powers of adulthood . . .” (Búriková and Miller 

157). Due to this being a temporary and defined chapter of their lives, au pairs, unlike 

housecleaners, can allow themselves to experiment, and not invest themselves 

emotionally into the relationships they make while abroad. After a year, these women can 

go back to their home countries and start anew where no one will be familiar with what 
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they did during this “gap year.” In the end the hardships caused by the dualism of their 

year as an au pair will evolve into a discourse of an autonomous, hard-working individual 

ready for the globalized world.86  

Búriková and Miller claim that return Slovak au pairs are appreciated not only for 

“the experience and opportunity for growing up and achieving a greater degree of 

autonomy [but also] learning English and improving one’s employment potential”87 

(168).  These latter two were very important traits for one of the au pairs I interviewed 

who wanted her au pair experience to improve her job prospects back in Mexico:  

I have my bachelor’s degree for Spanish teacher and psychologist. Also, I did my  

master’s. I didn’t finish. I left because I wanted to learn English . . . A bilingual  

teacher makes better money so I left for one year . . . I will have more 

opportunities. 

Again, this quote exemplifies how a year au pairing abroad can be a very beneficial 

career move for these women’s futures.  

On the whole, it can be said that au pairs emigrate to develop themselves and 

expand their horizons. During this liminal period of their early adulthood they get to face 

the challenges that will await them later in life, such as being wage earners, and gaining 

work/life experience, which ultimately underscore their need to take care of themselves. 

In many ways, the year abroad resembles their previous experiences as members of 

families who need to be responsible for homes or siblings, but with the added benefit of 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
86	  I	  reference	  the	  need	  for	  future	  generations	  to	  be	  globally	  oriented	  in	  Chapter	  1.	  
87	  Búriková	  and	  Miller	  also	  bring	  to	  light	  another	  discourse	  within	  Slovak	  society	  that	  associates	  
au	  pairs	  with	  promiscuity	  and	  a	  behavior	  that	  presents	  a	  loss	  to	  the	  nation,	  represented	  by	  
“’their’	  women	  sleeping	  with	  other	  men”	  (168).	  A	  similar	  discourse	  is	  introduced	  by	  Rosie	  Cox	  in	  
her	  article	  “"The	  Au	  Pair	  Body:	  Sex	  Object,	  Sister	  or	  Student?"	  	  
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not necessarily having to pay the consequences of any negative actions after they return 

to their native countries. Au pairing, therefore, can serve as an incredible, confidence-

building life lesson for those young women who choose to participate in this exchange 

program.  

 

Chicago’s Polish Cleaning Sector 

The decision to pursue housecleaning, on the other hand, is not always an easy 

one, and not one that my interviewees would have chosen had it not been for the 

circumstances surrounding their immigration to the United States. The main reasons that 

influenced the choices of these women to pursue cleaning were the fairly reasonable 

earnings that housecleaners make in relation to other service sector jobs, and its 

flexibility along with what they described as a lack of confidence in their ability to 

fluently speak English. Mary Romero, in Maid in the USA, identifies housecleaning as a 

modernized form of domestic work not only because it established housework as paid 

labor, but also due to the greater autonomy employees have when they can work per 

service, not per hour, which enables them to clean multiple houses a day and have greater 

earning potential (139). In fact, being paid not per hour, but per completed job, was 

crucial to these women’s decisions to become housecleaners. As one woman stated:  

I don’t work per hour. When they ask me how much I charge, I don’t say that for 

5hrs I charge a certain amount of money. Today I may work 5hrs, next week 4. If 

I finish quickly, I leave. I take the money per completed job, not per hour. I am 

not paid per hour. 



	  

	  

110	  

In much the same way as au pairs, therefore, housecleaners assert their autonomy. 

However, while for au pairs this might mean proving themselves to their parents, 

siblings, and friends, for housecleaners this is often a decision made in order to do what is 

best for their children and spouses.  

Global trends in domestic work have caused it to be associated with employment 

that is performed frequently as a job of last resort by Third World women in First World 

countries. Countries such as Canada, Europe, Singapore, Taiwan, and Hong Kong, along 

with countries in the Middle East (Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, United Arab Emirates) import 

domestics from the Caribbean, Mexico, Central America, Peru, Sri Lanka, Indonesia, 

Eastern Europe and the Philippines (Hondagneu-Sotelo, Domestica). In her book, Global 

Cinderellas, Pei-Chia Lan discusses the domestic sector in Asia where many nations have 

official programs in place that treat domestic service as an export commodity, such as the 

Philippines and Indonesia (Lan). Filipino workers, referred to as “Overseas Filipino 

Workers” or O.F.W.’s, whose main destinations in 2004 were Saudi Arabia, Hong Kong, 

Japan, U.A.E. and Taiwan, sent seven billion dollars worth of remittances back home in 

2003 alone (Lan 44). Countries that benefit from this labor, such as Taiwan, offer no 

avenue for permanent residency for domestic workers as the government wants to prevent 

the transmutation of labor migration into immigration in order to maintain a more or less 

homogenous society.  

The United States, however, has a much more nonrestrictive approach to the 

domestic service industry. Apart from au pairs and the housekeepers of foreign 

government officials, the majority of housework is performed without any official 

contracts or social security contributions, which also makes it very hard to track and to 



	  

	  

111	  

gain access to the women that work in this field. As an ethnically and racially stratified 

sector, various women are “pigeon-holed,” depending on their region within the United 

States, as being better or worse domestics based on ethnic stereotypes88. In much the 

same way that care work has become synonymous with Filipina and Mexican migrant 

women in Los Angeles, the Chicagoland area has had a long history of Polish women 

working in the domestic service sector as a result of the migratory ties linking these two 

places. As previously noted, the third wave of migration from Poland post 1965 included 

wakacjusze, tourists on B-visas who extend their stay, usually undertaking work in the 

informal service economy. 

Chicago has been on the receiving end of this migration for over a century. By 

1920 almost half a million Poles and their children were living in the Chicago metro area 

(The Polish Community in Metro Chicago). A report published by the Polish American 

Association following Census 2000, declares Chicagoland as home to one third of all 

Polish immigrants in the United States. The state of Illinois is inhabited by 933,000 

people reporting Polish ancestry, which is the second largest Polish population in the 

United States after New York State. Poles are most numerous in the six counties 

surrounding Chicago with 610,127 inhabitants (65 percent), in comparison to 210,421 

people (23 percent) who live in the city of Chicago proper, and 112,448 (12 percent) who 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
88	   I	  write	  about	   the	  ethnic	  backgrounds	  of	  domestic	  workers	   in	   various	   regions	  of	   the	  

United	  States	  and	  the	  “ethnic	   logics”	  of	  hiring	  them	  in	  Chapter	  1:	  Caring	  &	  Cleaning	  “On	  Par.”	  
Taiwanese	  discourse	  portrays	  Filipinas	  who	  work	  in	  Taiwan	  as	  “smart,	  yet	  unruly”	  because	  they	  
are	  educated	  and	  possess	  linguistic	  capital	  while	  Indonesian	  women	  are	  “stupid,	  yet	  obedient”	  
because	  they	  come	  from	  a	  strictly	  patriarchal	  Muslim	  society.	  This	  stereotyping	  causes	  Filipinas	  
to	  not	  dominate	  the	  domestic	  sector	  in	  the	  United	  States	  as	  they	  do	  in	  other	  countries	  –	  their	  
skills	  allow	  them	  to	  work	  in	  management,	  sales,	  as	  administrative	  assistants,	  nurses,	  or	  in	  other	  
service/care	  sector	  jobs	  (Hondagneu-‐Sotelo,	  Domestica	  54-‐55).	  
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live Downstate Illinois.89 The Polish presence in the suburbs more than doubled from 

sixteen to thirty six percent between 1983 and 1998 as a result of Poles’ increased 

affluence90 (Erdmans “New Chicago Polonia”). Although Polish migration has been 

declining steadily since 2000, especially since Poland’s 2004 accession into the European 

Union91, in the early 1990s, an average of 11,000 new Polish immigrants settled in 

Chicago annually (Erdmans, “New Chicago Polonia” 116). 

One of the women in my study was a typical representative of the wakacjusze 

cohort, who came to the U.S. on a tourist visa. She came to Chicago in the mid 2000’s 

during her summer break from college in order to make some extra money and also see 

the United States, and then ended up overstaying her visa and working as a housecleaner. 

Helena Znaniecka Lopata and Mary Patrice Erdmans in their history entitled Polish 

Americans explain how Polish women have become synonymous with the domestic 

cleaning industry in Chicago and this stereotype’s negative impact on the community: 

Having to work hard to increase their social status and that of the community 

many Polish Americans resent the ubiquitous presence of ‘the Polish cleaning 

women’ . . . who rather than the men or Poles in other positions, have become 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
89	  This	  data	  is	  consistent	  with	  findings	  that	  report	  Poles	  resettling	  to	  suburban	  communities	  
(Leven	  and	  Szwabe;	  Erdmans	  “New	  Chicago	  Polonia”).	  
90	  Affluence	  and	  suburbanization	  have	  been	  increasingly	  simultaneously	  with	  Poles	  educational	  
attainments.	  Among	  the	  youngest	  cohort	  of	  Polish	  migrants,	  ages	  15-‐24,	  over	  95	  percent	  
continue	  their	  higher	  education	  in	  the	  United	  States	  (Leven	  and	  Szwabe).	  
91	  The	  number	  of	  wakacjuszy	  has	  fallen	  since	  Poland’s	  accession	  into	  the	  European	  Union	  
because	  it	  is	  now	  possible	  for	  Poles	  to	  obtain	  well-‐paid	  jobs	  without	  having	  to	  secure	  any	  visas	  in	  
other	  European	  countries,	  which	  are	  only	  a	  short	  flight	  away	  from	  home,	  such	  as	  the	  United	  
Kingdom,	  Germany,	  Spain	  or	  Ireland.	  A	  recent	  Chicago	  Tribune	  article	  noted	  that	  many	  Poles	  
living	  in	  the	  Chicagoland	  Area	  have	  decided	  to	  move	  back	  to	  Poland	  since	  2008	  in	  light	  of	  it	  
being	  the	  only	  EU	  country	  to	  avoid	  the	  recession	  and	  still	  manage	  to	  grow	  (Mastony).	  I	  discuss	  
the	  decrease	  in	  migration	  from	  Poland	  to	  the	  U.S.	  in	  Chapter	  1.	  
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symbolic of Polonia, probably because of the personal contacts so many 

Americans have with domestics. (169) [emphasis mine] 

Jaroslaw Rokicki reports that in the late eighties, when travel to the United States from 

Poland for work purposes was at its prime, out of thirty three job adds in the Chicago-

based Polish newspaper Dziennik Związkowy, twenty two were for housekeeping and 

childcare services (110-111). 

After interviewing my research participants, I find this idea that women 

housecleaners have become symbolic with Polonia expressed here by Znaniecka Lopata 

and Erdmans, along with Rokicki, very powerful since my interviewees also spoke of 

cleaning as being a typical undertaking for Polish women. Two out of the four women 

interviewed stated that they pursued housework due to their cultural background; namely, 

based on the stereotypical notion of Polish women being the “housewife type.”  One 

woman exclaimed: “In general, I am the housewife-type, ok? The domestic type – a 

mother. I like what I do.” Another interviewee also felt the same way and stated that 

housework “comes naturally [for Polish women].” The attractiveness of jobs in the care 

sector among Polish women is also confirmed by the popularity of the au pair program in 

Poland. One is inundated with fliers and advertisements for au pair agencies when 

walking down the streets of downtown Warsaw. Out of eighty-five au pair sending 

countries in 2012, Poland ranked tenth highest having sent circa two hundred and fifty au 

pairs to the United States92 out of 13, 789.  

  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
92	  Data	  for	  au	  pair	  arrivals	  by	  sending	  country	  was	  obtained	  from	  the	  American	  Institute	  for	  
Foreign	  Study.	  This	  data	  spans	  the	  dates	  of	  January	  1	  –	  October	  19,	  2012,	  and	  therefore	  does	  
not	  include	  the	  total	  number	  of	  au	  pair	  arrivals	  by	  country	  for	  the	  entire	  calendar	  year.	  	  The	  
Department	  of	  State’s	  Bureau	  for	  Educational	  and	  Cultural	  Affairs	  replied	  to	  my	  email	  request	  
for	  this	  data	  by	  stating	  that	  this	  information	  is	  not	  for	  public	  knowledge.	  	  
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“Female-friendly” Labor 

 All of my research participants stressed the importance of a flexible, “family-“ 

and thus “female-friendly” work schedule to their choice of pursing housekeeping. This 

was extremely important for three out of the four interviewees due to the fact that they 

had children whom they wanted to be able to drop off and pick up from school. Iwona 

stated: “At the time I decided to take up cleaning work my children were five and eight, 

so my job had to correspond with the time they were away from home.” Basia had a 

similar comment: “I like this job because I can leave whenever I want. I don’t have 

regular work hours. After I clean a house, I come home . . .This works for me because I 

have kids. I drop them off at school, then go to work, and I’m home before they are.” 

Julita had a very “short and sweet” response to my asking her what she liked about her 

job, which underscores the need to be a good mother: “Flexibility. I do my job – I go 

home.” The ideology referred to by these women is that of intensive mothering, in which 

women are expected to arrange their day in order to serve the needs of their children, 

which I will discuss in depth in the following chapter.  

Lastly, housecleaners commented that they make a relatively good living when 

compared to other domestic workers, especially nannies. They could only compare 

housecleaning to nannying because they had to work side-by-side with nannies at some 

of their employers’ homes. All four research participants commented that housekeeping 

is a better job because “I do my job – I go home. [The nanny] sat there and was tied to the 

kids . . . I would never be a nanny. I’d rather be a cleaning lady.” Babysitters were 

confined to concrete work hours, whereas the housekeepers could finish their tasks and 

leave. One participant also commented on nannying being a less profitable job:  
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Nannying is more time-consuming than cleaning because when you clean, 

sometimes you can get done in 2,3 hours and have the same amount of money as 

if you were to care for a child for 10 hours. 

Sometimes in these “three hours,” the women in my study could earn between sixty to 

one hundred dollars depending on the size of the home. This is in stark contrast to the 

$195.75 that au pairs make a week, and certainly the equivalent of much more per hour 

than nannies and/or babysitters make. When asked to compare her job to the work of the 

nanny, whom she worked alongside at one of her employer’s homes, Julita said: 

In comparison with that nanny, my job is much easier . . .well maybe not in the 

physical sense because she doesn’t do any menial labor, but it is easier because I 

come at 8:00 and leave at 12:30 while she has to be there from 7:00 AM till 6:00 

in the evening. 

Julita could go home as soon as she got done with what she needed to do and therefore 

claimed that cleaning was an “easier” job, “definitely in regards to work hours. I would 

never be a nanny,” she said, “If I had the choice of being either a nanny or a cleaning 

lady, I’d rather be a cleaning lady.” This observation was quite striking as the majority of 

literature on domestic and affective labor identifies those jobs that require more 

nurturance and care as being the more desirable ones, and those that garner more respect 

(Duffy, Making Care Count; Romero; Hondagneu-Sotelo, Domestica; Lan). Their 

findings coincide with the opinions expressed by the au pairs in my study who 

underscored multiple times in my conversations with them that they were not “maids” 

and that their duties did not extend beyond basic cleaning up after the children. From 

both the housecleaners’ and au pairs’ perspectives, this is not surprising as each group 
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voices a preference that underscores what these women are accustomed to: au pairs do 

not have children and are used to picking up only after themselves for the most part. Most 

housecleaners, on the other hand, are used to “taking care” of a household.  

 

Conclusion 

 In this chapter I tried to outline the main distinctions in legal status between au 

pairs and domestic servants, such as housecleaners and housekeepers, and their decisions 

for pursuing work in the care sector. Cold War diplomacy efforts aimed at strengthening 

ties with other nations eventually resulted in the creation of a variety of categories of 

cultural exchange visitors, from interns to camp counselors to medical residents. These 

programs have enabled young students from all over the world to take part in programs, 

which have become a very popular way of travel. Au pairs are exchange visitors on J-1 

visas who try to secure themselves access to class and distinction in adulthood by being 

independent for a year of their life, gaining some vital work experience and opening their 

eyes to a greater array of possibilities for the future. Unlike domestic workers who are 

bound to their employees, or perhaps here illegally, au pairs can travel freely in their time 

off and do not have to fear being sent home and denied entry into the United States if 

they were to choose to come again in the future as visitors of a different kind.  

The increased global demand for female workers produced a class of women who 

are subject to the worst depredations of neoliberal service work. In a post-IRCA world, 

undocumented immigrants, most of whom are women of color, are subject to long hours 

for little pay. Although housecleaners do not have the legal stability of au pairs or of 

housekeepers who work for foreign diplomats on A or G- type visas, they choose this line 
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of work over nannying due to its flexibility and “female-friendly” work hours, which 

allow these women to combine work while still tending to their families. In comparison 

to the work of nannies, who are tied to the children, housecleaners can finish their job and 

go home.  Moreover, as in the case of the Polish housecleaners in my study, they often 

think that taking care of the house is work that they are “naturally” predisposed to doing. 

Chicago, which has a long history of cultural ties to Poland, is renown for its Polish 

female housecleaning market as this is work that many new immigrants who lack the 

social and linguistic capital pursue while living in their ethnic enclave.  

The au pair program appeared on the care market shortly after IRCA as one of the 

few labor channels whose participants could main their distinction and class mobility 

while working in someone else’s home. The au pairs interviewed for this study were very 

clear about their expectations of the program and its guidelines. In most cases they were 

willing to speak up when they were asked by their host families to work overtime or do 

chores that were not mentioned in their contracts. This empowerment stemmed in large 

part from their legal status as “exchange visitors” and members of the host families, not 

maids or domestic workers. These young women also felt the support of their Local 

Childcare Coordinators, as well as, the extended network of au pairs – resources that 

most domestic workers are not privy to. Moreover, taking classes at local community 

colleges, also provided, or in some cases reminded, these women of what life would be 

like if they were to be back in their native countries.   

In concluding this chapter, I would like to emphasize that au pairing, along with 

the work of migrant housecleaners, needs to be viewed from the perspective of the 

transnational mobility of goods and services. More and more young women are taking 
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advantage of the opportunity to legally travel and study abroad while at the same time 

earning some money and gaining work experience. In sum, the partaking of au pairs in 

childcare has moved the dynamics of domestic work from the private to the transnational 

sphere, reconfiguring gender roles within the entity of a household while subverting 

notions of class and status mobility. 
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Chapter 3  
 
Stratification of Domestic Labor: Mothering Woes and Employer/Caregiver Roles 
 

There is definitely a huge discrepancy between the relatively low position on the social totem 

pole enjoyed by nannies and other child-care workers and the extraordinary disruption they 

could easily cause by simply, en masse, refusing to show up to work one day. [Auerbach 201] 

 

The act of mothering is one of the most significant identity-transforming 

experiences in a woman’s life. Intensive mothering, an ideology which spread in the 

latter part of the twentieth century into a popular belief system (Macdonald, 

“Manufacturing Motherhood”), requires the mother to be the child’s primary care 

provider until the child is at least three or four years old. It assumes that “the umbilical 

cord in some sense goes un-severed: . . . the mother is ideally best suited to comprehend 

her child’s needs and can interpret and respond to those needs intuitively” (Macdonald, 

“Manufacturing Motherhood" 30). This ideology has magnified the internal battle many 

women face regarding the outsourcing of childcare.  Scores of mothers question whether 

a caregiver will be able to understand the meaning behind their baby’s cry, figure out 

which stuffed animal to give the child when he or she is upset, or what to feed the child at 

snack time. As Kelly Dombroski points out in her essay, “Awkward Engagements in 

Mothering,” this point of view is largely connected to the fact that “the practices of 

mothering and of child-raising are rife with universals, in that most mothers and 

caregivers do what they do because they believe it is right and often the only right way” 

(52). [italics in original] Considering this perceived “intuitive” connection, numerous 
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mothers encounter a very difficult psychological battle when choosing to pursue other 

avenues of fulfillment apart from spending time with their children.  

In this chapter, it is my intention to point out that housecleaner and au pair roles 

within the household depend, in large part, on the type of relationships these women have 

with their employers, especially because they are carried out within the private space of 

the home. In order to scrutinize these relations, I engage with existing scholarship in the 

field that proposes that some employers use “intimacy to deemphasize servitude,” 

thereby, assuaging potential conflict with their domestic workers (Parreñas). I contend 

that housecleaners are more likely to bond with their employers and benefit from friendly 

relations due to the more menial and tedious nature of their work whereas the labor of au 

pairs can be rife with conflict as a result of how and when they are expected to perform 

mothering tasks, one of the most intimate concerns that affects the motivations of au pairs 

and their host mothers.  

 

Stratified Reproduction & The Au Pair’s Caregiving Role 

One of the ways in which the relationship between employers and domestic 

workers may be impacted is through the employers’ belief in cultural determinism, which 

causes them to subscribe to the idea of stratified reproduction. Stratified reproduction, a 

concept initially coined by Shellee Colen (“Like a Mother to Them”) speaks to the 

interlocking systems of oppression experienced by domestic workers: social and political 

inequalities of race, class, ethnicity, gender, migration status, and position within the 

global economy, related to procreation and parenting tasks (380). The discourse of au 

pair agencies positions au pairs as “big sisters,” whereas it was clear from the many 
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conversations that I had with these young women that they struggled with this title, 

considering that their roles within homes resembled those traditionally performed by 

mothers. Although my initial intention was to ascertain whether the au pair fits within the 

family structure as a migrant domestic worker93, i.e. as a foreigner who chose to work in 

the domestic sector in the United States, my interviewees shifted the focus of their 

responses quite often to their ambivalence about performing the role of  “shadow” or 

“surrogate”94 mothers (Macdonald, “Manufacturing Motherhood”), which I discuss in 

greater depth in this chapter. I argue that the frequent tension present between au pairs 

and their host mothers stems from the former’s assumption that the au pair, as a woman, 

is “naturally” predisposed to fulfill a mothering role, thus, blurring the distinction 

between what is expected of her as a woman versus an employee assigned to conduct 

mothering tasks within a given timeframe.  

The Preparation Handbook, which I cite extensively in Chapter 1, and the Au 

Pair Training School Workbook,95 which au pairs receive during their weeklong 

training session upon arrival in the United States, clearly outline the expectations that 

the agency and host families have of them. The latter booklet stresses that the au pair 

should be a role model for her host children, and delineates the basic principles for 

effective communication between au pairs and their host families, emphasizing that the 

“host parents are your partner in influencing the lives of your host children” (Au Pair 

Training School Workbook 18). Au pairs are, thus, “on par” with the host parents, a 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
93	  See	  Chapter	  2	  for	  an	  analysis	  of	  the	  au	  pair’s	  legal	  status	  as	  an	  exchange	  visitor	  in	  the	  United	  
States.	  
94	  Macdonald	  uses	  this	  term	  to	  suggest	  that	  au	  pairs	  substitute	  for	  birth	  mothers	  in	  helping	  care	  
for	  children,	  not	  as	  the	  popular	  use	  of	  the	  term	  implies,	  in	  being	  carriers	  of	  their	  children.	  
95	  Both	  booklets	  are	  printed	  by	  Cultural	  Care	  and	  are	  not	  in	  publication.	  They	  were	  given	  to	  me	  
by	  one	  of	  the	  au	  pairs	  I	  interviewed.	  
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relationship, which through its name alone signifies one of equal importance in 

influencing kids’ lives. 

Au Pair agencies try to prevent misunderstandings between caregivers and their 

employers by advising au pairs how to properly interact with their host families. The Au 

Pair Handbook, published by the agency AuPairCare, points out the “direct American 

style” of speaking and recommends that au pairs share their feelings with both elders 

and employers in a forthright way, making sure to discuss disagreements as they arise 

(50). It directs au pairs to share thoughtful and constructive feedback with host parents 

about the children’s day, being mindful of mentioning at least one positive event for 

each child (51). AuPairCare further stresses that it is important to smile to your host 

parents and children to send the message that everything is fine: “Host parents will feel 

better if you smile when you see them, as it will communicate that you are happy and 

everything is going well” (50). Moreover, au pairs are expected to make eye contact 

during conversation as this is “considered respectful” and to say “thank you” because 

“Americans say ‘thank you’ more than many other countries” (50). But when conflict 

does arise, it is important that au pairs be open-minded and not assign blame. 

It is not hard to imagine that this list of expected behaviors could certainly lead 

to cross-cultural misunderstandings on any given topic, which would be all the more 

heated when it comes to something as personal as childrearing. Therefore, hired 

caregivers often butt heads with their employers for a number of reasons, e.g. what the 

children eat, whom they play with, how they spend their free time, or how they should 

be disciplined (for discussion, see: Colen; Auerbach; Zarembka; Macdonald 

“Manufacturing Motherhood”).  
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As an educator, au pair Paola, a 26-year-old woman from Mexico who cared for 

four children between the ages of three and seven, was very proactive when it came to 

following program guidelines and had no problem telling her host mother about the 

childrearing mistakes she was making: 

I talked with the mom in the first month and I said, I’m sorry if I judge you but I 

saw your child doesn’t have respect for people, doesn’t not know the rules and I 

don’t want to be here if things don’t change  . . . I don’t want kids to show me 

the food and tell me – ‘Clean! It’s your job’ - because it’s not my job. And she 

told me that she feels guilty because in USA it’s difficult to have 4 children. She 

didn’t expect to have twins, with 3 kids better [sic]. She told me everything and 

I said, ok, I will help you and if things don’t change then I will leave. It makes 

me feel good because I’m doing something good for the kids, not only clean 

[sic].  

Paola was obviously capable of asserting herself and fulfilling her duties as they were 

outlined, but Leni, an au pair from Austria, was not. She had been in the United States 

for six months when the psychological discomfort that she felt at her host family’s 

home started to negatively affect her job:  

There were a lot of little things that made me unhappy and then I was not as fun 

anymore with the kids, so [my host mom] was unhappy with me and it was a 

vicious circle. She did not really break any rules; it was just like from both sides. 

We were just not happy with each other anymore. It was more like a personal 

thing after a while.  
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The situation between Leni and her host mother got so bad that Leni ended up bringing 

it to the attention of her Local Childcare Coordinator (LCC), who initiated a period of 

transition.96 Leni was allowed to live with her LCC for two weeks during this process, 

after which she got placed with another family. Despite the LCC’s support, however, 

which other domestic workers are not fortunate enough to have, my research 

participants join other care providers in experiencing what I refer to as the woes of the 

childcare industry – the emotional hardships that arise from clashes with their 

employers. 

 

“Othermothering” & The “Care Crisis” 

Like gender, mothering is a culturally defined concept. Therefore, when 

referring to au pairs and other caregivers, it is important to point out that historically 

performing mothering tasks is not restricted to women who are children’s legal mothers. 

For example, Patricia Hill Collins in “Black Women and Motherhood,” reflects upon 

the value of “othermothers,” members of kin who help biological mothers, also known 

as “bloodmothers,” raise their babies, to the institution of black motherhood in African 

American communities (121). In addition, adolescent females are encouraged to have 

children in some African American communities in order for the grandparents to still be 

young enough to “mother” their grandchildren as part of a kinship network of caring 

(Hill Collins; Stack and Burton). Susan Sered and Maureen Norton-Hawk discuss the 

flexibility and volatility of mothering as it pertains to incarcerated mothers, three 

quarters of whose minor children are in the custody of other family members or the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
96	  The	  role	  of	  the	  Local	  Childcare	  Coordinator	  is	  described	  in	  Chapter	  2.	  	  
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children’s father (294). They claim that “mothering always is constituted in relationship 

to a number of different affiliations and takes place within significantly different 

cultural contexts” (Sered and Norton-Hawk 298). The intensive mothering ideology that 

presumes that only the mother-child bond may be strong can therefore be detrimental to 

“othermothers” and additional care providers. 

Globalization has redefined “othermothering,” making it a necessary common 

practice for those women who decide to move abroad in order to provide for their 

families (Sassen “Global Cities and Survival Circuits”; Misra, Woodring, and Merz). 

Rhacel Salazar Parreñas’ famous study describes the “care crisis” of Filipina women and 

their children, who are separated when the mother transcends her nation’s borders to raise 

the children of wealthier families in Italy, Hong Kong, Saudi Arabia or the United States, 

amongst other destinations (“Care Crisis”). The Filipinas’ children are then cared for by 

close members of kin, who act similarly to African American “othermothers” discussed 

by Hill Collins. Filipina “othermothers,” who are usually female relatives even if the 

father remained in the country, may also look after many other nieces and nephews in the 

family, while the mothers − care workers − send remittances to support them.97 

Frequently, this funding is what allows the children of extended family members the 

means to obtain an education. Globalization, therefore, determines who is politically 

capable of hiring a caregiver versus who would benefit from becoming one.  

In their research, both Shellee Colen (“Like a Mother to Them”) and Jessika 

Auerbach detail the workings of the highly diversified childcare industry in New York 

City. Both of these scholars tend to the issue of West Indian childcare workers, for whom 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
97	  According	  to	  Colen	  (“With	  Respect	  and	  Feelings”),	  remittances	  may	  constitute	  between	  20	  to	  
70	  percent	  of	  the	  domestic	  worker’s	  income.	  
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mothering is a marker of adult status and social capital, and raising more than one 

generation of children allows women to generate more respect from their communities. 

Oftentimes, however, this means that their own children stay at home in city apartments 

during the day or are left behind in their countries of origin to be cared for by other 

family members, a conundrum quite similar to the one described by Parreñas. Some of 

the West Indian women studied whose offspring came with them to the U.S. were 

allowed to bring them to the employer’s home, but this was rarely possible and depended 

solely on the employing mother’s attitude and approach to the childcare industry. Unlike 

au pairs, who are expected to be very “hands on” when it comes to working with 

children, West Indian caregivers “believe that children should learn independence 

through play” (Colen, “Like a Mother to Them” 94), which often clashes with the 

mothering styles of their employers.  In fact, one of the most common points of 

contention present in these texts, and in my own interviews with au pairs, was the 

relationship between the mother and the caregiver, which is highly reliant on the mother’s 

own parenting style. 

 

The Caregiver’s Female Burden 

The ambiguity that au pairs feel when it comes to taking care of their host 

family’s children stems from the program expectation that they are not only caregivers 

but also family members. The Au Pair Handbook suggests, for example, that au pairs 

participate in family life even when they are not working: 

When you go out for dinner with your host parents and you are not working, you 

should still help. You can help the kids when their food comes, help entertain the 
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kids while they are waiting, take turns taking them to the bathroom if they need to 

go, help them clean up afterwards, and make sure to thank your host parents for 

taking you out to dinner. (39) 

A couple of the au pairs I spoke to expressed their successive detachment from the family 

and refusal to participate in family events as soon as they realized that they would have a 

very difficult time not attending to the needs of their host children while not on duty. 

Paolo answered the following when asked by me if she feels a part of the family she lives 

with and works for.  

No. No. . . I feel most like a friend because I don’t want to be part of the family. It’s 

something that I . . . I prefer to be independent, it’s better for me. They ask me: “Do 

you want to go to dinner with us?” and I say: “No, thank you.” I prefer to eat in my 

room or go out with my friends. I don’t feel comfortable because I know that when 

I eat with them they’ll expect me to clean the table because they invited me. I don’t 

want to go out with them because it’s “Ooh, can you check the boys?” No thank 

you – it’s my free time! I don’t need that; I don’t want that.  

The lack of intimacy in the case of live-in childcare workers, such as au pairs, who are 

constantly in close quarters with their employers, requires an extensive amount of tact, 

and sensitivity from both parties involved. Auerbach discusses how difficult it is for 

caregivers to find privacy when children are present: 

One of the reasons why the notion of personal space between mothers and their 

nannies is so difficult to define exactly must be that anyone under the age of 

six generally has little or no respect for another’s need for privacy. Mom/nanny 

is in the bathroom? Let’s barge in; we have important things to talk about! . . . 
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Mom/nanny is having a conversation on the phone? Unacceptable! You should 

be talking to me! What are you talking about anyway? Is that your boyfriend? 

Can I tell you a secret? Yesterday Mom called Dad a jerk, Nanny, what’s a 

jerk? (196) 

Therefore, not only did au pairs choose not to participate in family outings, as Paola 

quoted above, they also tried to remove themselves from common areas in the home, 

such as the family room, in order not to get roped into mothering duties during their time 

off.  

 Sofia, a 22-year-old au pair from Colombia, explained her decision to separate 

herself from the family in the following way: 

After work, I just want to relax. I have 4 kids [in the family that I work for] 

and for me it’s hard. It’s not like other families. I have little kids and they 

don’t understand when you’re working and when you’re not. For example, 

if I go downstairs and I am not working the kids don’t understand whether 

I’m working or not, so they’ll ask me to give them breakfast . . . and how do 

you say, “no”? So I prefer to stay in my room or with my friends.  

Au pairs, who frequently spend more time with the children in their care than the children 

do with their own mothers, feel obligated to attend to the children’s needs when asked 

during their time-off because they have established a nurturant relationship with them, 

which I will discuss in the next part of this chapter. 
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Nurturant Care 

Taking care of someone else’s children is naturalized to be a woman’s job not 

only as a result of the ideology of intensive mothering, but also due to the relational 

nature of this line of work, i.e. au pairing requires the constant engagement of au pairs 

with children and host parents. Therefore, the au pair’s position is usually associated with 

what Mignon Duffy describes as nurturant care, while housecleaners, for example, 

conduct nonnurturant care.  Duffy, in Making Care Count, defines the difference between 

these two types of care in the following way: 

Nurturant care includes labor that is inherently relational, that is, the core labor of 

nurturant workers – nurses, child-care workers, physicians, teachers, social 

workers – involves an intimate and face-to-face relationship with the people they 

are caring for. Nonnurturant care is the labor that undergirds nurturant care but 

may not be relational at all – the work of housekeepers, hospital laundry 

operatives, nursing home cafeteria workers, and health-care orderlies. These 

workers perform labor that is often out of sight or at least does not involve 

explicit relationship with those being cared for. (6) [emphasis mine] 

As a result of this burden of nurturant care, the au pairs I interviewed often felt obliged to 

go above and beyond what they were paid for because of a sense of obligation to carry 

out feminine tasks. That is, however, not the relationship that they strive for. Au pairs, 

thus, differ significantly in this respect from West Indian and Filipina nannies who have 

been noted to force themselves to endure much exploitation in order to maintain a bond 

with the children in their care because they transpose the love they have for their own 

children, whom they left behind in their native countries, onto their employers’ children 
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(Colen; Parreñas “Care Crisis”; Auerbach). In fact, au pairs are not allowed to apply for 

the exchange program if they have offspring. All of the au pairs in this study perceived 

their mothering responsibilities as a form of employment, an identity they assumed 

during their time “at work.” They felt disrespected and used if their employers expected 

them to perform all of the duties that usually fell on parents’ shoulders. For example, 

Leni, mentioned earlier in this chapter, initially cared for five children and accompanied 

them throughout the day, including driving them to and from school and extracurricular 

activities, requested of her agency to change the family she lived with because she was 

worn out from being expected to perform the role of the children’s “mother” all the time. 

I’m not the mom, I’m the au pair. I’m here to help you! [The host mother] 

told me she doesn’t expect me to be the mother, but I didn’t feel this way 

because I was there all the time.  

In this case, “mothering” five children was more than this 19-year-old Austrian student 

felt to be part of her caregiving role.  

 Not surprisingly, perhaps, male au pairs do not experience the same frustrations 

as female au pairs do, mainly because they cannot relate their behavior to how a good 

mother should act (Búriková and Miller 152). Zuzana Búriková and Daniel Miller in 

their study of Slovak au pairs working in London found the least amount of conflict 

between employers and au pairs among male program participants. Host parents would 

“gush” about all the hidden talents that male au pairs had: moving furniture, repairing 

household items, gardening, etc. Male au pairs were more willing to clean and did not 

take it personally when the house was in shambles in ten minutes again. Búriková and 

Miller conclude that “ for them it was just a job, and if it wasn’t always appreciated it 
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was no big deal” (152). At the same time, men did not carry the weight of being shadow 

mothers on their shoulders, therefore, they would not unearth the feeling of mother’s 

guilt in their host mothers: “ . . .mothers would not see a male au pair as a threat, in the 

sense of a substitute mother who challenged their position as primary carer of their 

children” (152). It is clear that male au pairs, although still quite rare, do not carry the 

same burden of conducting mothering roles as female au pairs do, perhaps making their 

tasks as caregivers that much easier.             

 

Power Struggle 

The emotional ambivalence and heartache that mothers face when hiring 

childcare, or what I refer to as “mothering woes,” intensifies as women climb up the 

corporate ladder. Working women strive to be “hybrid moms”98 (Bhave 84), who 

balance their personal and professional needs while still leading a fulfilling family life. 

The relatively low social status ascribed to childcare workers, apart from au pairs, as 

referred to by Auerbach in the vignette to this chapter, is quite ironic, therefore, 

considering how dependent mothers can be on their childcare workers showing up to 

work in the morning. Although many working mothers are too busy during the day to 

worry about their relationship with their caregiver, this low position on the social totem 

pole is perpetuated by those mothers, who are caught in a psychological struggle with 

themselves over who their child prefers to spend time with and/or loves more.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
98	  The	  term	  “hybrid	  mom”	  was	  developed	  by	  Linda	  Shapiro	  and	  Stacey	  Smith,	  founders	  of	  
hybridmom.com,	  who	  on	  their	  LinkedIn	  profile	  identify	  their	  mission	  statement	  as	  follows:	  “We	  
Hybrid	  Moms	  are	  everywhere	  –	  and	  we	  are	  actively	  pursuing	  our	  personal	  and	  professional	  
goals	  on	  terms	  that	  still	  allow	  us	  a	  fulfilling	  family	  life.	  We	  are	  strong.	  We	  are	  resourceful.	  We	  
are	  ambitious.	  And	  now,	  we	  are	  one.”	  
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 Jenny Rosenstrach, a New York Times contributor, describes the joy she felt when 

her two-and-a-half year-old daughter finally went to nursery school. Rosenstrach’s joy 

developed from her knowledge that instead of spending time with the nanny - whom she 

envied - her daughter was now spending time in nursery school where she could establish 

her own social identity instead of emulating her nanny’s character. This example 

illustrates a means by which mothers elevate themselves to the status of “mother 

managers” (Rothman) and attempt to win the nanny-mommy time trials by justifying to 

themselves that the time they lose with their children while at work does not “count” for 

meaningful time, especially if they “engineer” this quality time with them when they 

return home instead. This might mean that the children nap on the nanny’s watch, or are 

woken up if they fall asleep too soon (i.e.: before the evening return of their mother from 

work), in order to be fully energized and in “peak performance” once their mother comes 

home (Macdonald, “Manufacturing Motherhood” 40-41). Playing this time game can be 

very difficult for the nanny or au pair, who needs to interfere with the child’s natural 

sleep patterns in order to meet the mother’s demands, or otherwise risk being fired or 

causing a strain in her relationship with the host mother. Controlling the time that the 

child spends with the nanny, therefore, is a means of lowering her importance within the 

household.   
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“Shadow Motherhood” 

In order to diminish mothers’ guilt, au pairs perform a type of shadow work, 

which can otherwise be referred to as “shadow motherhood.”99 This notion stems from 

Ivan Illich’s term “shadow work,” which refers to “that entirely different form of unpaid 

work which an industrial society demands as a necessary complement to the production 

of goods and services” (99-100). While au pairing is not unpaid motherwork in the literal 

sense, it invokes the unpaid, invisible reproductive work performed by women in the 

private sphere. According to Cameron Macdonald, for au pairs, shadow motherhood is 

more than just caregiving: “‘shadow motherhood’ means not only performing mother-

work, but masking the fact that [you] are doing so” (“Manufacturing Motherhood” 27) in 

order to have a good working relationship with the host mother. As Faye Ginsburg and 

Rayna Rapp point out, “when parenting is reduced to ‘mothering,’ the other people 

involved in childcare - fathers, fosters and adoptive parents, nannies, and day-care 

workers - are rendered invisible, and mothers alone are held responsible for their 

children’s well-being” (13). Thus, by performing “naturally feminine” tasks, caregivers 

allow their employers to emulate the image of an intensively mothering woman to the 

outside world, who meets societal expectations of what it means to be a good mother, 

since the au pair is merely doing what she has been predisposed by “nature” to do 

(Macdonald “Manufacturing Motherhood”; Ginsburg and Rapp).  

Shellee Colen noticed the same phenomenon when studying West Indian 

childcare workers in New York. She claims that, “employers wanted substitute caregivers 

who would provide daily care, nurturance, and socialization” (“Like a Mother to Them” 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
99	  See	  Macdonald	  “Manufacturing	  Motherhood:	  The	  Shadow	  Work	  of	  Nannies	  and	  Au	  Pairs”	  for	  
a	  discussion	  on	  “shadow	  motherhood.”	  
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389), but still stay in the “shadows.” Sustaining such a reality lifted pangs of guilt off of 

mothers’ shoulders, allowing them to still perceive themselves as their children’s primary 

caregivers. Moreover, “naturalizing the work implies that it is unskilled and not really 

worth wages . . . the work is further devalued when passed from one woman who chooses 

not to do it and can pay for it, to another woman who performs it in someone else’s 

household” (Colen, “With Respect and Feelings” 54).  

 However, having power over au pairs’ time by asking them to start early, work 

late, or during the weekends creates tension and resentment between au pairs and their 

host parents and impedes healthy working relationships. Juliane spoke of her frustration 

towards her host mother for not valuing her time:  

We had some problems with the schedule…she never says – “Oh, you’re 

off right now.” It’s like I should be available 24 hours . . . She likes it that 

way, but I don’t . . . It’s like I have to stay at the house and she never says 

anything like when I’m off and if she needs me and then 5 minutes before I 

have plans to go to the theatre, she’s like, “Oh no, the big boy has basketball 

practice.”  

Juliane was very unsatisfied with her placement in this family because she had to fulfill 

the role of the “shadow” mother in multiple ways. Not only did she need to be available 

24/7, she was also asked to do certain things she did not feel comfortable doing, such as 

going to parent-teacher conference night at the children’s schools. 

Although flexible schedules may not appeal to au pairs, disrupt their social plans, 

and seem like a sign of disrespect on the part of the host mother, they are part of the job 

description according to the Preparation Handbook: 
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Working in your host family means that you will be spending most of the day on 

your own with the children, taking care of them, feeding them, playing with them, 

or taking them to different activities. There will not be a lot of flexibility in 

meeting your friends or free time, and you have a schedule to follow and rules to 

respect. Your first priority always has to be the host children and taking care of 

their needs. This can sometimes be challenging as you might feel that you are 

missing out on things that your friends are doing, but remember that everyone has 

a different schedule, so your friends will certainly miss out on other things that 

you are doing [too]. [23, emphasis added] 

It was often the case that if an au pair expressed that her present work situation did not 

meet her envisioned expectations, it was not due to a lack of communication with her 

host parents but to a lack of experience in dealing with multiple children alone for an 

extended period of time and making sure that their needs were met. Those au pairs who 

had four or more children in their care tended to express much greater frustration in 

interviews towards their caregiving roles when asked who performs the mothering tasks 

in their host parents’ home. 

The reasons behind the struggle for a fixed work schedule vary depending on the 

caregiver and her personal situation. Whereas au pairs need to call off dates at the movies 

with their friends, Colen (“Like a Mother to Them”) notes that West Indian nannies in 

New York, whose families came to the United States with them, had their own children 

waiting for them at home. If their employer decided to be late from work, that meant not 

only a dangerous subway ride home, but also less time that the caregiver had to tend to 

her own household responsibilities, not to mention no time left over for her to relax: 
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“They don’t think that I have my family waiting for me. They don’t think about my child. 

It’s OK for them to ask me to stay extra time because they have their family together, but 

what about me?” (Colen, “With Respect and Feelings” 63). For the employers, however, 

leaving work early meant a potential loss of income, or even employment.  As a result, 

“nanny feels she’s treated unfairly, and the mother is . . . frustrated,” (Auerbach 204) 

sustaining the nanny-caregiver power struggle. Au pairs are left feeling embittered while 

host parents may feel like they (both parents and au pairs) are simply doing their job. 

 

The Spiritual - Menial Divide  

Despite the seemingly obvious distinction into spiritual and menial housework 

which puts au pairs into a more privileged category of care worker, many mothers try to 

assuage their “mommy-guilt” by convincing themselves that the work conducted by au 

pairs and nannies is menial, and that only mothers can perform the spiritual duties related 

to the care of their children. As Dorothy Roberts explains, “Hiring a domestic worker 

leaves the employer free to both work outside of the home and to devote herself to the 

spiritual aspects of being a wife and mother” (57). In other words, the mother is able to 

maintain the myth of the superwoman to the outside world. But how can mothers justify 

that the work conducted by au pairs is menial if it pertains to the ‘moral upbringing of 

children’?100 Cameron Macdonald in her interviews with working mothers found that 

they defined spiritual motherhood as “selecting and supervising the child care worker, 

spending ‘quality time’ with children, and retaining primary parent status regardless of 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
100	  Apart	  from	  the	  fact	  that	  au	  pairs	  are	  responsible	  for	  children’s	  moral	  upbringing,	  they	  are	  
also	  officially	  outside	  of	  the	  “immigrant”	  category	  as	  exchange	  visitors,	  which	  further	  solidifies	  
their	  duties	  as	  consistent	  with	  spiritual	  labor.	  As	  pseudo	  family	  members,	  au	  pairs	  are	  expected	  
to	  learn	  the	  “traditionally	  American”	  way	  of	  life	  and	  appropriate	  family	  values.	  
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how responsibility for care is distributed” (“Manufacturing Motherhood” 33). She also 

found that mothers expected their au pairs not to form any psychological bond with their 

children, thereby performing sensu stricto shadow work for the mother, and leaving no 

real trace in the children’s lives. Bridget Anderson in Doing the Dirty Work?: The Global 

Politics of Domestic Labour, unveils the hypocrisy present in such expectations since 

when searching for care workers, employers always look for women who are caring and 

loving, and whose nurturing qualities are visible through the “smile in their eyes.” After 

all, families seek out au pairs in large part in order to provide one-to-one care that a 

preschool or day care center cannot (Anderson 119-120). Nonetheless, one of the ways in 

which au pairs can accomplish this emotional separation imagined by some mothers is by 

vanishing upon the mother’s arrival from work. This was not a problem for the au pairs in 

my study, as quoted above. In fact, it was quite the opposite. Au pairs tried to maintain a 

strict division between “spiritual motherhood” and “menial au pairing” in order not to be 

taken advantage of and not to have to work outside of the perimeter of their obligations. 

 

“Like One of the Family” or “Employer-Friends”? 

 One of the ways in which conflicts ensue between employers and domestic 

workers is through familiarization. Intended to assuage miscommunication when made 

use of by domestics, feelings of intimacy are imposed by employers in order to de-

emphasize servitude (Parreñas, Servants of Globalization 180). Rooted in the feudalistic 

conception of domestic workers as servants bound to their master for life, housecleaners 

are made to feel “part of the family” to benefit their employers. Many scholars, including 

Shellee Colen (“With Respect and Feelings”) and Premilla Nadasen, argue that domestic 
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workers who feel part of the family are willing to do more for their employers out of a 

sense of obligation. It was because of the female burden to perform nurturing tasks that 

many of the au pairs in my study mentioned that they did not want to be considered “part 

of the family.” Parreñas in Servants of Globalization identifies a dual purpose to this 

intimacy in the case of Filipina care workers: decreasing the pitfalls of downward class 

mobility for the domestic worker, and increasing this dislocation’s corresponding 

material benefits (180).  For example, employers may use gifts as a tactic of control over 

their workers, but the female migrant worker also exerts agency by bargaining with her 

employer through displays of affection. My research supports Parreñas’ findings that 

being “like one of the family” can be a mutually beneficial – even “friendly” – 

arrangement for housecleaners, more so than for au pairs, which I will discuss in the 

following section. Unlike the majority of literature in domestic/care labor argues, not all 

domestic workers are against having this close relationship, nor do they always find it 

exploitative. It cannot be underestimated, however, that this “homely” atmosphere 

complicates the work environment, and the relationships between the women who hire 

domestics and the women who execute domestic tasks.  

Mary Romero claims the problem that domestic workers face when trying to be 

friends with their employers is that employers try to establish a “social relationship in a 

capitalist economy” whereas domestic work should be part of the economic structure 

(142). New York Times’ contributor, Rosenstrach, was excited to send her daughter to 

nursery school because she expected that her day-care provider would express a 

sympathetic interest in her child’s “educational experiences” (Hochschild, The Managed 

Heart 150-151) and act like less of a shadow mother; therefore, the care worker would 
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only be there to provide a service, which is what this relationship, as Romero argues, 

should be. Other parents, however, want primarily for their children to feel loved and 

nurtured while still others expect to hire full emotional substitutes for themselves. 

Hochschild tells the story of when the expectations of both sides – employer and 

domestic worker – do not match using the example of Timmy’s parents, who expected 

the day-care provider to act as a substitute mother. Consequently, Timmy’s mom was 

very shocked to see that his nanny was not devastated to see him leave when the family 

moved. Timmy’s caregiver explained: “After Timmy’s mother told me she made another 

day-care arrangement closer to her house, I had a long talk with her, and I realized that 

she expected me to be real upset that Timmy was leaving. I miss him, you know, but I 

wasn’t that upset about it. They picked him up from my house every day at 5:30. It’s a 

job, after all” (Hochschild, The Managed Heart 150-151). [emphasis mine] Timmy’s 

mother had bought into the myth that caring only involves emotion and no labor 

(Anderson, Doing the Dirty Work 129) and is therefore not an equal part of the economic 

system. Bridget Anderson furthers my argument that being “like one of the family” can 

be a mutually beneficial arrangement by explaining that while there seems to be the 

assumption in the domestic labor sector that workers should feel like part of the family, at 

the same time employers reserve the right to terminate them when necessary, thus, 

underlining the business nature of the arrangement (Doing the Dirty Work 123).   

Since housecleaners do not live with their employers, and they perform the “dirty 

work,” not the emotionally charged spiritual labor that befalls au pairs, these relationships 

tend to be much less contentious, especially because children are not usually involved. 

All the housecleaners I interviewed related that they had established a close relationship 
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with some or many of their employers in the past. Such associations, however, make 

moral commitments arise among persons unequally positioned in relations of dependency 

(Feder and Kittay 2), which have the potential to make migrant care workers, in this case 

housecleaners, feel devalued. Affect theory helps explain the emotions that arise between 

care workers and their employers. In the introduction to their edited volume entitled The 

Affect Theory Reader, Melissa Gregg and Gregory Seigworth discuss how affect might be 

re-theorized within the context of “postcolonial, hybridized, and migrant voices that 

forcefully question the privilege and stability of individualized actants” (8). 

Housecleaners who form a friendly bond with their employers destabilize this hierarchy 

of privilege. For example, housecleaners who have friendly employers stated that they 

would not ask for more money if their employer assigned them extra tasks. Basia 

exclaimed that every once in a while employers will ask her to do extra work, but she 

does not complain to her employers about it. When I asked her why, she concluded that it 

is not within her nature to ask for more money because it would make her feel “stupid”: 

“Nothing will happen to me if I don’t take [extra] money. I can’t. I would feel stupid to 

ask for more money: ‘I’ll do this for you, but give me $20’?” Although Basia was very 

reserved when it came to going into greater detail about her relationships with her 

employers apart from saying they were “very good,” there were artifacts indicative of the 

friendly nature of those connections. For example, when I commented upon entering the 

house on how lovely the obviously pricey decorative pillows were that were on her sofa 

and chairs in the living room, she commented that one of her wealthy employers had 

gotten them for her as a Christmas present. Later in our conversation, Basia told me that 

this employer also arranged for Basia to clean her daughter’s and friend’s house, and that 
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this woman’s daughter had a little girl, for whom Basia sometimes babysat over the 

weekend with her two young kids because the children were of similar ages. Basia, 

therefore, ended up working for a network of people as a result of having met the initial 

“pillow” employer, and established close ties to the entire family. So perhaps when most 

employers prefer to receive a Christmas bonus, Basia received expensive gifts more 

reminiscent of familial ties, and did not ask to be paid for extra duties assigned “from 

time to time” as it were these ties that contributed, in large part, to her employment. 

Julita also explained that her relationships with her employers were “very 

friendly”: “They know my family, my husband, my kids. Sometimes I would take [my 

daughter] to work. When [my son] was small, I would take him. I never had any 

problems. So our relationships are very friendly. They are like ‘employer-friends’.” 

When I asked her if this “very friendly” relationship impacts how she performs her 

housecleaning tasks, Julita started off by telling me she simply does not work for people 

she doesn’t like. She recalled a woman she once used to work for but then quit because 

she was very unhappy there: “It is already stressful enough, being a cleaning lady. I don’t 

need to have the extra stress of worrying about what she [the lady of the house] is going 

to come up with every time I come over: ‘Do this, do that.’ So, I don’t work for people I 

don’t like.” As a result, when asked if she asks for extra pay for extra work, she explained 

that she doesn’t ask for more pay because, similarly to Basia, she does it out of the 

“goodness of her heart” as if she were helping out good friends: 

I would do it because I like them. I am sure that if it were a regular occurence 

they would offer to give me an extra $5,$10 to do it. I have this one house, only 

one, which is very big, indoor swimming pool and everything. Sometimes [the 
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lady of the house] asks me to clean this instead of that, or sometimes she’ll tell me 

to clean something else and she’ll pay me extra. I don’t even say anything . . .but 

usually if they ask me to clean something extra just this one time, to do them a 

favor, I will always do them that favor. 

Julita would always say “favor” in English in the middle of our Polish conversation as if 

implying that there was no adequate Polish equivalent that would suggest the 

nonreciprocal nature of these tasks; she seemed to place emphasis on the fact that favors, 

at their very core, cannot be exchanged for any monetary value.  Favors are, therefore, 

niceties that you do for people that you care about –not work for.  

Iwona felt that she was quite lucky to work for the people that she did and used 

the words “amazing” and “incredibly friendly” to describe their relationship. Her 

children, whom she would also need to take to work with her sometimes, would play with 

the employers’ children; in fact, they were allowed to use their toys or swim in their 

pools. Since she no longer works as a housecleaner, Iwona told me that she still keeps in 

touch with “all” of her employers and even exchanges Christmas cards with them every 

holiday season. One of these employers also invited her to visit, so Iwona went to stay 

with her over a long weekend when she was on vacation in the United States, strictly on 

friendly terms with no work involved. Aleksandra established a similar, “deep” 

friendship with one of the employers she continued to clean for even after she decided to 

pursue childcare full time. She very intuitively described how the relationships between 

domestic workers and those who hire them become close:  

With the lady I still currently work for there are feelings involved. We shared our 

problems with each other, she opened up, I opened up and now we have 
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something in common to talk about and it just turned into a fun, friendly 

relationship . . . I think we are at this stage that I will remain in touch with this 

woman for the rest of my life. At least that is what I think and I would like for this 

friendship, our relationship, to last. 

Sharing problems with each other then causes emotions to be affected resulting in both 

women workers and employers establishing an affinity for one another. In The Managed 

Heart, Arlie Russell Hochschild calls work that requires the handling of other people’s 

feelings to some extent as emotional labor. She defines emotional labor with the 

following:  

This labor requires one to induce or suppress feeling in order to sustain the 

outward countenance that produces the proper state of mind in others . . . [it] calls 

for coordination of mind and feeling, and it sometimes draws on a source of self 

that we honor as deep and integral to our individuality. (7) 

 Because, traditionally, women are more accomplished managers of emotions in private 

life, they conduct the majority of emotional labor, which Hochschild estimates to 

comprise only a quarter of the jobs men perform but over half of all jobs befallen to 

women (171).101 Women also perform the majority of emotional labor because they are 

mothers (170), and therefore are expected to be more nurturing, which ties back to the 

expectation that au pairs are “naturally” expected to display mothering attributes which I 

discussed in the first half of this chapter. Emotional labor is thus clearly gendered and 

classed. Hoschchild argues,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
101	  Arlie	  Hochschild	  claims	  that	  most	  people	  have	  a	  service	  job	  which	  requires	  them	  to	  handle	  
other	  people’s	  feelings	  to	  some	  extent,	  e.g.	  secretary,	  waiter,	  social	  worker,	  tour	  guide	  or	  hotel	  
receptionist,	  salesman,	  bill	  collector,	  funeral	  parlor	  director	  to	  name	  a	  few	  (11).	  For	  more	  
information	  on	  emotional	  labor,	  see	  her	  book	  The	  Managed	  Heart:	  Commercialization	  of	  Human	  
Feeling.	  
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In general, lower-class and working class people tend to work more with things, 

and middle-class and upper-class people tend to work more with people. More 

working women than men deal with people as a job. Thus, there are both gender 

patterns and class patterns to the civic and commercial use of human feeling. (21) 

 

Housecleaners perceived the friendly, kin-like relationship that had established 

itself between their families and the families of their employers as a factor that positively 

contributed to their work environment, not unlike in any other profession. They preferred 

to maintain a pleasant relationship with these people and do favors for them if necessary 

out of the “goodness of their hearts” than function in a more cold, stressful environment, 

which can make an already physically and mentally challenging job even more difficult.  

They were also able to reap the benefits of this relationship if necessary. Aleksandra’s 

“employer-friend” was willing to work around her school schedule, let Aleksandra come 

on Saturdays and Sundays, if need be, and didn’t mind if Aleksandra was finished in 

three or five hours, as long as she got the job done. Her relationship with her full-time 

employer, on the other hand, was the exact antithesis of the type of environment the 

women in my study desired. Aleksandra was in the middle of an argument with her 

employer at the time of our interview and their recent run-in was still fresh in her 

memory. She had the following to say about how her rapport with this employer affects 

her ability to do her job: 

Being a nanny is a very responsible job – I take care of a child, a small child who  

is prone to  . . . have an accident, bump his/her head, scrape themselves, so I am a 

little stressed out, and I always have to be very cautious and always pay close 
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attention to this child so nothing happens. Now, the unpleasant relationship with 

the parents will cause double the stress . . . I am stressed out [after our argument] 

that this woman [the employer] is aggressive. If she could speak to me in such a 

way, maybe she could be capable of doing something else to me, like suing me. I 

am afraid, so I am looking for new work.  

Aleksandra felt that the negative tension between her and her employers had escalated 

almost to the point of no return even though she even sought advice from her psychology 

professor about how to approach the baby’s mother. She thought that this conversation 

went well, and was proud of herself for having implemented something she had learned 

in college, but the mere fact of this argument occurring had a lasting impact on what she 

described as her sensitive “artistic soul.” Her work environment, and the type of 

relationship she was able to have with her employer, was therefore crucial to her 

satisfaction with her job as a domestic worker. 

 Given these housecleaners’ personal experiences, it is understandable why they 

would benefit from a more friendly approach to their employers. Although they still work 

in the personal space of people’s homes, unlike au pairs they do not deal with the 

conflict-prone topic of how to raise one’s children. Moreover, since independent 

housecleaners find jobs themselves, they are reliant on their employers for building a 

network based on recommendations, which is how they obtain the majority of their work. 

On a more basic level, friendly relationships simply seem to make their lives easier; they 

are able to bring their kids to work with them if need be, adjust their hours or reschedule 

cleaning engagements when necessary. In sum, while their work is more menial in nature 

than the work of au pairs, and requires dealing with cleaning products rather than people, 
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the interpersonal contact with their employers often breaks up the monotony and is an 

enjoyable part of their day.   

δ 

Evelyn Nakano Glenn claims that the need to maintain strict control over the 

work process that Julita’s former employer expected to have is when conflict between 

employers and housecleaners takes on its most concrete form. Since cleaning houses is 

already a stressful job, as Julita mentions above, housecleaners tend to avoid working for 

such employers, and living-out gives them that flexibility. Julita quit a house she cleaned 

when she realized that the woman was either staying home to supervise her, or she would 

call to double-check Julita was still working if she were out, and give her a hard time if 

she did not answer the phone. In general, however, housecleaners were not bothered by 

the presence of their employees. In fact, as Basia described, if she was cleaning and 

entered a room that was occupied by family members, they would usually excuse 

themselves to another space in the house to not disrupt her. 

The relationship that domestic workers have with their employers depends in 

large part, therefore, not just on how employers view their workers but also on how 

employers view domestic service and their own roles as hiring bodies. This is 

complicated further by the fact that it is usually women hiring other women, which may 

be destructive to the concept of global sisterhood that I define in the Introduction to this 

dissertation – while female employers pursue self-realization, other women perform their 

“dirty work” (Bowman and Cole 162). Mary Romero created a typology of employers, 

whose views contribute to the many dilemmas housecleaners face. The first group she 

refers to is known as Bosses. This group would like to maintain the master – servant 

relationship and keep wages for work within the home as low as possible. They are often 
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oblivious to the fact that housecleaners seldom earn a solidly “middle-class” living, or 

that they may not be able to afford to send their children off to college. Utopian 

Feminists advocate to get rid of domestic workers all together and claim to not hire any 

of their own. They assume that all domestic workers are exploited and refuse to see 

domestic labor as a means of empowerment for some of them. Dodgers and Duckers hire 

men, which defeats the purpose of improving working conditions for women and 

discriminates against women of color for whom domestic work is a niche. Another group, 

the Common Victim, consists of women-employers who justify the exploitation of their 

domestic workers because they claim to do just as much as their domestic workers do. 

Maternalists are described earlier in this chapter. They can be identified through their 

attempts to make their employees feel like “part of the family” in order to de-emphasize 

servitude. Finally, Contractors are the most modern type of employer. They negotiate 

services and leave housecleaners alone to complete their work (Romero 196-201). 

Contractors seemed to be the only type of employer that the housecleaners I spoke to 

agreed to work for, thereby, emphasizing domestic workers’ resistance to intense control. 

Although friendly relationships with employers prompted the women I 

interviewed to do them the “favor” of extra work, some of the Chicana women in Mary 

Romero’s study expressed a variety of tactics for dealing with the various types of 

employers’ styles and demands. In her account of Mrs. Sanchez’s experience, Romero 

relates that when asked by her employer if Mrs. Sanchez would “mind” doing extra work, 

Mrs. Sanchez replied, “Well, I’ll do it this time” in order to emphasize the one-time 

nature of the deal (181). [emphasis mine] Other housecleaners prepare a monthly or 

bimonthly schedule for tasks that do not need to be performed on every visit, such as 
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cleaning the oven or refrigerator. A final common practice was for housecleaners to 

establish a bartering system of sorts with their employers – if one task got added, then 

another would need to be eliminated.  

Cultural differences may also influence the housecleaners’ responses to their 

employers’ expectations. When I asked Aleksandra how she felt about her employer after 

their argument, Aleksandra exclaimed, “Working with Americans is a bit different,” as if 

the cultural differences were responsible for the nature of their falling out. She did, 

however, admit that she was initially unable to be direct and “up front” with her 

employers in accordance with what is considered a more “American style” of conflict 

management in the Au Pair Handbook. Considering that all of the housecleaners I spoke 

to were quick to tell me that they would not request additional payment, unlike in Mary 

Romero’s Chicana sample, this behavior may indeed be indicative of the deferential 

nature of the Matka Polka as I discussed in an earlier chapter. 

   

Conclusion 

Conflicts between domestic workers and their employers arise for numerous 

reasons. In the case of au pairs and their host mothers, au pairs, whose primary goal is 

to spend a year in the United States to gain independence, learn the English language, 

and experience a different culture, are not always prepared for the challenges that come 

with “shadow motherhood” and taking on mothering duties, which some host parents 

expect to be their task. This means not only attending to children’s basic needs, but also 

being flexible and willing to resign from their own previously arranged plans.  
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 On the other side of the spectrum, the ideology of intensive mothering also 

affects the way that mothers perceive the relationship with their child’s caregiver. 

Oftentimes, mothers are ridden with guilt for leaving their children under someone 

else’s care, which hinders the way they treat their caregiver. They think of au pairs as 

performing the menial mothering tasks, and have them arrange the children’s day in 

such a way for them to be in peak performance when on the mother’s - “spiritual 

caregiver’s” - watch. With live-in childcare providers such as au pairs, it is easy for host 

mothers to abuse the availability that having another “mother-figure” in their home 

provides, thus, opening up avenues for conflict. Nevertheless, unlike other migrant 

childcare workers, au pairs have strictly regulated work hours and can rely on the 

support of their agencies if these rules are broken.  

Domestic work places women in a vulnerable position (Kittay, “Vulnerability”), 

as it requires more “respect and feelings” (Colen, “With Respect and Feelings”) than 

many other professions. The situation becomes further complicated when it is entangled 

within the dynamics of stratified reproduction, particularly within the migrant service 

sector, and when it involves issues of gender, race, class and immigration status (for 

more on this see: Colen “Like a Mother to Them”; Romero; Sotelo, Doméstica; 

Zarembka). Au pairs, who are young women frequently without much work experience, 

require a more subtle approach on the part of their host mothers. They do not want to be 

implicitly expected to be their host children’s mothers, but the theoretical “older sisters” 

who are there to spend time with them when their parents cannot or choose not to. On 

the other hand, housecleaners benefit from having friendly relationships with their 

employers. While less is at stake for them since the care of children is not involved, it is 
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above all necessary for them to have close relationships with their employers in order to 

network and build their employer base due to the clandestine nature of this labor. 

However, they also do not always mind perceiving their employers in kin-like terms as 

this lowers the stress in performing work that in many cases has already resulted in 

downward class mobility. 

 In several respects, the work of au pairs can be theorized as easier than that of 

professional nannies or other migrant domestic workers because it is explicitly and 

intentionally temporary; it will last only till their visas expire unless they choose 

otherwise, and with it the potential hardships it caused. Therefore, it is important to 

discuss the plight of domestic workers in regards to their relationships with their 

employers, as they reveal the disparities present between both groups of women and 

shed light on the devaluation of domestic labor in the global market place. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	  

	  

151	  

 
 

Conclusion: Implications for Further Research on Feminist Labor, Migration & 

Cultural Exchange 

 

 The main goal of the preceding chapters has been to shed light on the social and 

cultural stratification of the domestic/care sector and the complex relationships that 

women who pursue this labor have with their employers, their families, and most 

importantly, with themselves. These similarities and differences are more closely 

highlighted when examining this work from opposite ends of the domestic/care sector: 

housecleaning and au pairing.  

The motivation to partake in this sector of employment is one of the most 

noteworthy distinctions between the labor of housecleaners and au pairs. Au pairs usually 

do not see their time abroad as toil necessary to support themselves or their families as 

housecleaners do. Their main reasons for traveling abroad are nicely exemplified by the 

following excerpt from the “how to” guide to au pair work by Mark Hempshell: 

Au pairing is still one of the best ways you could hope to find travel, work, and 

enjoy a foreign country. You don’t need any experience to speak of. You don’t 

need very much money.102 And by becoming an au pair you conveniently cut 

through most of the visa and work permit problems that can make it difficult or 

impossible to live in other countries. (9) 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
102	  I	  refute	  the	  idea	  that	  participation	  in	  the	  au	  pair	  program	  does	  not	  require	  “very	  much	  
money”	  in	  Chapter	  1.	  	  
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Indeed, the au pairs in my study were excited about the opportunity to gain work and 

ultimately, “life experience,” and to prove to themselves and those around them that they 

could be independent. Moreover, au pairing would look good on curriculum vitae in the 

future as more and more employers seek well-educated and experienced young 

employees straight out of college. Extremely important was also the process of English 

language immersion as au pairs had to develop a fluent command of English in order to 

communicate with their host families, first and foremost, but also to manage ever-day life 

in the United States. It is this gap year spent as an au pair, therefore, that serves as a rite 

de passage and prepares them for the flattening world. 

 Being an au pair, however, does not come without its challenges and has many 

scholars (Chuang, Hess and Puckhaber) rallying over the au pair being nothing more than 

a glorified domestic servant. Certainly, the long 45-hour work-weeks spent “mothering” 

the children of strangers is not easy, at any age. Although it has not been my intention to 

glorify this experience by any means throughout this study, what is necessary to 

remember about the au pair program in relation to housecleaning is that au pairs do have 

support systems in place established through their au pair agencies, which in the case of 

my informants were utilized pretty extensively. Agencies schedule meetings regularly to 

“check-in” with their au pairs and to allow them to network with one another and share 

their concerns. This builds a support system for these young women, and oftentimes 

results in friendships that last for many years after the au pair experience is over. Au pairs 

may also contact their Local Childcare Coordinator with any questions or concerns they 

have about their host families and request a change of placement, if necessary. 
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The legal status of au pairs as exchange visitors and the short-term nature of this 

migrant category is perhaps the most striking difference between au pairs and 

housecleaners.  Au pairs have access to amenities, which are frequently unattainable to 

those domestics workers who are paid cash, such as filing a tax return, or to those who 

are in the United States illegally, such as drivers’ licenses and social security cards. If any 

of these young women were to ever return to the U.S. as visitors of another kind, they 

would be able to forego much of the paperwork that the immigration process entails.  

Housecleaners, on the other hand, vary in legal status and their reasons for 

pursuing this work tend to be dependent on their situation upon migration. Some women 

who are permanent residents of the U.S. decide to clean due to a lack of English skills or 

established networks that could help them find work in the new country. Nonetheless, 

cleaning can still be a potentially attractive employment option for migrant women due to 

its flexibility. Housecleaners enjoy being able to work a family-friendly job that allows 

them to clean a couple houses a day if need be and still come home in time to be there for 

their children. Despite the menial nature of domestic work, housecleaners report 

preferring it over childcare not only due to the tremendous responsibility that comes with 

taking care of other people’s children but also because they had much higher earning 

potential when not tied to concrete work hours. 

Cleaning houses, a job that has been historically associated with Polish women in 

Chicagoland due to the migratory links tying the two places, does not offer the same 

cultural cache that au pairing does; in fact, Polish housecleaners have been known to 

experience downward mobility (deklasacja) upon immigration. However, despite the 

“dirty” nature of this work and the loss of class status that accompanies it, the 
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relationship between housecleaners and their employers can oftentimes be better than the 

relationship between au pairs/other childcare providers and the parents of the children in 

their care precisely because minors are not involved. Moreover, while au pairs prefer to 

be treated as exchange visitors than members of the family in order not to get stuck 

mothering other people’s children in their time off, housecleaners often benefit from a 

kin-like relationship. For some, employer-friends make it easier to deal with downward 

mobility and are often crucial in recommending housecleaners to other friends and family 

members, thus, perpetuating their independent cleaning businesses. 

 

The Future of Cultural Exchange  

As I discuss in Chapter 2, the au pair program is only one of fourteen J-1 

Exchange Visitor Programs. One of them, the Summer Work Travel program has been at 

the center of controversy over the past few years, especially in the wake of the economic 

crisis in the United States. Generating over $100 million in revenue for the organizations 

that sponsor participation in the program, students with at least one semester of post-

secondary education completed, can come to the United States for four months, work 

three of them and then have the opportunity to travel for one month before their visas 

expire. Jerry Kammer, a Senior Research Fellow at the Center for Immigration Studies in 

Washington, D.C., in his article “Cheap Labor as Cultural Exchange,” enumerates the 

criticisms made about the program, among them that it has served as a cheap-labor 

program under the guise of cultural exchange which “displaces young Americans from 

the workplace at a time of record levels of youth unemployment” and that it drives down 

wages. In response to these concerns, along with reports that some work placements 
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proved fraudulent or provided exploitative conditions, the State Department revised the 

program in 2011, capping the number of eligible visas for this program at 109,000, a 

much lower number than the program experienced in its peak in 2008 – 153,700 

(Klimasinska).  

With the summer job becoming less “globalized “ (Kammer), the J-1 visa 

Exchange Visitor Program saw a rather significant drop from 324,294 J-1 visas issued in 

2011 to 297, 527 in 2012. These changes, therefore, raise questions about the function of 

the cultural exchange visa and whether or not it is fulfilling its initially charged task of 

fostering relationships between the United States and other countries, especially since as 

Kammer notes, a “negligible number of young Americans find overseas employment 

through the Summer Work Travel sponsoring agencies,” undermining the reciprocity 

built into the concept of cultural exchange.  

Consequently, I would like my further research to examine whether there is need 

to foster cultural exchange programs and who ultimately benefits from them. As this 

study has shown, certainly both parties involved in the au pair process: host families and 

au pairs themselves benefit from a mutual exchange of cultural capital. However, is this 

also the case for Summer Work Travel participants, who mostly work minimum wage 

jobs at such places as amusement parks, beach resorts, processing plants or fast food 

franchises?103 Or are cultural exchange programs another way by which neoliberal 

policies prey on the mainly young and well-educated foreigners who must spend several 

thousand dollars in fees, travel costs, and health insurance and end up “virtually 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
103	  Employers	  of	  Summer	  Work	  Travel	  participants	  are	  exempt	  from	  paying	  these	  foreigners’	  
Social	  Security,	  Medicare,	  and	  federal	  unemployment	  taxes;	  hence,	  the	  program	  has	  been	  quite	  
popular	  for	  business	  owners.	  
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indentured to U.S. employers, unable to challenge low pay and poor working and housing 

conditions” (Kammer)?  

δ 

 Many hard-working migrant women perform various jobs in the care sector, some 

of them more visible than others. By discussing the work of some of them in the 

Chicagoland area, I hope to have shed light on the vary diversified nature of this field in 

terms of who performs this labor, their driving forces and the motivations behind the 

people who hire them. In order to fully grasp the nature of reproductive labor, it is 

necessary to historicize it as both global and local immigration and labor policies impact 

the every day lives of these women. Domestic labor remains a very private job on 

multiple levels; not only is it performed in people’s homes without outside influences or 

stipulations, but it also involves human interaction and consideration of other people’s 

feelings. As such, both employees and care providers need to maintain excellent lines of 

communication, which are often broken for various reasons, often by employer who want 

to take advantage of vulnerable migrants who may have no recourse. As such, au pairs 

represent a very interesting example of a category of in-home service work that is 

federally regulated and supported. A move toward a more regulated domestic sector 

without penalizing based on undocumented status might give the women undertaking 

these jobs more of the recognition that they deserve. 
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APPENDIX A: 

Au Pair Interview Questions 

 

Au Pair Interview Questions Background Information 

1. What is your name and age?  

2. Where are you from?  

3. What au pair agency do you work for? 

4. What type of city are you from: small or large? 

5. What is your family’s economic status? 

6. Tell me about your decision to become an au pair. What made you decide to become 

an au pair? 

7. What were you doing in your home country before you came to the United States?  

 

Requirements and Expectations of Au Pair Work 

8. What are the requirements for becoming an au pair? 

9. What were the expectations that you had when you were in your home country? 

10. What responsibilities were you told you would have as an au pair? 

11. Does your current experience meet the expectations you had prior to coming here? 

12. Tell me about your host family. How many children do you take care of? What do 

your host parents do (does host mom work full-time or have a family-friendly work 

schedule: part-time or flex work)?  
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Mothering Tasks 

13. Who performs the mothering tasks in your home: feeding, changing diapers, 

disciplining, putting children to bed, playing with children, soothing, simulating, 

connecting on an emotional level? 

14. Describe the events of a typical day in your home. 

15. What are your beliefs about how children should be raised? 

16. Do you believe that you provide a nurturing environment for the children? 

17. Do you see being a mother as a job? 

18. Who spends more time with the children – you or their mother? 

19. Describe the bond between you and the children. 

20. Who tells the children what to do when both of you and their mother are home?  

 

Relationship With Host Family & Legal Status 

21. What do you do when the mother and father come home from work? 

22. Do you feel a part of the family? 

23. Do you spend your free time with the family? 

24. What are the provisions of your J-1 visa status? 

25. What does it mean to be an exchange visitor in the United States? 

26. Do you feel that your agency has been supportive of your au pair experience so far? 

27. Do you feel that since your visa is dependent on the family that you live with and that 

you have to do what they say otherwise they will send you home?  
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28. What has your experience been like adapting to American culture? Is life in the 

United States what you had expected it to be? 

29. Do you want to go back to your home country?  
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APPENDIX B: 

Housecleaner Survey - English 

 

PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES ABOUT DOMESTIC WORK- 

HOUSECLEANERS 

The purpose of this survey is to evaluate the perceptions and attitudes that housecleaners 

have towards their role as domestic workers in the United States. Please answer all 

questions as honestly and openly as possible and to the best of your ability. All 

information will be kept strictly confidential.  

 

1.) Nationality (for example: Polish, Mexican, Russian) ___________________ 

2.) Age 

o 18-25 

o 26-33 

o 34-41 

o 42-49 

o 50-57 

o 58 or older 

 

3.) Education 

o technical/vocational (no high school diploma) 

o high school diploma/GED 

o Associate’s Degree 

o Bachelor of Arts/Sciences 
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o Master of Arts/Sciences 

o Postgraduate 

 

4.) What was the main reason you chose to become a housecleaner?  

o This is my career 

o I need the money 

o It is a well paid job 

o It is easy to find a job as a housecleaner 

o It does not require signing a contract 

o My degree from my native country will not allow me to work in my field in the 

United States without more schooling 

o Other:________________________________________ 

 

5.) Did you work in your native country? 

__________Yes  

__________ No 

If you answered “No” in question 5, please proceed to question 7. 

  

6.) What type of work did you do? 

___________________________________________________________ 

7.) How long have you been working as a housecleaner in the United States? 

o Less than one year 

o 1-2 years 
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o 3-5 years 

o 6-10 years 

o more than 10 years 

 

8.) On a scale of 1-5, in which 1 is Highly Unlikely and 5 is Highly Likely, indicate 

whether you think you will stay in this profession for the next five years. 

 

 1  2  3  4  5 

Highly Unlikely             Undecided       Highly Likely   

            

 

9.) On a scale of 1-5, in which 1 is I Dislike It Very Much and 5 is I Enjoy It Very Much, 

indicate your feelings towards doing housework. 

 

 1  2  3  4  5 

I Dislike It Very                   Undecided        I Enjoy It Very     

        Much                     Much 

 

 

10.) What do you like about your job: (check all that apply) 

o the income 

o flexible hours 

o it is easy 
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o my employer 

o there are no contracts involved 

o Other:_________________________________________ 

 

11.) What do you dislike about your job: (check all that apply) 

o the income 

o flexible hours 

o it is easy 

o my employer 

o there are no contracts involved 

o Other:_________________________________________ 

 

12.) What is your favorite household cleaning task: (check just one) 

o vacuuming 

o cleaning windows (Windexing) 

o dusting 

o making the bed/changing sheets 

o putting clothes/toys away 

o folding clothes/doing laundry 

o cleaning the floors 

o cleaning countertops 

o Other:_________________________________________ 
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13.) What is your least favorite household cleaning task: (check just one) 

o vacuuming 

o cleaning windows (Windexing) 

o dusting 

o making the bed/changing sheets 

o putting clothes/toys away 

o folding clothes/doing laundry 

o cleaning the floors 

o cleaning countertops 

o Other:_________________________________________ 

 

14.) Are most of your employers home when you work? (check just one) 

o Always 

o Usually 

o Sometimes 

o Rarely 

o Never 

 

15.) Do you prefer to work alone or when your employers are home? 

__________ Alone        

__________ When my employer is home 

__________ I don’t care  
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16.) How many hours do you typically spend cleaning one home? _________________ 

 

17.) How often do you usually visit the same home? 

o two or more times a week 

o once a week 

o once every two weeks 

o once every three weeks 

o once each month 

o Other:___________________                     

 

18.) How much housework do your employers give you per visit (check just one). 

o the right amount  

o not enough 

o too much  

                      

19.) Do your employers ever ask you to do additional work around the house that is not 

part of your regular housecleaning duties? 

__________Yes  

__________ No 

__________ Sometimes 

If you answered “no,” please proceed to question 22. 
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20.) If you answered “yes” in 19, please describe the extra work you are asked to do: 

 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

21.) Have you received extra pay for this additional work? 

__________Yes  

__________ No 

__________ Sometimes 

 

22.) Would you recommend housecleaning as a job to other women? 

__________Yes  

__________ No 

__________ Maybe 
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APPENDIX C: 

Housecleaner Survey - Polish 

 

SPOSTREżENIA DOTYCZąCE SPRZąTANIA DOMOW I PRACY DOMOWEJ 

Celem tej ankiety jest ocena percepcji i opinii osob sprzątających zawodowo wobec ich 

rol jako pracownikow zajmujacych się gospodarką domową w Stanach Zjednoczonych. 

Proszę o wypelnienie niniejszej ankiety w sposob szczery i otwarty w ramach swoich 

możliwosci. Wszelkie odpowiedzi będą sciśle anonimowe i używane wylącznie do celow 

naukowych. 

 

1.) Narodowość (na przyklad: Polska, Meksykanska, Rosyjska) ___________________ 

2.) Wiek 

o 18-25 

o 26-33 

o 34-41 

o 42-49 

o 50-57 

o >58  

 

3.) Wykrztalcenie 

o techniczne lub zawodowe (bez dyplomu ukonczenia szkoly sredniej) 

o wykrztalcenie srednie 

o studium dwu-letnie (Associate’s Degree) 

o licencjat (Bachelor of Arts/Sciences) 
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o magister (Master of Arts/Sciences) 

o podyplomowe (Postgraduate) 

o doktorat  

 

4.) Jaki byl Pani glowny powod podjecia pracy w zawodzie sprzataczki po przyjezdzie do 

Stanow Zjednoczonych?  

o To jest moj wybrany zawod 

o Potrzebuje pieniedzy 

o To jest dobrze platna praca 

o Latwo jest znalezc prace w zawodzie sprzataczki 

o Nie wymagane jest podpisanie umowy o pracę 

o Moje wykrztalcenie nie pozwala mi na podjęcie pracy w zawodzie bez 

nostryfikacji dyplomu 

o Inny powod:________________________________________ 

 

5.) Czy pracowala Pani w swoim kraju oczystym? 

_________Tak 

_________Nie 

Jak odpowiedziala Pani „nie” w powyższym pytaniu, proszę przejść do pytania numer 7. 

 

6.) Jak rodzaj pracy wykonywala Pani? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 
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7.) Ile lat pracuje Pani w zawodzie sprzątaczki w Stanach Zjednoczonych? 

o Mniej niż rok 

o 1-2 lata 

o 3-5 lat 

o 6-10 lat 

o powyżej 10 lat 

 

8.) W skali od 1-5, na ktorej 1 oznacza Male prawdopodobienstwo, a 5 oznacza Duże 

prawdopodobienstwo, jakie jest prawdopodobienstwo, ze będzie Pani kontynuować pracę 

w tym zawodzie przez najbliższe pięc lat? 

 1         2   3                   4                 5 

Male prawdopodobienstwo       Nie wiem   Duże prawdopodobienstwo 

           

9.) W skali od 1-5, na ktorej 1 oznacza Nie Lubie, a 5 oznacza Bardzo Lubie, proszę 

zaznaczyć jakie sa Pani odczucia co do wykonywania prac zwiazanych z utrzymaniem 

domu (sprzatanie, gotowanie, scielenie lozek, etc.) 

  

1         2       3                         4                  5 

Nie Lubię        Nie wiem     Bardzo Lubię 

             

10.) Co Pani lubi w swojej pracy: (proszę zaznaczyc wszystkie pasujące odpowiedzi) 

o zarobki 
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o zmienne godziny pracy 

o jest to latwa praca 

o moj pracododawca 

o nie musze podpisywac umowy o prace 

o Inny powod:_________________________________________ 

 

11.) Co Pani nie lubi w swojej pracy: (proszę zaznaczyc wszystkie pasujące odpowiedzi) 

o zarobki 

o zmienne godziny pracy 

o nie jest to latwa praca 

o moj pracododawca 

o nie musze podpisywac umowy o prace 

o Inny powod:_________________________________________ 

 

12.) Jaka jest Pani ulubiona czynność związana z utrzymaniem domu? (proszę zaznaczyć 

jedną odpowiedz) 

o odkurzanie 

o mycie okien  (Windexowanie)  

o zbieranie kurzy 

o scielenie lożek/zmiana poscieli 

o odkladanie ubran/zabawek na miejsce 

o skladanie ubran/robienie prania (laundry) 

o zmywanie podlog 
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o zmywanie blatow/parapetow 

o inna czynność:_________________________________________ 

 

13.) Jaka jest Pani najmniej ulubiona czynność zwiazana z utrzymaniem domu? (proszę 

zaznaczyć jedną odpowiedz) 

o odkurzanie 

o mycie okien  (Windexowanie)  

o zbieranie kurzy 

o scielenie lozek/zmiana poscieli 

o odkladanie ubran/zabawek na miejsce 

o skladanie ubran/robienie prania (laundry) 

o zmywanie podlog 

o zmywanie blatow/parapetow 

o inna czynność:_________________________________________ 

 

14.) Czy Pani pracodawcy są w domu w trakcie Pani pracy? 

o Zawsze 

o Przeważnie 

o Czasami 

o Rzadko 

o Nigdy 
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15.) Czyli woli Pani pracować sama czy gdy pracodawcy są obecni? 

__________ sama  

__________ gdy moj pracodawca jest w domu 

__________ nie czyni to dla mnie roznicy 

 

16.) Ile godzin spędza Pani przeważnie na sprzątaniu jednego domu?________________ 

 

17.) Jak czesto sprząta Pani jeden dom? 

o Dwa lub więcej razy w tygodniu 

o Raz w tygodniu 

o Raz co dwa tygodnie 

o Raz co trzy tygodnie 

o Raz w miesiacu 

o Inna odpowiedz:___________________                   

 

18.) Ile pracy Pani pracodawcy pozostawiaja do wykonania za jednym razem: 

o Odpowiednia ilość  

o Niewystraczajaco 

o Za dużo 

             

19.) Czy Pani pracodawcy zlecaja kiedykolwiek dodatkowe czynności do wykonania 

wokol domu (opieke nad dziecmi, zabierania psa na spacer, robienie zakupow, etc.), 

ktore nie sa w ramach Pani stalych obowiązków?  
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__________Tak 

__________ Nie 

__________ Czasami 

Jesli odpowiedziala Pani “nie” proszę przejśc do pytania nr 22. 

 

20.) Jesli odpowiedziala Pani “tak” w pytaniu numer 19, proszę opisać te dodatkowe 

czynności. 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

21.) Czy otrzymuje Pani dodatkowa placę za ta pracę? 

__________Tak  

__________ Nie 

__________ Czasami 

 

22.) Czy polecilaby Pani sprzatanie w ramach pracy zawodowej dla 

koleżanek/znajomych?? 

__________Tak  

__________ Nie 

__________ Nie jestem pewna 
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APPENDIX D: 

Housecleaner Interview Questions – English 

1. What country are you from? How long have you lived in the United States? 

2. Please describe what you do for a living. 

3. How long have you been working as a housekeeper? 

4. Please explain why you decided to pursue this job. 

5. Please describe the families you work for. (Americans? /Immigrants? ;  Upper  

class? /Middle class?) 

6. Please expain what your responsibilities are at work. 

7. How do you perceive your responsibilities within your employer’s home?  

(opinion about work performed – relate to survey response) 

8. Are there domestic workers employed in your employer’s home? Describe  

your relationship with them.  (Nannies, Babysitters, Maids, Caregivers for 

Elderly) 

9. Compare your work to that of other domestic workers.  (better?/worse?/the  

same?) 

10. Describe your relationship with your employers. 

11. Describe how the relationship with your employers shapes the way you  

perform your duties as a housekeeper. 

12. Goals for housework. Describe what your day looks like. 

13. Career aspirations. How long do you plan on being a housekeeper? 

14. Plans for the future?  
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APPENDIX E 

Housecleaner Interview Questions – Polish 

1. Skad pochodzisz i jak dlugo mieszkasz w Stanach? 

2. Proszę opowiedzieć czym się zajmujesz zawodowo. 

3. Jak dlugo pracujesz w tym charakterze? 

4. Jak się zdecydowalaś na pracę w tym zawodzie? 

5. Proszę opisać rodzine(y) dla ktorych pracujesz. (Amerykanie? 

 Obcokrajowcy? Zamożni? Middle class?) 

6. Proszę opisać jakie sa Twoje obowiązki w pracy. 

7. Proszę powiedzieć jaka jest Twoja opinia na temat wykonywanych 

 obowiązków. 

8. Czy Twoj pracodawca zatrudnia inne osoby, ktore by się zajmowaly praca  

 zwiazana z gospodarstwem domowym? (nianie, babysitters, obsluga sluzaca na  

stale mieszkajaca w domu pracodawcy, osoby piekujace się osobami w starszym 

wieku) 

9. Proszę porownać swoje obowiazki do obowiazków innych osob zajmujących 

 się pracą związaną z gospodarstwem domowym.  (Czy Twoja praca 

 lepsza?/gorsza?/taka sama?) 

10. Czy moglabys opisać jak wygladaja Twoje relacje ze swoimi pracodawacami? 

11. Czy molabys opisać jaki wplyw Twoje relacje z pracodawcami mają na sposob w 

\ jaki wykonujesz swoja prace?  

12. Jakie cele sobie wyznaczasz jesli chodzi o wykonywanie swojej pracy? Czy 

 masz  

jakis okreslony sposob na wkonywanie poszczegolnych czynnosci zwiazanych ze 

sprzataniem? 

13. Czy obecnie wykonywany zawod spelnia Twoje oczekiwania? Jak dlugo 

 planujesz go wykonywać? 

14. Jakie są Twoje plany zawodowe na przyszlość?  
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APPENDIX F: 

Number of J-1 Visa Recipients by State & Category, 2012 

Source: J-1 Visa Exchange Visitor Program, Bureau of Educational and Cultural 
Affairs, U.S. Department of State 

 j1visa.state.gov/basics/facts-and-figures/ 
 

Program State 
Total 
Participants 

Total 
Sponsors 2012  

Au Pair AK 16 0   
Au Pair AL 16 0   
Au Pair AR 7 0   
Au Pair AS 0 0   
Au Pair AZ 66 0   
Au Pair CA 1664 6   
Au Pair CO 363 1   
Au Pair CT 734 1   
Au Pair DC 247 0   
Au Pair DE 37 0   
Au Pair FL 212 1   
Au Pair FM 0 0   
Au Pair GA 288 0   
Au Pair GU 0 0   
Au Pair HI 15 0   
Au Pair IA 18 0   
Au Pair ID 4 0   
Au Pair IL 682 0   
Au Pair IN 47 0   
Au Pair KS 28 0   
Au Pair KY 30 0   
Au Pair LA 27 0   
Au Pair MA 1058 1   
Au Pair MD 1008 0   
Au Pair ME 23 0   
Au Pair MI 165 0   
Au Pair MN 158 0   
Au Pair MO 58 0   
Au Pair MP 0 0   
Au Pair MS 2 0   
Au Pair MT 3 0   
Au Pair NC 231 0   
Au Pair ND 2 0   
Au Pair NE 7 0   
Au Pair NH 48 0   
Au Pair NJ 1315 0   
Au Pair NM 24 0   
Au Pair NV 47 0   



	  

	  

193	  

Au Pair NY 1818 1   
Au Pair OH 183 0   
Au Pair OK 8 0   
Au Pair OR 67 1   
Au Pair PA 694 0   
Au Pair PR 0 0   
Au Pair RI 29 0   
Au Pair SC 45 0   
Au Pair SD 0 0   
Au Pair TN 46 0   
Au Pair TX 315 0   
Au Pair UM 0 0   
Au Pair UT 32 1   
Au Pair VA 1297 0   
Au Pair VI 0 0   
Au Pair VT 35 0   
Au Pair WA 476 1   
Au Pair WI 83 0   
Au Pair WV 8 0   
Au Pair WY 3 0  13789 
Camp Counselor AK 6 0   
Camp Counselor AL 7 0   
Camp Counselor AR 10 0   
Camp Counselor AS 0 0   
Camp Counselor AZ 56 0   
Camp Counselor CA 1042 2   
Camp Counselor CO 173 0   
Camp Counselor CT 754 3   
Camp Counselor DC 5 0   
Camp Counselor DE 16 0   
Camp Counselor FL 174 2   
Camp Counselor FM 0 0   
Camp Counselor GA 219 0   
Camp Counselor GU 0 0   
Camp Counselor HI 6 0   
Camp Counselor IA 110 0   
Camp Counselor ID 7 0   
Camp Counselor IL 214 1   
Camp Counselor IN 133 0   
Camp Counselor KS 65 0   
Camp Counselor KY 47 0   
Camp Counselor LA 4 0   
Camp Counselor MA 1144 1   
Camp Counselor MD 557 0   
Camp Counselor ME 1276 1   
Camp Counselor MI 452 0   
Camp Counselor MN 391 1   
Camp Counselor MO 115 0   
Camp Counselor MP 0 0   
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Camp Counselor MS 32 0   
Camp Counselor MT 7 0   
Camp Counselor NC 520 1   
Camp Counselor ND 1 0   
Camp Counselor NE 12 0   
Camp Counselor NH 801 0   
Camp Counselor NJ 710 1   
Camp Counselor NM 21 0   
Camp Counselor NV 1 0   
Camp Counselor NY 3532 8   
Camp Counselor OH 221 0   
Camp Counselor OK 27 0   
Camp Counselor OR 49 0   
Camp Counselor PA 3065 2   
Camp Counselor PR 1 0   
Camp Counselor RI 101 0   
Camp Counselor SC 29 0   
Camp Counselor SD 8 0   
Camp Counselor TN 43 0   
Camp Counselor TX 361 1   
Camp Counselor UM 0 0   
Camp Counselor UT 17 0   
Camp Counselor VA 365 0   
Camp Counselor VI 0 0   
Camp Counselor VT 324 0   
Camp Counselor WA 202 0   
Camp Counselor WI 517 0   
Camp Counselor WV 175 0   
Camp Counselor WY 5 0   
College and University 
Student AK 64 2   
College and University 
Student AL 422 13   
College and University 
Student AR 636 8   
College and University 
Student AS 0 0   
College and University 
Student AZ 710 4   
College and University 
Student CA 5827 63   
College and University 
Student CO 515 9   
College and University 
Student CT 688 13   
College and University 
Student DC 885 23   
College and University 
Student DE 136 2   
College and University 
Student FL 2305 22   
College and University FM 0 0   
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Student 
College and University 
Student GA 1207 19   
College and University 
Student GU 0 0   
College and University 
Student HI 683 4   
College and University 
Student IA 475 12   
College and University 
Student ID 144 4   
College and University 
Student IL 2051 31   
College and University 
Student IN 1241 23   
College and University 
Student KS 659 9   
College and University 
Student KY 622 10   
College and University 
Student LA 502 11   
College and University 
Student MA 2641 40   
College and University 
Student MD 485 15   
College and University 
Student ME 109 6   
College and University 
Student MI 1132 23   
College and University 
Student MN 838 16   
College and University 
Student MO 1171 14   
College and University 
Student MP 0 0   
College and University 
Student MS 371 5   
College and University 
Student MT 325 4   
College and University 
Student NC 1651 21   
College and University 
Student ND 171 4   
College and University 
Student NE 330 6   
College and University 
Student NH 91 6   
College and University 
Student NJ 990 21   
College and University 
Student NM 392 6   
College and University 
Student NV 48 2   
College and University 
Student NY 3598 86   
College and University OH 984 33   
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Student 
College and University 
Student OK 611 8   
College and University 
Student OR 773 13   
College and University 
Student PA 1627 43   
College and University 
Student PR 27 1   
College and University 
Student RI 198 6   
College and University 
Student SC 413 11   
College and University 
Student SD 98 4   
College and University 
Student TN 511 15   
College and University 
Student TX 1741 40   
College and University 
Student UM 0 0   
College and University 
Student UT 490 7   
College and University 
Student VA 1081 23   
College and University 
Student VI 0 0   
College and University 
Student VT 127 6   
College and University 
Student WA 606 13   
College and University 
Student WI 1115 20   
College and University 
Student WV 232 3   
College and University 
Student WY 85 1   
Government Visitor AK 1 0   
Government Visitor AL 20 0   
Government Visitor AR 1 0   
Government Visitor AS 0 0   
Government Visitor AZ 10 0   
Government Visitor CA 125 0   
Government Visitor CO 41 0   
Government Visitor CT 36 0   
Government Visitor DC 2700 17   
Government Visitor DE 19 0   
Government Visitor FL 79 0   
Government Visitor FM 0 0   
Government Visitor GA 10 0   
Government Visitor GU 0 0   
Government Visitor HI 6 0   
Government Visitor IA 10 0   
Government Visitor ID 2 0   
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Government Visitor IL 63 0   
Government Visitor IN 16 0   
Government Visitor KS 4 0   
Government Visitor KY 26 0   
Government Visitor LA 1 0   
Government Visitor MA 160 0   
Government Visitor MD 39 3   
Government Visitor ME 0 0   
Government Visitor MI 44 0   
Government Visitor MN 34 0   
Government Visitor MO 12 0   
Government Visitor MP 0 0   
Government Visitor MS 15 0   
Government Visitor MT 68 0   
Government Visitor NC 47 0   
Government Visitor ND 7 0   
Government Visitor NE 2 0   
Government Visitor NH 19 0   
Government Visitor NJ 1 0   
Government Visitor NM 1 0   
Government Visitor NV 25 0   
Government Visitor NY 71 0   
Government Visitor OH 87 0   
Government Visitor OK 22 0   
Government Visitor OR 98 0   
Government Visitor PA 50 0   
Government Visitor PR 0 0   
Government Visitor RI 18 0   
Government Visitor SC 40 0   
Government Visitor SD 2 0   
Government Visitor TN 26 0   
Government Visitor TX 20 0   
Government Visitor UM 0 0   
Government Visitor UT 26 0   
Government Visitor VA 341 2   
Government Visitor VI 0 0   
Government Visitor VT 46 0   
Government Visitor WA 31 0   
Government Visitor WI 39 0   
Government Visitor WV 32 0   
Government Visitor WY 0 0   
Intern AK 31 0   
Intern AL 255 0   
Intern AR 70 0   
Intern AS 0 0   
Intern AZ 217 1   
Intern CA 4424 11   
Intern CO 415 0   
Intern CT 296 1   
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Intern DC 581 10   
Intern DE 32 0   
Intern FL 1707 2   
Intern FM 0 0   
Intern GA 409 3   
Intern GU 93 0   
Intern HI 103 0   
Intern IA 113 0   
Intern ID 54 0   
Intern IL 816 2   
Intern IN 148 0   
Intern KS 55 0   
Intern KY 98 0   
Intern LA 209 0   
Intern MA 1154 1   
Intern MD 364 0   
Intern ME 380 2   
Intern MI 610 1   
Intern MN 274 2   
Intern MO 157 1   
Intern MP 48 0   
Intern MS 43 0   
Intern MT 45 0   
Intern NC 320 0   
Intern ND 110 0   
Intern NE 70 0   
Intern NH 69 0   
Intern NJ 728 0   
Intern NM 26 0   
Intern NV 81 1   
Intern NY 4319 17   
Intern OH 188 1   
Intern OK 34 0   
Intern OR 248 0   
Intern PA 527 5   
Intern PR 13 0   
Intern RI 81 0   
Intern SC 387 2   
Intern SD 72 0   
Intern TN 173 2   
Intern TX 911 3   
Intern UM 1 0   
Intern UT 172 0   
Intern VA 473 4   
Intern VI 21 0   
Intern VT 33 0   
Intern WA 790 4   
Intern WI 119 0   
Intern WV 115 0   
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Intern WY 94 0   
International Visitor AK 0 0   
International Visitor AL 0 0   
International Visitor AR 41 0   
International Visitor AS 1 0   
International Visitor AZ 23 0   
International Visitor CA 4 0   
International Visitor CO 57 0   
International Visitor CT 1 0   
International Visitor DC 5674 6   
International Visitor DE 0 0   
International Visitor FL 1 0   
International Visitor FM 0 0   
International Visitor GA 6 0   
International Visitor GU 0 0   
International Visitor HI 25 0   
International Visitor IA 89 0   
International Visitor ID 1 0   
International Visitor IL 76 0   
International Visitor IN 0 0   
International Visitor KS 24 0   
International Visitor KY 5 0   
International Visitor LA 0 0   
International Visitor MA 2 0   
International Visitor MD 50 0   
International Visitor ME 0 0   
International Visitor MI 2 0   
International Visitor MN 1 0   
International Visitor MO 2 0   
International Visitor MP 0 0   
International Visitor MS 0 0   
International Visitor MT 0 0   
International Visitor NC 61 0   
International Visitor ND 1 0   
International Visitor NE 2 0   
International Visitor NH 0 0   
International Visitor NJ 0 0   
International Visitor NM 1 0   
International Visitor NV 26 0   
International Visitor NY 100 0   
International Visitor OH 1 0   
International Visitor OK 0 0   
International Visitor OR 6 0   
International Visitor PA 47 0   
International Visitor PR 0 0   
International Visitor RI 0 0   
International Visitor SC 0 0   
International Visitor SD 0 0   
International Visitor TN 1 0   
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International Visitor TX 53 0   
International Visitor UM 0 0   
International Visitor UT 2 0   
International Visitor VA 72 0   
International Visitor VI 0 0   
International Visitor VT 1 0   
International Visitor WA 55 0   
International Visitor WI 7 0   
International Visitor WV 2 0   
International Visitor WY 1 0   
Physician AK 0 0   
Physician AL 27 0   
Physician AR 9 0   
Physician AS 0 0   
Physician AZ 17 0   
Physician CA 51 0   
Physician CO 2 0   
Physician CT 68 0   
Physician DC 42 0   
Physician DE 1 0   
Physician FL 121 0   
Physician FM 0 0   
Physician GA 27 0   
Physician GU 0 0   
Physician HI 9 0   
Physician IA 6 0   
Physician ID 0 0   
Physician IL 159 0   
Physician IN 27 0   
Physician KS 11 0   
Physician KY 27 0   
Physician LA 26 0   
Physician MA 161 0   
Physician MD 81 0   
Physician ME 4 0   
Physician MI 199 0   
Physician MN 68 0   
Physician MO 34 0   
Physician MP 0 0   
Physician MS 12 0   
Physician MT 0 0   
Physician NC 29 0   
Physician ND 3 0   
Physician NE 24 0   
Physician NH 4 0   
Physician NJ 111 0   
Physician NM 7 0   
Physician NV 2 0   
Physician NY 441 0   
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Physician OH 138 0   
Physician OK 20 0   
Physician OR 8 0   
Physician PA 116 1   
Physician PR 3 0   
Physician RI 15 0   
Physician SC 5 0   
Physician SD 2 0   
Physician TN 29 0   
Physician TX 149 0   
Physician UM 0 0   
Physician UT 7 0   
Physician VA 31 0   
Physician VI 0 0   
Physician VT 4 0   
Physician WA 7 0   
Physician WI 15 0   
Physician WV 36 0   
Physician WY 0 0   
Professor and Research 
Scholar AK 12 2   
Professor and Research 
Scholar AL 224 14   
Professor and Research 
Scholar AR 119 10   
Professor and Research 
Scholar AS 0 0   
Professor and Research 
Scholar AZ 410 5   
Professor and Research 
Scholar CA 5512 94   
Professor and Research 
Scholar CO 488 10   
Professor and Research 
Scholar CT 603 18   
Professor and Research 
Scholar DC 436 39   
Professor and Research 
Scholar DE 139 2   
Professor and Research 
Scholar FL 934 24   
Professor and Research 
Scholar FM 0 0   
Professor and Research 
Scholar GA 819 21   
Professor and Research 
Scholar GU 4 1   
Professor and Research 
Scholar HI 172 5   
Professor and Research 
Scholar IA 290 13   
Professor and Research 
Scholar ID 49 4   
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Professor and Research 
Scholar IL 1380 33   
Professor and Research 
Scholar IN 689 22   
Professor and Research 
Scholar KS 193 8   
Professor and Research 
Scholar KY 235 10   
Professor and Research 
Scholar LA 247 16   
Professor and Research 
Scholar MA 3098 50   
Professor and Research 
Scholar MD 1430 25   
Professor and Research 
Scholar ME 35 10   
Professor and Research 
Scholar MI 1006 27   
Professor and Research 
Scholar MN 581 20   
Professor and Research 
Scholar MO 492 17   
Professor and Research 
Scholar MP 0 0   
Professor and Research 
Scholar MS 102 5   
Professor and Research 
Scholar MT 39 4   
Professor and Research 
Scholar NC 970 23   
Professor and Research 
Scholar ND 45 4   
Professor and Research 
Scholar NE 128 6   
Professor and Research 
Scholar NH 52 6   
Professor and Research 
Scholar NJ 503 25   
Professor and Research 
Scholar NM 112 7   
Professor and Research 
Scholar NV 63 2   
Professor and Research 
Scholar NY 2926 101   
Professor and Research 
Scholar OH 950 32   
Professor and Research 
Scholar OK 232 10   
Professor and Research 
Scholar OR 258 14   
Professor and Research 
Scholar PA 1559 50   
Professor and Research 
Scholar PR 18 2   
Professor and Research 
Scholar RI 178 7   
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Professor and Research 
Scholar SC 147 11   
Professor and Research 
Scholar SD 31 4   
Professor and Research 
Scholar TN 344 18   
Professor and Research 
Scholar TX 1742 44   
Professor and Research 
Scholar UM 0 0   
Professor and Research 
Scholar UT 189 7   
Professor and Research 
Scholar VA 513 28   
Professor and Research 
Scholar VI 0 0   
Professor and Research 
Scholar VT 28 6   
Professor and Research 
Scholar WA 579 22   
Professor and Research 
Scholar WI 483 20   
Professor and Research 
Scholar WV 53 3   
Professor and Research 
Scholar WY 27 1   
Secondary School Student AK 141 0   
Secondary School Student AL 291 0   
Secondary School Student AR 407 3   
Secondary School Student AS 0 0   
Secondary School Student AZ 792 2   
Secondary School Student CA 1636 14   
Secondary School Student CO 661 4   
Secondary School Student CT 199 3   
Secondary School Student DC 38 2   
Secondary School Student DE 89 0   
Secondary School Student FL 581 2   
Secondary School Student FM 0 0   
Secondary School Student GA 462 1   
Secondary School Student GU 0 0   
Secondary School Student HI 47 1   
Secondary School Student IA 539 0   
Secondary School Student ID 548 1   
Secondary School Student IL 697 2   
Secondary School Student IN 909 0   
Secondary School Student KS 596 0   
Secondary School Student KY 359 0   
Secondary School Student LA 288 0   
Secondary School Student MA 241 4   
Secondary School Student MD 204 1   
Secondary School Student ME 250 1   
Secondary School Student MI 2302 1   
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Secondary School Student MN 1316 4   
Secondary School Student MO 576 0   
Secondary School Student MP 0 0   
Secondary School Student MS 163 0   
Secondary School Student MT 253 0   
Secondary School Student NC 418 0   
Secondary School Student ND 65 0   
Secondary School Student NE 356 0   
Secondary School Student NH 124 0   
Secondary School Student NJ 167 2   
Secondary School Student NM 103 0   
Secondary School Student NV 280 0   
Secondary School Student NY 835 8   
Secondary School Student OH 1119 2   
Secondary School Student OK 375 0   
Secondary School Student OR 1096 1   
Secondary School Student PA 624 3   
Secondary School Student PR 0 0   
Secondary School Student RI 52 0   
Secondary School Student SC 262 2   
Secondary School Student SD 227 0   
Secondary School Student TN 337 1   
Secondary School Student TX 1693 1   
Secondary School Student UM 0 0   
Secondary School Student UT 428 0   
Secondary School Student VA 505 2   
Secondary School Student VI 0 0   
Secondary School Student VT 104 0   
Secondary School Student WA 1191 5   
Secondary School Student WI 1147 4   
Secondary School Student WV 127 1   
Secondary School Student WY 88 1   
Short-Term Scholar AK 38 2   
Short-Term Scholar AL 208 11   
Short-Term Scholar AR 52 8   
Short-Term Scholar AS 0 0   
Short-Term Scholar AZ 405 4   
Short-Term Scholar CA 3945 75   
Short-Term Scholar CO 428 10   
Short-Term Scholar CT 321 13   
Short-Term Scholar DC 1122 35   
Short-Term Scholar DE 107 2   
Short-Term Scholar FL 636 23   
Short-Term Scholar FM 0 0   
Short-Term Scholar GA 438 18   
Short-Term Scholar GU 1 1   
Short-Term Scholar HI 226 4   
Short-Term Scholar IA 215 10   
Short-Term Scholar ID 29 3   
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Short-Term Scholar IL 947 28   
Short-Term Scholar IN 465 22   
Short-Term Scholar KS 128 6   
Short-Term Scholar KY 113 9   
Short-Term Scholar LA 124 11   
Short-Term Scholar MA 1397 44   
Short-Term Scholar MD 770 19   
Short-Term Scholar ME 49 7   
Short-Term Scholar MI 747 21   
Short-Term Scholar MN 246 17   
Short-Term Scholar MO 337 16   
Short-Term Scholar MP 0 0   
Short-Term Scholar MS 70 5   
Short-Term Scholar MT 74 4   
Short-Term Scholar NC 605 19   
Short-Term Scholar ND 40 4   
Short-Term Scholar NE 123 5   
Short-Term Scholar NH 53 5   
Short-Term Scholar NJ 267 22   
Short-Term Scholar NM 122 6   
Short-Term Scholar NV 43 2   
Short-Term Scholar NY 1734 86   
Short-Term Scholar OH 611 26   
Short-Term Scholar OK 162 10   
Short-Term Scholar OR 213 12   
Short-Term Scholar PA 789 40   
Short-Term Scholar PR 12 1   
Short-Term Scholar RI 239 6   
Short-Term Scholar SC 68 9   
Short-Term Scholar SD 6 2   
Short-Term Scholar TN 189 14   
Short-Term Scholar TX 1231 39   
Short-Term Scholar UM 0 0   
Short-Term Scholar UT 155 7   
Short-Term Scholar VA 511 24   
Short-Term Scholar VI 2 0   
Short-Term Scholar VT 225 6   
Short-Term Scholar WA 296 18   
Short-Term Scholar WI 292 18   
Short-Term Scholar WV 34 3   
Short-Term Scholar WY 17 1   
Specialist AK 46 0   
Specialist AL 2 6   
Specialist AR 0 3   
Specialist AS 0 0   
Specialist AZ 20 3   
Specialist CA 185 46   
Specialist CO 24 9   
Specialist CT 17 5   
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Specialist DC 255 27   
Specialist DE 1 1   
Specialist FL 48 15   
Specialist FM 1 0   
Specialist GA 16 10   
Specialist GU 8 0   
Specialist HI 6 4   
Specialist IA 63 7   
Specialist ID 7 2   
Specialist IL 39 14   
Specialist IN 12 8   
Specialist KS 2 2   
Specialist KY 13 4   
Specialist LA 2 6   
Specialist MA 33 16   
Specialist MD 23 8   
Specialist ME 15 5   
Specialist MI 9 8   
Specialist MN 171 4   
Specialist MO 30 5   
Specialist MP 0 0   
Specialist MS 4 2   
Specialist MT 8 2   
Specialist NC 33 11   
Specialist ND 1 3   
Specialist NE 4 2   
Specialist NH 12 2   
Specialist NJ 10 10   
Specialist NM 3 4   
Specialist NV 21 1   
Specialist NY 118 36   
Specialist OH 53 14   
Specialist OK 14 3   
Specialist OR 29 10   
Specialist PA 62 20   
Specialist PR 0 0   
Specialist RI 1 1   
Specialist SC 40 6   
Specialist SD 8 2   
Specialist TN 10 7   
Specialist TX 9 16   
Specialist UM 0 0   
Specialist UT 28 4   
Specialist VA 47 10   
Specialist VI 0 0   
Specialist VT 4 3   
Specialist WA 32 10   
Specialist WI 19 9   
Specialist WV 1 2   
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Specialist WY 40 2   
Summer Work Travel AK 2853 0   
Summer Work Travel AL 885 0   
Summer Work Travel AR 53 1   
Summer Work Travel AS 0 0   
Summer Work Travel AZ 800 0   
Summer Work Travel CA 5124 10   
Summer Work Travel CO 3149 0   
Summer Work Travel CT 652 4   
Summer Work Travel DC 312 0   
Summer Work Travel DE 945 0   
Summer Work Travel FL 5489 6   
Summer Work Travel FM 1 0   
Summer Work Travel GA 336 2   
Summer Work Travel GU 0 0   
Summer Work Travel HI 513 0   
Summer Work Travel IA 156 0   
Summer Work Travel ID 234 0   
Summer Work Travel IL 2054 2   
Summer Work Travel IN 254 0   
Summer Work Travel KS 74 0   
Summer Work Travel KY 104 1   
Summer Work Travel LA 526 0   
Summer Work Travel MA 5556 0   
Summer Work Travel MD 5855 1   
Summer Work Travel ME 5331 1   
Summer Work Travel MI 857 0   
Summer Work Travel MN 735 0   
Summer Work Travel MO 632 1   
Summer Work Travel MP 0 0   
Summer Work Travel MS 277 0   
Summer Work Travel MT 1317 0   
Summer Work Travel NC 1974 0   
Summer Work Travel ND 1604 0   
Summer Work Travel NE 66 0   
Summer Work Travel NH 2021 1   
Summer Work Travel NJ 5914 1   
Summer Work Travel NM 181 0   
Summer Work Travel NV 477 0   
Summer Work Travel NY 7938 7   
Summer Work Travel OH 2318 0   
Summer Work Travel OK 152 0   
Summer Work Travel OR 134 0   
Summer Work Travel PA 2845 2   
Summer Work Travel PR 0 0   
Summer Work Travel RI 789 0   
Summer Work Travel SC 2664 2   
Summer Work Travel SD 812 0   
Summer Work Travel TN 806 1   
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Summer Work Travel TX 2287 2   
Summer Work Travel UM 0 0   
Summer Work Travel UT 1286 0   
Summer Work Travel VA 5279 1   
Summer Work Travel VI 3 0   
Summer Work Travel VT 1123 0   
Summer Work Travel WA 465 1   
Summer Work Travel WI 3705 0   
Summer Work Travel WV 281 0   
Summer Work Travel WY 1565 0   
Teacher AK 4 0   
Teacher AL 0 0   
Teacher AR 17 0   
Teacher AS 0 0   
Teacher AZ 18 1   
Teacher CA 175 9   
Teacher CO 44 1   
Teacher CT 3 1   
Teacher DC 33 1   
Teacher DE 16 1   
Teacher FL 51 1   
Teacher FM 0 0   
Teacher GA 18 2   
Teacher GU 0 0   
Teacher HI 0 0   
Teacher IA 10 1   
Teacher ID 3 0   
Teacher IL 62 2   
Teacher IN 29 2   
Teacher KS 0 1   
Teacher KY 44 1   
Teacher LA 79 2   
Teacher MA 16 3   
Teacher MD 29 1   
Teacher ME 3 0   
Teacher MI 19 0   
Teacher MN 25 1   
Teacher MO 3 0   
Teacher MP 0 0   
Teacher MS 5 0   
Teacher MT 2 0   
Teacher NC 206 3   
Teacher ND 0 0   
Teacher NE 27 1   
Teacher NH 3 1   
Teacher NJ 10 0   
Teacher NM 24 1   
Teacher NV 1 0   
Teacher NY 79 9   
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Teacher OH 38 1   
Teacher OK 4 0   
Teacher OR 31 0   
Teacher PA 9 0   
Teacher PR 0 0   
Teacher RI 2 0   
Teacher SC 125 2   
Teacher SD 1 0   
Teacher TN 22 1   
Teacher TX 99 4   
Teacher UM 0 0   
Teacher UT 52 1   
Teacher VA 6 0   
Teacher VI 0 0   
Teacher VT 0 0   
Teacher WA 25 1   
Teacher WI 15 0   
Teacher WV 6 0   
Teacher WY 0 0   
Trainee AK 7 0   
Trainee AL 25 0   
Trainee AR 11 0   
Trainee AS 0 0   
Trainee AZ 83 2   
Trainee CA 1408 10   
Trainee CO 104 0   
Trainee CT 116 2   
Trainee DC 224 12   
Trainee DE 5 0   
Trainee FL 599 3   
Trainee FM 0 0   
Trainee GA 180 5   
Trainee GU 30 0   
Trainee HI 210 0   
Trainee IA 85 0   
Trainee ID 67 1   
Trainee IL 443 2   
Trainee IN 69 0   
Trainee KS 33 0   
Trainee KY 67 0   
Trainee LA 108 0   
Trainee MA 239 1   
Trainee MD 186 1   
Trainee ME 32 2   
Trainee MI 155 0   
Trainee MN 203 3   
Trainee MO 76 1   
Trainee MP 5 0   
Trainee MS 42 0   
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Trainee MT 33 0   
Trainee NC 136 0   
Trainee ND 64 0   
Trainee NE 33 0   
Trainee NH 33 0   
Trainee NJ 280 4   
Trainee NM 11 0   
Trainee NV 45 0   
Trainee NY 2089 22   
Trainee OH 114 2   
Trainee OK 26 0   
Trainee OR 72 0   
Trainee PA 225 3   
Trainee PR 8 0   
Trainee RI 15 0   
Trainee SC 78 1   
Trainee SD 20 0   
Trainee TN 65 0   
Trainee TX 495 4   
Trainee UM 0 0   
Trainee UT 53 0   
Trainee VA 203 1   
Trainee VI 1 0   
Trainee VT 10 0   
Trainee WA 113 5   
Trainee WI 50 1   
Trainee WV 7 0   
Trainee WY 27 0   
      
      
   TOTAL 297,527  
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APPENDIX G 

Au Pair Sending Countries 

Source: American Institute for Foreign Study 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

January 1 - October 19, 2012 
   

Rank Country Au pairs 
1 Germany 3375 
2 Brazil 1219 
3 Colombia 967 
4 Mexico 807 
5 France 774 
6 Sweden 707 
7 South Africa 442 
8 Austria 392 
9 Thailand 289 

10 Poland 231 
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